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Series Foreword

Christianity has always been attentive to historical fact. Its moti-
vation and focus have been, and continue to be, the span of life of
one historical individual, Jesus of Nazareth, seen to be a unique
historical act of God’s self-communication. The New Testament
declares that this Jesus placed himself within the context of the
history of the people of Israel and perceived himself as the culmi-
nation of the revelation of the God of Israel, ushering into history a
new chapter. The first followers of this Jesus and their succeeding
generations saw themselves as part of this new history. Far more
than acollection of teachings or a timeless philosophy, Christianity
has been a movement in, and of, history, acknowledging its his-
torical condition and not attempting to escape it.

Responsible scholarship now recognizes that Christianity has
always been a more complex phenomenon than some have real-
ized, with a variety of worship services, theological languages, and
structures of organization. Christianity assumed its variegated
forms on the anvil of history. There is a real sense in which history
is one of the shapers of Christianity. The view that development
has occurred within Christianity during its history has virtually
universal acceptance. But not all historical events had an equal
influence on the development of Christianity. The historical expe-
rience of the first several centuries of Christianity shaped subse-
guent Christianity in an extremely crucial manner. It was in this
initial phase that the critical features of the Christian faith were
set; a vocabulary was created, options of belief and practice were
accepted or rejected. Christianity’s understanding of its God and
of the person of Christ, its worship life, its communal structure, its
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The Trinitarian Controversy

understanding of the human condition, all were largely resolved in
this early period, known as the time of the church fathers or the
patristic church (a.d. 100-700). Because this is the case, both those
individuals who bring a faith commitment to Christianity and
those interested in it as a major religious and historical phenome-
non must have a special regard for what happened to the Christian
faith in these pivotal centuries.

The purpose of this series is to allow an English-reading public
to gain firsthand insights into these significant times for Christi-
anity by making available in a modern, readable English the fun-
damental sources which chronicle how Christianity and its theology
attained their normative character. Whenever possible, entire
patristic writings or sections are presented. The varying points of
view within the early church are given their opportunity to be
heard. An introduction by the translator and editor of each volume
describes the context of the documents for the reader.

Hopefully these several volumes will enable their readers to gain

not only a better understanding of the early church but also an.

appreciation of how Christianity of the twentieth century still re-
flects the events, thoughts, and social conditions of this earlier
history.

It has been pointed out repeatedly that the problem of doctrinal
development within the church is basic to ecumenical discussion
today. If this view is accepted, along with its corollary that his-
torical study is needed, then an indispensable element of true
ecumenical responsibility has to be a more extensive knowledge of
patristic literature and thought. It is with that urgent concern, as
well as a regard for a knowledge of the history of Christianity, that
Sources o f Early Christian Thought is published.

W illiam G. Rusch

T\e Trinitarian (ontroversy



Introduction

This volume is a collection of primary texts illustrating the most
crucial phase of that lengthy process by which the early Christians
reached a coherent doctrine of God. The period under discussion,
generally known as the trinitarian controversy, dates from around
ad 319. the preaching of Arius, to about a.d. 419, the completion
oFAugustine’s On the Trinity, although the main features of the
resolution of this dispute were set by a.d. 381 with the Council of
Constantinople. In the sources presented here, there can be ob-
served an interplay of various theological understandings, aswell as
of personalities and politics. The Christian community did not for-
mulate its doctrine of God as a purely theological exercise, divorced
from other pressures. Nontheological factors played a significant,.-
although in the final analysis, minor roleTTHese documents revea™
that essentially”™ theological process is unfolding. The church in
this discussion was seeking to distinguish its faith from paganism
and to affirm the salvific character of its message.

To understand what is depicted in these texts, the reader must
be aware that the commencement of Christian deliberation about
God predates by some two centuries the matters which reached
their climax in the fourth and fifth centuries. The intention of this
introduction is therefore twofold: (1) to narrate, in general terms,
the significant developments prior to the year 300, and (2) to pro-
vide a context for the documents in this volume, so that they may
be allowed to speak for themselves with greater clarity.

Through all the turmoil and tomes, there is one basic issue at the
center of the debate: What is the relation of the divine in Christ to
the divine in the Father? Or, to put the matter somewhat differ-
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ently, how is the church, in an intellectually satisfying manner, to -r

integrate the doctrine of one God, Father and Creator, inherited
from the Old Testament and Judaism, with the revelation that this
God had disclosed himself uniquely in Jesus and had given the
Holy Spirit to the church? It will become readily apparent that
there were no quick or easily accessible answers that protected both
aspects of the tension: the monotheism so deeply ingrained in the
biblical tradition, and the distinctiveness and divinity of the Son.

THE BIBLICAL BACKGROUND

From the Old Testament and the Judaism of the intertestamental
period, the early church accepted the conviction that God, the
maker of heaven and earth, is one. On occasion it supported this
teaching with reference to the Stoicism of its day, a philosophy
heavily influenced by Platonism, but the dominant influence was
clearly the monotheistic faith unfolded within the Old Testament
andJudaism. In addition, even before the canonization of the New
Testament books, the apostolic traditions and popular faith of the
church were indelibly marked by the notion of a plurality of divine
persons. The early catechetical and liturgical formulas refer to the
Father and the Lord Jesus Christ, or to the Father the Creator, his
Son Jesus Christ, and the Holy Spirit.

These twofold and threefold patterns are evident within the
New Testament itself. The binitarian formulas are found in Rom.
8:11, 2 Cor. 4:14, Gal. 1:1, Eph. 1:20, 1 Tim. 1:2, 1 Pet. 1:21,
and 2John 1:13. The triadic schema is discovered in Matt. 28:19,
1Cor. 6:11 and 12:4ff., Gal. 3:11-14, Heb. 10:29, and 1Pet. 1:2.
All these passages indicate that there is no fixity of wording. No
doctrine of the Trinity in the Nicene sense is present in the New
Testament. However, the threefold pattern is evident throughout,
in spite of the fact that there is usually nothing in the context to
demand it. The conclusion seems obvious; the. ideajof.the-triadjc
manifestation” the Godhead was present fromjhe earliest-period
as™arTAT!Hnstiah~~tetv jm"TtEmkTng. But no steps were taken to
work through the implicatTdits of this idea and to arrive at a
cohesive doctrine of God. The triadic pattern supplies the raw data
from which the more developed descriptions of the Christian doc-
trine of God will come.

2

Introduction

THE SECOND CENTURY

The Apostolic Fathers

Immediately following the New Testament, and indeed over-
lapping in time with some of the latest books in the New Testa-
ment. is a number of writings known collectively as ”the Apostolic
Fathers.” The collection includes writings of Clement of Rome,
Ignatius of Antioch, Hermas, Polycarp, and Papias and the Letter
o fBarnabas, the Letter to Diognetus, 2 Clement, and the Didache.
These works do not offer any systematic theology. They are occa-
sional pieces, called forth by contemporary needs, which tend,
often in a pedestrian way” to witnessto the traditional ideas and
language of the churches rather than to attempt to understand the
faith. There are passages in this collection that reflect the view of
one God, the Creator (1 Clement 8, 19, 20; Didache 10; Shepherd
of Hermas, Visions 1.1.3). The question of the relation of the
Father and the Son is not addressed, but there is evidence of the
triadic schema (1 Clem. 46 and 58T Ignatius’s Letter to the Mag-
nesians 13, the Letter to the Ephesians 9). Christ is often called
“our God,” and prayer to Christ is assumed (Ignatius Eph. 18,
20). The Spirit is regarded as inspiring the prophets (1 Clem. 8,
13, 16; Bam. 6.14; 12.2). Christ’s preexistence and role in creation
and redemption are assumed (2 Clem. 3,9)- His divine element is
understood often to be preexistent spirit, and there were even at-
tempts to interpret Christ as a supreme angel (Shepherd of Her-
mas, Similitudes 8.3.3 and 9-1.1). There is no doctrine of the’
Trinity in the strict sense in the Apostolic Fathers, but the trinitarian
formulas are apparent. The witness of this collection of writings to
a Christian doctrine of God is slight and provides no advance in
synthesis or theological construction beyond the biblical materials.

The Apologists

This is not the case with the works of the Apologists of the second
century, Aristides, Justin Martyr, Athenagoras, Tatian, and Theo-
philus of Antioch. Although they differ among themselves in sev-
eral aspects, these authors shared a common concern to present
ChristW ity jtom e” eco-Rpmanculture of their day in such a way
as to defend Christianity against the charge of atheism. Tothe
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educated classes of the Greco-Roman world, they insisted that the
truth of Christianity is that to which the pagan philosophers
pointed. In order to substantiate this viewpoint, they employed
the concept of the Logos (Word), already known to Judaism and
Stoicism. A special debt was owed to the Jewish philosopher Philo
of AlexandflaT, who~:aught that the divine Logos had spoken
through the prophets and had been the subject of the theophanies
of the Old Testament. This Logos also is the reason in which all’
human beings take part. The Greek word logos, which means both
"‘word” and "reason” (rationality), allowed this double sense.
According to the Apologists, Christ is the Logos, preexistent before
the incarnation as the Father’s mind or thought. In Christ the
Logos became incarnate, but the incarnation was hot the begin-
ning of his being. As revealed in creation and redemption, Christ
is the Father’ expreSstoSTor extrapolation. By this concept the
Apologists were able to maintain both the pretemporal unity of
Christ with the Father, and the Son’s manifestation in time and
space. They found the Stoic distinction between the Logos endia-
thetos (the immanent Word) and the Logos prophorikos (the ex-
pressed Word) helpful in this regard and even used this terminol-
ogy. (For example, Theophilus, who was bishop of Antioch in the
late second century, employed it in his Apology to Autolycus 22).
However, it is in the works ofJustin Martyr, a pagan philosopher
*who converted to Christianity about a.d. 130 and was martyred
| about 165, that this approach is readily observable. Justin began
with the idea of the Logos spermatikos (the seminal Word) planted
in all persons incompletely and in a fragmentary manner. Before
Christ, human beings had "seeds” of the Word and could reach
only fragments of the truth (1 Apology 32.8; 2 Apology 8.1; 10.2).
It is the Logos, Christ himself incarnate, who reveals the source and
ground of these fragments of truth (2 Apol. 10.1). This Logos was
distinct from the Father not only in name but also in number (Dia-
logue with Trypho 128.4). The Logos put forth as the offspring of
the Father was with him before all creatures (Trypho 62.4). He is
divine and God (1 Apol. 63.15; Trypho 63.5). This identification
of Christ with the Logos allowed the Apologists to insist that Chris-
tianity was faith in him to whom the Old Testament witnessed
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and to whom the pagan philosophers indistinctly pointed. It also
offered an explanation of how God, unoriginate, eternal, and
nameless, could be involved in a changeable world. For Justin, in
addition to the incarnation, the Logos functioned as the Father’s
agent in creation and in revealing truth (1 Apol. 59; 64.5; 5.4; 46).

The immanent Word became the expressed Word by the act of
generation or putting forth. The Apologists tried to explain this,ft
generation by the analogy of the utterance of human speech or of
kindling one fire from another fire (Justin, Trypho 61.2; 128.3).-
These ideas reoccur in Tatian, a native of Assyria and a student of
philosophy, who had studied with Justin (Oration to the Greeks
5.1); in Athenagoras, a Christian philosopher in Athens (Supplica-
tion to Marcus Aurelius 10.1ff.); and in Theophilus of Antioch
(Autol. 2.10; 2.22). Thus the Logos concept enabled the
Apologists to make clear the distinction between the Logos and
the Father.

The Apologists were also cautious lest the monotheism of the j
churchVFaith bedestroyed”™ITwere concerned to explain that the |
expression of the Logos did not mean that the Father was deprived
of his Word, nor did it involve a partition of the divine substance.
To emphasize the essential identity of the Logos with the Father,
they used the biblical image of Son or Child for the Logos, so they
spoke of the Logos not as a creature but as the offspring by genera-
tion (Justin Trypho 62.105, 125; 1 Apol. 21). They considered the
Logos’ eligibility for the title ""Son” to date from his expression
from the Godhead not from hiTongmation with the Father. They
also regarded the term "Father” not a title for the first person, as
would be the case in later theologians, but for the one Godhead,
the author of whatever existed.

Although the Apologists had Jess to say about the Holy Spirit,
they~o~fiearwlthiesrfothe”~reefold~"at(ern77usnfr~coordinates
the three persons referring to materials dealing with baptism and
the eucharist (1 Apol. 61.3-12). For Athenagoras, the Spirit is the
inspirer of the prophets (Supplic. 7.2). According to Theophilus,
the Spirit is identified with Wisdom (Autol. 1.7). Such references
reveal that the major concern of the Apologists was*with the rela-
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to the place of the Spirit. Tatian (Or. 7.13) does not dearly distin-
guish the Spirit from the Logos. The Apologists’ difficulties about
the third entity of the Godhead were compounded by the confu-
sion with the Stoic idea of a wholly immanent spirit within creation’
and the continuing use of “spirit” as a synonym for “deity”
(Athengoras Supplic. 16; Tatian Or. 4; Theophilus Autol. 2.10).
The works of the Apologists divulge the lack of a technical
vocabulary sufficient to describe the eternal plurality within the
Godhead. Nevertheless, these authors did apprehend the distinc-
tions. To judge the Apologists by post-Nicene theology would be
grossly unfair. Isolated passages could be cited to support the no-
tion that the Apologists taught subordination within the deity or
that they failed to recognize the~”xisteficB of Christ before his
generation, but their total teaching rejects such opinions. The
Apologists utilized a picture of a man putting forth his thought
and spirit in external activity. This representation allowed them to
recognize, although dimly, the eternal plurality in the Godhead
and to show how the Word and the Spirit, truly manifested in
space and time, could also be within the being of the Father. Their
work was a decided contribution to theology, maintaining both the
necessary distinction of the plurality and the unity. The Apologists
set the future course for trinitarian theology and enabled Christi-
anity to take seriously the presuppositions of Greek philosophy.

Irenaeus ofLyon

Irenaeus from Smyrna studied at Rome and became bishop of
Lyon near the end of the second century. His theology formed a
bridge between Eastern and Western churches. Building on the
accomplishments of the Apologists, Irenaeus reaches a high point
in theological reflection in the second century. Irenaeus’s trini-
tarian thought is beholden to his doctrine ofpreatiom God alone,
the only Lord, Creator and Father, contained all things and caused
them to exist (Against Heresies 2.1.1). God is uncreated, ingen-
erate, the first cause. Irenaeus reconciles his teaching of creation
and divine transcendence with the notionof divine immanence in
the world by means of the Apologists’ teaching of a Logos the-
ology. There are, however, some differences. Even before the ex-
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pression of the Logos from the Godhead, Irenaeus describes him as
the Son. He did not wish to be understood as teaching that the
Logos became the Son of God because of the incarnation (Her.
3.17.4). This view may indicate a certain discomfort with the Apol-
ogists’ teaching of the two-stage concept of the Logos. lrenaeus
tended to approach God in two ways: (1) as he exists in his intrinsic
being; (2) as he manifests himself in the “economy,” the ordered
process of his self-disclosure. Irenaeus prefers the idea of the Logos
or Son both eternally with God and expressed (Her. 2.30.9;
4.20.3) , rather than the Apologists’ statement of God’s immanent
Word coming forth. He refuses to explore the means by which the
Word is extrapolated, and he shows a clear dislike for the analogy
of human speech as employed by the Apologists. For Irenaeus,

God in his inner being is ineffably one, although containing from * ¢-
eternity"*his Wordand WisdomT In his economy God extrapolates hn<e'
the Son and the Spirit. Irenaeus links the Logos and Spirit in the "

creativeprocess and speaks of them as God’s hands (Her. 4.20.2ff;
3.1.3) . The Logos in the flesh displayed the true image of God,
but it is the Spim whcTmakes it possibleToTeceive this revelation,
(Demonstration of the Apostolic Preaching 7). For Irenaeus the
Son is fully divine (Dem. 7), as is the Spirit (Her. 5.12.2). Thus
Irenaeus progressed beyond the Apologists in a fuller recognition
of the place of the Spirit and in his idea of economy. Still he is
clearly a second-century theologian, as his picture of the Trinity
discloses. There is a single personage, the Father, the Godhead
itself, with his Word (reason) and his Wisdom. Not only is
monotheism reaffirmed, but the real, eternal distinctions in the
Godhead are stressed. Irenaeus does this by means of the idea of
the economy, the ordered process of the self-disclosure of these
distinctions. These distinctions, according to Irenaeus, are only
completely revealed in the economy. Nevertheless, they are there
from all eternity. Irenaeus’s great insight was the use of this im-
agery to show how the Son an31he*Splrit disclosed in the economy
as other than the Father were also one with him in his intrinsic be-
ingThinheans~oF describing the~Trinity "became known as
cconomic trinitariamsrmjt was to fin - both supporters and detrac-
tors in the third century.
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THE THIRD CENTURY

Monarchianism

During the third century a backlash against the Logos doctrine
occurred in the Western church. It was a movement based largely
on a fear that the Logos theology endangered the unity of God.
Because this reaction wished tojiccentuatejhat~God was an abso-
lute monad without distinctions within the unity, it became
known as monarchianism. Modern handbooks on early Christian
doctrine tend to speak of both a modalist monarchianism and a
dynamic_rnonarchianism, but among the church fathers “mon-
archianism” as aTerm was applied only to the former.

