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OHAPTER IX.

THEQOLOGICAL CONTROVERSIES, AND DEVELOPMENT OF THE
EQUMENICAL ORTHODOXY.

3117, General Observations. Doctrinal Importance of the
Period. Influence of the Ancient Philosophy.

Tae Nicene and Chalcedonian age is the period of the
formation and ecclesiastical settlement of the ecumenical
orthodoxy ; that is, the doctrines of the holy trinity and of the
incarnation and the divine-human person of Christ, in which
the Greek, Latin, and evangelical churclies to this day in their
symbolical books agree, in opposition to the heresies of Arian-
ism and Apollinarianism, Nestorianism and Eutychianism.
Besides these trinitarian and christological doctrines, anthro-
pology also, and soteriology. particularly the doctrines of sin
and grace, in opposition to Pelagianism and Semi-Pelagianism,
were developed and brought to a relutive settlement; only,
however, in the Latin church, for the Greek took very little
part in the Pelagian controversy.

The fundamental nature of these doctrines, the greatness
of the church fathers who were occupied with themn, and the
importance of the result, give this period the first place after
the apostolic in the history of theology. In no period, except-
ing the Reformation of the sixteenth century, have there been
so momentous and earnest controversies in doctrine, and so
lively an interest in them. The church was now in possession
of the ancient philosophy and learning of the Roman empire,
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and applied them to the unfolding and vindication of the
Christian truth. In the lead of these controversies stood church
teachers of imposing talents and energetic piety, not mere
book men, but venerable theological characters, men all of a
piece, as great in acting and suffering as in thinking. To
them theology was a sacred business of heart and life, and
upon them we may pass the judgment of Eusebius respecting
Origen: “Their life was a8 their word, and their word was as
their life.”

The theological controversies absorbed the intellectual
activity of that time, and shook the foundations of the church
and the empire. With the purest zeal for truth were mingled
much of the odiwm and rabies theologorum, and the whole
host of theological passions; which are the deepest and most
bitter of passious, because religion is concerned with eternal
interests.

The leading personages in these controversies were of
course bishops and priests. By their side fought the monks,
a8 a standing army, with fanatical zeal for the victory of
orthodoxy, or not seldom in behslf even of heresy. Emperors
and civil officers also mixed in the business of theology, but
for the most part to the prejudice of its free, internal develop-
ment ; for they imparted to all theological questions a political
character, and entangled them with the cabals of court and the
secular interests of the day. In Constantinople, during the
Arian controversy, all classes, even mechanics, bankers, frip-
pers, market women, and runaway slaves took lively part in
the questions of Homousion and sub-ordination, of the begotten
and the unbegotten.* '

The speculative mind of the Eastern church was combined

! Or, a8 Gregory Nazianzen says of the true theologian, contemplation was a pre-
lude to action, and action a prelude to contemplation, wpafis (a religious walk)
{xiBacis dewplas (actio gradus est ad contemplationem), Oratio xx. 12 (ed. Bened.
Puads. tom. L p. 388).

* S0 Gregory of Nyssa (not Nazianzen, as J. H. Kurtz, wrongly quoting from
Neander, has it in his large K. Geech. L ii. p. 99) relates from his own obeervation:
Orat. de Deitate Filii et Spiritus 8. (Opera ii. p. 898, ed. Paris. of 1618). He ocom-
pares his cotemporaries in this respect with the Athenians, who are always wishing
to 1uar some new thing.
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with a deep religious earnestncss and a certain mysticism, and
at the same time with the Grecian curiosity and disputatious-
ness, which afterwards rather injured than promoted her in-
ward life. Gregory Nazianzen, who lived in Constantinople
in the midst of the Arian wars, describes the division and
bostility which this polemie spirit introduced between parents
and children, husbands and wives, old and young, masters and
slaves, pricsts and people. “It has gone so far that the whole
market resounds with the discourses of heretics, every banquet
is corrupted by this babbling even to nauses, every merry-
making is transformed into a mourning, and every funeral
solemnjty is almost alleviated by this brawling as a still greater
evil ; even the chambers of women, the nurseries of simplicity,
are disturbed thereby, and the flowers of modesty are crushed
by this precocious practice of dispute.”’ Chrysostom, like
Melanchthon at a later day, had much to suffer from the
theological pugnacity of his times.

The history of the Nicene age shows clearly that the
church of God carries the heavenly treasure in earthly vessels.
The Reformation of the sixteenth century was likewise in fact
an incessant war, in which immpure personal and political
motives of every kind had play, and even the best men often
violated the apostolic injunction to speak the truth in love.
But we must not forget that the passionate and intolerant
dogmatism of that time was based upon deep moral earnest-
ness and strong faith, and so far forth stands vastly above the
tolerance of indifferentism, which lightly plays with the truth
or not rarely strikes out in most vehement intolerance against
the faith. (Remember the first French revolution.) The
overruling of divine Providence in the midst of these wild
conflicts is unmistakable, and the victory of the truth appears
the greater for the violence of error. God uses all sorts of
men for his instruments, and brings evil passions as well as
good into his service. The Spirit of truth guided the church
through the rush and the din of contending parties, and always
triumphed over error in the end.

! Orat. xxvil. 2 (Opera, tom. 1. p. 488). Comp. Orat. xxxii. (tom. L p. 881
Carmen de vita sua, vers. 1210 sqq. (tom. ii. p. 787 sq.)
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The ecumenical councils were the open battle-fields, upon
which the victory of orthodoxy was decided. The doctrinal
decrees of these councils contain the results of the most pro-
found discussions respecting the Trinity and the person of
Christ ; and the Church to this day has not gone essentially
beyond those decisions.

The Greek church wrought out Theology and Christology,
while the Latin church devoted itself to Anthropology and
Soteriology. The one, trne to the genius of the Greek nation-
ality, was predominantly speculative, dialectical, impulsive,
and restless ; the other, in keeping with the Ron:an character,
was practical, traditional, uniform, consistent, and ‘steady.
The former followed the stimulation of Origen and the Alex-
andrian school ; the latter received its impulse from Tertullian
and Cyprian, and reached its theological height in Jerome and
Augustine. The speculative inclination of the Greek church
appeared even in its sermons, whjch not rarely treated of the
namber of worlds, the idea of matter, the different classes of
higher spirits, the relation of the three hypostases in the God-
head, and similar abstruse questions. The Latin church also,
however, had a deep spirit of investigation (as we see in Ter-
tullian and Augustine), took an active part in the trinitarian
and christological controversies of the East, and decided the
victory of orthodoxy by the weight of its authority. The
Greek church almost exhansted its productive force in those
great struggles, proved indifferent to the deeper conception of
sin and grace, as developed by Augustine, and after the coun-
cil of Chalcedon degenerated theologically into scholastic
formalism and idle refinements.

The fourth and fifth centuries are the fiourishing, classical
period of the patristic theology and of the Christian Greeco-
Roman civilization. In the second half of the fifth century
the West Roman empire, with these literary treasures, went
down amidst the storms of the great migration, to take a new
and higher sweep in the Germano-Roman form under Charle-
magne. In the Eastern empire scholarship was better main-
tained, and a certain connection with antiquity was preserved
throngh the medium of the Greek language. But as the Greek
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church had no middle age, so it has had no Protestant Refor
mation.

The prevailing philosophy of the fathers was the Platonic,
so far as it was compatible with the Christian spirit. The
speculative theologians of the East, especially those of the
school of Origen, and in the West, Ambrose and pre-eminently
Augustine, were moulded by the Platonic idealism.

A remarkable combination of Platonisin with Christianity,
to the injury of the latter, appears in the system of mystic
_symbolism in the pseudo-Dionysian books, which cannot have
been composed before the fifth century, though they were
falsely ascribed to the Areopagite of the book of Acts (xvii.
34), and proceeded from the later school of New-Platonism, as
represented by Proclus of Athens (t485). The fundamental
idea of these Dionysiun writings (on the celestial hierarchy ;
on the ecclesiastical hierarchy; on thé divine names; on
mystic theology; together gwith ten letters) is a double hie-
rarchy, one in heaven and one on earth, each consisting of
three triads, which mediates between man and the ineffable,
transcendent, hyper-essential divinity. This idea is & remnant
of the aristocratic spirit of ancient heathenism, and forms the
connecting link with the hierarchical organization of the
church, and explains the great importance and popularity
which the psendo-Dionysian system acquired, especially in the
mystic theology of the middle ages.’

In Synesius of Cyrene also the Platonism outweighs the
Christianity. He was an cnthusiastic pupil of Hypatia, the
famous female philosopher at Alexandria, and in 410 was called
to the bishopric of Ptolemais, the capital of Pentapolis. Before
taking orders he frankly declared that he could not forsake his
philosophical opinions, although he would in public accommo-

~date himself to the popular belief. Theophilus of Alexandria,
the same who was one of the chief persecutors of the adwirers

! Comp. EncrLHARDT: Die angeblichen Schriften des Areop. Dionysius fibersetzt
und erkldrt, 1828, 2 Parta; Rirrer: Geschichte der christl. Philosophie, Bd. ii. p.
515; Baum: Geschichte der Lehre von der Dreieinigkeit, i 207 f., and his
Geschichte der Kirche, from the fourth to the gixth century, p. 59 ff; Jon. HusEr :

Die Philosophie der Kirchenviiter, pp. 827-841 ; and an article of K. Voart, in Hes
zog's Encycl. iii. p. 412 ff.
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of Origen, the father of Christian Platonism, accepted this
doubtful theory of accommodation. Synesius was made
bishop, but often regretted that he exchanged his favorite
studies for the responsible and onerous duties of the bishopric.
In his hymns he fuses the Christian doctrine of the Trinity
with the Platonic idea of God, and the Saviour with the divine
Hclios, whose daily setting and rising was to him a type of
Christ’s descent into Hades and ascension to heaven. The desire
of the soul to be freed fromn the chains of matter, takes the
place of the sorrow for sin and the longing after salvation.'

As soon as theology assumed a scholastic character and
began to deal more in dialectic forms than in living ideas, the
philosophy of Aristotle rose to favor and influcnce, and from
John Philoponus, A. p. 550, throughout the middle age to the
Protestant Reformation, kept the lead in the Catholic chnrch.
It was the philosophy of scholasticism, while mysticism sym-
pathized rather with the Platonic system.

The influence of the two great philosophies upon theology
was beneficial or injurious, according as the prineiple of Chris-
tianity was the governing or the governed factor. Both sys-

)

tems are theistic (at bottom monotheistic), and favorable to the -

spirit of earnest and profound speculation. Platonism, with
its ideal, poetic views, stimulates, fertilizes, inspires and
elevates the reason and imagination, but also easily leads
into the errors of gnosticism and the twilight of mysticism.
Aristotelianism, with its sober realism and sharp logical distine-
tions, is a good discipline for the understanding, a school of
dialectic practice, and a help to logical, systematic, methodical
treatment, but may also induce a barren formalism. The
truth is, Christianity itself is the highest philosophy, as faith
is the highest reason; and she makes successive philosophies,
as well as the arts and the sciences, tributary to herself, on the
Paunline principle that “all things are hers.”*

! Corap. Cravszn: De Synesio philosopho, Hafn. 1881; Homzx: Philos. der
Kirchenvilter, pp. 315-821; Baur: Church Hist. from the fourth to the sixth oen-
tury, p. 52 ff, and W, Mirze in Herzog's Encycl. vol. xv. p. 335 ff.

* Concerning the influence of philosophy on the church fathers, comp. RiTren’s
Genchicbte der christl. Philosophie; Ackxamann, and Baur: Ueber das Christliche
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§ 118. Sources of Theology. Soripturs and Tradition.

Oomp. the literature in vol. i. § 75 and §76. Also: Evsenrus: Hist. Ecel.
iii. 8; vi. 25 (on the form of the canon in the Niocene age); LraxDER
vax Ess (R. O.): Ohrysostomus oder Btimmen der Kirchenviter fir's
Bibellesen. Darmstadt, 1824.

ViNoeNTIus LiriNgnsis (1 about 450): Commonitorinm pro cathol. fidei
antiquitate et universitate adv. profanas omnium hser. novitates;
frequent editions, e. g. by Baluzius (1668 and 1684), Gallandi, Coster,
Klapfel (with prolegom. and notes), Viennsm, 1809, and by Herzog,
Vratisl. 1889 ; also in connection with the Opera Hilarii Arelatensis,
Rom. 1781, and the Opera Balviani, Par. 1669, and in Migne's Patro-

logia, vol. 50, p. 626 sqq.

The church view respecting the sources of Christian
theology and the rule of faith and practice remains as it was
in the previous period, except that it is further developed in
particulars." The divine Scriptures of the Old and New
Testaments, as opposed to human writings; and the oral tradi-
tion or living faith of the catholic church from the apostles
down, as opposed to the varying opinions of heretical sects—
together form the one infallible source and rule of faith. Both
are vehicles of the same substance: the saving revelation of
God in Christ; with this difference in form and office, that
the church tradition determines the canon, furnishes the key
to the true interpretation of the Scriptures, and guards them
agaiust heretical abuse. The relation of the two in the mind
of the ancient church may be illustrated by the relation be-
tween the supreme law of a country (such as the Roman law,
the Code Napoleon, the common law of England; the Constitu-
tion of the United States) and the courts which expound the
law, and decide between conflicting interpretations. Athana-
sius, for example, “ the father of orthodoxy,” always bases his
conclusions upon Seripture, and appeals to the authority of

im Platonismus ; Hoszr’s Philosophie der Kirchenviiter (Munich, 1859); Neasper's
Dogmengeschichte, L p. 89 8qq. ; ArcaEr BurLEr’s Lectures on Ancient Philosophy ;
Bueon's History of Christian Doctrine, vol. i. ch. 1 (Philosophical Infiuenoes in the
Ancient Church); ALp. Sréckr: Geschichte der Philosophie des Mittesalters, Mainz,
1865, 2 Bde. :

1 Comp. vol. i. § 75 and 76,
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tradition only in proof that he rightly understands and ex-
pounds the sacred books. The catholic faith, says he, is that
which the Lord gave, the apostles preacked, and the fathers
have preserved; upon this the church is founded, and he
who departs from this faith can no longer be called a Chris-
tian.’

The sum of doctrinal tradition was contained in what is
called the ArosTLEs’ OREED, Which at first bore various forms,
but after the beginning of the fourth century assumed the
Roman form noweommonly used. In the Greek church its
place was supplied after the year 325 by the Nicene Crxep,
which more fully expresses the doctrine of the deity of Christ.
Neither of these symbols goes beyond the substance of the
teaching of the apostles; neither contains any doctrine speci-
fically Greek or Roman.

The old catholic doctrine of Scripture and tradition, there-
fore, nearly as it approaches the Roman, must not be entirely
confounded with it. It makes the two identical as to substance,
while the Roman church rests upon tradition for many doc-
trines and usages, like the doctrines of the seven sacraments,
of the mass, of purgatory, of the papacy, and of the immacu-
late conception, which have no foundation in Seripture.
Against this the evangelical church protests, and asserts the
perfection and sufficiency of the Holy Scriptures as the record
of divine revelation; while it does not deny the value of tradi-
tion, or of the consciousness of the church, in the interpretation
of Secripture, and regulates public teaching by symbolical
books. In the Protestant view tradition is not coordinate with
Scripture, but subordinate to it, and its value depends on its
agreement with the Scriptures. The Scripturcs alone are the
norma fidei; the church doctrine is only the norma doctrine.
Protestantism gives much more play to private judgment and

} Ad Serap. Ep. i. cap. 28 (Opera, tom. L. pars ii. p. 676): "Rauer . . . Thy s
bpxiis wapdBoow xal 3idasxarfay kal wlorw Tis xadoAiiis dxxAnolas v & udyv xipios
fBwxer, ol 8 avdororos ¢xhpviar, xal ol warépes dpbAatar. Voigt (Die
Lehre des Athanasius, &c. p. 13 f.) makes Athanasius even the representative of the
formal principle of Protestantism, the supreme authority, sufficiency, and self-inter.
preting character of the Scriptures; while Mohler endeavors to place him on the
Roman side. Bot": are hiassed, and violate history by their preconceptions.
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frev investigation in the interpretation of the Scriptures, than
the lRoman or even the Nicene churech.’

I. In respect to the HorLy Sorrerures:

At the end of the fourth century views still differed in
regard to the extent of the canon, or the number of the books
which should be acknowledged as divine and authoritative.

The Jewish canon, or the Hebrew Bible, was universally
received, while the Apocrypha added to the Greek version of
the Septuagint were only in a general way accounted as books
suitable for church reading,” and thus as a mjiddle class between
canonical and strictly apocryphal (pseudonymous) writings.
And justly; for those books, while they have great historical
value, and fill the gap between the Old Testament and the
New, all originated after the cessation of prophecy, and they
cannot therefore be regarded as inspired, nor are-they ever
cited by Christ or the a.postles

Of the New Testament, in the time of Eusebius, the four
Gospels, the Acts, thirteen Epistles of Paul, the first Epistle
of John, and the first Epistle of Peter, were universally rec-
ognized as canonical,' while the Epistle to the Hebrews, the
second and third Epistles of John, the second Epistle of Peter,
the Epistle of James, and the Epistle of Jude were by many
disputed as to their apostolic origin, and the book of Revela-
tion was doubted by reason of its contents.* This indecision
in reference to the Old Testament Apocrypha prevailed still

! On this point compare the relevant sections in the works on Symbolic and
Polemic Theology, and Schaff’s Principle of Protestantism, 1845.

‘% BiBAla dvaywwaxéueva (libri ecclesiastici), in distinction from xavorid or
xavovi{éueva on the one hand, and &wdxpupa on the other. So Athanasius.

® Heb. xi. 85 ff. probably alludes, indeed, to 2 Maco. vi. ff.; but between a his-
torlcal allusion and a corroborative citation with the solemn % ypagh Aéye there is
a wide difference.

¢ Hence called duoAoyoluera.

* Hence called &rrideyduera, which, however, is by no means to be confounded
with dwdnpvgpa and »é3a. There are no apocrypha, properly speaking, in the New
Testament. The apocryphal Goepels, Acts, and Apocalypses in every case differ
greatly from the apostolic, and were never received into the canon. The idea of
apocrypha in the Old Testament is innocent, and is applied to later Jewish writings,
the origin of which is not accurately known, but the contents of which are usefl

and edifying.
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onger iu the Eastern church; but by the middle of the fourth
century the seven disputed books of the New Testament were
universally acknowledged, and they are included in the lists
of the canonical books given by Athanasius, Gregory Nazian-
zen, Amphilochius of Ieconium, Cyril of Jerusalem, and Epi
phanius; except that in some cases the Apocalypse is omitted.

In the Western church the canon of both Testaments was
closed at the end of the fourth centnry through the authority
of Jerome (who wavered, however, between critical doubtes
and the principle of tradition), and more especially of Augus-
tine, who firmly followed the Alexandrian canon of the Sep-
tuagint, and the preponderant tradition in reference to the
dispated Catholic Epistles and the Revelation; though he
himself, in some places, inclines to consider the Old Testament
Apocrypha as deutero-canonical books, bearing a subordinate
authority. The council of Hippo in 393, and the third
(according to another reckoning, the sixth) council of Carthage
in 397, under the influence of Augustine, who attended both,
fixed the catholic canon of the Holy Scriptures, including the
Apocrypha of the Old Testament, and prohibited the reading
of other books insthe churches, excepting the Acts of the Mar-
tyrs on their memorial days. These two African councils,
with Augustine,' give forty-four books as the canonical books
of the Old Testament, in the following order: Genesis, Exodus,
Leviticus, Numbers, Deuteronomy, Joshua, Judges, Ruth,
‘four books of Kings (the two of Samuel and the two of Kings),
two books of Paralipomena (Chronicles), Job, the Psahns, five
books of Solomon, the twelve minor Prophets, Isaiah, Jere-
miah, Daniel, Ezekiel, Tobias, Judith, Esther, two books of
Ezra, two books of Maccabees. The New Testament canon is
the same as ours.

This decision of the transmarine church, however, was sub-
ject to ratification ; and the concurrence of the Roman see it
received when Innocent I. and Gelasius I. (a. p. 414) repeated
the same index of biblical books.

This canon remained undisturbed till the sixteenth century,

! De dootr. Christ. L il ¢. 8,
89
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and was sanctioned by the couucil of Trent at its fourth ses-
sion.

Protestantism retained the New Testament canon of the
Roman church,’ but, in accordance with the orthodox Jewish
and the primitive Christian view, excluded the Apocrypha
from the Old."

The most eminent of the church fathers speak in the
strongest terms of the full ¢nspiration and the infallible
authority of the holy Scriptures, and commend the diligent
reading of them even to the laity. Especially Chrysostom.
The want of general education, however, and the enormous
cost of books, left the people for the most part dependent on
the mere hearing of the word of God in public worship ; and
the free private study of the Bible was repressed by the pre-
vailing spirit of the hierarchy. No prohibition, indeed, was
yet laid upon the reading of the Bible; but the presumption
that it was a book of the priests and monks already existed.
It remained for a much later period, by the invention of print-
ing, the free spirit of Protestantismn, and the introduction of
popular schools, to make the Bible properly & people’s book,
as it was originally designed to be; and to disseminate it by
Bible societics, which now print and circulate more copies of
it in one year, than were made in the whole middle age, or
even in the fifteen centuries before the Reformation.

The oldest manuscripts of the Bible now extant date no
farther back than the fourth century, are very few, and abound
in unessential errors and omissions of every kind; and the

! The well-known doubts of Luther respecting some of the antilegomena, espe-
clally the Epistle of James, the Epistle to the Hebrews, and the Revelation, are
mere private opinions, which have latterly been re-asserted by individual Lutheran
divines, like Philippi and Kahnig, but have had no influence upon the church doctrine,

* The more particular history of the canon belongs to historical and critical
Introduction to the Bible. Besides the relevant sections in works of this gort, and
in Larpyxr's Credibility of the Gospel History, and Kircurorer’s Quellensamn,
lung (1844), comp. the following special treatises: THiERscH: Herstellung des
bistorischen Standpunkts fiir die Kritik der N. T'tlichen Schriften, 1845 ; CrEDNER:
Zur Geschichte des Kanone, 1847 ; OEnLER: Kanon des A. Ts. in Herzog's Ency-
klopidie, vol. vii. pp. 243-270; Laxperzr: Kanon des Neouen Testaments, ibid. pp.
270-803 ; also an extended article: Canon of Scripture, in W. Suita’s Dictionary
of the Bible (London and Boston, 1860), vol. i. pp. 250-268.
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problem of a critical restoration of the original text is not yet
satisfactorily solved, nor can it be more than approximately
solved in the absence of the original writings of the apostles.

The oldest and most important manuscripts in uncial let-
ters are the Sinaitic (first discovered by Tischendorf in 1859
and published in 1862), the Vatican (in Rome, defective), the
Alexandrian (in London) ; then the much mutilated codex of
Epbraim Syrus in Paris, and the incomplete codex of Cam
bridge. From these and a few other uncial codices the oldest
attainable text must be mainly gathered. Secondary sources
are quotations in the fathers, the earliest versions, such as the
Syriac Peshito and the Latin Vulgate, and the later manuscripts.'

The faith which rests not upon the letter, but upon the
living spirit of Christianity, ie led into no error by the defects
of the manuscripts and ancient and modern versions of the
Bible, but only excited to new and deeper study.

The spread of the church among all the nations of the
Roman empire, and even among the barbarians on its borders,
brought with it the necessity of ¢ranslating the Scriptures into
various tongues. The most important of these versions, and
the one most used, is the Latin Vulgats, which was made by
the learned Jerome on the basis of the older ZZala, and which
afterwards, notwithstanding its many errors, was placed by
the Roman church on a level with the original itself. The
knowledge of Hebrew among the fathers was very rare; the
Septuagint was considered sufficient, and even the knowledge
of Greek diminished steadily in the Latin church after the
invasion of the barbarians and the schism with the East, so
that the Bible in its original languages became a sealed book,
and remained such until the revival of learning in the fifteenth
century.

In the <nterpretation of the Scriptures the system ot
allegorical exposition and imposition was in high repute, and

! Full information on this subject may be found in the Introductions to the New
Testament, and in the Prolegomena of the critical editions of the New Testament,
among which the editions of Lachmann, Tischendorf, Tregelles, and Alford are the
most important. Comp. particularly the eighth large edition of Tischendorf, begus
o 1868, and diligently employing all existing critical helpe,




612 THIRD PERIOD. A.D. 811-590.

often degenerated into the most arbitrary conceits, especially’

in the Alezandrian school, to which most of the great dogmat-
ic theologians of the Nicene age belonged. In opposition to
this system the Antiochian school, founded by Lucian (} 311),
and represented by Diodorus of Tarsus, Theodore of Mopsues-
tia, and best by John Cbrysostom and Theodoret, advocated a
soberer grammatical and historical exegesis, and made a
sharper distinction between the human and the divine elements
in the Scriptures. Theodore thereby incurred the suspicion
and subsequently even the condemmation of the Greek
church.

Among the Latin fathers a similar difference in the inter-
pretation of Scripture appears between the discerning depth
and lively play of Augustine and the grammatical and archee-
ological scholarship and dogmatical superficiality of Jerome.

II. The Holy Scriptures were universally accepted as the
supreme authority and infallible rule of faith. But as the
Scriptures themselves were variously interpreted, and were
claimed by the heretics for their views, the fathers of our
period, like Irengus and Tertullian before them, had recourse
at the same time to TRADITION, as preserved from the apostles
through the unbroken succession of the bishops. With them
the Scriptures are the supreme law; the combined wisdom
and piety of the catholic church, the organic body of the faith-
ful, is the judge which decides the true sense of the law. For
to be understood the Bible must be explained, either by pri-
vate judgment or by the universal faith of Christendom.

Strictly speaking, the Holy Ghost, who is the author, is also
the only infallible interpreter of the Scriptures. But it was
held that the Holy Ghost is given only to the orthodox church,
not to heretical and schismatic sects, and that he expresses
himself through assembled orthodox bishops and universal
councils in the clearest and most authoritative way. *“The
heretics,” says Hilary, “all cite the Scriptures, but without
the sense of the Scriptures; for those who are outside the
church can have no understanding of the word of God.”
They imagine they follow the Scriptures, while in truth they
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follow their own conceits, which they put into the Scriptures
instead of drawing their thoughts from them.

Even Augustine, who of all the fathers stands nearest to
evangelical Protestantism, on this point advocates the catholic
principle in the celebrated maxim which he urges against the
Manichseans: “I would not believe the gospel, if 1 were not
compelled by the authority of the universal church.” But he
immediately adds: ¢ God forbid that I should not believe the

gmpel.” 3

But there are different traditions; not to speak of various
interpretations of the catholic tradition. Hence the need of a
criterion of true and false tradition. The semi-Pelagian divine,
VincenTiUs, 8 monk and priest in the South-Gallic cloister of
Lirinum (t 450)," otherwise little known, propounded the
maxim which formed an epoch in this matter, and has since
remained the standard in the Roman church: We must hold
“ what haa been everywherey always, and by all believed.”*

! 4 Ego vero evangelio non crederem, nisi me Catholicee ecclesiss commoveret
autoritas, . . . Bed abeit ut ego Evangelio non credam. Illi enim credens,
non invenio quomodo possim etiam tibi [Manichsus] credere. Apostolorum enim
uomina, qus ibi leguntur, non inter se continent nomen Manichsi.” Contra Epist.
Manichsi, quam vocant fundamenti, cap. 6 (ed. Bened. tom. viil. p. 154). His
object in this argument is to show that the Manichaans have no right in the Scrip-
tures, that the Catholic church is the legitimate owner and interpreter of the Bible.
Bat it is an abuse to press this argument at once into the service of Rome as is so
often done. Between the controversy of the old Catholic church with Manichsism,
and the controversy of Romanism with Protestantism, there is an immense differ-
ence.

? Lerinum or Lirinum (now St. Honorat) is one of the group of small islands
in the Mediterranean which formerly belonged to Roman Gaul, afterwards to France.
In the fifth century it was a seminary of learned monks and priests for France, as
Faustus Regiensis, Hilarius Arelstensis, Salvianus, and others.

* Commonit. cap. 2 (in M1eNxE’s Patrolog. vol. 50, p. 640): “In ipsa item Catho-
lica Ecclesia magnopere curandum est, ut id teneamus quod ubigque, quod semper,
quod ab omnibus creditum est.” The Commonitorium was composed, as we learn
from the preface and from ch. 42, about three years after the ecumenical council
of Ephesus, therefore about 484, under the false name of Peregrinus, as a help to
the memory of the author that he might have the main points of ecclesiastical tradi-
tion constantly at hand against the heretica, Baronius calls it “ opus certe aureum,”
and Bellarmin “ parvum mole et virtute maximum.” It consisted originally of two
books, but the manuscript of the second book was stolen from the author, who then
added a brief summary of both books at the close of the first (c. 41-48). Voesius,
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Here we have a threefold test of the ecclesiastical ortho
doxy : Catholicity of place, of time, and of number; or ubiqui
ty, antiquity, and universal consent;' in other words, an
article of faith must be traced up to the apostles, and be found
in all Christian countries, and among all believers., But this
principle can be applied only to a few fundamental articles of
revealed religion, not to any of the specifically Romish dogmas,
and, to have any reasonable meaning, must be reduced to a mere
principle of majority. In regard to the consensus omnium,
which properly includes both the others, Vincentius himself
makes this limitation, by defining the condition as a concur-
rence of the majority of the clergy. To the voice of the
people neither he nor the whole Roman system, in matters of
faith, pays the slightest regard. In many important doctrines,
however, there is not even a consensus patrum, as in the doc-
trine of free will, of predestination, of the atonement. A cer-
tain freddom of divergent private opinions is the indispensable
condition of all progress of thought, and precedes the eccle-
giastical settlement of every article of faith. Even Vincentius
expressly asserts a steady advance of the church ig the knowl-
edge of the truth, though of course in harmony with the pre-
vious steps, as a man or a tree remains identical through the
various stages of growth.’

Vincentius is thoroughly Catholic in the spirit and ten-
dency of his work, and has not the most remote conception of

Cardinal Norisius (Historia Pelagiana, L ii. ¢. 11), Natalis Alexander, Hefele, and
Schmidt give thia work a polemic aim against strict Augustinism, for which certainly
the Greek church cannot be claimed, so that the three criteria of catholicity are
wanting. There is pretty strong evidence in the book itself that Vincentius belonged
to the semi-Pelagian school which arose in Marseille and Lirinum. He was prob-
ably also the author of the Vincentiana objectiones against Augustine’s doctrine of
predestination. Comp. on Vincentius, Tillemont’s Mémoires, tom. xv. pp. 148-147;
the art. Vincentiua v, L. by H. Schmidt in Herzog’s Encykl. vol. xvii. pp. 211-217;
and an essay of C. J. Hefele (R. 0.), in his Beitrige zur Kirchengeschichte, Archio-
logie und Liturgik, vol. i. p. 146 ff. (Tiib. 1864).

! As Vincentius expresses himself in the suooeeding sentence: Universitas,
antiquitas, consensio. Comp. c. 27.

* “Cunsensio omnium vel certe pene omnium sacerdotum parite: et magistro
ram,” etc. Common. c. 2 (in Migne, p. 640).

? Cap 23 (in Migne, vol 50, p. 667 sqq.)



§ 118. 8OUBOCES OF THEOLOGY. 618

tne free Protestant study of the Scriptures. But on the othe:
hand he would have as little toleration for new dogmnas. He
wished to make tradition not an independent source of knowl
edge and rule of faith by the side of the Holy Scriptures, but
only to have it acknowledged as the true interpreter of Scrip-
ture, and as a bar to heretical abuse. The criterion of the
antiquity of a doctrine, which he required, involves apostolici-
ty, bhence agreement with the spirit and substance of the New
Testament. The church, says he, as the solicitons guardian
of that which is intrusted to her, changes, diminishes, increases
nothing. Her sole effort is to shape, or confirm, or preserve
the old. Innovation is the business of heretics, not of orthodox
believers. The canon of Scripture is complete in itself, and
more than sufficient.' But since all heretics appeal to it, the
authority of the church must be called in as the rule of inter-
pretation, and in this we must follow universality, antiquity,
and consent.” It is the custom of the Catholics, says he in the
same work, to prove the true faith in two ways: first by the
authority of the holy Scriptures, then by the tradition of the
Catholie church; not because the canon alone is not of itself
sufficient for all things, but on account of the many conflicting
interpretations and perversions of the Scriptures.’

In the same spirit says pope Leo L.: “It is not permitted
to depart even in one word from the doctrine of the Evange
lists and the Apostles, nor to think otherwise concerning the
Holy Secriptures, than the blessed apostles and our fathers
learned and taught.”

T Cap. 2: “Quum sit perfectus Scripturarum Canon et sibi ad omniac satis
superque sufficial,” ete. Cap. 29.

? “Hoc facere curabant . . . ut divinum canonem secundum universalis ecclesiss
traditiones et juxta catholici dogmatis regulas interpretentur, in qua item catholica
et apostolica ecclesia sequantur necesse est universitatem, antiquitatem, consen-
sonem.” Commonit. cap. 27 (in Migne, vol. 50, p. 674). Comp. c. 2—4.

Cap. 29 (in Migne, vol. 50, p. 677): “Non quia canon solus non sibi ad uni-
versa sufficiat, sed quia verba divins, pro suo plerique arbitratu interpretantes,
varias opiniones erroresque concipiant,” ete.

¢ Epist. 82 ad Episc. Marcianum Aug. (Opers, tom. i. p. 1044, ed. Ballerini, and
In Migne, liv. p. 918): “Quum ab evangelica apostolicaque dootrina ne uno quidem
verbo liceat dissidere, aut aliter de Scripturis divinis sapere quam beati apostoli et
petres nostri didicerunt atque docuerunt,” ete.
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The catholic principle of tradition became more and more
confirmed, as the authority of the fathers and councils in-
creased and the learned study of the Holy Beriptures declined ;
and tradition gradually set itself in practice on a level with
Scripture, and even above it. It fettered free investigation,
and promoted a rigid, stationary and intolerant orthodoxy,
which condemned men like Origen and Tertunllian as heretics.
But on the other hand the principle of tradition unquestionably
exerted a wholesome conservative power, and saved the sub-
stance of the ancient church doctrine from the obscuring and
confusing influence of the pagan barbarism which deluged
Christendom.

I —TRrINITARIAN CONTROVERSIES.

GENERAL LITERATURE OF THE ARIAN CONTROVERSIES,

L Sources: On the orthodoz side most of the fathers of the fourth century ;
especially the dogmatic and polemic works of ATraNasiUs (Orationes
o. Arianos; De decretis Nicena® Synodi; De sententia Dionysii; Apo-
logia o. Arianos; Apologia de fuga sua; Historia Arianorum, eto.,
all in tom. i. pars i. ii. of the Bened. ed.), BasiL (Adv. Eunomium),
GrEgorY NazianzeN (Orationes theologice), GrRcory or Nyssa
(Contra Eunom.), EripEANIUS (Ancoratus), HiLary (De Trinitate),
AxBrose (De Fide), AveustiNg (De Trinitate, and Contra Maximini-
mum Arianum), RuriNus, and the Greek church historians.

On the hAeretical side: The fragments of the writings of Amius
(©ulewa, and two Epistole to Eusebius of Nicomedia and Alexander
of Alexandrin), preserved in quotations in Athanasius, Epiphanius,
Socrates, and Theodoret; comp. Fabdricius: Biblioth. gr. viii. p. 809.
Fragmenta AriaNorUM about 888 in Angelo Mai: Beriptorum veterum
nova collect. Rom. 1828, vol. iii. The fragments of the Church His-
tory of the Arian PriLosToRGIUS, A. D. 860—420.

. Works: Tiremoxt (R. 0.): Mémoires, ete. tom. vi. pp. 289-825, ed.
Paris, 1699, and ed. Ven. (the external history chiefly). Dionverva
Peravius (Jesuit, 1 1652): De theologicis dogmatibus, tom. ii., which
treats of the divine Trinity in eight books; and in part tom. iv. and v.
which treat in sixteen books of the Incarnation of the Word. This is
still, though incomplete, the most learned work of the Roman church
in the History of Doctrines; it first appeared at Paris, 1644-'50, in five
volumes fol., then at Amsterdam, 1700 (in 6 vols.), and at Venice,
1767 (ed. Zacharia), and has been last edited by Passaglia and Schra-
der in Reme, 1857. J. M. Travasa (R. C.): Storia critica della vita
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di Ario. Ven. 1746. 8. J. Mamnsure: Histoire de 1'Arianisme
Par. 1675. Jomn Prarson (bishop of Chester, t 1686): An Exposi:
tion of the Oreed (in the second article), 1689, 12th ed. Lond. 1741,
and very often edited since by Dobson, Burton, Nichols, Chevalier,
eto. Grozes BuLL (Anglican bishop of Bu David’s, + 1710) : Defensic
fidei Niomns. Ox. 1685 (Opp. Lat. fol. ed. Grabe, Lond. 1708. Com-
plete Works, ed. Burton, Oxf. 1827, and again in 1848, vol. 5th in two
parts, and in English in the Anglo-Oatholic Library, 1851). This
classical work endeavors, with great learning, to exhibit the Nicene
faith in all the ante-Nicene fathers, and so belongs more properly to
the previous period. Dax. WaterLanp (archdeacon of Middlesex,
t 1780, next to Bull the ablest Anglican defender of the Nicene faith):
Vindication of Christ's Divinity, 1719 ff., in Waterland’s Works, ed.
Mildert, vols. i ii. iii. Oxf. 1848. (Several acute and learned cssays
and sermons in defence of the orthodox doctrine of the Trinity against
the high Arianism of Dr. S8am. Olarke and Dr. Whitby.) Onmz. W. F.
Waron: Vollstindige Historie der Ketzereien, ete. 11 vols. Leipzig,
1762 ff. Vols. ii. and iii. (exoceedingly thorough and exceedingly dry).
GisBox : History of the Decline and Fall of the Roman Empire, ch.
xxi. A. Momixe (R. C.): Athanasius der Grosse u. die Kirche seinor
Zeit. Mainz (1827); 2d ed. 1844 (Bk ii~vi.)). J. H. NEwuan (at the
time the learned hoad of Puseyism, afterwards R. C.): The Arians of
the Fourth Century. Lond. 1888; 2d ed. (unchanged), 1854. F. CHz.
Baue: Die christl. Lehre von der Dreieinigkeit u. Menschwerdung in
ihrer geschichtl. Entwicklung. 8 vols. Tobingen, 1841-'48. Vol i.
pp. 806-835 (to the council of Chalcedon). Comp. also Baur's Kir-
chengesch. vom 4ten bis 6ten Jahrh. Tub. 1859, pp. 79-128. Js. A.
Dorxer: Entwicklungsgesch. der Lehre von der Person OChristi.
1836, 2d ed. in 2 vols. Stuttg. 1845-'63. Vol i. pp. T78-1080 (English
transl. by W. L. Aletander and D. W. Simon, in Clark’s Foreign
Theol. Library, Edinb. 1861). R. WriLBeeroros (at the time arch-
deacon of East Riding, afterwards R. C.): The Dooctrine of the Incar-
nation of our Lord Jesus Obrist. 4th ed. Lond. 1852. Bishop Kaye:
Athanasins and the coancil of Nicsa. Lond. 1853. O. Jos. HereLx
(R. 0.): Conciliengeschichte. Freib. 1855 ff. Vol i. p. 219 ff. Ar-
BERT PrINCE DE BrooLie (R. C.): L'église et 1’empire romain, au
IV. sidcle. Paris, 1856-'66, 6 vols. Vol. i. p. 8381 sqq.; vol. ii. 1
8qq. W.W.Hagvey: History and Theology of the Three Creeds. Lond.
1856, 2 vols. 1. Voier: Die Lehre des Athanasius von Alexandrien,
Bremen, 1861. A. P. S8raxiLev: Lectures on the History of the East-
ern Church. 2d ed. 1868 (reprinted in New York). Sects. ii.-vil
(more brilliant than solid). Comp. also the relevant sections in the
general Church Histories of Freury, SoHROOKE (vols. v. and vi)
Nzanper, GiesgrEr, and in the Dootrine Histories of M#xsonmr:
©0LLN, BauMaaBTEN-CRUSIUS, HAoGENBACH, BAUR, BRox, Sazop,
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§ 119. The Arian Controversy down to the Council of Niceea,
318-325.

The Arian controversy relates primarily to the deity of
Christ, but in its course it touches also the deity of the Holy
Ghost, and embraces therefore the whole mystery of the Holy
Trinity and the incarnation of God, which is the very centre
of the Christian revelation. The dogma of the Trinity came
up not by itself in abstract form, but in inseparable connection
with the doctrine of the deity of Christ and the Holy Ghost.
If this latter doctrine is true, the Trinity follows by logical
necessity, the biblical monotheism being presumed ; in other
words: If God is one, and if Christ and the Holy Ghost are
distinct from the Father and yet participate in the divine sub-
stance, God must be triune. Though there are in the Holy
Scriptures themselves few texts which directly prove the
Trinity, and the name Trinity is wholly wanting in them, this
doctrine is taught with all the greater force in a living form
from Genesis to Revelation by the main facts of the revelation
of God as Creator, Redeemer, and Sanctifier, besides being in-
directly Involved in the deity of Christ and the Holy Ghost.

The church always believed in this Trinity of revelation,
and confessed its faith by baptism into the name of the Father,
and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost. This carried with it
from the first the conviction, that this revelation of God must
be grounded in a distinction immanent in the divine essence.
But to bring this faith into clear and fixed knowledge, and to
form the baptismal confession into doctrine, was the hard and
earnest intellectual work of three centuries. In the Nicene
age minds crashed against each other, and fought the decisive
battles for and against the doctrines of the true deity of Christ,
with which the divinity of Christianity stands or falls.

The controversies on this fundamental question agitated
the Roman empire and the church of East and West for more
than half a century, and gave oceasion to the first two ecume-
nical councils of Niceea and Constantinople. At last the ortho-
dox doctrine triumphed, and in 381 was brought into the form
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in which it is to this day substantially held in all orthodox
churches. '

The external history of the Arian controversy, of which we
first sketch the main features, falls into three stages:

1. From the outbreak of the controversy to the temporary
victory of orthodoxy at the council of Niceea; a. p. 318-325.

2. The Arian and semi-Arian reaction, and its prevalence
to the death of Constantius; A. p. 325-361.

3. The final victory, and the completion of the Nicene
creed ; to the council of Constantinople, a. b. 881.

Arianism proceeded from the bosom of the Catholic church,
was condemned as heresy at the council of Niceea, but afterwards
under various forms attained even ascendency for a time in the
church, until at the second ecumenical council it was cast out
forever. From that time it lost its importance as a politico-
theological power, but continued as an dncatholic sect more
than two hundred years among the Germanic nations, which
were converted to Christianity under the Arian domination.

The roots of the Arian controversy are to be found partly
in the contradictory elements of the christology of the great
Origen, which reflect the crnde condition of the Christian
mind in the third century; partly in the antagonism between
the Alexandrian and the Antiochian theology. Origen, on
the one hand, attributed to Christ eternity and other divine
attributes which logically lead to the orthodox doetrine of the
identity of substance; so that he was vindicated even by Atha-
nasins, the two Cappadocian Gregories, and Basil. But, on
the other hand, in his zeal for the personal distinctions in the
Godhead, he tanght with equal clearness a separateness of
essence between the Father and the Son,' and the subordina-
tion of the Son, as a second or secondary God beneath the
Father," and thus furnished a starting point for the Arian

1 *Erepdrns Tis obalas, or Toi dwoxeiuévov. De orat. o 18.

* Hence he termed the Logos 3eirepos Beds, or Beds (without the article, comp.
John i. 1), in distinction from the Father, who is absolute God, § ®eés, or airédeos
Deus per se. He calls the Father also the root (ji(a) and fountain (xnyf) of the
whole Godhead. Comp. vol. i. §78. Redepenning: Origenes, ii. 304 sq., and
Thomasina: Origenes, p. 118 aq.
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heresy. The eternal generation of the Son from the will of the
Father was, with Origen, the communication of a divine but
secondary substance, and this idea, in the hands of the less
devout and profound Arius, who with his more rigid logic
could admit no intermediate being between God and the crear
ture, deteriorated to the notion of the primal creature.

But in general Arianism was much more akin to the spirit
of the Antiochian school than to that of the Alexandrian.
Arius himself traced his doctrine to Lucian of Antioch, who
advocated the heretical views of Paul of Samosata on the
Trinity, and was for a time excommunicated, but afterwards
rose to great consideration, and died a martyr under Maximi-
nus.
ALEXANDER, bishop of Alexandria, made earnest of the
Origenistic doctrine of the eternal generation of the Son
(which was afterwards taught by Athanasius and the Nicene
creed, but in a deeper sense, as denoting the generation of a
person of the same substance from the substancs of the Father,
and not of a person of different substance from the will of the
Father), and deduced from it the homo-ousia or consubstantiali-
ty of the Son with the Father.

Ar1us,' a presbyter of the same city after 313, who is repre-
sented as a tall, thin, learned, adroit, austere, and fascinating
man, but proud, artful, restless, and disputatious, pressed and
overstated the Origenistic view of the subordination, accused
Alexander of Sabellianism, and taught that Christ, while he
was indeed the creator of the world, was himself a creature of
God, therefore not truly divine.®

The contest between these two views broke out about the
year 318 or 320. Arius and his followers, for their denial of
the true deity of Christ, were deposed and excommunicated by
a council of a hundred Egyptian and Libyan bishops at Alex-
andria in 821, In spite of this he continued to hold religious
assemblies of his numerous adherents, and when driven from

v
"Apeios.
? This, however, is manifestly contrary to Origen’s view, which made Christ an
intermediate being between the uncreated Father and the creatare. Contra Cels 1il
8t
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Alexandria, agitated his doctrine in Palestine and Nicomedia,
and diffused it in an entertaining work, half poetry, half prose:
The Banguet (@d\ewa), of which a few fragments are preserved
in Athanasins. Several bishops, especially Eusebius of Nico
media and Ensebius of Cmsarea, who either shared his view or
at least considered it innocent, defended him. Alexander
issued & number of circular letters to all the bishops against
the apostates and Exukontians.! Bishop rose against bishop,
and province against province. The controversy soon in-
volved, through the importance of the subject and the zeal of
the parties, the entire church, and transformed the whole
Christian East into a theological battle-field. _

Constantine, the first emperor who mingled in the religious
affairs of Christendom, and who did this from a political,
monarchical interest for the unity of the empire and of religion,
was at first inclined to consider the contest a futile logomachy,
and endeavored to reconcile the parties in diplomatic style by
letters and by the personal mission of the aged bishop Hosius
of Spain; but without effect. Questions of theological and
religious principle are not to be adjusted, like political meas-
ures, by compromise, but must be fought through to their
last results, and the truth must either conquer or (for the time)
succumb. Then, in pursuance, as he thonght, of a “divine
inspiration,” and probably also with the advice of bishops who
were in friendship with him,' he summoned the first universal
council, to represent the whole church of the empire, and to
give a final decision upon the relation of Christ to God, and
upon some minor questions of discipline, the time of Easter,
and the Meletian schism in Egypt.

1} Of & oix Svrwyv. 80 he named the Arians, for their assertion that the Son of
God was made ¢ odx Srrwv, out of nothing.

* At least Ruflnus says, H. E. L 1: “Ex sacerdotum sententia” Probably
Hosius and Eusebius of Cemsarea had most influence with the emperor in this matter,
as in others. But of any codperation of the pope in the summoning of the counol
of Nioma the earliest documents know nothing,
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§ 120. The Council of Nicwma, 325.

SOURCES.

(1) Tho twenty OaNonEs, the doctrinal Symsor, and a Drorer of the
OouraiL oF N1oxa, and several Letters of bishop Alexander of Alexan-
dria and the emperor Constantine (all collected in Greek and Latin in
Mansi: Collect. sacrorum Conciliorum, tom. ii. fol. 685-704). Official
minates of the transactions themselves were not at that time made;
only the decrees as adopted were set down in writing and subseribed
by all (comp. Euseb. Vita Const. iii. 14). All later accounts of volu-
minous acts of the council are sheer fabrications (comp. Hefele, 1. p.
249 8qq.)

(3) Accounts of eye-witnesses, especially Eusesrus, Vita Const. iii. 4-84
(superficial, rather Arianizing, and a panegyric of the emperor Con-
stantine). The Church History of Eusebius, which should have closed
with the council of Nice, comes down only to the year 824. ATHa-
~Nasius: De decretis Synodi Nic.; Orationes iv contra Arianos;
Epist. ad Afros, and other historical and anti-Arian tracts in tom. i. and
fi. of his Opersa, ed. Bened. and the more important of them also in the
first vol. of Thilo's Bibliotheca Patrum Greseoc. dogmat. Lips. 1858.
(Engl. transl. in the Oxford Library of the Fathers.)

(8) The later accounts of Eprpranrus: Haer. 69; SoomaTes: H. E. i. 8
8qq.; Sozomex: H. E. i. 17 8qq.; Taronorer: H. E.1i. 1-18; Rurinus:
H. E. i 1-6 (or lib. x., if his transl. of Eugebius be counted in). Gera-
s1u8 OvzicEnus (about 476): Commentarius actorum Ooncilii Nicsni
(Greek and Latin in Munst, tom. ii. fol. 769 eqq.; it professes to be
founded on an old MS,, but is filled with imaginary speeches). Comp.
also the four Coptic fragments in Prrera: Spicilegium Solesmense, Par.
1852, vol. i. p. 509 8qq., and the Syriac fragments in Analecta Nicena.
Fragments relating to the Council of Nicea. The Syriac text from an
ancient MS. by H. Cowpegr, Lond. 1857.

LITERATURE.

Of the historians cited at § 119 must be here especially mentioned Trrrx.
moxT (R. C.), Waron, ScBROCKH, GiBBON, HEFELE (i pp. 248—426), A.
pE Broaue (vol. ii. ch. iv. pp. 8-%0), and StaxrEy. Besides them,
Irria: Historia concilii Niceni, Lips. 1712. Is. BovLe: A historicsl
View of the Council of Nice, with a translation of Documents, New
York, 1856 (in Crusé’s ed. of Euseb.’s Church History). Comp. also
£8 65 and 66 above, where this in connection with the other ecument-
cal councils has already been spoken of.

Nicsa, the very name of which speaks of victory, was the
second city of Bithynia, only twenty English miles from the
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imperial residence of Nicomedia, and easily accessible by sea
and land from all parts of the empire. It is now a miserable
Turkish village, Is-nik,’ where nothing but a rude picture in the
solitary church of St. Mary remains to the memory of the
event which has given the place & name in the history of the
world.

Hither, in the year 825, the twentieth of his reign (there-
fore the festive vicennalia), the emperor sammoned the bishops
of the empire by a letter of invitation, putting at their service
the public conveyances, and liberally defraying from the pub-
lic treasury the expenses of their residence in Niceea and of
their return. Each bishop was to bring with him two presby-
ters and three servants.’ They travelled partly in the publio
post carriages, partly on horses, mules, or asses, partly on foot.
Many came to bring their private disputes before the emperor,
who caused all their papers, without reading them, to be
burned, and exhorted the parties to reconciliation and har
mony.

The whole number of bishops assembled was at most three
hundred and eighteen;® that is, about one sixth of all the

1 I e., Els Nixaay, like Stambul, Is-tam-bul, from e!s r» xérw. Isnik now con-
tains only some fifteen hundred inhabitants.

¥ The imperial letter of convocation is not extant. Eusebius says, Vita Const,
iii. 6, the emperor by very respectful letters invited the bishops of all countries to
come with all speed to Nicsea (axel8eiv avarraxdder vovs dxioxdéwovs ypduuas: Tiunre
xois wpoxaiodueros). Arius also was invited (Rufinus, H. E. i. 1). In an invitation
of Constantine to the bishop of Syracuse to attend the council of Arles (as given by
Eusebius, H. E. x. ¢. §), the emperor directs him to bring with him two priests and
three servants, and promises to defray the travelling expenses. The same was no
doubt done at the council of Nice. Comp. Eus, V. Const. iii. 6 and 9.

* According to Athanasius (Ad Afros, c. 2, and elsewhere), Socrates (H. E. 1. 8),
Theodoret (H. E. i. 7), and the usual opinion. The spirit of mystic interpretation
gave to the number 318, denoted in Greek by the letters TIH, a reference to the
cross (T), and to the holy name Jesus (1Hoois). It was also (Ambrose, De fide, L
18) put in connection with the three hundred and eighteen servants of Abraham,
the father of the faithful (Gen. xiv. 14). Eusebius, however, gives only two hundred
and fifty bishops (werrfixorra xal 3iaxociwy &pidudy), or a few over; but with an
indefinite number of attendant priests, deacons, and acolyths (Vit. Const. iii. 8).
The later Arabic accounts of more than two thousand bishops probably arcse from
sonfounding bishops and clergy in general. Perhaps the number of members-
ncreasod towards the close, 80 that Eusebius with his 250, and Athanasius with his
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bishops of the empire, who are estimated as at least eighteen
hundred (one thousand for the Greek provinces, eight hundred
for the Latin), and only half as many as were at the council
of Chalcedon. Including the presbyters and deacons and
other attendants the nminber may have amounted to between
fifteen hundred and two thousand. Most of the Eastern prov-
inces were strongly represented; the Latin church, on the
contrary, had only seven delegates: from Spain Hosius of
Cordova, from France Nicasins of Dijon, from North Africa
Cecilian of Carthage, from Pannonia Domnus of Strido, from
Italy Eustorgius of Milan and Marcus of Calabria, from Rome
the two presbyters Victor or Vitus and Vincentius as delegates
of the aged pope Sylvester I. A Persian bishop John, also,
and a Gothic bishop, Theophilus, the forerunner and teacher
of the Gothic Bible translator Ulfilas, were present.

The formal sessions began, after preliminary disputations
between Catholics, Arians, and philosophers, probably about
Pentecost, or at farthest after the arrival of the emperor on
the 14th of Jume. They closed on the 25th of July, the
anniversary of the accession of Constantine; though the
members did not disperse till the 25th of August.' They
were held, it appears, part of the time in a church or some
public building, part of the time in the emperor’s house.

The formal opening of the council was made by the stately
entrance of the emperor, which Eusebius in his panegyrical
flattery thus describes:® “ After all the bishops had entered
the central building of the royal palace, on the sides of which
very many seats were prepared, each took his place with
becoming modesty, and silently awaited the arrival of the
emperor. The court officers entered one after another, though

818, may both be right. The extant Latin lists of the subscribers contain the
names of no more than two hundred and twenty-four bishops and chorepiscopi, and
many of these are mutilated and distorted by the mistakes of tranacribers, and varied
in the different copiea. Comp. the list from an ancient Ooptic cloister in Pitra’s
Spicilegium Solesmense (Par. 1852), tom. i. p. 516 8qq. ; and Hefele, Conciliengesch,
i 284,

! On the various dates, comp. Helele, L ¢. i. p. 261 sqq. Broglie, ii. 26, puts
the arrival of the emperor earlier, on the 4th or 5th of June.

* Vita Const. jiL 10. The above translation is somewhat abridged.
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only such as professed faith in Christ. The moment the
approach of the emperor was announced by a given signal,
they all rose from their seats, and the emperor appeared like a
heavenly messenger of God,' covered with gold and gems, a
glorions presence, very tall and slender, full of beauty, strength
and majesty. With this external adornment he united the
spiritnal ornament of the fear of God, modesty, and humility,
which could be seen in his downcast eyes, his blushing face,
the motion of his body, and his walk. When he reached the
golden throne prepared for him, he stopped, and sat not down
till the bishops gave him the sign. And after him they all
resumed their seats.”

How great the contrast between this position of the church
and the time.of her persecution but scarcely passed! What a
revolution of opinion in bishops who had once feared the
Roman emperor as the worst enemy of the church, and who
now greeted the same emperor in his half barbarons attire as
an angel of God from heaven, and gave him, though not yet
even baptized, the honorary presidency of the highest assem-
bly of the church!

After a brief salutatory address from the bishop on the right
of the emperor, by which we are most probably to understand
Eusebius of Ceesarea, the emperor himself delivered with a
gentle voice in the official Latin tongue the opening address,
which was immediately after translated into Greek, and runs
thus:*

“It was my highest wish, my friends, that I might be per-
mitted to enjoy your assembly. I must thank God that, in
addition to all other blessings, he has shown me this highest
one of all: to see you all gathered here in harmony and with
one mind. May no malicious enemy rob us of this happiness,
and after the tyranny of the enemy of Christ [Licinius and his
army] is conquered by the help of the Redeemer, the wicked
demon shall not persecute the divine law with new blasphe-

! Ofa @¢oi Tis obpdsios Eyyeros.

¥ According to Eusebius, L c. ifi. 0. 13. Sozomen, Socrates, and Rufinus also
give the emperor’s speech, somewhat differently, but in substantial agreement with
this,

40
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mies. Discord in the church I consider more fearful and pain-
ful than any other war. As soon as I by the help of God had
overcome my enemies, I believed that nothing more was now
necessary than to give thanks to God in common joy with
those whom I had liberated. But when I heard of your divi-
sion, I was convinced that this matter should by no means be
neglected, and in the desire to assist by my service, I have
summoned you without delay. I shall, however, feel my
desire fulfilled only wheun I see the minds of all united in that
peaceful harmony which you, as the anointed of God, must
preach to others. Delay not therefore, my friends, delay not,
servants of God; put away all causes of strife, and loose all
knots of discord by the laws of peace. Thus shall yon accom-
plish the work most pleasing to God, and confer upon me,
your fellow servant,’ an exceeding great joy.”

After this address he gave way to the (ecclesiastical) presi-
dents of the council,’ and the business began. The emperor,
however, constantly took an active part, and exercised a con-
siderable influence.

Among the fathers of the council, besides a great number
of obscure mediocrities, there were several distinguished and
venerable men. Eusebius of Ceesarea was most eminent for
learning ; the young archdeacon Athanasins, who accompanied
the bishop Alexander of Alexandria, for zeal, intellect, and
eloquence. Some, as confessors, still bore in their body the
marks of Christ from the times of persecution: Paphnutius of
the Upper Thebaid, Potamnon of Heraklea, whose right eyo
had been put out, and Paul of Neo-Cwsarea, who had been
tortured with red hot iron under Licinius, and erippled in both
his hands. Others were distingnished for extraordinary as-
cetic holiness, and even for miraculous works; like Jacob of
Nisibis, who had spent years as a hermit in forests and caves,
and lived like a wild beast on roots and leaves, and Spyridion
(or St. Spiro) of Cyprus, the patron of the Ionian isles, whe

V T duerépp avwdepdworti,

* Mapedidov 7d» Adyor Tois THs cvré8ov wpoédpors, says Euseb, iit 18
The questior of the presidency in the ecumenical councils has already been spoken
of in § 65.
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gven after his ordination remained a simple shepherd. Of the
Eastern bishops, Eusebius of Ceesarea, and of the Western,
Hosius, or Osius, of Cordova,' had the greatest inflnence with
the emperor. These two probably sat by his side, and pre
sided in the deliberations alternately with the bishops of Alex:
andria and Antioch.

In reference to the theological question the council was
divided in the beginning into three parties.’

The orthodox party, which held firmly to the deity of
Christ, was at first in the minority, but in talent and influence
the more weighty. At the head of it stood the bishop (or
“pope”) Alexander of, Alexandria, Eustathius of Antioch,
Macarius of Jerusalem, Marcellus of Ancyra, Hosius of Cor-
dova (the court bishop), and above all the Alexandrian arch-
deacon, Athanasius, who, though small and young, and,
according to later practice not admissible to a voice or a seat
in a council, evinced more zeal and insight than all, and gave
promise already of being the future head of the orthodox
party.

The Arians or Eusebians numbered perhaps twenty bish-
ops, under the lead of the influential bishop Eusebius of Nico-
media (afterwards of Constantinople), who was allied with the
inperial family, and of the presbyter Arius, who attended at
the command of the emperor, and was often called upon to set
forth his views. To these also belonged Theognis of Nicsa,
Maris of Chalcedon, and Menophantus of Ephesus; embracing
in this remarkable way the bishops of the several seats of the
orthodox ecumenical councils. _

The majority, whose organ was the renowned historian

! Athanasins always calls him the Great, § uéyas.

* The ancient and the Roman Catholio historians (and A. de Broglie, L ¢. vol.
iil. p. 21) generally assume only two parties, an orthodox majority and a heretical
minority. But the position of Eusebius of Ceesarea, the character of his confession,
and the subsequent history of the controversy, prove the existence of a middle,
semi-Arian party. Athanasius, too, who usually puts all ahades of opponents
together, accuses Eusebius of Cemsarea and others repeatedly of insincerity in their
subscription of the Nicene creed, and yet thesc were not proper Arians, but semi
Arians. .

* Rufinus, i. 5: % Evocabatur frequenter Arius in concilium.”
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Eusebius of Ceesarea, took middle ground between the right
and the left, but bore nearer the right, and finally went over
to that side. Many of them had an orthodox instinct, but
little discernment ; others were disciples of Origen, or preferred
simple biblical expression to a scholastic terminology ; others
had no firm convictions, but only uncertain opinions, and were
therefore easily swayed by the arguments of the stronger party
or by mere external considerations.

The Arians first proposed a creed, which however was
rejected with tmmultuous disapproval, and torn to pieces;
whereupon all the eighteen signers of it, excepting Theonas
and Sécundus, both of Egypt, abandoned the cause of Arius.

Then the church historian Eusebius, in the name of the
middle party, proposed an ancient Palestinian Confession,
which was very similar to the Nicene, and acknowledged the
divine nature of Christ in general biblical terms, but avoided
the term in question, ouoodaios, oconsubstantialis, of the
same essence, The emperor had already seen and approved
this confession, and even the Ariun minority were ready to
accept it.

But this last circumstance itself was very suspicious to the
extreme right. They wished a creed which no Arian could
honestly subscribe, and especially insisted on inserting the
expression homo-usios, which the Arians hated and declared to
be unscriptural, Sabellian, and materialistic.' The emperor
saw clearly that the Eusebian formula would not pass; and, as
he had at heart, for the sake of peace, the most nearly unani-
mous decision which was possible, he gave his voice for the
disputed word.

Then Hosius of Cordova appeared and announced that a
confession was prepared which would now be read by the
deacon (afterwards bishop) Hermogenes of Cesarea, the secre-

} Athanasius himself, however, laid little stress on the term, and rarely used it
in his theological expositions; he cared more for the thing than the name. The
word duovlaios, from duds and obola, was not an invention of the council of Nioe,
still less of Constantine, but had previously arisen in theological language, and
occurs even in Origen and among the Gnostics, though of course it is no more to be
found in the Bible than the word #rinity.
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tary of the synod. It is in substance the well-known Nicene
creed, with some additions and omissions of which we are tc
speak below. It is somewhat abrupt; the council not caring
to do more than meet the immediate exigency. The direct
concern was only to establish the doctrine of the true deity of
the Son. The deity of the Holy Spirit, though inevitably
involved, did not then come up as a subject of special dis-
cussion, and therefore the synod contented itself on this
point with the sentence: “And (we believe) in the Holy
Ghost.”' The council of Constantinople enlarged the last
article coneerning the Holy Ghost. To the positive part of
the Nicene confession is added a condemnation of the
Arian heresy, which dropped out of the formula afterwards
received.

Almost all the bishops subscribed the creed, Hosius at the
head, and next him the two Roman presbyters in the name of
their bishop. This is the first instance of such signing of a
document in the Christian church. Eusebius of Casarea also
gigned his name after a day’s deliberation, and vindicated
this act in a letter to his diocese. Eusebius of Nicomedia and
Theognis of Niceea subscribed the creed without the condem-
natory formula, and for, this they were deposed and for a time
banished, but finally consented to all the decrees of the coun-
cil. The Arian historian Philostorgius, who however deserves
little credit,’ accuses them of insincerity in having substituted,
by the advice of the emperor, for ouo-ovaos (of the same essence)
the semi-Arian word ouowovaios (of like essence). Only
two Egyptian bishops, Theonus and Secundus, persistently
refused to sign, and were banished with Arius to Illyria. The

* Dr. Sbedd, therefore, is plainly incorrect in saying, Hist. of Chr. Doctrine, vol.
L p. 808: “The problem to be solved by the Nicene council was to exhibit the doo-
trine of the trinity in its compleieness; to bring into the creed statement the lofal
data of Scripture upon both the side of unity and trinity.” This was not done till
the council of Constantinople in 381, and strictly not till the still later Symbolum
Athanasianum.

* Even Gibbon (ch. xxi.) places very little dependence on this historian: ** The
sredibility of Philostorgius is lessened, in the eyes of the orthodox, by his Arianism ;
and in those of rational critics [as if the orthodox were necessarily irrational and
uncritival ] by his passion, his prejudice, and his ignorance.”
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books of Arius were burned and his followers branded as ene
mies of Christianity.’

This is the first example of the ¢t»il punishment of heresy;
and it is the beginning of a long succession of civil persocu-
tions for all departures from the Catholic faith. Before the
union of church and state ecclesiastical excommunication was
the extreme penalty. Now banishment and afterwards even
death were added, because all offences against the church were
regarded as at the samne time crimes against the state and civil
society. .

The two other points on which the council of Nicea decided,
the Easter question and the Meletian schism, have been already
spoken of in their place. The. council issned twenty canons in
reference to discipline. The creed and the canons were writ-
ten in a book, and again signed by the bishops. The council
iesued a letter to the Egyptian and Libyan bishops as to the
decision of the three main points; the emperor also sent sev-
eral edicts to the churches, in which he ascribed the decrees to
divine inspiration, and set them forth as laws of the realm.
On the twenty-ninth of July, the twentieth anniversary of his
accession, he gave the members of the council a spleudid ban-
quet in his palace, which Eusebius (quite too sumsceptible to
worldly splendor) describes as a figure of the reign of Christ on
earth; he remunerated the bishops lavishly, and dismissed
them with a suitable valedictory, and with letters of commen-
dation to the authorities of all the provinces on their home-
ward way.

Thus ended the council of Nicea. It is the first and most
venerable of the ecumenical synods, and next to the apostolic
council at Jerusalem the most important and the most illus-
trious of all the councils of Christendom. Athanasins calls it
‘“a true monument and token of victory against every heresy ;”

! Jerome (Adv. Lucifer, ¢. 20; Opera, ed. Vallara, tom. il. p. 192 3qq.) asserts,
on the authority of aged witnesses then still living, that Arius and his adherents
wero pardoned even before the close of the council. Socrates also says (H. E. i. o
14) that Arius was recalled from banishment before Eusebius and Theognis, but
Jnder prohibition of return to Alexandria. This isolated statement, however, can-

not well be barmonized with the subsequent reculling, and probably arose frow
some confusion.
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Leo the Great, like Constantine, attributes its decrees to the
inspiration of the Holy Ghost, and ascribes even to its canons
perpetual validity; the Greek church annually observes (on
the Sunday before Pentecost) a special feast in memory of it.
There afterwards arose a multitude of apocryphal orations and
legends in glorification of it, of which Gelasius of Cyzicus in
the fifth century collected a whole volume.’

The council of Nicea is the most imnportant event of the
fourth century, and its bloodless intellectual victory over a
dangerous error is of far greater consequence to the progress
of true civilization, than all the bloody victories of Constantine
and his successors. It forms an epoch in the history of doc-
trine, sumnming up the results of all previous discussions on the
deity of Christ and the incarnation, and at the same time
regulating the further development of the Catholic orthodoxy
~ for centuries. The Nicene creed, in the enlarged form which
it received after the second ecumenical council, is the only one
of all the symbols of doctrine which, with the exception of the
subeequently added jfiliogue, is acknowledged alike by the
Greek, the Latin, and the Evangelical churches, and to this
day, after 'a course of fifteen centuries, is prayed and sung
from Sunday to Sunday in al! countries of the civilized world.
The Apostles’ Creed indeed, is much more generally used in
the West, and by its greater simplicity and more popular
form is much better adapted to catechetical and liturgical pur-
poses; but it has taken mo root in the Eastern church ; still
less the Athanasian Creed, which exceeds the Nicene in logical
precision and cumpleteness. Upon the bed of lava grows the
sweet fruit of the vine. The wild passions and the weaknesses
of men, which encompassed the Nicene council, are extin-

! Stanly interweaves several of these miraculous legends with graphical minute-
ness into the text of his narrative, thus giving it the interest of romance, at the
expense of the dignity of historical statement. The simple Spyridion performed, on
his journey to the Coumcil, the amazing feat of restoring in the dark his two mules
to life by annexing the white head to the chestnut mule, and the chestnut head to
#8 white companion, and overtook the rival bishops who had cut off the heads of
the mules with the intention to prevent the rustic bishop from reaching Nicea and
burting the cause of orthodoxy by his ignorance! According to another version of
this silly legend the decapitation of the mulee is ascribed to malicious Ariana,
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guished, but the faith in the eternal deity of Christ has
remained, and so long as this faith lives, the council of Nicsea
‘will be named with reverence and with gratitade.

§ 121, The Arian and Semi-Arian Reaction, A.p. 335-861.

The victory of the council of Nicea over the views of the
majority of the bishops was a victory only in appearance. It
had, to be sure, erected a mighty fortress, in which the defend-
ers of the essential deity of Christ might ever take refuge
from the sssaults of beresy; and in this view it was of the
utmost importance, and secured the final trinumph of the truth.
But some of the bishops had subscribed the Aomoousion with
reluctance, or from regard to the emperor, or at best with the
reservation of a broad interpretation; and with a change of
circumstances they would readily turn in opposition. The
controversy now for the first time fairly broke loose, and
Arianism entered the stage of its political development and
power. An intermediate period of great excitement ensued,
during which council was held against council, creed was set
forth against creed, and anathema against anathema was
hurled. The pagan Ammianus Marcellinus says of the coun-
cils under Constantius: “The highways were covered with .
gelloping bishops;” and even Athanasius rebuked the restless
flutter of the clergy, who journeyed the empire over to find
the true faith, and provoked the ridicule and contempt of the
unbelieving world. In intolerance and violence the Arians
exceeded the orthodox, and contested elections of bishops not
rarely came to bloody encounters. ‘The interference of im-
perial politics only poured oil on the flame, and embarrassed
the natural course of the theological development.

The personal history of Athanasius was interwoven with
the doctrinal controversy; he threw himself wholly into the
cause which he advocated. The question whether his deposi-
tion was legitimate or not, was almost identical with the ques-
tion whether the Nicene Creed should prevail.

Eusebins of Nicomedia and Theognis of Nicea threw al
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their influence against the adherents of the Aomoousion. Con
stantine himself was turned by Eusebius of Cesarea, who stood
beween Athanasius and Arius, by his sister Constantia and hex
father confessor, and by a vague confession of Arius, to think
more favorably of Arius, and to recall him from exile. Never
theless he afterwards, as before, thought himself in accordance
with the orthodux view and the Nicene creed. The real gist
of the controversy he had never understood. Athanasius, who
after the death of Alexander in April, 328,' became bishop of
Alexandria and head of the Nicene party, refused to reinstate
the heretic in his former position, and was condemned and
deposed for false accusations by two Arian councils, one at
Tyre under the presidency of the historian Eusebius, the other
at Constantinople in the year 385 (or 836), and banished by
the emperor to Treves in Gaul in 386, as a disturber of the
peace of the church.

Soon after this Arius, having been formally acquitted of
the charge of heresy by a council at Jernsalem (a. 0. 335), was
to have been solemnly received back into the fellowship of the
church at Constantinople. But on the evening before the in-
tended procession from the imperial palace to the church of
the Apostles, he suddenly died (a. ». 386), at the age of over
eighty years, of an attack like cholera, while attending to a call
of nature. This death was regarded by many as a divine judg-
ment; by others, it was attributed to poizoning by enemies;
by others, to the excessive joy of Arius in his triumph.*

On the death of Constantine (337), who had shortly before
received baptism from the Arian Eusebius of Nicomedia, Atha-
nasins was recalled from his banishment (338) by Constantine
IL (1 840), and received by the people with great enthusiasm ;
“more joyously than ever an emperor.”® Some months after-

' Aocording to the Syriao preface to the SByriac Festival Letters of Athanasius,
first edited by Cureton in 1848, It was previously supposed that Alexander died
two years earlier. Comp. Hefele, i. p. 429.

% Comp. Athanasius, De morte Arii Epist. ad Serapionem (Opera, tom. i p. 340).
He got his information from his priest Macarius, who was in Constantinople at the
time.

* 80 says Gregory Nazianzen. The date of his return, according to the Festival
Letters of At\anasius, was the 23d November, 388.
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wards (839) he held a council of nearly a hundred bishops in
Alexandria for the vindication of the Nicene doctrine. But
this was a temporary trimnph.

In the East Arianism prevailed. Constantius, second son
of Cunstantine the Great, and ruler in the East, together with
his whole court, was attached to it with fanatical intolerance
Eusebius of Nicomedia was made bishop of Constantinople
(338), and was the leader of the Arian and the more moderate,
but less consistent semi-Arian parties in their common opposi-
tion to Athanasius and the orthodox West. Hence the name
Lusebians' Athanasius was for a second time deposed, and
took refuge with the bishop Julius of Rome (389 or 810), who
in the autumn of 341 held a council of more than fifty bishope
in defence of the exile and for the condemnation of his oppo-
nents. The whole Western church was in general more stead-
fast on the side of the Nicene orthodoxy, and honored in
Athanasius a martyr of the true faith. On the contrary a
synod at Antioch, held under the direetion of the Eusebians on
the occasion of the dedication of a church in 341, issued twen-
ty-five canons,indeed, which were gencrally accepted as ortho-
dox and valid, but at the same time confirmed the deposition
of Athanasius, and set forth four ereeds, which rejected Arian-
ism, yet avoided the orthodox formula, particularly the vexed
homoousion.'

Thus the East and the West were in manifest conflict.

To heal this division, the two cmperors, Conrtantius in the
East and Constans in the West, sunmoned a general council
at Sardica in Illyria, A. p. 343. Here the Nicene party and
the Roman influence prevailed. Pope Julius was represented

3 Ol wepl EbaéBiov.

* Hence called the council in encenriis (¢yraiviois), or in dedicatione.

' This apparent contradiction between orthodox canons and semi-Arian confes-
sions has occasioned all kinds of hypotheses in reference to this Antiochian synod.
Comp. on them, Hefele, i p. 486 sqq.

¢ Not A. p. 847, as formerly supposed. Comp. Hefele, i. 515 sqq.

* About a hundred and seventy bishops in all (according to Athanasius) were
present at Bardica, ninety-four occidentals and seventy-six orientals or Eusebians.
Sozomen and Socrates, on the contrary, estimate the number at three hundred. The
signatures of the acts of the council are lost, excepting a defective list of fifty-nine
names of bigshope in Hilary,
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by two Italian priests. The Spanish bishop Hosius presided
The Nicene doctrine was here confirmed, and twelve canone -
were at the same time adopted, some of which are very impor-
tant in reference to discipline and the authority of” the Roman
sce. But the Arianizing Oriental bishops, dissatisfied with the
admission of Athanasius, took no part in the proceedings, held
an opposition council in the neighboring city of Phiippopolis,
and confirmed the decrees of the council of Antioch. The
opposite councils, therefore, inflamed the discord of the church,
instead of allaying it.

Constantius was compelled, indeed, by his brother to restore
Athanasius to his office in 346 ; but after the death of Con-
stans, A. 0. 350, he summoned three successive synods in favor
of a moderate Arianism; one at Sirmium in Pannonia (351),
one at Arelate or Arles in Gaul (353), and one at Milan in
Italy (855); he forced the decrees of these councils on the
Western church, deposed and banished bishops, like Liberius
of Rome, Hosius of Cordova, Hilary of Poictiers, Lucifer of
Calaris, who resisted them, and drove Athanasius from the
cathedral of Alexandria during divine service with five thou-
sand armed soldiers, and supplied his place with an uned-
ucated and avaricious Arian, George of Cappadocia (356).
In these violent measures the court bishops and Eusebia, the
last wife of Constantius and a zealous Arian, had great in-
fluence. Even in their exile the faithful adherents of the
Nicene faith were subjected to all manner of abuse and vexa-
tion. Hence Constantius was vehemently attacked by Atha-
nasius, Hilary, and Lucifer, compared to Pharaoh, Saul, Ahab,
Belshazzar, and called an inhuman beast, the forerunner of
Antichrist, and even Antichrist himself.

Thus Arianism gdined the ascendency in the whole Roman
empire; though not in its original rigorous form, but in the
milder form of Aomoi-ousianism or the doctrine of simlarity
of essence, a8 opposed on the one hand to the Nicene hAomo-ou-
sianism (sameness of essence), and on the other hand to the
Arian hetero-ousianiem (difference of essence).

Even the papal chair was desecrated by heresy during this
Arian interregnum ; after the deposition of Liberius, the deacon
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Felix II, “by antichristian wickedness,” as Athanasius ex
presses it, was elected his successor.’” Many Roman historians
for this reason regard him as a mere anti-pope. But in the
Roman charch books this Felix is inserted, not only as a legit-
imate pope, but even as a saint, because, according to a much
later legend, he was executed by Constantius, whom he called
a heretic. His memory is celebrated on the twenty-ninth of
July. His subsequent fortunes are very differently related.
The Roman people desired the recall of Liberius, and he,
weary of exile, was prevailed upon to apostatize by subsecrib-
ing an Arian or at least Arianizing confession, and maintain-
ing church fellowship with the Eusebians." On this condition
he was restored to his papal dignity, and received with enthu-
giasm into Rome (358). He died in 368 in the orthodox faith,
which he had denied through weakness, but not from convie--
tion. '

Even the almost centennarian bishop Hosius was induced
by long imprisonment and the threats of the emperor, though
not himself to compose (as Hilary states), yet to subscribe (as
Athanasius and Sozomen say), the Arian formula of the second
council of Sirmium, a.p. 857, but soon after repented his
unfaithfulness, and condemned the Arian heresy shortly before
his death.

The Nicene orthodoxy was thuns apparently put down.
But now the heretical majority, having overcome their com-
mon enemy, made ready their own dissolution by divisions
among themselves. They separated into two factions. The

! Comp. above, § 72, p. 871. ‘

* The apostasy of Liberius comes to us upon the clear testimony of the most
orthodox fathers, Athanasius, Hilary, Jerome, Sozomen, &c., and of three letters of
Liberius himself, which Hilary admitted into his sixth fragment, and accompanied
with some remarks., Jerome says in his Chronicle: * Liberius, teedio victus exilii,
in hereticam pravitatem subscribens Romam quasi victor intravit.” Comp. his
Catal. script. eccl ¢. 97. He probably subscribed what is called the third Sirmian
formula, that is, the collection of Semi-Arian decrees adopted at the third council
of Sirmium in 858, Hefele (i. 678), from his Roman point of view, knows no way
of saving him but by the hypothesis that he renounced the Nicene wnrd (Sucobeios),
but not the Nicene faitA. But this, in the case of 8o current a party term as
duooi'ios, which Liberius himself afterwards declared *the bulwark against all
Arian heresy " (Socr. H. E. iv. 12), is entirely untenable.
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right wing, the Eusebians or Semi-Arians, who were repre
sented by Basil of Ancyra and Gregory of Laodices, wmnain-
tained that the Son was not indeed of the same essence
(ouo-ovoios), yet of like essence (opot-ovaios), with the Father.
To these belonged many who at heart agreed with the Nicene
faith, but either harbored prejudices against Athanasius, o1
faw in the term ouo-ovows an approach to Sabellianism ; for
theological science had not yet duly fixed the distinction of
substance (odoia) and person (Uméoracis), so that the homoousia
might easily be confounded with unity of person. The left
wing, or the decided Arians, under the lead of Eudoxius of
Antioch, his deacon Aétius,' and especially the bishop Euno-
mius of Cyzicus in Mysia® (after whom they were called also
Funomians), taught that the Son was of a different essence
(érepoaviios), and even wnlike the Father (avouoios), and created
out of nothing (éf odx dvrwv). ‘They received also, from their
standard terms, the names of Hetorousiasts, Anommans, and
Favkontians.

A number of councils were occupied with this internal
dissension of the anti-Nicene party: two at Sirmium (the
second, A.D. 357; the third, . p. 858), one at Antioch (358),
one at Anoyra (358), the double council at Seleucia and Rim:-
ne (859), and one at Constantinople (360). But the division
was not hegled. The proposed compromise of entirely avoid-
ing the word odala, and subsatituting Suotos, like, for ouoiovoos,
of Uike essence, and avouoios, unlike, satisfied neither party.
Constantius vainly endeavored to suppress the quarrel by his
imperio-episcopal power. His death in 861 opened the way
for the second and permanent victory of the Niccne orthodoxy.

! He was hated among the orthodox and Semi-Arians, and called £3¢os. He was
an accomplished dialectician, a physician and theological author in Antioch, and
died about 870 in Constantinople.

? He was a pupil and friend of A&tius, and popularized his doctrine. He died
in 892. Concerning him, comp. Klose, Geschichte u. Lehre des Eunomius, Kiel,
1838, and Dommer, L c. vol. L. p. 853 sqq. Dorner calls him a deacon ; but through
the mediation of the bishop Eudoxius of Constantinople (formerly of Antioch) he
received the bishopric of Cyzicus or Cyzicum as early as 860, before he became tl¢
beud of the Arian party. Theodoret, H. E. L ii. c. 29.
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§122. The Final Victory of Orthodoxy, and the Council of
Constantinople, 381.

Julian the Apostate tolerated all Christian parties, in the
hope that they would destroy one another. With this view
he recalled the orthodox bishops fromn exile. Even Athanasine
returned, but was soon banished again as an “enemy of the
gods,” and recalled by Jovian. Now for a time the strife of
the Christians among themselves was silenced in their common
warfare against paganism revived. The Arian controversy
took its own natural course. The truth regained free play,
and the Nicene spirit was permitted to assert its intrinsic
power. It gradually achieved the victory; first in the Latin
church, which held several orthodox synods in Rome, Milan,
and Gaul; then in Egypt and the East, through the wise and
energetic administration of Athanasius, and through the elo-
quence and the writings of the three great Cappadocian
bishops Basil, Gregory of Nazianzum, and Gregory of Nyssa.

After the death of Athanasins in 373, Arianism regained
dominion for a time in Alexandria, and practised all kinds of
violence upon the orthodox.

In Constantinople Gregory Nazianzen labored, from 379,
with great success in a small congregation, which' alone
remained true to the orthodox faith during the Arian rule;
and he delivered in a domestic chapel, which he significantly
named Anastasia (the church of the Resurrection), those
renowned discourses on the deity of Christ which won him the
title of the Divine, and with it many persecutions.

The raging fanaticisn of the Arian emperor Valens
(8364-378) against both Semi-Arians and Athanasians wrought
an approach of the former party to the latter. His snccessor,
Gratian, was orthodox, and recalled the banished bishops.

Thus the heretical party was already in reality intellectual-
ly and morally broken, when the emperor Theodosius I., or .
the Great, a Spaniard by birth, and educated in the Nicene
faith, ascended the throne, and in his long and powerful reigr.
(379-395) externally completed the triumph of orthodoxy ir

-
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the Roman empire. Soon after his accession he issued, in 380,
the celebrated edict, in which he required all his subjects to
confess the orthodox faith, and threatened thc heretics with
punishment. After his entrance iAto Constantinople he raised
Gregory Nazianzen to the patriarchal chair in place of Demo-
philus (who honestly refused to renounce his heretical convie-
tion), and drove the Arians, after their forty years’ reign, out
of all the churches of the capital.

To give these forcible measnres the sanction of law, and to
restore unity in the church of the whole empire, Theodosins
called the second ecumenical council at Constantinople in May,
881. This council, after the exit of the thirty-six S8emi-Arian
Macedonians or Pneumatomachi, consisted. of only a hundred
and fifty bishops. The Latin church was not represented at
all.' Meletins (who died soon after the opening), Gregory
Nazianzen, and after his resignation Nectarius of Constanti-
nople, successively presided. This preferment of the patriarch
of Constantinople before the patriarch of Alexandria is ex-
plained by the third canon of the council, which assigns to the
bishop of new Rome the first rank after the bishop of old
Rome. The emperor attended the opening of the sessions, and
showed the bishops all honor.

At this council no new symbol was framed, but the Nicene
Creed, with some nnessential changes and an important addi-
tion respecting the deity of the Holy Ghost against Macedoni-
anism or Pneamatomachism, was adopted.® In this improved

} In the earliest Latin translation of the canoms of this council, indeed, three
Roman legates, Paschasinus, Lucentius, and Bonifacius, are recorded among the
signere (in Mansi, t. vi. p. 1178), but from an evident confusion of this council with
the fourth ecumenical of 451, which these delegates attended. Comp. Hefele, ii. p.
8 and 893. The assertion of Baronius that in reality pope Damasus summoned the
council, rests likewise on a mistake of the first council of Constantinople for the
second in 882.

? This modification and enlargement of the Nicene Creed seems not to have
originated with the second ecumenical council, but to have been current in sub-
stance about ten years'earlier. For Epiphanius, in his Anocoratus, which was com-
posed in 874, gives two similar creeds, which were then already in use in the East;
the shorter one literally agrees with that of Constantinople (c. 119, ed. Migne, tom.
itl, p. 281); the longer one (c. 120) is more lengthy on the Holy Ghost; both have
the anathema. Hefele, ii 10, overlooks the shorter and more important form,
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form the Nicene Creed has been received, though in the Greek
church without the later Latin addition : j%ogue

In the seven genuine canons of this council the heresies of
the Eunomians or Anomeeans, of the Arians or Eudoxians, of
the Semi-Arians or Pneumatomachi, of the Sabellians, Marcel-
lians, and Apollinarians, were condemned, and questions of
discipline adjusted.

The emperor ratified the decrees of the council, and as
~early as July, 381, enacted the law that all churches should
be given up to bishops who believed in the equal divinity of
the Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost, and who stood in
church fellowship with certain designated orthodox bishops.
The public worship of heretics was forbidden.

Thus Arianism and the kindred errors were forever de-
gtroyed in the Roman empire, though kindred opinions con-
tinually reappear as isolated cases and in other connections.’

But among the different barbarian peoples of the West,
especially in Ganl and.Spain, who had received Christianity
from the Roman empire during the ascendency of Arianism,
this doctrine was perpetuated two centuries longer : among the
Goths till 587; among the Suevi in Spain till 560 ; among the
Vandals who conquered North Africa in 429 and cruelly per-
secuted the Catholics, till their expulsion by Belisarius in 530;
among the Burgundians till their incorporation in the Frank

! John Milton and Isaac Newton cannot properly be termed Arians. Their view
of the relation of the Son to the Father was akin to that of Arius, but their spirit
and their system of ideas were totally different. Bishop BuLL’s great work, Defensio
fidei Nicsense, first published 1685, was directed against Socinian and Arian views
which obtained in England, but purely with historical arguments drawn from the ante-
Nicene fathers. Shortly afterwards the high Arian view was revived and ably
defended with exegetical, patristic, and philosophical arguments by Waisroy,
WaITBY, and especially by Dr. Samurr Crarxz (died 1729), in his treatise on the
% Scripture Dootrine of the Trinity " (1712), which gave rise to a protracted contro-
versy, and to the strongest dialectical defence (though broken and irregular in
method) of the Nicene doctrine in the English language by Dr. WarzrLaxo. This
trinitarian controversy, onc of the ablest and most important in the history of
English theology, is very briefly and superficially touched in the great works of
Dr. Baur (vol. iii. p. 685 ff.) and Dorner (vol. il. p. 908 f.); but the defect has
been supplied by Prof. Parrick FairBaigx in an Appendix to the English trans
lation of Dorner’s History of Christology, Divis. Secd. vol. iil. p, 837 ff.
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empire in 534, and among the Longobards till the close of the
sixth century. These barbarians, however, held Arianism
rather through accident than from conviction, and scarcely
knew the difference between it and the orthodox doctrine.
Alaric, the first conqueror of Rome; Genseric, the conquerot
of North Africa; Theodoric the Great, king of Italy and hero
of the Niebelungen Lied, were Arians. The first Tentonic
translation of the Bible came from the Arian missionary
Ulfilas.

§123. The Tlaeologwal Principles involved : Import of the
Controversy.

Here should be compared, of the works before mentioned, especially
Peravivs (tom. sec. De sanctissima Trinitate), and MSurer (Athana-
sius, third book), of the Romanists, and Baur, Dornee, and Voier, of
the Protestants,

‘We pass now to the internal history of the Arian conflict,
the development of the antagonistic ideas; first marking some
general points of view from which the subject must be con-
ceived.

To the superficial and rationalistic eye this great struggle
seems a metaphysical subtilty and a fruitless logomachy,
revolving about a Greek iota.' But it enters into the heart of
Christianity, and must necessarily affect in a greater or less
degree all other articles of faith. The different views of the
contending parties concerning the relation of Christ to the
Father involved the general question, whether Christianity is
truly divine, the highest revelation, and an actnal redemption,
or merely a relative truth, which may be superseded by a more
perfect revelation.

Thus the controversy is conceived even by Dr. Baur, who
is characterized by a much. deeper discernment of the philo-
sophical and historical import of the conflicts in the history of
Christian doctrine, than all other rationalistic historians. ¢ The
main question,” he says, ¢ was, whether Christianity is the

! ‘Opo-otat03=——Bgoi-otoios—érepo-olaios.
41
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highest and absolute revelation of God, and such that by it in
the Son of God the self-existent absolute being of God joins
itself to man, and so communicates itself that man through the
Son becomes truly one with God, and comes into such com-
munity of essence with God, as makes him absolutely certsin
of pardon and salvation. From this point of view Athanasius
apprehended the gist of the controversy, always finally sum-
" wming up all his objections to the Arian doctrine with the chief
argument, that the whole substance of Christianity, all reality
of redemption, everything which makes Christianity the per-
fect salvation, would be utterly null and meaningless, if he
who is supposed to unite man with God in real unity of being,
were not himself absolute God, or of one substance with the
absolute God, but only a creature among creatures. The infi-
nite chasm which separates creature from Creator, remains
unfilled ; there is nothing really mediatory between God and
man, if between the two there be nothing more than some
created and finite thing, or such a mediator'and redeemer as
the Arians conceive the Son of God in his essential distinction
from God : not begotten from the essence of God and coeternal,
but created out of nothing and arising in time. Just as the
distinctive character of the Athanasian doctrine lies in its
effort to conceive the relation of the Father and Son, and in it
the relation of God and man, as unity and community of
essence, the Arian doctrine on the contrary has the opposite
aim of a separation by which, first Father and Son, and then
God and man, are placed in the abstract opposition of infinite
and finite. While, therefore, according to Athanasius, Chris-
tianity is the religion of the unity of God and man, according
to Arius the essence of the Christian revelation can consist
only in man’s becoming conscious of the difference which
separates him, with all the finite, from the absolute being of
God. What value, however, one must ask, has such a Chris-
tianity, when, instead of bringing man nearer to God, it only
fixes the chasm between God and mani” !

Arianism was a religious political war against the spirit of
the Christian revelation by the spirit of the world, which, sfter

4 Die christliche Kirche vom 4-6ten Jahrhundert, 1859, p. 97 sq.
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having persccuted the church three hundred years from with.
out, sought under the Christian name to reduce her by degrad-
ing Christ to the category of the temporal and the created, and
Christianity to the level of natural religion. It substituted
for a truly divine Redeemer, a created demigod, an elevated
Hercules. Arianism proceeded from human reason, Athana-
sianism from divine revelation ; and each used the other source
of knowledge as a subordinate and tributary factor. The for-
mer was deistic and rationalistic, the latter theistic and super-
naturalistic, in spirit and effect. The one made reasonableness,
the other agreement with Seripture, the criterion of truth. In
the one the intellectual interest, in the other the moral and
religious, was the motive principle. Yet Athanasius was at
the same time a much deeper and abler thinker than Arius,
who dealt in barren deductions of reason and dialectic formu-
las.’

In close connection with this stood another distinction.
Arianism associated itself with the secular political power and
the court party; it represented the imperio-papal principle,
and the time of its prevalence under Constantius was an
uninterrupted season of the most arbitrary and violent en-
croachments of the state upon the rights of the church.
Athanasius, on the contrary, who was 8o often deposed by the
emperor, and who uttered himself so boldly respecting Con-
stantius, is the personal representative not only of orthodoxy,
but also of the independence of the church with reference to

!} Baur, Newman (The Arians, p. 17), and others put Arianism into commection
with the Aristotelian philosopby, Athanasianism with the Platonic; while Petaviua,
Ritter, to some extent also Voigt (L. c. p. 194), and others exactly reverse the rela-
tion, and derive the Arian idea of God from Platonism and Neo-Platonism. This
contrariety of opinion itself proves that such a comparison is rather confusing than
helpfal. The empirical, rational, logical tendency of Arianism is, to be sure, more
Aristotelian than Platonic; and so far Baur is right. But the Aristotelian logic and
dialectics may be used equally well in the service of Catholic orthodoxy, as they
were in fact in the mediseval scholasticism ; while, on the other hand, the Platonio
idealism, which was to Justin, Origen, and Augustine, a bridge to faith, may lead into
all kinds of Gnostic and mystio error.  All depends on making revelation and faith, or
philosophy and reason, the starting-point and the ruling power of the theological
system. Comp. also the ohservations of Dr. Dorner against Dr. Baur in his Ent
wicklungegesch. der Christologie, vol. i. p. 889, note.
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the secular power, and in this respect a precursor of Gregory
VII. in his contest with the German imperialism.

While Arianism bent to the changing politics of the court
party, and fell into diverse schools and sects the moment it
lost the imperial support, the Nicene faith, like its great cham-
pion Athanasius, remained under all outward changes of
fortune true to itself, and made its mighty advance only by
legitimate growth outward from within. Athanasius makes
no distinction at' all between the various shades of Arians
and Semi-Arians, but throws them all into the same category
of enemies of the catholic faith.'

§124. Aranism.

The doctrine of the Ariaxns, or Eusebians, Aétians, Euno-

! T cannot refrain from quoting the striking judgment of Georaz Baxcrore,
once a Unitarian preacher, on the import of the Arian controversy and the vast
influence of the Athanasian doctrine on the onward march of true Christian civiliza-
tion. “In vain,” says he in his address on the Progress of the Human Racs,
delivered before the New York Historical Society in 1854, p. 25 f., * did restless
pride, as that of Arius, seek to paganize Christianity and make it the ally of impe-
rial despotism ; to prefer a belief resting on authority and unsupported by an inward
witness, over the clear revelation of which the millions might see and feel and know
the divine glory; to substitute the conception, framed after the pattern of heathen-
ism, of an agent, superhuman yet finite, for faith in the ever continuing presence of
God with man; to wrong the greatness and sanctity of the Spirit of God by repre-
senting it as a birth of time. Against these attempts to subordinate the enfranchis-
ing virtue of truth to false worship and to arbitrary power reason asserted its su-
premacy, and the party of superstition was driven from the field. Then mooned
Ashtaroth was eclipsed and Osiris was seen no more in Memphian grove; then
might have been heard the crash of the falling temples of Polytheism; and instead
of them, came that harmony which holds Heaven and Earth in happiest umion.
Amid the deep sorrows of humanity during the sad conflict which was protracted
through centuries for the overthrow of the past and the reconstruction of society,
the consciousness of an incarnate God carried peace into the bosom of mankind.
That faith emancipated the slave, broke the bondage of woman, redeemed the cap-
tive, elevated the low, lifted up the oppressed, consoled the wretched, inspired alike
the heroes of thought and the countless masses. The down-trodden nations clung
to it as to the certainty of their future emancipation; and it so filled the heart of
the greatest poet of the Middle Ages—perhaps the greatest poet of all time—that
he had no prayer 80 earnest as to behold in the profound and clear substance of the
eternal light, that circling of reflected glory which showed the image of man.”
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mians, as they were called after their later leaders, or Exukon
tians, Heteroousiasts, and Anomceans, as they were named
from their characteristic terms, is in substance as follows :

The Father alone is God ; therefore he alone is unbegotten,
eternal, wise, good, and unchangeable, and he is separated by
an infinite chasm from the world. He cannot create the world
directly, but only through an agent, the Logos. The Son of
(zod is pre-existent,' before all creatures, and above all crea-
tures, a middle being between God and the world, the creator
of the world, the perfect image of the Father, and the execu-
tor of his thoughts, and thus capable of being called in a
metaphorical sense God, and Logos, and Wisdom." But on
the other hand, he himself is a creature, that is to say, the
first creation of God, through whom the Father called other
creatures into existence ; he was created out uf nothing* (not
out of the essence of God) by the will of the Father before all
conceivable time; he is therefore not eternal, but had a
beginning, and there was a time when he was not.*

Arianism thus rises far above Ebionism, Socinianism,
deism, and rationalism, in maintaining the personal pre-exist-
ence of the Son before all worlds, which were his creation ;
but it agrees with those systems in lowering the Son to the
sphere of the created, which of course includes the idea of
temporalness and finiteness. It at first ascribed to him the
predicate of unchangeableness also,* but afterwards subjected
him to the vicissitudes of created being.® This contradiction,
however, is solved, if need be, by the distinction hetween moral
and physical unchangeableness; the Son is in his nature
(¢Uoed) changeable, but remains good (ka\ds) by a free act of
his will. Arius, after having once robbed the Son of divine
essence,’ could not consistently allow himn any divine attribute
in the strict sense of the word; he limited his duration, his

} T1pd xpévwy xal aldrmy.

? @eds, Adyos, gopla,

* Noinua, xrioua éf odx Svrwy. Hence the name Exukontians.

$ "Apxhy Ixer—oix Ay wply yewyndF, froi xriodj~—iy wore Sre obx #m
b *Avarrolwros, Erpexros & vids,

* Tpexrds poou bs T xrlopara.
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power, and his knowledge, and expressly asserted that the Sox
does not perfectly know the Father, and therefore cannot per-
fectly reveal him. The Son is essentially distinct from the
Father,’ and—as Aé&tius and Eunomius afterward more strong
ly expressed it—unlike the Father;” and this dissimilarity
was by some extended to all moral and metaphysical attributes
and conditions." The dogma of the essential deity of Christ
seemed to Arius to lead of necessity to Sabellianism or to the
Gnostic dreams of emanation. As to the humanity of Christ,
Arius ascribed to himm only a human body, but not a rational
soul, and on this point Apollinarius came to the same conclusion,
though from orthodox premises, and with the intention of saving
the unity of the divine personality of Christ.

The later development of Arianism brought out nothing
really new, but rather revealed many inconsistencies and
contradictions. Thus, for example, Eunomius, to whom clear-
ness was the measure of truth, maintained that revelation has
made everything clear, and man can perfectly know God;
while Arius denied even to the Son the perfect knowledge of
God or of himself. The negative and rationalistic elemnent
came forth in ever greater prominence, and the controversy
became a metaphysical war, destitute of all deep religious
spirit. The eighteen formnlas of faith which Arianism and
Semi-Arianism produced between the councils of Nice and
Constantinople, are leaves without blossoms, and branches
without fruit. The natural course of the Arian heresy is
downward, through the stage of Socinianism, into the rational-
ism which sees in Christ a mere man, the chief pf his kind.

To pass now to the arguments used for and against this
error :

1. The Arians drew their axegetical proofs from the passages
of Secripture which seem to place Christ in any way in the
category of that which is created,’ or ascribe to the incarnate

1 ‘Erepovloios v¢ warpl.

3 *Apbuoios xar’ obolav. Hence the name "Avduoio, Anomeeans,

3 *Avéuoios xard wdrra,

¢ Such a8 Prov. viil. 22-25 (comp. Sir. i. 4; xxiv. 8 f.), where personified Wis

dom, . e., the Logos, says (according to the Septuagint): Kipws ¥x7i0é» ue [Heh
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(not the pre-temporal, divine) Logos growth, lack of knowl-
edge, weariness, sorrow, and other changing human affec

tions and states of mind,' or teach a subordination of the Son
to the Fatler.?

Athanasius disposes of these arguments somewhat too
easily, by referring the passages exclusively to the Auman side
of the person of Jesus. When, for example, the Lord says he
knows not the day nor the hour of the judgment, this is
due only to his human nature. For how should the Lord of
heaven and earth, whp made days and hours, not know them !
He accuses the Arians of the Jewish conceit, that divine and
human are incompatible. The Jews say: How could Christ,
if he were God, hecome man, and die on the cross? The
Arians say: How can Christ, who was inan, be at the same
time God? We, says Athanasius, are Christians ; we do not
stone Christ when he asserts his eternal Godhead, nor are we
offended in him when he speaks to us in the langnage of

1R, Vaulg. possedit me] doxhr 836» abroi eis bpya abrob - wpd Toi aidros deuerlar
oév ue, x.7.A. This passage seemed clearly to prove the two propositions of Arius,
that the Father created the Son, and that he created him for the purpose of creating
the world through him (eis fpya airoi). Acts ii. 36: “Ori xal xipior airdr xal
Xpiordy éwoinoer & Oeds. Heb. L 4: Kpeirrar yevdéueros rav dyyérwr
Heb. iii. 2: Tiordr Bvra 7¢ wotficarvri abrdv. John i 14: ‘O Adyos odpf v &
vero. Phil ii. 7-9. The last two passages are of course wholly inapposite, as
they treat of the incarnation of the Bon of God, not of his pre-temporal existence
and essence. Heb. i. 4 refers to the exaltation of the God-Man. Most plausible of
all is the famous passage: wpwrdToxos wdons xricews, Col i. 15, from which the
Arians inferred that Christ himself is a x7fos of God, to wit, the first creature of all.
But wpwrdroxos is not equivalent to wpwréxTioTos Or ¥pwréwAaoros: on the
ocontrary, Christ is by this very term distinguished from the oreation, and described
as the Author, Upholder, and End of the creation. A creature cannot possibly be
the source of life for all creatures. The meaning of the expression, therefore, is:
born before every creature, . e., before anything was made. The text indicates the
distinction between the eternal generation of the Son from the essence of the Fatber,
and the temporal creation of the world out of nothing by the Son. Yet there is a
difference between povoyerfis and wpwrdronos, which Athapasius himself makes: the
former referring to the relation of the Son to the Father, the latter, to his relation
to the world.

' Buch as Luke ii. 53; Heb. v. 8, 9; John xii. 27, 28; Matt. xxvi. 39; Mark
xifi. 52; & )

* K. g., John xiv. 28: ‘O warfip pel{wr uot dorw. This passage also refers not
to the pre-existent state of Christ, but to the state of humiliation of the God-Man,



648 THIRD PERIOD. A.D. 311-590.

human poverty. But it is the peculiar doctrine of Holy Serip-
ture to declare everywhere a double thing of Christ: that he,
as Logos aad image of the Father, was ever truly divine, and
that he afterwards became man for our salvation. When Atha-
nasius cannot refer such terms as “ made,” * created,” * be-
came,”’ to the huinan nature, he takes them figuratively for
“ testified,” “ constituted,” ¢ demonstrated.” *

As positive exegetical proofs against Arianism, Athanasius
cites almost all the familiar proof-texts which ascribe to Christ
divine names, divine attributes, divine works, and divine dig-
nity, and which it is unnecessary here to mention in detail.

Of course his exegesis, as well as that of the fathers in
general, when viewed from the level of the modern grammati-
cal, historical, and critical method, contains a great deal of
allegorizing caprice and fancy and sophistical subtilty. But
it is in general far more profound and true than the heretical.

2. The theological arguments for Arianisin were predomi-
nantly negative and rationalizing. The amount of them is,
that the opposite view is unreasonable, is irreconcilable with
strict monotheism and the dignity of God, and leads to Sabel-
lian or Gnostic errors. It is true, Marcellus of Ancyra, one of
the most zealous advocates of the Nicene homoousianism, fell
into the Sabellian denial of the tri-personality,® but most of the
Nicene fathers steered with unerring tact between the Scylla
of Sabellianism, and the Charybdis of Tritheism.

Athanasius met the theological objections of the Arians
with overwhelming dialectical skill, and exposed the internal

! The ¥xrice and édeuerlwoe in Prov. viil, 22 ff., on which the Arians laid
special stress, and of which Athanasius treats quite at large in his second oratiom
against the Arians, he refers not to the essence of the Logos (with whom the cogla
was by both parties identified), but to the incarnation of the Logos and to the
renovation of our race through him: appesaling to Eph. ii. 10: * We are his work-
manship, created in Christ Jesus unto good worka” As to the far more important
passage in Col. i. 15, Athanasius gives substantially the correct interpretation in his
Expositio fidei, cap. 8 (ed. Bened. tom. i. 101), where he says: wpwrdroxor eimdw
[aiAos] 3nhol uh elvas abrdy kTiopa, AAG yérvnua Toi watpés: Elvoy vip éul
riis Sedryros abrol Td Aéyeoda: xriopa. T vdp wdrra dxrlodncar dxd Tob warph
3id Tov viod, 8 3t vids pdvos dx Tov warpds &idlws Lyervhidn: Bid wperéroxés dewm
wdons xricews & Oeds Abyos, &rpexros ¢ drpéxton

* Comp. on Marcellus of Ancyra below, § 126,
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contradictions and philosophieal absurdities of their positions
Arianism teaches two gods, an uncreated and a created, a su-
preme and a secondary god, and thus far relapses into heathen
polytheisin. It holds Christ to be a mere creature, and yet
the creator of the world ; as if a creature could be the source
of life, the origin and the end of all creatures! It ascribes to
Christ a pre-mundane existence, but denies him eternity, while
yet time belongs to the idea of the world, and is created only
therewith,’ so that before the world there was nothing but eter-
nity. It supposes a time before the creation of the pre-existent
Christ ; thus involving God himself in the notion of time;
which contradicts the absolute being of God. It asserts the
unchangeableness of God, but denies, with the eternal genera-
tion of the Son, also the eternal Fatherhood ; thus assuming
sfter all a very essential change in God." Athanasius charges
the Arians with dualism and heathenism, and he accuses them
of destroying the whole doctrine of salvation. For if the Son
is a creature, man remains still separated, as before, from God ;
no creature can redeem other creatures, and unite them with
God. If Christ is not divine, much less can we be partakers
of the divine nature and children of God.*

§ 125. Semi-Arianiem.

The Semi-Ariaxs,’ or, as they are called, the Homoiousi-
asts,’ wavered in theory and conduct between the Nicene

1 Mundus non factus est in tempore, sed cum tempore, says Augustine, although
I caxmot just now lay my hand on the passage. Time is the successional form of
existence of all created things. Now Arius might indeed have said: Time aroee
with the Son as the first creature. ,This, however, he did not say, but put a time
before the Son.

¥ Of less weight is the objection, which was raised by Alexander of Alexandrias
Binee the Bon is the Logoe, the Arian God must have been, until the creation of the
Bon, &Aoyes, & being without reason.

* Comp. the second Oration against the Arians, cap. 69 ff.

¢ *Huudpeior.

* "Ouoiovsiaorol. The name Eusebians is used of the Arians and Semi-Ariana,
who both for a time made common cause, as & political party under the lead of
Eusebius of Nicomedia (not of Cmearea), agaiust the Athanagians and Nicenes
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orthodoxy and the Arian heresy. Their doctrine makes “the
impression, not of an internal - reconciliation of opposites
which in fuct were irreconcilable, but of diplomatic evasion,
temporizing compromise, flat, half and half juste melieu. They
had a strong footing in the subordination of most of the ante
Nicene fathers; but now the time for clear and definite de-
cision had come.

Their doctrine is contained in the confession which was
proposed to the council of Nicea by Eusebius of Ceesarea, but
rejected, and in the symbols of the councils of Antioch and
Sirmium from 840 to 360. Theologically they were best
represented first by Eusebius of Ceesarea, who adhered more
closely to his admired Origen, and later by Cyril of Jerusalem,
who approached nearer the orthodoxy of the Nicene party.

The signal term of Semi-Arianism is Aomoi-ousion, in dis-
tinction from Aomo-ousion and Aetero-ousion. The system
teaches that Christ is not a creature, but co-eternal with the
Father, though not of the same, but ouly of like essence, and
subordinate to him. It agrees with the Nicene creed in assert-
ing the eternal generation of the Son, and in denying that he
was a created being ; while, with Arianism, it denies the iden-
tity of essence. Hence it satisfied neither of the opposite par-
txes, and was charged by both with logical incoherence, Atha-
nasius and his frxends held, against the Semi-Arians, that like
attributes and relations mlo'ht be spoken of, but not like essences
or substances; these are either identical or different. It may
be said of one man that he is like another, not in respect of
substance, but in respect of his exterior and form. If the
Son, as the Semi-Arians admit, is of the essence of the Father,
he must be also of the same essence. The Arians argued:
There is no middle being between created and uncreated being ;
if God the Father alone is uncreated, everything out of him,

including the Som, is created, and cousequently of different.

essence, and unlike him,

Thus pressed from both sides, Semi-Arianism could not
long withstand'; and even before the council of Constantinople
it passed over, in the main, to the camp of orthodoxy.’

! Bull judges Semi-Arianism very contemptuously. *Semi Arianus”’ says hc
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§ 126, Revived Sabellianisin. Marcellus and Photinus.

L Eousxsrus Oxsar.: Two books contra Marcellum (xaréa MapxéAAov), and
three books De eooclesiastica theologia (after his Demonstratio evang.).
Hirary: Fragmenta, 1-8. BasiL TR Great: Epist. 53. Erirua-
m108: Hwmres. 72. RerTBERe: Marcelliana. Gott. 1794 (a collection
of the Fragments of Marcellus).

IL Moxtravoox: Diatribe de causa Marcelli Ancyr. (in Collect. nova Patr.
tom. ii. Par. 1707). Krose: Geschichte u. Lehre des Marcellus u.
Photinos. Hamb. 1887. MOmLER: Athan:sins der Gr., Buch iv. p. 818
8qq. (aiming to vindicate Marcellus, as Neancer also does). Baur: L. o
vol. i. pp. 525-588. Dorxer: 1, c. i pp. 861-882. (Both against
the orthodoxy of Marcellus.) Herere: Conciliengesch. i. 4566 sq. et
passim. WiLLENBoRG : Ucber die Orthodoxie des Marc. Manster, 1859

Before we pass to the exhibition of the orthodox doctrine,
we must notice a trinitarian error which arose in the course ot
the controversy from an excess of zeal against the Arian sub-
ordination, and forms the opposite extreme.

MarceLLus, bishop of Ancyra in Galatia, a friend of Atha-
nasius, and one of the leaders of the Nicene party, in a large
controversial work written soon after the council of Njcea
against Arianism and Semi-Arianism, so pufhed the doctrine
of the consubstantiality of Christ that he impaired the person-
al distinction of Father and Son, and, at least in phraseology,
fell into a refined form of Sabellianism.’ To save the full
divinity of Christ and his equality with the Father, he denied
his hypostatical pre-existence. As to the orthodoxy of Mar-
cellus, however, the East and the West were divided, and the
-diversity continues even among modern scholars. A Semi-
Arian council in Constantinople, A. D. 335, deposed him, and
intrusted Eusebius of Cesarea with the refutation of his work ;

(L iv. 4, 8, vol. v. pars ii. p. 779), *‘ et semi-Deus, et semi-creatura perinde monstra
et portenta sunt, qus sani et pii omnes merito exhorrent. Filius Dei aut verus
omnino Deus, aut mera creatura statuatur necesse est ; @tern® veritatis axioma est,
inter Deum et creaturam, inter non factum et factum, medium esse nihil” Quite
wimilarly Waterland: A Defence of some Queries relating to Dr. Clarke's Scheme of
the Holy Trinity, Works, vol. L p. 404,

! In his work repl Sworayiis, De subjectione Domini Christi, founded on 1 Cor.
xv. 28,
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while, on the contrary, pope Julius of Rome and the orthodox
council of Sardica (343), blinded by his equivocal declarations,
his former services, and his close connection with Athanasius,
protected his orthodoxy and restored him to his bishopric.
The countersynod of Philippopolis, however, confirmed the
condemnation. Finally even Athanasius, who elsewhere
always speaks of him with great respect, is said to have de-
clared against him.' The council of Cunstantinople, A. D. 381,
declared even the baptism of the Marcellians and Photiniaus
invalid.

Marcellus wished to hold fast the true deity of Christ
without falling under the charge of subordinatianiem. He
granted the Arians right in their assertion that the Nicene
doctrine of the eternal generation of the Son involves the sub-
ordination of the Son, and is incompatible with his own eter-
nity. For this reason he entirely gave up this doctrine, and
referred the expressions: Son, tmage, firsthorn, begotien, not
to the eternal metaphysical relation, but to the incarnation.
He thus made a rigid separation between Logos and Son,
and this is the mpdTov reddos of this system. DBefore the in-
carnation there ‘Was, he taught, no Son of God, but only a
Logos, and by that he understood,—at least so he is represented
by Eusebius,—an impersonal power, a reason inherent in God,
inseparable from him, eternal, unbegotien, after the analogy of
reason in man. This Logos was silent (therefore without word)
in God before the creation of the world, but then went forth
out of God as the creative word and power, the SpacTicy)
évépryeia mpdfews of God (not as a hypostasis). This power is
the principle of creation, and culiminates in the incarnation,
but after finishing the work of redemption returns again into
the repose of God. The Son, after completing the work of re-
demption, resigns his kingdom to the Father, and rests again in
God a8 in the beginning. The sonship, therefore, is only a

! Hilary, Fragm. ii. n. 21 (p. 1299, ed. Bened.), states that Athanasius as carly
as 349 renounced church fellowship with Marcellus.

¥ These are meant by the ol &xd riis I'ararar xdpas dpxduevor in the 7th canon
of the serond ecumenical council. Marcellus and Photinua were both of Ancyra ir
Galatia. Comp. Hefele, Conciliengeschichte, vol. ii. p. 28.
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temporary state, which begins with the human ads ent of Chriet,
and is at last promoted or glorified int6 Godhead. Marcellus
reaches not a real God-Man, but only an extraordinary dy-
namical indwelling of the divine power in the man Jesus. In
this respect the charge of Samosatenism, which the council
of Constantinople in 335 brought against him, has a certain
justice, though he started from premises entircly different from
those of Paul of Samosata.! His doctrine of the Holy Spirit
and of the Trinity is to a corresponding degree unsatisfactory.
He speaks, indeed, of an extension of the indivisible divine
monad into a triad, but in the Sabellian sense, and denies the
three hypostases or persons.

Prorints, first & deacon at Ancyra, then bishop of Sirminm
in Pannonia, went still further than his preceptor Marcellus.
He likewise started with a strict distinction between the notion
of Logos and Son,’ rejected the idea of eternal generation, and
made the divine in Christ an impersonal power of God. But
while Marcellus, from the Sabellian point of view, identified
the Son with the Logos as to essence, and transferred to him
the divine predicates attaching to the Logos, Photinus, on the
contrary, quite like Paul of Samosata, made Jesus rise on the
basis of his human nature, by a course of moral improvement
and moral merit, to the divine dignity, so that the divine in
him is a thing of growth.

Hence Photinus was condemned as a heretic by several
councils in the East and in the West, beginning with the Semi-
Arian council at Antioch in 344. He died in exile in 366.°

! Dorner (L c. 880 8q.) asserts of Marcellus, that his Sabellianism ran out to a
sort of Ebionitism.

* He called God Aoyowdrwp, because, in his view, God is both Father and Logos.
Sabellius had used the expression vi{owdrwp, to deny the personal distinction be-
tween the Father and the Son. Photinus had to say instead of this, A oyowdrep,
because, in his view, the Aédyos, not the viés, is eternally in God.

* Comp. on Photinus, Athanas., De syn. 26 ; Epiph., Heer. 71 ; Hilary, De trinit,
vil. 8-7, ete.; Baur, L ¢. vol. L p. 542 sqq.; Dorner, L o ¢ p. 881 5q.; and Hefelg
L e i p. 610 sqq.
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§ 127. The Nicene Ductrine of the Consubstantiality of the
Son with the Father.

Comp. the literature in §§110 and 120, especially the four Orations of
ATHANASIUS against the Arians, and the other anti-Arian tracta of this
¢ father of orthodoxy.” .

The Ni1cENE, HOMO-OUBIAN, or ATHANASIAN doctrine was
most clearly and powerfully represented in the East by Atha-
nasius, in whom it becane flesh and blood ;' and next to him,
by Alexander of Alexandria, Marcellus of Ancyra (who how-
ever strayed into Sabellianism), Basil, and the two Gregories
of Cappadocia; and in the West by Ambrose and Hilary.

The central point of the Nicene doctrine in the contest with
Arianism is the identity of essence or the consubstantiality of
the Son with the Father, and is expressed in this article of the
(original) Nicene Creed: “[We believe] in one Lord Jesus
Christ, the Son of God; who is begotten the only-begotten of
the Father; that is, of the essence of the Father, God of God,
and Light of Light, very God of very God, begotten, not made,
being of one substance with the Father.”*

The term o poodaios, consubstantial, is of course no more
a biblical term,’ than ¢rindty ; * but it had alrcady been used,

Particularly distinguished are his four Orations against the Arians, written in
8se.

? Kal eis Iva Kipioy "Incoiv Xpiordy, Tdv vidy 7oii @eol vyermdévra déx Tob
Matpds povoyersi* Tovr® dovir dx Tiis obolas Tob IMarpds, Oedv éx Ocol xal Pis dx
Pwrds, Ocdy EANdivdy Ik Beod &ANdwoii* yeyrrmdévra, ob wodérra, duoolotor T¢
Harpi, x.7.A.

* Though John’s @eds #» & Adyos (John L 1), and Paul’s 73 elvat fou Oeg
(Phil. ii. 6), are akin to it. The latter passage, indeed, since foa is adverbial
denotes rather divine existence, than divine being or essence, which would be more
correctly expressed by 7o elvas Toov @eg, or by igddeos. But the latter would
be equally in harmony with Paul’s theology. The Jews used the masc. Yoos, though
fu a polemical sense, when they drew from the way in which he called himself pre.
eminently and exclusively the Son of God the logical inference, that he made him-
self equal with God, Jobn v. 18: “Or: ... warépa Wior fAeye TOv Bedr, ooy
tavrdy xoidy 7¢ ©eg. The Vulgate translates: @qualem se faciens Deo.

* Thé word rpids and trinitas, in this application to the Godhead, appears first
in Theophilus of Antioch and Athenagoras in the second century, and in Tertullian
In the third. Confessions of faith must be drawn up in language different from the
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thongh in a different sense, both by heathen writers® and by
heretics,' as well as by orthodox fathers.” It formed & bulwark
against Arians and Semi-Arians, and an anchor which moored
the church during the stormy time between the first and the
second ecumenical councils.® At first it had a negative mean-
ing against heresy; denying, as Athanasius repeatedly says,
that the SBon is in any sense created or produced and change-

Scriptures—else they mean nothing or everything—since they are an interpretation
of the Seriptures and intended to exclude false doctrines.

! Bull, Def. fidei Nic., Worka, vol. v. P. L. p. 70: % 'Oucofoior & probatis Greecis
scriptoribus id dicitur, quod ejusdem cum altero substantis, essentise, sive naturs
est.” He then cites some passages from profane writers. Thus Porphyry says, De
abstinentia ab esu animalium, lib. L n. 19: Elye duovdoioi ai r@v (bwr Yoxal Hueré-
pats, §. e., siquidem anim animalium sunt ejusdem cum nostris essentise. Aristotle
(in & quotation in Origen) speaks of the consubstantiality of all stars, ducodoim vdrra
&o7pa, omnia astra sunt ejusdem essentim sive natursm,

* First by the Gnostic Valentine, in Irensus, Adv. heer. L. i. cap. 1, §1 and § 5
(ed. Btieren, vol. i. 57 and 66). In the last passage it is said of man that he is
dAixds, and a8 such very like God, indeed, but not consubstantial, xapaxAfoior uts,
4AX’ ol duooboior ¢ @ey. The Manichmans called the human soul, in the sense
of their emanation system, duooioior ¢ Geg. Agapius, in Photius (Bibl. Cod. 179),
calls even the sun and the moon, in a pantheistic sense, duoodaia @eg. The Sabel.
lians used the word of the trinity, but in opposition to the distinction of persons.

* Origen deduces from the figurative description &waiyacua, Heb. i. 8, the
duooioov of the Son. His disciples rejected the term, indeed, at the council at
Antioch in 264, because the heretical Paul of Samosata gave it a perverted meaning,
taking obola for the common source from which the three divine persons first
derived their being. But towards the end of the third century the word was intro-
duced again into church use by Theognostus and Dionysius of Alexandria, as Atha-
pasius, De Decr. 8yn. Nic. ¢. 25 (ed. Bened. i p. 280), demonstrates. Eusebius, Ep.
ad Csesariénses c. 7 (in Socr, H. E. i. 8, and in Athan. Opera i. 241), says that some
early bishops and authors, learned and celebrated (rév wakaidr Tevas Aoyiovs xal
énupaveis dmaxdrous xal ovyypepeis), used Suostowr of the Godhead of the Father
and Son, Tertullian (Adv. Prax.) applied the corresponding Latin phrase wnius
subetantia to the persons of the holy Trinity.

¢ Cunningham (Hist. Theology, i. p. 291) says of duooboios: *‘The number of
these individuals who held the substance of the Nicene doctrine, but objected to the
phraseology in which it was expressed, was very small [?]—and the evil thereof,
was very inconsiderable; while the advantage was invaluable that resulted from the
possession and the use of a definite phraseology, which shut out all supporters of
error, combined mearly all the maintainers of truth, and formed a rallying-point
around which the whole orthodox church ultimately gathered, after the confusion
and distraction ocoasioned by Arian cunning and Arian persecution had passed
away.”
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able.' But atterwards the homoousion became a positive test-
word of orthodoxy, designating, in the sense of the Nicene
council, clearly and unequivocally, the veritable and essentia.
deity of Christ, in opposition to all sorts of-apparent or half
divinity, or mere similarity to God. The same divine, eternal,
unchangeable essence, which is in an original way in the
Father, is, from eternity, in a derived way, through generation,
in the Son; just as the water of the fountain is in the stream,
or the light of the sun is in the ray, and cannot be separated
from-it. Henee the Lord says: “I am in the Father, and the
Father in Me;” “He that hath seen' Me hath seen the
Father;” “I and My Father are one.” This is the sense of
the expression: “God of God,” “very God of very God.”
Christ, in His divine nature, is as fully consubstantial with the
Father, as, in His human nature, He is with man; flesh of our
flesh, and bone of our bone; and yet, with all this, He is an
independent person with respect to the Father, as He is with
respect to other men. In this view Basil turns the term
opoovoios against the Sabellian denial of the personal distine-
tions in the Trinity, since it is not the same thing that is con-
substantial with itself, but one thing that is consubstantial with
another.” Consubstantiality among men, indeed, is predicated
of different individuals who partake of the same nature, and
the term in this view might denote also unity of species in a
tritheistic sense.

But in the case before us the personal distinction of the
Son from the Father must not be pressed to a duality of sub-
stances of the same kind; the homoousion, on the contrary,
must be understood as 1dent1t) or numerwal _unity of sub-
stance, in distinction from mere generic unity. Otherwise it
leads manifestly into dualism or tritheism. The Nicene doc-

! Athanas. Epist. de Deoretis Syn. Nicsens, cap. 20 (i p. 226); c. 26 (p. 281);
and elsewhere.

* Basil. M. Epist. lii. 8 (tom. iii. 146): ABrn 3¢ % ¢wrvh xd 0 Toi XaPeArlon
xaxdy dravopdoirai* dvaipel ydp Thy TauréryTa Tis dwoordrems kol elodyer rerelar
Ty xpocdiwwy Thy ¥vvuiay - (tollit enim hypostaseos identitatem perfectamque per
soparum notionem inducit) of ydp adrd 7{ dorwy davrg dpoobaiwr, AN’ Trepor Erépn
(non enim idem sibi ipsi consubstantiale est, sed alterum alteri).
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trine refuses to swerve from the monotheistic basis, and stands
between Sabellianism and tritheism; though it must be ad
mitted that the usage of oveia and iwdarasis still wavered for
a time, and the relation of the consubstantiality to the numerical
nnity of the divine essence did not come clearly ont till a later
day. Athanasius insists that the unity of the divine essence is
indivisible, and that there is only one principle of Godhead.
He frequently illustrates the relation, as Tertullian bad done
before him, by the relation between fire and brightness,’ or
between fountain and stream; though in these illustrations
the proverbial insufficiency of all similitndes must never be
forgotten. ‘ We must not,” says he, “take the words in John
xiv, 10: ‘I am in thg Father and the Father in Me,’ as if the
Father and the Son were two different interpenetrating and
mutually complemental substances, like two bodies which fill
one vessel. The Father is full and perfect, and the Son is the
fulness of the Godhead.”® *‘ We must not imagine,” says he
in another place, “ three divided substances* in God, as among
men, lest we, like the heathen, invent a multiplicity of gods;
but as the stream which is born of the fountain, and not sep-
arated from it, though there are two forms and names. Nei-
ther is the Father the Son, nor the Son the Father; for the
Father is the Father of the Son, and the Son is the Son of the
Father. Asg the fountain is not the stream, nor the stream tho
fountain, but the two are one and the same water which flows
from the fountain into the stream ; so the Godhead pours itself,
without division, from the Father into the Son. Hence the

! Orat. iv. contra Ariancs, ¢. 1 (tom. L p. 617): “Qore 360 udv elvar warépa xal
vidw, pord3a 3t dedrnros &3ialperor xal Boexioror . . . pla &pxh
dedrnros xul 0b dbo dpxal, Eder xvplws xal uovapxia dorly,

* K. g., Orat. iv. c. Arianocs, c. 10 (p. 624): "Eore 3} wapdSeryua drdpdwvor 7d
w¥p xal 75 ¢} airod dwaiyasua (ignis et splendor ex eo ortus), 3/o udr v elvai [this
Is not acourate, and strictly taken would lead to two odofa] xal dpaodai, &v 8% ¢ &
airov xal kBiaiperov elvai Td arabyaoua adrow.

® Orat. ili. c. Arian. ¢. 1 (. 851): MAfpns xal 7éAeids doru 8 mardp, xal TA%ipupa
debryrés loviv & Tids.

¢ Tpeis éwoordous [here, as often in the Nioene age, synonymous with obefa]
mepepiopuivas xad’ davrds. Athan, Expos. Fidel or “ExS¢ous wiorews, cap. 2 (Opers,
ed. Bened. i p. 100),

43
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Lord says: I went forth from the Father, and come from the
Father. Yet He is ever with the Father, He is in the bosom
of the Father, and the bosom of the Father is never emptied
of the Godhead of the Son.”"*

The Son is of the essence of the Father, not by division or
diminution, but by simple and perfect self-communication,
This divine self-communication of eternal love is represented
by the figure of generation, suggested by the bibilical terms
Father and Son, the only-begotten Son, the firsthorn.! The
eternal generation is an internal process in the essence of God,
and the Son is an immanent offspring of this essence; whereas
creation is an act of the will of God, and the creature is
exterior to the Creator, and of different snbstance. The Son,
as man, is produced ;* as God, he is unproduced or uncreated ; ¢
he is begotten* from eternity of the unbegotten® Father. To
this Athanasius refers the passage concerning the Only-begot-
ten who is in the bosom of the Father.

Generation and creation are therefore entirely different
ideas. Generation is an immanent, necessary, and perpetual
process in the essence of God himself, the Father’s eternal

! Expositio Fidel, cap. 2: ‘Qs y&p olx ¥orwr 3 wiy) worauds, odBt & woraud.
), duddrepa 3t & xal Tabriv dovwv B8wp Td dx Tiis waylis perexevéuwor, oSrmws 4
éx Tob watpds els Tdv vidy debrys dpPevorws xal &Biapéras Tvyxdyer, k.T.AL

* Tarhp, vids, uoveyerhs viés (frequent in John), wpwréroxos rdons wrloews (Col
i 15). Waterland (Works, L. p. 868) says of this point of the Nicene doctrine,
“ that an explicit profession of efernal generation might have been dispensed with:
provided only that the eternal existence of the Adyos, as a real subsisting person, in
and of the Father, which comes to the same thing, might be secured. This was the
point; and this was all.”

® Temrdés (not to be confounded with yeswnrds), xorqrés, factus. Comp. John
L 14: 'O Adyos odp} éyévero.

4 *Ayémros, ob worndels, non-factus, increatus; not to be oonfounded witk
&yévwmros, non-genitus, which belongs to the Father alone,

® Fevwnrés, or, a8 in the Symb. Niec. yerrdels, genitus.

® *Avéyynros, non-genitus. This terminology is very frequent in the writings of
Athanasius, especially in the Orat. L contra Arianos, and in his Epist. de decretis
Byn. Nie.

* John i. 18: ‘O uovoyerhs vids, 8 &» (8 perpetual or eternal relation, not #») el
(motion, in distinction from &) 7d» xéAwov Toi warpés. Comp. Athanas. Epist. de
deor. 8. N. c. 22 (tom. i. p. 227): T{ y3p &\Ao ) v kéAwois anualve, § Thy Yryole

ix 700 warpds Tob viob yérmow;
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commaunication of essence or self to the Son; creation, on the
contrary, is an outwardly directed, free, single act of the will
of God, bringing forth a different and temporal substance out
of nothing. The eternal fatherhood and sonship in God is
the perfect prototype of all similar relations on earth. But
the divine generation differs from all human generation, not
only in its absolute spirituality, but also in the fact that it
does not produce a new essence of the samo kind, but that
the begotten is identical in essence with the begetter; for the
divine essence is by reason of its simplicity, incapable of
division, and by reason of its infinity, incapable of increase.’
The generation, properly speaking, has no reference at all to
the essence, but only to the hypostatical distinction. The Son
is begotten not as God, but as Son, not as to his natura, but
a8 to his iSworns, his peculiar property and his relation to the
Father. The divine essence neither begets, nor is begotten.
The same is true of the processio of the Holy Ghost, which
has reference not to the essence, but only to the person, of the
Spirit. In human generation, moreover, the father iz older
than the son; but in the divine generation, which takes
place not in time, but is eternal, there can be no such thing as
priority or posteriority of one or the other hypostasis. To the
question whether the Son existed d¢fors his generation, Cyril
of Alexandria answered : “ The generation of the Son did not
precede his existence, but he existed eternally, and eternally
existed by generation.” The Son is as necessary to the

! Bishop Joax Pramsox, in his well-known work: An Exposition of the Creed
(Art. ii. p. 209, ed. W. 8. Dobson, New York, 1851), thus clearly and rightly exhib-
ita the Nicene doctrine in this point: “In human generations the son is of the
same nature with the father, and yet is not the same man; because though he has
an essence of the same kind, yet he has not the same essence ; the power of geners-
tion depending on the first prolifical benediction, increase and multiply, it must be
made by way of multiplication, and thus every son becomes another man. But the
divine essenoe, being by reason of its simplicity not subject to division, and in
respect of its infinity incapable of multiplication, is so communicated as not to be
multiplied ; insomuch that he who proceeds by that communication, has not only
the same nature, but is also the same God. The Father God, and the Word God;
Abraham man and Isaac man: but Abraham one man, Isasc another man; not s
the Father one God and the Word another, but the Father and the Word both the
mme God "
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being of the Father, as the Father to the being of the
Son.

The necessity thus asserted of the eternal generation doee
not, however, impair its freedom, but is intended only to deny
its being arbitrary and accidental, and to secure its foundation
in the essence of God himself. God, to be Father, must from
eternity beget the Son, and so reproduce himself; yet he does
this in obedience not to a foreign law, but to his own law and
the impulse of his will. Athanasius, it is true, asserts on the
one hand that God begets the Son not of his will,' but by his
nature,’ yet on the other hand he does not admit that God
begets the Son without will,® or of force or unconscious neces-
gity. The generation, therefore, rightly understood, is an act
at once of essence and of will. Augustine calls the Son « will
of will.”* In God freedom and necessity coincide.

The mode of the divine generation is and must be a mys
tery. Of course all human representations of it must be
avoided, and the matter be conceived in a purely moral and
spiritual way. The eternal generation, conceived as an intel
lectnal process, is the eternal self-knowledge of God ; reduced
to ethical terms, it is his eternal and absolute lovein its motion
and working within himself.

In his argument for the consubstantiality of the Son, Atha-
nasius, in his four orations against the Arians, besides addu-
cing the proof from Scripture, which presides over and
permeates all other arguments, sets out now in a practical
method from the idea of redemption, now in a specunlative,
from the idea of God. |

Christ has delivered us from the curse and power of sin,
reconciled us with God, and made us partakers of the eternal,
divine life ; therefore he mnst himself be God. Oi, negative-
ly : If Christ were a creature, he could not redeem other crea-
tnres from sin and death. It is assumed that redemption is ae
much and as strictly a divine work, as creation.’

1 MY dx BovAfoews,
! $loe
* *ABovAfirws apd ddeAdras.

Voluntas de voluntate. De trinit. xv. 20.
% Comp. particularly the second oration contra Arianoe, c. 69 8qq.
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Starting from theidea of God, Athanasius argues: The
relation of Father is not accidental, ariging in time; else God
would be changeable;® it belongs as necessarily to the essence
and character of God as the attributes of eternity, wisdom,
goodness, and holiness; consequently he must have becn
Father from eternity, and this gives the eternal generation of
the Son." The divine fatherhood and sonship is the prototype
of all analagous relations on earth. As there is no Son with-
>ut Father, no more is there Father without Son. An unfruit-
ful Father were like a dark light, or a dry fountain, a self-
contradiction. The non-existence of creatures, on the contra-
ry, detracts nothing from the perfection of the Creator, since
he always has the power to create when he will." The Son is
of the Father’s own interior essence, while the creature is
exterior to God and dependent on the act of his will.* God.
furthermore, cannot be conceived without reason (dAoyos),
wisdom, power, and according to the Scriptures (as the Arians
themselves concede) the Son is the Logos, the wisdom, the
power, the Word of God, by which all things were made. As

! Orst. i. contra Arianos, c. 28 (p. 488): A:d ToiTo del wathp xal oix éwryéyore
(accidit) ¢ Oeg 7d wardp, Iva ud xal Tpextds elvas vouiody. Ei ydp xaAdy 75 elvas
abrdy marépa, oix &el 3¢ F» wathp, obx del dpu v xaAdy v ¢r alrg. Though to this
it might be objected that by the incarnation of the Logos and the permanent recep-
tion of human nature into fellowship with the divine, a certain change has passed,
after all, upon the deity.

* Orat. il c. Arianos, ¢. 1 8qq. (p. 469 8qq.); Orat. iii. c. 66 (p. 615), and else-
where.

 This last argumeat, in the tormally logical point of view, may not be perfecdy
valid ; for there may as well be a distinction between an ideal and real fatherhood,
a8 between an ideal and real creatorship ; and, on the other hand, one might reason
with as good right backwards from the notion of essential omnipotence to an eternal
creation, and say with Hegel: Without the world God is not God. But from the
speculative and ethical point of view a difference must unquestionably be admitted,
and an element of truth be acknowledged in the argument of Athanasius. The
Father needed the Son for his own self-consciousness, which is inconceivable with-
out an object. God is essentially love, and this realizes itself in the relation of
Father and Son, and in the fellowship of the Spirit : Ubi amor ibi trinitas,

4 Orat. i. ¢ 29 (p. 488): Td wolnua Ewdeér ToU wowoisrds doriv . . . & B2 vids
Buov Tiis obolas yévrmud dovi- 8d xal 7d piv wolnua obn dvdyin el elvas, S1e ydp
BovAeras & Bnuiovpyds doyd(eras 1d 8¢ yéwmua ol BovAfoer Iwdrertar, AAAS vijs
ebaias dotiy ididrys.
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light rises from fire,and is inseparable from it, so the Word
from God, the Wisdom from the Wige, and the Son from the
Father.! The Son, therefore, was in the beginning, that is, in
the beginning of the eternal divine being, in the original be-
ginning, or from eternity. He himself calls himself one with
the Father, and Paul praises him a8 God blessed forever.

Finally Christ cannot be a proper object of worship, as he
is represented in Scripture and has always been regarded in
the Church, without being strictly divine. To worship a
creature is idolatry.

When we attentively peruse the warm, vigorous, eloquent,
and discriminating controversial writings of Athanasius and
his co-laborers, and compare with them the vague, barren,
almost entirely negative assertions and superficial arguments
of their opponents, we cannot escape the impression that, with
all their exegetical and dialectical defects in particulars,
they have on their side an overwhelming preponderance of
positive truth, the authority of holy Scripture, the profounder
speculations of reason, and the prevailing traditional faith of
the early church.’

! Comp. the 4th Oration against the Arians, cap. 1 sqq. (p. 617 sqq.)

* The ©¢és in the well-known passage, Rom. ix. §, is thus repeatedly by Atha
nasius, ¢. g., Orat. i contra Arianos, c¢. 11; Orat. iv. ¢. 1, and by other fathers
(Irensus, Tertullian, Cyprian, Origen, Chrysostom), as well as by the Reformers
and most of the orthodox expositors, referred to Christ. This interpretation, too,
is most suitable to the connection, and in perfect harmony with the Christology of
Paul, who sets forth Christ as the image of God, the possessor of the fulness of the
divine life and glory, the object of worship (Phil ii. 6; Col. i, 15 ff.; iL. 9; 2 Cor.
fv. 4; Eph. v. 5; 1 Tim. iii, 16; Tit. ii. 18); and who therefore, as well as John,
L 1, could call him in the predicative sense ©¢és, t. ¢., of divine easence, in distino.
tion from & Beds with the article,

* We say the prevailing faith; not denying thst the theological knowledge and
slatement of the doctrine of the trinity had hitherto heen in many respects indefinite
and wavering. The learned bishop Bull, indeed, endeavored to prove, in opposition
to the Jesuit Petavius, that the ante-Nicene fathers taught concerning the deity of
the Son the very same things as the Nicene. Comp. the Preface to his Defensio
fidei Nicens, ed. Burton, Oxf. 1827, vol. v. Pars. 1, p. ix.: “De summa rei, quam
aliis persuadere volo, plane ipse, neque id temere, persuasus sum, nempe, quod de
Filii divinitate contra Arium, idem re ipsa (quanquam aliis fortasse nonnunquam
verbis, alioque loquendi modo) docuisse Patres ac doctores ecclesim probatos ad
anum omnes, qui ante tempora synodi Nicens, ab ipsa usque apostolorum smtate,
floruerunt.” But this assertion can be maintained only by an artificial and forcea
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The spirit and tendency of the Nicene doctrine is cdifying
it magnifies Christ and Christianity. The Arian error is cold
and heartless, degrades Christ to the sphere of the creature
and endeavors to substitute a heathen deification of the cres
ture for the true worship of God. For this reason also the
faith in the true and essential deity of Christ has to this day
an inexhaustible vitality, while the irrational Arian fiction of
a half-deity, creating the world and yet himself created, long
ago entirely outlived itself.’

§ 198. The Doctrine of the Holy Spirit.

The decision of Nicea related primarily only to the essential
deity of Christ. But in the wider range of the Arian contro-
versies the deity of the Holy Ghost, which stands and falls
with the deity of the Son, was indirectly involved. Thechurch
always, indeed, connected faith in the Holy Spirit with faith
in the Father and 8on, but considered the doctrins concerning
the Holy Spirit as only an appendix to the doctrine concerning
the Father and the Son, until the logical progress brought it
to lay equal emphasis on the deity and personality of the
Holy Ghost, and to place him with the Father and Son as an
element of equal claim in the Trinity.

The Arians made the Holy Ghost the first creature of the
Son, and as subordinate to the Son as the Son to the Father. The
Arian trinity was therefore not a trinity immanent and eter-
nal, but arising in time and in descending grades, consisting of
the uncreated God and two created demi-gods. The Semi-
Arians here, as elsewhere, approached the orthodox doctrine,
but rejected the consubstantiality, and asserted the creation, of
the Spirit. Thus especially MaokpoNtus, a moderate Semi-
Arian, whom the Arian court-party had driven from the
episcopal chair of Constantinople. From him the adherents

Interpretation of many passages, and goes upon a mechanical and lifeless view of
Yistory. Comp. also the observations of W. Cunningham, Historical Thealogy, vol.
Lp 260 £

! Dorner, L ¢. 1. p. 888, justly says: “Not only to the mind of our time, but to
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of the false doctrine concerning the Holy Spirit, were, attes
362, called MackpoNIaNs ;' also PNEUMATOMACHI, and TroPIoL >

Even among the adherents of the Nicene orthodoxy an
uncertainty still for a time prevailed respecting the doctrine of
the third person of the Holy Trinity. Some held the Spirit tc
be an impersonal power or attribate of God; others, at
farthest, would not go beyond the expressions of the Secrip-
tures. Gregory Nazianzen, who for his own part believed and
taught the comsubstantiality of the Holy Ghost with the
Father and the Son, 8o late as 380 made the remarkable con-
cession:* “ Of the wise among us, some consider the Holy
Ghost an influence, others a creature, others God himself,* and
again others know not which way to decide, from reverence,
as they say, for the H’oly Scripture, which declares nothing
exact in the case. For this reason they waver between
worshipping and not worshipping the Holy Ghost,* and strike
a middle course, which is in fact, however, a4 had one.” Basil,
in 870, still carefully avoided calling the Holy Ghost God,
though with the view of gaining the weak. Hilary of
Poictiers believed that the Spirit, who searches the deep things
of God, must be divine, but could find no Scripture passage in
which he is called God, and thought that he must be content
with the ewistence of the Holy Ghost, which the Scripture
teaches and the heart attests.’

Buat the church counld not possibly satisfy itself with only
two in one. The baptismal formula and the apostolic benedic-

all sound reason, does it secem absurd, nay, superstitious, that an undergod, a finite,
created being, should be the creator.”

! Maxedoviavol,

! Nvevuarduaxos

! Tpomucol. This name comes probably from their explaining as mere tropes
(Bgurative expressions) or metaphors the passages of Scripture from which the ortheo-
dox derived the deity of the Holy Bpirit. Comp. Athanas., Ad Serap. Ep. L c. 2
(tom. i. Pars il. p. 649).

¢ Orat. xxxi. De Spiritu sancto, cap. 5 (Op. tom. i. p. 889, and in Thilo’s Biblio-
theca P. Gr. dogm. vol. ii. p. 503). .

¥ Tév xa9' nuds copav ol uly dvépysiar Toire [1d xrelua &yiov] dwéraBor, o S
erioue, oi 3¢ Oy,

® Obre oéBovaw, olire &riud(ovar,

* De trinitate, il 29; and xdi, 58.
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tion, as well as the traditional trinitarian doxologies, put the
Holy Ghost on an equality with the Father and the Son, and
require a divine tri-personality resting upon & unity of essence.
The divine triad tolerates in itself no inequality of essence, no
mixture of Creator and creature. Athanasius well perceived
this, and advocated with decision the consubstantiality of the
Holy Spirit against the Pneumatomachi or Tropici.' Basil
did the same,’ and Gregory of Nazianzum,' Gregory of Nys
8s,' Didymus,’ and Ambrose.*

This doctrine conquered at the councils of Alexandria, A,
D. 362, of Rome, 375, and finally of Constantinople, 881, and
became an essential constituent of the ecumenical orthodoxy.

Accordingly the Creed of Constantinople supplemented the .
Nicene with the important addition: ¢ And in the Holy
Ghost, who i8 Lord and Giver of life, who with the Father is
worshipped and glorified, who spake by the prophets.” "

This declares the consubstantiality of the Holy Ghost, not
indeed in words, yet in fact, and challenges for him divine
dignity and worship.

The exegetical proofs employed by the Nicene fathers for
the deity of the Holy Ghost are chiefly the following. The
Holy Ghost is nowhere in Scripture reckoned among creatures

! In the four Epistles to Serapion, bishop of Tmuis, written in 862 (Ep. ad Sers-
pionem Thmuitanam episcopum contra illos qui blasphemant et dicunt Spiritum B,
rem creatam esse), in his Opers, ed. Bened. tom. L Pars ii. pp. 647-714; also in
Thilo’s Biblioth. Patr. Grsec. dogmatics, vol. L. pp. 666-819.

* De Bpiritu Sancto ad 8. Amphilochium Iconii episcopum (Opers, ed. Bened,
tom, fii. and in Thilo’s Bibl. vol. il pp. 182-343).

® Orat. xxxi, De 8piritu Sancto (Opera, tom, i p. 556 sqq. and in Thilo’s Bibl
vol. i pp. 497-537).

¢ Orat. catech. 6. 2. Comp. Rupp, Gregor v. Nyssa, p. 169 sq.

* De Spirita 8., translated by Jerome.

¢ Do Spiritu 8. libri 8.

¥ Bimilar additions had already been previously made to the Nicene Creed. Thus
Epipbanius in his Ancoratus, ¢, 120, which was written in 374, gives the Nioene
Creed as then already in general use with the following passage on the Holy Spirit:
Kal ¢is 7 &yiar wrveiua mioTebousy, T Aarijcar év véug, kal xnpbiar dv Tols wpogh=
yaus wal xaraBdy dxl Tdv 'lopBdrmy, Aahoiy ¢v dweoTdAois, oixovwy dv kylois obres 33
wavedouey év abrg, 8r1 darl wvebua Eyorv, Treipa Beod, wreiua Téruor, wreinua
vapdernTov, SxTigrer, ik Tob watpds éxwipevduevov, xal dx Tob viob AauBavéuecves
sal virevéueror. His shorter Creed, Anc. ¢. 119 (in Migne's ed. tom. iii, 231), even
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or angels, but is placed in God himself, co-eternal with God, as
that which searches the depths of Godhead (1 Cor. ii. 11, 12).
He fills the universe, and is everywhere present (Ps. cxxxix. 7),
while creatures, even angels, are in definite places. He was
active even in the creation (Gen. i. 3), and filled Moses and
the prophets. From him proceeds the divine work of regene-
ration and sanctification (John iii. 5; Rom. i. 4; viii. 11; 1
Cor. vi. 11; Tit. iii. 5-7; Eph. iii. 16; v. 17,19, &c). He
is the source of all gifts in the charch (1 Cor. xii). He dwells
in- believers, like the Father and the Son, and makes them
partakers of the divine life. Blasphemy against the Holy
Ghost is the extreme sin, which cannot be forgiven (Matt. xii.
31). Lying to the Holy Ghost is called lying to God (Acts v.
3, 4). In the formula of baptism (Matt. xxviii. 19), and like-
wise in the apostolic benediction (2 Cor. xiii. 18), the Holy
Ghost is put on a level with the Father and the Son, and yet
distinguished from both ; he must therefore be truly divine,
yet at the same time a self-conscious person.' The Holy Ghost
is the source of sanctification, and unites us with the divine
life, and thus must himself be divine. The divine trinity tole-
rates in itself nothing created and changeable. As the Son
is begotten of the Father from eternity, so the Spirit proceeds
from the Father through the Son. (The procession of the
Spirit from the Son, on the contrary, is a subsequent inference
of the Latin church from the consubstantiality of the Son, and
was unknown to the Nicene fathers.)

The distinction between generation and procession is not
particularly defined. Augustine calls both ineffable and in-
explicable.” The doctrine of the Holy Ghost was not in any
respect 8o accurately developed in this period, as the doctrine
concerning Christ, and it shows many gaps.

literally agrees with that of Constantinople, but in both he adds the anathema of tae
eriginal Nicene Creed.

! The well-known passage concerning the three witnesses in heaven, 1 John v.
77, 1s not cited by the Nicene fathers: a strong evidence that it was wanting in the
manuscripts of the Bible at that time,

* “Ego distinguere nescio, non valeo, non sufficio, propterea quia sicut generatis
ita processio inenarrabilis est.”
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§ 129. The Nicene and Constantinopolitan Oreed.

We look now at the Creeds of Nicsea and Constantinople
side by side, which sum up the result of these long contro-

versies,

We mark the differences by inclosing in bracketa

the parts of the former omitted by the latter, and italicizing
the additions which the latter makes to the former.

THE NICENE CREED OF 825.!

Miorebouer ¢ls &va Oedy, waripa war-
vexpdropa, xdrrwy Spariv Te xal bopdrev
womThr.

Kal ¢ls &va xilpior 'Incoiv Xpictdr,
roy vidy 7oV @¢col* Yyerrmdérra ix Tob
warpds [povoyeriic voir’ ¥orw ix Tis
sbolas Tob warpds: @edr dx Oeoi xal’]
P@s ix Qurds, Bcdy &ANdwdy ix Oeob
dAdwot *  yomdérra, ob wornpdiérra,
duoelbaior 7§ warpl- 3 o 74 wdyra
dyévero [1d 7¢ &y v olparg xal Td &»

THE NICENO-CONSTANTINOPOLI-
TAN CREED OF 88l1.°

Iioredoper eis éva Oedr, xaTépa war-
Toxpdropa, woenthy obpavoi xal yis,
dparar Te wdrray xal dopdrwy.

Kal els Tva xipior "Incoty Xpiordr Tdv
vidy 70U Oeob TO¥ povoyeric Tdv dx
vou warpds yorpdérra wpd wdrrer
rév aldvar: ¢pas ix purtds, Ocdr Ay
duwrdr ix Beol dAndwoi, yervdérra, ob
rondérra, duooloior 7§ warpl* 3’ ob Td
wdrra dyivero Tdr 8¢ Huds Tods drdpd-
wous xal 3id THr Nueripay gwrnplay xare

!} It is found, together with the similar Eusebian (Palestinian) confession, in the
well-known Epistle of Eusebius of Caearea to his diocese (Epist, ad suse parochire
homines), which is given by Athanasiug at the close of his Epist. de decretis Nicsene
Synodi (Opera, tom. i. p. 289, and in Thilo’s Bibl vol. L p. 84 sq.); also, though
with some variations, by Theodoret, H. E. i. 12, and Socrates, H. E. i. 8. BSozomen
omitted it (H. E. i. 10) from respect to the disciplina arcani. The Symbolum Nicee-
num is given also, with unessential variations, by Athanasius in his letter to the em-
peror Jovian, c. 8, and by Gelasius Cyzic., Lib. Synod. de Concil. Niceno, fi. 85. On
the unimportant variations in the text, comp., Walch, Bibl. symbol. p. 75 sqq., and
A. Hahn, Bibliothek der S8ymbole, 1842. Comp. also the parallel Creeds of the
Nicene age in the Appendix to Pearson’s Exposition of the Creed.

* Found in the Acts of the second ecumenical council in all the oollections
(Mansi, tom. iil. 566 ; Harduin, 1. 814). It probably does not come directly from
this council, still less from the individual authorship of Gregory of Nyssa or Gregory
of Nazianzum to whom it has sometimes been ascribed, but the additions by which it
ja distinguished from the Nicene, were already extant in substance under different
forms (in the Symbolum Epiphanii, for example, and the Symb. Basilii Magni), and
took shape gradually in the course of the controversy, It is striking that it is not
mentioned as distinct from the Nicene by Gregory Nazianzen in his Epist. 102 to
Cledonius (tom. fi. 98 ed. Paris. 1842), nor by the third ecumenical council at Ephe
sus. On the other hand, it was twice recited at the council of Chalcedon, twice adoptr
od in the acts, and thus solemnly sanctioned. Comp. Hefele, ii. 11, 12,

? Kal is wanting in Athanasius (De decretis, eto.).
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T3 7p *] Td» 8 Huds Tods &rdpdwovs xal
3id Thy fuerépar ceTypiar xareAdérra
xal capxwdévra, xall dvardpwxficarrac ’
wadérra? xal drasrdrra 1 Tpity Yuipg,
dreAddvTa eis Tods * ovparods, dpxdueror
nplras {®rras xal vexpovs.

Ral els 75 &yiov wreipa,

[Tods 3% Aéyorras, 81:° #» wore 3re
obx Fv: xal+ wply yermdivas obx #»-
wal 37t & oix Syrwy éyivero - } ¢ drépas
droardoews § ololas® ¢daxorras elvase
h x1icdw, B Tpextdr, ) &AAowwTdy TV
vldv roi Beob * avadeuari(e § ayia xado-
Auch xal dxoarorind)? dxxAnoia.]

“ We believe in one God, the Father
Almighty, Maker of all things visible
and invisible.

“ And in one Lord Jesus Christ, the

A.p. 311-590.

Adérra ix TEY obpararv, xal capes
dévra ix xvebparaos &yiov eal Mo
plas 7%s wapdérov, xal Ivardpurh
ocarras oravpedérra Te Vxip Ruis
éx]l Movriov MiddTov, xal waddrra,
cal ragpérra, xal dvacrdrra 1ij Tpirp
Juépg xaTd Tds ypadds, xal kverddrra
els Tobs olpavels, xal xadel{duerer
dx Befiary Tob warpds, xal vdAsr
dpxduevoy perd §fns xpivau (wrras
xal vexpods* ol THs BaciAelas oia
forai Téros.

Kal el 10 wretua 10 Eyiov, vd xi-
piov, 7d (wowoidy, 7d éx 70V wa-
7pds dxvopeviuerov,7dodrwarpl
xal vi¢ Tpooxvrobueror xal cur
3otalbuevor, 1d AcAficar 3:d rd»
wpopyr@r.—Eis ular &ylar xado-
Aixhr» xal axooToAixhry déxxAn-
olav: Suoroyoiuer ¢v BdxTioNE
els 8peciy duapr i@y wpooloxé-
pev dvdoraciy vexpar xal (wdp
100 uéarorros aléves. "Apdy,

“We believe in one God, the Father
Almighty, Maker of keaven and eartA,
and of all things visible and invisible.

% And in one Lord Jesus Christ, the

) Kal is wanting in Athanasius; Socrates and Gelasius have it.

? Gelasius adds rapévra, duried.

* Without the article in Athanasius,

¢ AL xal,

* Athanasius omits 3re.

* Here Aypostasis and essence are still

used interchangeably; though Basil and

Bull endeavor to prove a distinction. Comp. on the contrary, Petavius, De trinit. L
fv. o. 1 (p. 814 8qq.). Rufinus, i, 6, translates: *‘ Ex alia subsistentia aut substan

“”

7 Athanasius omits &yla and &wooroAws, Theodoret has both predicates, Socrates

bas dxooroAixs, all read xadoAuct,
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Son of God, begotten of the Father [the
only-begotten, . ¢., of the essence of the
Father, God of God, and] Light of Light,
very God of very God, begotten, not
wade, being of one substance with the
Father; by whom all things were made
[in heaven and on earth]; who for us
men, and for our salvation, came down
and was incarnate and was made man;
he suffered, and the third day he rose
again, ascended into heaven ; from thence
he cometh to judge the quick and the
dead.

* And In the Holy Ghost.

(* And those who say: there was &
time when he was not; and: he was not
before he was made; and: he was made
oat of nothing, or out of another sub-
stance or thing, or the Son of God is
created, or changeable, or alterable ;—
they are condemned by the holy catholio

and spostolio church.”]

only-begotien Son of God, begotten of the
Father before all worlds (mons),’ Light of
Light, very God of very God, begotten,
not made, being of one substance with
the Father; by whom all things were
made ; who for us men, and for our sal-
vation, came down from Aeaven, and was
incarnate by the Holy Ghost of the Vir
gin Mary, and was made man; he was
crucified for us wnder Pontius Pilate, and
suffered, and was buried, and the third
day he rose again, according to the Scrip-
twres, and ascended into heaven, and sit-
teth on the right hand of the Father; from
thence he cometh again, with glory, to
jondge the quick and the dead; whoss
kingdom shall have no end.?