Dynamic monarchianism is another expression for adoptipnism,
the view that Christ was a mere man upon whom the Spirit de-
scended. Thus, although it was a christological deviation, it was
motivated by a concern for divine unity. A number of names are
associated with this type of theology. Individuals who lived in
Rome in the second and third centuries, Theodotus, Asclepiodo-
tus, and Artemas (or Artemon). More important is Paul of Samo-
sata, bishop of Antioch, who was condemned at a synod in that
city in 268. It is difficult to arrive at an accurate picture of what
*Paul taught. He probably held to a strict Unitarian view of God,
’believing that Son and Spirit were merely names for the inspired
person Jesus Christ and the grace given to the apostles. There are
.Similarities between Paul’s teaching and economic trinitarianism.
Yet his starting point was not the unfolding of an eternal Trinity.
It appears that for Paul the Logos is an impersonal communication
from God, without individual subsistence soTKatTxo3157fne'per-
son, and the threefold distinctions refer only to abstractions except
as they are used as traditional terms as Son and Spirit with
reference to the man Jesus and the grace of God in the church. A
possible source for Paul’s thought is the sixth-century work, De
Sectis 3.3, probably not written by Leontius of Byzantium, an anti-
Monophysite theologian.

In spite of its similar aim, to safeguard the unity of the Godhead
against the teaching of two Gods, modalist monarchianism is quite
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different. At Its simplest, it is the teaching that there is one God-
head which could be designated indifferently as either the Father
or the Son. These terms did not indicate_any_essential distinctions;
they were names to be applied to God at different times. God was
ajmonad. There were no numerical distinctions within tfie monad.
This position was taught by Noetus of Smyrna, who lived in Rome
at the end of the second century. The sources for this information
are Hippolytus, who set himself up in Rome as an antipope in the
early third century (in his Against Noetus); and Epiphanius, the
fourth-century bishop of Salamis (in his the Refutation of All
Heresies, esp. chap. 57). Noetus may have been identical with a
certain Praxeas, against whom Tertullian wrote {Against Praxeas 5).

On ajnore astute and philosophical level, this form of mon-
archianism was expounded by Sabellius, who was in Rome during
the early years of the third century. Sabellianism taught that God
was a monad, expressing itselfin three operations. Apparently, the
Father projected himself first as Son and then as Spirit (Epiphanius
Ref. 62.1.4ff.). This teaching suggests that Sabellius realized some
of the problems of the modalism of Noetus and his disciples, and
attempted to use features of economic trinitarianism to correct
these difficulties. Unfortunately, there is considerable uncertainty
in these matters. Most of the evidence comes from over a century
after Sabellius and is often confused with the views of Marcellus of
Ancyra, a fourth-century writer.

Hippolytus and Tertullian

The trinitarian teaching of Hippolytus and Tertullian can be
comprehended only against the backdrop of the rise of monar-
chianism. Tertullian, who has been described as the father of Latin
theology, was born in Carthage. He authored a long list of polemi-
cal works and ended his life as a member of the Montanist sect.
Ostensibly he was hostile to Greek philosophy, but in fact he was
greatly influenced by it, especially by Stoicism. Despite his view of
authority as that handed down by the apostles in the rule of faith,
his flexibility in treating that tradition allowed him to come to
terms with the contributions of the Apologists. Over against cer-
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tain dualistic views of his day, Tertullian asserted that God the
Creator isont(TheTestimonyofthe Xd«ZT"2)7ButJif_refused to
understand this in such a way as to be compatible with monarchi-
anism. God did exist in unique solitariness eternally. Nevertheless,
he had immanently his Word or reason. Here the analogy of the
Apologists is utilized. Both Hippolytus and Tertullian used this
image (Noet. 10\ Prax. 5). Tertullian sharpens the individuality of
the Word more than his predecessors. The Word is alius (Prax. 3).
'Like the Apologists, Hippolytus and Tertullian teach that the
threefoldness of God’s intrinsic being is disclosed in creation and
redemption (Noet. 7.10.14 and Prax. 2). Tertullian is actually the
' first to introduce the Latin trinitas into Christian literature. The
three are numerically distinct. To explain their roles he uses the
Greek term economy. What he means by the word is not always
clear. Apparently Tertullian means by the term that God’s unity is
subject to thg disposition of the single Godhead into the Father
and Son and Spirit to create and redeem. The Word is a person
' (persona) by which he means the concrete presentation of an indi-
vidual, a second addition to the Father (Prax. 7). The Spirit is the
representation of the Son (The Prescription of Heretics 13). Ter-
tullian togk an impprtant step in recognizing the trinitarian dis-
tinction of the three persons. In so doing, he also made a special
effort to maintain God’s essential unity. The threeness of the
prnnrjmjijwutf iqgntnparihir yyii;h the unity. The distinction be-
tween the three does not involve division or separation. Images of
root and its shoot, source, and river are employed (Apology
21.11-13; Prax. 8). Tertullian states thatjthe Father, Son, and
Spirit are one in substance (Apol. 21.12; Prax. 25). Threeness
involves only grade or aspecTof Ae~p<frsonsof one substance.
Tertullian’s clear distinction between the three that are of one sub-
stance will be an important element in the Nicene formulation.
Hippolytus’s ideas are similar but less fully worked out. He too
speaks of one God, yet two persons by economy, and third the
grace of the Holy Spirit (Noet. 14). The need for the threefold
structure presents him with difficulties. He is hard-pressed to speak
convincingly of-the role of the Spirit. For Hippolytus the promi-

10

Introduction

nence of the Holy Spirit in the liturgical setting of baptism is ac:
knowledged, but intellectually it is beyond his ability to explain it.
Some difference exists between Hippolytus and Tertullian over the
use of the title Son. For Hippolytus, the sonship of the Logos be-
gins with the incarnation; for Tertullian, it begins with the Logos’
primal generation for creation (Noet. 15; Prax. 7).

Both Hippolytus and Tertullian then followed in the directions
set by the Apologists and Irenaeus in teaching that the three dis-
closed in the economy are manifestations of a plurality compre-
hended somewhat obscurely in the inner being of the Godhead.
They moved beyond their predecessors in their attempts to indicate
the oneness of the substance of which the three were aspects, and

in their recognition of the three as persons when revealed in the
economy.

Novatian

During this time the theology of the church of Rome tended to
be conservative and monarchian in character. Popes like Zephy-
rinus and Callistus in the early third century were suspicious of the
Logos doctrine and of references to distinctions within the God-
head. A more sophisticated theology was developed in Rome by
the presbyter Novatian, who became a rigorist and was consecrated
an antipope in the year 251. Novatian’s thinking showed similar-
ities with Tertullian’s, although it contained some older features.
In his major writing Novatian declared the Father to be the one
Godhead who through his will generated a Son, his Word. This
WorTexisted substantially before creation (On the Trinity 16; 31).
Novatian defined their relationship in terms of moral unity. He"
preserves monotheism by speaking of the priority arising from the
derivation of the Son. By being begotten, the Son is God, but the
derivation shows there is but one God. Here is more than a hint of
subordinationisiiU-Novatian also speaks about the deity bestowed
by the Father on the Son ever reverting to the Father, and the
divine attributes belonging exclusively to the Son (On Trin. 31).
This teaching implies a mutual interpenetration. In the final anal-
ysis, Novatian avoids the notion of two Gods by subordinating the
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Son to the Father or by making the Son a moment in the divine life
oTjthe Father.-Little mention is made of the Holy Spirit. The treat-
ment of the Spirit is rudimentary, a description of the work of the
Holy Spirit in prophecy, baptism, and sanctification (On Trin. 29).
The implication is made that the Holy Spirit is a creature (On Trin.
7; 8). Novatian’s work represents a‘regression from the levels
reached by the Apologists, Irenaeus, and Tertullian.

Clement o f Alexandria

Developments of another sort were taking place simultaneously
in the Eastern church, around the city of Alexandria, a leading
center for the studyof Platonism. Clement of Alexandria is one of
the important figures involved in these events. Clement was head
of the catechetical school at Alexandria around the year 200. He
recognized the truth of Greek philosophy but also its partial
character. Clement taught that God is transcendent, ineffable,
and incomprehensible. He is a unity beyond unity and a monad
embracing all reality (The Tutor 1.71; The Stromata 2.6.1; 5.65.2;
5.78.3; 5.81.3). This is the God who can only be known through
his Word or Son. The Son is the image of the Father, his mind or
rationality. He is the mediator between the utterly transcendent
God, the One, and the world which he contains (The Exhortation
to the Greeks 98.3; Strom. 5.16.3). This Word, both a unity and a
plurality, contains the Father’s ideas and the forces by which the
Father animates the world (Strom. 4.156.iff.). The generation of
the Word from the Father is without beginning. *"The Word is es-
sentially one with him~fStrom. 4.162.5; 7.22; Tutor 1.62.4;
3.101.1) . Clementspeaks of the Spirit as the light from the Word
who enlightens the faith. The Spirit is also the power of the Word,
which pervades creation and attracts individuals to God (Strom.
6.138.1ff.; 7.9.4). Clement presents in a Platonic framework an
image of the Trinity which he linked with the Christian triad of
Father, Son, and Holy Spirit (Who Isthe Rich Man That Is Saved?

34.1) . Understandably, Clement’s trinity, although Christian in

| character, has a strong resemblance to the triad of Neoplatonism,
.the One, Mind and World Soul.
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Imrer in the first quarter of the third century succeeded Cle-
rcrt is the head of the catechetical school at Alexandria. This
—m ous author, biblical scholar, and theologian moved be-
:rc lament in constructing a theological system that weds the
* 5threefold understanding of God to the categories of Mid-
i-r Origen’s imaginative work represents one of the
n - ;gr.;ficant episodes in the history of theology. Those who
i-crerded him might oppose his teaching; they were unable to
:t. Origen began by acknowledging that God is incompre-
-—j.: : transcending being itself. God is alone and ingenerate
-tt- z~-.naples 1.1.5; 6). God is thus known only indirectly at
res: by inferenceTrom the universe and the created order. God
1 r i perfect brought into existence a world of spiritual beings,
» —s co-eternal with himself. Origen believes that God must
i.’s i *? have a universe related to him, but the universe is not re-
ntted as a second uncreated principle alongside God (Princ.
111 191). Itisto mediate between the unity of God and the 1
é_~aiirv of spiri.tual beings that God has his Son, his express[
—ascrr. the meeting pT(ace_of the plurality (Against Celsus 2,64).
** t iilonship between God, the Father, and his Son, the Word
-upts is eternal. Unlike the Apologists, with their distinction
i.Htn the immanent Word and the expressed Word, Origen
saxnes mat the “external” expressed relationship is without be-
ncgTf. The Word’s generation is eternal (Princ. 1.2.4). It cannot
ar i that “there was once when be was not,” a phrase around
» much debate will focus in the next century. This generation
m—  be compared with any corporeal process. It is like the emer-
j—ti * :fwill from mind (Princ. 1.2.6). It is an act of the Father’s
wiL * ::ttinuous exercise of will, not a single act for economy.
Oeapsi s conception of the generation of the Logos is one place
oter- tilted company with philosophy. In Plotinus’s thought,
mt **-:: it:nist of the third century, the Mind is not generated
r» re rurposeful will of the One.

7:e -r_tr between the Father and the Word is described in vari-
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;ous ways: in terms of operation, a reflection of a mirror, through

the analogy of the union of husband and wife (Princ. 1.2.6; Dis-
cussion with Heraclides 3). Origen realized the importance of the
oneness of the Son with the Father. He wished to avoid both mon-
archianism and the risk of denying Christ’s divinity. Origen pre-
sented the union as one of love and action. He may also, have
described it as a substantial union, using the word homoousios,
but this is not dear {Fragments on the Epistle to the Hebrews
"in Patrologia Graeca 14.1308).

At the same time, Origen wished to indicate the distinction
between the Father and the Word. He insists that the Son is other
in subsistence than the Father. They are two things in respect to
perst£tns-(Q» Prayer 15.1; Cel. 8.12)~The Father and Son differ
from each other in hypostasis (The Commentary on the Gospel of
St. John 2.2.10). Originally hypostasis and ousia were synonyms,
the former Stoic and the latter Platonic, meaning real existence or
essence. Although hypostasis has this original sense in Origen, it is
often used in the sense of individual subsistence. The Father is ab-
solutely God, in Greek the God, the Word is not. Thus, when the
Word is addressed by the title “God” it is theos and not ho theos.
Origen even speaks of the Word as a second God to stress the dis-

tinction (Cel. 5.39). The Son is the first of Gods; he is the arche-
/ type and model. Hisdeity ij*denyed from the fountainhead, the
Father. The Word is the archetype because he is always with the

J Father (Com. onJohn 2.2.10). Thus Origen understands that the

Word is God by derivation. Injjpite of the fact that the Word is
ontPwdtITIfiFTatherrheandrorrino” y.
As a mediator between the Father, the Word reflects him to the ra-
tional or spiritual creatures who obtain their relation to God
through the Word. Here Origen is directly indebted to the
Platonism of his day, especially for the view of the need for co-
eternal spiritual beings (logikoi, whose relation to the Word
parallels at a higher level the Word’s relation to the Father).
Origen, again in the Platonist tradition, sees the Word’s derivation
of deity from the Father as a continual process of contemplation.
Such statements show how Origen thinks of God as being eternally
broadened downward by a number of relationships from the foun-
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m,—r<~ re Father, to rational creatures. In this scheme the
® tt s re mediator between the Father and many rational
mbhtjtb wiuich are called by Origen both logikoi and theoi. Once
Imgre is drawing upon Platonic and Philonic philosophy,
-r— i-5¢c >peaks of the Hply_Spirit-irt thetriadio-Godhead,
T:r - rrmt is not a force or energy of God. He is an active,
arr-esT .bstance (Fragment 37 bn the7 Gospel of St. John).
i~ir.Des the Spirit as chief in rank of all things originated
» re rsmrr through Christ (Com onJohn 2.10.75)7ThIS SUg-
jpr ra: lr.gen’s Trinity is conceived hierarchically. The Father’s
c -trends to the whole universe, the Son’s is restricted to ra-
-ra rraron. the Spirit’s to those who are holy (Princ. 1.3.5-8).
-1 acknowledged that the Spirit operated in creation. The
fcrr trow? the Father and is one of the Trinity (Princ. 1.1.1-5).

1 S doc accurate to conclude that Origen teaches a triad of
- t beings rather than a trinity. When his Platonic
laa™."--! is noted, it is possible to see how he is holding to a
fr—-ire nnitarianism, although with a strongly pluralistic strain,
r tbc final analysis, Origen’s use of philosophy was always con-
mue-r : « his Christian faith. Origen’s greatest contribution—a
rcr? dc decidedly moved beyond all his predecessors—was the

- -1 mat the three (Father, Son and Holy Spirit) are of the
mode of God’s being and not just determined or evoked by
re needs of the economy.

I*r*en - insight into the Christian understanding of God was of
_r i caliber that it was to have a lasting impact. But his
rciuicacal construct was so vast and variegated that his successors
~— mto the trap of emphasizing one element of his thought
X. re expense of other portions, and so failed to keep the required
m sec mat Origen himself had been able to maintain. Therefore,

tc ¢ meologians gave prominence to Origen’s insistence on t&e
> o essential kinship to the Father, for example, Theognostus,
*=*£ 11 me catechetical school at Alexandria in the middle of the

er:_iry. Others, like Dionysius, bishop of Alexandria, ac-
— r: lr.gen’s subordinationist strand. Dionysius was accused of
*Cirri  >erstating the Father and the Son, denying the eternity of
re : md declaring him to be a creature of a different substance
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ous ways: in terms of operation, a reflection of a mirror, through
the analogy of the union of husband and wife (Princ. 1.2.6; Dis-
cussion with Heraclides 3). Origen realized the importance of the
oneness of the Son with the Father. He wished to avoid both mon-
archianism and the risk of denying Christ’s divinity. Origen pre-
sented the union as one of love and action. He may also, have
described it as a substantial union, using the word homoousios,
but this is not clear {Fragments on the Epistle to the Hebrews
in Patrologia Graeca 14.1308).

At the same time, Origen wished to indicate the distinction
between the Father and the Word. He insists that the Son is other
in subsistence than the Father. They are two things in respect to
persons-fO» Prayer 15.1; Cel. 8.12). The Father and Son differ
from each other in hypostasis (The Commentary on the Gospel of
St. John 2.2.10). Originally hypostasis and ousia were synonyms,
the former Stoic and the latter Platonic, meaning real existence or
essence. Although hypostasis has this original sense in Origen, it is
often used in the sense of individual subsistence. The Father is ab-
solutely God, in Greek the God, the Word is not, ffiius, when the
Word is addressed by the title “God” it is theos and not ho theos.
Origen even speaks of the Word as a second God to stress the dis-

tinction (Cel. 5.39). The Son is the first of Gods; he is the arche-
S"type and model. His deity is deriyed from the fountainhead, the

J Father. The Word iT the archetype because he is alwayTwTth the

Father (Com. onJohn 2.2.10). Thus Origen understands that the
Word is God by derivation. Irespite of the fact lharthe Word is
omPymirBte~Fath™ he”andsonaTowglTevH~in~1dT"TieS

As a mediator between the Father, the Word reflects him to the ra-
tional or spiritual creatures who obtain their relation to God
through the Word. Here Origen is directly indebted to the
Platonism of his day, especially for the view of the need for co-
eternal spiritual beings (logikoi, whose relation to the Word
parallels at a higher level the Word’s relation to the Father).
Origen, again in the Platonist tradition, sees the Word’s derivation
of deity from the Father as a continual process of contemplation.
Such statements show how Origen thinks of God as being eternally
broadened downward by a number of relationships from the foun-
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mmr ne Father, to rational creatures. In this scheme the

i i me mediator between the Father and many rational
tans wtuch are called by Origen both logikoi and theoi. Once

~ Imgro is drawing upon Platonic and Philonic philosophy.
speaks of the Holy Spirit in the triadic-Godheatl.