“ And in the Holy Ghost, whAo és Lord
and Giver of life, who proceedeth from
the Father, who with the Father and the
Son together i worshipped and glorified,
who spake by the prophets.—In one Rholy
catholic and apostolic church; we acknow-
ledge one baptism for the remission of
sins ; we look for the resurrection of the
dead, and the lifs of the world to come.
Amen.”*

! This addition appears as early as the creeds of the council of Antloch In

341

? This addition likewise is found substantially in the Antiochian creeds of 841,

and is directed against Marcellus of Anoyra, Sabellius, and Paul of Samosata, whe
taught that the union of the power of God (¢vépyeia 3paorixi) with the man Jesus
will cease at the end of the world, so that the Son and His kingdom are not eternal.
Comp. Hefels, i. 488 and 507 sq.

* Similar additions concerning the Holy Ghoet, the catholic church, baptism and
Bfo overlasting are found in the older symbols of Cyril of Jerusalem, Basil, and the
two Creeds of Epiphanius. See § 128 above, and Appendix to Pearson on the

Creed, p. 594 1.
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A careful comparison shows that the Constantinopolitan
Creed is a considerable improvement on the Nicene, both in
its omission of the anathema at the close, and in its addition of
the articles concerning the Holy Ghost and concerning the
church and the way of salvation. The addition: according
to the Scriptures, is also important,as an acknowledgment of
this divine and infallible guide to the truth. The whole is
more complete and symmetrical than the Niceenum, and in
this respect is more like the Apostles’ Creed, which, in like
manner, begins with the creation and ends with the resurrection
and the life everlasting, and is disturbed by no polemical
dissonance; but the Apostles’ Creed is much more simple in
structure, and thus better adapted to the use of a congregation
and of youth, than either of the others.

The Constantinopolitan Creed maintained itself for a time
by the side of the Nicene, and after the council of Chalcedon
in 451, where it was for the first time formally adopted, it
gradually displaced the other. Since that time it has itself
commonly borne the name of the Nicene Creed. Yet the
original Nicene confession is still in use in some schismatic
sects of the Eastern church.

The Latin church adopted the improved Nicene symbol
from the Greek, but admitted, in the article on the Holy
Ghost, the farther addition of the well-known fZiogue, which
was first inserted at a council of Toledo in 589, and subse-
quently gave rise to bitter disputes between the two churches.

§ 180. The Nicene Doctrine of the Trinity. The
Trinitarian Terminology.

The doctrine of the essential deity and the personality ot
the Holy Ghost completed the Nicene doctrine of the Trinity ;
and of this doctrine as a whole we can now take a closer view.

This fandamental and comprehensive dogma secured both
the unity and the full life of the Christian conception of God ;
and in this respect it represents, as no other dogma does, the
whole of Christianity. It forms a bulwark against heathen




§ 130. THE NICENE DOCTRINE OF THE TRINITY. 671

polytheism on the one hand, and Jewish deisin and abstract
monotheism on the other. It avoids the errors and combines
the truth of these two opposite conceptions. Against the
pagans, says Gregory of Nyssa, we hold the unity of essence;
against the Jews, the distinction of hypostases. We do not
reject all multiplicity, but only such as destroys the unity of
the being, like the pagan polytheism ; no more do we reject all
unity, but only such unity as denies diversity and full vital
action. The orthodox doctrine of the Trinity, furthermore,
formed the trne mean between Sabellianism and tritheisin,
both of which taught a divine triad, but at the expense, in the
one case, of the personal distinctions, in the other, of the
essential unity. It exerted a wholesome regulative influence
on the other dogmas. It overcame all theories of emanation,
established the Christian conception of creation by a strict
distinction of that which proceeds from the essence of God,
and is one with him, like the Son and the Spirit, from that
which arises out of nothing by the free will of God, and is of
different substance. It provided for an activity and motion of
knowledge and love in the divine essence, without the Origen-
istic hypothesis of an eternal creation. And by the assertion
of the true deity of the Redeemer and the Sanctifior, it secured .
the divine character of the work of redemption and sanc-
tification. .

The Nicene fathers did not pretend to have exhausted the
mystery of the Trinity, and very well understood that all
human knowledge, especially in this deepest, central dogma,
proves itself but fragmentary. All speculation on divine
things ends in a8 mystery, and reaches an inexplicable res-
idue, before which the thinking mind must bow in humble
devotion. ¢ Man,” says Athanasius, “can perceive only the
hem of the garment of the triune God ; the cherubim cover the
rest with their wings.” In his letter to the Monks, written
about 358, he confesses that the further he examines, the more
the mystery elndes his understanding,’ and he exclaims with
the Psalmist: ¢ Such knowledge is too wonderful for me; it

? Ep. ad Monachos (Opera, tom. 1. p. 848),
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is high, I cannot attain unto it.”' Augustine says in one
place: “If we be asked to define the Trinity, we can only say,
it is not this or that.”* But though we cannot explain the how
or why of our faith, still the Christian may know, and should
know, what he believes, and what he does not believe, and
should be persuaded of the facts and truths which form the
matter of his faith.

The essential points of the orthodox doctrine of the Trinity
are these:

1. There is only one divine essence or substance.’ Father,
Son, and Spirit are one in essence, or consubstantial.® They
are in one another, inseparable, and cannot be conceived with-
out each other. In this point the Nicene doctrine is thorough-
ly monotheistic or monarchian, in distinction from tritheism,
which is but a new form of the polytheism of the pagans.

The terms essence (ovola) and nature (¢vais), in the philo-
sophical sense, denote not an individual, a personality, but the
genus or species ; not unum in numero, but ens wnum in
multis. All men are of the same substance, partake of the
same human nature, though as persons and individuals they
are very different." The term Aomoousion, in its strict gram-
matical sense, differs from monoousion or toutoousion, as well
88 from Aeteroousion, and signifies not numerical identity, but
equality of essence or community of nature among several
beings. It is clearly used thus in the Chalcedonian symbol,
where it is said that Christ is * consubstantial (Aomoousios)
with the Father as touching the Godhead, and consubstantial

1 Ps. cxxxix, 6.

? Eparrat. in Ps. xxvi. 8. John Damascenus (Expos. fidei) almost reaches the
Bocratic confession, when he says: All we can know concerning the divine nature is,
that it cannot be conceived. Of course, such concessions are to be understood cum
grano salis.

% Oiala, substantia, essentia, pbois, natura, o &v, vd dwuxeluevov. Comp. Peta-
vius, De Trinitate, lib. iv. c. 1 (ed. Par. tom. ii. p. 811): *“Christiani scriptores . . .
otwiar appellant non singularem individuamque, sed communem individuis substan-
tiam.” The word iwoxeiuevor, however, is sometimes taken as equivalient to wpdow
oy,

¢ 'Opoodorior.  On the import of this, comp, § 127, and in the text above.

® #'We men,” says Athanasius, * consisting of body and soul, are all ulas ¢de ews
«al obolas, hut many persons.”
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with us {and yet individually distinct from ums] as touching
the manhood.” The Nicene Creed does not expressly assert
the singleness or numerical unity of the divine essence
(unless it be in the first article: “ We believe in one God ”);
and the main point with the Nicene fathers was to urge against
Arianism the strict divinity and essential equality of the Son
and Holy Ghost with the Father. If we press the difference
of Aomoousion from monoousion, and overlook the many pas-
sages in which they assert with equal emphasis the monarchia
or numerical unity of the Godhead, we must charge them with
tritheism.’

But in the divine Trinity consubstantiality denotes not only
sameness of kind, but at the same time numerical unity ; not
merely the unum ¢n gpecie, but also the unum in numero. The
three persous are related to the divine substance not as three
individuals to their species, a8 Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, or
Peter, John, and Paul, to human nature; they are only one
God. The divine substance s abeolutely indivisible by reason
of its simplicity, and absolutely inextensible and untransferable
by reason of its infinity ; whereas a corporeal substance can be
divided, and the human nature can be multiplied by genera-
tion. Three divine substances would limit and exclude each
other, and therefore could not be infinite or absolute. The
whole fulness of the one undivided essence of God, with all its
attributes, is in all the persons of the Trinity, though in each
in his own way: in the Father as original principle, in the
Son by eternal generation, in the Spirit by eternal procession.
The church teaches not one divine essence and three persons,
but one essence in three persons. Father, Son, and Spirit
cannot be conceived as three separate individuals, but are in
one another, and form a solidaric unity.’

! Cudworth (in his great work on the Intellectnal System of the Universe, vol. i
p- 437 f.) elaborately endeavors to show that Athanasius and the Nicemo fathers
actually taught three divine substances in the order of subordination. *But he makes
no account of the fact that the terminology and the distinction of obola and #wd-
oraais were at that time not yet clearly settled,

* Comp. the passages from Athanasius and other fathers cited at §126. “The
Persons of the Trinity,” says R. Hooker (Eocles. Polity, B. v, ch. 86, vol. ii. p. 815

43
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Many passages of the Nicene fathers have unquestionably
8 tritheistic sound, but are neutralized by others which by
themselves may bear a Sabellian construction ; so that their
position must be regarded as midway between these two
extremes. Subsequently John Philoponus, an Aristotelian and
Monophysite in Alexandria about the middle of the sixth
century, was charged with tritheism, because he made no
distinction between ¢vos and dmrosrasis, and reckoned in the
Trinity three natures, substances, and deities, according to the
number of persons.’

in Keble's edition), quite in the spirit of the Nicene orthodoxy, *are not three partie-
ular substances to whom one general nature is common, but three that subsist by
one substance which itself is particular: yet they all three have it, and their several
ways of having it are that which makes their personal distinction. The Father
therefore is in the Son, and the Son in Him, they both in the Spirit and the Spirit in
both them. So that the Father's offspring, which is the Son, remaineth eternally in
the Father; the Father eternally also in the Son, no way severed or divided by
reason of the sole and single unity of their substance. The Son in the Father as
light in that light out of which it floweth without separation; the Father in the Son
a8 light in that light which it causeth and leaveth not. Ahd because in this respect
his eternal being is of the Father, which eternal being is his life, therefore he by the
Father liveth.” In a gimilar strain, Cunningham says in bis exposition of the Nicene
doctrine of the Trinity (Hist. Theology, i. p. 285): ¢ The unity of the divine nature
as distinguished from the nature of a creature, might be only a specific and not a
numerical unity, and this nature might be possessed by more than one divine being;
but the Scriptures plainly ascribe a numerical unity to the Supreme Being, and, of
course, preclude the idea that there are several different beings who are possessed
of the one divine nature. This is virtually the same thing as teaching us thst the
one divine nature is poesessed only by one essence or substance, from which the
conclusion is clear, that if the Father be possessed of the divine nature, and if the
Son, with a distinct personality, be also possessed of the divine nature, the Father
and the Son must be of one aund the same substance; or rather—for it can scarcely
with propriety be called a conclusion or consequence—~the doctrine of the consub-
stantiality of the Son with the Father is just an expression or embodiment of the one
great truth, the different component parts of which are each established by scriptural
authority, viz.: that the Father and the Son, having distinct personality in the unity
of the Godhead, are both equally posscssed of the divine, as distinguished from the
created, nature. Before any creature existed, or had been produced by God out of
nothing, the Son existed in the possession of the divine nature. If this be true, and
if it be also true that God is in any sense oue, then it is likewise true—for this is
just according to the established meaning of words, the current mode of expressing
it—that the Father and the Son are the same in substance as well as equal In power
and glory.”

* Y On tritheism, and the doctrine of John Philoponus and John Ascusnages,
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2. In this one divine essence there are three persons® or, to
ase a better term, Aypostases,” that is, three different modes of

which is known to us only in fragments, comp. especially Baur, Lehre von der Drei.
einigkeit, ete., vol. ii. pp. 13-82. In the English Church the error of tritheism was
revived by Dean Suxrrock in his * Vindication of the Doctrine of the Holy and ever
Bleased Trinity,” 1690, He maintained that, with the exception of a mutual con-
sciousness of each other, which no created spirits can have, the three divine persons
are * three distinct infinite minds” or * three intelligent beinga.” He was opposed
by South, Wallis, and others, See Patrick Fairbairn's Appendix to the English
translation of Dorner’s History of Christology, vol. iii. p. 854 f. (Edinburgh,
1883).

! Mpdowna, persone. This term oocurs very often in the New Testament, now
in the sense of person, now of face or counienance, again of form or external appear
ance. Etymologically (from »pés and % &y, the eye, face), it means strictly face;
then in general, fronZ; also mask, visor, character (of & drama); and finally, person,
in the grammatical sense. In like manner the Latin word persona (from sonus,
sound) signifies the mask of the Roman actor, through which he made himself audi-
ble ( personuit); then the actor himself; then any assumed or real character; and
finally an individual, & reasonable being. Sabellianism used the word in the sense
of face or character; tritheism, in the grammatical sense. Owing to this ambiguity
of the word, the term Aypostasis is to be preferred, though this too is somewhat in-
adequate. Comp, the Lexicons, and especially Petavius, De trinit., lib. iv. Dr. Shedd
also prefers hypostasis, and obeerves, vol. i. p. 8371: “This term (persona), it is
obwious to remark, though the more common one in English, and perhaps in Prot-
estant trinitarianism generally, is not so well adapted to express the conception
intended, as the Greek dwdorasis. It has a Sabellian leaning, becanse it does not
with sufficient plainness indicate the subsistrnce in the Essence. The Father, Son,
and Spirit are more than mere aspects or appearances of the Essence. The Latin
persona was the mask worn by the actor in the play, and was representative of his
particular character for the particular time. Now, although those who employed
these terms imdoubtedly gave them as full and solid & meaning as they could, and
were undoubtedly true trinitarians, yet the representation of the eternal and neces-
sary hypostatical distinctions in the Godhead, by terms derived from transitory
scenical exhibitions, was not the best for purposes of science, even though the pov-
erty of human language should justify their employment for popular and illustrative
statements,”

¥ “Y'woordoes, subsistentic. Comp. Heb. i. 8. (The other passages of the New
Testament where the word is used, Heb. iii. 14; xi. 1; 2 Cor. ix 4; xi 17, do not
belong here.) ‘Trxésrasis, and the corresponding Latin sub-stantia, strictly founda.
tion, then essence, substance, is originally pretty much synonymous with oiola,
essentia, and in in fact, as we have already said, frequently interchanged with ft,
even by Athanasius, and in the anathema at the close of the original Nicene Creed.
But gradually (according to Petavius, after the council at Alexandria in 362) a dis.
tinction esb\bhshed itself in the church terminology, in which Gregory of Nyssa,
p-rhcuhrly in his work : De differentia essentiz et hypostaseos (tom. iii. p. 82 sqq)
bad an important influence. Comp. Petavius, L c. p. 314 sqq.
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subsistence® of the one same undivided and indivisible whole,
which in the Seriptures are called the Father, the Son, and the
Holy Ghost.® These distinctions are not merely different attri-
butes, po-vers, or activities of the Godhead, still less merely
subjective aspects under which it presents itself to the human
mind; but each person expresses the whole fulness of the
divine being with all its attributes, and the three persons stand
in a relation of mutual knowledge and love. The Father
communicates his very life to tho Son, and .the Spirit is the
bond of union and communion between the two. The Son
speaks, and as the God-Man, even prays,to the Father, thus
standing over against him as a first person towards a second ;
and calls the Holy Ghost ¢ another Comforter ” whom he will
send from the Father, thus speaking of him as of a third
pereon.’

Here the orthodox doctrine forsook Sabellianism or modal-
ism, which, it is true, made Father, Son, and Spirit strictly
coirdinate, but only as different denominations and forms of
manifestation of the one God.

But, on the other hand, as we have already intimated, the
term person must not be taken here in the sense current among
men, as if the three persons were three different individuals, or
three self-conscious and separately acting beings. The trini-
tarian idea of personality lies midway between that of a mere

1 Tpéwo: ixdpEews, an expression, however, capable of a Sabellian sense.

* This question of the ¢ri-personality of God must not be confounded with the
modern question of the personality of God in general. The tri-personality was
asserted by the Nicene fathers in opposition to abstract monarchianism and Sabel-
lianism ; the personality is asserted by Christian theism against pantheism, which
makes & personal relation of the spirit of man to God impossible. Schleiermacher,
who as a philosopher leaned decidedly to pantheism, admitted (in a note to his
Reden iiber die Religion) that devotion and prayer always presume and require the
personality of God. The philosophical objection, that personality necessarily
includes limitation by other personalities, and 80 contradicts the notion of the
absoluteness of God, is untenable; for we can as well conceive an absolute personal-
ity, as an absolute intelligence and an absolute will, to which, however, the power
of eelf-limitation must be ascribed, not as & weakness, but as a perfection. The
orthodox tri-personality does not conflict with thia total persondlity, but gives it full
organic life.

* Jobn xiv, 16: "AAAor wapdxAnToy, cOmp. V. 26; . XV. 26: ‘O wapdxAyros, do
lyd wéuyw Juir wapd warpés,—a clear distinction of Spirit, Son, and Father,
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form of manifestation, or a personation, which would lead to
Sabellianism, and the idea of an independent, limited human
personality, which would result in tritheism. In other words,
it avoids the monoousian or unitarian trinity of a threefold
sonception and aspect of one and the same being, and the
triousian or tritheistic trinity of three distinct and separate
beings.'" In each person there is the same inseparable divine
substance, united with the individual property and relation
which distinguishes that person from the others. The word
person is in reality only a make-shift, in the absence of a more
adequate term. Our idea of God is more true and deep than
our terminology, and the essence and character of God far
transcends our highest ideas.”

The Nicene fathers and Augustine endeavored, as Tertullian
and Dionysius of Alexandria had already done, to illustrate the
Trinity by analogies from created existence. Their figures
were sun, ray, and light; fountain, stream, and flow ; root,

! Comp. Petavius, L. c., who discusses very fully the trinitarian terminology of
the Nicene fathers. Also J. H. Newman, The Arians, etc. p. 208: “The word
person, which we venture to use in speaking of those three distinct manifestations
of Himself, which it has pleased Almighty God to give ua I8 in its philosophical
sense too wide for our meaning. Its essential signification, as applied to ourselves
is that of an individual intelligent agent, answering to the Greek Swéoraais, or reali
ty. On the other hand, if we restrict it to its etymological sense of persona or xpéo
wwoy, . 6., character, it evidently means less than Scripture doctrine, which we
wish to aseertain by it; denoting merely certain outward expressions of the Supreme
Being relatively to ourselves, which are of an accidental and variable nature. The
statements of Revelation then lie between this internal and external view of the
Divine Essence, between Tritheism, and what is popularly called Unitarianism.”
Dr. Shedd, History of Christian Doctrine, vol. i p. 368: *“The doctrine of a sub
sistence in the substance of the Godhead brings to view a species of existence that
is 80 anomalous and unique, that the human mind derives little or no aid from those
analogies which assist it in all other cases. The hypostasis is a real subsistence,—a
solid essential form of existence, and not a mere emanation, or energy, or manifesta
tion,—but it is intermediate between substance and attributes. It is not identical
with the substance, for there are not three substances. It is not identical with attri
butes, for the three Persons each and equally possess all the divine attributes, . . .
Hence the human mind is called upon to grasp the notion of a species of existence
that is totally sui generis, and not capable of illustration by any of the ordinary
comparisons and analogies.”

* As Augustine says, De trinitate, lib. vii. cap. 4 (§ 7, ed. Bened. Venet. tom.
ofii. fol. 868): “ Verius cogitatur Deus quam dicitur, et verius est quam cogitatur,”
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stem, and fruit ; the colors of the rainbow ;" soul, thought, and
gpirit ;* memory, intelligence, and will ;* and the idea of lcve,
which affords the best illustration, for God is love.* Such
figures are indeed confessedly insufficient as proofs, and, if
pressed, might easily lead to utterly erroneous conceptions,
For exawmple: sun, ray, and light are not co-ordinate, but the
two latter are merely qualities or emanations of the first.
“Omne simile claudicat.”® Analogies, however, here do the
negative service of repelling the charge of unreasonableness
from a doctrine which is in fact the highest reason, and which
has been acknowledged in various forms by the greatest philoso-
phers, from Plato to Schelling and Hegel, though often in an
entirely unscriptural sense. A certain trinity undeniably runs
through all created life, and is especially reflected in manifold
ways in man, who is created after the image of God; in the
relation of body, soul, and spirit; in the faculties of thought,
feeling, and will; in the nature of self-consciousness;* and in the
nature of love.’

! Used by Basil and Gregory of Nyssa.

* Yuxh, eudduna:s, rveiua, in Gregory Nazianzen,

* Augustine, De trinit. x. a. 11 (§ 18), tom. viii. fol. 898: * Hee tris, memoria, in-
telligentia, voluntas, quoniam non sunt tres vits, sed una vita, nec tres mentes, sed
una mens: consequenter utique non tres substantis sunt, sed una substantia.”

¢ Augustine, ib, viil. 8 (f. 875): “Immo vero vides trinitatem, si caritatem
vides;” ix. 2 (f. 879): ¢ Tria sunt, amans, et quod amatur, et amor,” And in an.
other place: * Tres sunt, amans, amatus, et mutuus amor.”

* This was clearly felt and confessed by the fathers themselves, who used these
illustrations merely as helps to their understanding. Joh. Damascenus (De fide
orthod. L L c. 8; Opera, tom, i. p, 187) says: ‘It is impossible for any image to
be found in created things, representing in itself the nature of the Holy Trinity
without any peint of dissimilitude. For can a thing created, and compound, and
changeable, and circumscribed, and corruptible, clearly express the superessential
divine essence, which is exempt from all these defects?” Comp. Moshelm’s notes
to Cudworth, vol. ii. 422 f. (Lond. ed. of 1845).

* The trinity of self-consciousness consists in a process of becoming objective to
one’s self, and knowing one’s gelf in this objectivity, according to the logical law of
thesis, antithesis, and synthesis, or in the unity of the subject thinking and the sub-
Ject thought, This speculative argument has been developed by Leibnitz, Hegel,
and other German philosophers, and is adopted also by Dr, Shedd, Hist. of Chris
tian Doct. i. p. 866 ff, note. But this analogy properly leads at best only to s
Sabellian tri-personality, not to the orthodox.

* The ethical induction of the Trinity from the idea of love was first attempted
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8. Each divine person has his property, as it were a char.
acteristic individuality, expressed by the Greek word i8udrss,’
and the Latin proprietas.” This is not to be confounded witk
attribute ; for the divine attributes, eternity, omnipresence,
omnipotence, wisdom, holiness, love, etc., are inherent in the
divine esgcnce, and are the common possession of all the divine
hypostases. The idiotes, on the contrary, is a peculiarity of
the Aypostasis, and therefore cannot be communicated or trans
ferred from one to another.

To the first person fatherhood, or the being unbegotten,’ is
ascribed as his property ; to the second, sonship, or the being
begotten ;* to the Holy Ghost, procession. In other words:
The Father is unbegotten, but begetting ; the Son is uncreated,
but begotten; the Holy Ghost proceeds from the Father (and,
according to the Latin doctrine, also from the Son). But
these distinctions relate, as we have said, only to the hyposta-
ses, and have no force with respect to the divine essence which
is the same in all, and neither begets nor is begotten, nor
proceeds, nor is sent.

4. The divine persons are in one another, mutually inter-
penetrate, and form a perpetual intercommunication and

by Augustine, and has more recently been pursued by Sartorius, J. Miller, J. P.
Lange, Martensen, Liebner, Schdberlein, and others. It is suggested by the moral
essence of God, which is love, the relation of the Father to the Son, and the “fel.
lowship " of the Holy Ghost, and it undoubtedly contains a deep element of truth;
bat, striotly taken, it yields only #wo different- personalities and an impersonal rela-
ion, thus proving too much for the Father and the Son, and too little for the Holy
irit

Bpu;i Also Bior. Gregory of Nysea calls these characteristic distinctions yyewpiorixal
i8iérares, peculiar marks of recognition. The terms !3idrns and dwdorasis were
sometimes used synonymously. The word i3:érys, fem. (from o), pecwliarity, is of
eourse not to be confounded with {3iéys, masc., which likewise comes from ues,
but means s private man, then layman, then an imbecile, idiot.

® Pyroprietas personalis ; also characier Aypostaticus.

3 ’Ayerrnaia, paternitas.

¢ Tevrnole, yémmois, generatio, filiatio,

8 Exwdpevaus, proceseio ; also Ixweuyss, missio ; both from John xv. 18 (wéuye

o o ¢xwopederas) and similar passages, which relate, however, not to the eternal

mwinity of constitution, but to the historical trinity of manifestation. Gregory Nasi-
anzen says: "I3ior watpds pér %) dyemoia, viei 8 § yévwnois, wveduaros 3 §
Exwepiis,
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motion within the divine essence ; as the Lord says: “Iam
in the Father, and the Father in me ;” and “the Father that
dwelleth in me, he doeth the works.”* This perfect indwelling
and vital communion was afterwards designated (by John of
Damascus and the scholastics) by such terms as éwmwapkss,
wepiywpnots,’ tnevistentia, immanentia, tnkabitatio, oirculatio,
permeatio, vnlercommunio, circumincessio.’

5. The Nicene doctrine already contains, in substance, s
distinction between two trinities : an vmmanent trinity of con-
stitution,' which existed from eternity, and an economsic trinity
of manifestation ;* though this distinction did not receive
formal expression till a much later period. For the generation
of the Son and the procession of the Spirit are, according to
the doctrine, an eternal process. The perceptions and practi-
cal wants of the Christian mind start, strictly speaking, with
the trinity of revelation in the threefold progressive work of
the creation, the redemption, and the preservation of the

! John xiv. 10: 'O 3% warhp & év duol uévwr, adrds woiei ra fpya; v, 113
'Evy& dv v¢ watpl, xal 8 wathp év duol. This also refers, strictly, not to the eternal
relation, but to the indwelling of the Father in the historical, incarnate Christ,

! From wepixwpém (with els), to circulate, go about, progredi, ambulare. Comp.
Petavius, De trinit., lib. iv. ¢. 18 (tom. ii. p. 458 8qq.), and De incarnatione, lib. iv.
¢. 14 (tom. iv. p. 478 8qq.). The thing itself is clearly taught even by the Nicene
fathers, especially by Athanasius in his third Oration against the Arians, ¢. 8 sqq.,
and elsewhere, with reference to the relation of the Son to the Father, although he
never, 8o far as I know, used the word wepixdpnois. Gregory Nazianzen uses the
verb wepixwpeiv (not the noun) of the vital interpenetration of the two natures in
Christ. Gibbon, in his contemptuous account of the Nicene controversy (chapter
xxi.) calls the wepixdipnais or circumincessio “ the deepest and darkest corner of the
whole theological abyss,” but takes no pains even to explain this idea. The old
Protestant theologians defined the wepixdpnois as ‘‘immanentia, h, e. inexistentia
mutua et singularissima, intima et perfectissima inhabitatio unius personse in alia.”
Comp. Joh. Gerhard, Loci theologici, tom. i. p. 197 (ed. Cotta).

% From incedo, denoting the perpetual internal motion of the Trinity, the circum-
fusio or mutua commeatio, et communicatio personarum inter se. Petavius (in the
2d and 4th vol. L ¢.), Cudworth (Intellectual System of the Universe, vol. ii. p. 454,
ed. of Harrison, Lond. 1845), and others use instead of this, circuminsessio, from
sedeo, which rather expresses the reposs of the persons in one another, the inex-
istentia or mutua existentia personarum. This would correspond to the Greek évé
wapdis rather than to wepixdpnos.

4 Ad intra, Tpéwos dwdpfews.

8 Ad extra, Tpéwos dwoxaAiews,
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world, but reason back thence to a trinity of being; for God
has revealed himself as he is, and there can be no contradic-
tion between his nature and his works. The eternal pre-exist-
ence of the Son and the Spirit is the background of the histor-
ical revelation by which they work our salvation. The
Bcriptures deal mainly with the trinity of revelation, and only
hint at the trinity of eesence, as in the prologue of the
Gospel of John which asserts an eternal distinction between
God and the Logos. The Nicene divines, however, agreeably
to the metaphysical bent of the Greek mind, move somewhat
too exclusively in the field of speculation and in the dark
regions of the intrinsic and ante-mundane relations of the
Godhead, and too little upon the practical ground of the
facts of salvation.

-6. The Nicene fathers still teach, like their predecessors, a
certain subordinationism, which seems to conflict with the
doctrine of consubstantiality. But we must distinguish
between a subordinatianism of essence (ocvoia) and a subordi.
natianism of hypostasis, of order and dignity.' The former
was denied, the latter affirmed. The essence of the Godhead
being but one, and being abeolutely perfect, can admit of no
degrees. Father, Son, and Spirit all have the same divine
essence, yet not in a co-ordinate way, but in an order of sub-
ordination. The Father has the essence originally and of
himself, from no other; he is the primal divine snbject, to
whom alone absoluteness belongs, and he is therefore called
preeminently God," or the principle, the fountain, and the
root of Godhead." The Son, on the contrary, has hm essence
by communication from the Father, therefore, in a secondary,

1 “Yyorayh rdiews xal &liduaros.

* 'O Oeds, and adTédeoy, in distinction from Geds. Waterland (Works, vol. £
p- 315) remarks on this: “ The title of § 8¢ds, being understood in the same sense
with adrddeos, was, as it ought to be, generally reserved to the Father, as the distin.
guishing personal character of the first Person of the Holy Trinity. And this
amounts to no more than the acknmowledgment of the Father’s prerogative, ag
Father. But as it might also signify any Person who is truly and essentially God, #
mught properly be applied to the Son too: and it is so applied sometimes, though
a0t 80 often as it is to the Father.”

% ‘H =xnyh, ¥ alria, ) pifa Tiis Sedrnror: fons, origo, principium,
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derivative way. ¢ The Father iz greater than the Son.”
The one is unbegotten, the other begotten; the Son is from
the Father, but the Father is not from the Son; father
hood is in the nature of the case primary, sonship secondary.
The same subordination is still more applicable to the Holy
Ghost. The Nicene fathers thought the idea of the divine
unity best preserved by making the Father, notwithstanding
the triad of persous, the monad from which Son and Spirit
spring, and to which they return. .

This subordination is most plainly expressed by Hilary of
Poictiers, the champion of the Nicene doctrine in the West.!
The familiar comparisons of fountain and stream, sun and light,
which Athanasius, like Tertullian, so often uses, likewise lead
to a dependence of the Son upon the Father. Even the
Niceno-Constantinopolitan Creed favors it, in calling the Son
God of God, Light ¢f Light, very God ¢f very God. For if
a person has anything, or is anything, of another, he has not
that, or is not that, of himeelf. Yet this expression may be
more correctly understood, and is in fact sometimes used by the
later Nicene fathers, as giving the Son and Spirit only their
hypostases from the Father, while the essence of deity is com-
mon to all three persons, and is co-eternal in all.

Scriptural argument for this theory of subordination was
found abundant in such passages as these : *“ As the Father hath
life in himself (éxec {wyv &v éavrg), so hath he giwen (&w«e) to
the Son to have life in himself; and hath giwen him authority

? De trinit. ifi. 12: “Et quis non Patrem potiorem confitebitur, ut ingenitum a
genito, ut Patrem a Filio, ut eum qui miserit ab eo qui missus &it, ut volentem ab eo
qui obediat? Kt ipse nobis erit testis: Pater major me est. Hmo ita ut sunt intel
ligenda sunt, sed cavendum est, ne apud imperitos gloriam Filii honor Patria
infirmet.” In the same way Hilary derives all the attributes of the Bon from the
Father, Comp. also Hilary, De Synodis, seu de fide Orientalium, pp. 1178 and 1183
(Opera, ed. Bened.), and the third and eighteenth canons of the Sirmian council of
887.

? Comp. the relevant passages from Athanasius, Basil, and the Gregories, in
Bull, Defensio, sect. iv. (Pars ii. p. 688 8qq.). Even John of Damascus, with whom
fhe productive period of the Greek theology closes, still teaches the same subordina
tion, De orthod. fide, i. 10: Hdrra Soa xe 3 vids xal T wredua, éx Tob warpds ¥xa,
xal abrd 70 elvau.
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to execute judgment also ;”* “ All things are deltvered nuto me
{wdvra po. wapedddn) of my Father;”* « My Father is greater
than L”* But these and similar passages refer to the histori-
cal relation ot the Father to the incarnate Logos in his estata
of humiliation, or to the elevation of human nature to partici-
pation in the glory and power of the divine,’ notto the eternal
metaphysical relation of the Father to the Son.

In this point, as in the doctrine of the Holy Ghost, the
Nicene system yet needed further development. The logical
consistency of the doctrine of the consubstantiality of the Son,
upon which the Nicene fathers laid chief stress, must in time
overcome this decaying remnant of the ante-Nicene subordina-
tionism.*

3 John v. 28, 27.

® Matt xi. 27; oomp. xxviil 18,

® John xiv. 28. Cudworth (L. o il. 422) agrees with several of the Nicene
fathers in referring this passage to the divinity of Christ, for the reason that the
superiority of the eternal God over mortal man was no news at all. Mosheim, in a
learned note to Cudworth én loco, protests against both interpretations, and correctly
so. For Christ speaks here of his entire divinehuman person, but in the state of
Awmiliation.

¢ John xvii. 5; Phil ii 9-11. '

8 All important scholars since Petavius admit the subordinationism in the Nicene
doctrine of the trinity; e. g., Bull, who in the fourth (mot third, as Gibbon says)
section of his famous Defensio fidei Nic, (Works, vol. v. Pars ii. pp. 653-796) treats
quite at large 6f the subordination of the Son to the Father, and in behalf of the
identity of the Nicene and ante-Nicene doctrine proves that all the orthodox fathers,
before and after the council of Nice, “uno ore docuerunt naturam perfectionesque
divinas Patri Filioque competere non callateraliter aut codrdinate, sed subordinate ;
hoo est, Filium eandem quidem naturam divinam cum Patre communem habere, sed
a Patre communicatam; ita scilicet ut Pater solus naturam illam divinam a se
habeat, sive a nullo alio, Filius autem a Patre; proinde Pater divinitatis, que in Filio
ost, origo ac principium sit,” eto. So Waterland, who, in his vindication of the
orthodox doctrine of the Trinity against Samuel Clarke, asserts such a supremacy of
the Father us is consistent with the eternal and necessary existence, the consubstan-
tiality, and the infinite perfection of the Son. Among modern historians Neander,
Gieseler, Baur (Lehre von der Dreieinigkeit, ete. i, p. 468 f.), and Dorner (Lehre
von der Person Christi, i. p. 920 ff) arrive at the same result, But while Baur and
Dormner (though from different points of view) recognize in this a defect of the Nicene
doctrine, to be overcome by the subsequent development of the church dogwa, the
great Anglican divines, Cudworth (Intellectual System, vol. ii. p. 421 f.), Pearson,
Bull, Waterland (and among American divines Dr. Shedd) regard the Nicene sub-
ordinationism a8 the true, Scriptural, and final form of the trinitarian doctrine, and
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§ 181. The Post-Nicsne Trinitarian Doctrine of
Augustine,
AvausTINg: De trinitate, libri xv., begun in 400, and finished about 415}
and his anti-Arian works: Contra sermonem Arianorum; Collatio cum
Maximino Arianorum episcopo; Contra Maximinum hsereticum, libri

ii. (all in his Opera omnisa, ed. Bened. of Venice, 1788, in tom. viii. pp.
626-1004; and in Migne’s ed. Par. 1845, tom. viii. pp. 688-1098).

While the Greek church stopped with the Nicene state-
ment of the doctrine of the Trinity, the Latin church carried
the development onward under the guidance of the profound
and devout speculative spirit of Augustine in the beginning of
the fifth century, to the formation of the Athanasian Creed.
Of all the fathers, next to Athanasius, Augustine performed
the greatest service for this dogma, and by his discriminating
speculation he exerted more influence upon the scholastie
theology and that of the Reformation, than all the Nicene
divines. The points in which he advanced upon the Nicene
Creed, are the following:®

1. He eliminated the remnant of subordinationism, and
brought out more clearly and sharply the consubstantiality of
the three persons and the numerical unity of their essence.’

make no account of Augustine, who went beyond it. Kahnis (Der Kirchenglanbe,
li. p. 66 ff) thinks that the Scriptures go still further than the Nicene fathers
in subordinating the Son and the Spirit to the Father. .

! The Augustinian doctrine of the trinity is discussed at length by Baur, Die
christl. Lehre von der Dreieinigkeit. eto. vol. i. pp. 826-888. Augustine had but an
tmperfect knowledge of the Greek language, and was therefore not accurately
aoquainted with the writings of the Nicene fathers, but was thrown the more upon
his own thinking, Comp. his confession, De trinit. L iii. cap. 1 (tom. viil. f. 798, ed.
Bened. Venet., from which in this section I always quote, though giving the varying
chapter-division of other editions).

? De trinit. . vii. cap. 8 (§ 11), tom. vili. f. 863: *“Non major essentia est
Pater et Filius et Spiritus Sanctus simul, quam solus Pater, aut solus Filius; sed tres
gimul ille substantiee [here equivalent to éwosrdre:s] sive personsm, sl ita dicendsms
sunt, ®quales sunt singulis: quod animalis homo non percipit.” Ihid. (£ 868):
“JIta dicat unam’essentiam, ut non existimet aliud alio vel majus, vel melius, vel
aliqua ex parte divisim.” Ibid. lib. vill. ¢. 1 (fol. 885): “Quod vero ad se dicuntur
singuli, non dici pluraliter tres, sed unam ipeam trinitatem: sicut Deus Pater, Deus
Filius, Deus Spiritus Sanctus; et bonus Pater, bonus Filius, bonus Spiritus Sanctus:
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Yet he too admitted that the Father stood above the Son and
the Spirit in this: that he alone is of no other, but is absolute~
ly original and independent ; while the Son is begotten of him,
and the Spirit proceeds from him, and proceeds from him in a
higher sense than from the Son.! We may speak of three
men who have the same natore; but the persons in the Trinity
are not three separately subsisting individuals. The divine
substance is not an abstract generic nature common to all, but
a concrete, living reality. One and the same God is Father,
Son, and Spirit. All the works of the Trinity are joint
works. Therefore one can speak as well of an incarnation of
God, as of an incarnation of the Son, and the theophanies of
the Old Testament, which are usually ascribed to the Logos,
may also be ascribed to the Father and the Holy Ghost.

If the orthodox doctrine of the Trinity lies midway be-
tween Sabellianism and tritheism, Augustine bears rather to
the Sabellian side. He shows this' further in the analogies
from the human sepirit, in which he sees the mystery of the
Trinity reflected, and by which he illustrates it with special
delight and with fine psychological discernment, though with
the humble impression that the analogies do not lift the veil,
but only make it here and there a little more penetrable. He
distingnishes in man being, which answers to the Father,
knowledge or consciousness, which answers to the Son, and
will, which answers to the Holy Ghost." A similar trinity he
finds in the relation of mind, word, and love ; again in the

et omnipotens Pater, omnipotens Filius, omnipotens Spiritus Sanctus; nec tamen
tres Dii, aut tres boni, aut tres omnipotentes, sed unus Deus, bonus, omnipotens ipsa
Trinites.” Lib. xv. 17 (fol. 988): * Pater Deus, et Filius Deus, et Spiritus 8. Deus,
et simul unus Deus.” De civit. Dei, xi. cap. 24: “Non tres Dii vel tres omnipoten-
tes, sed unus Deus omnipotens.” 8o the Athanasian Creed, vers. 11.

! De trinit. L xv. o 26 (§ 47, fol. 1000): * Pater solus non est de alio, ideo

solus appellatur ingenitus, non quidem in Seripturis, sed in consuetudine disputan-
tinm . . . Filius autem de Patre natus est: et Spiritus Sanctus de Patre prineipali-
* ter, et ipso sine ullo temporis intervallo dante, communiter de utrogue procedit.”
. * Confess. xiii. 11: “Dico hsc tria: esse, nosse, velle. Sum enim, et novi, et
volo; sum sciens, et volens; et scio esse me, et velle; et volo esse, et scire. In hie
igitar tribus quam sit inseparabilis vita, et una vita, et una mens, et una essentia,
quam denigue inseparabilis distinctio, et tamen distinctio, videat qui potest.” Tbie
comparison be repeats in a somewhat different form, De civit. Del, xi. 26.
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relation of memory, intelligence, and will or love, which differ,
and yet are only one human nature (but of course also only
one human person).'

2. Augustine taught the procession of the Holy Ghost
Jrom the Son a8 well as from the Father, though from the
Father mainly. This followed from the perfect essential unity
of the hypostases, and was supported by some passages of
Scripture which speak of the Son sending the Spirit. He
also represented the Holy Ghost as the love and fellowship be-
tween Father and Son, as the bond which unites the two, and
which anites believers with God.*

The Nicseno-Constantinopolitan Creed affirms only the pro-
cessio Spiritus @ Patre, thongh not with an exclusive intent,
but rather to oppose the Pneumatomachi, by giving the Spirit

1 Mens, verbum, amor;—memoria, intelligentia, voluntas or caritas; for volun-
tas and caritas are with him easentially the same: * Quid enim est aliud caritas
quam voluntas?” Again: amans, amatus, mutuus amor. On these, and similar
analogies which we have already mentioned in § 130, comp. Augustine, De clvit. Dei,
L xi. c. 24; De trinit. xiv. and xv., and the criticism of Baur, L ¢. i. p. 844 sqq.

* John xv. 26: ‘O wapdxAnros, d» ¢yd wéugw duiv xapd Tob warpds, and xvi.
7: Népyw abrdy wpds duds; compared with John xiv. 26: Td wredua 70 &yior, §
wéuyer 8 warhp & 7§ dvouarl mov. Augustine appeals also to John xx. 22,
where Christ breathes the Holy Ghost on his disciples, De trinit. iv. c. 20 (§ 29),
fol. 829: ‘“*Nec possumus dicere quod Spiritus S. et a Filio non procedat, neque
cnim frustra idem Spiritus et Patris et Filii Spiritus dicitur. Nec video quid alind
significare voluerit, cum sufflang in faciem discipulorum ait: * Accipite Spiritum 8. ®
Tract. 99 in Evang. Joh. § 9: * Spiritus 8, non de Patre procedit in Filium, et de
Fillo procedit ad sanctificandam creaturam, sed gimul de utroque procedit.” But
after all, he makea the Spirit proceed mainly from the Father: de patre principa-
liter. De trinit, xv. c. 26 (§ 47). Augustine moreover regards the procession of
the Spirit from the SBon as the gift of the Father which is implied in the communica~
tion of life to the Son. Comp. Tract. 99 in Evang, Joh. § 8: ‘' A quo habet Filius
ut sit Deus (est enim de Deo Deus), ab illo habet utique ut etiam de illo procedat
Spiritus Sanctus: ac per hoc Spiritus Sanctus ut etiam de Filio procedat, sicut pro-
cedit de Patre, ab ipso habet Patre,”

* De trinit. xv. ¢. 17 (§ 27) fol. 987: * Spiritus S. secundum Scripturas sacras
neo Patris solius est, nec Filii solius, sed amborum, et ideo communem, qua invicem
se diligunt Pater et Filius, nobis insinuat caritatem.” Undoubtedly God is love;
but this may be said in a special sense of the Holy Ghost. De trinit, xv. c. 17 .
(§ 29), fol. 988: * Ut scilicet in illa simplici summaque natura non sit aliud substan-
lia et aliud caritas, sed substantia ipsa sit caritas, et caritas ipsa sit substantia, sive
in Patre, sive in Filio, sive in Spiritu 8., et tamen proprie Spiritus 8, caritas nun

supetur.”
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a relation to the Father as immediate as that of the Son. The
Spirit is not created by the Son, but eternally proceeds directly
from the Father, as the Son is from eternity begotten of the
Father. Everything proceeds from the Father, is mediated
by the Son, and completed by the Holy Ghost. Athanasius,
Basil, and the Gregories give this view, without denying pro-
cession from the Son. Some Greek fathers, Epiphanius,’ Mar
cellus of Aneyrs,’ and Cyril of Alexandria,’ derived the Spirit
from the Father and the Son; while Theodore of Mopsuestia
and Theodoret would admit no dependence of the Spirit on
the Son. :

Augnstine’s view gradually met universal acceptance in
the West. It was adopted by Boéthius, Leo the Great and
others.* It was even inserted in the Nicene Creed by the
council of Toledo in 589 by the addition of filtogque, together
with an anathema against its opponents, by whom are meant,
however, not the Greeks, but the Arians.

Here to this day lies the main difference in doctrine be-
tween the Greek and Latin churches, though the controversy
over it did not break out till the middle of the ninth century
under patriarch Photius (867).* Dr. Waterland briefly sums np
the points of dispute thus:* “The Greeks and Latins have had

! Ancor. § 9: "Apa @eds éx waTpds xal viot 7d wreiua. Yet he says not express-
ly: éxwopeberar ix Toi vioi. '

* Though in a Sabellian sense.

% Who in his anathemas against Nestorius condemns also those who do not de-
rive the Holy Ghost from Christ. Theodoret replied: If it be meant that the Spirit
is of the same essence with Christ, and proceeds from the Father, we agree; but if
it be intended that the Spirit has his existence through the Son, this is impious
Comp. Neander, Dogmengesch. i. p. 832,

¢ Comp. the passages in Hagenbach’s Dogmengeschichte, vol. i p. 267 (in the
Engl. ed. by H. B. S8mith, New York, 1861), and in Perthel, Leo der G. p. 138 f£.
Leo says, e. g., Serm. Ixxv. 2: “Huius enim beatsm trinitatis incommutabilis deitas
una est in substantia, indivisa in opere, concors in voluntate, par in potentia, ssqua-
lis in gloria.”

¢ Comp. on this controversy J. G. Warca: Historia controversi® Grscorum
Latinorumque de Processione Bpir, 8, Jen. 1751, Also JoEx MasoN Nxarx: A
History of the Holy Eastern Church, Lond. 1850, vol. i. 1093. A. P. Stanley (East-
ern Church, p. 142) calls this dispute which once raged so long and so violently,
“an excellent specimen of the race of extinet controversies.,”

¢ Works, vol. iif. p. 287 £,
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many and tedious disputes about the procession. One thing is-

observable, that though the ancients, appealed to by both
parties, have often said that the Holy Ghost proceeds from the
Father, without mentioning the Svn, yet they never said that
he proceeded from the Father alone; so that the modern
Greeks have certainly innovated in that article in expression
at least, if not in real sense and meaning. As to the Latins,
they have this to plead, that none of the ancients ever con-
demned their doctrine; that many of them have expressly
asserted it; that the oriental churches themselves rather con-
demn their taking upon them to add anything to a creed
formed in a general council, than the doctrine iteelf ; that those
Greek churches that charge their doctrine as heresy, yet are
forced to admit much the same thing,.only in different words;
and that Scripture itself is plain, that the Holy Ghost pro-
ceeds at least by ths Son, if not from him; which yet amounts
to the same thing.”

This doctrinal difference between the Greek and the Latin
Church, however insignificant it may appear at first sight, is
characteristic of both, and illustrates the contrast between the
conservative and stationary theology of the East, after the
great ecumenical councils, and the progressive and systematiz-
ing theology of the West. The wisdom of changing an an-
cient and generally received formula of faith may indeed be
questioned, although it must be admitted that the Nicene
Oreed has undergone several other changes which were embod-
ied in the Constantinopolitan Creed, and adopted by the Greeks
a8 well as the Latins. But in the matter of dispute itself the
Latin doctrine is right. The single procession of the Spirit
was closely connected with the ante-Nicene and Nicene sub-
ordinationism, which had to yield to a more consistent develop-
ment of homoousianism. The double procession follows inevi-
tably from the consubstantiality of the Father and the Son,
and from the identity of the Spirit of God and the Spirit of
Christ. It also forms a connecting link between the Trinity
and Christology, and between Christology and Anthropology,
by bringing the Holy Spirit and His work into more imme-
diate conrection with Christ, and, through Him, with the
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church and the believer. It was therefore not accidental that
the same Augustine, who first tanght clearly the double pro-
cession, developed also those profound views of sin and grace,
which took permanent root in the West, but had no influence
in the East.’

§ 132. The Athanasian Creed.

Q. Jon. Voss (Reform.): De tribus symbolis, diss, il 1642, and in his
Opera Omnia, Amstel. 1701 (forming an epoch in oritical investiga-
tion). Archbishop UsuEr: De symbolis. 1647. J. H. HeipEaerr
(Bef.): De symbolo Athanasiano. Zar. 1680. Em. Texrtzer (Luth.):
Judicia eruditorum de Symb. Athan. studiose collecta. Goth. 1687,
MoxTravooN (R. O.): Diatribe in Symbolum Quiounque, in the Bene-
dictine ed. of the Opera Athanasii, Par. 1898, tom. ii. pp. 719-785.
Dax. WarerLanp (Anglican): A Critical History of the Athanasian
Oreed. Cambridge, 1724, sec. ed. 1728 (in Waterland’s Works, ed.
Mildert, vol. iii. pp. 97-270, Oxf. 1848). Dowm. M, Sezromt (R. 0.):
De symbolo vulgo 8. Athanasii. Dies. i. and ii. Patav. 1750-'51.
E. Korinee (Luthl): Symbolik aller ohristl, Confessionen. Humb.
Vol. i. 1837, pp. 53-92. W. W. Harvey (Angl.): The History and
Theology of the Three Creeds. Lond. 1854, vol. ii. pp. 541-695. P=.
Sonarr: The Athanasian Creed, in the Am. Theolog. Review, New
York, 1866, pp. 584-625. (Comp. the earlier literature, in chrono-
logical order, in Waterland, 1. o. p. 108 ff., and in Kollner.)

The post-Nicene or Augustinian doctrine of the Trinity
reached its classic statement in the third and last of the ecu-

1 This point is well brought out in the following remarks of my esteemed friend,
the Rev. Dr. E. D. Yeomans, which he kindly submitted to me in the course of
tranalation: “The filiogue is vitally connected with the advance of the Western
church towards a strong anthropology (in conneetion with the doctrines of sin and
grace), while the Eastern stopped in a weak Pelagian and synergistio view, crude
and undeveloped. The procession only de Patre per Filium would put the cAurch
at arm’s length, so to speak, from God; that is, beyond Christ, off at an extreme, or
at one side, of the kingdom of divine life, rather than in the centre and bosom of
that kingdom, where all things are hers. The flliogue puts the church, which is the
temple and organ of the Holy Ghost in the work of redemption, rather defween the
Father and the Son, partaking of their own fellowship, according to the great inter-
oessory prayer of Christ Himself, It places the church in the meeting-point, or the
Bving circuit of the interplay, of grace and nature, of the divine and the human;
thus giving scope for a strong dootrine of both nature and grace, and to a strong
dootrine also of the church itself.”

44
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menical confessions, called the Symbolum Athanasianum, or,
as it is also named from its initial words, the Symbolum Qui-
cumque ; beyond which the orthodox development of the
doctrine in the Roman and Evangelical churches to this
day has made no advance.! This Creed is unsurpassed as a
masterpiece of logical clearness, rigor, and precision; and so
far as it is possible at all to state in limited dialectic form, and
to protect against heresy, the inexhaustible depths of & myste-
ry of faith into which the angels desire to look, this liturgical
theological confession achieves the task. We give it here in
full, anticipating the results of the Christological controver-
sies ; and we append parallel passages from Augustine and
other older writers, which the unknown author has used, in
some cases word for word, and has woven with great dexterity
into an organic whole.’

1. Quicumque vult salvus esse, ante 1. Whosoever will. be saved, before
omnia opus eet, ut teneat catholicam all things it is necessary that he hold the
fidem.* oatholic [true Christian] faith.

2. Quam nisi quisque integram in- 2. Which faith except every one do
violatamque* servaverit, absque dubio® keep whole and undefiled, without doubt
in sternum peribit. he shall perish everlastingly.

8, Fides autem catholica hao est, ut 8. But this is the catholic faith:

! In striking contrast with this unquestionable historical eminence of this Creed
18 Baur's slighting treatment of it in his work of three volumes on the history of the
doctrine of the Trinity, where he disposes of it in a brief note, vol. ii. p. 38, a8 a
vain attempt to vindicate by logical categories the harsh and irreconcilable antag.
onism of unity and triad,

? In the Latin text we follow chiefly the careful revision of Waterland, ch. ix.
(Works, vol. iii. p. 221 f.), who also adds the various readings of the best manu-
scripts, and several parallel passages from the church fathers previous to 430, as he
pushes the composition back before the third ecumenical council (431).” We have
also compared the text of Montfaucon (in his edition of Athanasius) and of Walch
(Christl, Concordienbuch, 1750). The numbering of verses differs after ver. 19,
Waterland puts vers. 19 and 20 in one, also vers. 25 and 26, 890 and 40, 41 snd 48,
making only forty verses in all. So Montfaucon, p. 735 ff. Walch makes forty-
four verses.

* Comp. Augustine, Contra Maximin, Arian. L ii. ¢. 8 (Opera, tom. viii. f. 729,
ed. Venet.): “Hmo est fides nostra, quoniam h@c est fides recta, que etiam cathos
lica nuncupatur.”

¢ Some manuscripts: * inviolabilemque.”

8 4 Absque dubio ” is wanting in the Cod. reg. Paris., according to Waterland.
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unum Deum in trinitate et trinitatem in That we worship one God in trinity, and

unitate veneremur ;* trinity in unity;
4. Neque confundentes personas; 4. Neither confounding the persons;
neque substantiam separantes.? nor dividing the substance.
8. Alia est enim persona Patris: alia 8. For there is one person of the Fa-
Filii: alia Spiritus Sancti.* ther: another of the Son: another of
the Holy Ghost.

6. Sed Patris et Filii et Spiritus Sancti 6. But the Godhead of the Father,
una est divinitas: squalis gloria, coster- and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost is

na majestas.* all one: the glory equal, the majesty
colternal
7. Qualis Pater, talis Filius, talis (et) 7. Buch a8 the Father is, such is the
Spiritus Sanctus.* Bon, and such is the Holy Ghost.
8. Increatas Pater: increatns Filius: 8. The Father is uncreated : the Som
increatus (et) Spiritus Sanotus, is uncreated: the Holy Ghoet is un.
created.
9. Immensus Pater: immensus Fi- 9. The Father is immeasurable: the
bins: immensus Spiritas Sanctus.* Son js immeagurable: the Holy Ghost is
immeasurable. .
! Gregory Naz. Orat. xxiil, p, 422: . . . pordda & Tpidds, xal 7pid3a dy pordds
spocxuvovuévyy.

* A similar sentence occurs in two places in the Commonitorium of Vincentius
of Lerinum (} 450): “ Ecclesia vero eatAolica unam divinitatem in frinitatis plenito-
dine et frinitatis mqualitatem, in una atque eadem majestate venerafur, ut negue
singularitas substantis personarum confundat proprietatem, megue item trinitatis
distinctio unitatem separet deitatis” (cap. 18 and 82). Bee the comparative tables
in Montfaucon in Opera Athan. tom. ii. p. 725 8q. From this and two other paral.
lels Anthelmi (Disquisitio de Symb. Athan., Par. 18698) has inferred that Vincentius
of Lerinum was the suthor of the Athanasian Creed. But such arguments point
much more strongly to Augustine, who affords many more parallels, and from whom
Vincentius drew.

3 Vincentiug Lir. L c. cap. 19: “ Alia est persona Patris, alia Filii, alia Spiritus
Bancti. Sed Patris et Filii et Spiritus S. non alia et alia, sed una eademque natu-
ra.” A similar passage is quoted by Waterland from the Symbolum Pelagii.

¢ Augustine, tom. viii. p. 744 (ed. Venet.): “ Patris of Filii et Spiritus Sanctd
unam virtutem, unam substantiam, wnam deilatem, wnam majestatem, unam glo-
riam.”

* Faustini Fid. (cited by Waterland): * Qualis est Pater secundum substantiam,
talem genuit Filium,” ete.

* 80 Augustine, except that he has magnus for immensus. Comp. below. Jm-
mensus is differently translated in the different Greek copies: é&xardAnwros, Ewerpos,
and &uerpos,—a proof that the original is Latin, Venantius Fortunatus, in his Ex-
positio fidei Catholicee, asserts: “ Non est mensurabilis in sua naturs, quia illocalis
est, inciroumsoriptus, ubique totus, ubique prwsens, ubique potens.” The word is
thus quite equivalent to omnipresent. The translation * incomprehensible” in the
Anglican Book of Common Prayer is inaocurate, and probably came from the Greek
transiation &xardAnrros,
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10, XKternus Pater: eeternus Filiua:
weternus (et) Spiritus Sanctus.!

11. Et tamen non tres esmterni: sed
anus gternus.

12. Sicut non tres increati: nec tres
immensi: sed unus increatus et unus im-
mensus.

138. Similiter omnipotens Pater: om-
nipotens Filius: omnipotens (et) Spiritus
Sanctus.

14. Et tamen non tres omnipotentes;
sed unus omnipotens.?

15. Ita Deus Pater: Deus Filius:
Deus (et) Spiritus Sanctus.®

16. Et tamen non tres Dii; sed unus
est Deus.*

17. Ita Dominus Pater: Dominus
Filius: Dominus (et) Spiritus Sanctus.

18. Et tamen non tres Domini; sed
unus est Dominus.

19. Quia sicut singulatim unamquam-

A.p. 311-590.

10. The Father is eternal: the Socn
eternal : the Holy Ghost eternal.

11. And yet there are not three eter
pals; but one eternal.

12. As also there are not three un
created: nor three immeasurable: but
one uncreated, and one immeasurable.

18. Bo likewise the Father is al-
mighty: the Son almighty: and the
Holy Ghost almighty.

14. And yet there are not three al-
mighties: but one almighty.

18. So the Father is God: the Son is
God: and the Holy Ghost is God.

18. And yet there are not three Goda ;
but one God.

17. 8o the Father is Lord: the Son
Lord: and the Holy Ghost Lord.

18. And yet not three Lords; but one
Lord

19. For like as we are compelled by

' Augustine, Op. tom. v. p. 5643: “ dRernus Patler, coaxternus Filius, comternus

Spiritus Sanctus.”

* In quite parallel terms Augustine, De trinit. lib. v. cap. 8 (tom. viii. 837 sq.);

“ Magnus Pater, magnus F/ius, magnus Spiritus 8., non tamen tres magni, sed unus
magnus. . . . Et bonus Paler, bonus Filius, bonus Spiritus 8. ; nec tres boni, sed
unus bonus; de quo dictum est, ‘ Nemo bonus nisi unus Deus.’ . . . Itaque omni-
votens Pater, omnipotens Filius, omnipotens Spiritus 8. ; nec lamen tres omnipoten-
tes, sed unus omnipotens, ‘ ex quo omnia, per quem omnia, in quo omnis, ipsi gloria’
(Rom. ix. 86).”

% Comp. Augustine, De trinit. lib. viii. in Procem. to cap. 1: “Sicut Deus Pater,
Deus Filius, Deus Spiritus 8.; et bonus P., bonus F., bonus Sp. 8.; et omnipotens
P., omnipotens F., omnipotens Sp. 8.; nec famen tres Dii, aut tres boni, aut tres
" omnipotentes; sed unus Deus, bonus, omnipotens, ipsa Trinitas.”—Serm. 215 (Ope-
ra, tom, v. p. 948): “Unus Pater Deus, unus Filius Deus, unus Spiritus 8. Deus:
nec tamen Pater et F. et Sp. 8 tres Dii, sed unus Deus.” De trinit. x. c. 11 (§ 18);
¢ Heeo igitur tria, memoria, intelligentia, voluntas, quoniam non sunt tres vits, sed
una vita; nec tres mentes, sed una mens; consequenter utique nec tres substantiss
sunt, sed una substantia.” Comp. also Ambrosius, De Spirita 8. {ii. 111: “ Ergo
sanotus Pater, sanctus Filius, sanctus et Spiritus; sed non tres sanoti; quia unus est
Deus sanctus, unus est Dominus ;” and similar places

¢ Comp. the above passage from Augustine, and De trinit. L ¢. 5 (al. 8): “Et
tamen hanc trinitatem non tres Deos, sed unum Deum.” A g'milar passage in Vigi.
lius of Tapsus, De trinitate, and in a sermon of Cwmsarius of Arles, which is ascribed
to Augustine (v. 399).

* Augustint: “ Non tamen sunt duo Dii et duo Domini secundum formam Dedi,
sed ambo cum Spiritu suo unus est Dominus . . . sed simul omnes non troes Dominos
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que personam et Deum et Dominum con-
fiteri christiana veritate compellimar: *

20. Ita tres Deos, aut (tres*) Domi-
nos dicere catholica religione prohibe-
aur,

81. Pater a nullo est factus ; nec crea-
tus; nec genitns.

22, Filius a Patre solo est:* unon
factus; nec creatus; sed genitus.

23. Spiritus Sanctus a Patre et Filio:
non factus; nec creatus; nec genitus
(est); sed procedens.* '

24. Unus ergo Pater, non tres Patres:
unus Filius, non tres Filii: unus Spiritus
Sanctus, non tres Spiritus Sancti.*

25. Et in bac trinitate nihil prius, aut
posterius : nihil maius, aut minus.*

26. Sed totm trea persons costerns
sibi sunt et comquales.

27. Ita, ut per omnia, sicut jam supra
dictum est, et unitas in trinitate et trini-
tas in unitate veneranda sit.’

28. Qui valt ergo salvus esse, ita de
trinitate sentiat, .

esse Deos, sed unum Dominum Deum dico.”

3 (Opers, viii. f. 729).
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the Christian verity to acknowledge every
Person by himself to be God and Lord:

20. 8o are we forbidden by the catho-
lio religion to say, there are three Gods
or three Lords.

21. The Father is made of none; nei-
ther created ; nor begotten.

22. The Son is of the Father alone:
not made; nor created; but begotten.

23. The Holy Ghost is of the Father
and the Son: not made; neither created ;
nor begotten ; but proceeding.

24, Thus there is one Father, not
three Fathers: one Son, not three Sons:
one Holy Ghost, not three Holy Ghosta.

28. And in this Trinity none is before
or after another: none is greater or less
than another.

26. But the whole three Persons are
co-eternal together, and co-equal.

27. 8o that in all things, as afaresaid,
the Unity in Trinity, and the Trinity in
Unity is to be worshipped.

28, He therefore that will be saved,
must thus think of the Trinity.

Contra Maximin. Arian. ], ii. ¢. 9 and

' Others read: “Deum ac Dominum,”

3 Waterland omits ¢res, Walch has it,

_® Solo is intended to distinguish the Son from the Holy Ghost, who is of the
Father and of the Son; thus containing already the Latin doctrine of the double
procession. Hence some Greek copies strike out alone, while others inconsistently
retain it.

4 This is manifestly the Latin doctrine of the processio, which would be still
more plainly expressed if it were said: “sed ab wrogue procedens.” Comp. Augus-
tine, De trinit. lib. xv..cap. 26 (§ 47): * Non igitur ab utroque est genitus, sed pro-
cedif ab utroque amborumn Spiritus.” Most Greek copies (comp. in Montfaucon in
Athan, Opers, tom. ii. p. 728 sqq.) omit & Filio, and read only &xd To¥ warpds.

® Augustine, Contra Maxim. ii. 8 (tom. viii. f. 729): “In Trinitate quee Deus
est, unus est Pater, non duo vel fres; et wnus Filius, nor duo vel fres; et wnus
amborum Spiritus, non duo vel tres.” '

¢ August. Serm. 215, tom. v. f, 948: “Jn Aac frinilate non est aliud alio mqjus
gul minus, nulla operum separatio, nulla dissimilitudo substantim.” Waterland
guotes 1lso a kindred passage from the Symb. Pelagii.

7 80 Waterland and the Anglican Liturgy, The Lutheran Book of Conoord
reverses the order, and reads: trinitas in unitate, et unitas in trinitate,
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29. Sed necessarium est ad sternam
salutem, ut incarnationem quoque Domini
bostri Jesu Christi fideliter * credat.

80. Est ergo fides recta ut credamus
et confiteamur quod® Dominus noster
Jesus Christus, Dei Filius, Deus pariter
et Homo est.

81, Deus ex substantia Patris, ante
secula genitus, e¢ Homo ex substantia
matrig, in seculo natus,

83. Perfectus Deus: perfectus Homo,
ex anima rationali et humana carne sub-
sistens,

88. ZEqualis Patri secundum divinita-
tem: minor Patre secundum humanita-
m‘l

84. Qui licet Deus sit ¢ Homo ; non
duo tamen ; sed unus est Christus.*

85. Unus autem, non conversione di-
vinitatis in carnem, sed assumtione huma-
nitatis in Deum.*

86. Unus omnino, non oonfusione
substantis, sed unitate personsm.*

87. Nam sicut aunima rationalis et
caro unus est homo; ita Deus et Homo
anus est Christus,’

88, Qui passus est pro salute nostra:
descendit ad inferoa:* tertia die resur
rexit a mortuis.

A.p, 811-590.

29. Furthermore, it is necessary to
everlasting salvation, that we believe alsc
rightly in the incarnation of cur Lord
Jesus Christ,

80. Now the right faith is, that we
believe and oonfess, that our Lord Jesus
Christ, the Son of God, is God and
Man.

81. God, of the substance of the Fa-
ther, begotten before the worlds: and
Man, of the substance of His mother,
born in the world.

82. Perfect God: perfect Man, of a
reasonable soul and human flesh subaist-
ing.

33. Equal to the Father as touching
His Godhead: inferior to the Father as
touching His Manhood.

$4. And although He be God and
Man; yet He is not two, but one Christ.

85. One, not by conversion of the
Godhead into flesh; but by assumption
of the Manhood into God.

86. One altogether, not by confusion
of substance ; but by unity of person.

37. For as the reasonable esoul and
flesh is one man; so God and Man is cne
Christ.

88. Who suffered for our salvation:
descended into hades : rose again the third
day from the dead.

! In the Greek copies variously rendered: 3pd@s, or wioras, or SeSalws,

? Waterland reads quia.

* August. Epist. 137 (cited by Waterland): % 4gualem Paitri secundum Divini-
tatern, minorem antem Patre secundum carnem, hoc est, secundum hominem,”

¢ Bimilarly Augustine, Tract. in Joh. p. 699: % Non dwo, sed unus est Christus ;"
end Vincentiug Lirin. L c.: “ Unwm Christum Jesum, non duos . . . wnus esl

Cheistus.”

* Vincentius, L. c. cap. 19: * Unus aufem, non . . , divinilatis et Rumanilatis

confusione, sed unitate personm . . . nom conversione nature, sed persone.”
* August. tom. v, f. 885: ‘Idem Deus qui homo, et qui Deus idem homo: non

”

confusione naturm, sed unitale

* Aug. Tract. in Joh. p. 699 (cited by Waterland): ¢ Sicut enim unus et homo
anima rationalis el caro ; 8io unus est Christus Deus et Aomo.”
* Some manuscripts: ad infernos, or ad inferna. The Apostles’ Creed of Aqui

leia in Rufinus reads: descendit ad infera,
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80. Adsoendit ad omlos: sedet ad 89. He ascended into heaven: Hesit

dexteram (Dei) Patris omnipotentis: teth on the right hand of God, the Father
almighty:
40. Inde venturus (est), judicare vivos 40, From whence He shall come to
et mortuos. judge the quick and the dead.

41. Ad cuius adventum omnes homi- 41. At whose coming all men mua
Des resurgere habent cum oorporibus rise again with their bodies;

suis;
42. Et reddituri sunt de factis pro- 42, And shall give account for thelr
priis rationem. own works.

48. Et qui bona egerunt, ibunt in 43, And they that have done good
vitam sternam ; qui vero mala, in ignem sball go into life everlasting; but they
sternum. that have done evil, into everlasting fire,

44. Hoo est fides catholica, quam 44, This is the catholic faith; which
nisl quisque fideliter firmiterque® credi- except a man believe truly and firmly,
derit, salvus esse non poterit. he cannot be saved.

The origin of this remarkable production is veiled in mys-
terious darkness. Like the Apostles’ Creed, it is not so much
the work of any one person, as the production of the spirit of
the church. As the Apostles’ Creed represents the faith of the
ante-Nicene period, and the Nicene Creed the faith of the
Nicene, so the Athanasian Oreed gives formal expression to
the post-Nicene faith in the mystery of the Trinity and the
incarnation of God. The old tradition which, since the eighth
century, has attributed it to Athanasius as the great champion
of the orthodox doctrine of the Trinity, has been long ago
abandoned on all hands; for in the writings of Athanasius
and his contemporaries, and even in the acts of the third and
fourth ecumenical councils, no trace of it is to be found." It
does not appear at all in the Greek church till the eleventh or
twelfth century; and then it occurs in a few manuscripts
which bear the manifest character of translations, vary from
one another in several points, and omit or modify the clause
on the procession of the Holy Ghost from the Father and the

! The Greck oopies read either wiorés alone, or wicrdés re xal BeBalws, or dn
wlorews BeBalws moreboy.

* @er. Vossius first demonstrated the spuriousness of the tradition in his deci.
sive treatise of 1642. Even Roman divines, like Quesnel, Dupin, Pagi, Tillemont,
Montfancon, and Muratori, admit the spuriousness. Kdllner adduces nineteen proofy
against the Athanasian origin of the Creed, two or three of which are perfectly sr.fii-
clent without the rest. Comp. the most important in my treatise, L ¢ p. 592 £
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Son (v. 28).! It implies the entire post-Nicene or Augustinian
development of the doctrine of the Trinity, and even the
Christological discussions of the fifth century, though it does
not contain the anti-Nestorian test-word Seotéros, mother of
God. 1t takes several passages verbally from Augustine’s
work on the Trinity, which was not completed till the year
415, and from the Commonztorium of Vincentius of Lerinum,
434 ; works which evidently do not quote the passages from
an already existing symbol, but contribute them as stones to
the building. ' On the other hand it contains no allusion to the
Monophysite and Monothelite controversies, and cannot be
placed later than the year 570 ; for at that date Venantius
Fortunatus of Poictiers wrote a short commentary on it.

It probably originated about the middle of the fifth centu-
ry, in the school of Augustine, and in Gaul, where it makes
its first appearance, and acquires its first ecclesiastical authori-
ty. DBut the precise author or compiler cannot be discovered,
and the various views of scholars concerning him are mere
opinions,’ From Gaul the authority of this symbol spread
over the whole of Latin Christendom, and subsequently made
its way into some portions of the Greek church in Europe. The
various Protestant churches have either formally adopted the
Athanasian Creed together with the Nicene and the Apostled’,
or at all events agree, in their symbolical books, with its' doc-
trine of the trinity and the person of Christ."

! Wherever the creed has come into use in the Greek churches, this verse hag
been omitted as a Latin interpolation.

? Comp. the catalogue of opinions in Waterland, vol. ifi. p. 117; in Kollner;
and in my own treatise. The majority of voices have spoken in favor of Vigilius of
Tapsus in Africa, o. p. 484; others for Vincentius of Lerinum, 484 ; Waterland for
Hilary of Arles, about 430; while others ascribe it indefinitely to the North African,
or Gallic, or Spanish church in the sixth or seventh century. Harvey recently,
but quite groundlessly, has dated the composition back to the year 401, and
clalms it for the bishop Vietricius of Rouen (Hist. and Theol. of the Three Creeds,
vol ii. p. 583 £). He thinks that Augustine quotes from it, but this father nowhere
alludes to such & symbol ; the author of the Creed, on the contrary, has taken sev-
eral passages from Augustine, De Trinitate, as well as from Vincentius of Lerinum
aad other sources. Comp, the notes to the Creed above, and my treatise, p. 596 ff.

' On this agreement of the symbolical books of the Evangelical churches witl
the Athanasianum, comp. my treatise, L ¢. p. 610 f£ Luther considers this Creed
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The Athanasian Creed presents, in short, sententious articles,
and in bold antitheses, the church doctrine of the Trinity in
opposition to Unitarianism and tritheism, and the doctrine of
the incarnation and the divine-human person of Christ in op-
position to Nestorianism and Eutychianism, and thus clearly
and concisely sums up the results of the trinitarian and Chris-
tological controversies of the ancient church. It teaches the
numerical unity of substance and the triad of persons in the
Father and the Son and the Holy Ghost, with the perfect deity
and perfect humanity of Christ in one indivisible person. In
the former case we have one substance or nature in three per-
sons ; in the latter, two natures in one divine-human person.

On this faith eternal salvation is made to depend. By the
damnatory clauses in its prologue and epilogue the Athana-
sianum has given offence even to those who agree with its
contents. But the original Nicene Creed contained likewise
an anathema, which afterwards dropped out of it; the anathe-
ma is to be referred to the heresies, and may not be applied to
particular persons, whose judge is God alone; and finally, the
whole intention is, not that salvation and perdition depend on
the acceptance and rejection of any theological formulary or
human conception and exhibition of the truth, but that faith
in the revealed truth itself, in the living God, Father, Son, and
Spirit, and in Jesus Christ the God-Man and the Saviour of the
world, is the thing which saves, even where the understanding
may be very defective, and that unbelief is the thing which
condemns; accerding to the declaration of the Lord: “He
that believeth and is baptized shall be saved; but he that
believeth not shall be damned.” In particular actual cases
Christian humility and charity of course require the greatest
caution, and leave the judgment to the all-knowing and just
God.

The Athanasian Creed closes the succession of ecumenical
symbols; symbols which are acknowledged by the entire

the weightiest and grandest production of the church since the time of the Apostles-
In the Church of England it is still sung or chanted in the cathedrals. The Protes-
tant Episcopal church in the United States, on the contrary, has excluded it from
the Book of Commoa. Prayer,
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orthodox Christian world, except that Evangelical Protestant.
ism ascribes to them not an absolute, but only a relative authore
ity, and reserves the right of freely investigating and farther
developing all church doctrines from the inexhaustible foun.
tain of the infallible word of God.

II. Tae OricENISTIO CONTROVERSIES.

L Eriraantvs: Hmres, 64, Several Epistles of Eripnamius, THEOPHILUS
of Alex., and JEroME (in Jerome’s Epp. 51 and 87-100, ed. Vallarsi).
The controversial works of JeroMe and RuriNus on the orthodoxy
of Origen (Rurini Prefatio ad Orig. wmepl dpyaor; and Apologia s
inveotivarum in Hieron.; Hieronymx Ep. 84 ad Pammachium et
Oceanum de erroribus Origenis; Apologia adv. Rufilnum libri iii,
written 402-403, eto.). ParLrapivs: Vita Johannis Chrysostomi
(in Chrysost. Opers, vol. xiii. ed. Montfaucon). SocraTes: H. E. vi.
8-18. Bozome~us: H. E. viii. 2-20. Tuzoporer: H. E. v. 27 sqq.
Prorros: Biblioth. Cod. 59. Maws1: Oone. tom. iii. fol. 1141 sqq.

IL Hoerive: Origeniana (Opera Orig. vol, 1v. ed. De la Rue). Doucix:
Histoire des mouvements arrivés dans l'église au sujet d’Origénme.
Par. 1700. Waron: Historie der Ketzereien. Th. vii. p. 427 sqq.
ScerorokH: Kirchengeschichte, vol. x. 108 sqq. Comp. the mono-
graphs of RepxreNNxiNe and TroMasrve on Origen; and NEANDER:
Der heil. Joh. Chrysostomus, Berl. 1848, 8d ed. vol. ii. p. 121 sqq.
Herere (R. 0.): Origenistenstreit, in the Kirchenlexicon of Wetzer
and Welte, vol. vii. p. 847 sqq., and Oonciliengeschichte, vol. ii. p. 76
8qq. O. Zooxikr: Hieronymus. Gotha, 1865, p. 288 ff; 391 ff.

§ 188. Z%e Origenistic Controversy in Palestine. Epipha-
nius, Ryfinus, and Jerome, A. p. 394-399.

Between the Arian and the Nestorian controversies, and in
indirect connection with the former, come the vehement and
petty personal quarrels over the orthodoxy of Origen, which
brought no gain, indeed, to the development of the church
doctrine, yet which have a bearing upon the history of the-
ology, as showing the progress of orthodoxy under the twofold
aspect of earnest zeal for the pure faith, and a narrow-minded
intolerance towards all free speculation. The condemnation
of Origen was a death blow to theological science in the
Greek church, and left it to stiffen gradually into a mechanical
traditionalism and formalism. We shall confine ourselves, if
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possible, to the points of general interest, and omit the ex-
tremely insipid and humiliating details of personal invective
and calumny.

It is the privilege of great pioneering minds to set a mass
of other minds in motion, to awaken passionate sympathy and
antipathy, and to act with stimulating and moulding power
even upon after generations. Their very errors are often more *
useful than the merely traditional orthodoxy of wunthinking
men, because they come from an honest search after truth,
and provoke mew investigation. One of these minds was
Oriaex, the most learned and able divine of the ante-Nicene
period, the Plato or the Schleiermacher of the Greek church.
During his life-time his peculiar, and for the most part Plato-
nizing, views already aroused contradiction, and to the ad-
vanced orthodoxy of a later time they could not but appear as
dangerous heresies, Methodius of Tyre (+811) first attacked
his doctrines of the creation and the resarrection ; while Pam-
philus (+309), from his prison, wrote an apology for Origen,
which Eusebius afterwards completed. His name was
drawn into the Arian controversies, and used and abused by
both parties for their own ends. The question of the ortho-
doxy of the great departed became in this way a vital issue of
the day, and rose in interest with the growing zeal for pure
doctrine and the growing horror of all heresy.

Upon this question three parties arose: free, progressive
disciples, blind adherents, and blind opponents.’

1. The true, independent followers of Origen drew from
his writings much instruction and quickening, without com-
mitting themselves to his words, and, advancing with the
demands of the time, attained a clearer knowledge of the spe-
cific doctrines of Christianity than Origen himself, without
thereby losing esteem for his memory and his eminent serv-
ices. Such men were Pamphilus, Eusebius of Ceesarea, Didy-
mus of Alexandria, and in a wider sense Athanasius, Basil the
Great, Gregory of Nazianzum, and Gregory of Nyssa; and
among the Latin fathers, Hilary, and at first Jerome, who

3 Bimilar parties have arisen with reference to Luther, Schleiermacher, and other
great theologiana and philosophers.
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afterwards joined the opponents. Gregory of Nyssa, and
perhaps also Didymus, even adhered to Origen’s doctrine of the
final salvation of all created intelligences.

2. The blind and. slavish followers, incapable of compre-
hending the free spirit of Origen, clave to the letter, held all
his immature and erratic views, laid greater stress on them
than Origen himself, and pressed them to extremes. Such
mechanical fidelity to a master is always apostasy to his spirit,
which tends towards continual growth in knowledge. To this
class belonged the Egyptian monks in the Nitrian mountains;
four in particular: Dioscurus, Ammonius, Eusebius, and En-
thymius, who are known by the name of the “ tall brethren,”*
and were very learned.

3. The opponents of Origen, some from ignorance, others
from narrowness and want of discrimination, shunned his
speculations as a source of the most dangerous heresies, and
in him condemned at the same time all free theological discus-
sion, without which no progress in knowledge is possible, and
without which even the Nicene dogma would never have come
into existence. To these belonged a class of Egyptian monks
in the Scetic desert, with Pachomius at their head, who, in
opposition to the mysticism and spiritualisin of the Origenis-
tic monks of Nitria, urged grossly sensuous views of divine
things, 8o as to receive the name of Anthropomorphites. The
Roman church, in which Origen was scarcely known by
name before the Arian disputes, shared in a general way the
strong prejudice against him as an unsound and dangerous
writer,

The leader in the crusade against the bones of Origen was
the bishop EripeAntus of Salamis (Constantia) in Cyprus
(t403), an honest, well-mecaning, and by his contemporaries
highly respected, but violent, coarse, contracted, and bigoted
monastic saint and heresy hunter. He had inherited from the
monks in the deserts of Egypt an ardent hatred of Origen as
an arch-heretie, and for this hatred he gave documentary jus-
tification from the numerous writings of Origen in his Pana-
rion, or chest of antidotes for eighty heresies, in which he

! *A3eAgal paxpol, on account of their bodily size.
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branded him as the father of Arianism and many other errors."
Not content with this, he also endeavored by journeying and
oral discourse to destroy everywhere the influence of the long
departed teacher of Alexandria, and considcred himself aa
doing God and the church the greatest service thereby.

With this object the aged bishop journeyed in 394 to Pal-
estine, where Origen was still held in the highest consideration,
especially with John, bishop of Jerusalem, and with the
learned monks Rufinus and Jerome, the former of whom was
at that time in Jernsalem and the latter in Bethlehem. He
delivered a blustering sermon in Jerusalem, excited langhter,
and vehemently demanded the condemnation of Origen. John
and Rufinus resisted ; but Jerome, who had previously consid-
ered Origen the greatest church teacher after the apostles, and
had learned nuch from his exegetical writings, without adopt-
ing his doctrinal errors, yielded to a solicitude for the fame
of his own orthodoxy, passed over to the opposition, broke off
church fellowship with John, and involved himself in a most
violent literary contest with his former friend Rufinus ; which
belongs to the chronique scandaleuss of theology. The schism
was terminated indeed by the mediation of the patriarch
Theophilus in 397, but the dispute broke out afresh. Jerome
condemned in Origen particularly his doctrine of pre-existence,
of the final conversion of the devils, and of demons, and his
spiritualistic sublimation of the resurrection of the body ;
while Rufinus, having returned to the West (398), translated
several works of Origen into Latin, and accommodated them to
orthodox taste. Both were in fact equally zealous to defend
themselves against the charge of Origenism, and to fasten
it upon each other, and this not by a critical analysis and calm
investigation of the teachings of Origen, but by personal de-
nunciations and miserable invectives.’

Rufinus was cited before pope Anastasius (398-402), who
condemned Origen in & Roman synod ; but he sent a satisfactory

! Heer, 64. Compare aleo his Epistle to bishop John of Jerusalem, written 894
and translated by Jerome into Latin (Ep. 51, ed. Vallarsi), where he enumerates
eight heresies of Origen relating to the trinity, the doctrine of man, of angels, of the
world, and the last things.

* Comp. the description of their conduct by Zjckler, Hieronvinus, p 396 £,
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defense, and found an asylum in Aquileia. He enjoyed the
esteem of such men as Paulinus of Nola and Augustine, and
died in Sicily (410).

§ 134. The Origenistic Controversy in Egypt and Constan-
tinopls. Theophilus and Chrysostom. A.p. 899-407.

Meanwhile a second act of this controversy was opened in
Egypt, in which the unprincipled, ambitions, and intriguing
bishop TuEoPHILUS of Alexandria plays the leading part.
This bishop was at first an admirer of Origen, and despised
the anthropomorphite monks, but afterwards, through & perso-
nal quarrel with Isidore and the “four tall brethren,” who
refused to deliver the church funds into his hands, he became
. an opponent of Origen, attacked his errors in several docu-
ments (399—408),' and pronounced an anathema on his memory,
in which he was supported by Epiphanius, Jerome, and the
Roman bishop Anastasius. At the same time he indulged in
the most violent measures against the Origenistic monks, and
banished them from Egypt. Most of these monks fled to
Palestine; but some fifty, among whom were the four tall
brethren, went to Constantinople, and found there a cordial
welcome with the bishop Jorxy CarysosToM in 401.

In this way that noble man became involved in the dis-
pute. As-an adherent of the Antiochian school, and as a
practical theologian, he had no sympathy with the philosophi-
cal speculation of Origen, but he knew how to appreciate his
merits in the exposition of the -Scriptures, and was impelled
by Christian love and justice to intercede with Theophilus in
behalf of the persecuted monks, though he did not admit them
to the holy communion till they proved their innocence.

Theophilus now set every instrument in motion to overthrow
the long envied Chrysostom, and employed even Epiphanius,

! In his Epistola Synodica ad episcopos Palmetinos et ad Cyprios, 400, and in
three successive Epistols Paschales, from 401-408, all translated by Jerome and
forming Epp. 92, 96, 98, and 100 of his Epistles, according to the order of Vallarsi,
They enter more deeply into the topics of the controversy than Jerome's own writ-
ings against Origen. Jerome (Ep. 99 ad Theophilum) pays him the compliment:

“ Rhetorice eloquentim jungis philosophos, et Demosthenem atque Platonem nobis
oonsocias,”




§ 134. THE ORIGENISTIO OONTROVERSY IN EGYPT. 708

then almost an octogenarian, as a tool of his hierarchical plans.
This old man journeyed in mid-winter in 402 to Constantino-
ple, in the imagination that by his very presence he would be
able to destroy the thousand-headed hydra of heresy, and he
would neither hold church fellowship with Chrysostom, who
assembled the whole clergy of the city to greet him, nor pray
for the dying son of the emperor, until all Origenistic here-
tics should be banished from the capital, and he might publish
the anathema from the altar. But he found that injustice was
done to the Nitrian monks, and soon took ship again to Cyprus,
saying to the bishops who accompanied him to the sea shore:
“I leave to you the city, the palace, and hypoerisy ; but I go,
for I must make great haste.” He died on the ship in the
summer of 403.

‘What the honest coarseness of Epiphanius failed to effect,
was accomplished by the cunning of Theophilus, who now
himself travelled to Constantinople, and immediately appeared
as accuser and judge. He well knew how to use the dissatis.
faction of the clergy, of the empress Eudoxia, and of the
court with Chrysostom on account of his moral severity and
his bold denunciations." In Chrysostom’s own diocese, on an
estate ‘ at the oak ”* in Chalcedon, he held a secret council of
thirty-six bishops against Chrysostomn, and there procured,
upon false charges of immorality, unchurchly conduct, and
high treason,his deposition and banishment in 403." Chrysostom
was recalled indeed in three days in consequence of an earth-
quake and the dissatisfaction of the people, but was again
condemned by a council in 404, and bauished from the court,
because, incensed by the erection of a silver statne of Eudoxia

! According to Bocrates (H. E. vi. 4) anofher special reason for the disaffection
was, that Chrysostom always ate alone, and never accepted an invitation to & ban-
quet, either on account of dyspepsia or habitual abstcmioumness. But by the people
be was greatly esteemed and loved as & man and a8 a preacher.

* Tipds vh» 3piv, Synodus ad Quercum. The estate belonged to the imperial
prefect Rufinus, and had & palace, & large church, and & monastery. Bozomen, viil,
17,

% Among the twenty-nine charges were these: that Chrysostom called the saint
Epiphanius a fool and demon; that he wrote a book full of abuse of the clergy;
that he received visits from females without witneeses; that he bathed a'one, and
ate alone! Bee Hefele, ii. p. 78 aqq.
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close to the church of St. Sophia,and by the theatrical perfor-
mances connected with it, he had with unwise and unjust
exaggeration opened a sermon on Mark vi. 17 ff., in commem-
oration of John the Baptist with the personal allusion:
¢ Again Herodias rages, again she raves, again she dances, and
again she demands the head of John [this was Chrysostom’s
own name] upon a charger.”' From his exile in Cucusus and
Arabissus he corresponded with all parts of the Christian world,
took lively interest in the missions in Persia and Scythia, and
appealed to a general council. His opponents procured from
Arcadius an order for his transportation to the remote desert
of Pityus. On the way thither he died at Comana
in Pontus, A. . 407, in the sixtieth year of his age, praising
. God for everything, even for his unmerited persecutions.®

Chrysostom was venerated by the people as a saint, and
thirty years after his death, by order of Theodosius II. (438),
his bones were brought back in trinmph to Constantinople,
and deposited in the imperial tomb. The emperor himself
met the remains at Chalcedon, fell down before the coffin, and
in the name of his guilty parents, Arcadius and Eudoxia, im-
plored the forgiveness of the holy man. The age could not
indeed understand and appreciate the bold spirit of Origen,
but was still accessible to the narrow piety of Epiphanius and
the noble virtues of Chrysostom.

In spite of this prevailing aversion of the time to free
speculation, Origen always retained many readers and admi-
rers, especially among the monks in Palestine, two of whom,
Domitian and Theodorus Askidas, came to favor and influence
at the court of Justinian I. But under this emperor the dis-
pute on the orthodoxy of Ongen was renewed about the
middle of the sixth century in connection with the controversy
oo the Three Chapters, and ended with the condemnation of

) MdAw "Hpwlas uaiveral, wdAiy Tapdoceras, wdAwv dpxeiray wdAw éxl mwwc rip
xepardy Toi 'ledrvov {nrei AaBelv., Comp. Socr. H. E. vi. 18, Eudoxia was a young
and beautiful woman, who despised her husband, and indulged her passions, She
died four years after the birth of her gon Theodosius the Younger, whose true fathee
Is said to have been the comes John. Comp. Gibbon, ch. xxxii,

* Adfa 1§ Oeg wdvray Erexer, were his last words, the motto of his life and work.
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fifteen propositions of Origen at a council in 544." Since
then no one has ventured until recent times to raise his voice
for Origen, and many of his works have perished.

With Cyril of Alexandria the theological productivity of
the Greek church, and with Theodoret the exegetical, became
almost extinct. The Greeks thenceforth contented themselves
for the most part with revisions and collections of the older
treasures. A church which no longer advances, goes back-
wards, or falls in stagnation.

IIT. Tre CuristorocicAL CONTROVERSIES.

Among the works on the whole fleld of the Christological controversies
should be compared especially the already cited works of Prravius
(tom. iv. De incarnatione Verbi), Warom (Ketzerhistorie, vol. v.-ix.),
Baug, and Doexer. The special literature will be given at the heads
of the seversl sections.

$ 185. (General View. The Alewandrian and Antiockion
- Schools.

The Trinity and Christology, the two hardest problems and
most comprehensive dogmas of theology, are intimately con-
nected. Hence the settlement of the one was immediately
followed by the agitation and study of the other. The specu-
lations on the Trinity had their very origin in the study of the
person of Christ, and led back to it again. The point of un-
ion is the idea of the incarnation of God. But in the Arian
controversy the Son of God was viewed mainly in his essential,
pre-mundane relation to the Father; while in the Christo-
logical contest the incarnate historical Christ and the constitu-
tion of his divine-human person was the subject of dispute.

The notion of redemption, which forms the centre of Chris-

' It was only & givodos &rdnuodoa, §. ¢, & oouncil of the bishops just then in
Constantinople, and is not to be confounded with the fifth ecumenical council at
OConstantinople in 558, which decided only the controversy of the Three Chapters.
Comp. Mansi, Cono. tom. ix. fol. 395-899 (where the fifteen canons are givem);
Walch, Ketzerhistorie, vii. 660 ; and Gieseler, K. Gesch. L i. p. 368,

45
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tian thinking, demands a Redeemer who unites in his person
the nature of God and the nature of man, yet. without confo-
sion. In order to be a true Redeemer, the person must possess
all divine attributes, and at the same time enter into all rela-
tions and conditions of mankind, to raise them to God. Four
elements thus enter into the orthodox dogtrine concerning
Christ: He is true God ; he is trune man ; he is one person;
and the divine and human in him, with all the personal union
and harmony, remain distinct.

The result of the Arian controversies was the general ac-
knowledgment of the essential and eternal deity of Christ.
Before the close of that controversy the true humanity of
Christ at the same time came in again for treatment; the
church having indeed always maintained it against the Gnos-
tic Docetism, but now, against a partial denial by Apollina-
rianism, having to express it still more distinctly and lay stress
on the reasonable soul. And now came into question, further,
the relation between the divine and the human natures in
Christ. Origen, who gave the impulse to the Arian contro-
versy, had been also the first to provoke deeper speculation on
the mystery of the person of Christ. But great obscurity and
uncertainty had long prevailed in opinions on this great
matter. The orthodox Christology is the result of powerful
and passionate conflicts. It is rcmarkable that the notorious
rabies theologorum has never in any doctrinal controversy so
long and violently raged as in the controversies on the person
of the Reconciler, and in later times on the love-feast of recon-_
ciliation. .

The Alexandrian school of theology, with its characteristic,
speculative and mystical turn, favored a comnection of the
divine and human in the act of the incarnation so close, that
it was in danger of losing the human in the divine, or at least
of mixing it with the divine;' while, conversely, the Antic-

! Even Athanasius is not wholly free from this leaning to the monophysite view,
and speaks of an &wais puaich of the Logos with his flesh, and of one incarnate
nature of the divine Logos, uia ¢plois Toi @cot Adyov secapxwuérn, which with his
fAech is to be worshipped ; see his little tract De incarnatione Dei Verbi (wepl rijs
.sapxdbasws Tov Beot Adyov) in the 8d tom. of the Bened. ed. p. 1. DBut in the first
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_chian or Syrian school, in which the sober intellect and reflec-
tion prevailed, inclined to the opposite extreme of an abstract
separation of tke two natures.' In both cases the mystery ot
the incarnation, the veritable and permanent union of the
divine and human in the one person of Christ, which is essen-
tial to the idea of a Redeemer and Mediator, is more or less
weakened or altered. In the former case the incarnation
becomes a transmutation or mixture (ocvyxpacs) of the divine
and human ; in the latter, a mere indwelling (évoixnais) of the
Logos in the man, or a moral union (ocwdgea) of the two
natures, or rather of the two persons.

It was now the problem of the church, in opposition to
both these extremes, to assert the personal unity and the dis-
tinction of the two natares in Christ with equal solicitude and
precision. This she did through the Christological controver-
sies which agitated the Greek church for more than two hun-
dred years with extraordinary violence. The Roman church,

place it must be considered that this trast (which is not to be confounded with his
large work De incarnatione Verbi Dei, xepl 7ijs évardpwrfioews To¥ Adyov, in the
first tom. P. i. of the Bened. ed. pp. 47-97), is by many scholars (Montfaucon, Mghler,
Hefele) denied to Athanasius, though on insufficient grounds; and further, that at
that time ¢dois, odola, and iwéorrases were often interchanged, and did not become
sharply distinguished till towards the end of the Nicene age. “In the indefiniteness
of the notions of ¢péeis and #rdoraa:s,” says Neander (Dogmengeschichte, i. p. 340),
¢ the Alexandrians were the more easily moved, for the sake of the one dwigracis,
to concede also only one ¢do:s in Christ, and set the fywois puvoxh against those
who talked of two natures.” Comp. Petavius, De incarn. Verbi, lib. ii. o. 3 (tom. iv,
p- 120, de vocabulis ¢icews et dxosrdoews); also the obeervations of Dorner, L o. L
p- 1072, and of Hefele, Conciliengesch. ii. p. 128 f. The two Gregories speak, in-
deed, of 360 ¢éoes in Christ, yet at the same time of a oéyxpacis and &vdxpasts,
i.«e., mingling of the two.

! Theodore, bishop of Mopsuestia in Cilicia, the head of the Auntiochian school,
compares the union of the divine and human in Christ with the marriage union of
man and woman, and says that one cannot conceive a complete nature without a com-
plete person (éwéorasis) Comp. Neauder, L. c. i. p. 343; Dorner, fi. p. 89 f;
Fritzsche: De Theodori Mopsvest. vita et scriptis, Halm, 1887, and an article by
W. Moller in Herzog’s Encycl. vol. xv. p. 715 ff.  Of the works of Theodore of
Mopsuestia we have only fragments, chiefly in the acts of the fifth ecumenical
eouncil (in Mansi, Conc. tom. ix. fol. 203 sqg.), and a commentary on the twelve
Prophets, which cardinal Angelo Mai discovered, and edited in 1854 at Rome in
his Nova Bibliotheca 8S. Patrum, tom. vii. Pars i. pp. 1408, together with some
fragments of commentaries on New Testament books, edited by Fritzache, jun.,
Turici, 1847; and )y Pitra in Spicileg. Solesm. tom. i. Par. 1852,
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though in general much more calm, took an equally deep
interest in this work by some of its more eminent leaders, and
twice decided the victory of orthodoxy, at the fourth general
council and at the sixth, by the powerful influence of the
bishop of Rome.

'We must distinguish in this long drama five acts:

1. The AroLLINARIAN controversy, which comes in the
close of the Nicene age, and is concerned with the full hu-
manity of Christ, that is, the question whether Christ, with
his human body and huinan soul (anima animans), assumed
also a human spirit (vods, mvedua, anima rationalis).

2. The NEesroriaN controversy, down to the rejection of the
doctrine of the double personality of Christ by the third ecu-
menical council of Ephesus, A. p. 431.

8. The EvurvomiaN controversy, to the condemnation of
the doctrine of one nature, or more exactly of the absorption
of the human in the divine nature of Christ; to the fourth
ecumenical council at Chalcedon, a. . 451.

4. The MoxoraysrTE dispute ; the partial reaction towards
the Eutychian theory; down to the fifth general council at
Constantinople, A. p. 553.

5. The MoNorHELITE controversy, A.D. 633-680, which
terminated with the rejection of the doctrine of one will in
Christ by the sixth general council at Constantinople in 680,
and lies this side of our period.

8 136. The Apollinarian Heresy, A. v. 363-381.

SOURCES. .

L AroLLINARIS: Ilepl oaprioews,—Ilept miorews,—Ilepl dvasrdoews,—Kara
xecpdleiov—and controversial works against Porphyry, and Eunomius,
biblical commentaries, and epistles. Only fragments of these remain
in the answers of Gregory of Nyssa and Theodoret, and in Angelo
Mai: Nov. Biblioth. Patrum, tom. vii. (Rom. 1854), Pars secunda, pp.
82-91 (commentary on Ezekiel), in Leontius Byzantinus, and in the
Oaten®, especially the Oatena in Evang. Joh., ed. Corderius, 1630,

II. Against Apollinaris: ArEaNasivs: Contra Apollinarium, libri {i.
(epi gapraaews ot Kuvpiov fguav 'l. X. xara ’AmrcAAwapiov, in Opera,
tom. i. pars secunds, pp. 921-955, ed. Bened., and in Thilo's Bibl
Patr. Gr. dogm., vol. i. pp. 862-937). This work was written about
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the year 872 against Apollinarianism in the wider sense, without nams.
ing Apollinaris or his followers; so that the title above given ia
wanting in the oldest codices. Similar errors, though in like manner
without direct reference to Apollinaris, and evading his most impor-
tant tenet, were combated by AtmaNastus in the Epist. ad Epictetum:
episcopum Corinthi cuntra heereticos (Opp. i ii. 900 sqq., and in Thilo,
i p. 820 sqq.), which is quoted even by Epiphanius, GrrcorY oF
Nyesa: Adyos dvrigpmrexds wpds rva 'AmoMwrapiov, first edited by L. 4.
Zacagni from the treasures of the Vatican library in the unfortunately
incomplete Collectanea monumentorum veterum ecclesise Graoce et
Latine, Rome, 1698, pp. 128-287, and then by Gallandi, Bibliotheca
Vet. Patrum, tom. vi. pp. 517=577. GrecorY Naz.: Epist. ad Neota-
tium, and Ep. i. and ii. ad Cledonium (or Orat. 46 and 51-52; comp.
Ullmann’s Gregor v. Naz. p. 401 sqq.). Basiuits M.: Epist. 268
(s.». 877), in the new Bened. ed. of his Opera, Par. 1889, tom. iii
Pars ii. p. 591 8qq. Erremavius: Her. 77. Taroporer: Fabul. her.
iv. 8; v. 9; and Diolog. i.-ii.

LITERATURE.

Dion. PEravivs: De incarnatione Verbi, lib. i. cap. 8 (in the fourth vol.
of the Theologicornm dogmatum, pp. 24-84, ed. Par. 1650). Jaoc.
Basxaax: Dissert. de hist. heer. Apollinar. Ultrsj. 1687. C. W, F.
Wavrom: L o.iii. 119-229. Baour: 1. o. vol.i. pp. 585-647. Dorxer:
l. ¢ i. pp. 974-1080. H. Voier: Die Lehre des Athanasius, &e.
Bremen, 1861. Pp. 806-845.

AroLLiNaris,' bishop of Laodicea in Syria, was the first to
apply the results of the trinitarian discussions of the Nicene age
to Christology, and to introduce the long Christological contro-
versies.. He was the first to call the attention of the Church
to the psychical and pneumatic side of the humanity of Christ,
and by contradiction brought out the doctrine of a reasonable

» huzaan soul in him more clearly and definitely than it had be-
fore been conceived. .

Apollinaris, like his father (Apollinaris the Elder, who
was a native of Alexandria, and a presbyter in Laodicea), was
distinguished for piety, classical culture, a scholarly vindication

! The name is usually written Apollinaris, even by Petavius, Baur, and Dorner,
and by all English writers. We have no disposition to disturb the established usage
In a matter of 8o little moment. But the Greek fathers always write "AwoAAwdpios.
and hence Apollinarins (as in Jerome, De viris illustr, c. 104) is more stricuy
correct.
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of Christianity against Porphyry and the emperor J ulian, and
adhosion to the Nicene faith. He was highly esteemed, too,
by Athanasius, who, perhaps through personal forbearance,
never mentions him by name in his writings against his error.

But in his zeal for the true deity of Clrist, and his fear of a
double personality, he fell into the error of denying his integral
bumanity, Adopting the psychological trichotomy, heattributed
to Christ a haman body, and a human (animal) soul,’ but not a
human spirit or reason ;* putting the divine Logos in the place
of the human spirit. In opposition to the idea of a mere connec-
tion of the Logos with the man Jesus, he wished to secure an or-
ganic unity of the two, and so a true incarnation ; but he sought
this at the expense of the most important constituent of man.
He reaches only a Seos capxoddpos, as Nestorianism only an
avdpwmos Deopdpos, instead of the proper Vedvdpwmos. He ap-
pealed to the fact that the Scripture says, the word was made
flesh—not spirit ;* God was manifest in the flesh, &ec. ; to which
Gregory Nazianzen justly replied that in these passages the
term odpf was used by synecdoche for the whole human nature.
In this way Apollinaris established so close a connection of
the Logos with human flesh, that all the divine attributes were
transferred to the human nature, and all the human attributes
to the divine, and the two were merged in one nature in Christ.
Hence he could speak of a crucifixion of the Logos, and a wor-
ship of his flesh. He made Christ a middle being between
God and man, in whom, as it were, one part divine and two
parts human were fused in the unity of a new nature.*

! Jdua.

3 ¥uxh ¥Aoyos, the inward vitality which man has in common with animals,

% Nois, wreiiua, or the Yyuxh Aoyuch, anima rationalis, the motive, self-active, free ele-
ment, the alroxlmror, the thinking and willing, immortal spirit, which distinguishes
man from animals. Apollinaris followed the psychological trichotomy of Plato.
'O &pwros, says he in Gregory of Nyssa, els éoriwv éx wveluaros xal puxiis xal ode
uavos, for which he quotes 1 Thess. v. 23, and Gal. v.17. But in another fragment
he designates the whole spiritual principle in man by yux#, and makes the place of
it in Christ to be supplied by the Logos. Comp. the passages in Gieseler, vol. i
Div. fi. p. 78 (4th ed.). From this time the triple divigion of human nature was un
gJustly accounted heterodox.

* He even ventured to adduoe created analogies, such as the mule, midway be
tween the horse and the ass; the grey color, a mixture of white and black ; and
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Epiphanius expresses himself concerning the beginning of
the controversy in these unusually lenient and respectful terms*
“Some of our brethren, who are in high position, and who are
held in great esteem with us and all the orthodox, have thonght
that the spirit (6 voix) should be excluded from the manifesta-
tion of Christ in the flesh, and Imve preferred to hold that our
Lord Christ assumed flesh and soul, but not our spirit, and
therefore not a perfect man. The aged and venerable Apolli
naris of Laodicea, dear even to the blessed father Athanasius,
and in fact to all the orthodox, has been the first to frame and
promulgate this doctrine. At first, when some of his disciples
communicated it to us, we were unwilling to believe that such
a man would put this doctrine in circulation. We supposed
that the disciples had not understood the deep thoughts of so
learned and so discerning a man, and had themselves fabricated
things which he did not teach,” &c.

So early as 362, a conncil at Alexandria rejected this doc-
trinc (though without naming the author), and asserted that
Christ possessed a reasonable soul. But Apollinaris did not
secede from the communion of the Church, and begin to form
a sect of his own, till 375. He died in 390. His writings,
except numerous fragments in the works of his opponents, are
lost.

Apollinaris, therefore, taught the deity of Christ, but de-
nied the completeness (reAedres) of his humanity, and, taking
his departure from the Nicene postulate of the Aomoousion, ran
into the Arian heresy, which likewise put the divine Logos in
the place of the human spirit in Christ, but which asserted be-
sides this the changeableness (rpemrdrns) of Christ; while
Apollinaris, on the contrary, aimed to establish more firmly
the unchangeableness of Christ, to beat the Arians with their
own weapons, and provide a better vindication of the Nicene
dogma. He held the union of full divinity with full humanity
1n one person, therefore, of two wholes in one whole, to be im-
possible.' He supposed the unity of the person of Christ, and

spring in distinction from winter and summer. Christ, says he, is ofire Erdpwmes
BAos, sbre Seds, AAAA deob xal &rdpdwov uilis. .
' The result of this construction he called &vdpwxédeos, & sort of monstrosity
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at the same time his sinlessness, could be saved only by the
excision of the human spirit ; since sin has its seat, not in the
will-less soul, nor in the body, but in the intelligent, free, and
therefore changeable will or spirit of man. He also charged
the Church doctrine of the full humanity of Christ with limit-
ing the atoning suffering of Christ to the human nature, and
8o detracting from the atoning virtue of the work of Christ;
for the death of a man could not destroy death. The divine
nature must participate in the suffering throughout. His oppo-
nents, for this reason, charged him with making deity suffer
and die. He made, however, a distinction between two sides
of the Logos, the one allied to man and capable of suffering,
and the other allied to God and exalted above all suffering.
The relation of the divine pneumatic nature in Christ to the
human psychical and bodily nature Apollinaris illustrated
by the mingling of wine and water, the glowing fire in the
iron, and the union of soul and body in man, which, though
distinct, interpenetrate and form one thing.

His dogtrine, however, in particulars, is variously repre-
sented, and there arose among his disciples a complex mass of
opinions, some of them differing strongly from one another.
According to one statement Apollinaris asserted that Christ
brought even his hnman nature from heaven, and was from
etermty fvaapxos; according to another this was merely an
opinion of his disciples, or an unwarranted inference of oppo-
nents from his assertion of an eternal determination to incarna-
tion, and from his strong emphasizing of the union of the Logoe
with the flesh of Christ, which allowed that even the flesh
might be worshipped without idolatry.’'

which he put in the same category with the mythological figures of the minotaur,
the well-known Cretan monster with human body and bull’s head, or the body of a
ball and the head of a man. But the Apollinarian idea of the union of the Logos
with a truncated human nature might be itself more justly compared with this
monster.

! Dorner, who has treated this section of the history of Christology, as well as
others, with great thoroughness, says, i. 977: * That the school of Apollinaris did
not remain in all points consistent with itself, nor true to its founder, is certain; but
It is less certain whether Apollinaris himself always taught the same thing.” Theo-
doret charges him with a change of opinion, which Dorner attributes to different
stages of the development of his system.
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The Church could not poesibly accept such a half Doce
tistic incarnation, such a mutilated and stunted humanity of
Christ, despoiled of its royal head, and such a merely partia’
redemption as this inevitably involved. The incarnation of the
Logos is his becoming completely man.' It involves, therefore,
his assumption of the entire undivided nature of man, spiritua’
and bodily, with the sole exception of sin, which in fact belongs
not to the original nature of man, but has entered from with-
out, as a foreign poison, through the deceit of the devil. Many
things in the life of Jesus imply a reasonable soul: sadness,
anguish, and prayer. The spirit is just the most essential and
most noble constituent of man, the controlling principle,' and
it stands in the same need of redemption as the soul and the
body. Had the Logos not assumed the human spirit, he would
not have been true man at all, and could not have been our
example. Nor could he have redeemed the spirit; and a half-
redemption is no redemption at all. To be a full Redeemer,
Christ must also be fully man, Té\eios &3pwmos. This was the
weighty doctrinal result of the Apollinarian controversy.

Athanasius, the two Gregories, Bagil, and Epiphanius com-
bated the Apollinarian error, but with a certain embarrass-
ment, attacking it rather from behind and from the flank, than
in front, and unprepared to answer duly its main point, that
two integral persons cannot form one person. The later ortho-
dox doctrine surmounted this difficulty by teaching the imper-
sonality of the human nature of Christ, and by making the
personality of Christ to reside wholly in the Logos.

The councils at Rome under Damasus, in 377 and 878, and
likewise the second ecumenical council, in 381, condemned the
Apollinarians." Imperial decrees pursued them, in 388, 397,
and 428. Some of them returned into the catholic church;
others mingled with the Monophysites, for whose doctrine
Apollinaris had, in some measure, prepared the way.

} *Eyodprwats is at the same time dravdpdanais. Christ was really £»9pwros, not
merely &s &v3pwrwos, a8 Apollinarls taught on the strength of Phil. i, 7.

1 T} xvpidraTor. ' )

* Conc. Constant. i. can. 1, where, with the Arians, semi-Arians, Pneumatomachi,
Sabellians, and Marcellians or Photinians. the Apollinarians also are anathematized
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With the rejection of this error, however, the question of
the proper relation of the divine and human natures in Christ
was not yet solved, but rather for the first time fairly raised.
Those church teachers proved the neceasity of a reasonable
human soul in Christ. But respecting the mode of the union
of the two natures their views were confused and their expres-
sions in some cases absolutely incorrect and misleading.’ It
was through the succeeding stages of the Christological contro-
versies that the church first reached a clear insight into this
great mystery: God manifest in the flesh.

§ 187. The Nestorian Controversy, A.o. 428-4381,

SOURCES.

L Nmsromius: ‘Opdiar, Sermones; Anathematismi. Extracts from the
Greek original in the Acts of the council of Zphesus; in a Latin trans-
lation in Marius Mercator, a North African layman who just then re-
sided in Constantinople, Opera, ed. Garnerius, Par. 1673, Pars ii, and
better ed. Baluzius, Par. 1684 ; also in Gallandi, Bibl. vet. P. P. viii
Pp- 616785, and in Migne's Patrol. tom. 48. Nestorius' own account
(Evagr, H.E. i. 7) was used by his friend IzEx&us (comes, then bishop
of Tyre till 448) in his Tragddia &. comm. de rebus in synodo Epheaina
ac in Oriente toto gestis, which, however, is lost; the documents
attached to it were revised in the 6th century in the Synodicon adver
sus trageediam Irenesi, in Mansi, tom. v. fol. 781 sqq. In favor of Nes
torius, or at least of his doctrine, THEODORET (t 457) in his works
against Cyril, and in three dialogues entitled 'Epamoris (Beggar),
Comp. also the fragments of THRODORE oF MorsursTIA (1 429).

IL Against Nestorius: OYRIL oF ALEX.: 'Avadeparicpot, Five Books xara
Nearopiov, and several Epistles against Nest., and Theod., in vol. vi. of
Aubert’s ed. of his Opera, Par. 1688 (in Migne’s ed. t. ix.). SooraTEs:
vil. 0. 20-85 (written after 481, but still before the death of Nestorius;
oomp. ¢. 84). Evaerivs: H. E. i 2-7. LiBeratus (deacon of Qar-
thage about 553): Breviarinm causms Nestorianorum et Eutychianorum
(ed. Garnier, Par. 1675, and printed in Gallandi, Bibl. vet. Patr. tom.
xii, pp. 121-161). LzoNTius BYzaNT. (monachus): De seotis; and oon-
tra Nestorium et Eutychen (in Gallandi, Bibl. tom. xii. p. 628 sqq., and
658-700). A complete collection of all the acts of the Nestorian oon-
troversy in Maxsi, tom. iv. fol. 567 sqq., and tom. v. vil. ix.

* This is true even of Athanasius, Comp. the note on him in § 185, p. 706 £.
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LATER LITERATURE.

Pxravivs: Theolog. dogmatum tom. iv. (de incarnatione), lib. i. c. 7 sqq.
Jo. Garxiee: De haeresi et libris Nestorii (in his edition of the Opera
Marii Meroator. Par. 1673, newly edited by Migng, Par. 1846). Gin-
Box: Decline and Fall of the R. E. ch. 47. P. E.JasLonsg1: De Nes-
torianismo. Berol. 1724. Grexaree (R. C.): Ueber die Verdammung

" des Nestorius (Tabinger Quartalschrift, 1835, No. 2). Scmricka: K.

Geschichte, vol. xviii. pp. 176-812. WaLor: Ketzerhist. v. 289-936.

Nzxanper: K. Gesch. vol. iv. pp. 856-992. Gizserer: vol. i Div. ii.

pp. 181 f£ (4th ed.). Baur: Dreieinigkeit, vol. i. 698-777. Dorxzr:

Christologie, vol. ii. pp. 60-98. HzwzLr (R. C.): Conciliengesch., vol.

ii. pp. 184 1 H. H. Mimax: History of Latin Christianity, vol. i

ch. ifi. pp. 195-2562. (STANLEY, in his History of the Eastern Church,

has seen fit to ignore the Nestorian, and the other Christological con-
troversies—the moet important in the history of the Greek church!)

Comp, also W, MoLLer: Article Nestorius, in Herzog's Theol. Encykl.

vol..x. (1858) pp. 288-296, and the relevant sections in the works on

Doctrine History.

AroLLiNARIANISM, Which sacrificed to the unity of the person
the integrity of the natures, at least of the human nature, an-
ticipated the Monophysite heresy, though in a peculiar way,
and formed the precise counterpart to the Antiochian doctrine,
which was developed about the same time, and somewhat later
by Diodorus, bishop of Tarsus (died 894), and Theodore, bishop
of Mopsuestia (393—428), and which held the divine and human
in Christ so rigidly apart as to make Christ, though not pro-
fessedly, yet virtually a double person.

From this school proceeded Nestorius, the head and mar-
tyr of the Christological heresy which bears hiz name. His
doctrine differs from that of Theodore of Mopsuestia only in
being less speculative and more practical, and still less solici-
tous for the unity of the person of Christ.' He was originally
a monk, then presbyter in Antioch, and after 428 patriarch of
Constantinople. In Constantinople a second Chrysostom was
expected in him, and a restorer of the honor of his great prede-
cessor against the detraction of his Alexandrian rival. He
was an honest man, of great eloquence, monastic piety, and the
spirit of a zealot for orthodoxy, but impetunous, vain, imprudent,

1 80 Dorner also states the difference, vol fi. p. 62 £
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and wanting in sound, practical judgment. In his inaugural
sermon he addressed Theodosius 1I. with these words: ¢ Give
me, O emperor, the earth purified of heretics, and I will give
thee heaven for it; help me to fight the heretlcs, and I will
help thee to fight the Persians.”*

He immediately instituted violent measures against Arians,
Novatians, Quartodecimanians, and Macedonians, and incited
the emperor to enact more stringent laws against heretics.
The Pelagians alone, with whose doctrine of free will (but not
of original sin) he sympathized, he treated indulgently, receiv-
ing to himself Julian of Eclannm, Ccelestius, and other banished
leaders of that party, interceding ‘for them in 429 with the
emperor and with the pope Celestine, though, on account of
the very unfavorable reports concerning Pelagianism which
were spread by the layman Marius Mercator, then living in
Constantinople, his intercessions were of no avail. By reason
of this partial contact of the two, Pelagianism was condemned
by the council of Ephesus together with Nestorianism.

But now Nestorius himself fell out with the prevailing faith
of the church in Constantinople. The occasion was his oppo-
sition to the certainly very bold and equivocal expression
mother of God, which had been already sometimes applied to
the virgin Mary by Origen, Alexander of Alexandria, Athana-
sius, Basil, and others, and which, after the Arian controversy,
and with the growth of the worship of Mary, passed into the
devotional language of the people.”

It was of course not the sense, or monstrous nonsense, of
this term, that the creature bore the Creator, or that the eternal
Deity took its beginning from Mary ; which would be the most
absurd and the most wicked of all heresies, and a shocking

! Socrates, H. E., vii. 29.

' @cordnos, Deipara, genitrix Dei, mater Del. On the earlier use of this word
oomp. Petavius : De incarnatione, lib. v. ¢. 15 (tom. iv. p. 471 8qq., Paris ed. of
1650). In the Bible the expression does not occur, and only the approximate ufirnp
rob xvplov, in Luke i. 43 ; but ufirnp 'Inced, on the contrary, is frequent. Cyril ap-
peals to Gal. iv. 4: “ God sent forth his Son, made of & woman.” To the Protestant
mind deordxos is offensive on account of its undeniable connection with the Roman
Catholic worship of Mary, which certainly reminds us of the pagan mothers of gods
Uomp. §§ 8% and 83,
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blasphemy; but the expression was intended only to denote
the indissoluble union of the divine and human natures in
Christ, and the veritable incarnation of the Logos, who took
the human nature from the body of Mary, came forth God-Man
from her womb, and as God-Man suffered on the cross. For
Christ was borne as a person, and suffered as a person; and
the personality in Christ resided in his divinity, not in his hu-
manity. So, in fact, the reasonable soul of man, which is
the centre of the human personality, participates in the suffer-
ing and the death-struggle of the body, though the soul itself
does not and cannot die.

The Antiochian theology, however, could not conceive a
human nature without a human personality, and this it strictly
separated from the divine Logos. Therefore Theodore of Mop-
suestia had already disputed the term ¢Acotokos with all earnest-
ness. ‘ Mary,” says he, “bore Jesus, not the Logos, for the
Logoe was, and continues to be, omnipresent, though he dwelt
in Jesus in a special manner from the beginning. Therefore
Mary is strictly the mother of Christ, not the mother of God.
Only in a figure, per anaphoram, can she be called also the
mother of God, because God was in a peculiar sense in Christ.
Properly speaking, she gave birth to & man in whom the union
with the Logos had begun, but was still so incomplete that he
could not yet (till after his baptisimn) be called the Son of God.”
He even declared it “insane” to say that God was born of the
Virgin; “not God, but the temple in which God dwelt, was
born of Mary.”

In a similar strain Nestorius, and his friend Anastasius, a
priest whom he had brought with him from Antioch, argued
from the pulpit against the theofokon. Nestorius claimed that
he found the controversy already existing in Constantinople,
because some were calling Mary mother of God (Seororos),
others, mother of Man (avdpwmoroxos). He proposed the
middle expression, mother of Christ (Xpisrororos), because
Christ was at the same time God and man. He delivered
several discourses on thie disputed point. “ You ask,” says he
in his first sermon, ¢ whether Mary may be called mother qf
God. Has God then a mother? If so, heathenism itself ig
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excnsable in assigning mothers to its gods; but then Paul is a
liar, for he said of the deity of Christ that it was without
father, without mother, and without descent.’ No, my dear
sir, Mary did not bear God ;. . . the creature bore not the un-
created Creator, but the man who is the instrument of the God-
head ; the Holy Ghost conceived not the Logos, but formed
for him, out of the virgin, a temple which he might inhabit
(John ii. 21). -The incarnate God did not die, but quickened
him in whom he was made flesh. . . . This garment, which
he used, I honor on account of the God which was covered
therein and inseparable therefrom; . . . I separate the natures,
but I unite the worship. Consider what this must mean. He
who was formed in the womb of Mary, was not himself God,
but God assumed him [assumsii, 2. ., clothed himself with
humanity], and on account of Him who assumed, he who was
assumed is also called God.”"

From this word the Nestorian controversy took its rise; but
this word represented, at the same time, a theological idea and
a mighty religious sentiment ; it was intimately connected with
the growing veneration of Mary; it therefore struck into the
field of devotion, which lies much nearer the people than that
of speculative theology; and thus it touched the most vehe-
ment passions. The word theotokos was the watchword of the
orthodox party in the Nestorian controversy, as the term
homoousios had been in the Arian ; and opposition to this word
meant denial of the mystery of the incarnation, or of the true
union of the divine and human natures in Christ.

And unquestionably the Antiochian Christology, which was
represented by Nestorius, did not make the Logos truly decome
man. It asserted indeed, rightly, the dnality of the natures,
and the continued distinction between them; it denied, with
equal correctness, that God, as such, could either be born, or
suffer and die ; but it pressed the distinction of the two natures
to double personality. It substituted for the idea of the incar-

! Heb. vii. 8: dndruwp, &ufirwp, &vev yevearoylas,

* In the original in Mansi, iv. 1197 ; in a Latin translation in Marius Mercator
ed. Garnier, Migne, p. 767 f. Comp. this and similar passages also in Hefele,
Hi. p. 187, and Gieseler, i. 2, 139,
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nation the idea of an assumption of human nature, or rather
of an entire man, into fellowship with the Logos,' and an in-
dwelling of Godhead in Christ.' Instead of God-Man,® we
have here the idea of a mere God-bearing man ;' and the per-
son of Jesns of Nazareth is only the instrument or the tewmple,’
in which the divine Logos dwells. The two natures form not
a personal unity,’ but only a moral unity, an intimate friend-
ship or conjunction.” They hold an outward, mechanical rela-
tion to each other,’in which each retains its peculiar attributes,’
forbidding any sort of communicatio tdiomatun. This union
is, in the first place, a gracious condescension on the part of
God," whereby the Logos makes the man an object of the
divine pleasure; and in the second place, an elevation of the
man to higher dignity and to sonship with God.” By virtue
of the condescension there arises, in the third place, a practical
fellowship of operation,” in which the humanity becomes the
instrument and temple of the deity and the &wots oyericn cul-
minates. Theodore of Mopsuestia, the able founder of the
Antiochian Christology, set forth the elevation of the man to
sonship with God (starting from Luke ii. 53) under the aspect of
a gradual moral procees, and made it dependent on the pro-
gressive virtue and meritoriousness of Jesus, which were com-
pleted in the resurrection, and earned for him the unchangea-

 Npdoamyss. Theodore of Mopsuestia ssys (Act. Conc. Ephes. in Mansl, iv. fol.
1849): ‘O Beaxdrns Deds Adyos Brdpwwor elAnd e v éAcior (hominem per
foctum assumpsit), instead of ¢ 6o :r dedpdwov elAnpe, or cdpl dyévera

? "Broixnais, in distinctinn from dvedpawers.

® Gedrdpwros.

¢ @eopidpos, also deodsxos, from Séxerdar, God-assuming.

* Instrumentum, templum, »ads, a favorite term with the Nestorians.

® “Erwois xad’ dxéoracw,

' Jvrdpewa, oonu~ction, affinity, intercourse, attachment, in distinotion from
&vwa1s, true interior union. Oyril of Alexandria charges Nestorius, in his Epist. ad
Ocnlestinum : ®eiyer warraxov 13 Aéyewr, Thy Ivwaiv, QX' Svopd(e THy curd-
pecar, Soxep ot § Yuder.

* “Eywais oxerinf, & unity of relation (from oxéois, condition, relatior) in die
tinetion from 8 &wos Ppuouch, or siryxpas:s, physical unity or commixtare. ~y

® ‘IBiduara,

® “Eywois xatd xdpw, Or xar’ eboxiar.

N *Brwais xat' &ilay, xad’ viodeolar.

B “Eywais car’ dripyear.
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bleness of the divine life as & reward for his voluntary victory
of virtue. .

The Antiochian and Nestorian theory amonnts therefore,
at bottom, to a duality of person in Christ, though without
clearly avowing it. It cannot conceive the reality of the two
natares without a personal independence for each. With the
theanthropic unity of the person of Christ it denies also the
theanthropie unity of his work, especially of his sufferings and
death ; and in the same measure it enfeebles the reality of
redemption.’ . _

From this point of view Mary, of course, could be nothing
more than mother of the man Jesus, and the predicate ¢keoto-
kos, strictly understood, must appear absurd or blasphemous.
Nestorius would admit no more than that God passed through
(¢ramnseit) the womb of Mary.

This very war upon the favorite shibboleth of orthodoxy
provoked the bitterest opposition of the people and of the
monks, whose sympathies were with the Alexandrian theology.
They contradicted Nestorius in the pulpit, and insulted him
on the street ; while he, returning evil for evil, prucured corpo-
ral punishments and imprisonment for the monks, and con-
demned the view of his antagonists at a local council in 429.

His chief antagonist in Constantinople was Proclus, bishop
of Cyzicum, perhaps an unsuccessful rival of Nestorius for the
patriarchate, and a man who carried the worship of Mary to
an excess only surpassed by a modern Roman enthusiast for
the dogma of the immaculate conception. In a bombastic

! Cyril charges upon Nestorius (Epist. ad Coelest.), that he does not say the Son
of God died and rose again, but always only the man Jesus died and rose. Nestorius
himself says, in his second homily (in Mar. Merc. 763 8q.): It may be said that the
8Son of God, in the wider sense, died, but not that God died. Moreover, the Scrip-
tures, in speaking of the birth, passion, and death, never say God, but CArist, or
Jesus, or the Lord,—all of them names which suit both natures. A born, dead,
and buried God, cannot be worshipped. Pilate, says he in another sermon, did not
orucify the Godhead, but the clothing of the Godhead, and Joseph of Arimathea did
not shroud and bury the Logos (in Marius Merc. 789 sqq.).

* According to a partisan report of Basilius to the emperor Theodosius, Nestorius
struck, with his own hand, a presumptuous monk who forbade the bishop, as an
obstinate heretic, to approach the altar, and then made him over to the officers, who
flogged him through the streets and then cast him out of the citv.
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sermon in honor of the Virgin'® he praised her as ¢the spot-
less treasure-house of virginity; the spiritnal paradise of the
second Adam ; the workshop, in which the two natures were
annealed together; the bridal chamber in which the Word
wedded the flesh; the living bush of nature, which was
unharmed by the fire of the divine birth; the light cloud
which bore him who sat between the Cherubim; the stainless
fleece, bathed in the dews of Heaven, with which the Shep-
herd clothed his sheep ; the handmaid and the mother, the
Virgin and Heaven.”

Soon another antagonist, far more powerful, arose in the
person of the patriarch CyriL of Alexandria, a learned, acute,
energetic, but extremely passionate, hanghty, ambitious, and
disputatious prelate. Moved by interests both personal and
doctrinal, he entered the field, and used every means to over-
throw his rival in Constantinople, as his like-minded uncle and
predecessor, Theophilus, had overthrown the noble Chrysos-
tom in the Origenistic strife. The theological controversy was
at the same time a contest of the two patriarchates. In per-
sonal character Cyril stands far below Nestorius, but he excell-
ed him in knowledge of the world, shrewdness, theologi-
cal learning and acutencss, and had the show of greater venera-
tion for Christ and for Mary on his side ; and in his opposition
to the abstract separation of the divine and human he was in
the right, though he himself pressed to the verge of the opposite
error of mixing or confusing the two natures in Christ’ In
him we have a striking proof that the value of a doctrine cannot
always be judged by the personal worth of its representatives.
God uses for his purposes all sorts of instruments, good, bad,
and indifferent.

Cyril first wrote to Nestorius; then to the emperor, the
empress Eudokia, and the emperor’s sister Pulcheria, who
took lively interest in church affairs; finally to the Roman
bishop Celestine; and he warned bishops and churches east

!} Bee Mansi, tom. iv. 578; and the remarks of Walch, vol v. 878 f.

% Comp. in particular his assertion of & &vwois puowdh in the third of his Ane
thematismi against Nestorius; Hefele (ii. 155), however, understands by this not s
bweis ¢ls ular pvow, but only a real union in one being, one existence.

46
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and west against the dangerous heresies of his rival. Celestine,
moved by orthodox instinct, flattered by the appeal to his
authority, and indignant at Nestorius for his friendly reception
of the exiled Pelagians, condemned his doctrine at a Roman
council, and deposed him from the patriarchal chair, unless
he should retract within ten days (430).

As Nestorius persisted in his view, Cyril, despising the
friendly mediation of the patriarch John of Antioch, hurled
twelve anathemas, or formulas of condemnation, at the pa-
triarch of Constantinople from a council at Alexandria by
order of the pope (430).'

Nestorius replied with twelve counter-anathemas, in which
he accused his opponents of the heresy of Apollinaris.* Theo-
doret of Cyros, the learned expositor and church historian, also
wrote against Cyril at the instance of John of Antioch,

The controversy had now become so general and critical,
that it conld be settled only by an ecumenical council.

§ 188. TZhe Eoumenical Council of Ephesus, a.v. 431. The
Compromsise.

For the Acts of the Council, see Manst (tom. iv, fol. 587-1483, and a part
of tom. v.), HarpuiN, and Fuons, and an extended history of the coun-
oil and the transactions connected with it in Warom, S8ouréckr, and
Hereie (il pp. 162-271). We confine ourselves to the decisive pointa.

Theodosius II., in connection with his Western colleague,
Valentinian III., summoned a universal council on Pentecost,
A. D. 431, at Ephesus, where the worship of the Virgin
mother of God had taken the place of the worship of the
light and life dispensing virgin Diana. This is the third of
the ecumenical councils, and is held, therefore, by all churches,
in high regard. But in moral character this council stands far
beneath that of Niceea or of the first council of Constantinople.
An uncharitable, violent, and passionate spirit ruled the trans-
actions. The doctrinal result, also, was mainly only negative ;

! Oyrilli Opera, tom. iil. 67; in Mansi, iv. fol. 1067 8qq. ; in Gieseler, i. ii. p. 14+
ff. (§ 88, not. 20); in Hefele, ii. 155 fF.
* In Marius Meroator, p. 909 ; Gieseler, i. ii. 145 £ ; Hefele, ii. 158 .
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that is to say, condemnation of Nestorianism. The positive
and ecumenical character of the council was really secured
only by the subsequent transactions, and the union of the dom-
inant party of the council with the protesting minority of Ori-
ental bishops.’

Nestorius came first to Ephesus with sixteen bishops, and
with an armed escort, as if he were going into battle. He
had the imperial influence on his side, but the majority of the
bishops and the prevailing voice of the people in Ephesus, and
also in Constantinople, were against him. The emperor him-
self could not be present in person, but sent the captain of his
body-guard, the comes Candidian. Oyril appeared with a nu-
merous retinue of fifty Egyptian bishops, besides monks, para-
bolani, slaves, and seamen, under the banner of St. Mark and
of the holy Mother of God. On his side was the archbishop

1 Tt 18 with reference to this council mainly that Dean Milman (Latin Christiani-
ty, i. 227) passes the following harsh and sweeping judgment on the ecumenical
councils of the ancient church: * Nowhere is Christianity less attractive, and, if we
look to the ordinary tone and character of the prooeedings, less authoritative, than
in the councils of the church. It is in general a flerce collision of two rival factions,
neither of which will yield, each of which is solemnly pledged against oconviction.
Intrigue, injustioce, violence, decisions on authority alone, and that the authority of a
turbulent majority, decisions by wild acclamation rather than after sober inquiry,
detract from the reverence, and impugn the judgments, at least of the later councils,
The close is almost invariably a terrible anathema, in which it is impossible not to
discern the tones of human hatred, of arrogant triumph, of rejoicing at the damna.
tion imprecated against the humilisted adversary. Even the venerable council of
Nicma commenced with mutual accusals and recriminations, which were suppressed
by the moderation of the emperor; and throughout the account of Euseblus there
is an adulation of the imperial convert, with something of the intoxication, it might
be of pardonable vanity, at finding themselves the objects of royal favor, and par
taking in royal banqueta. But the more fatal error of that council was the solicita-
tion, at least the acquiescence in the infliction, of a civil penalty, that of exile, against
the recusant prelates. The degeneracy is rapid from the council of Nicma to that
of Ephesus, where each party came determined to use every means of haste, manceu-
vre, oourt influence, bribery, to crush his adversary; where there was an encourage-
ment of, if not an appesl to, the violence of the populace, to anticipate the decrees
of the couneil ; where each had his own tumuitnous foreign rabble to back his quar
rel; and neither would scruple at any means to obtain the ratification of their
anathemas through persecution by the civil government.” This is but the dark side
of the picture. In spite of all human passions and imperfeciions truth triumphed at
last, and this alone accounts for the extraordinary effect of these ecumenical coun.
cils, and the aunthority they still enjoy in the whole Christian world.




Y24 THIRD PERIOD. A.D. 311-590.

Memnon of Ephesus, with forty of his Asiatic suffragans and
twelve bishops from Pamphilia; and the clergy, the monks,
and the people of Asia Minor were of the same sentiment.
The pope of Rome—for the first time at an ecumenical coun-
cil—was represented by two bishops and a priest, who held
with Cyril, but did not mix in the debates, as they affected to
judge between the contending parties, and thus maintain the
papal authority. This deputation, however, did not come in
at the beginning.’ The patriarch John of Antioch, a friend of
Nestorius, was detained on the long journey with his bishops.

Cyril refused to wait, and opened the council in the church
of St. Mary with a hundred and sixty bishops® sixteen days
after Pentecost, on the 22d of June, in spite of the protest of
the imperial commissioner. Nestorius was thrice cited to ap-
pear, but refused to come until all the bishops should be as-
sembled. The council then proceeded without him to the
examination of the point in dispute, and to the condemnation
of Nestorius. The bishops unanimously cried : “ Whosoever
does not anathematize Nestorius, let himself be anathema ;
the true faith anathematizes him; the holy council anathema-
tizes him. Whosoever holds fellowship with Nestorius, let
him be anathema. We all anathematize the letter and the
doctrines of Nestorius. We all anathematize Nestorius
and his followers, and his ungodly faith, and his ungodly
doctrine. We all anathematize Nestorius,” &c.®* Then a
multitude of Christological expressions of the carlier fathers
and several passages from the writings of Nestorius were
read, and at the close of the first session, which lasted
till late in the night, the following sentence of deposi-
tion was adopted and subscribed by about two hundred

L 4

! 8t. Augustine also was one of the Western bishops who were summoned, the
emperor having sent a special officer to him ; but he had died shortly before, on the
28th of August, 430.

* Before the sentence of deposition came to be subecribed, the number had in-
treased to & hundred and ninety-eight. According to the Roman accounts Cyril
presided in the name and under the commission of the pope; but in this case he
should have yvielded the presidency in the second and subsequent sessions, at whioh
‘he papal legates were present; which he did not do.

® In Mansi, tom. iv. p. 1170 aq. ; Hefele, ii. 169,
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bishops: “The Lord Jesus Christ, who is blasphemed by him
[Nestorius)], determines through this holy council that Nesto-
rius be excluded from the episcopal office, and from all sacer
dotal fellowship.” *

The people of Ephesus hailed this result with universal
jubilee, illuminated the city, and accompanied Cyril with
torches and censers in state to his house.

On the following day Nestorins was informed of the
sentence of deposition in a laconic edict, in which he was
called 8 new Judas. But he indignantly protested against
the decree, and made complaint in an epistle to the emperor.
The imperial commissioner declared the decrees invalid, be-
cause they were made by only a portion of the council, and
he prevented as far as possible the publication of them.

A few days after, on the 26th or 27th of June, John of An-
tioch at last reached Ephesus, and immediately, with forty-two
bishops of like sentinent, among whom was the celebrated
Theodoret, held in his dwelling, under the protection of the
imperial commissioner and a body-guard, a counter council or
conciliabulum, yielding nothing to the haste and violence of
the other, deposed Cyril of Alexandria and Memnon of Ephe-
sus from all priestly functions, as heretics and aunthors of the
whole disorder. and declared the other bishops who voted with
them excommunicate uutil they should anathematize the
heretical propositions of Cyril.*

Now followed a succession of mutual criminations, invec-
tives, arts of church diplomacy and polities, intrignes, and
violence, which give the saddest picture of the uncharitable
and unspiritual Christianity of that time. But the true genius
of Christianity is, of course, far elevated above its unworthy
organs, and overrules even the worst hnman passions for the
cause of truth and righteousness.

10 Braspnundels rolvuw wap’ aimrois xilpios Husy “Inceis Xpiards Spioe Bid riis
wapobans dyiwrdrns ouwddov, dAAdrpwor elvar dy alrdr Neordpiov roi dmoxoxinod
afibuaros xal warrds avAAéyov leparinov. Mansi, iv. fol. 1211 ; Hefele, ii. 172

* So Cyril himself complacently relates in a letter to his friends in Egypt. See
Mansi, tom. iv. 1241 sq.

* The Acts of this counter council in Mansi, tom. iv. 1259 sqq. (Acta Concilia
boli) Cowp. also Hefele, ii. 178 f.
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On the 10th of July, after the arrival of the papal legates,
who bore themselves as judges, Cyril held a second session,
and then five more sessions (making seven in all), now in the
house of Memnon, now in St. Mary’s church, issuing & num-
ber of circular letters and six canons against the Nestorians
" and Pelagians.

Both parties applied to the weak emperor, who, without
understanding the question, had hitherto leaned to the side of
Nestorius, but by public demonstrations and solemn proces-
sions of the people and inonks of Constantinople under the
direction of the aged and venerated Dalmatius, was awed into
the worship of the mother of God. He finally resolved to
confirm both the deposition of Nestorius and that of Cyril and
Memnon, and sent one of the highest civil officers, John, tc
Ephesus, to publish this sentence, and if possible to reconcile
the contending parties. The deposed bishops were arrested.
The council, that is the majority, applied again to the emperor
and his colleague, deplored their lamentable condition, and
desired the release of Cyril and Memnon, who had never been
deposed by them, but on the contrary had always been held
in high esteem as leaders of the orthodox doctrine.. The An-
tiochians likewise took all pains to gain the emperor to their
gide, and transmitted to him a creed which sharply distin-
guished, indeed, the two natures in Christ, yet, for the sake of
the wnconfused union of the two (aocvyyvres &wais), econce-
ded to Mary the disputed predicate tAcotokos.

The emperor now summoned eight spokesmen from each
of the two parties to himself to Chalcedon. Among them
were, on the one side, the papal deputies, on the other John
of Antioch and Theodoret of Cyros, while Cyril and Memnon
were obllged to remain at Ephesus in prison, and Nestorins at
his own wish was assigned to his former cloister at Antioch,
and on the 25th of October, 431, Maximian was nominated as
his successor in Constantinople. After fruitless deliberations,
the council of Ephesus was dissolved in October, 431, Cyril
and Memnon set free, and the bishops of both parties com-
manded to go home.

The division lasted two years longer, till at last a sort of
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compromise was effected. Jobn of Antioch sent the aged
bishop Panl of Emisa a messenger to Alexandria with a creea
which he had already, in a shorter form, laid before the empe
ror, and which broke the doctrinal antagonism by asserting
the duality of the natures against Cyril, and the predicate
mother ¢f God against Nestorius.' ¢ We confess,” says this
symbol, which was composed by Theodoret, * that our Lord
Jesus Christ, the only begotten Son of God, is perfect God
and perfect man, of a reasonable soul and body subsisting - *
as to his Godhead begotten of the Father before all time, but
a8 to his manhood, born of the Virgin Mary in the end of the
days for us and for our salvation; of the same essence with the
Father as to his Godhead, and of the same substance with us
as to his manhood;’ for two natures are united with one
another.* Therefore we confess one Christ, one Lord, and one
Son. By reason of this union, which yet is without confusion,'
we also confess that the holy Virgin is mother of God, because
God the Logos was made flesh and man, and united with him-
self the temple [humanity] even from the conception; which
temple he took from the Virgin. But concerning the words
of the Gospel and Epistles respecting Christ, we know that
theologians apply some which refer to the one person to the
two natures in common, but separate others as referring to the
two natures, and assign the expressions which become God to
the Godhead of Christ, but the expressions of humiliation to
his manhood.”*

! In Mansl, tom. v. fol. 805 ; Hefele, ii. 246 ; and Gieseler, 1. ii. p. 150.

® @udv Tércior xal Exdpurmor TéAuor dx Yuxiis Aoyiciis (against Apollinaris) xal
oduares.

% ‘Ouocboior 7§ watpl xard iy deéryra, xal dusodowr Huir xard Thy Wdpwré
ryre. Here Aomoousics, at least in the sesond clause, evidently does not imply
mumerical unity, but only generic unity.

¢ Abo ydp pboewy Evwais yéyore, in opposition to the ula ¢pdos of Cyril

* Kard rabryy vy Tijs davyxdrov (against Cyril) érdocws Hrowr.

® Kal rds udy deowpeneis xavd Thy debryra To¥ Xpioroi, vas 3¢ Tarewds xare
iy dodpundryra alred wapadiBérras. Gieseler says (i il. p. 152), Nestorius never
amerted anything but what agrees with this coofession which Cyril subscribed. Bat
be pressed the distinotion of the natures in Christ so far that it amounted, in sub

stance, though not in expression, to two persons; he taught not a true becoming
man, but the anion of the Logos with & réAetos &»dowwos, & human person there

[\
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Cyril assented to this confession, and repeated it verbally,
with some further doctrinal explanations, in his answer to the
irenical letter of the patriarch of Antioch, but insisted on the
condemnation and deposition of Nestorius as the indispensa-
ble condition of church fellowship. At the same time he
knew how to gain the imperial court to the orthodox side by
all kinds of presents, which, according to the Oriental custom
of testifying submission to princes by presents, were not neces-
sarily regarded as bribes. The Antiochiane, satisfied with
saving the doctrine of two natures, thought it best to sacrifice
the person of Nestorius to the unity of the church, and to ana-
thematize his * wicked and unholy innovations.” ! Thus in
433 union was effected, though not without much contradiction
on both sides, nor without acts of imperial force.

The unhappy Nestorius was dragged from the stillness of
his foriner cloister, the cloister of Euprepius before the gates
of Antioch, in which he had enjoyed four years of repose,
from one place of exile to another, first to Arabia, then to
Egypt, and was compelled to drink to the dregs the bitter cup
of persecution which he himself, in the days of his power, had
forced upon the heretics. He endured his suffering with
resignation and independence, wrote his life under the signifi-
cant title of Tragedy,” and died after 439, no one knows where
nor when. Characteristic of the fanaticismn of the timee is
. the statement quoted by Evagrius,” that Nestorius, after hav-
ing his tongue gnawed by worms in punishment for his blas-
phemy, passed to the harder torments of eternity. The Mo-
nophysite Jacobites are accustomned from year to year to cast

fore not nature; and he constantly denied the ¢Aeotokos, except in an improper
sense. His doctrine was unquestionably much distorted by his cotemporaries; but
50 also was the doctrine of Cyril,

! Tas ¢alAas av7ob xal BeBfirovs xawwopwrias.

? Fragments in Evagrius, H. E. i. 7, and in the Synodicon edversus Tragoedian.
Irentei, c. 6. That the book bore the name of Z¥agedy, is stated by Ebedjesu, a
Nestorian metropolitan. The imperial commiseioner, Irengus, afterwards bishop of
Tyre, a friend of Nestorius, composed a book concerning him and the ecolesiastical
Listory of his time, likewise uuder the title of Z¥agedy, fragments of which, in a
Latin translation, are preserved in the so-called Synodicon, in Mansi, v. 781 sqq.

* Hist. Ecc. L 6,




§ 139. THE NESTORIANS. 729

stones upon his suppoeed grave in Upper Egypt, and have spread
the tradition that it has never been moistened by the rain of
heaven, which yet falls upon the evil and the gvuod. The
emperor, who had formerly favored him, but was now turned
entirely against him, caused all his writings to be burned, and
his followers to be named after Simon Magus, and stigmatized
as Simonians.’

The same orthodox zeal tnrned also upon the writings of
Theodore of Mopsuestia, the long deceased teacher of Nestorius
and father of his error. Bishop Rabulas of Edessa (}435)
pronounced the anathema upon him and interdicted his wri-
tings ; and though his successor Ibas (436—457) again interested
himself in Theodore, and translated several of his writings into
Syriac (the ecclesiastical tongue of the Persian church), yet
the persecution soon broke out afresh, and the theological
school of Edessa where the Antiochian theology had longest
maintained its life, and whence the Persiau clergy had proceed-
ed, was dissolved by the emperor Zeno in 489. This was the
end of Nestorianism in the Roman empire.

§ 189. The Nestorians.

Jos. Bou, Assgmaxni: De Byris Neetorianig, in his Bibliotheca Orientahs.
Rom. 1719-1728, fol. tom. iii, P. ii. = EBEpsesv (Nestorian metro-
politan of Nisibis, { 1818): Liber Margarit® de veritate fidei (a defence

! For his sad fate and his upright character Nestorius, after having been long
abhorred, has in modern times, since Luther, found much sympathy; while Cyril by
his violent conduct bas incurred much censure. Walch, L ¢. v. p. 817 ff, has ool
lected the earlier opinions. Gieseler and Neander take the part of Nestorius agamst
Cyril, and think that he was unjustly condemned. So also Milman, who would
rather meet the judgment of the Divine Redeemer loaded with the errors of Nesto-
rius than with the barbarities of Cyril, but does not enter into the theological merita
of the controversy. (History of Latin Christianity, i. 210.) Petavius, Baur, Hefele,
and Ebrard, on the contrary, vindicate Cyril against Nestorius, not as to his personal
oonduct, which was anything but Christian, but in regard to the particular matter in
question, viz,, the defence of the unity of Christ against the division of his personal-
ity. Dorner (il. 81 ff.) justly distributes right and wrong, truth and error, on both
sides, and considers Nestorius and Cyril representatives of two equally one-sided
sonceptions, which complement each other. Cyril's strength lay on the religious
and speculative side of Christology, that of Nestorius on the ethical and practical
Kahnis gives s similar judgment, Dogmatik, ii. p. 86.
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of Nestorianism), in Ang. Mai’s Scrip. vet. nova oollect. x. il 81%
GmeBox: Chap. xlvii,, near the end. E. Smrrae and H. G. O. Dwianr:
Researches in Armenia; with a visit to the Nestorian and Chaldean
Christians of Oormish and Salinas. 2 vols. Bost. 1883. JusTm
Peremvs: A Residence of eight years in Persia. Andover, 1848
Wiwtson: Kirchliche Geographie u. Statistik. Berl. 1846, i. 214 f£
Gxo. Peroy Bapeer: The Nestorians and their Rituals. Illustrated
(with colored plates), 2 vols. Lond. 1852, H. NewoomB: A Cyclo-
pedia of Missions. New York, 1856, p. 558 ff. Prrermanxy: Article
Nestorianer, in Herzog’s Theol. Encykl. vol. x. (1858), pp. 279-288.

While most of the heresies of antiquity, Arianism not ex-
cepted, have been utterly obliterated from history, and only
raise their heads from time to time as individual opinions un-
der peculiar modificatious, the Christological heresies of the
fifth century, Nestorianism and Monophysitism, continue in
organized sects to this day. These schismatic churches of the

East are the petrified remains or ruins of important chapters .

in the history of the ancient church. They are sunk in igno-
rance and superstition ; but they are more accessible to West-
ern Christianity than the orthodox Greek church, and offer to
the Roman and Protestant churches an interesting field of
missions, especially among the Nestorians and the Armenians.

The Nestorians differ from the orthodox Greek church in
their repudiation of the council of Ephesus and of the wor-
ship of Mary as mother of God, of the use of images (though
they retain the sign of the cross), of the doctrine of purgatory
(though they have prayers for the dead), and of transubstan-
tiation (though they hold the real presence of Christ in the
eucharist), as well as in greater simplicity of worship. They
are subject to a peculiar hierarchical organization with eight
orders, from the catholicus or patriarch to the sub-deacon and
reader. The five lower orders, up to the priests, may marry;
in former times even the bishops, archbishops, and patriarchs
had this privilege. Their fasts are numerous and strict. The
feast-days begin with sunset, as among the Jews. The patri-
arch eats no flesh; he is chosen always from the same fami.
ly ; he is ordained by three metropolitans. Most of the eccle
siastical books are written in the Syriac language.

After Nestorianism was exterminated from the Roman
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empire it found an asylaum in the kingdom of Persia, whithe:
several teachers of the theological school of Edessa fled. One
of themn, Barsumas, became bishop of Nisibis (435-489),’
founded a new theological seminary there, and coufirmed the
Persian Christians in their aversion to the Cyrillian council of
Ephesus, and in their adhesion to the Antiochian and Nestorian
theology. They werefavored by the Persian kings, from Pherozes,
or Firuz, onward (461—188), out of political opposition to Con-
stantinople. At the council of Scleucia (498) they renounced
all conuection with the orthodox church of the empire. They
called themselves, after their liturgical language, CHALD&AN or
Assyrian Christians, while they were called by their oppo-
rexts Nesrorians, They had a patriarch, who after the year
496 resided in the double city of Seleucia-Ctesiphon, and after
762 in Bagdad (the capital of the Saracenic empire), under the
name of Yazelich (catholicus), and who, in the thirteenth
century, had no less than twenty-five metropolitans under his
supervision.

The Nestorian church flourished for scveral centuries,
spread from Persia, with great missionary zeal, to India,
Arabia, and even to China and Tartary, and did good service
in scholarship and in the founding of schools and hospitals.
Mohammed is supposed to owe his imperfect knowledge of
Christianity to & Nestorian monk, Sergius ; and from him the
scct received many privileges, so that it obtained great consid-
eration among the Arabians, and exerted an influence upor
their culture, and thus upon the development of philosophy
and science in general.’

3 Not to be confounded with the contemporary Monophysite abbot Barsamas, a
saint of the Jacobites.

# The observations of Alex. von Humboldt, in the 2d vol. of his Kosmos (Stuttg.
sand Tib. 1847, p. 247 £.), on the connection of Nestorianism with the culture and
physical science of the Arabians, are worthy of note: * It was one of the wondrous
arrangements in the system of things, that the Christian sect of the Nestorians,
which has exerted a very important influence on the geographical extension of
knowledge, was of service even to the Arabians before the Iatter found their way to
learned and disputatious Alexandria; that Christian Nestorianism, in fact, under the
protection of the arms of Islam, was able to penetrate far into Eastern Asia. The

Arabians, in other words, gained their first acquaintance with Grecian literature
tbrough the Syrians, a kindred Semitic race; while the Syrians themselves, scarcely
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Among the Tartars, in the cleventh century, it succeedea
in converting to Christianity a king, the priest-king Presbytex
John (Prester John) of the Kerait, and his successor of the same
name.! Baut of this we have only uncertain accounts, and at
. all events Nestorian Christianity has since left but slight traces

in Tartary and in China.

Under the Mongol dynasty the Nestorians were cruelly
persecuted. The terrible Tamerlane, the scourge and the
destroyer of Asia, towards the end of the fourteenth century
almost exterminated them. Yet they have maintained them-
selves oun the wild mountains and in the valleys of Kurdistan
and in Armenia under the Turkish dominion to this day, with
a separate patriarch, who from 1559 till the seventeenth
century resided at Mosul, but has since dwelt in an almost

a century and a half before, had first received the knowledge of Grecian literature
through the anathematized Nestorians. Physicians who had been educated in the
institutions of the Greeks, and at the celebrated medical school founded by the
Nestorian Christians at Edessa in Mesopotamia, were, 80 early as the times of Mo-
hammed, living, befriended by him and by Abu-Bekr, in Mecca,

 The school of Edesaa, a model of the Benedictine schools of Monte Casino and
Salerno, awakened the scientific search for materia medica in the mineral and vege-
table kingdoms. When it was dissolved by Christian fanaticism under Zeno the
Isaurian, the Nestorians scattered towards Persia, where they soon attained political
importance, and established a new and thronged medical institute at Dschondisapur
in Khugistan. They succeeded in spreading their science and their faith to China
towards the middle of the seventh century under the dynasty of Thang,-five hun-
dred and seventy-two years after Buddhism had penetrated thither from India,

“The seed of Western culture, scattered in Persia by educated monks, and by
the philosophers of the last Platonio school of Athens who were persecuted by Jus-
tinian, took beneficent root among the Arabians during their first Asiatic campaign,
Feeble as the science of the Nestorian priests may have been, it could still, with ita
peculiar medical and pharmaceutic turn, act genially upon a race which had long
lived in free converse with nature, and had preserved a more fresh sensibility to
every sort of study of nature, than the people of Greek and Italian cities. What
gives the Arabian epoch the universal importance which we must here insist upon,
is in great part connected with the trait of national character just indicated. The
Arsbians, we repeat, are to be regarded as the proper founders of the physical
sciences, in the sense which we are now accustomed to attach to the word.”

! On this fabulous priest-kingdom, which the popes endeavored by unsuccessful
embasgies to unite to the Roman church, and whose light was quenched by the tide
of the conquests of Zeugis Khan, comp. MosaEix: Historia Tartarorum eccles
Helmst, 1741 ; NxanpEr: Kirchengesch. vol. v. p. 84 ff. (9th part of the whole work,
od. 1841); and Rirrse: Erdkunde, part ii. vol. i. pp. 256, 283 (2d ed. 1832),
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inaccessil le valley on the borders of Turkey and Persia
They are very ignorant and poor, and have been much reduced
by war, pestilence, and cholera.

A portion of the Nestorians, especially those in cities,
united from time to time, under the name of Chaldseans, with
the Roman church, and have a patriarch of their own at
Bagdad.

And on the other side, Protestant missionaries from Amer-
ica have made vigorous and successful efforts, since 1838, to
evangelize and civilize the Nestorians by preaching, schools,
translations of the Bible, and good books.'

The Tromas-CrrisTIANS in East India are a branch of the
Nestorians, named from the apostle Thomas, who is supposed
to have preached the gospel on the coast of Malabar. They
honor the memory of Theodore and Nestorius in their Syriac
litargy, and adhere to the Nestorian patriarchs. In the six-
teenth century they were, with reluctance, connected with the
Roman church for sixty years (1599-1663) through the agency
of Jesuit missionaries. But when the Portuguese power in
India was shaken by the Dutch, they returned to their inde
pyendent position, and since the expulsion uvf the Portugucse
they have enjoyed the free exercise of their religion on the
coast of Malabar. The number of the Thomas-Christians is
said etill to amount to seventy thomsand souls, who form a
province by themselves under the British empire, governed by
priests and eldera.

! Dr. Justin Perkins, Asahel Grant, Rhea, Stoddard, Wright, and other missiona-
ries of the American Board of Commissioners for Foreign Missions. The centre of
their labors is Oormiah, a city of 25,000 inbabitants, of whom 1,000 are Nestorians.
Comp. on this subject Newcomb, L ¢. 556 fI., especially the letter of Dr. Perkins of
1854, p. 564 fI., on the present condition of this mission ; also Joseph P. Thompson :
Memoir of the Rev. David Tappan Stoddard, missionary to the Nestorians, Boston,
1868 ; and a pamphlet issued by the American B. C. F. M. : Historical Sketch of the
Mission to the Nestorians by Justin Perkins, and of the Assyrian Mission by Rev.
Thomas Laurie, New York, 1862. The American Board of Foreign Missions look
upon the Nestorian and Armenian missions as a means and encouraging pledge of
the conversion of the millions of Mohammedans, among whom Providence bas placed
and preserved those ancient sects, as it would seem, for such an erd.
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8 140. Ths Eutyohian Controversy. The Council of Robbers,
A. D. 449.

Comp. the Works at § 187.
SOUROQES.

Aors of the council of CrALOEDOR, of the local council of CoNsTANTINOPLE,
and of the Robber S8ynod of Epresus. The correspondence between
Leo and Fraviaw, eto. For these acts, letters, and other documenta,
see Mans1, Cone. tom. v, vi. and vii. (GELasIUSf): Breviculus historie
Eutychianistarum s. gesta de nomine Acacii (extending to 486, in
Mansi, vii. 1060 sqq.). LiBeERrATUS: Breviarium canss Nest. et Eutych.
LeonTivs Byzast.: Contra Nest. et Eutych. The last part of the
Syxoproox adv. tragediam Irensei (in Mansi, v. 781 8qq.). Evacerrus:
H. E. i 98qq. TeEODORET: 'Epumorys (the Beggar) or IloAvuopcos
(the Multiformed),—a refutation of the Egyptian Eutychian system of
doctrines (which begged together so much from various old heresies,
as to form & new one), in three dialogues, written in 447 (Opera, ed.
Bchulze, vol. iv.).

LITERATURE.