-m mgpirit is not a force or energy of God. He is an active,

-.J substance (Fragment J7 on the Gospel of St. John).

JU —=* fescnbes the Spirit as chief in rank of all things originated
zc :cmer through Christ (Com, onJohn 2.10.75)fiThis sug-

\'

f— rue Dr.gerfs Trinity is conceived hierarchicdfty. The Fathersi# -1A

at - errends to the whole universe, The Son’s is restricted to ra-

tBBa meanon. the Spirit’s to those who are holy (Princ. 1.3.5-8). g

1- Inrtn acknowledged that the Spirit operated in creation. The
Saner cow s the Father and is one of the Trinity (Princ. 1.1.1-5).
r 5 not accurate to conclude that Origen teaches a triad of
ancanrr beings rather than a trinity. When his Platonic
2u. _nd is noted, it is possible to see how he is holding to a
— nmtarianism, although with a strongly pluralistic strain,
n re final analysis, Origen’s use of philosophy was always con-
r. ..re : < his Christian faith. Origen’s greatest contribution—and
see ae decidedly moved beyond all his predecessors—was the
£ mat ﬁhﬁ tr?!'e_e (Father, Son and Holy Spirit) are of the
mode of God’s being and not just determined or evoked by
re needs of the economy.
Irgen 5insight into the Christian understanding of God was of
i caliber that it was to have a lasting impact. But his
r-iLopcal construct was so vast and variegated that his successors
~— r_ mto the trap of emphasizing one element of his thought
s. re expense of other portions, and so failed to keep the required
T- :c mat Origen himselfhad been able to maintain. Therefore,
more neologians gave prominence to Origen’s insistence on t]e
> @ essential kinship to the Father, for example, Theognostus,
:tear :: me catechetical school at Alexandria in the middle of the
ertury. Others, like Dionysius, bishop of Alexandria, ac-
ree-e-c 1 g e n ’ssubordinationist strand. Dionysius was accused of
r.~- separating the Father and the Son, denying the eternity of
rr >c¢ md declaring him to be acreature of a different substance
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from the Father. Because of these charges, Dionysius of Alexandria
entered into correspondence with the Roman pope, also named
Dionysius.

This series of letters clearly illustrates the differing ways in which
Western and Eastern theology was developing. Some difference
was occasioned by the use of two different languages, Latin and
Greek. For example, there was misunderstanding over hypostasis
and its etymological equivalent substantia. But the accents of
Western and Eastern theology were caused by more than language.
Western theology had for some time been characterized by a
monarchian bent. Western theologians put emphasis on the divine
unity. Though convinced of the reality of the distinctions within
the unity, they had difficulty expressing them apart from the
economy. Eastern theologians, much more than their Western
counterparts, worked in an atmosphere of Neoplatonism, and so
with this legacy developed an approach to the Godhead that,
although it recognized the unity, highlighted the distinctions
within the unity. Ultimately the issue was two differingapproaches
to the Christian doctrine of God. These alternate theological
perceptions would be evident later in heated contention over the
nature of the Christian Trinity.

Before the second half of this introduction, it is useful to sum-
marize this survey. In retrospect it becomes patent that intense
deliberation took place among Christians prior to the year 300
about their God. Some explanation of this can be found in the
pressure of heretical movements, which aroused Irenaeus and Ter-
tullian to write. The Apologists, Clement, and Origen desired to
explain Christianity to their pagan neighbors to prove that it was
intellectually respectable and not injurious to the Roman Empire.
The curiosity of the early Christians must also be noted. They had
an inclination, quite apart from heretical or secular pressures, to
probe the implications of their own faith and to articulate it in as
cogent a manner as possible. Thus, when the trinitarian controver-
sy arose in the opening years of the fourth century, Christians had
a heritage and an arsenal from which to draw. Indeed, in a real
sense it is the previous developments outlined above, with their in-
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- - - that inevitably led to the outbreak of a dispute that
~ —r: the very existence of the uniqueness of the Christian

THE FOURTH CENTURY

zc central figure of the controversy which so marks the fourth
3ttvis Arms, a presbyter from the parish of Baucalis in Alex-
es. Basically a theological debate, eventually the dispute in-
®l re personal feuds between bishops and theologians, conflicts
:r-wr-rt traditionalism and unrestrained speculation, and the
~r of Roman emperors who needed a united church to
me a united empire. The outset of the controversy, probably
the year 319, was caused by Arius’s preaching. According
Anus's message, only God the Father is eternal and®
r~r:ed The LogosT'tEepreexistenr Christ, is a creature,
tarrt out of nothing, and had a beginning. Arius believed that
err -as when he was not—thus the Arian slogan. This means
sc ttt Logos is not eternal, he is strange to the divine nature. In-
rt Anus taught that the Logos neither sees nor knows the
completely. The power of God then at work in Jesus is not
re rremal divine power itself but a limited and lower hierarchy.
Tierres 'God” and “‘Son of God” are courtesy titles. The Logos
s ciruok of change, but God, foreknowing that he would remain
free, gave him in anticipation the glory which as man, and in con-
e-rarncr of his virtue, he would afterward possess. For Arius,
u a demigod, neither fully God nor fully man. He becomes
only in the way that every saint may be deified. Arius’s
_rg nas antecedents in Origen’s thought, but he eliminated
i 5view of eternal generation and pushed his subordination
i im ie lengths. As a result, Arius blurred Christianity and

e _gn most Arian literature has perished, a letter of Arius to \
i_-.rr._5 bishop of Nicomedia, written around 319 (see Chapter
c c i letter or a confession of faith to Alexander of Alexandria, |
ru nsxjp dating from the year 320 (see Chapter 3), give his views
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early in the controversy and show how he and his adherents
claimed that they were teaching nothing new but following Lucian
of Antioch, who died in the year 312, and the traditions of the
bishop of Alexandria himself.

Alexander of Alexandria

Alexander’s response to Arius can be outlined from letters writ-
ten after Arius’s views became known. Alexander’s letter to Alex-
ander of Thessalonica, or possibly Alexander of Byzantium, from
the year 324, is an excellent source for Alexander of Alexandria’s
thought (see Chapter 4). Alexander was an Qrigenist. He held to
the divinity of the Logos, eternally generated by the Father. Still he
regarded the Logos as a distinct hypostasis. Alexander apparently
thought of God as two hypostases, sharing the same nature. The
Father alone is unoriginate, but the Son is co-eternal with the
Father, since God cannot be without the Word. The Sonship of the
Logos is real and natural.

Alexander of Alexandria probably wished to stay out of a
theological debate, but this option was not granted to him. Thus
he summoned a council, which condemned Arius and sent him in-
to exile. As the controversy deepened between the years 321 and
324, Arius found supporters outside Egypt. Eusebius, bishop of
Nicomedia, an old friend and fellow pupil of Lucian, befriended
him. Arius also secured the assistance of the influential historian
Eusebius, who was bishop of Caesarea.

The Council of Antioch

By this time Constantine became the sole emperor of the Roman
Empire by defeating Licinius. Constantine had been moving ever
closer to Christianity, in part because he saw it as a means to unify
the empire. Now he found that Christianity was in danger of split-
ting because of a theological question he could not understand.
The emperor urged Alexander and Arius to stop their philo-
sophical bickering and live in peace. Not surprisingly, such a plea
did not settle the problem. Hosius, the theological adviser.to Com
stantine, presided over a counciTTielH~7n AntlocK~Th the early
monthToF3/5rThis council was strongly anti-Arian. It censured
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-- Caesarea as a follower of Arius, drew up a confessional

i _ - -".;n was in agreement with the position of Alexander of
it a and sent out a letter announcing the resolutions of the
me setting forth the council’s faith in a creedal form. A

5*r_- re of this letter was discovered about 75 years ago, so it is
: * e e rain a trustworthy picture of what occurred in Antioch
r |1 Chapter 5). Thus it is now known that Eusebius of

1*as under acondemnation from the early months of 325.

*r Z-zmmal o f Nicaea

- i -it of events in the east, Emperor Constantine decided to

a- * -tLYtrsal council of the church to settle the dispute. The

rrter from Antioch makes mention of the synod to be held

*t But the site was transferred to Nicaea before the begin-

> the council. The council was opened by Constantine in

12 325 with about three hundred bishops present, most of

*~ ~ were from the east. Unfortunately, no full report of this first

- rmcal council is extant. Still, it is possible to follow the main

] 3bably the bishops were soon divided into three groups:

- and his supporters; his opponents, including Athanasius the

- - * tttshop of Alexandria who came as Alexander’s attendant;

: a majority of Eastern bishops who wished to maintain the

- a m: ~ai Logos theology of the church without taking a strongly

ir'-Anan position. It seems that quite soon the council deter-
Anus’s theology was unacceptable.

* reed of the council (see Chapter 6) declared that the Son is

m ~t~ and not made. The Son is true God, not “God” by way

* :-rtesy title. Those who believe that the Father preexisted

-t me Son or that the Son came into existence from nothing or

-1 ret to change were anathematized. The Council of Nicaea

-ar went on record against Arius and with the views of Alex-

sccer ioout the divinity and immutability of the Logos. Jt is not

the council intended to teach by the phrase “from the

ailb— ce \ousia\ of the~tHeT~and~fomooitnwjwii”the Father.

m - " riptural and employed with some reluctance. The

« r :-rase was placed in the creed by the emperor Constantine,

th Hosius’s guidance. Literally it means “of the same
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ousia” (substance). But did the council mean this in a generic
sense? This is how Origen had used it, as has been indicated above,
and there were parallels in other Christian authors. Or did Nicaea
intend the term to describe a numerical identity of substance? The
former interpretation is probably true. The word was selected at
Nicaea to express that the Son was fully God. This agrees with what
all the historical sources convey: The issue at Nicaea was the Son’s
co-eternity with the Father, not the unity of the Godhead. This
would become clear in the work of Athanasius (see below). One of
the assets of the word homoousios—and this led to its acceptance—
was that different groups were able to interpret it in ways compati-
ble with their own theology. As far as Constantine was concerned,
this was agreeable. Constantine was amenable to tolerating a vari-
ety of groups, as long as they accepted his creed and each other.

In addition to the creed, the council turned to a number of
problems that were divisive in the church: a settlement of a schism
in the Egyptian church, the date of Easter, the status of sees, and
church discipline. These canons, while not dealing with the doc-
trine of God, are included in this volume to show the complete
work of the council (see Chapter 7).

Eusebius o f Caesarea

Eusebius, with the emperor’s support, cleared himself at Nicaea
of the censure placed upon him at Antioch some months earlier.
Eusebius was more of a historian than a theologian. His theological
views reflected the subordinationist strand in Origen. For Eusebius
of Caesarea, the Father was an indivisible monad beyond reality,
the cause of all things, self-existent and without beginning (The
Demonstration o fthe Gospel4.1.145). The Logos, a distinct hypo-
stasis, begotten before all ages, is the Father’s intermediary for
creating. The Logos has no direct contact with the Father’s being.
Although the Logos differs from all creatures and has the image of
God, he is entitled to be called God (Dem. Gos. 4.2.1). But the
Logos is not eternal with the Father. The unity of the Son with the
Father consists of sharing his identical glory (Ecclesiastical Theology
3.19). Eusebius was not an Arian, but his indiscreet statements
and general approach disclosed a great distance between him and
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steacoer :: Alexandria, and later between him and Athanasius,
rrcr. to prove his orthodoxy, Eusebius at Nicaea brought

nc baptismal creed of his own church. This creed was ac-

-r *: is orthodox. There is available a letter which Eusebius of
Ljcsira sent to his diocese soon after the council, to explain his
- ic Nicaea and how he was able to sign the final text of the
%er Chapter 8 of this volume). Eusebius shares with his

now he, on the basis of the emperor’s interpretation, could
moousios and finally the creed itself after long scrutiny. It
a icukrIT that all at Nicaea accepted the term in the way Eusebius
cue E_sebius’s implication that the creed of Nicaea was the bap-
ecgel freed of Caesarea with additions is now rejected by scholars.

-a a n d Constantius

* rc council the emperor himself had spoken, and no one in
:~e —rperor’s lifetime moved against his creed. In a real sense the
mmmd was a product of the emperor. The Council of Nicaea was®

the emperor. Meetings and doctrinal discussions were in
:a rur-is A new chapter in church and state relations had opened.
~ ' rrrrnng interpretations of what the council was teaching
na: rave been an advantage initially, for with imperial pressure all
r r.shops finally subscribed to the creed. But with the pass-
—e and the removal of Constantine from the scene,

me* s lack of clarity became a weakness.
council, Constantine’s policy of unification appeared
r re successful. Even Arians found ways to win back favor (see
-re r: Constantine’s creed was sacrosanct, but a coalition op-
:>:srr :: the teaching of Nicaea moved to dispose a number of the
upporters, including Athanasius, Alexander of Alexan-
_~u  successor who became bishop of Alexandria in 328. A
__re: of councils were held that tried to move away from the
licere Creed by producing moderate formulas, critical of
c 0 U t omitting the phrase homoousios. When Constan-
tit o Constantius. who leaned toward ArianismTnfletl as sole
rerween the years 350 and 361, obvious efforts were made
~ —ia die decisiojis jaCNicaea._h was not until the year 38C_at
--  of Constantinople, that the Nicene faith finally tri-

21



%

The Trinitarian Controversy

umphed. The tumultuous period between Nicaea and Constanti-
nople saw the theological work of Athanasius of Alexandria and
the three Cappadocian fathers, Basil of Caesarea, Gregory of Na-
zianzus, and Gregory of Nyssa, who were responsible for the victory
of the Nicene faith.

Athanasius

Athanasius, bishop of Alexandria from 328 until his death in
373, was the great defender of the decision at Nicaea. His commit-
ment to the faith of Nicaea was unalterable. He was able to use a
variety of means to advance his cause, including theological
pressure. Consistent, even cautious, he was able to distinguish the
major issue from secondary concerns. Thus he could be com-
promising in terminology when required. One of his major ac-
complishments was a Council in Alexandria in 362, which
recognized that what was critical was not the language but the
meaning it expressed. Because of the work of this council, the con-
fusion over the possible meaning of hypostasis and ousia was
cleared up. The formula of one hypostasis was endorsed as a means
of stating the unity of nature between Father and Son. This work
enabled a great number of the moderates to come together with
Athanasius and his followers and secured the final success of what
Nicaea sought to preserve. Athanasius saved Nicaea. In the pro-
cess, he was expelled from Alexandria five times over several
decades. He was persecuted, but finally he prevailed over heretics
and emperors.

For Athanasius, the major issue in the quarrel with Arius was the
nature of salvation. Salvation he believed was possible only on one
condition, namely, the Son of God was made man in Jesus so that
we might become God. This means the Logos must be eternal,
really God, who appeared inJesus. God is Father only because he is
the Father of the Son. Therefore the Son is without beginning.
Eternally the Father has the Son. The Son is the eternal Son of the
Father. The Father is the eternal Father of the Son. Only if they are
co-eternal canJesus, in whom the Logos is present, give us eternal
life. This likeness and unity are in respect to the Son’s substance.
Athanasius spoke of the oneness of being between Father and Son.
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f ~ ~iJtc us like God, which means, for Athanasius, make us

- - -i- ind give us eternal knowledge. Not the highest of all

- r.c5 can give us real salvation. Thus God himself must

rings. Only Christ as true man'suffering the curse of

- true God can overcome death. No half-God, no hero, no

vSm e powercoul3~accomplish man’s salvation. Consequently,

Mjammama taught that the Holy Spirit must be as divine as Christ

*- - I unite individuals with Christ. Here Athanasius moved

m: Nicaea, drawing out the implications of the Nicene state-

a stating the equal status of Father, Son, and Holy Spirit.

4 s teaching and his estimate of Arius can be observed in

. Dook of his Orations against the Arians. This work also

- Jte text of Arius’s Thalia (see Chapter 10). There has been

- ' i nference of scholarly opinion about the date of the com-

: - u:c of Athanasius’s against the Arians. Probably a date

- -1i: the years 356 to 358 is accurate for the first three books.
T - rrrvailing opinion is that book 4 is not by Athanasius.

ry ofNazianzus and
iefory ofNyssa

~~ '"g the groupings of Eastern bishops formed after the
of Nicaea was a large party of moderates. Unhappy with
homoousios, they preferred such phrases as “like the

riin 2r _nall things,” or they spoke of the deity of the Word and
'* ter.ess of substance between the Word and Father. As time
- «* this group moved closer to the teaching of Athanasius. A
- -t event in this movement was the Council of Alexandria in
" - -~scoalition became known as the Homoiousians, from the
"t word homotousios (literally “of like substance”), or more
~_r.irely as semi-Arians—a misleading term. Gregory of Na-

- md Gregory of Nyssa, two of the Cappadocian fathers,
* -ntings are represented in this volume, came out of this
-;.m tradition. They made possible the agreements which

i - -t Council of Constantinople in 381. The theology—some
- ; rrefer philosophy—of the Cappadocians is complex and

- ut it provided a formula which reunited the church.
:r:: to Aristotelian and Neoplatonic thought is undeniable.
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They teach that the Godhead exists simultaneously in three modes
of being or hypostases. All three have one nature, God. Subordi-
nation is carefully eliminated, but they teach that the Father is the
source or principle of the Godhead. In asense the Father causes the
other two beings. To describe how the one substance can be pres-
ent at the same time in three, the analogy of a universal and its
particulars is used. The difference between ousia and hypostasis is
the difference between universal and particular. Each hypostasis of
the Godhead is set by its appropriate characteristics, just as each
man represents the universal man. It should be noted that the
weakness of this analogy was recognized by the Cappadocians.

Gregory of Nazianzus especially made sharp distinctions be-
tween these concepts. The idea of hypostasis was more completely
analyzed than it had been by Athanasius. The stress is on the three
hypostases which share the one same nature. Both Gregorys speak
of the divine action that begins with the Father, proceeds through
the Son, and is completed in the Spirit. One identical energy
passes through all three. Nevertheless, the number three is real for
both these fathers. Each of the three has its special characteristic.
So much emphasis was placed on the threeness that critics claimed
that the Cappadocians used the term homoousios in only a generic
sense. Such a charge does not take seriously the entire work of the
Cappadocians whose contribution was great. Their view of the Trin-
ity represented a high point with its clear teaching of the homoou-
sion of the Spirit. They showed the entire Eastern church how it was
possible to interpret homoousios in the light of homoiousios, and
made reunion a reality in the year 381 with the Council of Con-
stantinople. This council removed the condemnations added to the
Nicene Creed, since they did not apply to the new terminology of
the Cappadocians, and said more about the Holy Spirit in light of
the writings of Athanasius, Gregory of Nazianzus, and Gregory of
Nyssa. At Constantinople a coherent doctrine of God with the for-
mulation of thKC~"ypostasesi™A one ousia was achieved. Refine-
ments and nuances of thought were yet to occur, but the trinitarian
controversy had ended. Arius and his followers were excluded.
What the Christian community had rejected was clear.

In this collection two writings of the Cappadocian theologians

24

Introduction

-:td Gregory, bishop of Nazianzus, for a short time was
i * : 1 Constantinople. He was a leading figure at the Council
* r munople in 381. During the previous year he delivered at
-- r.ople five theological orations to protect his congregation
MS- Aranism. These sermons represent a refined discussion of
ac ;----rtanan doctrine. The third oration shows the unity of
i- - ¢ a the three divine persons and especially the divinity of the
_t> This sermon is Chapter 11).
bishop of Nyssa, the younger brother of Basil of
I -- -ati was a speculative theologian of the highest order. He took
= - :ne second ecumenical council at Constantinople. Among
i -rttauc works is a tract entitled “That There Are Not Three
j®a itaressed to acertain Ablabius, on the question of why it is
an : re: to speak of three Gods when the divinity of the Father,
: Holy Spirit is recognized. (This treatise, probably written
the year 390, is Chapter 12.)

THE FIFTH CENTURY—AUGUSTINE

: r: i casual glance at the authors examined here discloses a
3 - ° -ration with Eastern theologians and churchmen. This is
ao rising, for the trinitarian controversy was a doctrinal con-
*—: r within the Eastern church, although its implications were
—-  the entire Christian community. No collection of signifi-
tit-jtic writings dealing with the Trinity would be complete
o o the work of the greatest theologian of the Western
tiirstc march, Augustine, bishop of Hippo in North Africa, who
; *r Western theology from his day to the present. Augustine
-treed by Neoplatonism. He built on the earlier sugges-
n :f Ambrose, bishop of Milan from 374 to 397, and C. Marius
*  the Christian Neoplatonist who lived in Rome in the
_— -1 _r_ncentury. In his treatise, On the Trinity, composed be-
w— - and 419, Augustine employing these resources brought
I - — - rutarian thought to new heights of theological reflec-
met T - rat exaggeration Augustine must be considered one of
mt frrrscest intellectuals, not only of the Western church but of
 izauon as well. He ranks with an elite group of very

tier theologians.
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Like other Western theologians, Augustine was more interested
in the unity of God than in the three hypostases. He repeatedly
stated there is one God, the Trinity—Father, Son, and Holy Spirit,
who are at once distinct, numerically one in substance. Augustine
accepts this as a given of revelation. His starting point is the divine
substance. He emphasizes the unity of the Trinity; all subordina-
tionism is ruled out. Each of the three persons from the vantage
point of substance is identical with the others or with the divine
substance itself. There isone action and will of the Trinity. All per-
sons are inseparab.legnd so operate. The weak point in Augustine’s
trinitarian theology was the apparent obliteration of the several
roles of the three persons. He was aware of the problem. His
answer was that each of the persons possesses the divine nature in a
particular way. Thus it is proper to attribute to each the role ap-
propriate by virtue of his origin. Augustine sees the distinction in
the mutual relations within the Godhead. Identical in divine
substance, the Father is distinguished as Father because he begets
the Son. The Son is distinguished as Son because he is begotten.
The Spirit is distinguished from the Father because he is their com-
mon gift, a kind of communion of the Father andthe Son.
Augustine never found an adequate explanation of the procession
of the Spirit. He was not able to illustrate how this procession dif-
fers from the generation of the Son. He was convinced that the
Spirit is the mutual love of the Father and the Son, the bond which
unites them. For Augustine, the Spirit is the Spirit of both Father
and Son. He clearly taught that the Spirit proceeds from both the
Father and the Son (filioque), the doctrine of double procession,
which later would cause such heated theological struggles between
the Eastern church and the Western church. One of Augustine’s
most original suggestions in trinitarian theology was the use of
analogy, especially his analogy based on the structure of the
human soul. In the work On the Trinity, Augustine makes clear his
view that these analogies have limits. They do not prove the Trin-
ity; the mystery is not removed. Yet they are useful. For example,
Augustine speaks of the Father, Son, and Holy'Spirit as analogous
to he who loves, that which is loved, and the power of love. He also
refers to the Trinity as analogous to memory, intelligence, and
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Thus he uses the Trinity to give analogically a description of

- :is i person. Since God is a person, that is, a unity, all his acts
- i:d the outside are always acts of the whole Trinity. Since the
:ince of all things is love—in its threefold appearance of he

: loves, that which is loved, and the power of love—everything
by God has traces of the Trinity. Book 9, one of the most

parts of On the Trinity, is a discussion of the human mind

- *reared image of the Trinity. (It is included in this volume as
T-apter 13.)

SUMMARY

- the Cappadocians in the east and Augustine in the west,
:nought on the doctrine of God obtains its finished form,
fcw ¢ sense there has been much movement from the unrefined
— c¢ss of the Apostolic Fathers to the polished, philosophically
red writings of these later fathers. From another perspec-

mt movement is not all that extreme. The threefold pattern

- ie-.;ed within the New Testament itself has been preserved,
-zpments on the development and final formation of the doctrine
' ne Trinity vary. For some it is ahigh point of theological and in-
ciccnial achievement that preserved the uniqueness of Christian-
rd allowed it to enter, and finally win, the Greco-Roman

* i Others have seen the developments traced in this volume as
ip.rulation of the biblical revelation to a foreign system from

. Christianity has still not yet escaped. Whatever position is
in this regard, it is obvious that historical Christianity cannot

:r _nderstood without a knowledge of how its doctrine of God ac-
:sri its final form in the patristic church. It is the intention of
m.ume to allow those writers of the early church to speak and

cl neir own story.

-4c translations that follow, the Greek word hypostasis has

:— mnslnerated into English. Ousia, or substantia in Latin, has
tm rendered “substance.” Whenever possible, biblical quota-
r .live been identified and translated from the patristic text.

-s mey should not be expected to agree with any particular
ranstaboa of the Bible.
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oArius’s Letter to Eusebius
of Nicomedia

(1) To a most longed-for lord, a faithful man of God, orthodox
E_>ebius; Arius, who is unjustly persecuted by Pope Alexander on
,.rount of the all-prevailing truth which you also protect, sends
meetings in the Lord.

12) Since my father Ammonius was coming into Nicomedia, it
speared to me reasonable and fitting to address you through him
*r.d in like manner to remind your innate love and disposition,
*mch you have toward the brothers because of God and his Christ,
- -it the bishop greatly pillages us and persecutes us, and invoking
id things moves against us, so that he might drive us as godless
—en from the city. All this is because we do pot,agree with him
v r.en he states in public, “*Always God always Son,’” “ At the sjune
tmn”~atherTatthesame, tirnelSotr*”*The Sonjugenerably co-
msts with G od/’J'Ever-begotten, ungenerated-created, neither
m thought nor in some moment of ttmcTHoes God proceeathe

Is Irom God
i_mself.

3) And since Eusebius, your brother in Caesarea, and Theo-
1 :us, Paulinus, Athanasius, Gregory, Aetius, and all the bishops
rrroughout the East, say that God without beginning exists before
-t Son, an anathema was pronounced against them—except
--.iogonius, Hellanicus, and Macareius—heretical and ignorant
mm. who speak about the Son. Some of them say that he is a
:e thing, others an emanation, and still others alike-ingenerate.

4 If the heretics should threaten us with myriads of deaths, we
ire not able even to hear these impieties.

5nt what do we say and think? What have we taught and what
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do we teach? That the Son is not unbegotten or a portion of the
unbegotten in any manner or from any substratum, but thaT~5y
the will and counsel of the Father he subsisted before''times and
ages, full of grace and truth, God, only-begotten, unchangeable.

(5) And before he was begotten or created or defined or estab-
lished, he was not. For he was nothinbegotten. But we are perse-
cuted because we sav. “The .Son -has-a beginning, but God is
without beginning. ’” Because of this we are persecuted because we
say, “The Son has a beginning, but God is without beginning.”’
We are persecuted because we say, “He is from nothing.”’ But we
speak thus inasmuch as he is neither part of God nor from any
substratum. On account of this we are persecuted. You know the
rest. 1 pray that you are strong in the Lord, recalling our afflictions,
fellow pupil of Lucian, truly “Eusebius.”

cArius’s Letter to Alexander
of Alexandria

The presbyters and deacons send greetings in the Lord to our
trussed pope and bishop, Alexander.
1 Our faith, from our ancestors, which we have learned also
fiaai you, is this. We know one God—alone unbegotten, alone
* i -.ng, alone wuhom”fieginningT”alone true. alone possessing
mmmoraiity, alone~wlse, alone good, alone master, judge of all,
rugger, director, immutable and unchangeable, just and good,
: :f Law, Prophets, and New Testament—who begot an onlv-
- :en Son before eternal times, through whom hejmade the
*-rs Lid everything. But he begot him not in. appearance but in
having submitted him to his own will, an immutable and
mmd»mgdiiEle~peHSctlcf ture of God, (3) but not as one of the
o um u—an offspring, but not as one of those born—nor as
"*T *izinus decreed that the offspring of the Father is an emana-
:c nor as Manes propounded that the offspring of the Father is
:1- of the same substance, nor as Sabellius, who divides the
- read. says “Father-and-Son,” nor as Hieracas believes a light
:—alight as a lamp divided into two; nor is he the one who was
retire, later begotten or created into a Son as you yourself also,
ricsed Pope, very often have forbidden throughout the midst of
keurch and in council those who teach these things. But, aswe
-f was created by the will of God before times and ages, and
m received life, being, and glories from the Father as the Father
m_ cnired them with him. (4) For the Father, having given to him
~e mheritance of all, did not deprive himself of those things
he has in himself without generation, for he is the source of
7r.us there are three hypostases. God being the cause of all is
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without beginning, most alone; but the Son, begotten by the
Father, created and founded before the ages, was not before he was
begotten. Rather, the Son begotten timelessly before everything,
alone was caused to subsist by the Father. For he is not everlasting
or co-everlasting or unbegotten with the Father. Nor does he have
being with the Father, as certain individuals mention things
relatively and bring into the discussion two unbegotten causes. But
God is thus before all as a monad and cause. Therefore he is also
before the Son, as we have learned from you when you preached
throughout the midst of the church.

(5) Therefore, insofar as he has from God being, glories, and
life, and all things have been handed over to him. i hiis Godis his
cause. For he, as his God and being before him, rules him. But if
“from him’’ [Rom. 11:36] and “from the womb’’ [Ps. 110:3] and
“1 came from the Father and | come’’ [John 16:28] are thought by
some to signify that he is a part of him and an emanation, the
Father will be according to them compounded, divided, mutable
and a body, and, as far as they are concerned, the incorporeal God
suffers things suitable to the body.

| pray that you are well in the Lord, Blessed Pope.

Arius, Aeithales, Achillas, Carpones, Sarmates, and
Arius—presbyters.

Euzoius, Lucius, Julius, Menas, Helladius, Gaius—deacons.

Bishops Secundus of Pentapolis, Theonas of Libya, and Pistus.

V.

oAlexander of cAlexandria’s
Letter to Alexander
of Thessalonica

To Alexander, a most honored brother
united in the soul, Alexander sends
greetings in the Lord.

(1) The ambitious and covetous calculation of rascally men has
produced plots against the apparently greater dioceses. Through
-ntricate pretenses such individuals are attacking the orthodox faith
of the church. Driven wild by the devil at work in them for
Treasures at hand, they skipped away from every piety and tram-
pled on the fear of God’s judgment. (2) It was necessary for me
- o0 am suffering to make clear to Your Reverence these matters so
-at you might be on guard against such persons, lest some of
t-iem dare to come even into your dioceses, either through
tr.emselves (for cheats are equal to dissemble for deceit) or through
casely refined rescripts, which are able to snatch away a person in-
tent on a simple and pure faith.
13) At any rate, Arius and Achillas have just now entered into a
s rtspiracy, and they have revealed the covetousness of Colluthus,
: a much worse degree than even he himself. For Colluthus in
t inging charges against them found an excuse for his own am-
.;us course of action. But they, when they saw him making
Ctrist a source of gain, were not patient to remain as subjects of
ttt church; after constructing for themselves robbers’ caves, they
** 7 in them incessant assemblies, slandering Christ and us by
] and day. (4) TheyRenounced every pious apostolic doctrine;
racy organized in a Jewish manner a work group contending
apnst Christ. They deny the divinity of our Savior, and proclaim
cquaTto all. Singling out every expression of his economy for
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salvation and of his humiliation for our sake, they attempt from
them to"Srmgtogether the proclamation’of Their ownimpietyTand
from the beginningjtheyjum away Trom expressions of his divinity
and from words of his indescribable glory-with the Father. (5) Con-
firming the impious doctrine of the Greeks and Jews about Christ,
as much as possible they pursue praise for themselves. They under-
take all those things for which others laugh at us, arousing daily
strife and persecutions. They organize this court action through an
accusation of disorderly women, whom they have led into error.
They are tearing Christianity into pieces by the indecent running
around of their young women on every street. The seamless robe of
Christ which the executioners resolved not to divide, they dared to
split. (6) Therefore, after we understood what was befitting then:
life and unholy attempt—and we did this slowly because it was
concealed—we expelled them altogether from the church that wor-
ships Christ’s divinity.

(7) And by running to fellow ministers of one mind with us,
they attempted to turn them against us. They dissembled a reputa-
tion under the show of peace and unity, but in truth they were
eager to carry certain of the ministers away into their disease by fair
words, and they requested from them rescripts that were too
wordy, so that by reading them, in addition to those deceived by
them, they would make them both unrepentant in those things in
which they were mistaken and destroyed in impiety. This they did
on the grounds that they have bishops who agree and are of one
mind with them. (8) They do not confess to them those things
which they wickedly taught and effected, on account of which they
were expelled by us, but they either hand them on in silence or
deceive, obscuring them with fabricated words and writings.

(9) Concealing their ruinous teaching with sermons that are too
persuasive and of low quality, they seize the person involved in de-
ceit. They do not even desist from slandering our orthodox faith in
the presence of everyone. So it happens that certain persons sub-
scribing to their writings admit them into the church. I think that
the great slander belongs to our fellow ministers who allow
this—for the apostolic rule does not assent to this—who thereby
inflame slanderous action against Christ by those who oppose us.
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--L~er of Alexandria’s Letter to Alexander of Thessalonica

I z:r mis reason, with no delay, I aroused myself, beloved, to
rs-cr -car to you the unbelief of those who say, “There was once
1 ifce Son of God was not’” and *“He who before was not, later

existence; and when he came into existence, he became

— --man being is by nature.” They say, “For God made all
~ ¢ tram nothing,”” including even the Son of God with the
rc- - :fall rational and irrational creatures. In accord with this],
ar - tr. say that he is of a mutable nature, capable of both virtue

and with their supposition “from nothing’’ they destroy

J - Scriptures’ witness that he always is, which Scriptures in-

. * me immutability of the Word and the divinity of the

of the Word, which is Christ. The wretches state, “Then

“m m are able to become sons of God, just as he. ’” For it was writ-

| nave begotten and raised up sons” [lsa. 1:2]. (12) And

tney add the statement from the text “But they rejected

*mich does not belong to the nature of the Savior, who is of

mrntable nature, they abandon every reverence. They say that

mowing about him by foreknowledge and prevision, would

to- meet him and chose him from all. (13) For he does not have by

- - *something special from other sons (for they say that no one

nature Son of God), nor does he have some distinctive prop-

~ *relation to God, but he, being of a mutable nature, because

tt exigence of his manners and not rejecting his training for

inferior status—he was chosen. (14) As if both a Paul and a

would persist at improvement, then their sonship would dif-

T ano way from his. To explain this crazy teaching, they acu

* -rm.gly toward Scripture and propose the passage in the Psalms

incur Christ which reads, “You have loved righteousness and

mrd injustice; on account of this, God, your God, anointed you
* m the oil of great joy beyond your partners” [Ps. 45:7].