Peravius: De inoarnatione Verbi, lib. i. ¢. 14-18, and the succeeding
books, partiocularly iii., iv., and v. (Theolog. dogmatum, tom. iv. p. 65
8qq. ed. Par. 1650). TizLemoNT: Mémoires, tom. xv. pp. 479-719.
0. A. 8avie: De Eutychianismo ante Eutychen. Wolfenb. 1728.
Waron: Ketzerhist. vol. vi. 8-640. Sonrickm: vol. xviii, 488-492.
Neaxper: Kirchengesch. iv. pp. 942-992. Baur: Gesch. der Lehre
von d. Dreieinigkeit, eto. i. 800-835. Dorxer: Gesch. d. Lehre v. d.
Pers. Ohr. ii. 99-149. Herere (R. 0.): Conciliengesch. ii. pp. 295-
545. W. Conninemam: Historical Theology, 1. pp. 811-'156. Comp.
also the Monographs of Arenpr (18385) and PerraeL (1848) on Leo L

The result of the third universal council was rather nega-
tive than positive. The council condemned the Nestorian
error, without fixing the true doctrine. The subsequent union
of the Alexandrians and the Antiochians was only a superficial
peace, to which each party had sacrificed somewhat of its con-
victions. Compromises are generally of short duration ; prin-
ciples and systems must develope themselves to their utmost
consequences ; heresies must ripen, and must be opened to the
core. As the Antiochian theology begot Nestorianism, whick
stretched the distinction of the human and divine natures in
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Christ to double personality ; so the Alexandrian theology
begot the opposite error of Eutychianism or Monophysitism,
which urged the personal unity of Christ at the expense of
the distinction of natures, and made the divine Logos absorb
the human nature. The latter error is as dangerous as the for-
mer. For if Christ is not true man, he cannot be our exam-
ple, and his passion and death dissolve atlast into mere figura-
tive representations or docetistic show.

A large portion of the party of Cyril was dissatisfied with
the union creed, and he was obliged to purge himself of incon-
gistency. He referred the dnality of natures spoken of in the
symbol to the abstract distinction of deity and humanity,
while the two are 80 made one in the one Christ, that after the
nnion all separation ceases, and only one nature is to be recog-
nized in the incarnate Son. The Logos, as the proper subject
of the one nature, has indeed all human, or rather divine-hu-
man, attributes, but without a human nature. Oyril’s theory
of the incarnation approaches Patripassianism, but differs
from it in making the Son a distinet hypostasis from the
Father. It mixes the divine and humnan; but it mixes them
only in Christ, and so is Christo-theistic, but not pantheistic.’

On the other side, the Orientals or Antiochians, under the
lead of John, Ibas, and especially Theodoret, interpreted the
union symbol in their sense of a distinction of the two
natures continuing in the one Christ even after the incarna-
tion, and actually obtained the victory for this moderate Nee-
torianism, by the help of the bishop of Rome, at the council
of Chalcedon.

! Cyril's true view is most clearly expressed in the following propositions (comp.
Mansi, v, 820, and Niedner, p. 864): The ¢rodpxwois was & ¢pvoixd Ewas, or be-
coming man, on the part of God, so that there is only ula cesapruuérn ¢bois ot
Adyou. ‘O @eds Adyos, évwdels capxl xad' iwboracw, dyévero Evdpwvwos, o
ourhipdn &vdplry. Mla %3y vociras pbois peTd Thr Ivwow, 3 alrob Toi Adyou
sevapxwpern. 'H Tov xvplov adpf dorww iBla Toi Oeob Adyov, obx drépov Twds wap'
abréy. The Hwoie Ta@y pboewr is not, indeed, exactly & obyxvois 7ér ¢péoenr, but
at all events excludes all 3ialpeots, and demands an absolute co-existence and inter
pemetration of the Adyes and the sdpf. The consequence of this incarnation is the
existence of a new entity, a divine-human subject, which is in nothing only God or
only man, but in everything is both in one, and whose attributes (proprietates, idio-
mwata) are not, some divine and others human, but all divine-human,
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The new controversy was opened by the party of mono
physite sentiment.

Cyril died in 444, His arch-deacon, Dioscurus (d¢«daxopos),
who had accompanied him to the council at Ephesus, succeeded
him in the patriarchal chair of Alexandria (444—451), and
surpassed him in all his bad qualities, while he fell far behind
‘him in intellect and in theological capacity.” He was a man
of unbounded ambition and stormy passion, and shrank from
no measures to accomplish his designs and to advance the
Alexandrian see to the supremacy of the entire East ; in which
he soon succeeded at the Council of Robbers. He put himself
at the head of the monophysite party, and everywhere stirred
the fire of a war against the Antiochian Christology.

The theological representative, but by no means the au-
thor, of the monophysite hcresy which bears his name, was
Eurvoees,’ an aged and respected, but not otherwise impor-
tant presbyter and archimandrite (head of a cloister of three
hundred monks) in Constantinople, who had lived many
years in monastic seclusion, and had only once appeared in
publie, to raise his voice, in that procession, for the Cyrillian
council of Ephesus and against Nestorins. His relation to the
Alexandrian Christology is like that of Nestorius to the Anti-
ochian ; that is, he drew it to a head, brought it to popular
expression, and adhered obstinately to it; but he is considera-
bly inferior to Nestorius in talent and learning. His connec
tion with this controversy is in a great measure accidental.

Eutyches, like Cyril, laid chief stress on the digine in
Christ, and denied that two natures could be spoken of after
the incarnation. In our Lord, after his birth, he worshipped

! Towards the memory of Cyril he behaved very recklessly. He confiscated his
oonsiderable estate (Cyril was of wealthy family), accused him of squandering the
church funds in his war against Nestorius, and unseated several of his relatives. He
was himself charged, at the council of Chaloedon, with embezzlement of the moneys
of the church and of the poor.

* That in, the Fortunate. His opponents gaid he should rather have been named
Atyches, the Unfortunate. He must not be confounded with the deacon Eutyches,
who attended Cyril to the council of Ephesus. Leo the Great, in his renowned letter
to Flavian, calls him “very ignorant and unskilled,” multum imprudens et nimis

lmperitus, and justly attributes his error rather to imperitia than to versutia. Sa
also Petavius and Hefele (ii. p. 800).
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only one nature, the nature of God become flesh and man.'
The impersonal human nature is assimilated and, as it were,
deified by the personal Logos, so that his hody is by no means
of the same substance (ouoovoeov) with ours, but a divine
body." All human attributes are transferred to the one sub-
ject, the humanized Logos. Hence it may and must be said:
God is born, God suffered, God was crucified and died. He
asoerted, therefore, on the one hand, the capablhty of suffer-
ing and death in the Logos-personallty, and on the other hand,
the deification of the human in Christ.

Theodoret, in three dialogues composed in 447 attacked
this Egyptla.n Eutychian type of doctrine as a beggar’s basket
of Docetistic, Gnostic, Apollinarian, and other heresies,* and
advocated the qualified Antiochian Christology, i. e., the doc-
trine of the unfused union of two natures in one person. Dio-
scarus accused him to the patriarch Domnus in Antioch of di-
viding the one Lord Christ into two Sons of God ; and Theodoret
replied to this with moderation. Dioscurus, on his part, en-
deavored to stir up the court in Constantinople against the
whole church of Eastern Asia. Domnus and Theodoret like-
wise betook themselves to the capital, to justify their doc-
trine. The controversy now broke forth with greater vio-
lence, and concentrated on the person of Eutyches in Constan-
tinople.

At a local synod of the patriarch Flavian at Constantino-

! Miay pboiv wpoaxvreiv, xal Tabrny Ocoi gapxwdivros xal dvardpwrhicarros, ot
a8 he declared before the synod at Constantinople: ‘OuoAoyd dx 3bo ¢ploewy yeyer
viiodar Tdy xlpioy Huer wpd Ths évhoews: uerd 3¢ Thy Ivemy ulay plaw duooys.
Mansi, tom. vi. fol. 744. In bebalf of his view he appealed to the Seriptures, to
Athanasius and Cyril, and to the council of Ephesus in 431.

* The other side imputed to Eutychianism the doctrine of a heavenly body, or of
an apparent body, or of the transformation of the Logos into flesh. So Theodoret,
Fab. her. iv. 13. Eutyches said, Christ had & ocdua ardpéwov, but not a sdua
&vdpé=wor, and he denied the consubstantiality of his odpf with ours. Yet he
expressly guarded himself against Docetism, and against all sppculation: ®voioroyeiy
éuavr§ ebx émirpéww. He was really neither a philosopber nor a theologian, but
ouly insisted on some theological opinions and poiunts of doctrine with great tenacity
and obstinacy.

® Henoe the title of the dialogues: 'Epawiarhs, Beggar, and IloArduoogoes, the
Multiform. Under this name the Eutychian speaker is introduced. Theodoret also
wrote an dsereyla Sxip Awdépov xal Beodipoy, which is lost.

47
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ple in 448 ' Eutyches was charged with his errur by Eusebius,
bishop of Doryleenm in Phrygia, and npon his wilful refusal,
after repeated challenges, to admit the dyophysitism after the
incarnation, and the consubstantiality of Christ’s body with
our own, he was deposed and put under the ban of the church.
On his way home, he was publicly insulted by the populace.
The council confessed its faith that ¢ Christ, after the incarna-
tion, consisted of two natures® in one hypostasis and in one
person, one Christ, one Son, one Lord.”

Both parties endeavored to gain the public opinion, and
addressed themselves to distant bishops, especially to Leo I. of
Rome. Leo, in 449, confirmed the decision of the council in
several epistles, especially in a letter to Flavian, which forms
an epoch in the history of Christology, and in which he gave a
masterly, profound, and clear analysis of the orthodox doctrine
of two natures in one person." But Eutyches had powerful
friends among the monks and at the court, and a special patron
in Dioscurus of Alexandria, who induced the emperor Theo-
dosius II. to convoke a general council.

This synod met at Ephesus, in August, 449, and consisted
of one hundred and thirty-five bishops. It occupies a notorioue
place in the chronique scandaleuse of church history. Dioscu-
rus presided, with brutal violence, protected by monks and an
armed soldiery; while Flavian and his friends hardly dared
cpen their lips, and Theodoret was entirely excluded. When
an explanation from Eusebius of Doryleeum, who had been the
accuser of Eutyches at the council of Constantinople, was pre-

1 Xdvodor évdnuotsa. Its acts are incorporated in the acts of the ocouncil of
Chalcedon, in Mansi, vi, 649 sqq.

? *Ex 800 pboeww, or, as others more accurately said, ¢» 560 ¢pdoes,—an unes-
sential difference, which reappears in the Oreed of the council of Chalcedon. Comp,
Mansi, tom. vi. fol. 685, and Neander, iv. p. 988, The first form may be taken also
In a monophysite sense.

* This Epistola Dogmatica ad Flavianum (Ep. 28 in Ballerini, 24 in Queona:
which Leo tranamitted, with letters to the emperor and the emperor’s sister,
ria, and the Robber Synod, by his legates, was afterwards formally approved at the
council of Chalcedon in 461, and invested with almost symbolical authority. It
may be found in the Opera Leonis, ed. Baller. tom. i. pp. 801-838 ; in Mansi, tom.
v. fol. 1369 ; and in Hefele (Latin and German), ii. 335-846. Comp. on it also
Walch, vi. p. 182 ff,, and Baur, i. 809 f.




§ 140. THE EUCTYCHIAN CONTROVERSY. 739

pented, many voices exclaimed: ¢Let Eusebius be burnt:
let him be burnt alive. As he has cut Christ in two, so let
him be cat in two.”* The council affirmed the orthodoxy and
sanctity of Eutyches, who defended himself in person ; adopted
the twelve anathematisms of Cyril ; condemned dyophysitism
as & heresy, and deposed and excommunicated its advocates,
including Theodoret, Flavian, and Leo. The three Roman
delegates (the bishops Julins and Renatus, and the deacon
Hilarus) dared not even read before the council the epistle ad-
dressed to it by Leo," and departed secretly, that they might
not be compelled to subscribe its decisions.” Flavian was so
grossly maltreated by furious monks that he died of his wounds
a few days later, in banishment, having first appealed to a new
council. In his stead the deacon Anatolius, a friend and agent
of Dioscurus, was chosen patriarch of Constantinople. He,
however, afterwards went over to the orthodox party, and
effaced the infamy of his elevation by his exquisite Greek
hymns.

The conduct of these unpriestly priests was through-
out so arbitrary and tyrannical, that the second council of
Ephesus has ever since been branded with the name of the
‘ Council of Robbers.”* ¢ Nothing,” Neander justly observes,*
“ could be more contradictory to the spirit of the gospel than
the fanatical zeal of the dominant party in this council for

? Conc, Chalced. Actio i. in Harduin, tom. ii. fol. 161.

* This, moreover, made reference to the famous Epistola Dogmatica, addressed to
Flavian, which was also intended to be read before the council. Comp. Hefele, ii.
352

® Leo at least asserts this in reference to the deacon Hilarus. The two other
delegates appear to have returned home before the council broke up. Renatus ddes
a0t appear at all in the Acta, but Theodoret praises him for his courage at the Synod
oA Robbers. With the three delegates Leo sent also a notary, Dulcitius.

¢ Xbwodos Aporpixh, latrocinium Ephesinum ; first so called by pope Leo in a
letter to Pulcberia, dated July 201h, 451 (Ep. 95, ed. Ballerini, aliss Ep. 75). The
official Acta of the Robber Synod were read before the council of Chalcedon, and
included in its vecords. These of themselves show dark enough. But with them
wust be compared the testimony of the defeated party, which was also rendered at
che oomncil of Chalcedon; the contemporaneous correspondence of Leo; and the
socounta of the old historians. Comp. the details in Tillemont, Walch, S8chrockh,
Neander, and Hefele.

®* Kirchengesch. iv. p. 269 (2d Germ. ed. 1847).
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dogmatical formulas, in which they fancied they had Christ,
who is spirit and life, although in temper and act they denied
Him.” Dioscurus, for example, dismissed a charge of unchas-
tity and other vices against a bishop, with the remark: “If
you have an accusation against his orthodoxy, we will receive
it ; but we have not come together to pass judgment concern-
ing unchastity.”' Thus fanatical zeal for doctrinal formulas
outweighed all interests of morality, as if, as Theodoret re
marks, Christ had merely prescribed a system of doctrine, and
had not given also rules of life.

§ 141. The Ecumenical Council of Chalcedon, A. ». 451.

COomp. the Aota Ooneilii, together with the previous and subsequent epis-
tolary correspondence, in Maxer (tom. vii.), Harpuin (tom. ii.), and
Fuons, and the sketches of Evaarius: H. E. l. ii. ¢. 4; among later
historians: Wavron; Somrdoxn; Neanper; Hererx, L o. The latter,
ii. 892, gives the literature in detail.

Thus the party of Dioscurus, by means of the court of the
weak Theodosius II., succeeded in subjugating the Eastern
church, which now looked to the Western for help.

Leo, who occupied the papal chair from 440 to 461, with
an ability, a boldness, and an unection displayed by none of his
predecessors, and by few of his successors, and who, moreover,
on this occasion represented the whole Occidental chnreh, pro-
tested in various letters against the Robber Synod, which had
presumed to depose him ; and he wisely improved the per-
plexed state of affairs to enhance the authority of the papal see.
He wrote and acted with imposing dignity, energy, circum-
spectlon, and skill, and with a perfect mastery of the question
in controversy ,—mamfestly the greatest mind and character
of his age, and by far the most distinguished among the popes
of the ancient Church. He urged the calling of a new council
in free and orthodox Italy, but afterwards adviscd a postpone-
ment, ostensibly on account of the disquiet caused in the West
by Attila’s ravages, but probably in the hope of reaching a

1 At the third session of the council of Chalcedon, Dioscurus himself was aocused
of grosa intemperunce and other evil habits. Comp. Hefele, ii. p 429.
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satisfactory result, even without a council, by inducing the
bishops to subscribe his Epistola Dogmatica.’

At the same time a political change occurred, whu,h as
was often the case in‘the East, brought with it a doctnnal re-
volution. Theodosius died, in July, 450, in consequence of a
fall from his horse ; he left no male heirs, and the distinguished
general and senator Marcian became his successor, by marriage
with his sister Pulcheria,’ who favored Pope Leo and the dyo-
physite doctrine. The remains of Flavian were honorably in-
terred, and several of the deposed bishops were reinstated.

To restore the peace of the empire, the new monarch, in
May, 451, in his own name and that of his Westcrn colleague,
convoked a general council; not, however, to meet in Italy,
but at Niceea, partly that he might the better control it, partly
that -he might add to its authority by the memories of the first
ecumenical council. The edict was addressed to the metropol-
itans, and reads as follows:

“That which concerns the true faith and the orthodox reli-
gion must be preferred to all other things. For the favor of
God to us insures also the prosperity of our empire. Inas-
much, now, as doubts have arisen concerning the true faith, as
appears from the letters of Leo, the most holy archbishop of
Rome, we have determined that a holy council be convened at
Niceea, in Bithynia, in order that by the consent of all the truth
may be tested, and the true faith dispassionately and more ex-

! Respecting this apparent inconsistency of Leo, see Hefele, who considers it at
length, ii. 887 fI.

? Who, however, stipulated as a condition of the marriage, that she still be al-
lowed to keep her vow of perpetual virginity. Marcian was a widower, sixty years
of age, and had the reputation of great ability and piety. Some authors place him,
a8 emperor, by the side of Constantine and Theodogius, or even above thom. Comp.
Leo’s Letters, Baronius (Annales), Tillemont (Emper. iii. 284), and Gibbon (at the
end of ch. xxxiv.). The last-named author says of Marcian: “The zeal which he
displayed for the orthodox creed, as it was eatablished by the council of Chalcedon,
would alone have inspired the grateful eloquence of the Catholics. But the behavior
of Marcian, in a private life, and afterwards on the throne, may support & more ra-
tional belief, that he was qualified to restore and invigorate an empire, which had
been almost dissolved by the successive weakness of two hereditary monarchs. -, .
His own example gave weight to the laws which he promulgated for the reforma
tion of manners.”
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plicitly declared, that in time to come no doubt nor divisiox
may have place concerning it. Therefore let your holiness,
with a canvenient number of wise and orthodox bishops from
among your suffragans, repair to Nicaea,on the first of Septem-
ber ensuing. We ourselves also, unless hindered by wars, will
attend in person the venerable synod.”'

Leo, though dissatisfied with the time and place of the
council, yielded, sent the bishops Paschasinus and Lucentius,
and the priest Boniface, as legates, who, in conjunction with
the legates already in Constantinople, were to represent him
at the synod, over which Paschasinus was to preside in his
name.’ .

The bishops assembled at Niceea, in September, 451, but,
on account of their turbulent conduct, were soon summoned to
CraLcEDON, opposite Constantinople, that the imperial court
and senate might attend in person, and repress, as far as pos-
gible, the violent outbreaks of the religious fanaticism of the two
parties. Here, in the church of St. Euphemisa, on a hill com-
manding a magnificent prospect, and only two stadia or twelve
hundred paces from the Bosphorus, the fourth ecumenical
council was opened on the 8th of October, and sat till the 1st
of November. In number of bishops it far exceeded all other
councils of the ancient Church,’ and in doctrinal importance is
second only to the council of Nicegea. But all the five or six
hundred bishops, except the papal delegates and two Africans,
were Grecks and Orientals. The papal delegates had, there-
fore, to represent the whole of Latin Christendom. The impe-
rial commissioners,' who conducted the external eourse of the
proceedings, in the name of the emperor, with the senators
present, sat in the middle of the church, before the screen of

! This promise was in fact fulfilled, although only at one session, the sixth.

' Evagrius, H. E. ji. c. 4: “The bishops Paschasinus and Lucentius, and the
presbyter Boniface, were the representatives of Leo, archpriest of the elder Rome.”
Besides them bishop Julian of Cos, Leo’s legate at Constantinople, also frequently
appears in the council, but he had his seat among the bishops, not the papal dele-

* There are only imperfect registers of the subscriptions yet extant, and the
statements respecting the number of members vary from 520 to 6£0.
¢ Apxorres, judices. There were six of them.,
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the sanctuary. On the left sat the R ,man delegates, who, for
the first time at an ecuinenical council, conducted the internal
proceedings, as spiritual presidents; next them sat Anatolius
of Constantinople, Maximus, of Antioch, and most of the bishopa
of the East ;—all opponents of Eutychianism. On the right
sat Dioscurus, of Alexandria (who, however, soon had to give
up his place and sit in the middle), Juvenal, of Jerusalem, and
the other bishops of Egypt, Illyricum, and Palestine ;—the
Eutychians.

The proceedings were, from the outset, very tumultuous,
and the theological fanaticism of the two parties broke out at
times in full blaze, till the laymen present were compelled to
remind the bishops of their clerical dignity.! When Theodoret,
of Cyrus, was introduced, the Orientals greeted him with en-
thusiasm, while the Egyptians cried: ¢ Cast out the Jew, the
cnemy of God, the blasphemer of Christ!” The others retorted,
with equal passion: “ Cast out the murderer Dioscurus! Who
is there that knows not his crimes?” The feeling against
Nestorius was so strong, that Theodoret could only quiet the
council by resolving (in the eighth session) to utter the anath-
emsa against his old friend, and against all who did not call
Mary ¢ mother of God,” and who divided the one Christ into
two sons. But the abhorrence of Eutyches and the Council
of Robbers was still stronger, and was favored by the court.
Under these influences most of the Egyptians soon went over
to the left, and confessed their error, some excusing themselves
by the violent measures brought to bear upon them at the
Robber S8ynod. The records of that Synod, and of the previ-
ous one at Constantinople (in 448), with other official docu-
ments, were read by the secretaries, hut were continually inter-
rupted by incidental debates, acclamations, and imprecations,
in utter opposition to all our modern conceptions of parliamen-
tary decornm, though experience is continually presenting us
with fresh examples of the uncontrollable vehemence of human
passions in excited assemblies.

8o early as the close of the first session the decisions of the

* Such tumultuous outcries (éxBofices Snuorinal), said the commissioners and
senators, ill-beseemed bishops, and were of no advantage to eitber side.
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obber Synod had been annulled, the martyr Flavian declared
thodox, and Dioscurus of Alexandria, Juvenal of Jernsalem,
1d other chiefs of Eutychianism, deposed. The Orientals ex-
aimed: ¢“Many years to the Senate! Holy God, holy
ighty, holy iinmortal God, have mercy upon us, Many
sars to the emperors! The impious must always be over-
wown ! Dioscurus, the murderer [of Flavian], Christ has
posed! This is a righteous judgment, a righteous senate, a
rhteous council | ”
Dioscurus was in a subsequent session three times cited in
n to defend himself against various charges of avarice, in-
tice, adultery, and other vices, and divested of all spiritual
ctions ; while the five other deposed bishops acknowledged
T error, and were readmitted into the council.
At the second session, on the 10th of October, Dioscurus
ng already departed, the Niceno-Constantinopolitan
bol, two letters of Cyril (but not his anathemas), and the
us Hpistola Dogmatica of Leo to Flavian, were read be-
the council amid loud applause—the bishops exclaiming :
it is the faith of the fathers! That is the faith of the
les! So we all believe! So the orthodox believe ! Anath-
0 him who believes otherwise! Through Leo, Peter
us spoken. Even so did Cyril teach! That is the true

the fifth and most iinportant session, on the 22d of Oec-
the positive confession of faith was adopted, which em-
the Niceeno-Constantinopolitan symbol, and then, passing
1e point in controversy, expresses itself as follows, almost
vords of Leo’s classical epistle:*

owing the holy fathers, we unanimously teach one and the same
Lord Jesus Christ, complete as to his Godhead. and complete as
1hood ; truly God, and truly man, of a reasonable soul and human
sting ; consubstantial with the Father as to his Godhead, and

tom. vi. 971: Alry % wig7is Tév warlpwy, abry 1 wloris rav dwoorérewm,
miorelouer, ol $p383ota ofire wiorebovaw, dvddepa 76 uY obvre msTetom

te in Mansi, tom. vii. f. 111-118, The Creed is also given by Evagrius
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consubstantial also with us as to his manhood ;' like unto us in all things,
yet without sin;* as to his Godhead begotten of the Father before all
worlds, but as to his manhood, in these last days born, for us men and for
our salvation, of the Virgin Mary, the mother of God;? one and the same

Christ, Son, Lord, Only-begotten, known sn (of) two natures* withou

' "Ousodoios is used in both clauses, though with & shade of difference: Christ’
Aomovusia with the Father implies numerical unity or identity of substance (God
being oune in easence, monoousios) ; Christ’s Aomoowsic with men means only generip
unity or equality of nature. Compare the remarks in § 180, p. 672 £

*“Eva xal alrhy vidv Tdv xipiov fuev 'L Xpwrdr Tdv adrdy dv deéryri xal v
Asor Tor alrdy Iy dvdpawéryri, Dedy EANDEs xal Erdpwror GAndes Tdr alrds, ix
$vxiis Aoywdjs [aguinst Apollinaris] xal oéuaros, duocevoior v¢ MMarpl xard THr
Debrura, xal dusoboior Tdr avrdy Huiv xard Thy &rdpunéryra, xard xdvra Suocior Huir
xwpls auaprias. :

¥ Tiis deordxov, against Nestorius. This, however, is immediately after modified
by the phrase xard TH» drdpewdryra (in distinction from xard rH» Sefryra). Mary
was the mother not merely of the human nature of Jesus, but of the theanthropie
person Jesus Christ ; not, however, according to his eternal Godhead, but according
to his humanity. In like manner, the subject of the passion was the theantbropic
person, yet not according to his divine impassible nature, but acoording to his
human nature,

¢ *Ey 300 pboeoiv, and the Latin translation, in duadus naturis, is directed against
Eutyches. The present Greek text reads, it is true, ¢ x 3%o pdoewr, which, however,
signifies, and according to the connection, can only signify, essentially the same
thing, bat is also capable of being understood in an Eutychian and Monophysite
sense, namely, that Christ has arisen from the confluence of two natures, and since
the incarnation has only one nature. Understood in this sense, Dioscurus at the
council was very willing to accept the formula éx 360 ¢boewr. But for this very
reason the Orientals, and also the Roman legates, protested with one voice against
¢ x, and ingisted apon another formula with /», which was adopted. Baur (L c. i,
p- 820 f.) and Dorner (il. p. 129) assert that éx is the accurate and original expres-
sion, and is a concession to Monophysitism, that it also agrees better (?) with the
verb yrwpl{ouer (to recognize by certain tokens) but that it was from the very be-
ginning changed by the Occidentals into &. But we prefer the view of Gieseler,
Neander (iv. 988), Hefele (ii. 451 f.), and Beck (Dogmengeschichte, p. 251), that é»
360 ¢pboeotr was the original reading of the symbol, and that it was afterwards al-
tered in the interest of Monophysitism. This is proved by the whole course of the
proceedings at the fifth session of the council of Chalcedon, where the expression
dx 8o Ppboewy was protested against, and is proved by the testimony of the abbot
Euthymius, a cotemporary, and by that df Severus, Evagrius, and Leontius of By-
gantium. Severus, the Mbnophysite patriarch of Antioch since 518, charges the
fathers of Chalcedon with the inexcusable crime of huving taught: ¢» 3be ¢éoeary
&Biaipérois yrwpieodar Tdv Bedy (see Mansi) vii. 889). Evagrius (H. E. il. 5) main-
tains that both formulas amount to essentially the same thing, and reciprocally
condition each other. Dorner also affirms the same. His words are: “The Latin
formula has ‘to acknowledge Christ as Son in two natures,’ the Greek has * to rec
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wnfusion, without conversion, without severance, and without dieision ;' the
listinotion of the natures being in no wise abolished by their union, but
‘he peculiarity of each nature being maintained, and both concurring in
»ne person and hyposrasis.® We confess not a Son divided and sundered
nto two persons, but one and the samne Son, and Only-begotten, and God-
Logos, our Lord Jesus Ohrist, even as the prophets had before proclaimed
soncerning him, and he hinself hath taught us, and the symbol of the
athers hath handed down to us.

* Since now we have drawn up this decision with the most comprehen-
sive exactness and ciroumspection, the holy and ecumenical synod * hath
>rdained, that no one shall presume to propose, orally, or in writing, an-
sther faith, or to entertain or teaoh it to others; and that those who shall
lare to give another symbol or to teach another faith to converts from
ieathenismn or Judaism, or any heresy, shall, if they be bishops or clergy-
nen, be deposed from their bishopric and spiritual function, or if they be
nonks or laymen, shall be excommunicated.”

After the public reading of this confession, all the bishops
sxclaimed: *This is the faith of the fathers; this is the faith
of the apostles; to this we all agree; thus we all think.”

The symbol was solemnly ratified at the sixth session (Oct.
25th), in the presence of the emperor and the empress. The
amperor thanked Christ for the restoration of the unity of
‘aith, and threatened all with heavy punishment, who should
hereafter stir up new centroversies; whereupon the synod
'xclaimed : ¢ Thou art both priest and king, victor in war, and
eacher of the faith,”

At its subsequent sessions the synod was occupied with the
ppeal of Ibas, bishop of Edessa, who had been deposed by .
1e Robber Synod, and was now restored ; with other cases of

iscipline; with some personal matters; and with the enact.
ient of twenty-eight canons, which do not concern us here.*

nige Christ as Son from two natures,’ which is plainly the same thought. The
tin formula is only a free, but essentially faithful translation, only that its coloring
presses somewhat more definitely still Chriat's subsisting in two natures, and is
srefore nore literally conformable to the Roman type of doctrine” (L o ii. p. 129

1 *Agvyxbrws, drpénrws [against Eutyches], adiaupérws, dxwplorws [against Nes-
ius] yrwpi{dueror.

? gis dy wpbowwoy xal play Sxéoracw.

 *H &yia xal olxovuerich aivoles.

¢ Respecting the famous 28th canon of the council, which gives the bishop of
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The emperor, by several edicts, gave the force of law to the
decisions of the council, and commanded that all Eutychians
should be banished from the empire, and their writings burned.
Pope Leo confirmed the doctrinal confession of the council, but
protested against the twenty-eighth canon, which placed the
patriarch of Constantinople on an equality with him, Not-
withstanding these ratifications and rejoicings, the peace of the
Church was only apparent, and the long Monophysite troubles
were at hand.’

But before we proceed to these, we must enter into a more
careful exposition of the Chalcedonian Christology, which has
become the orthodox doctrine of Christendom.

§ 149. The Orthodow Christology— Analysis and Oriticism.

The first council of Nicsea had established the eternal pre
existent Godhead of Christ. The symbol of the fourth ecu-

Constantinople equal rights with the bishop of Rome, and places him next after Lhim
in rank, comp. above § 56 (p. 279 f.).

! Eutyches, who, in the very beginning of the controversy, said of himself, that
he had lived seventy years a monk, died probably soon after the meeting of the
council. Dioscurus was banished to Gangrs, in Paphlagonia, and lived till 454,
Comp. Schriockh, Th, xviii. p. 498.

* Dorner judges very unfavorably of the council of Chalcedon (ii. p. 88), and
denies it all vocation, inward or outward, to render & positive decision of the great
question in controversy ; forgetting that the third ecumenical council, which oon-
demned Nestorius, wag, in Christian spirit and moral dignity, decidedly inferior to
the fourth. * Notwithstanding its 630 bishope,” says he (ii. 180), *it is very far
from being able to claim canonical authority. The fathers of this council exhibit
peither the harmony of an assembly animated by the Holy Ghost, nor that certainty
of judgment, past wavering and inconsistency, nor that manly courage in maintain-
ing & wellgained conviction, which is possible where, out of antitheses long striving
for umity, & bright and clear persuasion, sbared by the general body, has arisen.”
Kahnis (Der Kirchenglaube, Bd. ii. 1884, p. 89) judges as follows : “ The significance
of the Chalcedonian symbol does not lie in the ecumenical character of this council,
for ecumenical is an exceedingly elastic idea ; nor in its results being a development
of those of the council of Ephesus (481), for, while at Ephesus the doctrine of the
snity. here that of the distinction, in Christ’s person, was the victorious side; nor in
the spirit with which all the proceedings were conducted, for passions, intrigues,
political views, tumultuous disorder, &c., prevailed in it in abundant measure: but
It lies rather in the unity of acknowledgment which it bas received in the Church
sven to our day, and in the inner unity of its definitions.”
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] eouncil relates to the incarnate Logos, as he walked
arth and sits on the right hand of the Father, and it is
:d against errors which agree with the Nicene Creed as
:d to Arianism, but put the Godhead of Christ in a false
m to his humanity. It substantially completes the or-
x Christology of the ancient Church ; for the definitions
| by the Monophysite and Monothelite controversies ar-

nd comnparatively uneesential.
he same doctrine, in its main features, and almost in ita

words (though with less definite reference to Nestorianism
Euntychianism), was adopted in the second part of the
do-Athanasian Creed,’ and in the sixteenth century passed
all the confessions of the Protestant churches.' Like the
:ne doctrine of the Trinity, it is the common inheritance
ireek, Latin, and Evangelical Christendom ; except that
testantism, here as elsewhere, reserves the right of search-
, to ever new depths, the inexhaustible stores of this mys-
y in the living Christ of the Gospels and the apostolic

tings.'

! Comp. above § 132.

! Comp. my article cited in § 182 upon the Symbolum Quwicungue. One of the

:fest and clearest Protestant definitions of the person of Christ in the sense of the
ilcedonian formula, is the one in the Westminster (Presbyterian) Shorter Cate-
sm: “Dominus Jesus Christus est electorum Dei Redemptor unicus, qui eternus
i filius cum esset factus est homo; adeoque fuit, est eritque edvdpwwos, e [in]
turis duabus distinctis persona unica in sempiternum ;" or, as it is in English + **The
1y Redeemer of God’s elect is the l.ord Jesus Christ, who, deing the eternal Son
' God, became man, and 30 was, and continueth to be, God and Man, in two distinct
ures, and one person forever.” The Westminster Confession formulates this
asctrine (ch. viii. sec. 21) in very nearly the words of the Chalcedonian symbol:
The Son of God, the second person in the Trinity, being very and eternal God, of
ne substance and equal with the Father, did, when the fulness of time was come,
ke upon Him man’s nature, with all the essential properties and common infirmi.
es thereof, yet without sin ; being conceived by the: power of the Holy Ghoet, in
1e womb of the Virgin Mary, of her substance. 8o that two whole, perfect, and
istinet natures,—the Godhead and the manhood,—were inseparably joined together
) one person, without conversion, composition, or confusion. Which person is very
od and very man, yet one Christ, the only Mediator between God and man.”

* The Lutheran Church bas framed the doctrine of & threefold communicatic
liomatwm, and included it in the Formula Concordiss. The controversy hetween
1e Lutheran theologians of Giessen and Tiibingen, in the seventeenth century, con
erning the xrfjous (the possession), the xpfioss (the use), the xpéyus (the secret use),
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The person of Jesus Christ in the fulness of its theanthropie
life cannot be exhaustively set forth by any formulas of humar
logic. Even the imperfect, finite personality of man has a mys
terious background, that escapes the speculative comprehension ;
how much more then the perfect personality of Christ, in which
the tremendous antitheses of Creator and creature, Infinite and
finite, immutable, eternal Being and changing, temporal be-
coming, are harmoniously conjoined! The formulas of ortho-
doxy can neither beget the true faith, nor nourish it; they are
not the bread and the water of life, but a standard for theolo-
gical investigation and a rule of public teaching.'

Such considerations suggest the trne position and the just
value of the Creed of Ohalcedon, against both exaggeration and
disparagement. That symbol does not aspire to comprehend
the Christological mystery, but contents itself with setting
forth the facts and establishing the boundaries of orthodox doc-
trine. It does not mean to preclude further theological discus-
sion, but to guard against such erroneous conceptions as would
mutilate cither the divine or the human in Christ, or would
place the two in a false relation. It is a light-house, to point
out to the ship of Christological speculation the channel between
Scylla and Charybdis, and to save it from stranding upon the
reefs of Nestorian dyophysitism or of Eutychian monophy-
sitism. It contents itself with settling, in clear outlines, the
eternal result of the theanthropic process of incarnation, leav-
ing the study of the process itself to scientific theology. The
dogmatic letter of Leo, it is true, takes a step beyond this,
towards a theological interpretation of the doctrine; but for
and the xéveous (the entire abdication) of the divine attributes by the incarnate
Logos, led to no definite results, and was swallowed up in the thirty years' war. It
has been resumed in modified form by modern German divines,

} Comp. Cunningham (Historical Theology, vol. i. p. 819): ** The chief use now
to be made of an examination of these controversies [the Eutychian and Nestorian]
is not 8o much to guard us against errors [?] which may be pressed upon us, and
into which we may be tempted to fall, but rather to aid us in forming clear and def-
Inite conceptions of the truths regarding the person of Christ, which all profess to
believe ; in securing precision and accuracy of language in explaining thern, and

y to assist us in realizing them; in habitually regarding as great and actusl

rea.ities the leading features of the oonstitution of Christ's person, which the word
of God unfolds to ua.”
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this very reason it cannot have the same tinding and norma-
tive force as the symbol itself.

As the Nicene doctrine of the Trinity stands midway be-
tween tritheism and Sabellianism, so the Chalcedonian formula
strikes the trne mean between Nestorianism and Eutychianism.

It accepts dyophysitism; and so far it uuquestionably fa-
vored and satisfied the moderate Antiochian party rather than
the Egyptiaun.! But at the same time it teaches with equal
distinctness, in opposition to consistent Nestorianism, the in-
separable unity of the person of Christ.

The following are the leading ideas of this symbol :

1. A true wncarnation of the Logos, or of the second person
in the Godhead." The motive is the unfathomable love of God ;
the end, the redemption of the fallen race, and its reconciliation
with God. This incarnation is neither a conversion of God
into a man, nor a conversion of a man into God; neither a
humanizing of the divine, nor a deification or apotheosis of the
human; nor en the other hand is it a mere outward, transitory
connection of the two factors ; but an actual and abiding union
of the two in one personal life.

It is primarily and pre-eminently a condescension and self-
humiliation of the divine Logos to human nature, and at the
szme time a consequent assumption and exaltation of the human
nature to inseparable and eternal communion with the divine
person. Tho Logos assumes the body, soul, and spirit of man,
and enters into all the circumstances and infirmities of human
life on earth, with the single exception of sin, which indeed is
not an essential or necessary element of humanity, but acei-

! Accordingly in Leo’s Epistola Dogmatica also, which was the basis of the
Creed, Nestorius is not even mentioned, while Eutyches, on the other hand, is refuted
at length. But in a later letter of Leo, addressed to the emperor, A. p. 45 (Ep. 156,
ed. Ballerini), he classes Nestorius and Eutyches together, as equally dangerous
heretica. The Creed of Chalcedon is also regarded by Baur, Niedner, and Dorner
as exhibiting a certain degree of preference for the Nestorian dyophysitiam.

* *Evaydpdinnots Oeob, dvadprwots, incarnatio—in distinction from a mere cvrd-
Peia, conjunciio, or oxerich Evaous, of the divine and human, by xpdorny:s (from
wpocAaufdvw), assumptio, of the human, and érvixgais of the divine; and on the
other hand, from & ¢vowr) Ewas, or xpiais, obyxvais, or odprwais in the nense of
transmutation. The diametrical opposite of the dvavdpdwnois @eov is the heathan
dxodéwais avdpdiwov.
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dental to it. “The Lord of the universe,” as Leo puts the
matter in his cpistle, “ took the form of a servant; the impas-
sible God became a suffering man ; the Immortal One snbmitted
himself to the dominion of death ; Majesty assumed into itself
lowliness; Strength, weakness; Eternity, mortality.” The
same, who is true God, is also true man, without either element
being altered or annihilated by the other, or being degraded to
a mere accident.

This mysterious nnion came to pass, in an incomprehensible
way, through the power of the Holy Ghost, in the virgin womb
of Mary. But whether the miraculons conceptior was only
the beginning, or whether it at the same time completed the
union, is not decided in the Creed of Chalcedon. According to
his human nature at least, Christ subinitted himeelf to the laws
of gradual development and moral conflict, without which, in-
deed, he could be no example at all for us.

2. The precise distinction between nafure and peraon. Na-
tare or substance is the totality of powers and qualities which
constitute a being; person is the Ego, the self-conscious, self-
asserting, and acting subject. There is no person without na-
ture, but there may be nature without person (as in irrational
beings).! The Church doctrine distinguishes in the Holy
Trinity three persons (though not in the ordinary human sense
of the word) in one divine nature or substance which they have
in common ; in its Christology it teaches, conversely, two na-
tures in one person (in the usual sense of person) which per-
vades both. Therefore it cannot be said : The Logos assumed
a human person,’ or united himself with a definite human indi-
vidual: for then the God-Man would consist of two persons;
but he took upon himself the human nature, which is common
to all men; and therefore he redeemed not a particular man,

3 Compare the weighty dissertation of Bokrrius : De duabus naturis et una per
sona Christi, adversus Eutychen et Neslovium (Opera, ed. Basil., 1546, pp. 948-957),
in which he defines natura (@dois or odala), substantia (Sxboracis), and persona
(xpbownor). * Natura,” he says, ‘‘est cujuslibet substantia specificata proprietas;
persona vero rationabilis nature individua subsistentia.”

® Teaciov Evdpwror efAnge, 88 Theodore of Mopsuestia and the strict Nestoriane

expressed themselves



752 THIRD PERIOD. A.D. 311-590.

but all men, as partakers of the same nature or substance.' The
personal Logos did not become an individual @dpwmos, but
odpé, flesh, which includes the whole of human nature, body,
soul, and spirit. The personal self-conscious Ego resides in the
Logos. But into this point we shall enter more fully below.
3. The result of the incarnation, that infinite act of divine
love, is the God-Man. Not a (Nestorian) double being, with
two persons ; nor a compound (Apollinarian or Monophysite)
muddle being, a tortium quid, neither divine nor human ; but
one person, who,is both divine and human. Christ has a ra-
tional human soul, and—according to a definition afterwards
added—a human will," and is therefore in the full sense of the

1 As Augustine says: Deus Verbum non aocepit personam hominis, sed raturam,
et in eternam personam divinitatis accepit temporalem substantiam carnis. And
sgain: ‘‘Deus paturam nostram, id est, animam rationalem carnemque hominis
Christi suscepit.” (De corrept. et grat. § 80, tom. x. f. 766.) Comp. Johannes
Damascenus, De fide orthod. iii. ¢. 8, 11. The Anglican theologian, Richard Hooker,
styled on account of his sober equipoise of intellect *the judicious Hooker,”
sets forth this point of the Church doctrine as follows: ‘‘ He took not angels but
the seed of Abraham. It pleased not the Word or Wisdom of God to take to itself
some one person amongst men, for then should that one have been advanced which
was assumed, and no more, but Wisdom to the end she might save many built her
house of that Nature which is common unto all, she made not this or that man ber
habitation, but dwelt in us. If the Son of God had taken to himself a man now
made and already perfected, it would of necessity follow, that there are in Christ
two persons, the one assuming, and the other assumed ; whereas the Son of God
did not assume a maun’s person into his own, but a man’s nature to his own person ;
and therefore took semen, the seed of Abraham, the very first original and element
of our nature, before it was come to have any personal human subsistence. The flesh
and the conjunction of the flesh with God began both at one instant; his making
and taking to himself our flesh was but one act, 8o that in Christ there is no personal
subsistence but one, and that from everlasting. By taking only the nature of man
he still continueth one person, and changeth but the manner of his subsisting, which
was before in the glory of the Son of God, and iz now in the habit of our flesh,”
(Ecclesiastical Polity, book v. ch. 52, in Keble's edition of Hooker's works, vol. i,
p- 286 f.) In just the same manner Anastasius Sinaita and John of Damascus ex
press themselves. Comp. Dorner, ii. p. 188 ff. Hooker’s allusion to Heb. ii. 16 (od
vip 3fwov &yyérwr dwmikauBdverai, AN owépuatos "ABpadu dridauBdveras), it may
be remarked, rests upon a false interpretation, since ¢xauBdrvesda does not refer
to the incarnation, but signifies: to take hold of in order to help or redeem (as
in Sirach, iv. 11). Comp. Bondiga:, Heb. ii. 18.

* The sixth ecumenical council, held at Constantinople, 4. p. 680, condemned
monothelitism, and decided in favor of dyothelitism, or the doctrine of two wille
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word the Son of man; while yet at the same time he is the eter
nal Son of God in one person, with one undivided self-con:
sciousness. .

4. The duality of the natures. This was the element of
trnth in Nestorianisin, and on this the council of Chalcedon
laid chief stress, because this council was principally concerned
with the condemnation of Eutychianisin or monophysitism, ag
that of Ephesus (431) had been with the condemnation of Nes-
torianiswn, or abstract dyophysitism. Both views, indeed, ad-
mitted the distinction of the natures, but Eutychianism denied
it after the act of the incarnation, and (like Apollinarianism)
made Christ a middle being, an amalgam, as it were, of the two
natures, or, more accurately, one nature in which the human
element is absorbed and deified.

Against this it is affirmed by the Creed of Chalcedon, that
even after the incarnation, and to all eternity, the distinction
of the natures continues, without contusion or conversion,’ yet,
on the other hand, without separation or division,’ so that the
divine will remain ever divine, and the human, ever human,’
and yet the two have continually one common life, and inten
penetrate each other, like the persons of the Trinity.*

(or volitions) in Christ, which are necessary to the ethical conflict and victory of hie
own life and to his office as an example for us. This council teaches (Mansi, tom.
xi. 637): Ado puoixds dehvireas #Hroi deAfiuara év adry xal 3lo Puoixds dvepyelas
dBiaipérus, drpézras, dueplorews, davyxbrus . . . xnplérrouer. These wills are not
opposite to one another, but the human will is ever in harmony with the divine, and
in all things obedient to it. *Not my will, but thine be done:” therein is found
the distinction and the unity.

! *Acvyxbres and drpéwrws.

* *AdiatpéTws and dxwplorws.

3 ¢ Tenet,” says Leo, in his epistle to Flavian, “sine defectu proprietatem suam
utraque natura, et sicut formam servi Dei formam non adimit, ita formam Dei servi
formma non minuit.... Agit utraque cum alterius communione quod proprium est;
Verbo scilicet operante quod Verbi est, et carne exsequente quod carnis est. Unum
horum coruscat miraculis, aliud succumbit injuriis,”

4 Here belongs John of Damascus’ doctrine of the wepixdpnris, permeatio, cir-
ewmsmeatio, circulatio, circumincessio, intercommunio, or reciprocal indwelling and
pervasion, which has relation not merely to the Trinity, but also to Christology. The
verb wepixwpeiv is, 80 far as I know, first applied by Gregory of Nyssa (Contra
Apollinarium) to the interpenetration and reciprocal pervasion of the two natures in
Christ. On this rested also the doctrine of the cxchange or communication of at

48
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The continuance of the divine nature unaltered is involved
in its unchangeableness, and was substantially conceded by all
parties. The controversy, therefore, had reference only to the
human nature.

And here the Scriptures are plainly not on the Eutychian
gide. The Christ of the Gospels by no means makes the im-
pression of & person in whom the human natore had been
absorbed, or extinguished, or even weakened by the divine; on
the contrary, he appears from the nativity to the sepulchre
a8 genuinely and truly human in the highest and fairest scnse
of the word. The body which he had of the substance of
Mary, was born, grew, hungered and thirsted, slept and woke,
suffered and died, and was buried, like any other human body.
His rational soul felt joy and sorrow, thought, spoke, and
acted after the manner of men. The only change which his
human nature underwent, was its development to full man-
hood, mental and physical, in common with other men, accord-
ing vo the laws of growth, yet normally, without sin or
inward schism; and its ennoblement and completion by its
union with the divine.

5. The unity of the person.' This was the element of
truth in Eutychianism and the later monophysitism, which,
however, they urged at the cxpense of the human factor.
There is only one and the self-same Christ, one Lord, one Re-
decmer. There is an unity in the distinction, a8 well as a dis-
tinction in the unity. “The same who is true God,” says
Leo, ¢is also true man, and in this unity there is no deceit;

tributes, &»(300is, dvriuerdoracis, xowwrla Biwudroy, communioatio idiomatum.
The &vriuerdoracis Ta@y dvoudruy, 8180 &rriuedicracts, tronsmulatio proprietatum,
transmutation of attributes, is, strictly speaking, not identical with &sr(800:s, but a
deduction from it, and the rhetorical expression for it. The doctrine of the com-
municatio idiomatum, however, awaited a full development much later, in the
Lutheran church, where great subtlety was employed in perfecting it. This
Lutheran doctrine has never found access into the Reformed church, and least of all
the ubiquitarian hypothesis invented as a proo to consubstantiation ; although a
oertain measure of truth lies at the basis of this, if it is apprehended dynamically,
and not materially.

! The évwots xad’ dnxdoracw, or Tvwais dxoorarinh, unio hypostatica or personse
lis, unitas persons. The unio personalis is the status unionis, the result of the uni
tio or incarnatio.
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for in it the lowliness of man and the majesty of God per-
fectly pervade one another. . . . Because the two natures
make only one person, we read on the one hand: ¢ The Son of
man came down from heaven’ (John iii. 13), while yet the
Son of God took flesh from the Virgin ; and on the other: ¢ The
Bon of God was crucified and buried’ (1 Cor. ii. 8 while yet
he suffered not in his Godhead as co-eternal and consubstan-
tial with the Father, but in the weakness of human nature,”

Here again the Chalcedonian formula has a firm and clea
basis in Scripture. In the gospel history this personal unity
everywhere unmistakably appears. The self-conscionsness
of Christ is not divided. It is one and the self-same thean-
thropic subject that speaks, acts, and suffers, that rises from
the dead, ascends to heaven, sits at the right hand of God,
and shall come again in glory to judge the quick and the dead.

The divine and the hnman are as far from forming a
double personality in Christ, as the soul and the body in man,
or a8 the regenerate and the natural life in the believer. As
the hnman personality consists of such a union of the material
and the spiritnal natures that the spirit is the ruling principle
and personal centre: so does the person of Christ consist in
such a union of the human and the divine natures that the
divine nature is the seat of self-consciousness, and pervades
and animates the human.’

! Comp. the Athanasian Creed : * Sicut anima rationalis et caro unus est homo,
ita Deus et homo unus est Christus.” In the same way does Augustine express
himself, and indeed this passage in the Creed, as well as several others, appears to
be taken from him. Dr. Shedd (History of Christian Doctrine, i. p. 402) carries out
vividly this analogy of the human personality with that of Christ, as follows: *“This
wunion of the two natures in one self-conscious Ego may be illustrated by reference
to man’s personal constitution. An individual man is one person. But this one per-
son consists of two natures,—a material nature and a mental nature. The personal-
ity, the self-consciousness, is the resultant of the wnion of the two, Neither one of
itself makes the person.” [This is not quite exact. Personality lies in the reasona-
ble soul, which can maintain its self-conscious existence without the body, even as
in Cluist His personality resides in the divine nature, as Dr. Shedd himself clearly
states on p. 406.] “Both body and soul are requisite in order to a complete
individuality. The two natures do not make two individuals. The material nature,
taken by itself, is not the man; and the mental part, taken by itself, is not the man.
But only the unéon of the two is. Yet in this intimate union of two such diverse
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I may refer also to the familiar ancient analogy of the fire
ind the iron.

6. The whole work of Christ is to be referred to his person,
nd not to be attributed to the one or the other nature ex-
lusively. It is the one divine-human Christ, who wrought
niracles of* almighty power,—by virtue of the divine nature
Iwelling in him,—and who suffered and was buried,—accord-
ng to his passible, human nature. The person was the
ubject, the human nature the seat and the sensorium, of the
»agsion. It is by this hypostatical union of the divine and
he human natures in all the stages of the humiliation
ind exaltation of Christ, that his work and his merits
icquire an infinite and at the same time a genuinely human
nd exemplary significance for ns. Because the God-Man
uffered, his death is the reconciliation of the world with
3od ; and because he suffered as Man, he has left us an exam-
sle, that we should follow his steps.’ '

ubstanoes as matter and mind, body and soul, there is not the slightest alteration
f the properties of each substance or nature. The body of & man is as truly and
rely material a8 a piece of granite; and the immortal mind of a man is as truly
nd purely spiritual and immaterial as the Godhead itself. Neither the material
iart nor the mental part, taken by itself, and in separation, constitutes the person-
lity ; otherwise every human individual would be two persons in juxtaposition,
‘here is therefore & material ‘nature,” but no material ‘person,’ and there is a
aental ‘nature,’ but no mental ‘person.’ The person is the wunion of these two
iatures, and is not to be denominated either material or mental, but Auman. In
ike manner the person of Christ takes its denomination Jf tAeantAropic, or divine.
uman, neither from the divine nature alone, nor the human nature alone, but from
he union of both natures.”

1 Here also the orthodox Protestant theology is quite in agreement with the old
Jatholic. We cite two examples from the two opposite wings of English Protestan-
ism. The Episcopalian theologian, Richard Hooker, says, with evident reference to
be above-quoted passage from the letter of Leo: *“To Christ we ascribe both work-
ng of wonders and suffering of pains, we use concerning Him speeches as well of
wmility as of divine glory, but the one we apply unto that nature which He toox
f the Virgin Mary, the other to that which was in the beginning™ (Eccles. Polity,
wok v, ch, 52, vol. ii. p. 201, Keble's edition). The great Puritan theologian of
he seventeenth century, John Owen, says, yet more explicitly: “In all that Christ
lid as the King, Priest, and Prophet of the church,—in all that He did and suffered,
o all that He continueth to do for us, in or by virtue of whether nature soever it be
lone or wrought,—it is not to be considered as the act and work of this or that
mture in I[1im alone, but it is the act and work of the whole person,—of Him that
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7. The anhypostasia, impersonality, or, to speak more
accurately, the enhypostasia, of the human nature of Christ.
This is a difficult point, but a necessary liuk in the ortho-
dox doctrine of the one Gogd-Man; for otherwise we must
have two persons in Clrist, and, after the incarnation, a fourth
person, and that a human, in the divine Trinity. The imper-
sonality of Christ’s human nature, however, is not to be taken
as absolute, but relative, as the following considerations will
show.

The centre of personal life in the God-Man resides unques-
tionably in the Logos, who was from eternity the second per-
son in the Godhead, and could not lose his personality. He
united himself, as has been already observed, not with a
human person, but with human natare. The divine nature is
therefore the root and basis of the persomality of Christ.
Christ himself, moreover, always speaks and acts in the full
consciousness of his divine origin and character; as having
come from the Father, having been sent by him, and, even
during his earthly life, living in heaven and in unbroken com-
munion with the Father.' And the human nature of Christ
had no independent personality of its own, besides the divine;
it had no existence at all before the incarnation, but began
with thia act, and was so incorporated with the pre-existent
Logos-personality as to find in this alone its own full self-

is both God and man in one person.,” (Declaration of the Glorious Mystery of the
Person of Christ; chap. xviii, in Owen’s Works, vol i. p. 284). Comp. also the
admirable exposition of the article Passus est in Bishop Pearson’s Exposition of the
Creed (ed. Dobeon, p. 288 ff.).

! The Logos is, according to the scholastic terminology of the later Greek theo-
logians, especially John of Damascus, i3iosvarares, or idiovwdorares, t. e., per s
subeistens, and Sivrepidpioros, proprio termino circumscriptus. * Hec et similia
vocabula,” says the learned Petavius (Theol. Dogm. tom. iv. p. 430), “ demonstrant
hypostasin non aliena ope fultam ac sustentatam existere, sed per semet ipsam, ac
oroprio termino definitam.” Schleiermacher’s Christology therefore, on this point,
-orma the direct oppusite of the Chalcedonian ; it makes the man Jesus the bearer
of the personality, that is, transfers the proper centre of gravity in the personality
to the buman individuality of Christ, and views the divine nature as the supreme
revelation of God in Him, as an impersonal principle, as a vital power. In this
view the proper idea of the incarnation is lost. The same thing is tzue of the
Christology of Hase, Keim, Beyschiayg (and R. Rothe).




58 THIRD PERIOD. A.D. 311-590.

ronsciousness, and to be permeated and controlled by it in
wvery stage of its development. But the human nature formns
\ necessary element in'the divine personality, and in this sense
ve may say with the older Protestant theologians, that Christ
8 a persona ourderos, which was divine and human at once.!

Thus interpreted, the church doctrine of the enhypostasia
)resents no very great metaphysical or psychological difficulty.
t is true we cannot, according to our modern way of thinking,
lonceive a complete human nature without personality. We
nake personality itself consist in intelligence and free will, so
hat without it the nature sinks to a mere abstraction of
»owers, qualities, and functions." But the human nature of
f[esus never was, in fact, alone; it was from the beginning
nseparably united with another nature, which is personal, and
vhich assumed the human into a unity of life with itself.
[he Logos-personality is in this case the light of self-conscious-
1ees, and the impelling power of will, and pervades as well
he human nature as the divine."

! The correct Greek expression is, therefore, not &vvrosrasia, but dvwosresa.
'he human nature of Christ was &wwwdoraros, impersonalis, defore the incarnation,
ut became érurdoraros by the incarnation, that is, év abrj T voi ©eod Adbyov Owo-
rdoes dxoordoa, and also érepovwdoraros, and cuwvwdorares (compersonata), 4. e.,
uod per se et proprio modo non subsistit, sed inest in alio per se subsistente et
ubstantia cum eo copulatur. Christ did not assume & human person, but a humana
atura, in qua ipse Deus homo nasceretur. The doctrine of the anhypostasia, im-
ersonalitas, or rather enhypostasia, of the human nature of Christ, is already
bserved, in incipient form, in Cyril of Alexandria, and was afterwards more fully
eveloped by John of Damascus (De orthodoxa fide, lib. iii.), who, however, did not,
»r all this, conceive Christ as a mere generic being typifying mankind, but as a con-
rete human individual. Comp. Petavius, De incarnatione, L. v. ¢. 5-8 (tom. iv. p.
21 8qq.); Dorner, L o. il. p. 262 ff.; and J. P. Lange, Christliche Dogmatik, Par¢
. p. 118.

* Even in the scholastic era this difficulty was felt. Peter the Lombard says
lentent. iil. d. 5 d.): Non accepit Verbum Del personam hominis, sed natura:a,
uia non erat ex carne illa una composita persona, quam Verbum accepit, sed aocip-
ndo univit et uniendo accepit. E: A quibusdam opponitur, quod persona
wumpsit personam. Persona enim est substantia naturalis individus natures, hoe
atem est anima. Ergo &i animam assumpsit et personam. Quod ideo non sequitur,
uia anima non est persona, quando alii rei unita est personaliter, sed quando per se
st. Illa autem anima nunquam fuit quin esset alii rei conjuncta.

* The Puritan theologian, John Owen (Works, vol. i, p. 228), says of the human
ature of Christ quite correctly, and in agreement with the Chalcedonian Christolo-
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8. Orsticiem and development. This Chalcedonian Chris
tology has latterly been nubjected to a rigorous criticism, and
has been charged now with dualism, now with docetism, ac-
cording as its distinction of two natures or its doctrine of the
impersonality of the human nature has most struck the eye.'

But these imputations neatralize each other, like the impu-
tations of tritheism and modalism which may be made

gy: “In itself it is dvuwdoraros—that which hath not a subsistence of its own,
which should give it individuation and distinction from the same nature in any other
person. But it AatA ils subsistence in the person of the Son, which thereby is ils owvn,
The divine nature, as in that person, is its suppositun.”

! Dr. Baur (Geachichte der Trinititslehre, Bd. i. p. 823 f.) imputes to the Creed
of Chalcedon * untenable inconsistency, equivocal indefiniteness, and discordant in-
completeness,” but ascribes to it the merit of insisting upon the human in Christ as
baving equal dlaims with the divine, and of thus leaving the poesibility of two equal
ly legitimate points of view. Dr. Dorner, who regards the Chaloedonian statement
as premature and inadequate (Geschichte der Christologie, Bd. ii. pp. 8%, 180),
raises against it the double objection of leaning to docetism on the one hand and
to dualism on the other. He sums up his judgment of the labors of the ancient
church down to Jobn of Damascus in the sphere of Christology in the following
words (ii. 273): *If we review the result of the Christological speculation of the
ancient church, it is undeniable that the satisfying and final result cannot be found
in it, great as ita traditional influence even to this day is. It mutilates the human
patare, inasmuch as, in an Apollinarian way, it joins to the trunk of a human nature
the head of the divine hypostasis, and thus sacrifices the integrity of the humanity
to the unity of the person. Yet after all—and this is only the converse of the same
fault—in its whole doctrine of the natures and the will, it gives the divine and the
human only an outward connection, and only, as it were, pushes the two natures
into each other, without modification even of their properties. We discover, it is
true, endeavors after something better, which indicate that the Christological image
hovering before the mind, has not yet, with all the apparent completeness of the
theory, found its adequate expression. But these endeavors are unfruitful” Dr.
W. Beyschlag, in his essay before the German Kvangelische Kircheniag at Alten-
‘burg, held in 1864, concurs with these remarks, and says of the Chalcedonian dogma
“ Instead of starting from the living intuition of the God-filled humanity of Christ,
it proceeded from the defective and abstract conception of two separate natures, to
be, as it were, added together in Christ ; introduced thereby an irremediable dualism
into his personal life; and at the same time, by transferring the personality wholly
to the divine nature, depressed the humanity which in ZAesi it recognized, to a mere
unsubstantial accident of the Godhead, at bottom only apparent and docetistic.”
But Beyschlag denies the real personal pre-existence of Christ and consequently a
proper incamation, and has by this denial caused no small scandal among the
belleving party in Germany. Dorner holds firmly to the p-c-existence and incarna-
ton, but makes the latter a gradual ethical unification of t.e Logos and the human
bature, consummated ip the baptism and the exaltation of Christ.
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against the ortt odox doctrine of the Trinity when either the
tripersonality or the consubstantiality is taken alome. This,
indeed, is the peculiar excellence of -the creed of Chalcedon,
that it exhibits so sure a tact and so wise a circumspection in
uniting the colossal antitheses in Christ, and seeks to do justice
alike to the distinction of the natures and to the unity of the
person.’ In Christ all contradictions are reconciled.

Within these limits there remains indeed ample scope for
farther Christological speculations on the possibility, reality,
and mode of the incarnation; on its relation to the revela-
tion of God and the development of man; on its relation to
the immutability of God and the trinity of essence and the
trinity of revelation:—questions which, in recent times espe-
cially, have been earnestly and profoundly discussed by the
Protestant theologians of Germany.®

The great want, in the present state of the Christological

! F. R. Hasse (Kirchengeschichte, i. p. 177): *By the Creed of Chalcedon
Justice has been done to both the Alexandrian and th : Antiochian Christology ; the
antagonism of the two is adjusted, and in the dogma of the one Sedsdpwwos done
away.”

? Witness the Christological investigations of Schleiermacher, R. Rothe, Goachel,
Dorner, Liebner, Lange, Thomasius, Martensen, Gess, Ebrard, 8choberlein, Plitt,
Beyschlag, and others. A thorough criticism of the latest theories is given by
Dorner, in his large work on Cbristology, Bd. ii. p. 1260 ff. (Eng. transl. Div. 2d,
vol. iil. p. 100 f.), and in several dissertations upon the immautability of God, found
in his Jahrbiicher fiir Deutsche Theologie, 1856 and 1858 ; also by Philippi, Kirch-
liche Glaubenslehre, iv. i pp. 344-382; Plitt, Evangelische Glaubenslehre (1868),
L p. 360 ff.; and Woldemar Bchmidt, Das Dogma vom Gottmenschen, mit Beziehung
auf die neusten Ldsungsversuche der Gegensitze, Leipzig, 1865. The English
theology has contented itself with the traditional acceptance and vindication of the
old Catholic doctrine of Christ’s person, without instituting any special investigu~
tions of its own, while the doetrine of the Trinity has been thoroughly reproduced
and vindicated by Cudworth, Bull, and Waterland, without, however, being developed
forther. Dr. Shedd also considers the Chaloedonian symbol as the ne plus ulfra of
Christological knowledge, “ beyond which it is probable the human mind is unable
to go, in the endeavor to unfold the mystery of Christ’s complex person, which in
some of its aspects is even more baffling than the mystery of the Trinity ” (History
of Christian Doctrine, i. p. 408). This is probably also the reason why this work, in
surprising contrast with every other History of Doctrine, makes no mention what-
ever of the Monophysite, Monothelite, Adoptian, Scholastic, Lutheran, SBocinian,
Rationalistic, and later Evangelical controversies and theories respecting this cen
‘ral dogma of Christianity.
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sontroversy, is, on the one hand, a closer discussion of the
Pauline idea of the Aenosis, the self-limitation, self-renuncia-
tion of the Logos, and on the other hand, a truly human por
trait of Jesus in his earthly development from childhood to
the full maturity of maunhood, without prejudice to his deity,
. but rather showing forth his absolute uniqueness and sinless
perfection as a proof of his Godhead. Both these tasks can
and should be so pertormed, that the enormous labor of
deep and earnest thought in the ancient church be not con-
demned as a sheer waste of strength, but in substance con-
firmed, expanded, and perfected.

And even among believing Protestant scholars, who
agree in the main views of the theanthropic glory of the
person of Christ, opinions still diverge. Some restrict the
kenosis to the laying aside of the divine form of existence, or
divine dignity and glory ;' others strain it in different degrees,
even to a partial or entire emptying of the divine essence out
of himself, so that the inner trinitarian process between Father
and Son, and the government of the world through the Son,
were partially or wholly suspended during his earthly life.*
Some, again, view the incarnation as an instantaneous act,
consmnmated in the miraculous conception and nativity;
others as a gradual process, an ethical unification of the eter-
nal Logos and the man Jesus in continnous development, so
that the complete God-Man would be not so mach the begin-
ning as the consummation of the earthly life of Jesus.

Bugt all these more recent inquiries, earnest, profound, and
valuable as they are, have not as yet led to any important or
generally accepted results, and cannot supersede the Chalce-
donian Cbristology. The theology of the church will ever
return anew to deeper and still deeper contemplation and

} Of the 34¢a O¢ov, John xvii. §; the uopph Geob, Phil. ii. 6 1.

* Among these modern Kenotics, W. F. Gess goes the farthest in his Lehre vog
der Person Christi (Basel, 1856). Dorner opposes the theory of the Kenotics and
salls them Theopaschites and Patripassians (ii. 126 ff.). There is, however, an
essential distinction, inasmuch as the ancient Monophysite Theopaschitism reduces
the human cature of Christ to a mere accident of his Godhead, while Thomasius,
Gess, and the other German Kenotics or Kenosists acknowledge the full humanity
of Christ, and lay great stress on it
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adoration of the theanthropic person of Jesus Christ, which is,
and ever will be, the sun of history, the miracle of miracles,
the central mystery of godliness, and the inexhaustible foun-
tain of salwation and life for the lost race of man.

§ 148. The Monophysite Controversies.

L The Aocta in Maxsr, tom. vii.-ix. The writings already cited of LiBgra-
708 and Lxontius Byzanr. Evaerros: H. E. ii. v. NiorpEORUS:
H. E. xvi. 85. Prooorius (f about 552): ’Avéxdora, Hist. arcana (ed.
Orelli, Lips. 1827). Faounous (bishop of Hermiane in Africa, but
reeiding mostly in Constuntinople) : Pro defensione trinm capitulorum,
in 12 books (written A. ». 647, ed. Sirmond, Paris, 1629, and in Gal-
land. xi. 665). Fureextius FErranDUs (deacon in Oarthage, t 551):
Pro tribus capitaolis (in Gall. tom. xi.). AxasTasius 8iwarra (bishop
of Antioch, 564): ‘O8nyds adv. Acephalos. AnGELO Mar: Seript vet.
nova collectio, tom. vii. A lase, though unimportant, contribution to
the history of Monophysitism (from 581 to 588) is the Church History
of the Monophysite bishop Jor~N or ErHEsUs (of the sixth century):
The Third Part of the Eccles. History of John, bishop of Ephesus,
Oxford, 1858 (edited by W. Cureton frow the Syrian literature of the
Nitrian convent).

I[I. Peravivs: De Incarnatione, lib. i ¢. 16-18 (tom. iv. p. 74 sqq.).
Waron: Bd, vi-viii,. Bomrdoxm: Th. xviii. pp. 483-636. NxaNpEr:
Kirchengeschichte, iv. 993-1088. Gieserer: i. ii. pp. 847-876 (4th
ed.), and his Commentatio qua Monophysitarum veterum varim de
Ohristi persona opiniones . , . illustrantur (1885 and 1888). Bausm:
QGeschichte der Trinititalebre, Bd. ii. pp. 87-96. Dorngkr: Geschichte
der Ohristologie, ii. pp. 150-198. Herere (R. C.): Concilienge-
schiohte, ii. 545 ff. F. Rup. Hasse: Kirchengeschichte (1864), Bd. i.
p.177ff. A. Esearp: Handbuch der Kirchen- und Dogmengeschichte
(1865), Bd. i. pp. 268-279.

The council of Chaleedon did not accomplish the intended
pacification of the church, and in Palestine and Egypt it met
with passionate opposition. Like the council of Nicea, it
must pass a fiery trial of conflict before it could be universally
acknowledged in the church. “The metaphysical difficulty,”
says Niedner, “ and the religious importance of the problem,
were obstacles to the acceptance of the ecumenical authority
of the council.” Its opponents, it is true, rejected the Entye
chian theory of an absorption of the human nature into the
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divine, but nevertheless held firmly to the doctrine of one
nature in Christ; and on this account, from the time of the
Chalcedonian council they were called Monophysites,' while
they in return stigmatized the adherents of the council as
Dyophysites and Nestorians. They conceded, indeed, a com-
posite nature (ula ¢iois otvderos or wpla Ppiois dirrr), but not
two natures. They assumed a diversity of qualities without
corresponding substances, and made the humanity in Christ a
mere accident of the immutable divine substance.

Their main argnment against Chalcedon was, that the
doctrine of two natures necessarily led to that of two persons,
or subjects, and thereby severed the one Christ into two Sons
of God. They were entirely at one with the Nestorians in
their use of the terms ¢ nature ” and *“person,” and in reject-
ing the orthodox distinction between the two. They could not
conceive of human nature without personality. From this
the Nestorians reasoned that, because 1n Christ there are two
natures, there must be also two independent hypostases ; the
Monophysites, that, because there is but one person in Christ,
there can be only one nature. They regarded the nature as some-
thing comnmon to all individuals of a species (kowév), yet as never
existing eimply as such, but only in individuals. According
to them, therefore, ¢iois or odola is in fact always an individ-
ual existence.’

The liturgical shibboleth of the Monophysites was: God
has been orucified. This they inttoduced into their public
worship as an addition to the Trisagion: “Holy God, holy
Mighty, holy Immortal, who Aast been crucified for us, have
mercy upon us.”* From this they were also called Theopas-
chites.* This formula is in itself orthodox, and forms the
requisite counterpart to Jeordros, provided we understand by
God the Logos, and in thought supply: “according to the

3 Movopuoiras, from uérm or uia, pbous. They conceded the dx 3b0 ¢éoewr (a8
even Eutyches and Dioscurus had done), but denied the ¢» 3do ¢icesiy after the

Irwois.

2 *Buxdr.

$ “Avyios 8 Ocds, &yios Toxvpos, &yios &ddvaros, & oravpedels 3 Huds, IAéyow
fimds. An extension of the seraphic ascription, Isa. vi, 8.

¢ Qsoracyiras
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flesh,” or “ according to the human natare.” In this qualified
sense it was afterwards in fact not only sanctioned by Justinian
in a dogmatical decree, but also by the fifth ecumenical coun-
cil, though not as an addition to the Trisagion. For the the-
anthropic person of Christ is the subject, as of the nativity, so
also of the passion ; his human nature is the sea and the organ
(sensorium) of the passion. But as an addition to the Trisagion,
which refers to the Godhead generally, and therefore to the
Father, and the Holy Ghost, as well as the Son, the formnla is
at all events incongruous and equivocal. Theopaschitism is
akin to the earlier Patripassianism, in subjecting the impassible
divine essence, common to the Father and the Son, to the pas-
sion of the God-Man on the cross; yet not, like that, by con-
founding the Son with the Father, but by confounding person
with nature in the Son.

Thus from the council of Chalcedon started those violent
and complicated Monophysite controversies which convulsed
the Oriental church, from patriarchs and emperors down to
monks and peasants, for more than a hundred years, and which
have left their mark even to our day. They brought theology
little appreciable gain, and piety much harm; and they pre-
sent a gloomy picture of the corruption of the church. The
intense concern for practical religion, which animated Athana-
sius and the Nicene fathers, abated or went astray ; theological
ppeculation sank towards barren metaphysical refinements ;
and party watchwords and empty formulas were valued more
than real truth. We content ourselves with but a summary
of this wearisome, though not animportant chapter of the his-
tory of doctrines, which has recently received new light from
.the rescarches of Gieseler, Baur, and Dorner.'

The external history of the controversy is a history of out
rages and intrigues, depositions and banishments, commotions,
divisions, and attempted reunions. Immediately after the
council of Chalcedon bloody fights of the monks and the
rabble broke out, and Monophysite factions went off in schis-

! The external history of Monophysitism is related with wearisome minuteneas
by Walch in three large volumes (vi.—viii.) of his Entwurf einer vollstindigen Histo-
rie der Ketzereien, etc., bis auf die Zeiten der Reformation.
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matic churches. In Palestine Theodosius (451-453) thus set
up in opposition to the patriarch Juvenal of Jerusalem ; in
Alexandria, Timotheus Klurus ' and Peter Mongus* (454-460),
in opposition to the newly-elected patriarch Protarius, who
was murdered in a riot in Antioch ; Peter the Fuller * (463—-470).
After thirty years’ confusion the Monophysites gained a tem-
porary victory under the protection of the rude pretender to
the empire, Basiliscus (475~477), who in an encyclical letter,’
enjoined on all bishops to condemn the council of Chalcedon
(476). After his fall, Zeno (474475 and 477-491), by advice
of the patriarch Acacius of Constantinople, issned the famous
formula of concord, the Henoticon, which proposed, by avoid-
ing disputed expressions, and condemning both Eutychianism
and Nestorianism alike, to reconcile the monophysite and dy-
ophysite views, and tacitly set aside the Chalcedonian formula
(482). But this was soon followed by two more schisms, one
among the Monophysites themselves, and one between the East
and the West. Felix II., bishop of Rome, immediately rejec-
ted the Henoticon, and renounced communion with the East
(484-519). The strict Monophysites were as ill content with
the Henoticon, as the adherents of the council of Chalcedon;
and while the former revolted from their patriarchs, and
became Acephali,’ the latter attached themselves to Rome. It
was not till the reign of the emperor Justin I. (518-527), that
the authority of the council of Chalcedon was established
under stress of a popular tumult, and peace with Roine was
estcred. The Monophysite bishops were now deposed, and
fled for the most part to Alexandria, where their party was too
powerful to be attacked.

The internal divisions of the Monophysites turned especially
on the degres of essential difference between the humanity of
Christ and ordinary human nature, and the degree, therefore,

3 AIA»")M, Cat.

* Méyyos, the Stammerer; literally, the Hoarse.

® Fullo, yrapels. He introduced the formula: @eds doravpddn 3 Huds into the
Ntorgy. He was in 485 again raised to the patriarchate.

¢ "Eyxixasor. This, however, excited so much opposition, that the usurper in

477 revoked it in an dvreyxdxiior.
® *Axédaro:, without head.
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. of their deviation from the orthodox doctrine of the full con-
substantiality of the humanity of Christ with ours.' The most
important of these parties were the Severiaxns (from Severus,
the patriarch of Antioch) or PrrHARTOLATERS (adorers of the
corruptible),’ who taught that the body of Christ defore the
resurrection was mortal and corruptible; and the JuriaxisTs
(from bishop Julian of Halicarnassus, and his contemporary
Xenajas of Hierapolis) or ApaTHARTODOOET®," Who affirmed
the body of Christ to have been originally incorraptible, and
who bordered on docetism. The former conceded to the
Catholics, that Christ as to the flesh was consubstantial with us
(xatd odpra duoodaios Huiv). The latter argued from the com-
mingling (cdyxvais) of the two natures, that the corporeality
of Christ became from the very beginning partaker of the in-
corruptibleness of the Logos, and was subject to corrnptible-
ness merely xat’ oixovoulayv. They appealed in particular to
Jesus’ walking on the sea. Both parties were agreed as to the
incorruptibleness of the body of Christ affer the resurrection.
The word ¢$30pd, it may be remarked, was sometimes used in
the sense of frailty, sometimes in that of corruptibleness.

The solution of this not wholly idle question would seem
to be, that the body of Christ before the resurrection was
similar to that of Adam before the fall; that is, it contained
the germ of immortality and incorruptibleness; but before its
glorification it was subject to the influence of the elements,
was destructible, and was actually put to death by external
violence, but, through the indwelling power of the sinless
spirit, was preserved from corruption, and raised again to im-
perishable life. A relative immortality thus became absolute.*

! Petavius, L . Iib. 1. . 17, enumerates twelve factions of the Monophysites.

* ®daprordrpa: (from ¢daprés, corruptible, and Adrpns, servant, worshipper),
corrupticols,

% *A¢3aprodoxiiral, also called PRANTASIASTE, because they appesred to acknow-
ledge only a sseming body of Christ. Gieseler, however, in the second part of the
above.mentioned dissertation, has shown that the Julianist view was not strictly doce-
tistic, but kindred with the view of Clement of Alexandria, Origen, Hilary, Gregory
of Nyesa, and Apollinaris.

¢ Comp. the Augustinian distinction of immortalitas minor and immortalitas
major.
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8o far we may without self-contradiction affirm both the iden-
tity of the body of Christ before and after his resurrection, and
its glorification after resurrection.’

The Severians were subdivided again, in respect to the
question of Christ’s omniscience, into TrEODOSIANS, and TaE-
MIsTIANS, or AGNoETE." The Julianists were subdivided into
KrisToLATRE," and AKTISTETE,' according as they asserted or
denied that the body of Christ was a created body. The most
consistent Monophysite was the rhetorician Stephanus Niobes
(about 550), who declared every attempt to distinguish between
the divine and the human in Christ inadmissible, since they
had become absolutely one in him.* An abbot of Edessa, Bar
Sudaili, extended this principle even to the creation, which he
maintained would at last be wholly absorbed in God. John
Philoponus (about 530) increased the confusion ; starting with
Monophysite principles, taking ¢dois in a concrete instead of an
abstract sense, and identifying it with Umwoorasis, he distin-
guished in God three individuals, and so became involved in
tritheism. This view he sought to justify by the Aristotelian
categories of genus, speoves, and mdividuum.’

3 As was done by Aungustine and Leo the Great. The latter affirms, Sermo 69,
De resurrectione Domini, ¢. 4: * Resurrectio Domini non finis carnis, sed commutatio
fuit, nec virtutis augmento consurnpta substantia est. Qualitas transiit, non natura
defecit; et factum est corpus impassibile, immortale, incorruptibile . . . nihil re-
mansit in carne Christi infirmum, ut et ipsa sit per essentiam et non sit ipea per
gloriam.” Comp. moreover, respecting the Aphthartodocetio controversy of the
Monophysites, the remarks of Dorner, ii. 159 ff. and of Ebrard, Kirchen- und
Dogmengeschichte, 1. 268 £,

! After their leader Themistius, deacon of Alexandria; also called by their
opponents, AGNOETA, "Ayronral, because they taught that Christ in his condition of
bumiliation was not omniscient, but shared our ignorsoce of many things (comp,
Luke ii. 52; Mark xiii. 82). This view leads necessarily to dyophysitism, and
sccordingly was rejected by the strict Monophysites.

1 KrioroAdrpas, or, from their founder, Gasanirs. These viewed the body of
Christ as created, xriorés.

¢ *Axrioryral. These said that the body of Christ in itself was created, but that
by its vmion with the Logos it became increate, and therefore also incorruptible.

¢ His adherents were condemned by the other Monophysites as NioBrra,

® His followers were called PriLoroniaci, TRiTHEISTR, Philoponus, it may be
remarked, was not the first promulgator of this error; but (as appears from Assem.,
Bibl orient. tom. ii. p. 827; comp. Hefele, il. 555) the Monophysite John Askis-
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§ 144. The Three Chapters, and the Fifth Ecumenical Coun
ci, A. . 553.

Oomp., besides the literature already cited, H. Norms (R. 0.): Historia
Pelagiana et dissertatio de Synodo Quinta ceecumen. in qua Origenis et
Th. Mopsuesteni Pelagiani erroris anctorum justa damnatio, et Aquile-
jense schismsa describitur, eto. Padua, 1673, fol., and Verona, 1729.
Jorn Garnizr (R. O.): Dissert. de V. Synodo. Paris, 1675 (against
Oard. Noris). Herzre (R. O.): vol. ii. 775-899.—The Greek Acta of
the 5th council, with the exception of the 14 anathemas and some
fragments, have been lost; but there is extant an apparently contem-
porary Latin translation (in Mansi, tom. ix. 168 sqq.), respecting whose
genuineness and completeness there has been much controversy (comp.
Hefele, ii. p. 831 ff.).

The further fortunes of Monophysitism are connected with
the emperor Justinian I. (527-565). This learned and un-
weariedly active ruler, ecclesiastically devout, but vain and
ostentatious, aspired, during his long and in some respects
brilliant reign of nearly thirty years, to the united renown of
a lawgiver and theologian, a conqueror and a champion of the
true faith. He used to spend whole nights in prayer and fast-
ing, and in theological studies and discussions ; he placed his
throne under the special protection of the Blessed Virgin and
the archangel Michael; in his famouns Code, and especially in
the Novelles, he confirmed and enlarged the privileges of the
clergy ; he adorned the capital and the provinces with costly
temples and institutions of charity ; and he regarded it as his
especial mission to reconcile heretics, to unite all parties of
the church, and to establish the genuine orthodoxy for all
time to come. In all these undertakings he fancied himself
the chief actor, though very commonly he was but the instru-
ment of the empress, or of the court theologians and eunuchs ;
and his efforts to compel a general uniformity only increased
the divisions in church and state.

Justinian was a great admirer of the decrees of Chalcedon,

pages, who ascribed to Christ only one nature, but to each person in the Godhead
a separate natare, and on this account was banished by the emperor and exoommu-
nicated by the patriarch of Constantinople. Among the more famous Tritheists we
have also Stephen Gobarus, about 600.
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and ratified the four ecumenical councils in his Code of Roman
law. But his famous wife Theodora, a beauntiful, crafty, and
unscrupulous woman, whom he—if we are to believe the re-
port of Procopius '—raised from low rank, and even from a
dissolute life, to the partnership of his throne, and who, as
empress, displayed the greatest zeal for the church and fot
ascetic piety, was secretly devoted to the Monophysite view,
and frustrated all his plans. She brought him to favor the
liturgical formula of the Monophysites: “ God was crucified
for us,” so that he sanctioned it in an ecclesiastical decree
(633)."

Through her influence the Monophysite Anthimus was made
patriarch of Coustantinople (535), and the characterless Vigi-
lius bishop of Rome (538), ander the secret stipulation that he
should favor the Monophysite doctrine. The former, however,
was soon deposed as a Monophysite (536), and the latter did
not keep his promise.” Meanwhile the Origenistic controver-
gies were renewed. The emperor was persuaded, on the one
hand, to condemn the Origenistic errors in a letter to Mennas
of Constantinople ; on the other hand, to condemn by an edict
the Antiochian teachers most odious to the Monophysites:
Theodore of Mopsuestia (the teacher of Nestorius), Theodoret
of Cyros, and Ibas of Edessa (friends of Nestorius); though
the last two had been expressly declared orthodox by the coun-
cil of Chalcedon. Theodorehe condemned absolutely, but Theo-
doret only as respected his writings against Cyril and the third
ecumenical council at Ephesus, and Ibas as respected his letter
to the Persian bishop Maris, in which he complains of the
outrages of Cyril’s party in Edessa, and denies the communica-
tio idiomatum. These are the so-called ZAres Chapters, or

! Historia Arcana, ¢. 9.

* This addition remained in use among the Catholics in Syria till it was thrown
out by the Concilium Quinisexium (can. 81). Thenceforth it was conflued to the
Monophysites and Monothelites. The opinion gained ground among the Catholics,
that the formula taught a quaternity, instead of a trinity. Gieseler, i. P. ii. p. 366 fI.

® Hefele (ii. p. 552) thinks that Vigilius was never a Monophysite at heart, and
that he only gave the promise in the interest of * his craving ambition.” The mo-
tive, however, of course cannot alter the fact, nor weaken the argument, furnished
by his repeated recantations, against the claims of the papal see to infallibility.

49
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formulas of condemnation, or rather the persons and writings
designated and condemned therein.’

Thus was kindled the violent controversy of the ZAres
Chapters, of which it has been said that it has filled more
volumes than it was worth lines. The East yielded essily to
craft ard force; the West resisted." Pontianus of Carthage
declared that neither the emperor nor any other man had a
right to sit in judgment upon the dead. Vigilius of Rome,
however, favored either party according to circumstances, and
was excommunicated for awhile by the dyophysite Africans,
under the lead of Facundus of Hermiane. He subscribed
the condemnation of the Three Chapters in Constantinople, a. p.
548, but refused to subscribe the second edict of the emperor
against the Three Chapters (551), and afterwards defended ther.

To put an end to this controversy, Justinian, without the
concurrence of the pope, convoked at Constantinople, A. p. 553,
the Fifth Ecumenical Council, which consisted of a hundred
and sixty-four bishops, and held eight sessions, from the
5th of May to the 2d of June, under the presidency of
the patriarch Eutychius of Constantinople. It anathematized
the Three Chapters ; that is, the person of Theodore of Mop-
suestia, the anti-Cyrillian writéngs of Theodoret, and the letter
of Ibas,’ and sanctioned the formula “ God was crucified,” or
“ One of the Trinity has suffered,” yet not as an addition to
the Trisagion. The dogmatic decrees of Justinian were thus

! Tpla xepdAasa, tria capitula, * Chapters” are properly articles, or brief propo-
gitions, under which certaln errors are summed up in the form of anathemas. The
twelve anathemas of Cyril against Nestorius were also called rxepdiraia. By the
Three Chapters, however, are to be understood in this case: 1. The person and rit.
ings of Theodore of Mopsuestia; 2. the anti-Cyrillian w0ritings of Theodoret; 8. the
letter of Tbas to Maris. Henoce the appellation impia capitula, doeBf xepdraia.
This deviation from ordinary usage has occasioned much confusion.

* Especially the African Fulgentius Ferrandus, Liberatus, and Facundus of Her-
miane, who wrote in defence of the Three Chapters; also the Roman deacon Rusti.
ous.

* These anathemas are found in the concluding sentence of the council (Mansi,
tom. ix. 876): “ Preedicta igitur tria capitula anathematizamus, id est Theodorum
impium Mopsuestenum, cum nefandis ejus conscriptis, et que impie Theodoretus
oonscripsit, et impiam epistolam, qua dicitur Ibe.”

¢ Collect. viii. can. 10: EY 7is obx Suohoyei Tdv daravpwuévor cdpri xbpioy Huisw
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sanctioned by the church. But no further mention appears to
have been made of Origenism ; and in trath none was necessary,
gince a local synod of 544 had already condemned it. Perhaps
also Theodore Askidas, a friend of the Origenists, and one of the
leaders of the council, prevented the ecumenical condemnation
of Origen. But this is a disputed point, and is connected with
the diffien]t question of the genuineness and completeness of
the Acts of the conneil.’

Vigilius at first protested against the Conncil, which, in
spite of repeated invitations, he had not attended, and by
which he was suspended ; but he afterwards signified his adhe-
rence, and was permitted, after seven years’ absence, to return
to Rome, but died on the journey, at Syracuse, in 555. His
fourfold change of opinion does poor service to the claim of
papal infallibility., His successor, Pelagius I., immediately ac-
knowledged the council. But upon this the churches in
Northern Italy, Afriea, and Illyria separated themselves from
the Roman see, and remained in schism till Pope Gregory 1.
induced most of the Italian bishops to acknowledge the
council.

The result of this controversy, therefore, was the con-
demnation of the Antiochian theology, and the partial vie-
tory of the Alexandrian monophysite doctrine, so far as it
could bereconciled with the definitions of Chalcedon. DBut the
Chalcedonian dyophysitism afterwards reacted, in the form of
dyothelitism, and at the s22¢A ecumenical conncil, at Constan-
tinople, A. ». 680 (called also Concilinm Trullanum IL.), under
the influence of a letter of pope Agatho, which reminds us of

"Inooiv Xpiordr elvar @edy &An3urdy xal xlpior Tiis 36tns, xal &va riis &ylas 7pidBos, &
rowiros drddeua forw. “Whoever does mot acknowledge that our Lord Jesus
Christ, who was crucified in the flesh, is true God and Lord of glory, and one of the
Holy Trinity, let him be anathema.”

! In the 11th anathema, it is true, the name of Origen is condemned along with
other heretica (Arius, Eunomius, Macedonius, Apollinaris, Nestorius, Eutyches), but
the connection is incongruous, and the name is regarded by Halloix, Garnier, Jacob
Basnage, Walch, and others, as an interpolation. Noris and Hefele (il p. 874)
maintain its genuineness. At all events the fifteen anathemas against Origen do not
belong to it, but to an earlier Conatantinopolitan synod, held in 544. Comp. Hefelg,
i p. 768 f1.
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the Epistola Dogmatica of Leo, it gained the victory over the
Monothelite view, which so fur involves the Monophysite, as
the ethical conception of one will depends upon the physical
conception of one nature, ,

But notwithstanding the concessions of the fifth ecumenical
council, the Monophysites remained separated from the ortho-
dox church, refusing to acknowledge in any manner the dyo-
physite council of Chalcedon. Another effort of Justinian to
gain them, by sanctioning the Aphthartodocetic doctrine of the
incorruptibleness of Christ’s body (564), threatened to involve
the church in fresh troubles ; bat his death soon afterwards, in
565, put an end to these fruitless and despotic plans of union.
His successor Justin II. in 565 issued an edict of toleration,
which exhorted all Christians to glorify the I.ord, without con-
tending about persons and syllables. Since that time the
history of the Monophysites has been distinct from that of the
catholic church.

§ 145. The Monophysite Sects: Jacobites, Copts, Abyssinianas,
Armenians, Maronites.

Euvees. Renavoor (R. O., + 1720): Historia patriarcharum Alexandrinorum
Jacobitarum a D. Marco usque ad finem swc. xiii. Par. 1718, Also
by the same: Liturgiarum orientalium collectio. Par. 1716, 2 vols,
4to. Jos. Bma. AssEmaxt (R. O, 11768): Bibliotheca orientalis. Rom.
1719 sqq., 4 vols. folio (vol. ii. treats De scriptoribus Syris Monophy-
gitis). MiomaEL LE QuieN (R. C, $1788): Oriens Christianus, Par.
1740, 8 vols. folio (vols. 2 and 8). VEyssikre p= LA Oroze: Histoire
du Christianisme d'Ethiope et d’Armenie. La Haye, 1789. GiBeON:
Chapter xlvii. towards the end. Maxrtzi (Mohammedan, an historian
and jurist at Oairo, died 1441): Historia Coptorum Christianorum
(Arabic and Latin), ed. H. J. Weteer, Sulzbach, 1828; a better edition
by F. Wustenfeld, with translation and annotations, Gottingen, 1845.
J. E. T. Wirson: Kirchliche Statistik. Berlin, 1846, Bd. i. p. 225 ff.
JorN MasoN Nxare (Anglican): The Patriarchdte of Alexandria.
London, 1847, 2 vols. Also: A History of the Holy Eastern Church.
Lond. 1850, 8 vols. (vol. ii. contains among other things the Armenian
and Oopto-Jacobite Litargy). E. Duravrier: Histoire, dogmes, tra.
ditions, et liturgie de 'Eglise Armeniave, Par. 1859, ArTHUR PEN-
REYN STANLEY : Lectures on the History of the Eastern Church. New
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York, 1862, Lect. i. p. 92 ff. Respecting the present condition of the
Jacobites, Copts, Armenians, and Maronites, consult also works of
Eastern travel, and the numerous accounts in missionary magazines
and other religious periodicals.

The Monophysites, like their antagonists, the Nestorians,
have maintained themselves in the East as separate sects under
their own bishops and patriarchs, even to the present day ; thus
proving the tenacity of those Christological errors, which
acknowledge the full Godhead and manhood of Chriat, while
those errors of the ancient church, which deny the Godhead,
or the manhood (Ebionisin, Gnosticism, Manicheism, Arian-
ism, etc.), as sects, have long since vanished. These Christo-
logical schismatics stand, as if enchanted, upon the same posi-
tion which they assumed in the fifth century. The Nestorians
reject the third ecumenical council, the Monophysites the
fourth; the former hold the distinction of two natures in
Christ even to abstract separation, the latter the fusion of the
two natures in one with a stubbornness which has defied cen-
turies, and forbids their return to the bosom of the orthodox
Greek church. They are properly the ancient national churches
of Egypt, Syria, and Armenia, in distinction from the orthodox
Greek church, and the wnited or Roman church of the
East.

The Monophysites are scattered upon the mountains and in
the valleys and deserts of Syria, Armenia, Assyria, Egypt, and
Abysginia, and, like the orthodox Greeks of those countries,
live mostly under Mohammedan, partly under Russian, rule.
They supported the Arabs and Turks in weakening and at last
conquering the Byzantine emnpire, and thus furthered the ulti-
mate victory of Islam. In return, they were variously favored
by the conguerors, and upheld in their separation from the
Greek church. They have long since fallen into stagnation,
ignorance, and superstition, and are to Christendom as a pray-
ing corpse to a living man. They are isolated fragments of
the ancient church history, and curious petrifactions from the
Christological battle fields of the fifth and sixth centuries, com-
ing to view amidst Mohammedan scenes. But Providence has
preserved them, like the Jews, and doubtless not without de-
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sign, through storms of war and persecution, unchanged until
the present time. Their very hatred of the orthodox Greek
shurch makes them more accessible both to Protestant and
Roman missions, and to the influences of Western Christianity
and Western civilization.

On the other hand, they are a door for Protestantism to
the Arabs and the Turks; to the former through the Jacob
ites, to the latter through the Armenians. There is the more
reason to hope for their conversion, because the Mohammedans
despise the old Oriental churches, and must be won, if at all,
by a purer type of Christianity. In this respect the American
missions among the Armenians in the Turkish empire, are, like
those among the Nestorians in Persia, of great prospective im-
portance, as outposts of a religion which is destined sooner or
later to regenerate the East.

. With the exception of the Chalcedonian Christology, which

they reject as Nestorian heresy, most of the doctrines, instita-
tions, and rites of the Monophysite sects are common to them
with the orthodox Greek church. They reject, or at least do
not recognize, the filiogue; they hold to the mass, or the
Eucharistic sacrifice, with a kind of transubstantiation ; leav-
ened bread in the Lord’s Supper; baptismal regeneration by
trine immersion ; seven sacraments (yet not explicitly, since
they either have no definite term for sacrament, or no settled
conception of it); the patriarchal polity; monasticism; pil-
grimages, and fasting ; the requisition of a single marriage for
priests and deacous (bishops are not allowed to marry);' the
prohibition of the eating of blood or of things strangled.” On
the other hand, they know nothing of purgatory and indal-
gences, and have a simpler worghip than the Greeks and Ro-
mans. According to their doctrine, all men after death go
into Hades, a place alike without sorrow or joy; after the
general judgment they enter into heaven or-are cast into hell;
and meanwhile the intercessions and pious works of the living

! Laymen are allowed to marry twice, but a third marriage is regarded as forni-
cation.

! Comp. Acts xv. 20, The Latin church saw in this ordinance of the apostolic
council merely a temporary measure during the existence of Jewish Christianity.
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bave an influence on the final destiny of the depsnrted. Like
the orthodox Greeks, they honor pictures and relics of the
saints, but not in the same degree. Scripture and tradition are
with them coirdinate sources of revelation and rules of faith.
The reading of the Bible is not forbidden, but is limited by the
ignorance of the people themselves. They use in worship the
ancient vernacular tongues, which, however, are now dead
languages to them.

There are four branches of the Monophysites : the Syriap
Jacomrres ; the Coprs, including the AByssiNiaNs ; the ArRME-
N1aNs ; and the less ancient MaroNTTES,

I. The Jacoerres in Syria, Mesopotamia, and Babylonia.
Their name comes down from their ecumenical ' metropolitan
Jaocos, surnamed Barapar, or Zawzaruvs.'! This remarkable
man, in the middle of the sixth century, devoted himeelf
for seven and thirty years (541-578), with unwearied zeal to
the interests of the persecuted Monophysites. * Light-footed
as Asahel,”’ and in the garb of a beggar, he journeyed
hither and thither amid the greatest dangers and privations;
revived the patriarchate of Antioch ; ordained bishops, priests,
and deacons; organized churches; healed divisions; and
thus saved the Monophysite body from impending extine-
tion.

The patriarch bears the title of patriarch of Antioch, be-
cause the succession is traced back to Severus of Antioch ; but
he commonly resides in Diarbekir, or other towns or monaste-
ries. Since the fourteenth century, the patriarch has always
borne the name Ignatius, after the famous martyr and bishop
of Antioch. The Jacobite monks are noted for gross supersti-
tion and rigorous asceticism. A part of the Jacobites have
united with the church of Rome. Lately some Protestant

! EKewmenical, 1. ¢., not restricted to any particular province.

' From his beggarly clothing. Barddai signifies in Arabic and Syriac horse
bianket, of coarse cloth, and r{dv{aror is vile aliquid et tritwm (see Rodiger in Her
gog’s Encycl. vi. 401).

3 @ Sam. ii. 18,
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missionaries from America have also found entrance among
them.

II. The Coprs,’ in Egypt, are in nawonality the genuine
descendants of the ancient Egyptians, though with an admix-
ture of Greek and Arab blood. Soon after the council of
Chalcedon, they chouse Timotheus Alurus in opposition to the
patriarch Proterius. After varying fortuues, they have, since
536, had their own patriarch of Alexandria, who, like most
of the Egyptian dignitaries, commonly resides at Cairo. He
accounts himself the true successor of the evangelist Mark, St.
Athanasius, and Cyril. He is always chosen from among the
monks, and, in rigid adherence to the traditionary nolo episco-
pari, he is elected against his will ; he is obliged to lead a
strict ascetic life, and at night is waked every quarter of an
hour for a short prayer. He alone has the power to ordain,
and he performs this function not by imposition of hands, but
by breathing on and anointing the candidate. His jurisdie-
tion extends over the churches of Egypt, Nubia, and Abyssin-
ia, or Ethiopia. He chooses and anoints the Abuna (i. e., Our
Father), or patriarch for Abyssinia. Under him are twelve
bishops, some with real jurisdiction, some titular; and under
these again other clergy, down to readers and exorcists. There
are still extant two incomplete Coptic versions of the Scrip-
tures, the Upper Egyptian or Thebaic, called also, after the
Arabic name of the province, the Bahidic, i. e., Highland ver-
sion ; and the Lower Egyptian or Memphitic.

The Copts were much more numerous than the Catholics,
whom they scoffingly nicknamed Melchites," or Casar-Chris-
tians. They lived with them on terms of deadly enmity, and
facilitated the conquest of Egypt by the Saracens (641). But
they were afterwards cruelly persecuted by these very Sara-

! From afyvwxros, Guptos, and not, as some suppose, from the town Koptos, nor
from an abbreviation of Jacobite. They are the most ancient, but Christian Egyp-
tians, in distinction from the Pharaonic (Chem), those of the Old Testament (Mizrim),
the Macedonian or Greek (afy.), and the modern Arab Egyptians (Misr).

* Of this latter H. Tattam and P. Botticher (1852) have lately published consid:
erable fragments.

* From the Hebrew melech, king,
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cens,' and dwindled from some two millions of souls to a hun-
dred and fifty or two hundred thousand, of whom about ten
thousand, or according to others from thirty to sixty thousand,
live in Cairo, and the rest mostly in Upper Egypt. They now
in common with all other religious sects, enjoy toleration.
They and the Abyssinians are distingumished from the other
Monophysites by the Jewish and Mobammedan practice of
circumcision, which is performed by lay persons (on both sexes),
and in Egypt is grounded upon sanitary considerations. They
still observe the Jewish law of meats. They are sunk in pov-
erty, ignorance, and semi-barbarism. Even the clergy, who
indeed are taken from the lowest class of the people, are a
beggarly set, and understand nothing but how to read mass,
and perform the various ceremonies. They do not even know
the Coptic or old Egyptian, their own ancient ecclesiastical
language. They live by farming, and their official fees. The
literary treasures of their convents in the Coptic, Syriac, and
Arabic langnages, have been of late secured for the most part
to the British Museum, by Tattam and other travellers.

Migsions have lately been undertaken among them, espe-
cially by the Church Missionary Society of England (commen-
cing in 1825), and the United Presbyterians of America, byt
with little success so far.'

The AByssiNIAN church is a daughter of the Coptic, and
was founded in the fourth century by two missionaries from
Alexandria, Frumentins and Aedesius. It presents a strange
mixture of barbarism, ignorance, superstition, and Christianity.

'Boﬂntoventhdrmbighiatuimlhkﬂﬂmmovedtoeompudmh
them.

8 A detailed, but very unfavorable description of the Copts is given by Edward
W. Lane in his “ Manners and Customs of the Modern Egyptians,” 1838. Notwith.
standing this they stand higher than the other Egyptians. A. P. Stanley (Hist. of
the Eastern Church, p. 95) says of them: * The Copts are still, even in their de-
graded state, the most civilized of the natives: the intelligence of Egypt still lingers
in the Coptic scribes, who are on this account used as clerks in the offices of thelr
conquerors, or as registrars of the water-marks of the Nile.” Comp. also the ocoa-
sfonal notices of tke Copta in the Egyptological writings of Wilkinson, Bunsen, Lep
sius, Brugsch, and others.
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Its Ethiopic Bible, which dates perhaps from the first missiona-
ries, includes in the Old Testament the apocryphal book of
Enoch. The Chronicles of Axuma (the former capital of the
country), dating from the fourth century, receive almost the
same honor as the Bible. The council of Chalcedon is
accounted an assembly of fools and heretics. The Abyssinian
church has retained even more Jewish elements than the
Coptic. It observes the Jewish Sabbath together with the
Christian Sunday ; it forbids the use of the flesh of swine and
other unclean beasts ; it celebrates a yearly feast of general
lustration or rebaptizing of the whole naticn; it retains the
model of a sacred ark, called the ark of Zio), to which gifts
and prayers are offered, and which forms the central point of
public worship. It believes in the magical virtue of outward
ceremonies, especially immersion, as the true regeneration.
Bingularly enough it honors Pontius Pilate as a saint, because
he washed his hands of innocent blood. The endless contro-
versies respecting the natures of Christ, which have died out
- elsewhere, still rage there. The Abyssinians honor saints and
pictures, but not images; crosses, but not the crucifix. Every
priest carries a cross in his hand, and presents it to every one
whom he meets, to be kissed. The numerous churches are
small and dome-shaped above, and covered with reeds and
straw. On the floor lie & number of staves and crutches, on
which the people support themselves during the long service,
a8, like all the Orientals, they are without benches. Slight as
are its remains of Christianity, Abyssinia still stands, in agri-
culture, arts, laws, and social condition, far above the heathen
countries of Africa—a proof that even a barbaric Christianity
is better than none.

The influences of the West have penetrated even to Abys-
ginia. The missions of the Jesuits in the seventeenth and
eighteenth centuries, and of the Protestants in the nineteenth,
have been prosecuted amidst many dangers and much self-de-
nial, yet hitherto with but little success.’

! Especially worthy of note aro the labors of the Basle missionaries, Samael
Gobat (now Anglican bishop in Jerusalem), Kugler, Isenberg, Blumhardt, and
Krapf since 1830, Comp. Gosar in the Basler Missionsmagazin for 1834, Part 1
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III. The Armenians. These are the moset numerous, inter
esting, and hopeful of the Monophysite sects, and now the
most accessible to evangelical Protestantism. Their nationali-
ty reaches back into hoary antiquity, like Mount Ararat, at
whose base lies their original home. They were converted to
Christianity in the beginning of the fourth century, under King
Tiridates, by Gregory the Enlightener, the first patriarch and
ecclesiastical writer and the greatest saint of the Armenians.’
They were provided by himn with monasteries and seminaries,
and afterwards by Mesrob® with a version of the Scriptures,
made from the Greek with the help of the Syriac Peschito;
which at the same time marks the beginning of the Armenian
literature, since Mesrob had first to invent his alphabet. The
Armenian canon has four books found in no other Bible; in
the Old Testament, the History of Joseph and Asenath, and
the Testament of the twelve Patriarchs, and in the New, the
Epistle of the Corinthians to Paul and a Third, but -spurious,
Epistle of Paul to the Corinthians. The next oldest work in
the Armenian language is the history of their land and peo-
ple, by Moses Chorenensis, a half century later.

The Armenians fell away from the church of the Greek

and 2. Isxwmzea: Abyssinien und die evangelische Mission, Bonn, 1844, 2 Bde,
and IsxwBzré and Kmarr: Journals, 1843. Also Harris: Highlands of Ethiopia,
1844. The imported fragments of an Abyssinian translation of the Bible, dating
from the fourth or fifth century, have drawn the attention of Western scholars. Prof.
A. Dillmann (now in Giessen) has since 1854 published the Kthiopic Old Testament,
a grammar, and a lexicon of the XKthiopic language. Of the older works on Abys-
sinia the principal are LupoLrros: Historla Xthiopica, Frankf. 1681; Gxooxs:
Church History of Ethiopia, Lond. 1698, and La Crozx: Histoire du Christianisme
d'Ethiopie et d’Armenie, La Haye, 1789. They have all drawn their principal
materials from the Jesuits, especially from the general history of Tellez, published
1660.

} $wriorhs, Nluminator, He was married and had several sons. He was
argently invited to the Nicene oouncil, but sent his son Aristax in his stead, to whom
be resigned his office, and then withdrew himself for the rest of his life into a moun-
tain-cave. There are homilies of his still extant, which were first printed in 1787 in
Constantinople.

% Called Mesrop, Mjesrob, Mjesrop, and Marchtoz. Comp. respecting this man
and the origin of the Armenian version of the Bible, the chronicle of his pupil,
Moses Chorenensis, and the article by Petermann in Herzog’s Encycl Bd. ix. p
370 &£
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Empire in 553, from which year they date theirera. The Per
sians favored the separation on political grounds, but were them-
selves thoroughly hostile to Christianity, and endeavored to in-
troduce the Zoroastrian religion into Armenia. The Armenian
church, being left unrepresented at the council of Chaleedon
through the accidental absence of its bishops, accepted in 491 the
Henoticon of the emperor Zeno, and at the synod of Twin (Tevin
or Tovin, the capital at that time), held A. p. 595, declared de-
cidedly for the Monophysite doctrine. The Confessio Ar-
menica, which in other respects closely resembles the Nicene
Creed, is recited by the priest at every morning service. The
Armenian church had for a long time only one patriarch or
Catholicus, who at first resided in Sebaste, and afterwards in
the monastery of Etschmiezin (Edschmiadsin), their holy city,
at the foot of Mount Ararat, near Erivan (now belonging to
Russia), and had forty-two archbishops under him. At his
consecration the dead hand of Gregory the Kulightener is
even yet always used, as the medinm of tactual succession.
Afterwards other patriarchal sees were established, at, Jerusa-
lem (in 1311), at 8is, in Cilicia (in 1440), and after the fall of
the Greek empire in Constantinople (1461).' In 637 Armenia
fell under Mohammedan dominion, and belongs now partly to
Turkey and partly to Russia. But the varying fortunes and
frequent oppressions of their country have driven many thou-
sands of the Armenians abroad, and they are now scattered in
other parts of Russia and Turkey, as well as in Persia, India,
and Austria.

The Armenians of the diaspora are mostly successful
traders and brokers, and have become a nation and a church
of merchant princes, holding great influence in Turkey. Their
dispersion, and love of trade, their lack of political independ-
ence, their tenacious adherence to ancient national customs
and rites, the oppressions to which they are exposed in foreign
countries, and the influence which they nevertheless exercise
upon these countries, make their position in the Orient, espe-

! Respecting the patriarcha' and metropolitan sees and the bishoprics of the
Armenians, comp. Le Quien, trm. i., und Wiltsch, Kirchliche Geographie und Star
tistik, ii. p. 875 ff.
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aally in Turkey, similar to that of the Jews in the Christian
world.

The whole number of the Armenians is very variously esti-
mated, from two and a half up to fifteen millions.*

The Armenian church, it may be remarked, has long been
divided into two parts, which, although internally very similar,
are inflexibly opposed to each other. The united Armenians,
since the council of Florence, a. p. 1439, have been connected
with the church of Rome. To them belongs the congregation of
the Mechitarists, which was fuounded by the Abbot Mechitar
(1 1749), and possesses a famous monastery on the island of
San Lazzaro near Venice, from which centre it has successfully
labored since 1702 for Armenian literature and eduncation in
the interest of the Roman Catholic church." The sckisinatical
Armenians hold firmly to their pecnliar ancient doctrines and
polity. They regard themselves as the orthodox, and call the
united or Roman Armenians schismatics.

Since 1830, the Protestant Missionary, Tract, and Bible socie-
ties of England, Basle, and the United States, have labored among
the Armenians, especially among the Monophysite portion,
with great success. The American Board of Commissioners
for Foreign Missions,’ in particular, has distributed Bibles and
religious books in the Armenian and Armeno-Turkish* lan-
guage, and founded flourishing churches and schools in Con-
stantinople, Broosa, Nicomedia, Trebizond, Erzroom, Aintab,
Kharpoot, Diarbekir, and elsewhere. Several of these churches
have already endured the crucial test of persecution, and jus-

! Stanley (History of the Eastern Church, p. 92), supported by Neale and Haxt-
hausen (Transcaucasia), estimates the number of the Armenians at over eight mil-
BGoms. But Dr. G. W. Wood, of New York, formerly s missionary among them, in.
forms me that their total number probably does not exoeed six millions, of whom
about two and & half millions are probably in Turkey.

* Comp. O. F. Nxumann: Geschichte der armenischen Literatur nach den Wer-
ken der Mechitaristen, Leipzig, 1886. The chief work of the Mechitarists is the
history of Armenis, by P. Michael Tachamtschean (4 1823), in three vols., Venioce,
1784,

* This oldest and most extensive of American missionary societies was founded
4. D, 1810, and is prineipally supported by the Congregationalists and New Schoal
Presbyterians. '

¢ The Armeno-Turkish is the Turkish language written in Armenian characters
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tify bright hopes for the future. As the Jewish synagogues
of the diaspora were witnesses for monotheism among idola-
ters, and preparatory schools of Christianity, so are these
Protestant Armenian churches, as well as the Protestant
Nestorian, outposts of evangelical civilization in the East, and
perhaps the beginning of a resurrection of primitive Christian-
ity in the lands of the Bible, and harbingers of the future
conversion of the Mohammedans.'

IV. The youngest sect of the Monophysites, and the solitary
memorial of the Monothelite controversy, are the MAroNrTEs,
so called from St. Maron, and the eminent monastery founded
by him in Syria (400)." They inhabit the range of Lebanon,
with its declivities and valleys, from Tripolis on the North to
the neighborhood of Tyre and the lake of Gennesaret on the
South, and amount at most to half a million. They have also
small churches in Aleppo, Damascus, and other places. They
are pure Syrians, and still use the Syriac language in their
liturgy, but speak Arabic. They are subject to a patriarch,
who commonly resides in the monastery of Kanobin on Mt.
Lebanon. They were originally Monothelites, even after the
doctrine of one will of Christ, which is the ethical complement
of the doctrine of one nature, had been rejected at the sixth
ecumenical council (A. p. 680). But after the Crusades (1182),
and especially after 1596, they began to go over to the Roman

1 Compare, respecting the Armenian mission of the American Board, the pub-
lications of this Society ; EL1 Surrr and H. G. 0. Dwigar: Missionary Researches in
Armenia, Boston, 1838; Dr. H, G. O. Dwierr: Christianity revived in the East,
New York, 1850; H. Nxwcons: Cyclopesedia of Missions, pp. 124-184. The prin-
cipal missionaries among the Armenians are H. G. 0. Dwight, W. Goodell, C. Ham-
lin, G. W. Wood, E. Riggs, D. Ladd, P. O. Powers, W, G. Schauffler (a Wiirtem-
berger, but educated at the Theol. Seminary of Andover, Mass.), and Benj. Schnei-
der (s German from Pennsylvania, but likewise a graduate of Andover).

! He is probably the same Maron whose life Theodoret wrote, and to whom
Chrysostom addressed a letter when in exile. He is not to be confounded with the
later John Maron, of the seventh century, who, acoording to the legendary traditions
of the Catholic Maronites, acting as papal legate at Antioch, converted the whole of
Lebanon to the Roman church, and became their first patriarch. The name
¢ Maronites” ocours first in the eighth century, and that as a name of hevetics, in
John of Namascus.
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church, although retaining the communion under both kinds,
their Syriac miseal, the marriage of priests, and their tradi-
tional fast-days, with somec saints of their own, especially St.
Maron.

From these came, in the eighteenth centnry, the three cele-
brated Oriental scholars, the Assemani, Joseph S8imon (t 1768),
his brother Joseph Aloysius, and their consin Stephen Evodius.
These were born on Mt. Lebanon, and educated at the Ma-
ronite college at Rome.

There are also Maronites in Syria, who abhor the Roman
church.'

IV. Tae ARTBEROPOLOGIOAL CONTROVERSIES.

WORKS ON THE PELAGIAN CONTROVERSY IN GENERAL

SOURCES:

L Prracrvs: Expositiones in epistolas Paulinas (composed before 410);
Epistola ad Demetriadem, in 80 chapters (written a. . 418); Libellus
fidei ad Innocentium I. (417, also falsely called Explanatio Symboli ad
Damasum). These three works have been preserved complete, as
supposed works of Jerome, and have been incorporated in the Opera
of this father (tom. xi. ed. of Vallarsius). Of the other writings of
Pelagius (De natura; De libero arbitrio; Capitula; Epist. ad Innocent.
1., which accompanied the Libellus fidei), we have only fragments in
the works of his opponents, especially Augustine. In fike manner we
have only fragments of the writings of Cxvrestrus: Definitiones;
S8ymbolum ad Zosimum; and of Jurianvs or EoLanun: Libri iv. ad
Turbantium episcopum contra Augustini primum de nuptiis; Libri
viii. ad Florum contra Aungustini secundum de nuptiis. Large and
literal extracts in the extended replies of Augustine to Julian.

[I. Avetstinus: De pecoatorum meritis et remissione (412) ; De spiritu et
litera (418) ; De natura et gratia (415); De gestis Pelagii (417); De
gratia Christi et de peccato originali (418) ; De nuptiis et concupiscen-
tia (419); Contra duas Epistolas Pelagianorum (420); Contra Julia-
num, libri vi. (421); Opus imperfectum contra Julianum (429); De

! Respecting the present condition of the Maronites, comp. also Robinson’s
Palestine, Ritter’s Erdkunde, Bd. xvii. Abtheil. 1, and Radiger's article in Herzog’s
Encycl Bd. x. p. 176 ff. A few years ago (1860), the Maronites drew upon them-
selves the sympathies of Christendom by the oruelties which their old hereditary
enemies, the Druses, perpetrated upon them.

A



784 THIRD PERIOD., A.D. 311-590.

gratia et libero arbitrio (426 or 427); De correptione et gratia (427);
De pradestinatione sanctornm (428 or 429); De dono persovoranties
(429) ; and other anti-Pelagian writings, which are collected in the
10th volume of his Opera, in two divisions, ed. Bened. Par. 1690, and
again Venet. 1788, (It is the Venice Bened. edition from which [
have quoted throughout in this section. In Migne's edition of Aug.,
Par. 1841, the anti-Pelagian writings form likewise the tenth tomus
of 1912 pages.) Hieroxymus: Ep. 188 (in Vallarsi's, and in Migne's
ed.; or, Ep. 43 in the Bened. ed.) ad Ctesiphontem (815); Dialogi
oontra Pelagianos, libri iii. (Opera, ed. Vallars. vol. ii. f 698806, and
ed. Migne, ii. 405-590). = P. Orosrus: Apologeticus c. Pelag. libri iii.
(Opera, ed. Haverkamp). Marivs MERCATOR, & learned Latin monk in
Constantinople (428—451): Commonitoria, 429, 481 (ed. Baluz. Paris,
1684, and Migne, Par. 1846). Collection of the Acta in Maxsi, tom. iv.

LITERATURE:

@x318. Jon. Vossivs: Hist. de controversiis, quas Pelagins ejusque reliquis®
moverunt, libri vii. Lugd. Batav. 1618 (auct. ed. Amstel. 1655).
COardinal Hewr. Norisivs: Historia Pelagiana et dissert. de S8ynodo
Quinta (Ecumen. Batavii, 1678, fol. (and in Opera, Veron. 1729,
,L). Gaenigr (Jesuit): Dissert. vii. quibus integra continentur Pela-
gianorum hist. (in his ed. of the Opera of Marius Mercator, i. 118).
The Prafatio to the 10th vol. of the Benedictine edition of Angustine's
Opera. Corn. Jansexivs (f1688): Augustinus, sive doctrina 8.
Angustini de humans naturs sanitate, sgritudine, mmedicina, adv.
Pelagianos et Massilienses. Lovan. 1640, fol. (He read Augustine
twenty times, and revived his system in the Oatholic church.) TiLLE-
MoNT: ME€moires, eto. Tom. xiii. pp. 1-1075, which is entirely de-
voted to the life of Augustne. COm. WiLa. Fr. Warca: Ketzerhisto-
rie. Leipz. 1770, Bd. iv. and v. BScartokm: Kirchengeschichte.
Parts xiv. and xv. (1790). G.F. Wieaxzxs (sen.): Versuch einer prag-
matischen Darstellung des Augustinismus und Peclagianismus, in
gwei Theilen. Hamburg, 1838. (The first part appeared 1821 in Ber-
lin; the second, which treats of Semi-Pelagianism, in 1838 at Hamburg.
The common title-page bears date 1838. The first part has also been
translated into English by Prof. EmMersoN, Andover, 1840). J. L.
Jaconr: Die Lehre des Pelagius., Leipzig, 1842. F. Bomrineer: Die
Kirche Christi in Biographien. Bd. i. Th. 8, pp. 444-626, Zurich, 1845.
Gieserer: Kirchengeschichte. Bd.i. Abth. 2 pp. 106-181 (4th ed. 18485,
entirely favorable to Pelagianism). Neawper: Kirchengeschichte.
Bd. iv. (2d ed. 1847, more Augustinian). Somarr: The Pelagian
Oontroversy, ir. the Bibliotheca Sacra, Andover, May, 1848 (No.
xviii.). TrEOD. GANeaUF: Metaphysische Psychologie des heiligen
Augustinus. Augsb. 1852. Thorough, but not completed. H. Hamt
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Miuxaw: History of Latin Ohristianity. New York, 1860, vol. i. ch.
ii. pp. 164-194. Jur. MLier: Die christliche Lehre von der Stnde.
Bresl. 1838, 5th ed. 1866, 3 vols. (An English translation by Pulgford,
Edinburgh.) ThE saME: Der Pelagianismus. Berlin, 1854. (A brief.
but admirable essay.) Herere: Conciliengeschichte. Bd. ii. 1856
p- 91 . W.CunminemAM: Historical Theology. Edinburgh, 1868,
vol. i pp. 821-858. Fe WortER (R. C.): Der Pelagianismus nach
seinem Ursprong und seiner Lehre. Freiburg, 1866. NoURRISSON:
La philosophie de S. Augustin. Par. 1866, 2 vols. (vol. i. 452 ff.; ii.
852 ff.). Comp. also the literature in §178, and the relevant chap-
ters in the Doctrine-Histories of MtwsomEr, BauMaARTEN-ORruSIUS,
HaaxNBaoH, NEANDER, BAUR, BEoX, SHEDD.

§ 146. Characier of the Pelagian Controversy.

While the Oriental Church was exhausting her energies in
the OChristological controversies, and, with the help of the
West, was developing the ecumenical doctrine of the person
of Christ, the Latin church was occupied with the great an-
thropological and soteriological questions of sin and grace, and
was bringing to light great treasures of truth, without either
help from the Eastern church or influence upon her. +The
third ecumenical council, it is true, condemned Pelagiunism,
but without carefnl investigation, and merely on account of its
casnal connection with Nestorianisin. The Greek historians,
Socrates, Sozomen, Theodoret, and Evagrius, although they treat
of that period, take not the slightest notice of the Pelagian
controversies. In this fact we see the predominantly practical
character of the West, in contradistinction to the contempla-
tive and speculative East. Yet the Christological and anthro-
pologico-soteriological controversies are vitally conunected,
since Christ became man for the redemption of man. The
person and the work of the Redeemer presuppose on the one
hand man’s capability of redemption, and on the other his
need of redemption. Manicheeism denies the former, Pelagian-
ism the latter. In opposition to these two fundamental anthro-
pological heresies, the church was called to develope the whole
truth.

Before Augustine the anthropology of the church was ex-

eeedingly crude and indefinite. There was a general agree-
50
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ment as to the apostasy and the moral accountability of man,
the terrible curse of sin, and the necessity of redeeming grace ;
but not as to the extent of native corruption, and the relation
of human fre.dom to divine grace in the work of regeuneration
and conversion. The Greek, and particularly the Alexandrian
fathers, in opposition to the dualism and fatalism of the Gnos-
tic systems, which made evil a necessity of nature, laid great
stress upon human freedom, and upon the indigpensable codpe-
ration of this freedom with divine grace; while the Latin
fathers, especially Tertullian and Cyprian, Hilary and Am-
brose, guided rather by their practical experience than by
speculative principles, emphasized the hereditary sin and
hereditary guilt of man, and the sovereignty of God’s grace,
without, however, denying freedom and individual accounta-
bility.! The Greek church adhered to her undeveloped syner-
gism,' which codrdinates the buman will and divine grace as
factors in the work of conversion ; the Latin church, under the
influence of Augustine, advanced to the system of a divine
monergism,’ which gives God all the glory, and makes freedom
itself a result of grace; while Pelagianism, on the contrary,
represented the principle of a Auman monergism, which as-
cribes the chief merit of conversion to man, and reduces graco
to » mere external auxiliary. After Augustine’s death, how-
ever, the intermediate system of Semi-Pelagianism, akin to
the Greek synergism, became prevalent in the West.
Pelagius and Augustine, in whom these opposite forms of
' monergism were embodied, are representative men, even more
strictly than Arius and Athanasius before them, or Nestorius
and Cyril after them. The one, a Briton, more than once
eonvulsed the world by his errors; the other, an African, more
than once by his truths. They represented principles and

* On the anthropology of the ante-Nicene and Nicene fathers, comp. the rele-
vant sections in the larger works on Doctrine History, and Wiggers, 1. ¢. vol i. p.
407 £, ‘

? From oi» and ¥pyov. There are, it may be remarked, different forms of syn-
ergism. The synergism of Melanchthon subordinates the human activity to the
divine, and assigns to grace the initiative in the work of conversion,

* From uévov and &yor.
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* tendencies, which, in various modifications, extend through
the whole history of the church, and reappear in its suc-
eessive epochs. The Gottschalk controversy in the ninth
century, the Reformation, the synergistic controversy in thu
Latheran church, the Arminian in the Reformed, and the Jan-
senistic in the Roman Catholic, only reproduce the same great
contest in new and specific aspects. Each system reflects the
personal character and experience of its author. Pelagius was
an upright monk, who without inward conflicts won for him-
self, in the way of tranquil development, a legal piety which
knew neither the depths of sin nor the heights of grace.
Augustine, on the other hand, passed through sharp convul-
sions and bitter conflicts, till he was overtaken by the unmerit-
ed grace of God, and created anew to a life of faith and love.
Pelagius had a singularly clear, though contracted mind, and
an earnest moral purpose, but no enthusiasm for lofty ideals;_
and hence he found it not hard to realize his lower standard of
holiness. Awugustine had a bold and soaring intellect, and
glowing heart, and only found peace after he had long been
tossed by the waves of passion ; he had tasted all the misery
of sin, and then all the glory of redemption, and this experi-
ence qualified him to understand and set forth these antagonis-
tic powers far better than his opponent, and with a strength
and fulness surpassed only by the inspired apostle Paul. In-
deed, Augustine, of all the fathers, most resembles, in experi-
ence and doctrine, this very apostle, and stands next to him in
his influence upon the Reformers.

The Pelagian controversy turns upon the mighty antithesis
of sin and grace. It embraces the whole cycle of doctrine
respecting the ethical and religious relation of man to God,
and includes, therefore, the doctrines of human freedom, of
the primitive state, of the fall, of regeneration and conversion,
of the eternal purpose of redemption, and of the nature and
operation of the grace of God. It comes at last to the ques-
tion, whether redemption is chiefly a work of God or of man;
whether man needs to be born anew, or merely improved.
The soul of the Pelagian system is human freedom; the soul

of the Augustinian is divine grace. Pelagius starts from the .
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natural man, and works up, by his own exertions, to righteons
ness and holiness. Augustine despairs of the moral sufficiency
of man, and derives the new life and all power for good from
the creative grace of God. The one system proceeds from the
liberty of choice to legalistic piety ; the other from the bond-
age of sin to the evangelical liberty of the children of God.
To the former Christ is merely a teacher and example, and
grace an external auxiliary to the development of the native
powers of man; to the latter he is also Priest and King,
and grace a creative principle, which begets, nourishes, and
consummates a new life. The former makes regeneration and
conversion a gradual process of the strengthening and perfect-
ing of human virtne; the latter makes it a complete transfor-
mation, in which the old disappears and all becomes new. The
one loves to admire the dignity and strength of man; the
other loses itself in adoration of the glory and omnipotence of
God. The one flatters natural pride, the other is a gospel for
penitent publicans and sinners. Pelagianism begins with
self-exaltation and ends with the sense of self-deception and
impotency. Augustinianism casts man first into the dust of
humiliation and despair, in order to lift him on the wings of
grace to supernatural strength, and leads him through the hell
of self-knowledge up to the heaven of the knowledge of God.
The Pelagian system is clear, sober, and intelligible, but super-
ficial ; the Augnstinian sounds the depths of knowledge and
experience, and renders reverential homage to mystery. The
former is grounded upon the philosophy of common scnse,
which is indispensable for ordinary life, but has no pereeption
of divine things ; the latter is grounded upon the philosophy
of the regenerate reason, which breaks through the limits of
naturc, and penetrates the depths of divine revelation. The
{ormer starts with the proposition : Intellectus pracedit fidem ;
the latter with the opposite maxim : Fides pracedit iniellec-
tum. Both make use of the Scriptures; the one, however, con-
forming them to reason, the other subjecting reason to them.
Pelagianism has an unmistakable affinity with rationalism, and
supplies its practical side. To the natural will of the former
system corresponds the natural reason of the latter; and as
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the nataral will, according to Pelagianism, is competent to
good, so is the natoral reason, according to rationalism, compe-
tent to the knowledge of the truth. All rationalists are Pela
gian in their anthropology; but Pelagius and Ceelestins
were not consistent, and declared their agreement with the
traditional orthodoxy in all other doctrines, though with-
out entering into their deeper meaning and connection.
Even divine mysteries may be belicved in a purely external,
mechanical way, by inheritance from the past, as the history
of theology, especially in the East, abundantly proves.

The true solution of the difficult question respecting the
relation of divine grace to human freedom in the work of con-
version, is not found in the denial of either factor; for this
would either elevate man to the dignity of a self-redeemer, or
degrade him to an irrational machine, and would ultimately
issue either in fatalistic pantheism or in atheism ; but it mnust
be sought in such a reconciliation of the two factors as gives
fall weight both to the sovereignty of God and to the responsi-
bility of man, yet assigns a preéminence to the divine agency
corresponding to the infinite exaltation of the Creator and
Redeemer above the sinful creature. And althongh Augus-
tine’s solution of the problem is not altogether satisfactory,
and although in his zeal against the Pelagian error he has in-
clined to the opposite extreme; yet in all essential points, he
has the Scriptures, especially the Epistles of Paul, as well as
Christian experience, and the profoundest speculation, on his
sidee. Whoever reads the tenth volume of his works, which
contains his Anti-Pelagian writings in more than fourteen hun-
dred folio columns (in the Benedictine edition), will be moved
to wonder at the extraordinary wealth of thought and experi-
ence treasured in them for all time; especially if he considers
that Augustine, at the breaking out of the Pelagian controver-
8y, was already fifty-seven years old, and had passed through
the Manichzan and Donatist controversies. Such giants in
theology conld only arise in an age when this queen of the
sciences drew into her service the whole mental activity of
the time.

The Pelagian controversy was conducted with as great an
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expenditure of neutal energy, and as much of moral and
religious earnestness, but with less passion and fewer intrigues,
than the Trinitarian and Christological conflicts in the East.
In the foregronnd stood the mighty genius and pure zeal of
Augustine, who never violated theologieal dignity, and, though
of thoroughly energetic convictions, had a heart full of love.
Yet even he yielded so far to the intolerant spirit of his time
as to justify the repression of the Donatist and Pelagian errors
by civil penalties.

§ 147. Ewternal History of the Pelagian Controversy,
A. D. 411-431. '

Pelagius' was a simple monk, born about the middle
of the fourth century in Britain, the extremity of the then
civilized world. He was a man of clear intellect, mild dispo-
sition, learned culture, and spotless character; even Augus-
tine, with all his abhorrence of his doctrines, repeatedly
speaks respectfully of the man,” He studied the Greek theolo-
gy, especially that of the Antiochian school, and early showed
great zeal for the improvement of himeelf and of the world.
But his morality was not so much the rich, deep life of faith,
us it was the external legalism, the ascetic self-discipline and
self-righteousness of monkery. It was characteristic, that,
even before the controversy, he took great offence at the well-
known saying of Augustine: * Give what thou commandest,
and command what thou wilt.”* He could not conceive, that

! His British name is said to have been Morgan, that is, Of the sea, Marigena,
ip Greek TleAdyios.

' Comp. the passages where Augustine speaks of Pelagius, in Wiggers, L ¢. i
p. 85 f. Yet Augustine, not without reason, accuses him of duplicity, on wo-
ovunt of his conduct at the synod of Diospolis in Palestine. Wiggers (L p. 40)
pays of him: “It must be admitted that Pelagius was not always sufficiently
straightforward ; that he did not always express his views without ambiguity ; that,
In fact, he sometimes in synods condemned opinions which w re manifestly his own.
This may have arisen, it is true, in great part from his love of peace and the slight
value which he attached to theoretical opinions.”

' “Da quod jubes, et jube quod vis,” Confess, L. x. ¢. 29, et passim. Augus
tine himself relates the above-mentioned fact, De dono persev. c. 20 (or § 53, tom.
x f. 851): “Quee mea verba, Pelagius Rome, cum'a quodam fratre et co®piscope
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the power to obey the commandment must come from the samne
source a8 the commandment itself. Faith, with him, was
hardly more than a theoretical belief; the main thing in relig
ion was moral action, the keeping of the commandinents of
God by one’s own strength. This is also shown in the intro
ductory remarks of his letter to Demetrias, a noble Roman
nun, of the gens Anicia, in which he describes a model virgin
as a proof of the excellency of human nature: * As often as 1
have to speak concerning moral improvement and the leading
of a holy life, I am accustomed first to set forth the power and
quality of human nature, and to show what it can accomplish.’
For never are we able to enter upon the path of the virtues,
unless hope, as companion, draws us to them. For every
longing after anything dies within us, so soon as we despair of
attaining that thing.”

In the year 409, Pelagius, already advanced in life, was in
Rome, and composed a brief commentary on the Epistles of
Paul. This commentary, which has been preserved among the
works of Jerome, displays a clear and sober exegetical talent.’
He labored quietly and peacefully for the immprovement of the
corrupt morals of Rome, and converted the advocate Coelestius,

meo fuissent eo presente commemorata, ferre non potuit, et contradicens aliquanto
commotius pene cum eo, qui illa commemoraverat, litigavit,”

} “8pleo prius humanse naturss vim qualitatemque monstrare, et quid efficere
possit, ostendere.” Ep. ad Demetr. c. 2.

* It found its way among the works of Jerome (tom. xi. ed. Vallars., and in
Migne’s edition, tom. xi. f. 643-902) before the breaking out of the controversy, but
has received doctrinal emendations from Cassiodorus, at least in the Epistle to the
Romans. The confounding of Pelagius with Jerome arose partly from his accom-
modation to the ecolesiastical terminology, partly from his actual agreement with
the prevailing tendency of monasticiem. It is remarkable that both wrote an
ascetic letter to the nun Demetrias. Comp. Jerome, Ep. 180 (ed. Vallarsi, and
Migne, or 97 in the Bened. ed.) ad Demetriadem de servanda Virginitate (written
in 414). Bhe bhad also correspondence with Augustine. Semler has published
the letters of Augustine, Jerome, and Pelegius to Demetrias in a separate form
(Halle, 1775). Some have also ascribed to Pelagius the ascetic Epistola ad Celan-
tiam matronam de ratione pie vivendi, which, like his Ep. ad Demetriadem, has
found its way into the Epistles of Jerome (Ep. 148 in Vallarsi's ed. tom. i. 1093,
and in Migne's ed. tom. L 1204). The monasticism of Pelagius, however, was
much oooler, more sober, and more philosophical than that of the enthusiastig
Jerome, inclined as he was to all manner of extravagances.
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of distingnished, but otherwise unknown birth, to his monastie
life, and to his views. It was from this man, younger, more
gkilful in argument, more ready for controversy, and more
rigorously consistent than his teacher, that the controversy
took its rise. Pelagius was the moral author, Cmlestius the in-
tellectual author, of the system represented by them." They
did not mean actually to found a new system, but believed
themnselves in accordance with Scripture and established doe-
trine. They were more concerned with the ethical side of
Christianity than with the dogmatic; but their endeavor
after moral perfection was based upon certain views of the
patural power of the will, and these views proved to be in
conflict with anthropological principles which had been devel-
oped in the African church for the previous ten years under
the influence of Augustine.

In the year 411, the two friends, thus united in sentiment,
left Rome, to escape the dreaded Gothic King Alaric, and
went to Africa. They passed through Hippo, intending tc
visit Augustine, but found that he was just then at Carthage,
occupied with the Donatists. Pelagins wrote him a very
courteous letter, which Angustine answered in a similar tone;
intimating, however, the importance of holding the true doc-
trine concerning sin. “ Pray for me,” he said, “that God
may really make e that which you already take me to be.”
Pelagius soon proceeded to Palestine. Cecelestius applied for
presbyters’ orders in Carthage, the very place where he had
most recason to expect opposition. This inconsiderate step
brought on the crisis. He gained many friends, it is true, by
his talents and his ascetic zeal, but at the same time awakened
suspicion by his novel opinions.

The deacon Paulinus of Milan, who was just then in Car

! To this extent Pelagius and Ccelestiusa appear to sustain a relation to Pela-
gianism similar to that which Dr. Pusey and John Henry Newman did to Puseyism,
Jerorne (in his letter to Ctesiphon) says of Ccelestius, that he was, although the
disciple of Pelagius, yet teacher and leader of the whole array (magister et totius
ductor exercitus). Augustine calls Pelagius more dissembling and crafty, Coelestiusg
more frank and open (De peccato orig. ¢. 12). Marius Mercator ascribes to Caeles-
tius an incredibilis loquacitas. But Augustine and Julian of Eclanum also mutaally
reproach each other with a vagabunda loquacitas.
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thage, and who shortly afterwards at the request of Augustine
wrote the life of Ambrose, warned the bishop Aurelius against
Ccelestius, and at a council held by Aurelius at Carthage i
412, appeared as his accuser. Bix or seven errors, he asserted
he had found in the writings of Ocelestius : '

1. Adam was created mortal, and would have died, even
. if he had not sinned.

2. Adam’s fall injured himself alone, not the human
race.

3. Children come into the world in the same condition in
which Adam was before the fall.

4. The human race neither dies in consequence of Adam’s
fall, nor rises again in consequence of Christ’s resurrection.

. 5. Unbaptized children, as well as others, are saved.*

6. The law, as well as the gospel, leads to the kingdom of
heaven.

7. Even before Christ there were sinless men.

The principal propositions were the second and third,
which are intimately connected, and which afterwards became
the especial subject of controversy.

Ceelestius returned evasive answers. He declared the prop-
ositions to be speculative questions of the schools, which did
not concern the substance of the faith, and respecting which
different opinions existed in the church. He refused to recant
the errors charged upon him, and the synod excluded him
from the communion of the church. He immediately went to
Ephesus, and was there ordained presbyter.

Angustine had taken no part personally in these transac-
tions. But as the Pelagian doctrines found many adherents
even in Alirica and in Sicily, he wrote several treatises in refu-

3 According to Mansi and the common view. The brothers Ballerini and Hefele
(ii. 91) decide in favor of the year 411. The incomplete Acta of the council are
found in Mansi, tom. iv, fol. 289 sqq., and in the Commonitorium Marii Mercatoris
ibidem, f. 298.

* Marius Mercator, it is true, does not cite this proposition among the others,
f. 292, but he brings it up subsequently, f. 206: * In ipsa autem accusatione capitu-
forum, quse eidem Pelagio tum objecta sunt, etiam hsc continentur, cum aliis
execrandis, que Colestius ejus discipulus sentiebat, id est, infanies etiamsi mon
buptizentur, habere vilam aternam.”
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tation of them so early as 412 and 415, expressing himself,
however, with respect and forbearance.'

§ 148. The Pelagian Controversy in Palestine.

Meanwlile, in 414, the controversy broke out in Palestineg,
where Pelagius was rosiding, and where he had aroused atten- -
tion by a letter to the nun Demetrias. His opinions gained
much wider currency there, especially among the Origenists ;
for the Oriental church had not been at all affected by the
Augustinian views, and accepted the two ideas of freedom and
grace, without attemnpting to define their precise relation to
each other. But just then there happened to be in Palestine
two Western theologians, Jerome and Orosius ; and they insti-
tuted opposition to Pelagius.

Jerome, who lived a monk at Bethlehem, was at first deci-
dedly favorable to the synergistic theory of the Greek fathers,
but-at the same time agreed with Awmbrose and Augustine in
the doctrine of the absolutely universal corruption of sin.
But from an enthusiastic admirer of Origen he had been
changed to a bitter enemy. The doctrine of Pelagius con-
cerning free will and the moral ability of human nature he
attributed to the influence of Origen and Rufinus; and he
took as a personal insult an attack of Pelagius on some of his
writings.' He therefore wrote against him, though from
wounded pride and contempt he did not even mention his
name; first in a letter answering inquiries of a certain Cte-
giphon at Rome (415);* then more at length in a dialogue of

! De peccatorum meritis et remissione; De spiritu et litera; De natura et gratia;
De perfectione justitiza hominis. ‘

-* Compare, respecting his relation to Pelagianism, 0. ZdoxLEr: Hieronymus
(1865), p. 810 ff. and p. 420 fI.

' Comp. Jerome: Preefat. libri i in Joremiam (Opers, ed. Vallarsi, tom. iv. 884
8q.), where he speaks very contemptuously of Pelagius: “ Nuper indoctus calumnia-
tor erupit, qui commentarios meos in epistolam Pauli ad Ephesios reprebendendos
putat.” Soun afterwards he designates Grunnius, i. ., Rufinus, as his preecursor, and
thus connects bim with the Origenistic heresies. Pelagius had also expressed him
self unfavorably respecting his translation of the Old Testament from the Hebrew.

* Epist. 133 ad Ctesiphont. adv. Pelag, (Opers, i, 1025-1042).

L
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three books against the Pelagians, written towards the end
of the year 415, and soon after the acquittal of Pelagius by
the synod of Jerusalem.! Yet in this treatise and elsewhere
Jerome himself teaches the freedom of the will, and only a
conditional predestination of divine foreknowledge, and thus,
with all his personal bitterness against the Pelagians, stands on
Semi-Pelagian ground, though Augustine eulogizes the dia-
logue.”

A young Spanish ecclesiastic, Paul Orosius, was at that
time living with Jerome for the sake of more extended study,
and had been sent to him by Augustine with letters relating
to the Origenistic and Pelagian controversy.

At a diocesan synod, convoked by the bishop John of Jeru-
salem in June, 415,' this Orosius appeared against Pelagius,
and gave information that a council at Carthage had con-
demned Ccelestius, and that Augustine had written against
his errors. Pelagius answered with evasion and disparage-
ment: “ What matters Augustine to me?” Orosius gave his
opinion, that a man who presumed to speak contumeliously
of the bishop to whom the whole North African church owed
her restoration (alluding apparently to the settlement of the
Donatist controversies), deserved to be excluded from the com-
munion of the whole church. John, who was a great admirer
of the condemned Origen, and made little account of the
suthority of Augustine, declared: “I am Augustine,”* and
undertook the defence of the accused. He permitted Pelagius,
although only a monk and layman, to take his seat among the
presbyters.® Nor did he find fault with Pelagius’ assertion,

! Dialogus c. Pelag. (Opers, tom. iL. 693-806).

* QOp. imperf. contra Jul. iv, 88, where he says of it: Mira et ut talem fidem
decebat, venustate composuit. The judgment is just as to the form, but too favora-
ble as to the contents of this dialogue. Comp, ZicxrLxr, Hieronymus, p. 428,

3 The Acta of the Conventus Hierosolymitanus, according to a report of Oro.
sius, in his Apologia pro libertate arbitrii, cap. 8 and 4, are found in Mansi, iv. 801
8qq.

¢ ¢ Augustinus ego sum.” To this Orosius replied not infelicitousaly: B8t Augus.
tini personam sumis, Augustini sententiam sequere.” Manal, iv. 808,

® Orosius was much scandalized by the fact that a bishop should order * laicum
in consessu presbyterorum, reum hereseos manifest in medio catholicorum sedere.”



706 THIRD PERIOD. A.D. 311-590.

that man can easily keep the commandments of God, and
secome free from sin, after the latter had conceded, in a very
indefinite manner, that for this the help of God is necessary.
Pelagius had the advantage of understanding both languages,
while John spoke only Greek, Orusius only Latin, and the
interpreter often translated inaccurately. After much discus-
sion it was resolved, that the matter should be laid before the
Roman bishop, Innocent, since buth parties in the controversy
belonged to the Western church. Meanwhile these should
refrain from all further attacks on each other.

A second Palestinian council resulted still more favorably
to Pelagius. This consisted of fourteen bishops, and was held
at Diospolis or Lydda, in December of the same year, under
the presidency of Eulogius, bishop of Ceesarea, to jndge of an
accusation preferred by two banished bishops of Gaul, Heros
and Lazarus, acting in concert with Jerome.! The charges
were unskilfully drawn up, and Pelagius was able to avail
himself of equivocations, and to condemn as folly, though not
as heresy, the teachings of Ceelestius, which were also his own.
The synod, of which John of Jerusalem was » member, did
not go below the surface of the question, nor in fact understand
it, but acquitted the accused of all heresy. Jerome is justified
in calling this a “ miserable synod ;”* although Augustine is
also warranted in saying: “It was not heresy, that was there
acquitted, but the man who denied the heresy.”*

Jerome’s polemical zeal against the Pelagians cost him
dear. In the beginning of the year 416, a mob of Pelagianiz
ing monks, ecclesiastics, and vagabonds broke into his monas
tery at Bethlehem, maltreated the inmates, set the building on
fire, and compelled the aged scholar to take to flight. Bishop
John of Jerusalem let this pass unpunished. No wonder that

! The scattered accounts of the Concilium Diospolitanum are collected in Mansi,
tom. iv. 811 sqq. Comp. Hefele, ii. p. 95 fF.

* “Quidquid in illa miserabili synodo Diospolitana dixisse se demegat, in hoe
opere confitetur,” he wrote, . p. 419, in a letter to Augustine (Ep. 143, ed. Vallara,
tom. i 1067). Comp. Mansi, iv. 815.

* Comp. Aungustine, De gestis Pelagii, ¢. 1 sqq. (tom. x. fol. 192 sqq.). Pope
Innoocent 1. (402-417) wrote a consoling letter to Jerome, and a letter of reproof te¢
John of Jerusalem for hie inaction. Epp. 136 and 187 in Jerome's Fpistlea.
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Jerome, even during the last years of his life, in suversl epis-
tles indulges in occasional sallies of anger against Pelagius,
whom he calls a second Catiline.

§ 149. Position of the Roman Church. Condemnation
of Pelagianism.

The question took another turn when it was brought before
the Roman see. Two North African synods, in 416, one at
Carthage and one at Mileve (now Mela), again condemned the
Pelagian error, and communicated their sentence to pope Inno-
cent.' A third and more confidential letter was addressed to
him by five North African bishops, of whom Augustine was
one." Pelagius also sent him a letter and a confession of faith,
which, however, were not received in due time.

Innocent understood both the controversy and the interests
of the Roman see. He commended the Africans for having
addressed themselves to the church of St. Peter, before which
it was seemly that all the affairs of Christendom should be
brought; he expressed his full agreement with the condemna-
tion of Pelagius, Ceelesting, and their adherents; but he re-
frained from giving judgment respecting the synod of Dios-

lis.’
i But soon afterwards (in 417) Innocent died, and was suc-
ceeded by Zosimus, who was apparently of Oriental extraction
(417—418)." At this juncture, a letter from Pelagins to Inno-
cent was received, in which he complained of having suffered
wrong, and gave assurance of his orthodoxy. Cecelestius ap-
peared personally in Rome, and succeeded by his written and
oral explanations in satisfying Zosimus. He, like Pelagius,
demonstrated .with great fulness his orthodoxy on pointe not at
all in question, represented the actually controverted points as

! See the proceedings of the Concilium Carthaginense in Mansi, iv. 831 sqq.,
snd of the Concilium Milevitanum, ibid. f. 8268 sqq.

* Mansi, iv. 887 sqq.

® The answers of Innocent are found in Mansi, tom. iii. f. 1071 sqq.

¢ The notices of his life, ss well as the Epistols and Decreta Zosimi pape, are

Sollocted in Mansi, iv. 845 sqq.
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unimportant qnestions of the schools, and professed himself
ready, if in error, to be corrected by the judgment of the
Roman hishop.

Zosimus, who evidently had no independent theological
opinion whatever, now issned (417) to the North African
bishops an encyclical letter accompanied by the documentary
evidence, censuring them for not having investigated the mat-
ter more thoroughly, and for having aspired, in foolish, over-
curious controversies, to know more than the Holy Secriptures.
At the same time he bore emphatic testimony to the orthodoxy
- of Pelagius and Coelestius, and described their chief opponents,
Heros and Lazarus, as worthless characters, whom he had vis-
ited with excommunication and deposition. They in Rome,
he says, could hardly refrain from tears, that such men, who
80 often mentioned the gratia Dei and the adjutorium divinwm,
should have been condemned as heretics. Finally he entreated
the bishops to submit themselves to the authority of the Ro-
man see.’

This temporary favor of the bishop of Rome towards the
Pelagian heresy is a significant presage of the indulgence of
later popes for Pelagianizing tendencies, and of the papal con-
demnation of Jansenism.

The Africans were too sure of their caunse, to yield submis-
sion to so weak a judgment, which, moreover, was in manifest
conflict with that of Innocent. In a council at Carthage, in
417 or 418, they protested, respectfully but decidedly, against
the decision of Zosimus, and gave him to understand that he
was allowing himself to be greatly deceived by the indefinite
explanations of Coelestius. In a general African council held
at Carthage in 418, the bishops, over two hundred in number,
defined their opposition to the Pelagian errors, in eight (or
nine) Canons, which are entirely conformable to the Augus-
tinian view." They are in the following tenor:

! Bee the two epistles of Zosimus ad Africanos episcopos, in Manai, iv. 850 and
853.

* It is the 16th Carthaginian synod. Mansl gives the canons in full, tom. Hi
810-828 (comp. iv. 877). 8o also Wiggers, i. 214 £, Hefele, ii. pp. 102-108, gives
only ex‘racts of them.
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1. Whosoever says, that Adam was created mortal, and
would, even without sin, have died by natural necessity, let
him be anathema.

2. Whoever rejects infant baptism, or denies original sin
in children, so that the baptismal formula, “for the remission
of gins,” would have to be taken not in a strict, but in a loose
sense, let him be anathema.

3. Whoever says, that in the kingdom of heaven, or else-
where, there is a certain middle place, where children dying
without baptism live happy (beate vivant), while yet without
baptism they cannot enter into the kingdom of heaven, i. e.,
into eternal life, let him be anathema.’

The fourth canon condemns the doctrine that the justifying
grace of God merely effects the forgiveness of sins already
committed ; and the remaining canons condemn other super-
ficial views of the grace of God and the sinfulness of
man.

At the same time the Africans succeeded in procuring from
the emperor Honorius edicts against the Pelagians.

These things produced a change in the opinions of Zosimus,
and about the middle of the year 418, he issued an encyclical
letter to all the bishops of both East and West, pronouncing
the anathema upon Pelagins and Cecelestins (who had mean-
while left Rome), and declaring his concurrence with the deci-
sions of the council of Oarthage in the doctrines of the corrup-
tion of human nature, of baptism, and of grace. Whoever
refused to subscribe the encyclical, was to be deposed, banished
from his church, and deprived of his property.’

Eighteen bishops of Italy refused to subscribe, and were

1 Tt is significant, that the third canon, which denies the salvation of unbaptized
children, is of doubtful authenticity, and is wanting in Isidore and Dionysius. Hence
the difference in the number of the canons against the Pelagians, as to whether there
are 8 or 9.

* Epistola tractoria, or tractatoria, of which only some fragments are extant.
Comp. Mansi, iv. 370, This letter was written afler and not defore the African
council of 418 and the promulgation of the sacrum rescriptum of Honorius against
the Pelagians, as Tillemont (xiii. 788) aod the Benedictines (in the Preface to the
10th volnme of the Opera August. § 18) have peoved, in opposition to Baronius,
Ncrin, and Garnier,
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deposed. Several of these afterwards recanted, and wers
restored.

The most distinguished one of them, however, the bishop
Julian, of Eclanum, a small place near Capua in Campania,
remained steadfast till his death, and in banishment vindicated
his principles with great ability and zeal against Augustine,
to whom he attributed all the misfortunes of his party, and
who elaborately confuted him.! Julian was the most learned,
the most acute, and the most systematic of the Pelagians, and
the most formidable opponent of Augustine; deserving respect
for his talents, his uprightness of life, and his immovahle fidel-
ity to his convictions, but anquestionably censurable for ex-
cessive passion and overbearing pride.’

Julian, Ceelestius, and other leaders of the exiled Pelagians,
were hospitably received in Constantinople, in 429, by the
patriarch Nestorius, who sympathized with their doctrine of
the moral competency of the will, though not with their denial
of original sin, and who interceded for them with the emperor
and with pope Celestine, but in vain. Theodosius, instructed
by Marius Mercator in the merits of the case, commanded the
heretics to leave the capital (429). Nestorius, in a still extant
letter to Ceelestins,® accords to him the highest titles of honor,
and comforts him with the examples of John the Baptist and
the persecuted apostles. Theodore of Mopsuestia (1 428), the
author of the Nestorian Christology, wrote in 419 a book
against the Augustinian anthropology, of which fragments
only are left.*

U In two large works: Contra Julianum, libri vi. (Opera, tom. x. f. 497-711),
and in the Opus imperfectum contra secundam’ Juliani responsionem, in six books
(tom. x. P. ii. f. 874-1386), before completing which he died (a. 0. 430).

* Gennadius, in his Liber de scriptoribus ecclesiasticis, calls Julian of Eclanum
“ vir acer ingenio, in divinis scripturis doctus, Greeca et Latina lingua scholasticus.”
By Augustine, however, in the Opus imperf. contra Jul L iv. 50 (Opera, x. P. ii.
fol. 1163), he is called “in disputatione loquacissimus, in contentione calumniosissi-
mus, in professione fallacissimus,” because he maligned the Catholics, while giving
himself out for a Catholic. He was married.

* In Marius Mercator, in a Latin translation, ed. Garnier-Migne, p. 182,

¢ In Photius, Bibl. cod. 177, and in the Latin translation of Marius Meroator,
also in the works of Jerome, tom. ii. 807-814 (ed. Vall). The book was written
oontra Hiramum, i e., Hieronymum, and was entitled: Ilpds Tods Aéyorras pdoer
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Of the subsequent life of Pelagius and Ccelestins we have
no account. The time and place of their death are entirely
unknown. Julian is said to have ended his life a schoolmaster
m Sicily, A. n. 450, after having sacrificed all bhis property for
the poor during a famine.

. Pelagianism was thus, as early as about the year 430,
externally vanquished. It never formed an ecclesiastical sect,
but simply a theological school. It continued to have individ-
ual adherents in Italy till towards the middle of the fifth cen-
tury, so that the Roman bishop, Leo the Great, found himself
obliged to enjoin on the bishops by no means to receive any
Pelagian to the corxmunion-of the church without an expresa
recantation.

At the third ecumenical council in Ephesus, a. p. 431 (the
yeur after Augustine’s death), Pelagius (or more properly
Coelestius) was put in the same category with Nestorius. And
indeed there is a certain affinity between them: both favor an
abstract separation of the divine and the human, the one in
the person of Christ, the other in the work of conversion, for-
bidding all organic unity of life. According to the epistle of
the council to pope Celestine, the Western Acta against the
Pelagians were read at Ephesus and approved, but we do not
know in which session. We are also ignorant of the discus-
gions attending this act. In the canons, Ceelestius, it is true,
is twice condemned together with Nestorins, but without
statement of his teachings.'

The position of the Greek church npon this question is only
negative; she has in name condemned Pelagianism, but has
never received the positive doetrines of Aungustine. She con-
tinued to teach synergistic or Semi-Pelagian views, without,

xal ob yréup wralewr vods &rdpdwovs Abye: wérre, againat those who say that men
sin by nature, and not by free will.

3 Can. i. and Can. iv. The latter reads: “If clergymen fall »vay and either
secretly or publicly hold with Nestorius or Celestius, the synod decrees that they
also be deposed.” Dr. Shedd (ii. 191) observea with justice: “The condemnation
of Pelagianismn which was finally passed by the council of Ephesus, seems to have
been owing more to & supposed connection of the views of Pelagius with those of
Nestoriup, than to a clear and conscientious conviction that his system was contrary
to Bcriptare and the Christian experience.”

51
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however, entering into a deeper investigation of the relation
of human freedom to divine grace.’

§ 150. Z%e Pelagian System: Prymitive State and Freedom
of Man; the Fall.

The peculiar anthropological doctrines, which Pelagius
clearly apprehended and put in actual practice, which Ceelestius
dialectically developed, and bishop Julian most acutely de-
fended, stand in close logical connection with each other,
although they were not propounded in systematic form. They
commend themselves at first sight by their simplicity, clear-
ness, and plausibility, and faithfully express the superficial,
self-satisfied morality of the natural man. They proceed from
& merely empirical view of human nature, which, instead of
going to the source of moral life, stops with its manifestations,
and regards every person, and every act of the will, as standing
by itself, in no organic connection with a great whole.

We may arrange the several doctrines of this system
according to the great stages of the moral history of mankind.

I. The Penmrrive StaTE of mankind, and the doctrine of
FreEDpoM. .

The doctrine of the primitive state of man holds a subordi-
nate position in the system of Pelagius, but the doctrine of
freedom is central; becanse in his view the primitive state
substantially coincides with the present, while freedom is the
characteristic prerogative of man, as a moral being, in all
stages of his development.

Adam, he taught, was created by God sinless, and entirely
competent to all good, with an immortal spirit and a mortal
body. He was endowed with reason and free will. With his
reason he was to have dominion over irrational creatures;
with his free will he was to serve God. Freedom is the
supreme good, the honor and glory of man, the bonum naturem,
that cannt be lost. It is the sole basis of the ethical relation

! Comp. Miinscher, Dogmengeschichte, vol iv. 288, and Neander, Dogmenge
schichte, vol. L. p. 412,
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of man to God, who would have no unwilling service. It con-
sists, according to Pelagius, essentially in the lderum arbi-
trium, or the possibilitas boni 6t mali; the freedom of choice,
and the absolutely equal ability at every moment to do good
or evil.' The ability to do evil belongs necessarily to freedom,
because we cannot will good without at the same time being
able to will evil. Without this power of contrary choice, the
choice of good itself would lose its freedom, and therefore its
moral value. Man is not a free, self-determining 1noral sub-
Jject, until good and evil, life and death, have been given into
his hand.?