1 Therefore, concerning the fact that the Son of God came

«-: existence from nothing and that not was there once when he

wss not, John the evangelist instructed sufficiently, writing about

t—  the only-begotten Son who is in the bosom of the Father”

1:18]. For the divine teacher in foresight shows that the two
- mri the Father and the Son, are inseparable from one another,

mere he specified that he is in the bosom of the Father. (16) And
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in regard to the fact that the Word of God is not numbered with
those who come into existence from nothing, the same John de-
clares that all things came into existence through him [John 1:3].
ForJohn makes clear the Word’s distinctive hypostasis, saying, “In
the beginning was the Word and the Word was with God and the

Word was God. All things came into existence through him, and"

without him nothing came into existence” [John 1:1,3]. (17) If all
things came into existence through him, how is it that he who gave
being to the ones who came into existence once was not? For the
Word, that which makes, is not defined so as to be of the same
nature as those who came into existence, if he was in the beginning
and all things came into existence through him and he made them
from nothing. (18) For that which is and is exceedingly aloof seems
eopposite to those who came into existence from nothing. (19) This
shows that no distance exists between the Father and Son, and that
the soul is not able, as far as any thought is concerned, to form an
image of this relationship of Father and Son. But the fact that the
universe was fashioned from nothing has a newer hypostasis and a

Alexandria’s Letter to Alexander of Thessalonica

jb~nr: 3en 13:5], and still he says, “The sands of the sea and
a* s - rains. who will count them?” [Ecclus. 1:2]—how does
mm~c mecdie with the hypostasis of the Word of God unless he

a * r :: oe seized with a melancholic disposition? (21) Con-
mr & mm the prophetic Spirit says, “Who will describe his
par - [lsa. 53:8]. Thus even our Savior himself, in showing
*n .- m:0 those who were the pillars of the whole world, was
T*frr ; : mem of the knowledge of this knowledge. Therefore
mt - : :ill of them that it was beyond nature for them to ap-

> mis. and that the knowledge of this most divine mystery

i rc rimier’s alone. He said, “No one knows who the Son is ex-
*t rather, and no one knows the Father except the Son”

1- ~ 11 2"]. I think that concerning this the Father said, *“My
irramrr is for me” [lsa. 24:16]. (22) But the phrase *“from
a mm™*” shows at once that it is crazy to think that the Son came
rcsremx from nothing with the temporal purpose. This is

r tr. if silly individuals are ignorant of the madness of their

i< : :e The expression ‘‘he was not’’ is necessarily in reference

fresh origin, since all things received such origination by the Father
through the Son. Since the most orthodox John saw that “was” is
far from the Word of God and raised high beyond the thought of
originated things, he would not speak of the Word’s origin and

wMKka to time or to some mtervaTof tfie age. (23) Therefore itjs ./.

wmt that adlthinffrcame into existence throughhim; xTis clear that ri

— >wist, rime, interval, and “when,” inwhich the expression-".
tronot” iSfound, came into existence through him. How is it »

creation, and he did not dare to specify in equivalent syllables
the maker with those who came into existence—and not because
the Son is unbegotten, for the Father is the one unbegotten, but
because the indescribable hypostasis of the only-begotten God is
beyond the sharpened apprehension of the evangelists, and
perhaps of the angels. 1 do not think that those persons who dare
to inquire about this, as far as these matters, give thought for the
orthodox faith, because they are not willing to hear “ Seek not that
which is too difficult for you, and do not inquire about that which
is too high for you” [Ecdus. 3:21]. (20) For if the knowledge of
many things incomparably more imperfect than this is hidden with
regard to human apprehension—such thoughts are in Paul “‘which
things God has prepared for those who love him, eye knew not and
ear heard not, and have not entered into the heart of man’’ [1 Cor.
2:9], and God said to Abraham that the stars are not able to be
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mm incredible to say that once he was not. hewho”maHe”imesi
m m seasons, with which *“he was not” is united? It is incom-
e and totally ignorant to state that the cause of anything

Inwn” come into existence is itself later than its generation™
(24) For accor3mg”olthem7that interval preceded the Wisdom
r 3od which fashioned all things—an interval in which they say
*i- me Son was not begotten by the Father. Thus, according to
*rr Scripture played false in proclaiming that he is the firstborn
it nrry creature [Col. 1:15]. (25) Then in harmony with this teach-
-1 rial shouts in his loudest voice, saying about him, “Whom he
> liir-d as heir of all through whom he also made the ages” [Heb.
1 out also, “In him all things were created, those in heaven and
on earth, and seen and unseen, whether principalities or
- ers or dominions or thrones, all things were created through
"~ md for him, and he himself is before all things” [Col.
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1:16-17]. (26) Therefore, since the argument “from nothing
seems most impious, jt js necessary that the Father is always the
Father. But he is Father of the always present Son, on account of
whom he is called Father and with the Son always present with
him, the Father is always perfect, unfailing in goodness, who bego:
the only-begotten Son not temporally or in an interval or frorrf
i nothing. (27) Why is it not unjust to say that once the Wisdom of
God was not—the Wisdom who says, “I was with him as one
junited to him, I was the one in whom he rejoiced” [Prov. 8:30]—
or that once the power of God was not, or once his Word was muti-
lated, or any other things from which the Son is known and the
' Father is designated? To say that the brightness of the glory is not
destroys completely the archetypal light of which it is the bright-
ness. And if the image of God was not always”it is clear that he
1whose image It isTisnot always7(28) But also with the nonexistence
of the express image of the hypostasis of God, he who is imaged by
-him is destroyed. Thus it is possible to see that the Sonship of the
Savior has nothing in common with the sonship of the others.
(29) Just as his inexpressible hypostasis has been shown in incom-
parable excess to excel all with whom he himself has been granted
being, so that his sonship, possessing by nature his paternal di-
vinity, differs by an unmentionable excess from those who have
been adopted as sons through him by adoption. He possesses an
immutable nature, being perfect and in want of nothing, but they
who are subject to change in either of two ways need assistance
from him. (30) Why might the Wisdom of God be able to ad-
vance, or what might absolute truth be able to add? Or how might
God the Word be able to be improved, or life or the true light?
But if this is so, by how much does a great occurrence beyond
nature happen, namely, that wisdom at some time becomes
capable of folly, or that the power of God is connected with
weakness, or that reason is dimmed by the absence of reason, or
that darkness is mingled with true light? The apostle states of his
own accord, “What is there in common between light and dark-
ness, or what is there between Christ and Belial?” [2 Cor.
6:14-15]. Solomon declares that as far as any thought, it would be
impossible that the ways of a snake be found on a rock [Prov.
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] which according to Paul is Christ [1 Cor. 10:4], But they,
" .2 md angels, being his creatures, also received blessings to ad-
*amer in virtues, disciplined by his customary commands so as not
t in 31) Therefore our Lord, being Son of the Father by nature,
- irmuped. And those who have put off the spirit of slavery,
- acts of virtue and progress, and who received the spirit of
-cccaQn as sons, become sons by adoption being shown a kindness

i» me Son. who is Son by nature.
1 Therefore Paul made known his legitimate, distinctive,
esetmal. and special sonship, saying about God, ”... Who did
c are his own son but delivered him for us’’ (who are clearly not
* e nature) [Rom. 8:32]. (33) For to make a distinction be-
~wr-m those who are not his own, Paul said that he was his own
Sot And in the Gospel, “This is my beloved son in whom | am
*m- reased [Matt. 3:17]. In the Psalms the Savior says, “The
- r: o-d to me, ‘You are my son’” [Ps. 2:7]. Explaining the true
S:cat-p he indicates that there are not some other legitimate sons

- its nimself. (34) What does the phrase “from the womb be- ;
- kerning | begot you” [Ps. 110:10, LXX] indicate? Is it not
:mmv die essential sonship of the paternal birth, which obtains
m : :vattention to manners and practice of progress but by the
Hmarreristic property of nature? But that the adoption of the ra-
1 cja :nes as sons is not according to nature but by aptitude of
~~z zers and God’s gift, and liable to change, the Word knows,
r me sons of God having seen the daughters of men took them
-fr—selves as wives” etc. [Gen. 6:2], and we were taught that
spoke through lsaiah, “l have begotten sons and exalted
but they rejected me” [lsa. 1:2].

-Although | am able to say many things, beloved, | pass
- : thinking that it is burdensome to remind teachers of one
rare it more items. For you yourselves, taught by God, are not ig-
- -art mat the teaching, which has just now risen up against the
- -rm s piety, is of Ebion and Artemas and is an emulation of
-a— :: Samosata’s teaching at Antioch. He was excommunicated
~:cz me church by a synod and judgment of all the bishops. (36)
who succeeded him, remained excommunicated from
m=* : mops during many years. Now among us have grown up
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those “from nothing’ who drained the dregs of the impiety ::
Ebion, Artemas, and Paul: their hidden offsets, | mean Ariut
Achillas, and the assembly of rogues with them. (37) The thret
bishops in Syria—I1 do not know how they were appointed—
through agreement with them inflamed matters even more. Con-
cerning their judgment, let it be referred to your examination
>They keep in their memory statements about the Savior's suffer-
ings, humblings/emptying, and so-called poverty, which byaddi-
ltion the Savior accepted~on olTr~account. They quote these as
[evidence for impngnTnpnus highest and essential divinity; they
forget the words indicating his essential glory, nobility, and dwcll-
ing with the Father. “1 and the Father are one” [John 10:30). (38:
The Lord says this, not proclaiming himelf the Father or explaining
that the two natures in the hypostasis are one, but saying that the
Son of the Father is disposed by nature accurately to save the pater-
nal likeness. Thus he took from his nature an impression of his
likeness in all regards and is an unchangeable image of the Father
and can express the image of the archetype. (39) The Lord made
this plain to Philip, who was desiring then to see—the Lord to
whom Philip said, “Show us the Father”—by saying, “The one
who has seen me has seen the Father” (John 14:9], just as if the
Father is seen through a spotless and living mirror of his divine im-
age. (40) The most holy ones say the same thing in the Psalms: “‘In
your light we shall see light” [Ps. 36:9). Therefore, “He who
honors the Son, honors the Father” [John 5:23], and fairly. For
every impious statement dared to be said against the Son has a
reference against the Father.

(41) And what, in the things | am about to write, hereafter is
wondrous, beloved, if I shall declare the false accusations against
me and our most pious people? For drawn up against the divinity
of the Son of God, they do not refrain from speaking unpleasant
insults against us. Nor do they think certain of the ancients are
worthy to be compared with themselves, nor do they suffer to be
equal to teachers with whom we have been associated from child-
hood. But they suppose that not even one of all the present fellow
ministers has a part of wisdom. They say that they only are wise,
prudent, and discoverers of doctrines, and that to them alone have
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: *josc very things which are disposed by nature to
oscderation of no one else under the sun.
*: nlind, and excessive madness, melancholic, ex-
asting and Satanic arrogance that has leaped into
> -5 (43) The devout lucidity of the ancient Scrip-
-: pped them, nor has the piety about Christ agreed
w ministers impaired their audaciousness against
m the evil spirits suffer their profaneness, for they
i slanderous word against the Son of God. (44)
rocimg to the ability present in us, let these things be
.Dose who have thrown dust on Christ with boorish
live attempted to slander our piety for him. The
i s_llv stories say that we, turning away from the im-
cicr.ptural slander against Christ that he is “from
am two unbegotten beings. These uneducated per-
* is necessary that there be one of these two alter-
er to think that he is “from nothing” or to say that
c are two unbegotten beings. These unpracticed per-
se-* that great is the distance between an unbegotten
Dse created by him from nothing as both rational and
1 The only-begotten nature is in the middle of these,
winch the Father of the Word of God made all things
- die Word being of the Father, of whom it was writ-
12 nmself bore witness saying, “He who loves the
i-jo the Son begotten from him” [1John 5:1].
:ooccming this, we believe—as it seems best to the)
res—in one unbegotten Father, who of his being has
: immutable and unchangeable, always according
r_mgs in the same state, neither receiving progress nor
is giver of the Law, Prophets, and Gospels, who is
apostles, and all the saints; and in one Lord
me only-begotten Son of God, begotten not from
rr:m the Father who is, not according to the likenesses
i-ssections or emanations from divisions, as it appears
Valentinus, but inexplicably and indescribably,
—n who said, as we set forth above, “Who will
.--mrration?” [lsa. 53:8], since his hypostasis happens
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to be beyond investigation by every originated nature, just as toe
Father himself is beyond investigation because the nature of n

tional ones does not allow the knowledge of the divine generau:c
by the Father. (47) Men moved by the Spirit of truth need r.:
learn these things from me, since the voice of Christ echoes in us
and anticipates us, teaching, ‘‘No one knows who the Father is a

cept the Son, and no one knows who the Son is except the Father

[Matt. 11:27]. We have learned that the Son is immutable and un

changeable, as the Father, and self-sufficient and perfect like the
Father, wanting only his unbegotten character. He is an exact anc
identical image of the Father. It is clear that the image contains alL
things by which the greater likeness exists, as the Lord himseu
teaches, saying, (48) “My Father is greater than 1” [John 14:28]

According to this, we also believe that the Son always is from the
Father. “For he is the brightness of his glory and image of the
Father’s hypostasis' [Heb. 1:3]. But no one should take the
“always” as a reference to the supposition that he is unbegot-
ten—as those who are blinded in the faculties of their minds
think—for “he was” or “always” or “before the ages” are not the
same thing as unbegotten (49) But whatever the thought men will
be eager to form as a word, it does not explain unbegotten (as I
believe that you understand thus, and | have confidence in your
orthodox statement concerning all these things)—these things in no
way explain the unbegotten. (50) It seems as if these names are an
extension of times, because they are not able to signify worthily the
divinity of the only-begotten and, as it were, his being from the
beginning. Holy men, according to the ability of each, struggle to
manifest the mystery and request forgiveness from their hearers by
the reasonable defense of saying, “. . . As far as those things which
we have attained.” (51) But if these men, who say that the things
known in part are destroyed, expect something beyond human
ability, some greater words through lips, it is clear that “he was,”
“always,” and “before ages” —whatever they might be, they are
not the same as the unbegotten—fall far short of the desired in-
tent. (52) Therefore the characteristic high status must be preserved
for the unbegotten Father by saving that no one is the cause of his
being. But the befitting honor must be assigned to the Son ‘by
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m - generation without beginning from the Father,
mr Mnapated, we assign to him worship, only piously and
icsmg in regard to him “he was,” “always,” and
£+ not removing his divinity but ascribing his perfect
rings to the image and impress of the Father, and
kJkm to the Father alone as a characteristic property the
QPUICX. wmch even the Savior himself said, “My Father is
rr nan: I John 14:28].

Hfct m addition to this pious faith about the Father and the
ipfai one Spirit, as the divine Scriptures teach us, the
r s- -i:vrd the holy men of the Old Testament and the
if the Testament called new; and we also confess
nr .an* jcrriac and apostolic church, indestructible always, even
atr r wridd would wish to combat it, and victorious over
mrr - - —pious revolt of the heterodox. So we are of good
the Master of the church establishes it, shouting,
| have conquered the world” [John 16:33]. (54)
fz cow the resurrection of the dead of which our Lord
iciime the firstfruit, truly having borne a body, and
-i :«ri.-inze. from Mary the God-bearing, “at the end of the
r rrc -removal of sin” [Heb. 9:26], having resided in the race
r: _fed. and died. But alessening of his divinity did not
mmmi :a -o: of these things; he was taken up into heaven, and

ght hand of the Majesty” [Heb. 1:3].
“i noted these things in part in the letter, having

—inr - : :~d. that it is burdensome to write down each thing

re- aj.se these things do not escape your holy attention.
‘Thar <0 teach, these things we proclaim, these are the
anaan : cruxs of the church, for which we will even die. We

mmib EB :r nose who would force us to deny them, and even if
mnrt m_ :ttortures we would not be dissuaded from our hope
e ae - Tnose around Arius and Achillas, who became
rest doctrines, and those with them who are enemies of

i -. treen expelled from the church. They became aliens
teachings. As the blessed Paul said, “If anyone

n  >j contrary to that which you received, let them be ac-

n r <r mould pretend to be an angel from heaven” [Gal.
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1:9] and “If anyone teaches otherwise and does not apply himself
to the sound words of our LordJesus Christ and his teaching which
is in accord with piety, he is arrogant, knowing nothing. . ..”
[1 Tim. 6:3-4]. (57) Therefore let no one of you receive them con-
demned and separated from the brotherhood or support their
statements or writings. The cheats falsify everything; they never
speak with truth. (58) They go about the cities, eager to do
nothing without the pretext of friendship and in the name of peace
to give and receive letters through hypocrisy and flattery, so that
they may lead astray the few women deceived by them and laden
with sins etc. [cf. 2 Tim. 3:6].