This is the ounly conception of freedom which Pelagius has,
and to this he and his followers continually revert. He views
freedom in its form alone, and in its first stage, and there fixes
and leaves it, in perpetnal equipoise between good and evil.
ready at any moment to turn either way. It is without past
or future; absolutely independent of everything without or
within; a vacuum, which may make itself a plenum, and then
hecomes & vacuum again ; a perpetual tabula rasa, upon which

! De gratia Christi et de pecc. origin. 0. 18 (§ 19, tom. x. fol. 238) where Augus-
tine eites the following passage from the treatise of Pelagius, De libero arbitrio:
‘ Habemus posaibilitatem utriusque partis a Deo insitam, velut quamdam, ut ita
dicam, radicem fructiferam et fecundam, qus ex voluntate hominis diversa gignat
3t pariat, et qum possit ad proprii cultoris arbitrium, vel nitere flore virtutum, vel
sentibus horrere vitiorum.” Against this Augustine cites the declaration of our
Lord, Matt. vil. 18, that “‘a good tree canmot bear evil fruit, nor a torrupt tree good
fruit,” that therefore there cannot be  una eademque radix bonorum et malorum.”

? Ep. ad Demet. cap. 8: “In hoc enim gemini itineria discrimine, in hoe
utriusque libertate partis, rationabilis anims decus positum est. Hine, inquam, totus
naturz nostre honor consistit, hinc dignitas, hinc denique optimi quique laudem
merentur, hine premium. Nec esset omnino virtus ulla in bono perseverantis, si
is ad malum transire pon potuisset. Volens namque Deus rationabilem creaturam
voluntarii boni munere [al. munire] et liberi arbitrii potestate donare, utriusque
partis possibilitatem homini inserendo, proprium ejus fecit esse quod velit, ut boni
ac mali capax, naturaliter utrumque poaset, et ad alterutrum voluntatem deflec-
teret. Neque enim aliter spontaneum habere poterat bonum, nisi mque etiam ea
creatura malum habere potuisset. Utrumque nos posse voluit optimus Creator, sed
unum fagere, bonum scilicet, quod et imperavit; malique facultatem ad hoc tantum
dedit, ut voluntatem ejus ex nostra voluntate faceremus. Quod ut ita sit, hoe
quoque ipsum, quia etiam mala facere possumus, bonum est. Bonum, inquam, quis
boni partem meliorem facit. Facit enim ipsam voluntariam sui juris, non necessitate
devinctam, sed judicio liberam,”
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man can write whatsoever he pleases; a restless choice
which, after every decision, reverts to indecision and oscilla
sion. The human will is, as it were, the eternal Hercules a*
the cross-road, who takes first a step to the right, then a step
to the left, and ever returns to his former position. Pelagius
knows only the antithesis of free choice and constraint; no
stages of development, no transitions. He isolates the will
from its acts, and the acts from each other, and overlooks the
organic connection between habit and act. Human liberty,
like every other spiritunal power, has its development ; it must
advance beyond its equilibrium, beyond the mere ability to
sin or not to sin, and decide for the one or the other. When
the will decides, it 8o far loses its indifference, and the oftener it
acts, the more does it become fixed; good or evil becomes its
habit, its second nature; and the will either becomes truly free
by deciding for virtne, and by practising virtue, or it becomes
the slave of vice.! ¢ Whosoever committeth sin, is the servant
of sin.” Goodness is its own reward, and wickedness is its
own punishment. Liberty of choice is not a power, but a
weakness, or rather a crude energy, waiting to assume some
positive form, to reject evil and commit. itself to good, and to
become a moral self-control, in which the choice of evil, as in
Christ, is a moral, though not a physical, impossibility. Its
impulse towards exercise is also an impulse towards self-anni-
hilation, or at least towards self-limitation. The right use of
the freedom of choice leads to a state of holiness ; the abuse of
it, to a state of bondage under sin, The state of the will is
affected by its acts, and settles towards a permanent character

! Pelagius himself, it must be admitted, recognized to some extent the power of
habit and its effect upon the will (Ep. ad Demetr. c. 8); but Ceelestius and Julian
carried out his idea of the freedom of choice more consistently to the conception of
a purely qualitative or formal power which admits of no growth or change by actual
exercise, but remains always the same. Comp. Niedner (in the posthumous edition
of his Lehrbuch der Kirchengeschichte, Berlin, 1866, p. 845 f.), who justly remarks,
in opposition to Baur’s defense of the Pelagian conception of freedom: “Freedom
in its first stage, as the power of choice, is a moral (as well as a natural) faculty, and
hence capable of development either by way of deterioration into a =inful inclination,
or by rising to a higher form of freedom. This is the point which Camlestius and
Julian ignored : they attached too little weight to the use of freedom.”
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of good or evil. Every act goes to form a moral state or habit ;
and habit is in turn the parent of new acts. Perfect freedom.
is one with moral necessity, in which man no longer can dc
evil because he w:% not do it, and mus?! do good because he
wills to do it ; in which the finite will is united with the divine
in joyful obedience, and raised above the possibility of apos-
tagsy. This is the blessed freedom of the children of God in
the state of glory. There is, indeed, a subordinate sphere of
natural virtue and civil justice, in which even fallen man
retains a certain freedom of choice, and is the artificer of his
own character. But as respects his relation to God, he is in a
state of alienation from God, and of bondage under sin; and
from this he cannot rise by his own strength, by a bare resolu-
tion of his will, but only by a regenerating act of grace,
received in humility and faith, and setting himn free to practise
Christian virtue. Then, when born again from above, the will
of the new man co-operates with the grace of God, in the
growth of the Christian life.'

Physical death Pelagius regarded as a law of nature, which
would have prevailed even without sin. The passages of
Scripture which represent death as the consequence of sin, ho
referred to moral corruption or eternal damnation." Yet he
conceded that Adam, if he had not sinned, might by a special
privilege have been exempted from death.

II. The Fary of Adam and its CoNsEQUENCES.

Pelagius, destitute of all idea of the organic wholeness of
the race or of human nature, viewed Adam merely as an
isolated individual; he gave him no representative place, and
therefore his acts fio bearing beyond himself.

In his view, the sin of the first man consisted in a single,

! Comp, the thorough and acute criticism of the Pelagian conception of freedom
by Julius Miiller, Die christliche Lehre von der Siinde, Bd. ii. p. 49 ff. (84 ed. 1849).

* Ccelestius in Marius Mercator. Common. ii. p. 133: “ Adam mortalem factum,
qui sive peccaret, sive non peccaret, moriturus fuisset.”

* The words of God to Adam, Gen. iil. 19: “ Dust thou ar¢, and unto dust shalt
thou return,” Julian interpreted not as a curse, but as a oonsolation, and as an argu.
ment for the natural mortality of Adam, by straining the “ Dust thou art” Sce
August. Opus imperfectum contra Julian, L vi. cap. 27 (x. fol. 1348 sqq.).
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isulated act of disobedience to the divine command. Julian
compares it to the insignificant offence of a child, which allows
itself to be misled by some sensual bait, but afterwards repents
its fault. * Rude, incxperienced, thoughtless, having not yet
learned to fear, nor seen an example of virtue,” ' Adam allowed
himself to be enticed by the pleasant look of the forbidden
fruit, and to be determined by the persuasion of the woman.
This single and excusable act of transgression brought no con-
sequences, either to the soil or the body of Adam, still less to
his posterity, who all stand or fall for themselves.

There is, therefore, according to this system, no original
sin, and no Aereditary guilt. Pelagius merely conceded, that
Adam, by his disobedience, set a bad example, which exerts a
more or less injurious influence wpon his posterity. In this
view he condemned at the synod of Diospolis (415) the asser-
tion of Ccelestius, tuat Adam’s sin injured himself alone, not
the human race.” He was also inclined to admit an increasing
corruption of mankind, though he ascribed it solely to the
habit of evil, which grows in power the longer it works and
the farther it spreads.’" Sin, however, is not born with man;
it is not a product of nature, but of the will.* Man is born
both without virtne and without vice, but with the capacity
for either.® The universality of sin must be ascribed to the
power of evil example and evil custom.

! « Rudis, imperitus, incautus, sine experimento timoris, sine exemplo justitiss.”

* ¥ Ade peccatum ipsi soli obfuisse, et non generi humano; et infantes qui
nascuntur, in eo statu esse, in quo fuit Adam ante pramvaricationem.” In Augus-
tine's De pecc. orig. o. 18 (f. 268).

* Ep. ad Demet. cap. 8: “Longa consuetudo vitiorum, qus nos infecit a parvo
paulatimque per multos corrupit annos, et ita postea obligates sibi et addictos tenet,
ut vim quodammodo videatur habere natura.” He also says of consuetudo, that it
 aut vitia aut virtutes alit.”

¢ Ceelestius, Symb, fragm. i.: *In remissionem autem peccatorum baptizandos
infantes non idciroo diximus, ut peccatum ez tradwce [or, peocatum naturm, pecca-
tum naturale] firmare videamur, quod longe a catholico sensu alienum est; quia
peccatum non cum homine nascitur, quod postmodum exercetur ab homine quia
non naturs delictum, sed voluntatis esse demonstratur.”

¢ Pelagius, in the first book of the Pro libero arbitrio, cited in Augustine’s De °
peoc. orig. cap. 18 (§ 14, tom. x. f. 258): “Omne bonum a¢c malum, quo vel lauda-

biles vel vituperabiles sumus, non nobiscum oritur, sed agitur a nobis: capaces
enim utriusque rei, non pleni nascimur, et ut sine virtute, ita et sine vitio procree-



§ 150. THE PELAGIAN SYSTEM. 807

And there are exceptions to it. The “all” in Rom. v. 12
is to be taken relatively for the majority. Even before Christ
there were men who lived fres from sin,such as righteous
Abel, Abraham, Isaac, the Virgin Mary, and many others.’
From the silence of the Scriptures respecting the sins of
many righteous men, he inferred that such men were without
sin. In reference to Mary, Pelagins is nearer the present
Roman Catholic view than Augustine, who exempts her only
from actnal gin, not from original.’ Jerome, with all his rev
erence for the blessed Virgin, does not even make this excep-
tion, but says, without qualification, that every creature is
under the power of sin and in need of the mercy of God.*

With original sin, of course; hereditary gutlf also disap-
pears; and even apart from this connection, Pelagius views it

mur; atque ante actionem propris voluntatis id solum in homine est, quod Deus
eondidit.”” It is not, however, very congruous with this, that in another place he
speaks of a nafural or inborn holiness. Ad Demet. c. 4: “Est in animis nostris
naturalis queedam, ut ita dixerim, sanetitas.”

! Comwp. Pelagius, Com. in Rom. v. 18, and in August. De natura et gratia, cap.
88 (§ 42, Opera, tom. x. fol. 144): “Deinde commemorat [Pelagius] eos, qui non
modo non peccasse, verum etiam juste vixisse referuntur, Abel, Enoch, Melchise-
dech, Abraham, Isaac, Jacob, Jesu Nove, Phineas, Samuel, Nathan, Elias, Joseph,
Elizeous, Micheas, Danviel, Ananias, Agarias, Meisael, Ezechiel, Mardochseus, Simeon,
Joseph, oui despondata erat virgo Maria, Johannes. Adjungit etiam feminas, Deb-
boram, Annam, Samuelis matrem, Judith, Esther, alteram Annam filiam Phanuel,
Elizabeth, ipsam etiam Domini ac Salvatoris nostri matrem, quam dicit sine peccato
confiter] necesse esse pietati”

$ “De illis, quorum justitie meminit [Seriptura sacra] et peccatorum sine dubio
meminisset, 8i qua cos peocasse sensisset.” In Aug. De nat. et grat. o 87 (§43;
tom. x. fol. 145).

* In the passage cited, Augustine agrees with Pelagius in reference to Mary
¢ propter honorem Domini,” but only as respects actual sin, of which the connection
shows him to be speaking; for in other passages he affirms the conception of Mary
in sin, Comp. Enarratio in Psalmum xxxiv. vs. 18 (ed. Migne, tom. iv. 835):
“Maria ex Adam mortus propler peccatum, Adam mortuus propter peccatum, et
oaro Domini ex Maria mortua est propter delenda peccata.” De Genesi ad literam,
lib. x. ¢ 18 (§ 32), where he discusses the origin of Christ's soul, und says: * Quid
incoinquinatius illo utero Virginis, cujus caro etiamsi de peccati propagine venit,
non tamen de peccati propagine concepit . . .?” See above, § 80, p. 418.

¢ Adv. Pelag. L ii. c. 4 (tom. ii. 744, ed. Vallarsi): “’Avaudpryror, id est sine
peccato esse [hominem posse] nego, id enim sali Deo competit, omnisque creatura
peccato subjacet, et indiget misericordia Dei, dicente Scriptura: Misericordis
Domini plena est terra.”
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a8 irreconci:able with the justice of God. From this position
a necessary deduction is the salvation of unbaptized infants.
Pelagius, however, made a distinction between vita @terna, or
a lower degree of salvation, and the regnum calorum of the
buptized saints; and he affirmed the necessity of baptism for
entrance into the kingdom of heaven.'

In this doctrine of the fall we meet with the same disin-
tegrating view of humanity as before. Adam is isolated from
his posterity; his disobedience is disjoined from other sins.
He is simply an individnal, like any other man, not the repre-
sentative of the whole race. There are no creative starting-
points; every man begins history anew. In this system Paul’s
exhibitions of Adamm and Christ as the representative ancestors
of mankind have no meaning. If the act of the former has
merely an individual significance, so also has that of the latter.
If the sin of Adam cannot be imputed, neither can the merit
of Christ. In both cases there is nothing left but the idea of
example, the influcnce of which depends eolely upon our own
free will. But there is an undeniable solidarity between the
gin of the first man and that of his posterity.

In like manner sin is here regarded almost exclusively as
an isolated act of the will, while yet there is also such a thing
as sinfulness; there are sinful states and sinful habits, which
are consummated and strengthened by sins of act, and which
in turn give birth to other sins of act.

There is a deep truth in the couplet of Schiller, which can
easily be divested of its fatalistic intent:,

“This is the very curse of evil deed,
That of new evil it becomes the seed.” *

Finally, the essence and root of sin is not sensuality, as
Pelagius was inclined to assume (though he did not express
himself very definitely on this point), but self-seeking, inclnd-
ing pride and sensuality as the two main forms of sin. The

! August. De peccatorum meritis et remissione, lib. i. ¢. 21 (§ 80, tom. x. £ 17):
De hmresibus, cap. 88.
' #Dag eben ist der Fluch der bdsen That,
Dass sie, for-zeugend, immer Bbses muss gebiren.”
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sin of Satan was a pride that aimed at equality with God
rebellion against God; and in this the fall of Adam began,
and was inwardly consummated before he ate of the forbidden
fruit.

§ 151. The Pelagian System Contsnued: Doctrine of
Human Abilsty and Dwine Grace.

ITL. The PRESENT MORAL coNDITION of man is, according te
the Pelagian systeny, in all respects the same as that of Adam
before the fall. Every child is born with the same moral
powers and capabilities with which the first man was created
by God. For the freedom of choice, as we have already seen,
is not lost by abuse, and is altogether the same in heathens,
Jews, and Christians, except that in Christians it is aided by
grace.'! Pelagius was a creationist, holding that the body
alone is derived from the parents, and that every soul is created
directly by God, and is therefore sinless. The sin of the father,
inasmuch as it consists in isolated acts of will, and does not
inhere in the nature, has no influence upon the child. The
only difference is, that, in the first place, Adam’s posterity are
born children, and not, like him, created full-grown ; and sec-
ondly, they have before them the bad example of his dis-
obedience, which tempts them more or less to imitation, and
to the influence of which by far the most—but not all—suo
cumb.

Julian often appeals to the virtues of the heathen, such as
valor, chastity, and temperance, in proof of the natural good-
ness of human nature.

He looked at the matter of moral action as such, and judged
it accordingly. “If the chastity of the heathen,” he objects
to Augustine’s view of the corrupt nature of heathen virtue,
“were no chastity, then it might be said with the same pro-
priety that the bodies of unbelievers are no bodies; that the

! Pelagius, in Aug, De gratia Christi, 6. 81 (x. 244): *Liberi arbitrii potestatem
dicimus in omnibus esse generaliter, in Christianis, Judmis atque gentilibus. In
omnibus est liberum arbitrium mqualiter per naturam, sed in solis Christianis juva-
m M”
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eyes of the heathen could not see; that grain which grew in
their fields was no grain.”

Augustine justly ascribed the value of a moral act to the
inward disposition or the direction of the will, and judged it
from the unity of the whole life and according te the standard
of love to God, which is the soul of all true virtue, and is be-
stowed upon us only through grace. He did not deny alto-
gether the existence of natural virtues, such as moderation,
" lenity, benevolence, generosity, which proceed from the Crea-
tor, and also constitute a certain merit among men; but he
drew a broad line of distinction between them and the specifie
Christian graces, which alone are good in the proper sense of
the word, and alone have value before God.

The Holy Scriptures, history, and Christian experience, by
no means warrant such a favorable view of the natural moral
condition of man as the Pelagian system teaches. On the
contrary, they draw a most gloomy picture of fearful corrup-
tion and universal inclination to all evil, which ern only be
overcome by the intervention of divine grace. Yet Augus-
tine also touches an extreme, when, on a false application
of the passage of St. Paul: *“ Whatsoever is not of faith, is
gin” (Rom. xiv, 23), he ascribes all the virtues of the heathen
to ambition and love of honor, and so stigmatizes themn as
vices.! And in fact he is in this inconsistent with himself.
For, according to his view, the nature which God created,
remains, as to its substance, good; the divine image is not
wholly lost, but only defaced; and even man’s sorrow in his
loss reveals a remaining trace of good.’

Pelagius distinguishes three elements in the idea of good:
power, will, and act (posse, velle, and esse). The first apper-
tains to man’s nature, the second to his free will, the third to
his conduct. The power or ability to do good, the ethical

! De civit. Del, v. 18-20 and xix. 25. In the latter place he calls the virtues,
which do not come from true religion, vices. “Virtutes . . . nisi ad Deum retules
rit, etiam ipea vitia suni potius guam virtutes.” From this is doubtless derived the
sentence 80 often attributed to Augustine: *The virtues of the heathen are splendid
vioea,” which, however, in this form and generality, does not, to my knowledge,
ooour in his writings. More on this point, see below, § 156.

* De Genesi ad lit. viii, 14 ; Retract. ii. 24, Comp. Wiggers, i p. 120 £
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constitution, is grace, and comes therefore from God, as an
original endowment of the nature of mnan. It is the condition
of volition and action, though it does not necessarily produce
them. Wiiling and acting belong exclusively to man himself.'
The power of speech, of thought, of sight, is God’s gift; but
whether we shall really think, speak, or see, and whether we
shall think, speak, or see well or ill, depends upon our
selves,’

Here the nature of man is mechanically sundered from his
will and act; and the one is referred exclusively to God, the
others to man. Moral ability does not exist over and above
the will and its acts, but in them, and is increased by exercise ;
and thus its growth depends upon man himself. On the other
band, the divine help is indispensable even to the willing and
doing of good; for God works in us both to will and to do.’
The Pelagian system is founded unconsciously upon the deistic
conception of the world as a clock, made and wound ap by
God, and then mnning of itself, and needing at most some
subsequent repairs. God, in this system, is not the omnipres-
ent and everywhere working Upholder and Governor of the
world, in whom the creation lives and moves and has its being,
but a more or less passive spectator of the operation of the
universe.' Jerome therefore fairly acouses the Pelagians

! Pelagius, Pro libero arbitrio, cited in Augustine’s De gratia Christi, c. 4 (§ 8,
tom. x. fol. 282): *¢ Posse in natura, velle in arbitrio, esse in effectu locamus. Pri-
mum illud, id est posse, ad Deum proprie pertinet, qui illud creaturse suse contulit,
duo vero reliqua, hoc est velle et esse, ad hominem referenda sunt, quia de arbitrii
fonte descendunt. Ergo in voluntate et opere bono laus hominis est: immo et
hominis et Dei, qui ipsius voluntatis et operis possibilitatem dedit, quique ipsam
poseibilitatem gratiese suse adjuvat semper auxilio.”

* «“Quod possumus videre oculis, nostrum non est: quod vero bene aut male
videmus, hoc nostrum est. . . . Quod loqui possumus, Dei est: quod vero bene
vel male loquimur, nostrum eet.” Quoted in Augustine’s De gratia Christi, c. 15
and 16 (fol 287 and 238). Augustine cites against these examples Pa. cxix, 87:
¢ Averte oculoa meos, ne videant vanitatem.”

* Phil ii. 18. Augustine appeals to this puuge,DegramChmn,c.tj(f 232
8q.) with great emphasia, as if Paul with prophetio eye had bad in view the error of
Pelagius,
¢ ItuagnimnhhdeinﬁcvlewthntthepregnmthnuofGoethamdmoud
“Was wir’ ein Gott, der nur von aussen stiesse,
Im Kreis das All am Finger laufen liesse;
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(without naming them) of denying the absolute dependence
of man on God, and cites against them the declaration of
Christ, John v. 17, concerning the uninterrupted activity of
God.!

IV. The doctrine of the aracE of God.

The sufficiency of the natural reason and will of man
would seem to make supernatural revelation and grace super-
fluous. But this Pelagius does not admit. Besides the
natural grace, as we may call his concreated ability, he as-
sumes also a supernatural grace, which through revelation
enlightens the understanding, and assists man to will and to
do what is good." This grace confers the negative benefit of
the forgiveness of past sins, or justification, which Pelagius
understands in the Protestant sense of declaring righteous, and
not (like Augustine) in the Catholic sense of making righteous ;*

Thm ziemt's, die Welt im Innern zu bewegen,
Natur in sich, sich in Natur zu hegen,

8o dass, was in ihm lebt und webt und ist,
Nie seine Kraft, nie seinen Geist vermisst,”

“ What were & God who only from without
Upon his finger whirled the universe about ?
'Tis his within itself to move the creature;
Nature in him to warm, himself in nature;
So that what in him lives and moves and is,
Shall ever feel some living breath of his.”

! Epistols ad Ctesiphontem. Dr. Neander (Church History, vol. ii. p. 604 fI.
Torrey’s transl.) regards this difference of view concerning the relation of the Cres-
tor to the creature as the most original and fundamental difference between the
Augustinian and Pelagian system, although it did not clearly come to view in the
progress of the controversy.

* Pelagius, in Aug. De gratia Christi, ¢. 7 (§8,x. 1. 233): “. ., Deus . . ,
gratie sum auxilium subministrat, ut quod per liberum homines facere jubentur
arbitrium, facilius possent implere per gratiam.”

! Pelag. Com. in Rom. iv. 6: “ Ad hoc fides prima ad justitiam reputatur, ut de
preeterito absolvatur et de preesenti justificatur, et ad futura fidei opera preparatur.”
Similarly Julian of Eclanum. Augustine, on the contrary, has the evangelical con-
oeption of faith and of grace, but not of justification, which he interprets subjeo-
tively as a progressive making righteous, like the Roman church. Oomp. De gratia
Christi, c. 47 (§ 82, x. f. 2561): “. , , gratiam Dei . . . in qua nos sua, non nostrse
justitire justof facit, ut ea git vera npstra justitia que nobis abillo cst.” In an-
other passage, however, he seems to express the Protestant view. De apir. et lit. o.
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and the pogitive benefit of a strengthening of the will by the
power of instruction and example. As we have been follow-
ers of Adam in sin, so should we become imitators of Christ in
virtue. “In those not Christians,” says Pelagius, “ good existe
in a condition of nakedness and helplessness; but in Christians
it acquires vigor through the assistance of Christ.”* He dis-
tinguishes different stages of development in grace correspond-
ing to the increasing corruption of mankind. At first, he
saye, men lived righteows by nature (justitia per naturam),
then righteons under the law (justitia sub lege), and finally
righteous under grace (justitia gratim), or the gospel.” When
the inner law, or the conscience, no longer sufficed, the out-.
ward or Mosaic law came in; and when this failed, through
the overmastering habit of sinning, it had to be assisted by the
view and imitation of the virtue of Christ, as set forth in his
- example.” Julian of Eclanum also makes kinds and degrees
of the grace of God. The first gift of grace is our creation out
of nothing; the second, our rational soul; the third, the writ-
ten law ; the fourth, the gospel, with all its benefits. In the
gift of the Son of God grace is completed.*

" Grace is therefore a useful external help (adjutorium) to
the development of the powers of nature, but is not absolutely
necessary. Coolestins laid down the proposition, that grace
is not given for single acts.® Pelagius, it is true, condemned
those who deny that the grace of God in Christ is necessary
for every moment and every act; but this point was a conces-

26 (§ 45, tom, x. 109): “Certe ita dictum est: justificadbuntur, ac &l diceretur:
Justi Aabeduntur, justi dsprutabuntur, sicut dictum est de quodam: Ille aulem volens
#¢ justificare (Luc. . 29), 1. e., ut justus Aaderetur et deputaretur.”

3 In Aug. De gratia Chr. c. 31 (tom. x. fol. 244): * In illis nudum et inerme est
conditionis bonum; in his vero qui ad Christum pertinent, Christi munitur
suxilio.”

* Aug. De pece. orig. c. 26 (§ 80, tom. x. f. 268): “Non, sicut Pelagius et ejus
discipuli, tempora dividamus dicentes: primum vizisse justos homines ex natura,
deinde sub lege, tertio sub gratia.”

* Cited from Pelagius, L ¢.: “Postquam nimia, sicut disputant, peccandi con-
suetudo premvaluvit, cui sanandse lex parum valeret, Christus advenit et tanquam
morbo desperatissimo non per discipulos, sed per se ipsum medicus ipse subvenit.”

¢ In Aagustine’s Opus.imperf. i. 94 (tom. x. f. 928)

¢ % Qratiam Dei ot adjutorium non ad singulos actus dari.”
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sion wrang from him in the controversy, and does not follow
logically from his premises.’

Grace moreover, according to Pelagius, is intended for all
men (not, as Augustine taught, for the elect few only), bat it must
first be deserved. This, however, really destroys its freedom.’
“The heathen,” he says, “ are liable to judgment and damna-
tion, because they, notwithstanding their free will, by which
they are able to attain unto faith and to deserve God’s grace,
make an evil use of the freedom bestowed npon them; Chris-
tians, on the other hand, are worthy of reward, because they
through good use of freedom deserve the grace of God, and
. keep his commandments.”®

Pelagianism, therefore, extends the idea of grace too far,
making it include human nature itself and the Mosaic law ;
while, on the other hand, it unduly restricts the specitically
Christian grace to the force of instruction and example. Christ.
is indeed the Supreme Teacher, and the Perfect Example, but
He is also High-priest and King, and the Author of a new
spiritual creation. Had He been merely a teacher, He would
not have been specifically distinet from Moses and Socrates, and
could not have redeemed mankind from the guilt and bondage
of sin. Moreover, He does not merely influence believers from
without, but lives and works in them through the Holy Ghost,
as the principle of their spiritual life. Hence Augustine’s wish

' Comp., respecting this, Augustine, De gratia Christi, cap® 2 (tom. x. fol. 229
8q.).

* Comp. Rom. iv, 4, 5; Eph. ii. 8, 9. Shakespeare bas far better understood
the nature of grace than Pelagius, in the famous speech of Portia in the Merchant
of Venice (Act IV. Sc. 1):

“The quality of mercy is not strained:
It droppeth as the gentle rain from heaven
Upon the place beneath; it is twice blessed,
It blesseth him that gives and him that takes.”

® Pelagius in Aug. De gratia Chr. c. 81 (x. f. 245). The i, according to the
oonnection, must refer to those not Christians, the A to Christians. Yet according
to his principles we might in turn fairly subdivide each class, since according to him
there are good heathens and bad Christians Against this Augustine urges: “Ubi
ast illud apostoli: Justificati gratis per gratiam ipajus (Rom. iii. 24)? Ubi est illad
Gratia salvi facti estis (Eph. il. 8)?” He concludes with the just proposition: “ Nom
ost gratia, nisi gratuita,”
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for his opponent: “ Would that Pelagins might confess that
grace which not merely promises us the excellence of future
glory, but also brings forth in us the faith and hope of it; a
grace, which not merely admonishes to all good, but also from
within inclines us thereto; not merely reveals wisdom, but
also inspires us with the love of wisdom.”* This superficial
conception of grace i8 inevitable, with the Pelagian conception
of sin. If human nature is nncorrupted, and the nataral will
competent to all good, we need no Redeemer to create in us a
new will and a new life, but merely an improver and ennobler;
and salvation is essentially the work of man. The Pelagian
gystem has really no place for the ideas of redemption, atone-
ment, regeneration, and new creation. It substitutes for them
our own moral effort to perfect our natural powers, and the
mere addition of the grace of God as a valuable aid and sup-
port. It was only by a happy inconsistency, that Pelagins
and his adherents traditionally held to the church doctrines of
the Trinity and the person of Christ. Logically their system
led to a rationalistic Christology-.*

Pelagianism is a fundamental anthropological heresy,
denying man’s nmeed of redemption, and answering to the
Ebionistic Christology, which rejects the divinity of Christ.
It is the opposite of Manichsism, which denies man’s capability
of redemption, and which corresponds to the Gnostic denial of
the trune humanity of Christ.’

! De gratia Christi, ¢. 10 (tom. x. £ 285),

? Wiggers, L c. vol. L. p. 457, judges similarly. Also Neander, in his Dogmen-
geschichte, Bd. i. p. 884: *“The Pelagian principles would logically have led to
rationalistic views, to an entire rejection of the supernatural clement, and to the
belief that mankind needs only to develop itself from within itself, without the
revelation and self-impartation of God, in order to attain the good. But they do
not develop their first principles so consistently as this, and what Biblical elements
they incorporate with their system are unquestionably not taken in merely by way
of accommodation, but through the persuasion that a supernatural revelation is
necessary, in order to realize the destiny of mankind.” Comp. Cunningham, Hist,
Theology, i. p. 329: *Modern Socinians and Rationalists are the only consistent
Pelagians, When men reject what Pelagius rejected, they are bound in oonsistency
to reject everything that is peculiar and distinctive in the Christian system as a reme-
dial scheme.”

' Comp. Augustine, Contra duas Epist. Pelagianorum, L ii. c. 2, where he de
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8 159. Ths Augustinian System: The Primitive State gf
Man, and Fres Will.

Augustine (354—430) had already in his Confessions, in the
year 400, ten years before the commencement of the Pelagian
controversy, set forth his deep and rich experiences of human
sin and divine grace. This classical autobiography, which
every theological student should read, is of universal applica-
tion, and in it every Christian may bewail his own wanderings,
despair of himself, throw himself unconditionally into the arms
of God, and lay hold upon unmerited grace.! Aungustine had
in bis own life passed through all the earlier stages of the
history of the church, and had overcome in theory and in
practice the heresy of Manicheism, before its opposite, Pela-
gianism, appeared. By his theological refutation of this latter
heresy, and by his clear development of the Biblical anthro-
pology, he has won the noblest and most lasting renown. As
in the events recorded in his Confessions he gives views of the
evangelical doctrines of sin and of grace, so in the doctrines
of his anti-Pelagian writings he sets forth his personal expe-
rience. e teaches nothing which he has not felt. In him
the philosopher and the living Christian are everywhere fused.
His loftiest metaphysical speculation passes unconsciously into
adoration. The living aroma of personal experience imparts
to his views a double interest, and an irresistible attraction for
all earnest minds."

scribes Manich®ism and Pelagianism at length as the two oppisite extremes, and
opposes to them the Catholic doctrine, '

! An ingenious but somewhat far-fetched parallel is drawn by Dr. Kleinert be-
tween Augustine and Faust, as two antipodal representatives of mankind, in a
brochure: Augustin und Goethe’s Faust, Berlin, 1866, A more obvious compari-
son is that of the Confessions of Augustine with the Confessions of Rousseau, and
with Goethe’s Wahrheit und Dichtung.

? Dr. Baur, in his posthumous Vorlesungen &iber die Dogmengeschichte, pub-
lished by his son (1868, Bd. L. P. ii. p. 26), makes the fine remark respecting him:
“ With Augustine himself everything lies in the individuality of his nature, as it was
shaped by the course of his life, by his experiences and circumstances.” He should
have added, however, that in so magnificent a personality as Augustine's, that
which is most individual is also the most universal, and the most subjective is the
most objective.
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Yet his system was not always precisely the same; it be-
came perfect only through personal conflict and practica
tests. Many of his earlier views—e. g., respecting the free-
dom of choice, and respecting faith as a work of-man—he
himself abandoned in his Retractations;' and hence he is by
no means to be taken as an infallible guide. He holds, more-
over, the evangelical doctrines of sin and grace not in the
Protestant sense, but, like his faithful disciples, the Jansenists,
in connection with the sacramental and strict churchly system
of Catholicism ; he tanght the necessity of baptismal regenera-
tion and the damnation of all unbaptized children, and identi-
fied justification in substance with sanctification, though he
made sanctification thronghout a work of free grace, and not
of human merit. It remains the exclusive prerogative of the
inspired apostles to stand above the circumstances of their
time, and never, in combating one error, to fall into its oppo-
site. Nevertheless, Augustine is the brightest stur in the
constellation of the church fathers, and diffuses his light
through the darkest periods of the middle ages, and among
Catholics and Protestants alike, even to this day.’

His anthropology may be exhibited under the three stages
of the religious development of mankind, the status integrita-
{18, the status corruptionis, and the status redemtionis.

I. The Prmrrive State of man, or the State of Inwo-
CENCE.

Augustine’s conception of paradise is vastly higher than
the Pelagian, and involves a far deeper fall and a far more

! Retract. L. i. e. 9.

? Baur, L c. p. 82 f.: *From the time that Augustine directed the development
of the Christian system to the two dootrines of sin and grace, this tendency
always remained in the Occidental dogmatice the prevailing one, and so great and
increasingly predominant in the course of time did the authority of Augustine
become in the church, that even those who had departed from his genuine teachings,
which many were unwilling to follow out with rigid consistency, yet believed them-
selves bound to appeal to his mt’)ority, which his writings easily gave them oppor-
tunity to do, since his system, as the result of periods of development so various,
and antitheses 80 manifold, offers very different sides, from which it can be intem
proted.”

52
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glorious manifestation of redeeming grace. The first state of
man resembles the state of the blessed in heaven, though it
differs from that final state as the undeveloped germ from the
perfect fruit. According to Augustine man came from the
hand of his Maker, his genuine masterpiece, without the
slightest fault. He possessed freedom, to do good ; reason, to
know God; and the grace of God. But by this grace Augus-
tine (not happy in the choice of his term) means only the gen-
eral supernatural assistance indispensable to a creature, that
he may persevere in good.' The relation of man to God was
that of joyful and perfect obedience. The relation of the body
to the soul was the same. The flesh did not yet lust against
the spirit; both were in perfect harmony, and the flesh was
wholly subject to the spirit. ‘Tempted and assailed by no
strife of himself against himself, Adam enjoyed in that place
the blessedness of peace with himself.” To this inward state,
the outward corresponded. The paradise was not only spir-
itual, but also visible and material, without heat or cold, with-
out weariness or excitement, without sickness, pains, or defects
of any kind. The Augustinian, like the old Protestant,
delineations of the perfection of Adam and the blissfulness of
paradise often exceed the sober standard of Holy Scripture,
and borrow their colors in part from the heavenly paradise of
the future, which can never be lost. ]

! Grace, in this wider sense, as source of all good, Augustine makes independent
of ein, and ascribes the possession of it even to the good angels. Comp. De
corrupt. et grat. § 32 (tom. x. 767, 768): *“ Dederat [Deus homini] adjutorium sine
quo in ea [bona voluntate] non posset permanere ai vellet; ut autem vellet, in ejus
libero reliquit arbitrio. Posset ergo permanere 8i vellet: quia non deerat adjutori-
um per quod posset et sine quo non posset perseveranter bonum tenere quod vellet.
. « . Bi autem hoc adjutorium vel angelo vel homini, cum primum facti sunt, defuis-
fet, quoniam non talis natura facta erat, ut sine divino adjutorio posset manere si
vellet, non utique sua culpa cecidissent: adjutorium quippe defuisset, sine quo
manere non possent.”” We see here plainly the germ of the scholastic and Roman
Catholic doctrine of the justitia originalis, which was ascribed to the first man as a
special endowment of divine grace or a supernatural accident, on the ground of the
familiar distinction between the imago Dei (which pelongs to the essence of man and
consists in reason and free will) and the similitudo Dei (the actual conformity to
the divine will).

* Comp. several passages in the Opus imperf. L 71; ili. 147; vi. 9, 17; Contra
Jnl. v..5.; De civitate Dci, xiii. 1, 18, 14, 21 ; xiv. 10, where he depicts the beatitade




e

§ 152. THE AUGUSTINIAN SYSTEM. 819

Yet Augnstine admits that the original state of mnan was
only relatively perfect, perfect in its kind ; as a child may be
a perfect child, while he is destined to become a man; or as
the seed fulfils its idea as sced, though it has yet to become a
tree. God alone is immutable and absolutely good : man is sub-
ject to development in time, and therefore to change. The
primal gifts were bestowed on man simply as powers, to be
developed in either one of two ways., Adam could go straight
forward, develop himself harmoniously in untroubled unity
with God, and thus gradually attain his final perfection; or he
could fall away, engender evil ex nekilo by abuse of his free-
will, and develop himself through discords and contradictions.
It was graciously made possible that his mind should become
incapable of error, his will, of sin, his body, of death; and by
a normal growth this possibility would have become actual.
But this was mere possibility, involving, in the nature of the
case, the opposite possibility of error, sin, and death.

Anugustine makes the important distinction between the
possibility of not sinning’ and the impossibility of sinning.’
The former is conditional or potential freedom from sin, which
may turn into its opposite, the bondage of sin. This belonged
to man before the fall. The latter is the absolute frcedom
from sin or the perfected holiness, which belongs to God, to

and delicise of Eden in poetic colors, and extends the perfection even to the animal
and vegetable realms. Yet he i3 not everywhere consistent. His views became
more exaggerated from his opposition to Pelagianism. In the treatise, De libero
arbitrio, iii. ¢. 24, §§ 71, 72, which he completed 4. . 395, he says, that the first human
beings were neither wise nor foolish, but had at first only the capability to become
one or the other. *Infans nec stultus nec sapiens dici potest, quamsis jam homo
git; ex quo apparet naturam hominis recipere aliquid medium, quod neque stulti-
tiam neque sapientiam recte vocaris.,” ... “Ita factus est homo, ut quamvis
sapicns nondum esset, preceptum tamen posset accipere.” On the other hand, in
bis much later Opus imperf. c. Julianum, L v. c. 1 (tom, x. f. 1222) he ascribes to
the first man excellentissima sapientia, appealing to Pythagoras, who is said to have
declared him the wisest, who first gave names to things.

' Posse non peccare, which at the same time implies the possibilitas peccandi,
Comp. Opus imperf. v. 60 (fol. 1278): * Prorsus ita factus est, ut peccandi possibi.
litatem haberet a necessario, peccatum vero a possibili,” i. e., the possibility of sin-
ning was necessary, but the sinning itself merely possible. The peccare posse, says
Augustine, in the same connection, is natura, the peccare is culpa.

3 Non posse peccare, or impossibilitas peccandi.
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the holy angels who have acceptably passed their probation,
and to the redeemed saints in heaven.

In like manner he distinguishes between absolute and rela-
tive immortality.' The former iz the impossibility of dying,
founded upon the impossibility of sinning ; an attribute of God
and of the saints after the resurrection. The latter is the bare
pre-conformation for immortality, and implies the opposite
possibility of death. This was the immortality of Adam before
the fall, and if he had persevered, it would have passed into
the imnpossibility of dying ; but it was lost by sin.’

FrEEDOM, also, Augustine holds to be an original endowment
of man ; but he distinguishes different kinds of it, and different
degrees of its development, which we must observe, or we
ghould charge him with self-contradiction.’

By treedom Augustine understands, in the first place, sim-
ply spontaneity or self-activity, as opposed to action under
external constraint or from animal instinet. Both sin and
holiness are voluntary, that is, acts of the will, not motions of
natural necessity. This freedom belongs at all times and
essentially to the human will, even in the sinful state (in which

7 Between the non posse mori and the posse non mori, or between tbe immor-
talitas major and the immortalitas minor.

* Comp. Opus imperf. L vi. cap. 80 (tom. x. fol. 1860): “Illa vero immortalitas
in qua sancti angeli vivunt, et in qua nos quoque victuri sumus, procul dubio major
est, Non enim talis, in qua homo habeat quidem in potestate non mori, sicut non
peccare, sed etiam possit et mori, quia potest peccare: sed talis est illa immortalitas,
in qua omnis qui ibi est, vel erit, mori non poterit, quia nec peccare jam poterit.”
De corrept. et grat. § 88 (x. f. 768): *Prima libertas voluntatis erat, posse non
peccare, novissima erit multo msjor, non posse peccare: prima immortalitas erat,
posse non mori, novissima erit multo major, non posse mori: prima erat perseve-
rantise potestas, bonum posse non deserere; novissima erit felicitas perseverantis,
bonum non posse deserere.”

* The distinctions in the Augustinian idea of freedom have been overlooked by
Wiggers and most of the old historians, but, on the other hand, brought out with
more or less clearness by Neander (in the Kirchengeschichte and in the Dogmen-
geschichte), by Ritter (Gesch. der christl. Philosophie, ii. p. 341 ff.), Jul. Miiller (Die
christl. Lehre von der Siinde, ii. 45 f.), Joh. Huber (Philosophie der Kirchenvéter,
p. 286 ff.). Baur bases his acute criticism of the Augustinian system in part upon
the false assumption that Augustine’s view of the liberum arbitrizm was precisely
the same as that of Pelagius. See below.

¢ Retract. i. c. 9, § 4: “ Voluntas est qua et peccatur, et recte vivitar.”
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the will ie, strictly speaking, self-willed); it is the necessary
condition of guilt and punishment, of merit and reward. In
this view no thinking man can deny freedom, without destroy-
ing the responsibility and the moral nature of man. An
involuntary will is as bald a self-contradiction as an unintel-
ligent intelligence.’

A second forin of freedom is the Uderum arbitrium, o
freedom of choice. Here Augustine goes half-way with Pela-
gius ; especiglly in his earlier writings, in opposition to Mani-
chsism, which denied all freedom, and made evil a natural -
necessity and an original substance. Like Pelagius he ascribes
freedon of choice to the first man before the fall. God created
man with the double capacity of sinning or not sinning, for-
bidding the former and commanding the latter. But Augus-

! Here belong especially the first chapters of the treatises, De gratia et libero
arbitrio (tom. x. fol. 717-721), of the Opus imperf. contra Julianum, and Contra duas
epistolas Pelagianorum. In this sense even the strictest adherents of the Augustin-
ian and Calvinistic system have always more or less explicitly conceded human
freedom. Thus Cunningham, a Calvinist of the Free Church of Scotland, in his
presentation of the Pelagian controversy (Hist. Theol. L. p. 825): “ Augustine certainly
did not deny man’s free will altogether, and in every sense of the word; and the
most zealous defenders of the doctrines of grace and of Calvinistic principles have
admitted that there is a free will or free agency, in some sense, which man has, and
which is necessary to his being responsible for his transgressions of God's law. It
is laid down in our own [the Westminster] Confession, that ¢ God hath endued the
will of man with that natural liberty, that it is neither forced, nor by any absolute
necessity of nature determined to good or evil’” Dr. Shedd, an American Presby-
terian of the Old School, in his History of Christian Doctrine, ii. p. 66, where he, in
Augustine’s view, expresses his own, says: * The guilt of sin consists in its unforced
wilfulness ; and this guilt is not in the least diminished by the fact that the will
eannot overcome its own wilfulness. For this wicked wilfulness was not created in
the will, but is the product of the will’s act of apostasy. The present impotence to
holiness is not an original and primitive impotence. By creation Adam had plenary
power, not indeed to originate holiness, for no creature has this, but to preserve and
perpetuate it. The present destitution of holiness, and impossibility of originating
it, i» due therefore to the creature’s apostatizing agency, and is a part of his con-
demnation.” Also, p. 80: “There is no author in the whole theological catalogue,
who is more careful and earnest than Augnstine, to assert that sin is se/f-activity,
and that its source is in the voluntary nature of man. 8in, according to him, is not
a sbstance, but an agency; it is not the essence of any faculty in man, but only
the action of a faculty.” Neither Dr. Cunningham nor Dr. 8hedd, however, takes
any account of the different forms and degrees of freedom in the Augustinian

system.
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tine differs from Pelagius in viewing Adam not as poised in
entire indifference between good and evil, obedience and disobe-
dience, but as having a positive constitutional tendency to the
good, yet involving, at the same time, a possibility of sinning.'
Besides, Augustine, in the interest of grace and of true free-
dom, disparages the freedom of choice, and limits it to the
beginning, the transient state of probation. This relative
indecision cannot be at all predicated of God or the angels,
_ of the saints or of sinners. It is an imperfection of the will,
which the actual choosing of the good or the evil more or less
purmounts. Adam, with the help of divine grace, without
which he might will the good, indeed, but could not persevere
in it, should have raised himself to the true freedom, the moral
necessity of good; but by choosing the evil, he fell into the
bondage of sin.” Awugustine, however, incidentally concedes,
that the liberum arbitrium still so far exists even in fallen
man, that he can choose, not indeed between sin and holiness,
but between individual actions within the sphere of sinfulness
and of justitia civilis.’

! This important distinction is overlooked by Baur, in his Kirchengeschichte
vom 4-6ten Jahrhundert, p. 143. It takes off the edge from his sharp criticiam of
the Augustinian system, in which he charges it with inconsistency in starting from
the same idea of freedom as Pelagius and yet opposing it.

* Comp. respecting this conception of freedom, the treatise, De libero arbitrio
(in Opera, tom. i. f. 569 sqq.), which was begun a.D. 388, and finished a.p. 895,
and belongs therefore to his earliest writings; also, De correptione et gratia (es-
pecially cap. 9-11), and the sixth book of the Opus imperf. c. Julianum. Also
Contra duaa epistolas Pelag. L ii. c. 2 (tom. x. f. 432), where he opposes both the
Manichsan denial of the liberum arbitrium and the Pelagian assertion of its contin-
uance after the fall. *Manichxi negant, homini bono ex libero arbitrio fuisse ini-
tium mali; Pelagiani dicunt, etiam hominem malum sufficienter habere liberum
arbitrium ad faciendum prseceptum bonum ; catholica [fides] utrosque redarguit, et
illis dicens: Fecit Deus hominem rectum, et istis dicens: Si vos Filius liberaveric,
vere liberi eritis.”

® Contra duas epist. Pelag. ii. ¢. 5 (or § 9, tom. x. f. 436): “Peccato Ade arbi-
trium liberum de hominum natura periisse non dicimus, sed ad peccandum valere in
hominibus subditis diabolo, ad bene autem pieque vivendum non valere, nisi ipea
voluntas hominis Dei gratia fuerit liberata, et ad omne bonum actionis, sermonis,
cogitationis adjuta.” Also, De gratia et libero arbitrio, ¢. 15 (x. f. 734): *“Semper
est autem in nobis voluntas libera, sed non semper est bona, Aut enim & justitia
libera est, quando servit peccato, et tunc est mala ; aut a peccato libera est, quande
servit justitiss, et tunc est bona. Gratia vero Dei semper est bona.” Dr. Baur, it
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Finally, Augustine speaks most frequently and most fondly
of the highest frecdom, the free self-decision or self-determina
tion of the will towards the good and Aoly, the blessed free
dom of the children of God; which still includes, it is true, iu
*his earthly life, the possibility of sinming, but becomes in
heaven the image of the divine freedom, a feliz necessitas bons,
and cannot, because it will not, sin.' It is the exact opposite
of the dura necessitas mali in the state of sin. It is not a
faculty possessed in common by all rational minds, but the
highest stage of moral development, confined to true Christians.
This freedomm Augustine finds expressed in that word of our
Lord: “If the Son shall make you free, ye shall be free in-
deed.” It does not dispense with grace, but is generated by
it; the more grace, the more freedom. The will is free in
proportion as it is healthy, and healthy in proportion as it
moves in the clement of its true life, in God, and obeys Him

of its own spontaneous impulse. To serve God is the true
freedom.’

is true (Die christl. Kirche vom Anfang des 4ten bis Ende dee 6ten Jahrhunderts,
p. 140), is not wholly wrong when he, with reference to this passage, charges
Augustine with an equivocal play upon words, in retaining the term freedom, but
changing its sense into its direct opposite. * Meaningless as it is,” says Baur, “ to
talk in this equivocal sense of freedom, we however see even from this what interest
the idea of freedom still had for him, even after he had sacrificed it to the determi-
nism of his system.” The Lutheran theologians likewise restricted the liberum
arbitrium of fallen man to the justitia civilis, in distinction from the justitia Dei, oz
spiritualis. Comp. Melanchthon, in the Confessio Augustana, art. xviii. The For
mula Concordiee goes even beyond Augustine, and compares the patural man in
spiritualibus et divinis rebus with & “statua salis,” * truncus,” and “lapis,” nay, makea
him out yet worse off, inasmuch as he ia not merely passive, but * voluntati divins
rebellis est et inimicus ” (pp. 661 and 862).

! De corrept. et gratia, § 82 (x. 768): “ Quid erit liberius libero arbitrio, quando
non poterit servire peccato? . . . § 83: Prima libertas voluntatis crat, posse non
peccare, novissima erit multo major, non posse peccare.”

* & Deo servire vera libertas est;” a profound and noble saying. This higher
conception of freedom Augustine had substantially expressed long before the Pela-
gian countroversy, e. g., in the Confessions. Comp. also De civit. Dei, 1. xiv, ¢. 11:
¢ Arbitrium igitur voluntatis tunc est vere liberum, quum vitiis peccatisque non
servit. Tale datam est a Deo: quod amissum proprio vitio, nisi & quo dari potuit,
reddi non potest. Unde veritas dicit: Si vos filius liberaverit, tunc vere liberi eritis
Id ipsum est autem, ac si diceret: 8i vos Filius salvoe fecerit, tunc vere salvi eritis,
Inde guippe liberatur, unde salvatar.”
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§ 158. The Augustinian System: The Fall and tts
Consequences.

To understand Augustine’s doctrine of the fall of man, we
must remember, first of all, that he starts with the idea of the
organic unity of the human race, and with the profound par-
allel of Paul between the first and the second Adam ;' that he
views the first man not merely as an individual, but at the same
time as the progenitor and representative of the whole race,
standing to natural mankind in the same relation as that of
Christ to redeemed and regenerate mankind. The history of
the fall, recorded in a manner at once profound and childlike
in the third chapter of Genesis, has, therefore, universal signifi-
cance. In Adam human nature fell, and tlierefore all, who
have inherited that nature from him, who were in him as the
fruit in the germ, and who have grown up, as it were, one
person with him.*

But Augustine did not stop with the very just idea of an
organic connection of the human race, and of the sin of Adam
with original sin; he also supposed a sort of pre-existence
of all the posterity of Adam in himself, so that they actually
and personally sinned in him, though pot, indeed, with
individual consciousness. Since we were, at the time of the
fall, “in lumbis Adami,” the sin of Adam is “jure semina-
tionis et germinationis,” our sin and guilt, and physical death
is a penalty even upon infant children, as it was a penalty
upon Adam. The posterity of Adam therefore suffer punish-
ment not for the sin of another, but for the sin which they
themselves committed in Adam. This view, as we shall see
farther on, Augustine founds upon a false interpretation of
Rom. v. 12.

I. Tee Fair. The original state of man included the
possibility of sinning, and this was the imperfection of that

! Rom. v, 12 f£.; 1 Cor. xv. 22.
? De civit. Dei, L. xiil. ¢. 14: “Omnes enim fuimus in illo uno, quando omnes
fulmus ille unus, qui per feminam lapsus est in peccatum, qusm de illo facts est ante

peocatum.” Compare other passages below,
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state. This possibility became reality. Why it should have
been realized, is incomprehensible; since evil never has, like
good, a sufficient reason. It is irrationality itself. Augustine
fixes an iminense gulf between the primitive state and the
state of sin. But when thought has accomplished this adven-
turous leap, it finds his system coherent throughout.

Adam did not fall without temptation from another.
That angel, who, in his pride, had turned away from God to
himself, tempted man, who, standing yet in his integrity, pro-
voked his envy. He first approached the woman, the weaker
and the more crednlous. The essence of the sin of Adam con-
gisted not in the eating of the fruit; for this was in itself
neither wrong nor harmtul; but in disobedience to the com-
mand of God. “Obedience was enjoined by that command-
ment, as the virtue which, in the rational creature, is, as it
were, the mother and guardian of all virtues.” The principle,
the root of sin, was pride, sclf-seeking, the craving of the will
to forsake its author, and become its own. This pride preceded
the outward act. Our first parents were sinful in heart, before
they had yet fallen into open disobedience. “For man never
yet proceeded to an evil work, unless incited to it by an evil
will.” This pride even preceded the temptation of the serpent.
¢ If man had not previously begun to take pleasure in himself,
the serpent counld have had no hold upon him.”

The fall of Adam appears the greater, and the more worthy
of punishment, if we consider, first, the height he occupied,
the divine image in which he was created ; then, the simplicity
of the commmandment, and ease of obeying it, in the abundance
of all manner of fruits in paradise; and finally, the sanction
of the most terrible punishment from his Creator and greatest
Benefactor.

Thus Aungustine goes behind the appearance to the sub-
stance ; below the surface to the deeper truth. He does not
stop with the outward act, but looks chiefly at the dispoeition
which lies at its root.

II. The ConsequENces of the primal sin, both for Adam and
for his posterity, are, in Augustine’s view, comprehensive and
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terrible in proportion to the heinousness of the sin itself. Ana
all these consequences are at the same time punishments from
the righteous God, who has, by one and the same law, joined
reward with obedience and penalty with sin. They are all
comprchended under death,’'in its widest sense ; as Paul says :
“The wages of sin is death;” and in Gen. ii. 17 we are to
understand by the threatened death, all evil both to body and
to soul.

Augustine particularizes the consequences of sin under
seven heads; the-first four being negative, the others positive :

1. Loss of the freedom of choice,) which consisted in a
positive inclination and love to the good, with the implied
possibility of sin. In place of this freedomn has come the hard
necessity of sinning, bondage to evil. “The will, which, aided
by grace, would have become a source of good, became to
Adam, in his apostasy from God, a source of evil.”

2. Obstruction of knowledge. Man was originally able to
learn everything easily, without labor, and to understand
everything aright. But now the mind is beclouded, and
knowledge can be acquired and iinparted only in the sweat of
the face.

3. Loss of the grace of God, which enabled man to per
Jorm the good which his freedom willed, and to persevere
therein. By not willing, man forfeited his ability, and now,
though he would do good, he cannot.

4, Loss of paradise. The earth now lies under the curse
of God: it brings forth thorns and thistles, and in the sweat
of his face man must eat his bread.

5. Concupiscence, i. e., not sensuousness in itself, but the
preponderance of the sensuons, the lusting of the flesh against
the spirit. Thus God punishes sin with sin—a proposition
which Julian considered blasphemy. Originally the body was
as joyfully obedient to the spirit, as man to God. There was
but one will in exercise. By the fall this beautiful harmony
has been broken, and that antagonisin has arisen which Paul

! Of course not in indifferent things of ordinary life, in which the greatest sinner
is free to chnose, but in reference to the great religious decision for or against God
and divine things.
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describes in the seventh chapter of the Epistle to the Romans.
(Augustine referred this passage to the regenerate state.)
The rebellion of the spirit against God involved, as its natural
punishment, the rebellion of the flesh against the spirit.
Concupiscentia, therefore, is substantially the same as what
Paul calls in the bad sense “flesh.” It is not the sensual con-
stitution in itself, but its predominance over the higher, rational
nature of man.' It is true, however, that Augustine, in his
longing after an unimpeded life in the spirit, was inclined to
treat even lawful appetites, such as hunger and thirst, so far
as they assume the form of craving desire, as at least remotely
connected with the fall.' Julian attributed the strength of
animal desire to the animal element in the original nature of
man. Augustine answered, that the superiority of man to the
brute consists in the complete dominion of reason over the
sensual nature, and that therefore his approach to the brute in
this respect is a punishment from God. Concupiscence then
is no more a merely corporeal thing than the biblical cdpé,
but has its seat in the soul, without which no lust arises. We
must, therefore, suppose a conflict in the soul itself, a lower,
earthly, self-secking instinct, and a higher, god-like impulse.
This is the generic sense of concupiscentia: the struggle of .
the collective sensual and psychical desires against the god-like
spirit. But Augustine frequently employs the word, as other
corresponding terms are used, in the narrower sense of unlaw-
ful sexual desire. This appeared immediately after the fall, in
the shame of our first parents, which was not for their naked-
ness itself, since this was nothing new to them, but for the

! Not the “sentiendi vivacitas,” but the “libido sentiendi, qus nos ad sentien-
dum, sive consentientes mente, sive repugnantes, appetitu carnalis voluptatis impel.
lit.” C. Julianum, L iv. c. 14 (§ 65, tom. x. f. 615). He illustrates the difference by
a reference to Matt v. 28. “Non ait Dominus: qui viderit mulierem, sed: qui
viderit ad concupiscendum, jam machatus est eam in corde suo, . . . Illud [videre]
Deus condidit, instruendo corpus humanum ; illud [videre ad concupiscendum] dia.
bolus seminavit, persuadendo peccatum.”

* «Quis autem mente sobrius non mallet, si fieri posset, sine ulla mordaci volup-
tate carnali val arida sumere alimenta, vel humida, sicut sumimus heec aéria, qua
de circumfusis auris respirando et spirando sorbemus et fundimus?” Contra Ju)
tv. o 14, § 68, £. 616,
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lusting of the body; for something, therefore, in and of itself

good (the body’s own enjoyment, as it were), but now unlaw-

fully rising, through the discord between body and soul. But
would there then have been propagativn without the fall?
Unquestionably ; but it would have left the dominion of reason
over the sensual desire undisturbed. Propagation would have
been the act of a pure will and chaste love, and would have
had no more shame about it than the scattering of seed upon
the maternal bosomn of the earth. But now lust rules the
gpirit; and Augustine in his earlier years had had bitter expe-
rience of its tyranny. To this element of sin in the act of pro-
creation he ascribes the pains of child-birth, which in fact
appear in Genesis as a consequence of the fall, and as a curse
from God. Had man remained pure, the ripe fruit would
have descended from the maternal womb without labor or pain
of the woman, as the fruit descends from the tree.”*

6. Physical death, with its retinue of diseases and bodily
pains. Adam was indeed created mortal, that is, capable of
death, but not subject to death. By a natural development the
possibility of dying would have been overcome by the power
of immortality ; the body would have been gradually spirit-
- ualized and clothed with glory, without a violent transition or
even the weakness of old age. But now man is fallen under
the bitter necessity of death. Because the spirit forsook God
willingly, it must now forsake the body unwillingly. With
profound discernment Augustine shows that not only the
actual severance of soul and body, but the whole life of sinfal
man is a continual dying. Even with the pains of birth and
the first cry of the child does death begin. The threatening
of the Lord, therefore: “In the day ye eat thereof, ye shall
die,” began at once to be fulfilled. For though our first
parents lived many years afterwards, they immediately began
to grow old and to die. Life is an unceasing march towards
death, and * to no one is it granted, even for a little, to stand
etill, or to go more slowly, but all are constrained to go with
equal pace, and no one is impelled differently from others.
For he whose life has been shorter, saw therefore no shortes

! De civitate Dei, xiv. 26,



»
§ 154. THE AUGUSTINIAN SYSTEM CONTINUED. 829

day than he whose life was longer. And he who uses more
time to reach death, does not therefore go slower, but only
makes a longer journey.”

7. The most importaut consequence of the fall of Adam ia
original sin and hereditary guilt in his whole posterity ; and
88 this was also one of the chief points of controversy, it must
be exhibited at length.

§ 154. The Augustinian System : Original Sin, and the
Origin of the Human Sowl.

Original sin,' according to Augustine, is the native bent of
the sonl towards evil, with which all the posterity of Adam—
excepting Christ, who was conceived by the Holy Ghost and
born of a pure Virgin—come into the world, and out of which
all actual sins of necessity proceed. It appears principally in
concupiscence, or the war of the flesh against the spirit. Sin
is not merely an individual act, but also a condition, a status
and habitus, which continues, by procreation, from generation
to generation. Original sin results necessarily, as has been
already remarked, from the generic and representative charac-
ter of Adam, in whom human nature itself, and so, potentially,
all who should inherit that nature, fell.’ The corruption of
the root communicates itself to the trunk and the branches.
But where sin is, there is always guilt and ill-desert in the
eyes of a righteous God. The whole race, through the fall of
its progenitor, has become a massa perditionis. This, of course,
still admits different degrees both of sinfulness and of guilt.

Original sin and guilt are propagated by natural genera-

} Peccatam originale, vitium bereditarium.

* De peccatorum meritis et remissione, L iii. ¢. 7 (§ 14, tom. x. f. 78): “In
Adam omnes tunc peccaverunt, quando in ejus natura illa insita vi, qua eos gignere
poterat, adhuc omnes ille unus fuerunt.” De corrept. et gratia, § 28 (x. f. 765):
“Quia vero [Adam] per liberum arbitrium Deum deseruit, justum judicium Dei
expertus est, ut cum tota sua stirpe, que in illo adhuc posita tota cum illo pecca
verat, damnaretur.” This view easily fell in with Augustine’s Platonico-Aristotelian
realism, which regarded the general conoeptions as the original types of individunl
things. But the root of it lay deeper in his Christian conscionsness and profound
convietion of the all-pervading power of sin.
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tion. The generic character planted in Adam unfolds itself
in & snccession of individuals, who organically grow one out
of another. As sin, however, i8 not merely a thing of the
body, but primarily and essentially of the epirit, the question
arises, on which of the current theories as to the origin and
propagation of éouls Augustine based his view.

Thi§ metaphysical problem enters theology in connection
with the doctrine of original sin; this, therefore, is the place
to say what is needful upon it.' The Gnostic and pantheistic
emanation-theory had long since been universally rejected as
heretical. But three other views had found advocates in the
church:

1. The Traducian® or (Feneration-theory teaches that the
soul originates with the body from the act of procreation, and
therefore through human agency. It is countenanced by sev-
eral passages of Scripture, such as Gen. v. 3; Ps, li. 5; Rom.
v. 12; 1 Cor. xv. 22; Eph. ii. 3; it is decidedly suitable to the
doctrine of original sin; and hence, since Tertullian, it has
been adopted by most Western theologians in support aund
explanation of that doetrine.’

3. The Creation-theory ascribes each individual soul to a
direct creative act of God, and supposes it to be united with

! “La premidre difficulté est,” says Leibnitz in the Theodicée, Partie i 86,
¢ gomment PAme a pu étre infectée du péché originel, qui est la racine des péchés
actuels, sans qu'il y ait eu de l'injustice en Dieu a I'y exposer.”

* From tradux, propagator. The author of this theory is Tertullian, De anima,
c. 27 (Opera, ed. Fr. Oebler, tom. ii. p. 589 sqq.): *“Immo simul ambas [animam
et corpus] et concipi et confici et perfici dicimus, sicut et promi, nec ullum interve-
nire momentum in concepta quo locus ordinetur. , . . Igitur ex uno homine tota
hmc animarum redundantia.” Cap. 36 (p. 617): * Anima in utero seminata pariter
cum carne pariter cum ipsa sortitur.” Comp. c. 19 (anima velut surculus quidam
ex matrice Adam in propaginem deducta); De resurr. carnis, c. 45; Adv. Valentin,
c. 25 (tradux anime), With Tertullian this theory was connected with a material-
izing view of the soul.

3 Jerome says of the maxima pars occidentalium, that they teach: Ut quomodo
corpus ex corpore, sic anima nascatur ex anima, et simili cum brutis animalibus
conditione subsistat.” Ep. 78 ad Marcelh Leo the Great- declared it even to be
ontholica fides, that every man *‘in corporis et anims substantiam formari intra
materna viscera.,” Ep. 18 ad Turrib, Similarly among the Oriental fathere, Theo-
doret, Fab. heer. v. 9: % éxnAnofla Tois Jelois wetdouérn Adyois,—Aéyer Thr Yuxhe
ourdnmiovpytio Yai T gduart,
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the body either at the moment of its generation, or afterwards.
This view is held by several Eastern theologians and by
Jerome, who appeals to the unceasing creative activity of God
(John v. 17). It required the assumption that the soul, which
must proceed pure from the hand of the Creator, becomes sin-
ful by its connection with the naturally generated body.
Pelagius and his followers were creationista.’

3. The theory of .Pre-existence, which was originated by
Plato and more fully developed by Origen, supposes that the
soul, even before the origin of the body, existed and sinned in
another world, and has been banished in the body as in &
prison,’ to expiate that personal Adamic guilt, and by an ascet-
ic process to be restored to its original state. This is one of
the Origenistic heresies, which were condemned under Justin-
ian. Even Gregory of Nyssa, although, like Nemesius and
Cyril of Alexandria, he supposed the sonl to be created before
the body, compares Origen’s theory to the heathen myths and
fables. Origen himself allowed that the Bible does not direct-
ly teach the pre-existence of the soul, but maintained that sev-
eral passages, such as the strife between Esau and Jacob in
the womb, and the leaping of John the Baptist in the womb
of Elizabeth at the salutation of Mary,imply it. The only
truth in this theory is that every human soul has from eternity
existed in the thought and purpose of God.*

Augustine emphatically rejects the doctrine of pre-exist-
ence,’ without considering that his own theory of a generic

1 Jerome says, appealing to John v. 17; Zech. xii. 1; Ps. xxxiii. 15: “ Quotidie
Deuns fabricatur animas, cujus velle fecisse est, et conditor esse non cessat.” Pels-
gius, in his Confession of Faith, declares for the view that souls are made and given
by God Himself. - .

* The o&ua interpreted as osiua (sepulchre). Origen appeals to the groaning of
the creation, Rom. viii. 19,

? Lately the theory of pre-existence has found in America an advocate in Dr,
Edward Beecher, in his book: The Conflict of Ages, Boston, 1858. Wordsworth
has given it a poetic garb in his Ode on Immortality:

“ Qur birth is but a sleep and a forgetting :
- The soul that rises with us, our life’s star,
Hath had elsewhere its setting,
And cometh from afar.”

¢ De civit. Dei, xi. 28. Ad Oros. ¢. Priscill. et Orig. ¢. 8, In his earlier work,

De Hbero arbitrio (about 395), he spoke more favorably of Pre-existentianism.
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pre-existence and apostasy of all men in Adam is really liable
to similar objections. For he also hangs the whole fate of the
human race on a transcendental act of freedom, lying beyond
our temporal consciousness ; though, it is true, he places this
act in the beginning of earthly history, and ascribes it to the
one general ancestor, while Origen transfers it into a previous
world, and views it as an act of each individual soul.’

But between creationism and traducianism Augustine
wavers, because the Scriptures do not expressly decide. He
wishes to keep both the continuous creative activity of God
and the organic union of body and soul.

Augustine regards this whole question as belonging to
science and the schools, not to faith and the church, and makes
a confession of ignorance which, in a man of his speculative
genius, involves great self-denial. ¢ Where the Scripture,” he
says, “renders no certain testimony, human inquiry must be-
ware of deciding one way or the other. If it were necessary

to salvation to know anything concerning it, Scripture would
bave said more.”*

! Comp. Baur, Vorlesungen fiber die Dogmengeschichte, Bd. i. Th. iL p. 81:
“ What essentially distinguishes the Augustinian system from that of Origen, consists
only [?] in this, that in place of the pretemporal fall of souls we have the Adamio
apostasy, and that what in Origen bears yet a heathen impress, has in Augustine
assumed & purely Old Testament [certainly, however, also a Pauline] form.”

* De peccatorum mer. et remiss. 1. ii. ¢. 36, § 59. He satill remained thus unde-
cided in his Retractations, lib. i. cap. 1, § 8 (Opera, tom. i f. 4), where he honestly
acknowledges: * Quod attinet ad ejus [animi] originem ... nec tunc sciebam, nec
adhuc scio.” He frequently treats of this question, e. g., De anima et ejus origine ;
De Genest ad literam, x. 28; Epist. 190 ad Optatum; and Opus imperf. iv. 104.
Comp. also Gangauf, L c. p. 248 ff. and John Huber, Philosophie der Kirchenviiter,
p. 201 ff.  Huber gives the following terse presentation of the Augustinian doctrine :
“In the problem of the origin of the soul Augustine arrived at no definite view.
In his earlier writings he is as yet even unsettled as to the doctrine of pre-existence
(De lib. arbitr. i. 12, 24; iii. 20 and 21), but afterwards he rejects it most decidedly,
especially as presented by Origen, and at the same time criticises his whole theory of
the origin of the world (De civit. Dei, xi. 28). In like manner he declares against
the theory of emanation, according to which the soul has flowed out of God (De Genes.
ad. lit. vii. 2, 8), is of one nature (Epist. 166 ad Hieron. § 8) and coeternal (De civ.
Del, x. 81). Between creationism and generationism, however, he can come to no de-
cision, being kept in suspense not so much by scientific as by theological considera-
tions. As to generationism, he remembers Tertullian, and fears being compelled,
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The three theories of the origin of the soul, we may remark
by way of concluding criticismm, admit of a reconciliation.
Each of them contains an element of truth, and is wrong only
when exclusively held. Every human soul has an ideal pre
existence in the divine mind, the divine will, and we may add,
in the divine life; and every human soul as well as every
human body is the product of the united agency of God and
the parents. Pre-existentianism errs in confounding an ideal
with a concrete, self-conscious, individual pre-existence; tra-
ducianism, in ignoring the creative divine agency withont
which no being, least of all an immortal mind, can come into
existence, and in favoring a materialistic conception of the
sonl; creatianism, in denying the human agency, and thus
placing the soul in & merely accidental relation to the body.

8 185. Arguments for the Doctrine of Original Sin and
Hereditary Guilt.

We now pass to the proofs by which Augustine established
his doctrine of original sin and guilt, and to the objections
urged by his opponents.

1. For Scriptural authority he appealed chiefly and repeat-
edly to the words in Rom. v. 12, é¢’ &8 wdwres Hfuaprov, which

kke him, to afirm the corporeslity of the soul. He perceives, however, that this
theory explains the transmission of original sin, and propounds the inquiry, whether
perchance one soul may not spring from another, as one light is kindled from an-
other without diminution of its flame (Ep. 190 ad Optatum, 4, 14-15). But for
creationism the chief difficulty lies in this very doctrine of original sin. If the soul
is created directly by God, it is pure and sinless, and the question arises, how it
bas deserved to be clothed with corrupt flesh and brought into the succession of
original sin. God Himself appears there to be the cause of its sinfulness, inasmuch
28 he caused it to become guilty by uniting it with the body (De an. et ejus orig. L
8, 9; ii. 9, 18). All the passages of Scripture relevant to this point agree only in
this, that God is the Giver, Author, and Former of souls; but how he forms thero—
whather he creates them out of nothing or derives them from the parents, thev do
not declare (Ib, iv. 11, 15).—His doctrine, that God created everything together as
to the germ, might naturally have inclined him rather to generationism, yet he does
not get over his indecision, and declares even in his Retractations (i. 1, 8), that he
neitber knew previously nor knows now, whether succeeding souls were descended:
from the first one or newly created as individuals,
58
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are erroneously translated by the Vulgate: in guo’ omnes peo
caverunt. As Augustine had but slight knowledge of Greek,
he commonly confined himself to the Latin Bible, and here he
referred the #n quo to Adam (the “ one man” in the beginning
of the verse, which is far too remote); but the Greek é¢ ¢
must be taken as neuter and as a conjunction in the sense:
on the ground that, or because, all have sinned.' The
exegesis of Augustine, and his doctrine of a personal fall,
as it were, of all men in Adam, are therefore doubtless untena-
ble. On the other hand, Paul unquestionably teaches in this
passage & causal connection between sin and death, and also a
causal connection between the sin of Adam and the sinfulness
of his posterity, therefore original sin. The proof of this is
found in the whole parallel between Adam and Christ, and
their representative relation to mankind (comp. 1 Cor. xv. 45
ff.), and especially in the wdvres fjuaprov, but not in the ép’ §
as translated by the Vulgate and Augustine. Other passages
of Secripture to which Aungustine appealed, as teaching original
gin, were such as Gen. viii. 21; Ps. li. 7; John iii. 6; 1 Cor.
vii. 14; Eph. ii. 3

2. The practice of infant baptism in the church, with the
customary formula, ¢ for remission of sins,”’ and such accom-
panying ceremonies as exorcism, presupposes the dominion of
sin and of demoniacal powers even in infancy. Since the
child, before the awakening of self-consciousness, has committed
no actual sin, the effect of baptism must relate to the forgive-

! Which presupposes é&v §. The whole verse reads in the Vulgate: “Propteres,
sicut per unum hominem peccatum in hunc mundum intravit, et per peccatum mors,
et ita in omnes homines mors pertransiit, in gquo omnes peccaverunt.” Comp.
Augustine, De peccat. merit. et remissione, 1. 8, 10; Op. imperf. ii. 68; Contra duss
ep. Pel. iv. 4; De nupt. et concup, ii. 5. Pelagins explained the passage (ad Rom.
v. 12): “In eo, quod omnes peccaverunt, exemplo Ads peccant,” or per imitatio-
nem in contrast with per propagationem. Julian tramslated ¢¢' ¢§ propter quod.
Comp Contra Jul. vi. 75; Op. imperf. fi. 86.

' Ep’ § (= ¢’ ols) is equivalent to ¢l rolry ¥ri, on the gronnd that, presup-
posing that, propterea quod. So Meyer, in loco, and others. R. Rothe (in an ex-
tremely acute exegetical monograph upon Rom. v. 12-21, Wittenberg, 1886) and
Chr. Fr. Schmid (Bibl Theol. ii. p. 126) explain i¢° § by dxi robre &are, L &,
under the more part'cular specification that, inasmuch as. Comp, the Cowmen
taries,
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ness of original sin and guilt.' This was a very important
point from the beginning of the controversy, and one to which
Augustine ‘requently reverted.

Here he had unquestionably a logical advantage over the
Pelagiaus, who retained the traditional usage of infant baptism,
put divested it of its proper import, made it signify a mere
ennobling of a nature already good, and, to be consistent,
should have limited baptism to adults for the forgiveness of
actual sins.

The Pelagians, however, were justly offended by the revolt-
ing inference of the damnation of unbaptized infants, which is
nowhere taught in the Holy Beriptures, and is repugnant to
every unperverted religious instinct. Pelagius inclined to
sssign to unbaptized infants a middle state of half-blessednees,
between the kingdom of héaven appointed to the baptized and
the hell of the ungodly; though on this point he is not posi-
tive.' He evidently makes salvation depend, not so much
upon the Christian redemption, as upon the natural moral
character of individuals. Hence also baptism had no such
importance in his view as in that of his antagonist.

Augustine, on the authority of Matt. xxv. 34, 46, and other
Seriptures, justly denies a neutral middle state, and meets the
difficulty by supposing different degrees of blessedness and
damnation (which, in fact, must be admitted), corresponding
to the different degrees of holiness and wickedness. But, con-

! Comp. De nuptiis et concup. L ¢. 26 (tom. x. f. 201 8q.); De peccat. mer. et
remiss, 1. . 26 (§ 39, tom. x. fol. 23); De gratia Christi, c. 32, 83 (x. 245 sq.), and
other passages, The relation of the doctrine of original sin to the practice of infant
baptism came very distinctly into view from the beginning of the controversy
Some have even concluded from a passage of Augustine (De pecc. mer. iil. 8), thay
the controversy began with infant baptisn and not with original sin. Comp.
Wiggers, L p. 59.

3 “Quo non eant scio, quo eant nescio,” says he of unbaptized children. He
ascribed to them, it is true, salus or vita wmterna, but not the reguum occelorum.
Aug. De pecc. mer. et remissione, i. 18; iii. 8. In the latter place Augustine says,
that it is absurd to affirm a ‘“vita sterna extra regnum Dei.” In his book, De
hseresibus, cap. 88, Augustine says of the Pelagians that they assign to unbaptized
ehildren “ mternam et beatam quandam vitam extra regnum Dei,” and teach that
children being born withont or'ginal sin, are baptized for the purpose of being
admitted ** ad regnum Dei,” and transferred “ de bono in melius.”
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strained by the idea of original sin, and by the supposed neces-
sity of baptism to salvation, he does not shrink from consigning
unbaptized children to damnation itself,’ though he softens to
the utmost this frightful dogma, and reduces the damnation to
the minimaum of punishment or the privation of blessedness.’
He might have avoided the difficulty, without prejudice to
his premises, by his doctrine of the election of grace, or by
assuming an extraordinary application of the merits of Christ in
death or in Hades. But the Catholic doctrine of the necessity
of outward baptism to regeneration and entrance into the king-
dom of God, forbade him a more liberal view respecting the
endless destiny of that half of the human race which die in
childhood.

We may recall, however, the noteworthy fact, that the
third canon of the North-African council at Carthage in 418,
which condemns the opinion that unbaptized children are
saved, is in many manuscripts wanting, and is therefore of
doubtful authenticity. The sternness of the Augustinian sys-
tem here gave way before the greater power of Christian love.
Even Augustine, De civitate Dei, speaking of the example of
Melchisedec, ventures the conjecture, that God may have also
among the heathen an elect people, true Israelites according
to the spirit, whom He draws to Himself through the secret
power of His spirit. Why, we may ask, is not this thought

applicable above all to children, to whom we know the Savionr .