(59) Therefore, beloved and brothers united in soul, avoid those
who dared such things against Christ, who tear Christianity to
pieces in public, who strive to parade it before courts of justice,
who as much as possible aroused persecution on us in peace, and
who cut the very sinews of the ineffable mystery of Christ’s genera-
tion. Become confederates against their crazy daring, as our fellow
ministers who now annoyed have written to me against them, and
have subscribed to the document. | have sent these things through
my son Apion, the deacon, to you, that is, you of all Egypt and
Thebais, and of Libya, Pentapolis, Syria, and even Lycia, Pamphy-
lia, Asia, Cappadocia, and the other neighboring countries, of
which in like manner 1 trust that by you they are received. (60) I
have provided many remedies for those who have been deceived.
This remedy against their spells has been found by the laity led
astray by them, when they are eager to come through this to repen-
tance, to trust in the approvals of our fellow ministers. Greet one
another with the brotherhood which is with you. | pray that you
are strong in the Lord, beloved, that I may profit from your devout
soul.

These are the heretics condemned and separated from the
church, from the presbyters Arius, Achillas, Aeithales, Sarmates,
Carpones, another Arius, and from the deacons Gaius, Euzoius,
Lucius, Julius, Menas, Helladius.
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Council of Antioch,
a.d. 325

A rescript o fthose items written by the Synod,
which gathered at Antioch, to Alexander
the bishop of Thessalonica

1) To Alexander, holy and united in soul with us, a beloved
«:ther and fellow minister; Hosius, Eustathius, Amphion, Bas-
"lr.usT~Zenobius, Piperius, Salamanes, Gregory, Magnus, Peter,
Longinus, Manicius, Mocimus, Apapius, Macedonius, Paul, Bas-
ss.us, Seleucus, Sopatros, Antiochus, Macarius, Jacob, Hellani-
_i Nicetas, Archelaus, Macrinus, Germanus, Anatolius, Zoilus,
I -Til, Paulinus, Aetius, Moses, Eustathius, Alexander, Eirenaius,
¢-ibbulas, Paul, Lupus, Nicomachus, Philoxenus, Maximus, Ma-
m-us, Euphantion, Tarcondimantus, Eirenicus, Peter, Pegasius,
I-psychius, Asclepius, Alpheius, Bassus, Gerontius, Hesychius,
- T-dius, and Terentius send greetings in the Lord.

i2) Since the catholic church in every place is one body, even if
m different places there might be dwellings of congregations, just
is members of the whole body, it is suitable to your love to know
- -e things moved and done by me and our holy brothers, fellow
~misters united in soul with us. Thus you also, just as if present in

common spirit with us, could speak and act in common about
= >e things determined and done by us soundly and according to

aw of the church. (3) For after I came into the church of the
\~:iochenes and saw the church in much disorder with weeds be-
ause of the teaching of some and in discord, it seemed to me to be
r:od that such conditions be thrown off and repelled not by me
-.me; rather, it seemed necessary to urge the involvement of those
-z:ted in soul with us and fellow ministers, those especially near
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the matter, which is pressing and urgent to our brothers—those
from Palestine and Arabia, and from Phoenicia and Coelesyria
from Cilicia and some from Cappadocia—so that after we examined
and reviewed mat”rs with® common reasoning we could finally
determine the matters of the church, for the city is peopled by
many ancT just individuals. (4) Therefore, when God’s grace
brought us together in the diocese in Antioch, we examined and
took trouble over matters common, helpful, and useful to the
church of God. We discovered especially much disorder, because
in many cases the law of the church had been little esteemed and
scorned, and in the interval the canons were entirely put to an end
by individuals of the world. (5) Since a synod of bishops was hin-
dered from being assembled in places of these regions, it seemed
good and just that that which is of the highest priority of all, ex-
ceeding all others, be examined, rather than the entire mystery of
faith in us. 1 mean the thing which concerns the Savior of us all.
the “Son of the living God’’ [Matt. 16:16]. (6) Since our brother and
fellow minister, the honored and beloved Alexander, bishop of
Alexandria, had excommunicated from the church some of his
presbyters, those around Arius, because of the blasphemy they in-
cited against our Savior, although those presbyters were able to
lead into error some individuals by their impious teaching—
because of this it seemed good to the holy synod that this matter be
examined just so when the major item of the mysteries was resolved,
as far as it was in our power, and then all the remaining matters
could be examined individually in turn. (7) And then, assembled
in one place, with some erudite brothers present, we spoke at
length about the faith of the church, which we had been taught by
the Scriptures and apostles and which had been received from the
fathers. We brought into the discussion the actions of Alexander,
bishop of Alexandria, against those with Arius, so that if some in-
dividuals appeared ruined by the teaching opposite to these actions
they might become estranged from the church. Thus they would
not be able, by remaining within the church, to seduce some of the
simpler persons.

(8) Therefore the faith put forth by spiritual men, who do not
think it isjustto live or reflect accordingmthe' Flesh buTwho were

46

The Synodal Letter of the Council of Antioch, a.d. 325

--: 33 the Spirit by the holy writings of divinely inspired
j is follows: to believe in one God, Father all-sovereign, in-
xarnrmcnsible, immutable, and unchangeable, provider and
f_.cr :t ail. just, good, maker of heaven and earth and all that is
: aer. Lord of the Law and Prophets and of the New Covenant;
am one Lord jesus. only-begotten Son, not begotten from
but from the Father, not as made but as properly an off-
crzii rcgottenlneffably and indescribably, wherefore only the
Sriferviio begot and the Son who was begotten know; tor no one
i— the Father except the Son, or the Son except the Father (cf.
Mar 1127], who always is and not at a prior time was not. (10)
Vfe kamed from the holy Scriptures that he alone is the image,
eariy as if he was unbegotten from the Father, nor by adop-
aac r:: :tis impious and blasphemous to say this. The Scriptures
sa rrar he was begotten properly and truly as Son, so that we
Jejr*e trrat he is immutable and unchangeable; he was begotten,
r irre into existence, neither by wish nor by adoption so that he
to be from nothing. As far as it is probable, he was he-
ro:—which very thing it is not right to think—according to
oc nature or mixture of none of the things that came into
ice through him. (11) For this reason it surpasses every
- jet:or mtention or reason that we confess him begotten from
: - _rregotten Father, God the Word, truth, light, righteousness,
r _ Crrst. Lord and Savior of all. He is the image not of the will
m r acv other thing but of the hypostasis of the Father himself.
>:r God the Word, both brought forth in flesh from Mary
icc-bearing and made flesh, suffered, died, rose from the
ascended into heaven, and sits on the right hand of the Maj-
*: highest, coming to judge living and dead. (12) And still
r r  orScriptures teach us to believe as our Savior one Spirit, one
aaojc church, the resurrection of the dead, and a judgment of
osm ca as an individual did good or bad in the flesh,
— mhelm ing those who say or think or proclaim that the Son of
i— :a acreature or originated or made and not truly an offspring,
m nuc ~ere was once when he was not. For we believe that he was
X. : _ isA that he is light. (13) And besides we anathematize
an  --: suppose that he is immutable by the.self-act of his will,
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just as those who derive his generation from nothing and state that
he is not immutable by nature as the Father. In all respects he is
the image of the Father; thus, and especially in this regard, ou;
Savior has been proclaimed the Father’s image.

(14) Therefore this faith was set forth, and all the holy synod

agreed and confessed that this is apostolic and saving teaching. All
our fellow ministers thought the same thing concerning these mat-
ters. Only Theodotus of the church of the Laodiceans, and Nar-
cissus from Neronias and Eusebius of Caesarea in Palestine, as in-
dividuals forgetting the Holy Scriptures and apostolic teachings, by
various turns attempted to escape notice and conceal their errors by
untrue, probable arguments, so that they appeared as persons in-
troducing teachings opposite to these. From the works they were
asked about, and that they asked about in turn, they were proved
to be of the same opinion as those with Arius and to think opposite
to the things mentioned previously. Thus, since they were hardened
on such a matter, did not respect the holy synod which rejected
their views, and acted shamefully, we all, the fellow ministers in
the synod, judge not to commune with them and that they are not
worthy of communion because of their faith, which is alien to the
catholic church. And so that you should know, we write to you that
you also guard from communion with them, from writing to them,
or from receiving from them letters of communion. (15) Also know
that because of the considerable brotherly love of the synod, we
have given them a place for repentance and knowledge of the
truth, the great and holy synod in Ancyra. Therefore, be eager to
send these items around to all the brothers united in soul, so that
they would be able to know the situation about these individuals
and that there are certain individuals who have revolted from the
church and are not in agreement with it. Greet all the brothers
with you also from us. These brothers who are with us greet you in
the Lord.
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The Creed of the Synod
of Nicaea

(June 19, 325)

~zc rtshops who came together in Nicaea were nearly three
- rrd They condemned the Arian heresy and defeated those
- d Anus. Moreover, they published in writing the ecclesiasti-
_n_trt as proof against every heresy.
~zc terns published in Nicaea were submitted as follows:
*1t relieve in one God, Father, all-sovereign, maker of all
r_::”~ seen and unseen; and in one Lord Jesus Christ, the Son of
regotten from the Father as only-begotten, that is, from the
i—e_kncr of the Father, God from God, light from light, true God
tr - trie God, begotten, no_t ma.de, homoousios with the Father”
-r' - r..m all things came into existence, the things in heaven
: re things on the earth, who because of us men and our salva-
i : artre down and was incarnated, made man, suffered, and
xrac :a the third day, ascended into heaven, comes to judge the
iTTnE itt-d the dead; and in one Holy Spirit. And those who say
trere once when he was not” or ‘‘*he was not before he was
ir-r- ttr or ‘“*he came into existence from nothing” or who af-
irtr n : the Son of God is of another hypostasis or substance, or a
- t or mutable or subject to change, such ones the catholic
it - -r --:ic church pronounces accursed and separated from the
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The Canons of Nicaea,
a.d. 325

If anyone with a disease has been operated on by physicians

* _ --i;ed by barbarians, let this individual remain in the clergy.
anmme in good health has castrated himself, and he is num-
»— : n die clergy, it is fitting that he cease functioning as clergy,

proper from this time that no such person be advanced.

---1 i itis clear that this was said concerning those who practice

i thing and dare to castrate themselves, thus if any have been

n ; r. barbarians or by their masters, but otherwise would be
-thy, the canon admits such ones into the clergy.

' tie many things were done by men either by necessity or

-.ersrue pressing matters contrary to ecclesiastical canon, so

T_ ~cr. from a pagan life, who just now came to the faith and

m - _rir.ized in a brief time, are led immediately to the spiritual

~ it 1 simultaneously with their baptism are advanced to the

it: or presbyterate, it seemed good that in the future no

m g occur. Time is needed for the catechumen, and after

7 - -ore examination. The apostolic document is plain, stat-

mf  Noe i new convert, lest puffed up he fall into judgment and

— rerH ssnare” (1 Tim. 3:6).

f with the passing of time some natural fault would be

m : irc.it the person, and he would be convicted by two or

— -messes, let such a one cease to be of the clergy. And he

r.es zontrary to these things, being insolent in a manner con-

r_ -me great synod, will run a risk concerning his clerical

-7 great synod altogether forbade any bishop, presbyter, or

:t anyone in the clergy, to have a housekeeper unless a
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mother, sister, or aunt, or only a person who escaped all suspicion

(4) It is especially fitting that a bishop be consecrated by all the
bishops in the province. But if such a thing would be difficult be-
cause of an urgent necessity or the length of the way, then after the
voting occurred, both of those absent and of those who agreec,
through writing, three bishops brought together in the same place
should ordain. But the confirmation of the events which occurrec
is given to the metropolitan in each province.

(5) Concerning those who have been excommunicated, either
clergy or laity, by the bishops in each province, let the judgment
prevail according to the canon, declaring that those cast out b.
some bishops are not to be admitted by others.

But let it be examined, lest they were cast out of the church bv
faintheartedness or rivalry or some such dislike of the bishop
Therefore, that this matter would receive a fitting examination, it
seemed good that each year in each province synods meet twice, so
that, when all the bishops of the province are brought together in
the same place, such questions might be examined in common
and that those who had avowedly given offense to the bishop
might seem to be excommunicated according to reason by all the
bishops, until it would appear good that in the common assembly
of bishops a more benevolent vote would be declared by them.

And let the synods meet, one before the forty days of Lent, so
that when all faintheartedness is taken away a pure gift may be
offered to God, the second synod around the season of autumn.

(s) Let the ancient customs prevail, those in Egypt, Libya, and
Pentapolis, as the bishop of Alexandria has authority over all these
places. This is also customary for the bishop in Rome. Likewise in
Antioch and in the other provinces, the rights are to be saved for
the churches.

But this is altogether clear that if someone would become a
bishop without the wishes of the metropolitan, the great synod
determines that such a person ought not to be a bishop. If two or
three bishops on account of private rivalry speak against a common
vote of all—it being reasonable and in accord with ecclesiastical
canon—1Iet the vote of the majority prevail.

(7) Since the customary and ancient tradition has prevailed, so
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it -: :.shop in Aelia (Jerusalem) be honored, let him have the
a -;-race of his peculiar worth, apart from the honor of the
mrmpehs (Caesarea).
I :r.cerning those who once named themselves Cathari but
a ~ * : the catholic church, it seemed good to the holy and great
*r : mat those appointed to ministerial office should remain in
me "ergy.
before all it is fitting that they confess in writing that they
* i”rre and follow the doctrines of the catholic and apostolic
- that is, have communion with those who are twice mar-
r” : i-£ with those who have lapsed in persecution, for whom a
m' as been arranged and a season for reconciliation determined,
' - thev will follow the doctrines of the catholic church in all
r Therefore, where they alone would be found, either in vil-
- min cities, all who have been appointed to ministerial office
m the clergy in the same rank in which they were found.
: iome come to the faith where there is a bishop or presby-
c :-e catholic church, it is clear that the bishop of the church
m -ure the dignity of bishop, and that he who is named a bishop
:r those called Cathari will have the honor of presbyter, ex-
> would seem good to the bishop to share with him the
a ;- the name. But if this does not please him, he will think of
- * for a country bishop or presbyter, so that he would seem
- enter to be in the clergy but there would not be two bishops
a me cay.
1 itv not examined have been advanced as presbyters, or ex-
*: -.ive confessed their sins, and, although they confessed,
-*r —rved against the canon and placed hands on such persons,
a 3- ;g does not admit such individuals to be clergy. For the
s - : march justifies the blameless.
\s many as those who lapsed who were appointed to minis-
- _ mice m ignorance, or even if those who made the appoint-
tr ew. this does not prejudge the ecclesiastical canon. For
. --,-v are discovered, they are deposed.
I :r.cerning those who have transgressed without necessity
the plundering of their property or without danger, or
n _m thing, which happened in the time of Licinius’s tyranny,
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it seemed good to the synod, although they were unworthy of
kindness, that there was kindness for them.

Therefore, as many as truly repent—as members of the faithfu.
—will spend three years among the hearers, and for seven they will
be prostrators. And during two years they will have commumo:
with the people in prayers without the offering.

(12) And those who were called by grace, displayed the first stir-
ring, and put aside military service—after these things they ran t:
their own vomit as dogs, since some threw away their cash, an:
achieved again by gifts military service—let these be prostrators for
ten years after a time of three years with the hearers.

With respect to all these matters, it is fitting to examine the pur-
pose and nature of their repentance. For as many as in fear, tear?
endurance, and good works display their conversion in fact and not
in outward show, these having finished the time determined as
hearers suitably may commune with prayers. The bishop is allowec
to resolve something even more generous concerning them. But as
many as have received this indifferently and supposed that the out-
ward show of entrance into the church is sufficient for their con-
version, by all means let them complete the time.

Concerning those who depart this life, let the ancient and ca-
nonical law be preserved even now, so that if anyone might depan
this life he should not be deprived of the perfect and most neces-
sary provision.

And if he was mistaken and again obtained communion, and
again he would belong with those who are alive, let him be with
those who commune with prayer only. But on the whole, concern-
ing anyone departing this life who requests to share in the eucha-
rist, let the bishop give it after examination.

(14) Concerning those who are catechumens and have lapsed, it
seemed good to the holy and great synod that they be hearers only
for three years and afterward that they pray with the catechumens.

(15) Because of the considerable trouble and discords, it seemed
good that the custom, devised in some regions, contrary to the
canon by all means be removed, so that no bishop, presbyter, or
deacon should be passed from city to city.
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3_c if anyone after the definition of the holy and great synod
e . : attempt any such thing, or should give himself to such a
a 1 -ewill be restored to the church to which he was appointed

i~ :c or presbyter.

As many bishops or deacons or those who belong in general
itt rank of clergy who will withdraw from the church without
n- ti- of God before their eyes and without knowledge of the
x csscastkal canon, these by no means ought to be accepted in
-1: church. It is proper by every constraint to bring them to
:iik into their own dioceses, or it is fitting that those continu-
al :c excommunicated. But if any bishop would dare to snatch
»1 i verson who belongs to another and to appoint him to a
- -..~er.il office in his own church, when that person’s bishop
a - - assent, from whom he, who belongs in the rank of clergy,
- » --—-drawn, let the appointment be of no force.
' Since many who belong in the rank of clergy who chase
r— —ess and have a sordid love of gain have forgotten the divine
* 1 .ltwhich says “He gave not his money to usury’’ [Ps. 15:5],
- : ending request a yearly interest of 12 percent, the holy and
jp-- nod thought it fit that if after this definition anyone would
* _nd to have received 12 percent from the management of
i otherwise pursuing business, or requesting half as much
- I in short devising some other thing on account of shame-
&* i * ne will be deposed from the clergy and will be estranged
'mm dae rank of clergy.
m 1- ras come to the notice of the holy and great synod that in
mme - .aces and cities the deacons give the eucharist to the presby-
r v- 5 something neither canon nor custom granted, name-
r rmHr :-:se who have no authority to offer should give the body
« ~ id those who do offer.
- r.as been revealed that now some of the deacons receive
ar - in_~ even before the bishops.
rrrdicr. let all these things cease, and let the deacons remain
m ce m e own limits, knowing that they are attendants of the
am : icic. chat they are less than the presbyters. According to
—ar :c: Letthem receive the eucharist after the presbyters, with
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either the bishop or the presbyter giving it to them. And let the
deacons not be allowed to sit in the midst of the presbyters, for th_;
happens against the canon and good order.

And if anyone would not wish to be obedient, even after these
definitions, let him leave the diaconate.

(19) Concerning the Paulianists, who then flee for refuge to the
catholic church, a definition has been declared that they are by a_
means to be baptized again. And if some in the previous time be-
longed in the clergy—if they would seem to be without reproach
and blameless, having been baptized again—let them be appoint-
ed to ministerial office by the bishop of the catholic church.

But if the examination would find them unfit, it is fitting that
they are deposed.

But in the same manner the same ordinance will be guarded
about deaconesses and, in short, those who belong in the rank of
clergy. And we reminded ourselves of the deaconesses who belong
in outward appearance; because they do not have any laying-on of
hands, they belong by all means among the laity.

(20) And since there are some who kneel on the Lord’s Day and
in the days of Pentecost, so that there be a common observance in
every diocese, it seemed good to the holy synod that prayers should
be rendered to God with everyone standing.
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Eusebius of Caesarea’s Letter
to His Church concerning
the Synod at Nicaea

r::>m another source, beloved, you have probably learned

- -ii worked out about the faith of the church at the great

*r @ rrrught together in Nicaea. And this occurred because

accustomed to outrun the accurate report of what things

»— ::zc But we have sent to you of necessity first the document

with the faith we presented, and then the second docu-

*--ch they issued after they added to our words, so that the

rt - rnt not be otherwise related to you by hearsay. (2) There-

ir~ -« treatise, read in the presence of our emperor, the most

ar- -rr :( God and declared to be good and worthy, is as follows:

we have received from the bishops before us and in the

Mx ummzation, and when we received baptism, and as we have

=- *: ~:*n the divine Scripture, and as we believed and taught

m nr :tEcr of presbyter and bishop itself, and thus now believing,
T-rtrrr to you our faith. It is this:

~t oelieve in one God, Father, all-sovereign, the maker of

- — tnd unseen, and in one Lord Jesus Christ the Word of

m : from God, Light from Light, Life from Life, only-

Son firstborn of all creation, before all ages begotten

m ~ rrr rimer through whom all things came into existence; who

*** ruktr 5esh on account of our salvation, and lived among man-

imic. _ : _frrred and rose on the third day and went up to the

5**pt sc : will come again in glory to judge living and dead. And

Jilli w* utinr in one Holy Spirit. (5) Believing each of these to be

at s me Father truly Father, and the Son truly Son, and
*r-i* -cm truly Holy Spirit, as also our Lord sending his dis-
an*r : e imation said, ‘Go and teach all nations baptizing
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them in the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Hob
Spirit’ [Matt. 28:19]. Concerning this, we affirm that this we
maintain, and thus we think and so we have maintained previous-
ly, and we stand until death on this faith, anathematizing every
godless heresy. (6) We have thought this from the heart and sou.
always, from which time we knew ourselves, and now we think
and say it from truth; this we bear witness to in the presence of
God all-sovereign, being able to show through proofs and to per-
suade you that during preceding times we believed and proclaimed
thus.”

(7) When we presented this faith, there was no opportunity for
resistance by anyone. But our emperor, most beloved of God.
himself first of all witnessed that this was most orthodox. He
agreed that even he himself thought thus, and he ordered all to
assent to subscribe to the teachings and to be in harmony with
them, although only one word, homoousios, was added, which he
himself interpreted, saying that the Son might not be said to be
homoousios according to the affections of bodies, and is from the
Father neither according to division nor according to a cutting off,
for the immaterial, intellectual, and incorporeal nature is unable
to subsist in some corporeal affection, but it is befitting to think of
such things in a divine and ineffable manner. And our emperor,
most wise and pious, thought philosophically in this manner. But
they, with the pretense of the addition of homoousios, produced
this document:

(8) The faith composed in the synod:

“We believe in one God, Father, all-sovereign, maker of all
things seen and unseen, and in one Lord Jesus Christ, the Son of
God, begotten from the Father, that is only-begotten from the
substance of the Father, God from God, Light from Light, true
God from true God, begotten not made, homoousios with the
Father, through whom all things, those in heaven and those on
earth, came into existence, who on account of us men and on ac-

count of our salvation came down and was made flesh, was made
man, suffered, arose on the third day, went up into heaven, is
coming to judge living and dead. And in the Holy Spirit. And
those who say, ‘‘There was once when he was not” and ‘‘Before he

58

Eusebius of Caesarea’s Letter to His Church

- >yotten, he was not” and that ‘*he came into existence from
m-g.” or those who allege that the Son of God is “‘from
m *:: hypotasis or substance” or is created or mutable or dif-
-~ the catholic and apostolic church anathematizes.’’ (9) When
z: rument was composed by them, so that the phrases “‘from
-rstance of the Father” and “homoousios with the Father”

- ited by them, we did not grant this to them without exami-
sorc Therefore, interrogations and responses occurred, and the
namse tested the sense of these phrases. Then, ‘‘from the sub-
_m ? was confessed by them to be indicative of the Son’s being

: Father, not as if he is part of the Father. (10) In this way it

Baaed good also to us to agree with the sense of the pious teach-

ring that the Son is from the Father, not part of his sub-
— X. We also agreed withthe sensed not even refraining from the
mpnmnn homoousios. since the object oF”~eace and the aim of
m inawinp from the true sense was before our eyes.

In the same manner we accepted ‘‘having been begotten
cc made,” because they declared that “made” was a com-
ae-: resignation of the other creatures who came into existence

die Son and to whom the Son has no resemblance. Thus
rot something made similar to things which came into exis-
mrough him, but rather he happens to be of a better sub-
* : comparison to anything made, which the divine oracles
: rave been begotten from the Father, because the method
rm rg happens to be unutterable and beyond the under-
let of every originated nature.
I —jtrwise, the argument ‘‘the Son is homoousios with the
wren examined, is sound; not in the manner of bodies or
~i~ Deings—for the Son is so not according”division of
— r oc by a cutting or according to any affection, mutationT
f t of theFatHer’s substance and powerrThe unbegotten
r~ : re Father is foreign to all these. (13) ‘"Homoousios with
creatures but that he is alike in every Wa{/"aril')'/ to the
ras begotten and that he is not from any other hypo-
_:ranee but from the Father. To this term, thus inter-
c-t-nned well to assent, since we knew that there were

59



The Trinitarian Controversy

certain learned ones of the ancients, famous bishops and writers
who employed the term homoousios in reference to their teaching
about the Father and Son.

(14) Therefore let these things be said about the published faith
to which we all agreed, not without investigation but according to
the attributed senses examined in the presence of the most beloved
of God, the emperor himself, and in agreement with the above-
mentioned reflections. (15) We considered the anathema, pub-
lished by them after the faith, to be harmless because of its pro-
hibition against using words not in Scripture, from which nearly
every confusion and anarchy of the church occurred. Since at any
rate no divinely inspired Scripture has employed “from nothing’
and “once he was not” and those things added afterward, it did
not appear reasonable to say and teach these things. We agreed to
this as something apparently good, because prior to this we were
not accustomed to employing these words.

(16) Still it did not appear outrageous to anathematize *“before
he was begotten, he was not,” for the confession of all is that the
Son of God was before the generation according to the flesh. Al-
ready our emperor, the most beloved of God, affirmed in a dis-
course that even according to his divine generation he was before
all the ages, since even before he was begotten in actuality, he was
in the Father ingenerately in potentiality, since the Father is always
the Father, both as King always and as Savior always, in potenti-
ality being all things and being always in the same respect and in
like manner.

(17) Beloved, these things we have transmitted to you of neces-
sity, making clear to you the decision of our investigation and
approval, and how reasonably we resisted then, even until the final
hour, when accounts written differently offended us. But we ac-
cepted without strife those things not harmful, when it appeared
to us, frankly scrutinizing the intention of the words, that they

agreed with the things confessed by us in the faith previously
published.
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CArius’s Letter to the
Emperor Constantine

A LETTER OF THE PRESBYTER ARIUS AND
EUZOIUS TO THE EMPEROR CONSTANTINE

To the mostpious and beloved of God\ lord,
Emperor Constantine, from
Arius and Euzoius.

As Your Piety, beloved of God, ordered, Lord Emperor, we

rr. our own faith, and we confess in writing before God that

: LI those with us believe as it has been submitted. (2) We

- * m one God, the Father, all-sovereign; and in Lord Jesus
only-begotten Son who came into existence from him

- the ages, God the Word, through whom all things in the

rtJ an? on earth came into existence, who came down and
mnet flesh and suffered, rose and went up into the heavens and
<£Tiin to judge the living and dead. (3) And in the Holy

a and in the resurrection of the flesh and in the life of the
X _ - igc and in the kingdom of heaven and in one catholic
r_ - : God reaching from one end of the earth to the other.
) . we comprehend this faith from the holy Gospels, when
at =ivs to his disciples, “Go teach all nations, baptizing
" m ‘ the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy
Man. 28:19]. But if we do not thus believe these things

:~-te truly the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit, as the
-i~~o0lic church and the Scriptures teach, in which we put
*r :- " - every regard, God is our judge both now and in the
it- 5) Therefore we exhort Your Piety, emperor most be-
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loved of God, that we, being of the church and having the faith
and mind of the church and the holy Scriptures, be united through
your peacemaking and pious worship of God to our mother, dearly
the church, so that, with inquiries and the useless talking which
comes from inquiries removed, we and the church, having peace
with one another, might all in common make the usual prayers for
your peaceful and pious reign and for your entire family.

dAthanasius’s Orations
against the Arians, Book 1

*

- as many as are divorced from the truth—are con-
mMoraas. even to themselves, by their insane contrivance. Their
mgpKnrkBbeen obvious to all long ago. It is clear that those who

an — -ermcal thoughts have departed from us, as the blessed
jar * mat thought of such individuals never was, nor now is,
m ohn 2:20]. Therefore, as the Savior said, “they not

ptrrir--* *.th us. scatter” [Luke 11:23], with the devil, watching
aac *m >'cep, so that sowing their own poison of destruction
tar na-T r.ave companions in death. But there is one final heresy,
mr Joan, which has gone forth as the foremhher of the An-

NilhgK. and villainous, seeingjhat her older sisters have
IH iiif beta identified as heresies, the Arian heresy employs the
egear- e Scripture, as did her father the devil. She uses force
li'i— ri—>the paradise T>5Tthe church. She attempts to pass
as E as Christian, so that by the plausibility of false thinking
mar : r-sesses no reason!) she might beguile certain individuals to
r= > Christ. She has already led astray some foolish in-
mmi sc that they have not only been corrupted in hearing,
me —- i-mg they ate just as Eve. Thus, being ignorant, they think
rate * r.rrer is sweet” [lsa. 5:20] and declare the abominable
mNr** Persuaded by you, | believed it necessary to tear

mair  * :tr-isrplate [Job 41:13] of this foul heresy and to point out
sir u u —r.. of her folly, so that those who are distant from her
mnpst f - -r: and those deceived by her might repent, and with

air - - meir heart opened might discern that, just as darkness
» mm raisehood is not truth, the Arian heresy is not good.
Hamm ;2 mider the Arians Christians are in great error; they
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have not read the Scriptures, and they do not know Christiania
and the faith in it.

(2) What have they seen in this heresy that is similar to pious
faith, so that they talk nonsense, asserting that its followers speak
no evil? This is just as if they should say that Caiaphas is a Chris-
tian, that they should include the traitorJudas with the apostles. It
is like saying that those who asked for Barabbas instead of the
Savior did nothing wrong, and that Hymenaeus and Alexander
should be commended for their fine thought, and that the apostle
told lies about them [1 Tim. 1:20]. A Christian would not endure
hearing these things; he would not grant that anyone who dares to
say this is of sound mind. For among them Arius assumes the place
of Christ, as Manes among the Manichees. In the place of Moses
and the other saints, a certain Sotades was invented, at whom the
Greeks laugh, and the daughters of Herodias. Arius himself has
copied the weak and effeminate character of Sotades, writing the
Thalia. He has emulated the dancing of Herodias, dancing about
and jesting in his slanders against the Savior. The result is that
those who fall into heresy are perverted in mind, act foolishly, and
exchange the name of the Lord of glory for “‘the likeness of the im-

age of mortal man” [Rom. 1:23]. Thus, instead of Christians they
are called Arians and have this mark of impiety. Let them not
make excuse. Nor let them, who are reproached, tell lies against
those who are not as they are. They call Christians after their
teachers so that they might seem to be called Christians them-
selves. Nor let them jest, ashamed of their reproachful name. If
they are ashamed, let them hide their faces, or let them turn away
from their own impiety. For never did Christians take their names
from the bishops, but from the Lord on whom we rest our faith.
Thus, although the holy apostles have become our teachers and
have been ministers of the Savior’s gospel, we do not take our
names from them. We are from Christ, and we are named Chris-
tians. But since they have from others the beginning of what they
regard as faith, it is fair that they have their name. They are their
possession.

(3) Although we all are Christians, and are so called, Marcion,
an inventor oFa heresy, was long ago expelled. Those who stood

Athanasius’s Orations against the Arians. Booh |

k s with the expellers of Marcion remained Christians. But the
Xilowers of Marcion were no longer Christians. Thereafter they

were called Marcionites. Thus Valentinus, Basilides, Manes, and
* on Magus have given their name to their followers. Some are
mmressexi as Valentinians, Basilidians, Manichees, Simonians.
T.crs are called Cataphrygians because of Phrygia, and Novatians
recause of Novatian. Thus Meletius, expelled by Peter the bishop
sc i martyr, no longer called his followers Christians but Meletians.
> liter blessed Alexander had cast out Arius, those who stayed
- m Alexander remained Christians. Those who united with Arius
m:: -earned the name of the Savior to us who were with Alex-
mdcr. Thereafter they are called Arians. See then, after Alex-
odrr's death, those who are in fellowship with Athanasius, who
; red Alexander, and those with whom Athanasius is in fel-
r—all have the same standard. They do not have the name
td Athanasius. Athanasius does not iake his name from themi
W hir, as is the custom, they are all called Christians. For though
w; would have asuccession ofteachers, and become their disciples,
rerrg taught by them the things of Christ, we are nothing less than
mmoans and are so called. But the followers of heretics, though
*- - :-.a have countless successors, nevertheless bear the name
me inventor of the heresy. Although Arius has died and many
't r_s own have succeeded him, still they who think the same as
- acknowledged from Arius, are called Arians. Remarkable
rrrok of this is that those from the Greeks even now coming into
-e march, putting away the superstition of idols, receive not the
jnr of their catechists but the Savior’s name, and instead of
I-crric began to be called Christians. But those who go over to
lames, or as many as would turn from the church to heresy, for-
a b S; name of Christ and thereafter are called Arians. This is
m.ey no longer hold the faith of Christ but have become
- zrsscrs of Arius’s madness.
* How can non-Christians be Christians? Rather, they are
.--maniacs”! How are those who have shaken off the
: faith part of the catholic church? They are inventors of
rw - < they have abandoned the words of Holy Scripture, call-
s Thalia a new wisdom. They state this in fairness, for
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they are announcing a new heresy. Therefore anyone may have
cause to wonder that although many individuals have written
many works and the greatest number of homilies on the Old and
New Testaments, a Thalia is discovered in none of them. It is
found not among the serious Greeks but only among those who
sing such things with their drink, clapping and joking so that
others may laugh. The “marvelous” Arius copied nothing stately,
not knowing the things of serious individuals. He stole the greatest
number of things from other heresies and emulated the jests of
Sotades alone. What was more fitting for him to do, wishing to
dance against the Savior, than indicate in loose and dissolute songs
his wretched words of impiety? As Wisdom says [Ecclus. 4:24], “A
- man is known from the utterance of his word.” Thus from Arius’s
words the unmanly character of his soul and the perdition of his
thought should be known. The crafty one did not escape notice
but, as the serpent many times hoisting himself up and down, he
nevertheless fell into the error of the Pharisees. The Pharisees,
desiring to transgress the Law, pretended to study the words of the
Law, wishing to deny the expected and present Lord. They were
hypocrites in naming God. Blaspheming, they were refuted in say-
ing, “Why do you, being a man, make yourself God?” [John
10:33], and you say, “1and the Father are one” [John 10:30]. Thus
the base and Sotadian Arius is a hypocrite, speajcing about God,
introducing the style of Scripture. But on all sides he is proven the
godless Arius,_/denying the Son” and”ncluding Klih"with tho
who are made [1John 2:23].