! De pece. orig. o. 81 (§ 36, tom. x. f. 269): * Unde ergo recte énfans illa perdi-
fione punitur, nisi quia pertinet ad massam perditionis?” De nupt. et concup. o. 22
(x. 292): *“Remanet originale peccatum, per quod [parvuli] sub diaboli potestate
captivi sunt, nisi inde lavacro regenerationis et Christi sanguine redimantur et tran-
seant in regnum redemtoris sul.” De peccat. merit. et remissione, fii. cap. 4 (x. 74):
% Manifestum est, eos [parvulos] ad dammationem, nisi hoe [incorporation with
Christ through baptism] eis collatum fuerit, pertinere. Non autem damnari possent,
#i peccatum utique non haberent.”

* Contra Julianum, 1. v. ¢. 11 (§ 44, tom. x. f. 851): *Si enim quod de Sodomis
ait [Matt. x. 6 ; xi. 24] et utique non solis intelligi voluit, alius alio tolerabilius in
die judicii punietur: quis dubitaverit parvulos non baptizatos, qui solum habent
originale peccatum, nec ullis proprils aggravantur, in damnatione omnium levissima
faturos?” Comp. De pecc. meritis et remissione, ! i. c. 18 (or § 21, tom. x. 12):
4 Potest proinde reote dici, parvulos sine baptismo de corpore exeuntes in damus
tione omnium mitissima futurocs.”
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Himself, in a very special sense (and without reference to bap-
tism) aseribes a right to the kingdom of heaven ¢

3. The testimony of Scripture and of the church is con-
firmed by experience. The inclination to evil awakes with
the awaking of consciousness and voluntary activity. KEven
the suckling gives signs of self-will, spite, qpd disobedience.
As moral development advances, the man feels this disposition
to be really bad, and worthy of punishment, not a mere lim-
itation or defect. Thus we find even the child subject to
suffering, to sickness, and to death. It is contrary to the pure
idea of God, that this condition should have been the original
one. God must have created man faultless and inclined
towards good. The conviction that human nature is not as it
should be, in fact pervades all mankind. Augustine, in one
place, cites a passage of the third book of Cicero’s Republic:
“ Nature has dealt with man not as a real mother, but as a
step-mother, sending him into the world with a naked, frail,
and feeble body, and with a soul anxious to avoid burdens,
bowed down under all manner of apprehensions, averse to
effort, and inclined to sensumality. Yet can we not mistake a
certain divine fire of the spirit, which glimmers on in the heart
as it were under ashes.” Cicero laid the blame of this on
creative nature. *He thus saw clearly the fact, but not the
cause, for he had no conception of original sin, because he had
no knowledge of the Holy Scriptures.”

§ 156. .Answers to Pelagian Objections.

To these positive arguments must be added the direct
answers to the objections brought against the Augustinian
theory, sometimes with great acuteness, by the Pelagians, and
especially by Julian of Eclanum, in the dialectic course of the
controversy.

Julian sums up lis argumeunt against Augustine in five
points, intended to disprove original sin from premises con-
ceded by Augustine himself: If man is the creature of God,
he must come from the hands of God good; if marriage is in
itself good, it cannot generate evil; if baptism remits all sing
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and regenerates, the children of the baptized cannot inherii
pin; if God is righteous, he cannot condemn children for the
sins of others; if human nature is capable of perfect righteous-
ness, it cannot be inherently defective.’

We notice particnlarly the first four of these points; the
fifth is substuntially included in the first.

1. If original sin propagates itself in generation, if there is
a tradus pecoats and & malum naturale, then sin is substantial,
and we are found in the Manichean error, except that we
make God, who is the Father of children, the author of sin,
while Manicheism refers sin to the devil, as the father of
human nature."

This imputation was urged repeatedly and emphatically by
the sharp and clear-sighted Julian. But according to Augustine
all nature is, and ever remains, in itself good, so far as it is
nature (in the semse of creature); evil is only corruption of
nature, vice cleaving to it. Manichseus makes evil a substance,
Augustine, only an accident; the former views it as a positive
and eternal principle, the latter derives it from the creature,
and attributes to it a merely negative or privative existence;
the one affirms it to be a necessity of nature, the other, a free
act; the former locates it in matter, in the body, the latter, in
the will." Augustine retorted on the Pelagians the charge of
Manicheism, for their locating the carnal lust of man in his
original nature itself, and so precluding its cure. But in their
view the concupiscentia carnis was not what it was to Augus-
tine, but an innocent natural impulse, wlnch becomes sin only
when indulged to excess.

! Contra Juliasum Pelagianum, L ii. ¢. 9 (§ 81, tom. x. f. 545 sq.).

? Comp. as against this the 2d book De nuptiis et concup. ; Contra Jul. L i and
li., and the Opus imperf., in the introduction, and Kb. iv. cap, 88.

1 ¢ Non est ulla substantia vel natura, sed vitium.” De nupt. et concup. L ii. o
84 (§ 57, x. f. 382). “Non ortum est malum nisi in bono; nec tamen summo et
Immutabili, quod est natura Dei, sed facto de nihilo per sapientiam Dei.” Ibid. lib
H. e 29 (or § 50, tom. x. f. 827). Comp. particularly also Contra duas epist. Pelag.
li. . 2, where he sharply discriminates his doctrine alike from Manichssism and
Pelagianism. These passages were overlooked by Baur and MirLwax, who think
that there is good foundation for the charge of Manichmism against Augustine's
doctrine of sin. Gieeox (ch. xxxiil) dorived the orthodoxy of Augustine from the
Manichsan school |
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9. If evil is nothing subetantial, we should expect that the
baptized and regenerate, in whom its power is broken, would
beget sinless children. If sin is propagated, righteousness
should be propagated also.

But baptism, according to Angustine, removes only the
guilt (reatus) of original sin, not the sin itself (concupiscentia).
In procreation it is not the regenerate spirit that is the agent,
but the nature which is still under the dominion of the con-
oupiscentia. “ Regenerate parents produce not as sons of God,
but as children of the world.” All that are born need there-
fore regeneration through the same baptismm, which washes
away the curse of original sin. Augustine appeals to analo-
gies; especially to the fact that from the seed of the good
olive a wild olive grows, although the good and the wild
greatly differ.’

3. But if the production of children is not possible without
fleshly lust, must not marriage be condemned ¢ *

No; marriage, and the consequent production of children,
are, like nature, in themselves good. They belong to the
mutnal polarity of the sexes. The blessing: * Be fruitful and
multiply,” and the declaration: ¢ Therefore shall 8 man leave
his father and his mother, and shall cleave unto his wife, and
they shall be one flesh,” come down from paradise itself, and
generation would have taken place even without sin, yet * sine
ulla libidine,” a8 a ¢ tranquilla motio et conjunctio vel commixtio
membrorum.” Carnal concupiscence is subsequent and adven-
titious, existing now as an accident in the act of generation,
and concealed by nature herself with shame; but it does not
annul the blessing of marriage. It is only through sin that
the sexual parts have become pudenda; in themselves they
are honorable. Undoubtedly the regenerate are called to

! De peccat. mer. et remiss. ii. cap. 9 and o. 25; De nuptiis et concup, L c. 183
Contra Julian. vi. ¢. 8.

* Comp. against this especially the first book De nuptiis et concupiscentia (tom.
x. £ 279 8qq.), written 418 or 419, In order to refute this objection. Julian an.
swered this in a work of four books, which gave Augustine occasion to compose the
second book De nuptiis et concup., and the six books Contra Julianam, 4. p. 421
Julian published an answer to this again, which Augustine in turn refuted in his
Opus imperf., 4. 0. 429, during the writing of which he died, A. p. 480,
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reduce concupiscence to the mere service of generation, that
they may produce children, who shall be children of God, and
therefore born again in Christ. Such desire Augustine, with
reference to 1 Cor. vii. 3 ff,, calls “a pardonable guilt.” But
gince, in the present stdte, the concupiscentia carnis is insepara-
ple from marriage, it would have been really more consistent
to give up the “bonum nuptiarum,” and to regard marriage
as a necessary evil ; as the monastic asceticisin, favored by the
spirit of the age, was strongly inclined to do. And in this
respect there was no material difference between Augustine
and Pelagius. The latter went fully as far, and even farther,
in his praise of virginity as the highest form of Christian vir-
tue; his letter to the nun Demetrias is a picture of a perfect
virgin who in her moral purity proves the excellency of human
nature.

4. It contradicts the righteousness of God, to snppose one
man punished for the sin of another. We are accountable
only for sins which are the acts of our own will. Julian
appealed to the oft-quoted passage, Ezek. xviii. 2-4, where
God forbids the use of the proverb in Israel: “ The fathers
have eaten sour grapes, and the children’s teeth are set on
edge,” and where the principle is laid down: ¢ The soul that
sinneth, it shall die.””*

On the individualizing principle of Pelagius this objection
is very natural, and is irrefragable; but in the system of
Augustine, where mankind appears as an organic whole, and
Adam as the representative of human nature and as incloding
all his posterity, it partially loses its force. Augustine thus
makes all men sharers in the fall, so that they are, in fact,
punished for what they themselves did in Adam. But this by
no means fully solves the difficulty. He should have applied
his organic view differently, and should have carried it
farther. For if Adam must not be isolated from his descend-
ants, neither must original sin be taken apart from actual sin.
God does not punish the one without the other. He always
looks upon the life of man as a whole; upon original sin as

} Aug. Opus imperf. iil, 18, 19 (tom. x 1067, 1069). Augustine’s answer s
wnsatisfactory.
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the fruitfal mother of actual sins; and he condemns a man
not for the guilt of another, but for making the deed of Adam
his own, and repeating the fall by his own voluntary trans-
gression. This every one does who lives beyond unconscious
infancy. But Augustine, as we have already seen, makes
even infuncy subject to punishment for original sin alone, and
thus unquestionably trenches not only upon the righteousness
of God, but also upon his love, which is the beginning and
end of his ways, and the key to all his worka.

To sum up the Aungnstinian doctrine of sin: This fearful
power is universal ; it rules the species, as well as individuals;
it has its seat in the moral character of the will, reaches thence
to the particular actions, and from them reacts again upon the
will; and it subjects every man, without exception, to the
punitive justice of God. Yet the corruption is not so great as
to salter the substance of man, and make him incapable of
redemption. The denial of man’s capacify for redemption is
the Manichsean error, and the opposite extreme to the Pelagian
denial of the need of redemption. ¢ That is still good,” says
Augustine, * which bewailg lost good; for had not something
good remained in our nature, there would be no grief over lost
good for punishment.”' KEven in the hearts of the heathen
the law of God is not wholly obliterated,’ and even in the life
of the most abandoned men there are some good works. But
these avail nothing to salvation. They are not truly good,
because they proceed from the turbid source of selfishness.
Faith is the root, and love the motive, of all truly good actions,
and this love is shed abroad in our hearts by the Holy Ghost.
“ Whatsoever is not of faith, is sin.” Before the time of
Christ, therefore, all virtues were either, like the virtues of the
Old Testament saints, who hoped in the same Christ in whom
we believe, consciously or unconscionsly Christian; or else
they prove, on closer inspection, to be comparative vices or
seeming virtues, destitute of the pure motive and the right
sim. Lust of ronown and lust of dominion were the funda

! De Genesi ad literam, viil. 14,
' Rom. il. 14

- ‘Hk‘——‘
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mental traits of the old Romans, which first gave birth to
those virtues of self-devotion to freedom and country, so glo-
rious in the eyes of men; but which afterwards, when with the
destruction of Carthage all manner of moral corruption poured
in, begot the Roman vices.'

This view of heathen or natural morality as a specious
form of vice, though true to a large extent, is nevertheless an
unjust extreme, which Augustine himself cannot consistently
sustain. Even he was forced to admit important moral differ-
ences among the heathen: between, for example, a Fabricius,
of incorriiptible integrity, and the traitor Oatiline; and though
he merely defines this difference negatively, as a greater and
less degree of sin and guilt, yet this itself involves the positive

! The sentence often ascribed to Augustine, that “all pagan virtues are but splen-
did vioes,” is not Augustinian in form, but in substance. Comp. the quotation and
remarks above, § 181. Dr. BAUR states his view correctly and clearly when he say:
(Vorlesungen iiber die Dogmengeschichte, Bd. i. Part 2, p. 842): * If, as Augustine
taught, faith in Christ is the highest principle of willing and acting, nothing can be
truly good, which bas not its root in faith, which principle Augustine thus expressed,
using the words of the apostle Paul, Rom. xiv. 23: ¢Omne, quod non ex fide, peocs-
tum.” Augustine judged therefore all good in the will and act of man after the
absolute standard of Christian good, and accoMdingly could only regard the virtues
of the heathen as seeming virtues, and ascribe to anything pre-Christian an inner
value only so far as it had an inner reference to faith in Christ.” Comp. alao Baur's
Geschichte der christl. Kirche vom 4-8ten Jahrhundert, p. 158 £ NzaNDER repre-
sents Augustine’s dootrine on heathen virtue thus (Church History, vol. iv. 1161,
2d Germ. ed., or vol ii. p. 620, in Torrey’s translation): * Augustine very justly
distinguishes the patriotism of the ancients from that which is to be called  virtue,’
in the genuinely Christian sense, and which depends on the disposition towards God
(virtws from virtus vera); but then he goes so far as to overlook altogether what
bears some relationship to the divine life in such occasional coruscations of the
moral element of human vature, and to see in them nothing but a service done for
pvil gpirits and for man’s glory. He contributed greatly, on this particular side, to
promote in the Western church the partial and contracted way of judging the ancient
pagan times, a8 opposed to the more liberal Alexandrian views of which we still find
traces in maoy of the Orientals in this period, and to which Augustine himself, in
the earlier part of his life, as & Platonist, had been inclined. Btill the vestiges of
his earlier and loftier mode of thinking are to be discerned in his later writings
where he searches after and recognizes the scattered fragments of truth and good-
ness in the pagan literature, which he uniformly traces to the revelation of the Spirit,
who i8 the original source of all that is true and good, to created minds; though
this is inconsistent with his own theory respecting the total corruption of human
nature, and with the particularism of his doctrine of predestination.”
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concession, that Fabricius stands nearer the position of Chris-
tian morality, and that there exists at least relative goodness
among the heathen. Moreover, he cannot deny, that there
were before Christ, not only among the Israelites, but also
among the Gentiles, God-fearing souls, sach as Melchisedec
and Job, true Israelites, not according to the flesh, but
according to the spirit, whom God by the secrét workings of
His Spirit drew to Himself even without baptism and the
external means of grace.' 8o the Alexandrian fathers saw
scattered rays of the Logos in the dark night of heathenism;
only they were far from discriminating so sharply between
what was Christian and what was not Christian.

All human boasting is therefore excluded, man is sick, sick
unto death out of Christ, but he is capable of health; and the
worse the sickness, the greater is the physician, the more
powerful is the remedy—redeeming grace.

§ 157. Augustine’s Doctrine of Redeeming Grace.

Augustine reaches his peculiar doctrine of redeeming
grace in two ways. Kirst he reasons upwards from below, by
the law of contrast ; that is, from his view of the utter incom-
petency of the unregenerated man to do good. The greater
the corruption, the mightier must be the remedial principle.
The doctrine of grace is thus only the positive counterpart of
the doctrine of sin. In the second place he reasons down-
wards from above; that is, from his conception of the all-
working, all-penetrating presence of God in natural life, and
much more in the spiritual. While Pelagius deistically severs
God and the world after the creation, and places man on an
independent footing, Augustiney even before this controversy,

! Comp. De peccat. orig. ¢. 24 (§ 28, tom. x. £ 265), where he asserts that the
grace and faith of Christ operated even unconsciously *sive in eis justis quos
sancta Scriptura commermorat, sive in eis justis quos quidem illa non commemorat,
sed tamen fuisse credendi sunmt, vel ante diluvium, vel inde usque ad legem
datam, vel ipsius legis tempore, non solum in filiis Israel, sicut fuerunt prophetss,
sed etiam extra ewndem populwn, sicul fuil Job. Et ipsorum enim corda eadem
mundabantur mediatoris fide, et diffundebatur in eis caritas per Spiritum Sanctum,
qui ubi vult spirat, non merita sequens, sed etiam ipsa merita faciena,”
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was, through his speculative genins and the earnest experience
of his life, deeply penetrated with a sense of the absolute
dependence of the creature on the Creator, in whom we live,
and move, and have our being. But Augnstine’s impression
of the immanence of God in the world has nothing pantheistic ;
it does not tempt him to deny the transcendence of God
and his absolute independence of the world. Guided by the
Holy Scriptures, he maintains the true mean between deism
and pantheism. In the very beginning of his Confessions’ he
says very beautifully : ¢ How shall I call on my God, on my
God and lord? Into myself must I call Him, if I call on
Him; and what place is there in me, where my God may
enter into me, the God, who created heaven and earthf O
Lord my God, is there anything in me, that contains Thee ¥
Do heaven and earth contain Thee, which Thou hast created,
in which Thou didst create mef Or does all that is, contain
Thee, because without Thee there had existed nothing that is ¢
Because then I also am, do I supplicate Thee, that Thou
wouldst come into me, I, who had not in any wise been, if
Thou wert not in me? I yet live, I do not yet sink into the
lower world, and yet Thou art there. If I made my bed in
hell, behold, Thou art there. 1 were not, then, O my God,
I utterly were not, if Thou wert not in me. Yea, still more,
I were not, O my God, if I were not in Thee, from whom all,
in whom all, through whom all is. Even so, Lord, even so.”
In short, man is nothing without God, and everything in and
through God. The undercurrent of this sentiment could not
but carry this father onward to all the views he developed in
opposition to the Pelagian heresy.

While Pelagius widened the idea of grace to indefiniteness,
and reduced it to a medley of natural gifts, law, gospel, for-
giveness of sins, enlightenment, and example, Augustine restrict-
ed grace to the specifically Christian sphere (and, therefore,
called it gratia Christi), though admitting its operation pre-
vious to Christ among the saints of the Jewish dispensation;
but within this sphere he gave it incomparably greater depth.
With him grace is, first of all, a creative power of God in

! Liber L c. &
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Christ transforming men from within. It produces first the
negative effect of forgiveness of sins, removing the hindrance
to communion with God ; then the positive communication ot
a new principle of life. The two are combined in the idea of
justification, which, as we have already remarked, Augustine
holds, not in the Protestant sense of declaring righteous once
for all, but in the Catholic sense of gradually making right-
eous; thus substantially identifying it with sanctification.!
Yet, as he refers this whole process to divine grace, to the
«exclusion of all human merit, he stands on essentially Evan-
gelical ground.® As we inherit from the first Adam our sinfal
and mortal life, 8o the second Adam implants in us, from God,
and in God, the germ of a sinless and immortal life. Positive
grace operates, therefore, not merely from without upon our
intelligence by instruction and admonition, as Pelagius taught,
but also in the centre of our personality, imparting to the will
the power to do the good which the instruction teaches, and to
imitate the example of Christ." Hence he frequently calls it
the inspiration of a good will, or of love, which is the fulfilling
of the law.* ¢ Him that wills not, grace comes to meet, that
he may will ; him that wills, she follows up, that he may not
will in vain.”* Faith itself is an effect of grace; indeed, its
first and fundamental effect, which provides for all others, and
manifests itself in love. He had formerly held faith to be a
work of man (as, in fact, though not exclusively, the capacity

' De epirita et lters, c. 26 (tom. x. £, 109): “Quid est enim alind, justificati,
quam justi facti, ab illo scilicet qui justificat impium, ut ex impio fiat justas?®
Retract. ii. 38: * Justificamur gratia Dei, hoc est, justi ¢ficimur.”

* Comp. De gratia et libero arbitrio, ¢, 8 (§ 19), and many other places, where
he ascribes fides, caritas, omnia boua opera, and vita wmterna to the free, unmerited
grace of God.

$ ¢ Non lege atque doctrina insonante forinsecus, sed interna et ooculta, mirabili
o ineffabili potestate operatur Deus in cordibus hominum non solum veras revela-
tiones, sed bonas etiam voluntates.” De grat. Christi, cap. 24 (x. f. 24).

¢ De corrept. et grat cap. 2 (x. 761): “Inspiratio bons voluntatis atque
operis.” Without this grace men can “nullum prorsus sive cogitando, sive volendo
et amando, sive agendo facere bonum.” Elsewhere he calls it also *inspiratio
dilectionis ” and * caritatis.” O. duas epist. Pel. iv., and De gratia Christi, 89.

* “ Nolentem prmvenit, ut velit; volentem subsequitur, ne frustra velit.”
Enchir, c. 83,
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of faith, or receptivity for the divine, may be said to be); but
he was afterwards led, particularly by the words of Panl in
1 Cor. iv. 7: “ What hast thou, that thou hast not received ¢ ”’
to change his view.! In a word, grace is the breath and blood
of the new man; from it proceeds all that is truly good and
divine, and without it we can do nothing acceptable to
God.

From this fundamental conception of grace arise the several
properties which Augustine ascribes to it in opposition to
Pelagius:

First, it is absolutely necessary to Christian virtue; not
merely auxiliary, but indispensable, to its existence. It is
necessary “for every good act, for every good thought, for
every good word of man at every moment.” Without it the
Christian life can neither begin, proceed, nor be consummated.
It was necessary even under the old dispensation, which con-
tained the gospel in the form of promise. The saints before
Christ lived of His grace by anticipation. “They stood,” says
Augustine, “not under the terrifying, convicting, punishing
law, but under that grace which fills the heart with joy in
what is good, which heals it, and makes it free.”*

It is, moreover, unmerited. Gratia would be no gratia if
it were not gratuita, gratwe data.® As man without grace can
do nothing good, he is, of course, incapable of deserving grace;
for, to deserve grace, he must do something good. * What
merits could we have, while as yet we did not love God?
That the love with which we should love might be created, we
have been loved, while as yet we had not that love. Never
should we have found strength to love God, except as we
received such a love from Him who had loved us before, and
because He had loved us before. And, without such a love,

Comp. Retract. L. o. 28; Do dono perseverantim, ¢. 20, and De predest. o, 8.

? “Erant tamen et legis tempore homines Dei, non sub lege terrente, ¢onvin.
cente, puniente, sed sub gratia delectante, sanante, liberante.” De grat. Christi et
de peccato origin. L ii. c. 25 (§ 29).

¥ Comp. De gestis Pelagii, § 33 (x. 210); De peoc. orig. § 28 (x. 268): “Non
Del gratia erit ullo modo, nisi gratuita fuerit omni modo.” In many other passages
he says: gratia gratis datur; gratia preecedit bona opers; gratia pramcedit merita;
gratia indignis datar.
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what good could we do? Or, how could we not do good, with
such a love?” “The Holy 8pirit breathes where He will,
and does not follow merits, but Himself produces the merits!’
Grace, therefore, is not bestowed on man decause he already
believes, but tAat he may believe; not decause he has deserved
it by good works, but fha¢ he may deserve good works.”
Pelagius reverses the natural relation by making the caunse the
effect, and the effect the cause. The ground of our salvation
can only be found in God Himself, if He is to remain immuta-
ble. Augustine appeals to examples of pardoned sinners,
“where not only no good deserts, but even evil deserts, had
preceded.” Thus the apostle Paul, “averse to the faith,
which he wasted, and vehemently inflamed against it, was
suddenly converted to that faith by the prevailing power of
grace, and that in such wise that he was changed not only
from an enemy to a friend, but from a persecutor to a sufferer
of persecution for the sake of the faith he had once destroyed.
For to him it was given by Christ, not only to believe on him,
but also to suffer for his sake.” He also points to children,
who without will, and therefore without voluntary merit pre-
ceding, are through holy baptism incorporated in the kingdom
of grace.’ His own experience, finally, afforded him an argu-
ment, to him irrefutable, for the free, undeserved compassion
of God. And if in other passages he speaks of merits, he
means good works which the Holy Ghost effects in man, and
which God graciously rewards, so that eternal life is grace for
grace. “If all thy merits are gifts of God, God crowns thy
merits not as thy merits, but as the gifts of his grace.” *

! De pece. orig. § 28 (x. 265): “Et ipsorum [prophetarum] corda eadem mun-
dabantur mediatoris fide, et diffundebatur in els caritas per Spiritum Sanctum, qui
ubi vult spirat, non merita sequens, sed etiam ipes merita faciens.”

® De gratia et libero arbitrio, cap. 22 (§ 44, tom. x. f. 742). Parvuli, he says,
have no will to receive grace, nay, often struggle with tears against being baptized,
% quod eis ad magnum impietatis peccatum imputaretur, si jam libero uterentur
arbitrio: et tamen hmret etiam in reluctantibus gratia, apertissime nullo bono
marito preecedents, alioquin gratia jam non esset gratis.” He then calls attention
to the fact that grace is sometimes bestowed on ohildren of unbelievers, and is.with-
held from many children of beliovers.

* Do grat. et lib, arbitrio, c. 6 (£ 736), where Augustine, from passages like




848 THIRD PERIOD. A.D. 311-590.

Grace is irresistible in its effect; not, indeed, in the way
of physical constraint imposed on the will, but as a meoral
power, which makes man willing, and which infallibly attains
its end, the conversion and final perfection of its subject.’
This point is closely connected with Augustine’s whole doe
trine of predestination, and consistently leads to it or follows
from it. Hence the Pelagians repeatedly raised the charge
that Augustine, under the name of grace, introduced a certain
fatalism. But the irresistibility must manifestly not be ex
tended to all the influences of grace; for the Bible often speaks
of grieving, quenching, lying to, and blaspheming the Holy
Ghost, and so implies that grace may be resisted; and it
presents many living examples of such resistance. It cannot
be denied, that Saul, Solomon, Ananias, and Sapphira, and
even the traitor Judas, were under the inflnence of divine
grace, and repelled it. Augustine, therefore, must make irre-
sistible grace identical with the specific grace of regeneration
in the elect, which at the same time imparts the donum perss
verantie.

James i. 17; John fii. 27; Eph. ii. 8, draws the conclusion: “8i ergo Dei dona
sunt bona merita tua, non Deus coronat merita tua tamquam merita tua, sed tam-
quam dona sua.”

! “Subventum est infirmitati voluntatis humans, ut divina gratia indeckins
biliter et insuperabiliter [not inseparabiliter, as the Jesuit edition of Louvain, 1577,
reads] ageretur; et ideo, quamvis infirma, non tamen deficeret, neque adversitate
aliqua vinceretur.” De corrept. et grat. § 38 (tom. x. p. 771).

* It is in this sense that the Oalvinistic theologians have always understood the
Augustinian system, especially the Presbyterians, 8o, e. g., Dr. Co¥mixenan (L c. vol
li. p. 852): “ Augustine, in asserting the invincibility or irresistibility of grace, did
not mean—and those who in subsequent times have embraced this general system
of doctrine as scriptural, did not intend to convey the idea—that man was com-
pelled to do that which was good, or that he was forced to repent and believe
against his will, whether he would or not, as the doctrine is commonly misrepre-
sented, but merely that he was certainly and effectually made willing, by the reno-
vation of his will through the power of God, wAenever that power was pul forth in a
measure SUFFICIENT and ADEQUATE {0 produce the result. Augustine, and those who
have adopted his system, did not mean to deny that men may, in some sense and to
some extent, resist the Spirit, the possibility of which is clearly indicated in Serip-
ture; inasmuch as they have most commonly held that, to use the language of our
[tho Westminster] Confession, ‘ persons who are not elected, and who finally perish,
may have some common operations of the Spirit,” which, of course, they resist and
throw off” Bimilarly Dr. Saxoo (Hist. of Doct. vol. ii. 73), who, however, extends
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Grace, finally, works progressively or by degrees. It re
moves all the consequences of the fall ; but it removes them in
an order agreeable to the finite, gradually unfolding nature of
the believer. Grace is a foster-mother, who for the greatest
good of her charge, wisely and lovingly accommodates herself
to his necessities as they change from time to time. Awugustine
gives different names to grace in these different steps of its
development. In overcoming the resisting will, and impart-
ing a living knowledge of sin and longing for redemption,
grace is gratia preeveniens or praparans. In creating faith
and the free will to do good, and uniting the soul to Christ, it
i8 gratia operans. Joining with the emancipated will to com-
bat the remains of evil, and bringing forth good works as fruits
of faith, it is gratia cooperans. Finally, in enabling the be-
liever to persevere in faith to the end, and leading him at
length, though not in this life, to the perfect state, in which he
can no longer sin nor die, it is gratia perficiens.! This includes
the donum perseverantum, which is the only certain token of

irresistible grace to all the regenerate. “Not all grace,” he says, “but the grace
which actually regenerates, Augustine denominates srresistible. By this he meant,
not that the human will is converted unwillingly or by compulsion, but that divine
grace is able to overcome the utmost obstinacy of the human spirit. . . . Divine
grace is irresistible, not in the sense that no form of grace is resisted by the sinner;
but when grace reaches that special degree which constitutes it regenerating, it then
overcomes the sinner’s opposition, and makes him willing in the day of God’s
power.” This is Calvinistic, but not Augustinian, although given as Augustine's
view. For according to Augustine all the baptized are regenerate, and yet many
are eternally lost. (Comp. Ep. 98, 3; De pecc. mer. et rem. i. 39, and the passages
in Hagenbach’s Doctrine History, vol. i. p. 858 ff. in the Anglo-American edition.)
The gratia irresistibilis must therefore be restricted to the narrower circle of the
electi. Augustine’s doctrine of baptism is far more Lutheran and Catholic than
Calvinistic. According to Calvin, the regenerating effect of baptism is dependent
on the dacrefum divinum, and the truly regenerate is also elect, and therefore can
never finally fall from grace. Augustine, for the honor of the sacrament, assumes
the possibility of a fruitless regeneration; Calvin, in the interest of election and
regeneration, assumes the possibility of an ineffectual baptism.

! Summing all the stages together, Augustine says: *‘ Et quis istam etsi parvam
dare omperat caritatem, nisi ille qui prasparal voluntatem, et oodperando perficit,
quod operando incipit? Quoniam ipse ut velimus operatur incipiens, qui volentibus
codperatur perficiens. Propter quod ait Apostolus: Certus sum, quoniam qui
operatur in vobis opus bonum, perficiet usque in diem Christi Jesu” (Phil i 6).
De grat. et lib. arbitr. c. 27, § 38 (tom. x. 785).

54
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election.' “We call ourselves elect, or children of God, be
cause we 8o call all those whom we see regenerate, visibly
leading a holy life. But he alone is in truth what he is called,
who perseveres in that from which he receives the name.”
Therefore so long as & man yet lives, we can form no certain
judgment of him in this respect. Perseverance till death, i. e.,
to the point where the danger of apostasy ceases, is emphat-
ically a grace, “since it is much harder to possess this gift of
grace than any other; though for him to whom nothing is
hard, it is a8 easy to bestow the one as the other.”

And as to the relation of grace to freedom: Neither ex-
cludes the other, though they might appear to conflict. In
Augustine’s system freedom, or self-determination to good, is
the correlative in man of grace on the part of God. The more
grace, the more freedom to do good, and the more joy in the
good. The two are one in the idea of love, which is objective
and subjective, passive and active, an apprehending and a
being apprehended.’

'We may sum up the Augustinian anthropology under these
three heads:

1. Tee Peoorive State: Immediate, undeveloped unnity
of man with God; child-like innocence; germ and condition
of everything subsequent ; possibility of a sinless and a sinfal
development.

2. Tre StateE or SiN: Alienation from God; bondage;
dominion of death; with longing after redemption..

8. Tee Srare or REepeEmprioN oR oF Grace: Higher,
mediated unity with God; virtue approved through conflict ;
the blessed freedom of the children of God; here, indeed, yet
clogged with the remains of sin and death, but hereafter abso-
lutely perfect, without the possibility of apostasy.

! Augustine treats of this in the Liber de dono perseveranties, one of his latest
writings, composed in 428 or 429 (tom. x. f. 821 sqq.).

* Comp. upon this especially the book De gratia et libero arbitrio, which Augus-
tine wrote A. 0. 426, addressed to Valentinus and other monks of Adrumetum, to
refute the false reasoning of those, “qui sic gratiam Dei defendunt, ut negent
hominis liberum arbitrium” (e. 1, tom. x. £ 717).
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§ 188, The Doctrine of Predestination.

1. Avaustinus: De preedestinatione sanctorum ad Prosperum et Hilarium
(written A. D. 428 or 499 agalust the Semi-Pelagians) ; De dono perse-
verantis (written in the same year and against the same opponents);
De gratia et libero arbitrio (written A. n. 436 or 427 ad Valentinum et
Monachos Adrumetinos); De correptione et gratia (written to the
same persons and in the same year).

IL Cory. JamseNrUs: Angustinus. Lovan. 1640, tom. iii. Jao. SmMowD
(Jesuit): Historia preedestinatiana. Par. 1848 (and in his Opera, tom.
iv.p. 271). Caer Bzox: Die Augustinische, Calvinistische und Luthe-
rische Lehre von der Pridestination aus den Quellen dargestellt und
mit besonderer Raoksicht auf Schleiermacher’s Erwahlungalehre com-
parativ beurtheilt. *Studien und Kritiken,” 1847. J. B. MozreY:
Anugustinian Dootrine of Predestination. Lond. 1855.

Augustine did not stop with this doctrine of sin and grace,
He pursued his anthropology and soteriology to their source
in theology. His personal experience of the wonderful and
undeserved grace of God, various passages of the Scriptures,
especially the Epistle to the Romans, and the logical connec-
tion of thought, led him to the doctrine of the unconditional
and eternal purpose of the omniscient and omnipotent God.
In this he found the programme of the history of the fall and
redemption of the human race. He ventured boldly, but
reverentially, upon the brink of that abyss of speculation,
where all human knowledge is lost in mystery and in adora-
tion.

Predestination, in general, is & necessary attribute of the
divine will, as foreknowledge is an attribute of the divine
intelligence; though, strictly speaking, we cannot predicate
of God either a bgfore or an after, and with him all is eternal
present. It is absolutely inconceivable that God created the
world or man blindly, without a fixed plan, or that this plan
can be disturbed or hindered in any way by his creatures.
Besides, there prevails everywhere, even in the natural life of
man, in the distribution of mental gifts and earthly blessings,
and yet much more in the realm of grace, a higher guidance,
which is wholly independent of our will or act. Who is not
obliged, in his birth in this or that place, at this or that time,
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under these or those circumstances, in all the epochs of his
existenee, in all his opportunities of education, and above all
in his regeneration and sanctification, to recognize and adore
the providence and the free grace of God? The further we
are advanced in the Christian life, the less are we inclined to
attribute any merit to ourselves, and the more to thank God
for all. The believer not only looks forward into cternal life,
but also backward into the ante-mundane eternity, and finds
in the eternal purpose of divine love the beginning and the
firm anchorage of his salvation.' ,

So far we may say every reflecting Christian must believe
in some sort of election by free grace; and, in fact, the Holy
Scriptures are full of it. But up to the time of Augustine the
doctrine had never been an object of any very profound in-
quiry, and had therefore never been accurately defined, but
only very superficially and casually touched. The Greek
fathers, and Tertullian, Ambrose, Jerome, and Pelagins, had
only taught a conditional predestination, which they made
dependent on the foreknowledge of the free acts of men. In
this, as in his views of sin and grace, Augustine went far
beyond the earlier divines, taught an unconditional election
of grace, and restricted the purpose of redemption to a definite
circle of the elect, who constitute the minority of the race.*

! Rom. viil. 29; Eph. 1. 4.

* Comp. the opinions of the pre-Angustinian fathers respecting grace, predesti-
nation, and the extent of redemption, as given in ‘detail in Wiggers, L. p. 440 .
He says, p. 448: “In reference to predestination, the fathers before Augustine
were entirely at variance with him, and in agreement with Pelagius. They, like
Pelagius, founded predestination upon prescience, upon the fore-knowledge of God,
as to who would make themselves worthy or unworthy of salvation. They assume,
therefore, not the unconditional predestination of Augustine, but the conditional
predestination of the Pelagians. The Massiliana had, therefore, a full right to
sfirm (Aug. Ep. 225), that Augustine’s doctrine of predestination was opposed to
the opinions of the fathers and the semse of the church (ecclesiastico sensui), and
that no ecclesiastical author had ever yet explained the Epistle to the Romans aa
Augustine did, or in such a way as to derive from it a grace that had no respect to
the merits of the elect. And it was only by a doubtful inference (De dono pers. 19)
that Augustine endeavored to prove that Cyprian, Ambrose, and Gregory Nazian.
zen had known and received his view of predestination, by appealing to the agree-
ment between this doctrine and their theory of grace.” Pelagius says of predestina~
tion in his Commentary on Rom, viil. 29 and ix. 80: “Quos preevidit conformes eame
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In Augustine’s system the doctrine of predestination is
not, as in Calvin’s, the starting-point, but the consumma
tion. It is a deduction from his views of sin and grace
It is therefore more practical than speculative. It is held in
check by his sacramental views, If we may anticipate a much
later terminology, it moves within the limits of infralapsa
rianism, but philosophically is less consistent than supralapsa-
rianism. While the infralapsarian theory, starting with the
consciousness of sin, excludes the fall—the most momentous

_event, except redemption, in the history of the world —from
the divine purpose, and places it under the category of divine
permission, making it dependent on the free will of the first
man ; the supralapsarian theory, starting with the conception
of the absolute sovereignty of God, includes the fall of Adam
in the eternal and unchangeable plan of God, though, of course,
not as an end, or for its own sake (which would be blasphemy),
but as a temporary means to an opposite end, or as the nega-
tive condition of a revelation of the divine justice in the repro-
bate, and of the divine grace in the elect. Augustine, there-
fore, strictly speaking, knows nothing of a double decree of
election and reprobation, but recognizes simply a decree of
election to salvation; though logical instinct does sometimes
carry him to the verge of supralapsarianismn. In both systems,
however, the decree is eternal, unconditioned, and immutable;
the difference is in the subject, which, according to one system,
is man fallen, according to the Other, man as such. It was a
noble inconsistency which kept Augustine from the more strin-
gent and speculative system of supralapsarianism; his deep
moral convictions revolted against making any allowance for
gin by tracing its origin to the divine will ; und by his peculiar
view of the inseparable connection between Adam and the
race, he could make every man as it were individually respon-
gible for the fall of Adam. But the Pelagians, who denied
this connection, charged him with teaching a kind of fatalism.

The first sin, according to Augustine’s theory, was an act
of freedom, which could and should have been avoided. . But

In vita, voluit ut fierent conformes in gloria. . . . Quos preescivit credituros, hos
vocavit, vocatio autem volentes colligit, non invitos.”
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once comunitted, it subjected the whole race, which was germ-
inally in the loins of Adam, to the punitive justice of God.
All men are only a mass of perdition,’ and deserve, both for
their innate and their actual sin, temporal and eternal death.
God is but just, if He leave a great portion, nay (if all heathen
and unbaptized children are lost), the greatest portion, of
mankind to their deserved fate. But He has resolved from
eternity to reveal in some His grace, by rescuing them from
the mass of perdition, and without their merit saving
them. )
This is the election of grace, or predestination. It is re-
lated to grace itself, as cause to effect, as preparation to execu-
tion.' It is the ultimate, unfathomable ground of salvation.
It is distinguished from foreknowledge, as will from intel .
ligence; it always implies intelligence, but is not always im-
plied in it. God determines and knows beforehand what He
will do; the fall of man, and the individual sins of men, He
knows perfectly even from eternity, but He does not determine
.or will them, He only permits them. There is thus a point,
where prescience is independent of predestination, and where
human freedom, as it were, is interposed. (Here lics the phil-
osophical weakness, but, on the other hand, the ethical strength
of the infralapsarian system, as compared with the supralap-
garian). The predetermination has reference only to good, not
to evil. It is equivalent to election, while predestination, in
the supralapsarian scheme, includes the decretum electionis
and the decretum reprobationis. Augustine, it is true, speaks

! Massa perditionis, a favorite expression of Augustine.

* Do premdest. sanct. ¢, 10 (or § 19, tom. x. f. 803): *‘ Inter gratiam et preedesc:
nationem hoc tantum interest, quod pradestinatio est gratie ppeparatio, gratia ver-
jam ipsa donatio. Quod itaque ait apostolus: Non ex operibus ne forte gquis extoli..
tur, ipsius enim sumus figmentum, creati in Christo Jesu in operibus bonis (Ep i,
9), gratia est; quod autem sequitur: Qua praparavit Deus, ut in illis ambulemus
predestinatio est, qus sine preescientia non potest esse.” Further on in the sams
chapter: * Gratla est ipsius preedestinationis effeetus.”

* De preed. sanctorum, cap. 10: * Prmdestinatio . . . sine prescientia non potest
esse; potest autem esse sine prmdestinatione prmscientia. Preedestinatione quippe
Deus ea prescivit, quese fuerat ipse facturus . . . prescire autem potens est etiam
tum ipse non facit, sicut quacumque peccata.” Comp. De dono perseverantie, a
18 (f. 847 8q.).
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also in some places of a predestination to perdition (in conse-
quence of sin), but never of a predestination to sin.’ The eleo-
tion of grace is conditioned by no foreseen merit, but is abso-
lutely free. God does not predestinate His children on account
of their faith, for their faith is itself a gift of grace; but He
predestinates them to faith and to holiness.

Thus also the imputation of teaching that a man may be
elect, and yet live a godless life, is precluded.® Sanctification
is the infallible effect of election. Those who are thus pre-
destinated as vessels of inercy, may fall for a while, like David
and Peter, but cannot finally fall from grace. They must at
last be saved by the succeseive steps of vocation, justification,
and glorification, as certainly as God is almighty and His pro-
mises Yea and Amen;‘ while the vessels of wrath are lost
through their own fault. To election mecessarily belongs the
gift of perseverance, the donum perseverantim, which is attest-
ed by a happy death. Those who fall away, even though they
hve been baptized and regenerated, show thereby, that they

! De anima et ejus origine (written 4. b, 419), L iv. 0. 11 (or § 16, tom. x. £
898): “Ex uno homine omnes homines ire in condemnationem qui nascuntur ex
Adam, nisi ita renascantur in Christo . . . quos pradestinavit ad aternam vitam
misericordissimus gratise largitor: qui est et illis guos pradestinavié ad aternam mor-
femn, justissimus supplicii retributor.” Comp. Tract. in Joann. xlviii. 4: “ad sem
piternum ¢nferitum preedestinatos,” and similar passages.

* De preed. sanct. c. 18 (§ 87, x. f. 815): * Elegit ergo nos Deus in Chnsto ante
mundi constitutionem, preedestinans nos in adoptionem filiorum: non quia per nos
sancti et immaculati futuri eramus, sed elegit pradestinavilque ut essemus.”  Augus-
tine then goes on to attack the Pelagian and Semi-Pelagian theory of a predestina.
tion conditioned upon the foreseen holiness of the creature. Cap. 19 (§ 38): “Nee
gwia credidimus, sed w¢ credamus, vocamur.”

* This imputation of some monks of Adrumetum in Tunis is met by Augustine
particularly in his treatise De correptione et gratia (a.Dp. 427), in which he shows
that as gratia and the liberum arbitrium, eo also correptio and gratia, admonition
and grace, are by no medhs mutually exclusive, but rather mutually condition each
other.

* De corrept. et grat. c. 7 (§ 14): *“ Nemo eorum [electorum] perit, quia non
fallitar Deus. Horum si quisquam perit, vitio humano vincitur Deus; sed nemo
eorum perit, quia nulla re vincitur Deus.” Ibid. c. 9 (§ 28, f. 768): * Quicunque
ergo in Dei providentissima dispositione preesciti, preedestinati, vocati, justificati,
glorifloati sunt, non dico etiam nondum renati, sed etiam nondum unati, jam flii De}
sunt, et omnino perire non possunt.” For this he appeals to Rom. viii. 81 f.;
John vi 87, 39, etc.
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never belonged to the number of the elect.” Hence we cannot
certainly know in this life who are of the elect, and we must
call all to repentance and offer to e salvation, though the
vocation of grace only proves effectual to some.

Augustine, as already remarked, deduced this doctrine from
his view of sin. If all men are by nature utterly incompetent
to good, if it is grace that works in us to will and to do good,
if faith itself is an undeserved gift of grace: the ultimate
ground of salvation can then be found only in the inscrutable
counsel of God. He appealed to the wonderful leadings in
the lives of individuals and of nations, some being called to the
gospel and to baptism, while others die in darkness. Why
precisely this or that one attains to faith and others do not, is,
indeed, a mystery. We cannot, says he, in this life explain
the leadings of Providence; if we only believe that God is
righteous, we shall hereafter attain to perfect knowledge.

He could cite many Secripture texts, especially the ninth
chapter of the Epistle to the Romans, for his doctrine. Bt
other texts, which teach the universal vocation to salvation,
and make man responsible for his reception or rejection of the
gospel, he could only explain by forced interpretations. Thus,
for instance, he understands in 1 Tim. ii. 4 by the aZ men,
whom God will have to be saved, all manner of men, rich
and poor, learned and unlearned, or he wrests the sense into:
All who are saved, are saved only by the will of God." When
he tinds no other way of meeting objections, he appeals to the
inscrutable wisdom of God.

Augustine’s doctrine of predestination was the immediate
occasion of a theological controversy which lasted almost a
bundred years, developed almost every argument for and
against the doctrine, and called forth a sysfem holding middle
ground, to which we now turn,

! De corrept. et gratia, c. 9 (§ 28, x. f. 7638): *“Ab illo [Deo] datur etiam per
severantia in bono usque in finem ; neque enim datur pisi eis qui non peribont:
quoniam qui non perseverant peribunt.” Ibid. e. 11 (§ 86, f. 770): “Qui autem
cadunt et pereunt, in pradestinatorum numero non fuerunt.”

¥ Opus imperf. iv. 124; De corrept. et gratia, i. 28 ; De preed. sanct. 8; Encair
¢ 1)3; Epist. 217, c. 6. Comp. Wiggers, L c. pp. 865 and 468 £,

-
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8 159. Semi-Pelagianiem,
Oomp. the Works at § 146,

SOURCES.

L Jor. Oassiaxis (t 432): Collationes Patrum xxiv, especially the xiii
In the Opera omnis, cum commentariis D. Alardi Gazai (Gazet),
Atrebati (Atrecht or Arras in France), 1628 and 1738; reprinted,
with additions, in Migne's Patrologia, tom. xlix. and 1. (fom. i pp.
478-1828), and also published several times separately. VINOENTIUS
Lmmiwensis (1 450), Favstus Raraiensis (t 400-500), and other Semi-
Pelagian writers, s¢¢ Gallandi, Biblioth. tom. x., and Migne, Patrol.
tom. L. and liii.

IL Aveustinus: De gratia et libero arbitrio; De correptione et gratia;
De preedestinatione sanctorum; De dono perseverantis (all in the
10th vol. of the Benediot. ed.). Prosper AquitTanus (a disciple and
admirer of Augustine, t460): Epistola ad Augustinum de reliquiis
Pelagian® horeseos in Gallia (Aug. Ep. 225, and in Opera Aug. tom. x.
780), and De gratia et libero arbitrio (contra O.llatorem). HiLarius:
Ad Augustinum de eodem argumento (Ep. 226 among the Epp. Aug.,
and in tom. x. 783). Also the Angustinian writings of Avrros of
Vienne, C&sarivs of Arles, FuLaznTiUs of Ruspe, and others. (Comp,
Gallandi, Bibl. tom. xi.; Migne, Patrol. vol. li.)

The Acta of the Synod of Oravex, A, p. 529, in Mansi, tom, viii.

711 sqq.
LITERATURE,

Jao. SieMonp;: Historia preedestinatiana. Par, 1648, JoHANN GEFFREN:
Historia Semipelagianismi antiquissima (more properly antiquissimi),
Gott. 1826 (only goes to the year 434). G. Fr. Wicerrs: Versuch
einer pragmatischen Darstellung des Bemipelagianismus in seinem
Kampfe gegen den Augustinismus bis zar zweiten Synode zu Orange.
Hamburg, 1888 (the second part of his already cited work unpon
Augustinianismm and Pelagianism). A very thorough work, but un-
fortunately without index. Comp. also WaLom, Sour6ckx, and the
appropriate portions of the later works upon the history of the church
and of dootrines.

Semi-Pelagianism is a somewhat vagne and indefinite
attempt at reconciliation, hovering midway between the
sharply marked systems of Pelagius and Aungustine, taking off
the edge of ea:h, and inclining now to the one, now to the
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other. The name was introduced during the scholastic age,
but the system of doctrine, in all essential points, was formed
in Southern France in the fifth century, during the latter
years of Augustine’s life and soon after his death. It pro-
cceded from the combined influence of the pre-Amgustinian
synergism and monastic legalism. Its leading idea is, that
divine grace and the human will jointly accomplish the work
of conversion and sanctification, and that ordinarily man must
take the first step. It rejects the Pelagian doctrine of the
moral soundness of man, but rejects also the Augnstinian doc-
trine of the entire corruption and bondage of the natural man,
and substitutes the idea of a diseased or crippled state of the
voluntary power. It disowns the Pelagian conception of grace
as a mere external auxiliary ; but also, quite as decidedly, the
Augustinian doctrines of the sovereignty, irresistibleness, and
limitation of grace; and affirms the necessity and the internal
operation of grace with and through human agency, a general
atonement through Christ, and a predestination to salvation
conditioned by the foreknowledge of faith. The union of the
Pelagian and Augustinian elements thus attempted is not,
however, an inward organic coalescence, but rather a mechan-
ical and arbitrary combination, which really satisfies neither
the one interest nor the other, but commonly leans to the
Pelagian side. _
For this reason it admirably suited the legalistic and ascetie
piety of the middle age, and indeed always remained within

! Wiggers (ii. pp. 339-364) gives a comparative view of the three systems in
parallel columne. Comp. also the criticism of Baur, Die christliche Kirche vom
vierten bis zum sechsten Jahrhundert, p. 181 ff. The latter, with his wonted sharp-
ness of criticism, judges very unfavorably of Bemi-Pelagianism as a whole. ¢ This
halving and neutralizing,” he says, p. 199 ff., “ this attempt at equal distribution of
the two complementary elements, not only setting them apart, but also balancing
them with one another, so that sometimes the one, sometimes the other, ia predomi-
nant, and thus within this whole sphere everything is casual and arbitrary, varying
and indefinite according to the diversity of circumstances and individuals, this is char-
acteristic of Semi-Pelagianism throughout, If the two opposing theories cannot be
inwardly reconciled, at least they must be combined in such a way as that a specific
element must be taken from each; the Pelagian freedom and the Augustinian grace
must be advanced to equal rank. But this method only gains an external juxtaposi-
tion of the two.”
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the pale of the Catholic church, and never produced a separate
sect.

We glance now at the main features of the origin and
progress of this school.

The Pelagian system had been vanquished by Augustine,
and rejected and condemned as heresy by the church. Thie
result, however, did not in itself necessarily imply the com-
plete approval of the Augustinian system. Many, even oppo-
nents of Pelagius, recoiled from a position go wide of the older
fathers as Augustine’s doctrines of the bondage of man and the
abeolute election of grace, and preferred a middle ground.

First the monks of the convent of Adrumetum in North
Africa differed among themselves over the doctrine of predes-
tination ; some perverting it to carnal security, others plung-
ing from it into anguish and desperation, and yet others
feeling compelled to lay more stress than Augustine upon
human freedom and responsibility. Augustine endeavored to
allay the scruples of these monks by hLis two treatises, De
gratia et Ubero arbitrio, and De correptione 6t gratia. The
abbot Valentinus answered these in the name of the monks in
a reverent and submissive tone.'

But simultaneously a more dangerous opposition to the
doctrine of predestination arose in Southern Gaul, in the form
of a regular theological school within the Catholic church.
The members of this school were first called “remnants of the
Pelagians,”® but commonly MassiLians, from Massilia (Mar-
seilles), their chief centre, and afterwards Semi-PeraciAns.
Augustine received an account of this from two learned and
pious lay friends, Prosper, and Hilarius," who begged that he
himself would take the pen against it, This was the occasion
of his two works, De pradestinatione sanctorum, and De dono

! His answer is found in the Epistles of Augustine, Ep. 216, and in Opera, tom.,
x. £ 746 (ed. Bened.). .

* ¢ Reliquiss Pelagianorum.” So Prosper calls them in his letter to Augustine
He saw in them disguised, and therefore only s0 much the more dangerous, Pela

ians,

& * Not to be confounded with Hilarius, bishop of Arles, in distinction from whomr
be is called Hilarius Prosperi. Hilary calls himself a layman (Aug. Ep. 226, 3 9)
Oomp. the Benedictines in tom. x. f. 785 ; Wiggers, i, 187).
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perswerentim, with which he worthily closed his labors as ar
author. He deals with these'disputants more gently than
with the Pelagians, and addresses them as brethren. After
his death (430) the discussion was continued principally in
Gaul; for then North Africa was disquieted by the victorious
invasion of the Vandals, which for several decades shut it out
from the cirele of theological and ecclesiastical activity.

At the head of the Semi-Pelagian party stood Jomx Cas-
8IAN, the founder and abbot of the monastery at Massilia, a
man of thorough cultivation, rich experience, and unquestioned
orthodoxy.! He was a grateful disciple of Chrysostom, who
ordained him deacon, and apparently also presbyter. His
Greek training and his predilection for monasticism were a
favorable soil for his Semi-Pelagian theory. He labored awhile
in Rome with Pelagius, and afterwards in Southern France, in
the cause of monastic piety, which he efficiently promoted by
exhortation and example. Monasticism sought in cloistered
retreats a protection against the allurements of sin, the desolat-
ing incursions of the barbarians, and the wretchedness of an
age of tumult and confusion. But the enthusiasm for the
monastic life tended strongly to over-value external acts and
ascetic discipline, and resisted the free evangelical bent of the
Augustinian theology. Cassian wrote twelve books De
caonobiorum institutis, in which he first describes the outward
life of the monks, and then their inward conflicts and victories
over the eight capital vices: intemperance, unchastity, avarice,
anger, sadness, dulness, ambition, and pride. More important
are his fourteen Collationes Patrum, conversations which Cas-
sian and his friend Germanus had had with the most expe-

! Wiggers treats thoroughly and at length of him, in the above cited mono-
graph, vol. ii. pp. 7-136. He has been mistakenly supposed a Scythian. His name
and his fluent Latinity indicate an occidental origin. Yet he was in part educated
at Bethlehem and in Constantingple, and spent seven years among the anchorites in
Egypt. He mentioned John Chrysostom even in the evening of his life with grate-
ful veneration. (De incarn. vii, 80 8q.) * What I have written,” he says, * Jobn
has taught me, and therefore account it not s0 much mine as his. For a brook
rises from a spring, and what is ascribed to the pupil, must be reckoned wholly to
the honor of the teacher.” On the life and writings of Cassian compare alsc
SoroNEMANN, Bibliotheca, vol. il. (reprinted in Migne’s £d. vol 4.).
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rienced ascetics in Egypt, during a seven years’ sujourn
there.

In this work, especially in the thirteenth Colloquy,' he
rejects decidedly the errors of Pelagius," and affirms the uni-
versal sinfulness of men, the introduction of it by the fall of
Adam, and the necessity of divine grace to every individual
act. But, with evident reference to Augustine, though with-
out naming him, he combats the doctrines of election and of
the irresistible and particular operation of grace, which were
in conflict with the church tradition, especially with the Orien-
tal theology, and with his own earnest ascetic legalism.

In opposition to both systems he tanght that the divine
image and human freedom were not annihilated, but only
weakened, by the fall; in other worde, that man is sick, but
not dead, that he cannot indeed help himself, but that he can
desire the help of a physician, and either accept or refuse it
when offered, and that he must co-operate with the grace of
God in his salvation. The question, which of the two factors
has the initiative, he answers, altogether empirically, to this
effect: that sometimes, and indeed usually, the human will,
as in the cases of the Prodigal Son, Zacchseus, the Penitent
Thief, and Cornelius, determines itself to conversion; some-
times grace anticipates it, and, as with Matthew and Paul,
draws the resisting will—yet, even in this case, without con-
straint—to God." Here, therefore, the gratia praveniens is
manifestly overlooked.

These are essentially Semi-Pelagian principles, though
capable of various modifications and applications. The

! De protectione Dei. In Migne's edition of Cass. Opera, vol. i. pp. 397-954.

* He calls the Pelagian doctrine of the native ability of man * profanam opinio-
aem ” (Coll. xiii. 16, in Migne's ed. tom. 1. p. 942), and even says: * Pelagium pmne
omnes impietate [probably here equivalent to ‘ contempt of grace,” as Wiggers, ii.
20, explains it] et amentia vicisse” (De incarn. Dom. v. 2, tom. ii. 101).

* « Nonnumquam,” says he, De institut, ccenob. xii. 18 (Opers, vol. ii. p, 456, ed
Migne), * etiam inviti trabimur ad salutem.” This is, however, according to Cassian,
a rare exception. The general distinction between Semi-Pelagianism and the Melanch-
thonian synergism may be thus defined, that the former ascribes the initiative in the
work of oonversion to the human will, the latter to divine grace, wlich involvea
aleo a different estimate of the importance of the gratia praeveniens or presparans,
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church, even the Roman church, has rightly emphasized the
necessity of prevenient grace, but has not impeached Cassian,
who is properly the father of the Semi-Pelagian theory. Leo
the Great even commissioned him to write a work against
Nestorianism,' in which he found an excellent opportunity to
establish his orthodoxy, and to clear himself of all connection
with the kindred heresies of Pelagianism and Nestorianism,
which were condemned together at Ephesus in 431. He died
after 432, at an advanced age, and though not formally canon-
ized, is honored as a saint by some dioceses. His works are
very extensively read for practical edification.

Against the thirteenth Colloquy of Cassian, ProsrEr AquUr-
TANUS, an Augustinian divine and poet, who, probably on ac-
count of the desolations of the Vandals, had left his native
Aquitania for the South of Gaul, and found comfort and repose
in the doctrines of election amid the wars of his age, wrote
a book upon grace and freedom,' about 432, in which he
criticises twelve propogitions of Cassian, and declares them all
heretical, except the first. He also composed,a long poem in
defence of Augustine and his system,’ and refuted the “ Gallic
slanders and Vincentian imputations,” which placed the doec-
trine of predestination in the most odious light.*

But the Semi-Pelagian doctrine was the more popnlar, and
made great progress in France. Its principal advocates after

! De incarnatione Christi, libri vii. in Migne’s ed. tom. il. 9-272.

* Found in the works of Prosper, Paris, 1711 (tom. li. in Migne's Patrol.); and
also in the Appendix to the Opera Augustini (tom. x. 171-198, ed. Bened.), under
the title Pro Augustino, liber contra Collatorem. Comp. Wiggers, ii. p, 138 f.

* Carmen de ingratis. He charges the Semi-Pelagians with ingratitude to
Augustine and his great merits to the cause of religion.

¢ These Responsiones Prosperi Aquitani ad capitula calumniantiom Galloram
and Ad capitula objectionum Vincentianorum (of Vincentius Lirinensis) are also
found in the Appendix to the 10th vol. of the Benedictine edition of the Opers
Augustini, f. 198 8qq. and f. 207 sqq. Among the objections of Vincentius are
e g., the following:

8. Quis Deus majorem partem generis humani ad hoc creet, ut illam perdat in
wternum.

4, Quia major pars generis humani ad hoc creetur a Deo, ut non Dei, sed diaboli
frciat voluntatem.

10. Quia adulteria et corruptels virginum sacraram ideo contingant, quia illas
Deus ad hoc predestinavi® ut caderent.



§ 159. SEMI-PELAGIANISM. 863

Cassian are the following: the presbyter-monk VincEnTIUS Of
Lerinum, author of the Commontitorium, in which he developed
the true catholic test of doctrine, the threefold consensus, in
covert antagonism to the novel doctrines of Augustinianism
(about 434);' Fausrus, bishop of Rhegium (Riez), who at the
council of Arles (475) refuted the hyper-Augustinian presbyter
Lucidus, and was commissioned by the council to write a work
upon the grace of God and human freedom ;' GeNNADIUS,
presbyter at Marseilles (dicd after 495), who continued the
biographical work of Jerome, Ds viris lustribus, down to
493, and attributed Augustine’s doctrine of predestination to
his itch for writing;* ArnoBrus the younger;* and the much
discussed anonymous tract Pradestinatus (about 460), which,
by gross exaggeration, and by an unwarranted imputation of
logical results which Angustine had expressly forestalled,
placed the doctrine of predestination in an odious light, and
then refuted it.* .

! Comp. above, §118; also Wiggers, il. p. 208 f, and Baur, L ¢ p.' 185 £,
who likewise impute to the Commonitorium a Semi-Pelagian tendency. This is
beyond doubt, if Vincentius was the author of the above-mentioned Objectiones
Vincentians. Perhaps the second part of the Commonitorium, which, except the
last chapters, has been lost, was specially directed against the Augustinian doctrine
of predestination, and was on this acoount destroyed, while the first part acquired
almost canonical authority in the Catholic church.

* De gratia Dei ot humans mentis libero arbitrio (in the Biblioth. mazima Patrum,
tom. viil.). This work is regarded as the ablest defence of Semi-Pelagianism written
in that age. Comp. upon it Wiggers, ii. p. 224 ff.

' Do viris illustr. o. 88, where he speaks in other respects eulogistically of
Augustine. He refers to the passage in Prov. x. 19: “In multiloquio non fugies
peccatum.” Gomp. respecting him Wiggers, ii. 850 f. and Neander, Dogmen-
geschichte, i. p. 406. His works are found in Migne’s Patrol vol. 58.

¢ In his Commentarius in Psalmos, written about 460, especially upon Ps.
cxxvii.: “Nisi Dominus mdificaverit domum.” Some, following Sirmond, consider
him as the suthor of the next-mentioned treatise Pradestinatus, but without good
ground. Comp. Wiggers, ii. p. 848 f.

 « Preedestinatus, seu Preedestinatorum hamresia, et libri S. Augustino temere
adscripti refatatio.” The heresis Preedestinatorum is the last of ninety heresies,
and consists in the assertion: *‘ Del preedestinatione peccata committi,” This work
was first discovered by J. Sirmond and published at Paris in 1648 (aleo in Gallandi,
Biblioth. tom. x. p. 359 sqq., and in Migne’s Patrol. tom. liii. p. 587 s8qq., together
with Sirmond’s Historia Predestinatiana). It oocasloned in the seventeenth cen-
tary a lively controversy between the Jesuits and the Jansenists, as to whether
there had existed a distinct sect of Preedeetinarians, The author, however, merely
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The author of the Pradestinatus says, that a treatise had
fallen into his hands, which fraudulently bore upon its face
the name of the orthodox teacher Awugustine, in order to
smuggle in, under a Catholic name, a blasphemous dogma, per-
nicious to the faith. On this account he had undertaken to
transcribe and to refute this work. The treatise itself consists
of three books; the first, following Augustine’s book, De
haresibus, gives a description of ninety heresies from Simon
Magus down to the time of the author, and brings up, as the
last of them, the doctrine of a double predestination, as a doc-
trine which makes God the author of evil, and renders all the
moral endeavors of men fruitless;' the second book is the
pseudo-Augustinian treatise upon this ninetieth heresy, but is
apparently merely a Semi-Pelagian caricature by the same
author;® the third book contains the refutation of the thus
travestied pseudo-Augustinian doctrine of predestination, em-
ploying the usual Semi-Pelagian arguments.

A counterpart to this treatise is found in the also anony-
mous work, De vocatione omnium gentium, which endeavors
to commend Augustinianism by mitigation, in the same degree
that the Predestinatus endeavors to stultify it by exaggeration.®
It has been ascribed to pope Leo I. (1 461), of whom it would
not be unworthy; but it cannot be supposed that the work of
so distinguished a man could have remained anonymous. The

feigned such a sect to exist, in order to avoid the appearance of attacking Augus.
tine's authority. See details in Wiggers, ii. p. 829 ff. ; Neander, Dogmengeschichte,
i. 399 ff.; and Baur, p. 190 ff. The latter says: ‘The treatise [more aocurately
the second book of it; the whole consists of three books] is ascribed to Augustine,
but as the ascription is immediately after declared false, both assertions are evidently
made with the purpose of condemning Augustine’s doctrine with its consequences
(only not directly in his name), as one morally most worthy of reprobation.”
Neander ascribes only the first and the third book, Baur also the second book, to
a Semi-Pelagian. )

! The first book has also been reprinted in the Corpus hmreseolog. ed. F. Ochler,
tom. i. Berol. 1856, pp. 233-268.

* Just as the Capitula Gallorum and the Objectiones Vincentiane eraggerate
Augustinianism, ir. order the more easily to refute it. ]

* It is found among the works of Leo I. and also of Prosper Aquitanus, but
irwiates from the viewa of the latter. Comp. Quesnel’s lcarned Dissertationes de
a%clore libri de vocations gentium, in the second part of his elition of Leo’s works,
and also Wiggers, ii. p. 218 ff.
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author avoids even the term prwdestinatio, and teaches express-
ly, that Christ died for e/ men and would have all to be saved,
thus rejecting the Augustinian particularism. But, on the
other hand, he also rejects the Semi-Pelagian principles, and
asserts the utter inability of the natnral man to do good. He
unhesitatingly sets grace above the human will, and representa
the whole life of faith, from beginning to end, as a work of
unmerited grace. He develops the three thoughts, that God
desires the salvation of all men ; that no one is saved by his
own merits, but by grace; and that the human understanding
cannot fathom the depths of divine wisdom. We must trust
in the righteousness of God. Every one of the damned suffers
only the righteous punishment of his sins; while no saint can
boast himself in his merits, since it is only of pure grace that
he is saved. But how is it with the great multitude of infants
that die every year without baptism, and without opportunity
of coming to the knowledge of salvation? The author feels
this difficulty, without, however, being able to solve it. He
calls to his help the representative character of parents, and
dilutes the Augustinian doctrine of original sin to the negative
conception of a mere defect of good, which, of course, also
reduces the idea of hereditary guilt and the damnation of un-
baptized children. He distinguishes between a general grace
which comes to man through the external revelation in nature,
law, and gospel, and a special grace, which effects conversion
and regeneration by an inward impartation of saving power,
and which is only bestowed on those that are saved.

Semi-Pelagianism prevailed in Gaul for several decades.
Under the lead of Faustus of Rhegium it gained the victory
in two synods, at Arles in 472 and at Lyons in 475, where
Augustine’s doctrine of predestination was condemned, though
without mention of his name.

§ 160. Victory of Semi-Augustinianism. Council of Orange,
A.D. 529,

But these synods were only provincial, and were the cause

of a schistn. In North Africa and in Rome the Augustinian
13
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system of doctrine, though in a somewhat softened form, at-
tained the ascendency. In the decree issued by pope Gelasius
in 496 de libris recipiendis et non recipiendis (the beginning
of an Index librorum prohibitorum), the writings of Augustine
and Prosper Aquitanus are placed among books ecclesiastically
sanctioned, those of Cassian and Faustus of Rhegium among
the apocryphal or forbidden. Even in Gaul it found in the
beginning of the sixth century very capable and distinguished
advocates, especially in Avrrus, archbishop of Vienne (490-
523), and Camsarius, archbishop of Arles (502-542). Asso-
ciated with these was Fureentius of Ruspe (t533), in the
name of the sixty African bishops banished by the Vandals
and then living in Sardinia.’

The controversy was stirred up anew by the Scythian
monks, who in their zeal for the Monophysite theopaschitism,
abhorred everything connected with Nestorianism, and urged
first pope Hormisdas, and then with better success the exiled
African bishops, to procure the condemnation of Semi-Pela-
gianism.

These transactions terminated at length in the triumph of .
a moderate Augustinianism, or of what might be called Semi-
Augustinianism, in distinction from Semi-Pelagianism. At
the synod of Orange (Arausio) in the year 529, at which
Cemsarius of Arles was leader, the Semi-Pelagian system, yet
without mention of its adheronts, was condemned in twenty-
five chapters or canons, and the Augustinian doetrine of sin
and grace was approved, without the doctrine of absolute or
particularistic predestination.' A similar result was reached

! He wrote De veritate preedestinationis et gratiee Del, three libb. against
Faustus. He uses in these the expression preedestinatio duplez, but understands by
the second pradestinatio the preedestination to damnation, not to sin, and censures
those who affirmed a predestination to sin. Yet he expressly consigned to damna-
tion all unbaptized children, even such as die in their mother’s womb. Comp.
Wiggers, ii. p. 878.

* Comp. the transactions of the Concilium Arausicanum, the twenty-five Capitula,
and the Symbolum in the Opera Aug. ed. Bened. Appendix to tom. x. 157 sqq.; in
Mansi, tom. vili. p. 712 sqq.; and in Hefele, ii. p. 704 f. The Benedictine editors
trace back the several Capitula to their aources in the works of Augustine, Prosper.
snd others,
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at a synod of Valence (Valencia), held the same year, but
otherwise unknown.'

The synod of Orange, for its Augustinian decisions in
anthropology and soteriology, is of great importance. But as
the chapters contain many repetitions (mostly from the Bible
and the works of Augustine and his followers), it will snffice
to give extracts containing in a positive form the most impor-
tant propositions.

Chap. 1. The sin of Adam has not injured the body only,
but also the soul of man. '

2. The sin of Adam has brought sin and death upon all
mankind, \

3. Grace is not merely bestowed when we pray for it, but
grace itself causes us to pray for it.

5. Even the beginning of faith, the disposition to believe,
is effected by grace.

9. All good thoughts and works are God’s gift.

10. Even the regenerate and the saints need continually
the divine help.

12. What God loves in us, is not our merit, but his own

13. The free will weakened * in Adam, can only be restored
through the grace of baptism.

16. All good that we possess is God’s gift, and therefore
no one should boast.

18. Unmerited grace precedes meritorious works.’

19. Even had man not fallen, he would have needed divine
grace for salvation.

23. When man sins, he does his own will; when he does
good, he executes the will of God, yet voluntarily.

! The Acts of the synod of Valence, in the metropolitan province of Vienne,
beld in the same yesr or in 530, have been lost. Pagi, and the common view,
place this synod afier the synod of Orange, Hefele, on the coutrary (ii. 718), before
it. But we have no decisive data.

¥ « Arbitrium voluntatis in primo homine infirmatum ™ (not ** amissum ),

* There are then meritorious works. ¢ Debetur merces bonis operibus, si fiant,
sed gratia ques non debetur preecedit, ut fiant.” Chap, 18 taken from Augustine’s
Opus imperf. c. Jul i. ¢. 188 and from the Sentences of Prosper Aquitanus, n. 297
But, on the other hand, Augustine also says: * Merita nostra sunt Dei munera.”
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25. The love of God i8 itseif a gift of God.

To these chapters the synod added a Creed of antLropology
and soteriology, which, in opposition to Semi-Pelagianism,
contains the following five propositions:*

! In the Latin original, the Epilogus reads as follows (Aug. Opera, tom. x.
Appendix, f, 159 8q.):

¢ Ac sic secundum suprascriptas sanctarum scripturarum sententiss vel antiquo-
rum patrum definitionea hoc, Deo propitiante, et preedicare debemus et credere, quod
per peccatum primi hominis ita inclinatum et attenuatum fuerit liberum arbitrium,
ut nullus postea aut diligere Deum egicut oportuit, aut credere in Deum, aut operari
propter Deum quod bonum est, possit, nisi gratia eum et misericordia divina preeve-
nerit. Unde Abel justo et Noe, et Abrahm, et Issac, et Jacob, et omni antiquorum
sanctorum multitudini illam preeclaram fidem, quam in ipsorum laude preedicat aposto-
lus Paulus, non per honum naturs, quod prius in Adam datum fuerat, sed per gratiam
Dei credimus fuisse collatam., Quam gratiam etiam post adventumn Domini omnibus
qui baptizari desiderant, non in libero arbitrio haberi, sed Christi novimus simul et
credimus largitate counferri, secundum illud quod jam supra dictum est, et quod pre-
dicat Paulus apostolus: Vobis donatum est pro Christo non solum ut in eum credatis,
sed etiam ut pro o patiamini (Phil. i. 29); et llud: Deus qui caepit in vobis Sonum
opus, perficiet usque in diem Domini nostri Jesw Christi (Phil. i. 6); et illud: Gre-
tia salvi facti estis per fidem, et hoc non ez vobis, Dei enim donum est (Ephes. ii. 8);
et quod de se ipso ait apostolus: Misericordiam consecutus sum wt fidelis essem
(1 Cor. vii. 29); non dixit quia eram, sed ut essem ; et illud: Quid Aabes quod non

accepistif (1 Cor. iv. 7); et illud: Omne datum bonum et omne donum perfectum -

de sursum est, descendens a Patre luminum (Juc. i. 17); et illud: Nemo habdet quid-
quam boni, nisi illi datum fuerit de super (Joann. iii. 238). Innumerabilia sunt sanc-
tarum scripturarum testimonia qus possunt ad probandam gratiam proferri, sed
brevitatie studio preetermissa sunt, quia et revera cui pauca non sufficiunt plara
non proderunt,

“ Hoc etiam secundum fidem catholicam credimus, quod acoepta per baptismum
gratia, omnes baptizati, Christo auxiliante et codperante, qus ad ealutem animm
pertinent, possint et debeant, si fideliter laborare voluerint, adimplere.

* Aliquos vero ad malum divina potestate praedestinatos esse non solum non
credimus, sed etiam si sunt, qui tantur malum oredere velint, cam omni detestatione
illis anathema dicimus.

“Hoc etiam salubriter profitemur et credimus, quod in omni opere bono non
nos incipimus et postea per Dei misericordiam adjuvamur, sed ipse nobis, nullis
preecedentibus bonis meritis, et fidem et amorem aui prius inspirat, ut et baptismi
sacramenta fideliter requiramus, et post baptismum cum ipsius adjutorio ea qus aibi
sunt placita implere possimus. Unde manifestissime credendum est, quod et illius
latronis, quem Dominus ad paradisi patriam revocavit, et Cornelii centurionis, ad
quem angelus Domini missus est, et Zachei, qui ipsum Dominum suscipere meruit,
flla tam admirabilis fides non fuit de natura, sed divine largitatis donum.

“Et quia deflnitionera antiquorum patrum nostramque, quse suprascrpta est,
non solum religiosis, sed etiam laicis medicamentur esse, et desideramu: et cupimus
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1. Through the fall free will has been so weakened, that
withont prevenient grace no one can love God, believe on
Him, or do good for God’s sake, a8 he ought (sicut oportui?,
implying that he may in a certain measure).

2. Through the grace of God all may, by the co-operation
of God, perform what is necessary for their soul’s salvation.

3. It is by no means our faith, that any have been pre-
destinated by God to sin (ad malum), but rather: if there are
people who believe so vile a thing, we condemn them with
utter abhorrence (cum omni detestations).!

4. In every good work the beginning proceeds not from us,
but God inspires in us faith and love to Him without merit
precedent on our part, so that we desire baptism, and after
baptisin can, with His help, fulfil His will.

5. Because this doctrine of the fathers and the synod is also
salutary for the laity, the distinguished men of the laity also,
who have been present at this solemn assemnbly, shall subscribe
these acts.

In pursnance of this requisition, besides the bishops, the
Preefoectus preetorio Liberius, and seven other viri illustres,
signed the Acts. This recognition of the lay element, in view
of the hierarchical bent of the age, is significant, and indicates
an inward connection of evangelical doctrine with the idea of
the universal priesthood. And they were two laymen, we
must remember, Prosper and Hilarius, who first came forward
in Ganl in energetic oppusition to Semi-Pelagianism and in
advocacy of the sovereignty of divine grace.

The decisions of the council were sent by Ceesarius to
Rome, and were confirmed by pope Boniface IL in 530.
Boniface, in giving his approval, emphasized the declaration,
that even the beginning of a good will and of faith is a gift of

placuit ut eam etiam illustres ac magnifici viri, qui nobiscum ad prefatam festivita.
tem convenerunt, propria manu subscriberent.”

Then follow the names of fourteen bishops (headed by Ceesarius) and eight lay.
men (headed by Petrus Marcellinus Felix Liberius, vir clarisshmus et illustris Preo-
fectcs Preetorii Galliarum atque Patricius).

! This undoubtedly takes for granted, that Augustine did not teach this; and in
fact he taught only a predestination of the wicked to perdition, not a predestination
to sin,
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prevenient grace, while Semi-Pelagianism left open a way tc
Christ without grace from God. And beyond question, the
church was fully warranted in affirming the pre-eminence of
grace over freedom, and the necessity and importance of the
gratia praveniens.

Notwithstanding this rejection of the Semi-Pelagian teach-
ings (not teachers), they made their way into the church
again, and while Angustine was universally honored as a
canonized saint and standard teacher, Cassian and Faustua of
Rhegium remained in grateful remembrance as saints in
France.'

At the close of this period Gregory the Great represents
the moderated Augustinian system, with the gratia preveniens,
but without the gratia ¢rresistibilis and without a particularis-
tic decretum absolutum. Through him this milder Augustin-
ianism exerted great influence upon the medieval theology.
Yet the strict Augustinianism always had its adherents, in
such men as Bede, Aleunin, and Isidore of Seville, who taught
a gemina praedestinatio, sive electorum ad salutem, sive repro-
borum ad mortem; it became prominent again in the Gott-
schalk controversy in the ninth century, was repressed by
scholasticism and the prevailing legalism; was advocated by
the precursors of the Reformation, especially by Wiclif and
Huss; and in the Reformation of the sixteenth century, it
gained a massive acknowledgment and an independent develop-
ment in Calvinism, which, in fact, partially recast it, and gave
it its most consistent form.

! Comp. respecting the further history of anthropology Wicaers: Schickaale der
augustinischen Anthropologie von der Verdammung des Semipelagianismus auf den
Bynoden zu Orange und Valence, 529, bis zur Reaction des Ménchs Gottachalk fiir
den Augustinismus, in Niedner’s * Zeitaohrift fur hist. Theologie,” 1854, p. 1 &£