(5) Therefore the beginning of Arius’s Thalia, flippant, with its

Athanasius’s Orations against the Arians, Book 1

God alone he was not yet a Father; later he became a Father.” /
The Son was not always,” for since all things came into beingr’
froin nothing, and all existing creatures and works came into be-/*'
mg, even the Word of God himself “came into being from
r.othing,” and “there was once when he was not;” and “he was
not before he came into being,” but even he himself had a
beginning of his own creation.” Arius says God was alone, and
the Word and Wisdom were not yet. Then God, wishing to
on us, made a certain one and named him Word, Wisdom/"*"
and Son, in order that through him he might fashion us. Thus he/" ;
nates that there are two Wisdoms, the one, the characteristic prop-
trtv. coexisting with God. In this Wisdom the Son came into being Jr
and was named Wisdom and Word only as a sharer in it. He says,
For Wisdom by the will of a wise God exists in Wisdom.” Thus.im
re says that there is another Word in addition to the Son in God,
m i the Son sharing in it is named, according to grace, Word and
Son This is adistinct arrogance of their heresy. The view that there
arc many powers is set forth in other writings of theirs. One of
these powers is by nature peculiar to God and eternal. But Christ,
:c the contrary, is not a true power of God; he is one of the so-
i_ed powers, one of which, “the locust and the caterpillar” [Joel
| . is called not only a “power” but even a “great power.”
7-rre are many such powers, and similar to the Son, David sings
mc-t them in the Psalter, “Lord of Powers” [Ps. 24:10]. In his
tar-ire. just as all the powers, the Word is mutable, and he re-
=-i~ns good, as long as he wishes, by his own power. When he

*t tt-s. he himselfis able to mutate, just as we are, since he is of a

_ - itte nature. Therefore he says that &utl} foreknowing that-he/
) ) ) * - : x good, gave him in anticipation this glor))WH'M] {‘%W\%pd
“According to the faith of God’s elect, who have received - mtimed as man because of his virtue. Thus, because of his!
God’s Holy Spirit, 1 have learned these things from the * -t: -sr.ich God foreknew, God brought it about that he being
sharers of wisdom, urbane, instructed by God, and wise in - ~ i nature should come into being now
regard to all things. In their footsteps I came walking, of the m dared to say, “The Word is not tfue God,” “Even if
:b same opinion, famous, having_suffere:d many things for God’s iM.ired God, he is not true God. By sharing grace, just as all
glory. Instructed by God 1 gained wisdom and knowledge. ne rmers is he declared God only in name.” And since all are

The jokes crafted by him which are full of impiety and to be avoided mmmpinand unlike God msubstarlme, “in all respects tt‘? YY%S |(izs

for example, are, “God was not always a Father. When he was
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f peculiar to things that have come into being and to creatures; he is
one of them. But after this, as a successor of the devil’s reckless
haste, Arius wrote in his Thalia, “The Father is invisible even to
the Son, and the Word is able neither to see nor to know perfectly
and accurately his Father.” That which he knows and sees, he
knows and sees proportionately in his own measure, just as we
know in accord with our own power. Arius says that the Son not
only does not know the Father accurately, for he is lacking in com-
prehension, but that the Son himself does not know his own
substance. He adds, “The substances of the Father, the Son, and
the Holy Spirit are divided in nature, estranged, detached, alien,
and nonsharers in one another.” He himself said that the Word
“in the likeness of glory and substance is totally different from

" moth the Father and the Holy Spirit.” These are the words this im-
pious fellow spoke. He said that the Son is distinct in himself and
that in all respects he does not share in the Father. These are pans
of the fables of Arius written down in a laughable document.

(7) Who, hearing such things and the melody of the Thalia,
does not justly hate Arius’s jesting about such things as if he were
on a stage? And because of his imagined naming of God and
speaking about him, who does not see him as the serpent advis-
ing the woman? And who, reading his words one after another,
does not see his impiety as the serpent’s error into which that
clever snake misled the woman? Who is not astonished at such
blasphemies? As the prophet said, “heaven was astonished, and
the earth shuddered at the transgression of the law” [Jer. 2:12].
But the sun, angrier and not enduring the bodily insults against the
common Lord of us all, which he willingly endured for us, turned
away, veiling its rays. It rendered that day sunless. Will not all
human nature be struck speechless at Arius’s blasphemies and shut
its ears and close its eyes, so that it would be able neither to hear
such things nor to see him who wrote these things? But the Lord
himself will justly cry out against these ones as impious and un-
grateful in words which he spoke previously through the prophet
Hosea, “Woe to them, because they have turned away from me.
They are wretched because they sinned against me. | redeemed
them, but they spoke lies against me” [Hos. 7:13]. And shortly
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msacsncr. And they calculated evil things against me. they turned

s cthmg” [Hos. ~:15]. Turning away from him who is the

1- wtr rc God. forming for themselves him who is not, they fell in-

i~.ng This is why the ecumenical synod, not enduring. siml
Jkn» s mnpacty, cast Arius, who says these things, out of the
tIMnot. and anathematized him. Thereafter, Arius’s heresy was ac-
f-rm i greater error than other heresies because it has been called
: — . of Christ and considered the forerunner of the Anti-
i -ord as | said previously, though such a judgment against

r m: _id be sufficient in itself to persuade all to flee from it,

ir'tfcg certain so-called Christians, either ignorant or

trs as was said before, regard the heresy as not different

ana- rt truth and consider the individuals who think these things
la As we are able, by asking them questions, let us un-
np~ -mleresvs villainy. Possibly thus entangled they would be
o.trr.rt and flee from the heresy as from the face of a serpent.

5 r men they think that because certain scriptural phrases are

mr.— - the Thalia this makes blasphemies words of praise, then

» -g how the Jews of the present day know accurately the

- Prophets, should deny Christ with the Jews. Perhaps

~r n r.g the Manichees reading certain sections of the
=M pPI will also deny with them the Law and the Prophets. If
an' : io: know that they are troubled and babble such things,
rr — .r.derstand from the Scriptures that the devil, that de-1

mpar- - ttettsy, on account of the peculiar ill smell of evil, borrows
ar ung-_age of Scripture so that with Scripture as a veil, sowing his*.
I*r :: p:c. he might outwit the guileless. He outwitted Eve; he

h o - met heresies. Even now he persuaded Arius to speak and
*sn -m -mnself against other heresies, so that without notice he
ns cuce his own. Nevertheless, the villain did not escape.
*r~ -- _- ~edagainst God’s Word, immediately he was deprived
m «~ -r mes revealed to all that he was ignorant about other
me- - w'- no regard for the truth, he plays the hypocrite. How

the truth about the Father, denying the Son who

- How could he think correctly about the Spirit when

- tc Word who equips the Spirit?Who will believe him

mmex le speaks about the resurrection when he denies the state-
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ment “From the dead, Christ became for us the firstborn” [Co.

1:18]? And since he is ignorant about the legitimate and true
begetting of the Son from the Father, will he not err about his in-
carnate presence? The Jews of a former time denied the Word : m
saying, “We have no king but Caesar” (John 19:15]. They all it
once were deprived; they became bereft of a lamp’s light, of a per

fume’s scent, of the knowledge of prophecy, and of truth itseif

Now, comprehending nothing, they are like persons walking it
darkness. Who ever heard such things? From where, and fron
whom, did those who flatter heresy and take bribes hear suc;

things? Who instructing them in the faith said such things tc
them? Who said, “Leaving the worship of creation, come to wor-
ship a creature and a work?” And if they themselves now confess
that they have heard such things for the first time, let them den-
that this heresy is foreign and not from the fathers. Indeed, net
from the fathers, but it has now been invented. It is the very thing
which the blessed Paul foretold: “In the later*times some wL
depart from the true faith, giving attention to spirits of error an;
teachings of demons, in the hypocrisy of liars; they have been
burned up in their conscience” [1 Tim. 4:1] and “turning awai
from truth” [Titus 1:4].

(9) Behold, we speak freely about the religious faith on the bass
of the divine Scriptures; we place it asa light on the lampstand sai
ing, “He is by nature true Son and legitimate from the Father
peculiar to his substance, the only-begotten Wisdom and true an;
only Word of God. He is neither a creature nor a work, but an off-
spring peculiar to the Father’s substance. Therefore he is true God.
homoousios with the true Father. But as regards the other kings, its?
whom he said, “I said, you are gods” [Ps. 82:6], they have tfcs
grace from the Father only by partaking of the Word through tie
Spirit. He is the image of the Father’s hypostasis [Heb. 1:3] an,;
light from light, power and true image of the Father’s substance
The Lord also said, “He who has seen me has seen the Father
[John 14:9]. He always was and is, and never was he not. Beeans:
the Father is everlasting, his Word and Wisdom wou.:
everlasting. But what do they present to us from the universal
censured Thalial Let them first read it, copying the manner or me

Athanasius’s Orations against the Arians, Book 1

JUO st mat when they are mocked by others they might learn in
«*& * ~ :: roaster they are placed. Then let them explain. On its

—ght they say except, “God was not always Father but
la a ¢ fmba later; the Son was not always, for not was he before

*m @ - rcgirren. He is not from the Father, but even he himself /

mBran?; nothing. He is not peculiar to the substance of the\

M— c-mr he is a creature and a work, Christ is not true God, but <

-- God by participation. The Son does not accurately

« — me Father; the Word does not see the Father perfectly,
learcr ;.:es die Word understand or know the Father. He is not
Word of the Father, but he is called in name only

- ¢;;m and is called by grace Son and Power. He is not

— new? as the Father, but he is mutable by nature as are crea-
-1 i:9 re comprehension of the perfect knowledge of the

Tre reresy is “admirable”; it does not even have

3—a* engaging in imaginations against him who is, on the
ipa_ ; r.e is not, and putting forth evil language instead of
. speech. If anyone who carefully examined the claims

ir» = ;rs would be asked to choose the faith of one, or whose
- **wc _id judge appropriate to God—Ilet these flatterers of
mmnr- -;_ner state, for him who is asked to answer, what is ap-
n _ : _.nceming God (for the Word was God). From this one

-1 rc:ire issue will be known, what it is appropriate to say:
r «. :c he was not, always or before coming into existence,

Emccu :: from where and when, true or by adoption, from
:2em - r. and according to design, he is one of the originated
rt ;2d with the Father, he is unlike the substance of the
mour  -: >dke and peculiar to the Father, or he is a creature or

' - inures came into existence, he is the Father’s Word
e mr- . trier Word beside him, and by this other word he

* ;i;nce. and by another wisdom, only by name he has

— anAdL”soom and Word, and has become a partaker of that
Mb  ~ ir-d second to it.

I> 1  ts: words discourse about God and show that Jesus

jrar - l::d is God and Son of the Father? These words that
«@ J- * ;~:g:rged or these that we have spoken and state are from
mjo If the Savior is not God or Word or Son, you may,
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just as the Greeks and present-day Jews, say whatever things
wish. But if he is Word of the Father and true Son, and he is Go:
from God once “over all blessed forever” [Rom. 9:5], is it not w:
thy to obliterate and expunge both the other words and the Am:
Thalia as an image of evil, filled with every impiety in whizri
anyone falling “does not know that giants perish with her ir :
assemble at the trap of Hades” [Prov. 9:18, LXX]? They then
selves know this, and as villains they hid it; they do not have
courage to speak them out, but they utter other things bes:c-
them. If they speak, they will be judged. If they are suspectt:
they will be hit in every direction with refutations from Seriprut:
Therefore as “sons of this age” who have villainously kindled tt -
lamp from wild olive, and who feared lest it be quickly extir
guished—for it says, “The light of the impious is quenched”
18:5]—they hide it under the bushel of hypocrisy and utter differ
ent things. They profess the patronageof friends and the fear
Constantius, sojthat those who join them through hypocrisy art
promise will not see the filth of the heresy. Is not this heresy wonr
of hate for this very reason? It is concealed by its own followers be
cause it does not have freedom of speech, and it is fostered as a ser-
pent. From what source were these words assembled by then
From whom did they obtain these things that they dared speax
They would say that no one individual is the supplier of the>:
things. For who is there of humankind, Greek or barbarian, w-
confesses this one to be God, whom he dares to say is one of tr+
creatures and ‘‘he was not before he was made’’?Who is there wr
does not give credit to the God in whom he has placed his farn
when God says, “This is my beloved Son” [Matt. 3:17], but rathr
declares that he is not a son but something made? Everyone will be
angry at those who rave such things. Scripture does not provicr
them with any excuse. It has often been shown, and will be show-
now, that these things are alien to the divine authors. Therefore
remains to say that indebted to the devil they rave (for he alone .
the sower of these opinions). Come, let us resist him. Against hrr
“is our struggle,” though they are the agents [Eph. 6:12], so tha:
with the Lord’s assistance, as one who customarily is overcome b
refutations, they may be ashamed when they see the sower of ther
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- -l ut resource and may learn, although the time is late,

i Arraus they are not Christians.
r«r:.i_se the devil suggested it to you, you have said and
-a -ere was once when the Son was not. It is necessary to
nr r 5first layer of your thinking. Tell them, O evil and im-
-a what was once when the Son was not. If you say the
1i blasphemy is greater. It is impious to say that once he
sonify him by the term *“once.” For he is always and is
IIMR irre as the Son is, he is, and he himself is the one who is and
_-r-:: the Son. And if you say that the Son was once when
~ t: was not, the answer is foolish and unreasonable. For
he zc and was not? In these circumstances it is necessary for

WL - resource to say, “There was once a time when the
-is not.” Your adverb “once” signifies this by nature.
ii*ari —t: declaration, “The Son was not before he was begot-

%#1 «—e same thing as the statement “ There was once when hee’

11 it signifies that there was that time and it was before”2 «*

What is the source of your discovery of these things?
'mlhgTSd you, as the nations, snort and practice empty phrases
s “ e Lord and against his Anointed?” [Ps. 2:1]. Nowhere

-' H:.. Scriptures said such things about the Savior; rather,’
everlasting,” and “al-~fc!

113 LT

_>ed such words as “always,

<ri_--,,ng with the Father.” “For in the beginning was the

icc --e Word was with God and the Word was God” [John

- -1 - the Apocalypse he says, “The one who is and who was

:irres” ;Rev. 1:8]. Who would take away the eternal

n s” and “who was” ? Paul in his Letter to the Romans

against the Jews, saying, “From whom as regards

Hihrlcs:. j Christ, who is over all, blessed forever?” [Rom. 9:5].

tbiMr £ me Greeks, he said, *“For from the foundation of the
- ..visible nature, his everlasting power and deity, are per-

:t:.£ discerned in things made” [Rom. 1:20]. He himself

t the power of God is, saying, “Christ the power of

e Wisdom of God” [1 Cor. 1:24]. Saying this, he does

r- the Father, as you often whispered, saying that the

:_s eternal power. This is not the case, for he said not

mself is the power’’ but **His is the power.’’ It is very clear
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something foreign. Recognize the sequence of the words and
“turn to the Lord” (“the Lord is the Spirit”) [2 Cor. 3:16-1"
and you will see that it is the Son who is signified.

(12) After he recalls about creation, he writes about the pc-r:

of the Fashioner in creation, which power is the Word of Go:
through whom “all things came into existence” [John 1:5 If
therefore creation is sufficient of itself alone without the Sor. n
make God known, pay attention lest you fall, thinking that errs-
tion came into existence without the Son. But it came into exis-
tence through the Son, and in him all things came together [C:
1:17]. From necessity, he who views creation correctly sees the
Word, who crafted it, and through him begins to discern me
Father. If, according to the Savior, “no one knows the Father a
cept the Son and him to whom the Son would disclose him
[Matt. 11:27], and if, when Philip said “Show us the Father
John 14:9) he said not “See creation” but “He who has seen me
[has seen the Father,” thus with reason Paul is accusing the Greets
of viewing the harmony and order of creation without thinxm:
about the Word, the Maker, in it (for creatures reveal their own
maker), so that through them they should discern the true &<:
and should stop the worship of creatures—as | say, reasonar
Paul stated “his everlasting power and deity” so that he shc_.:
indicate the Son [Rom. 1:20]. The holy writers say, “He who s
before the ages” and “Through whom he made the ages” [Het
1:2]. They proclaim nothing less than the everlasting and eterni-
nature of the Son, while they signify that he is God. For Isam.
says, “The everlasting God, who prepares the ends of the earn:
[Isa. 40:28], Susanna said, “The everlasting God” [Susanna 42
And Baruch wrote, “I cried to the everlasting in my days,” an;
shortly thereafter, “I1 hoped in the everlasting for your salvat::c
and joys came to me from the holy one” [Bar. 4:20, 22]. The apos-
tle, writing to the Hebrews, says, ‘“Who being the reflection ofor
glory and image of his person” [hypostasis, Heb. 1:3]. David smr
in Psalm 89, “The brilliancy of the Lord be upon us” [Ps. 90
and “In your light, we will see light” [Ps. 36:9]. Who then a
foolish to have doubts about the eternity of the Son? For when cic

mMar 3— e :: without the brilliancy of the reflection, so that
oe Son, “There was once when he was not”
"TBBbtric was begotten he was not’’? And there is the statemc

* ar i - - Psalm 144, “Your kingdom is a kingdom foreve
Wk I: is not permitted that anyone should infer that

mnr—_ —¥rc in which the Word did not exist. If every inters
* ar -e~ j measured, and the Word is king and maker o f;
-me *an interval neither was nor occurred prior to him, it
mtn : -mite that “there was once when the everlasting oi

anr sod “the Son is from nothing.” The Lord himself say
Xr rr m_m John 14:6], and he doesTiot say, “I became tl

jc he always says, “1am” : “1 am the shepherd,” “I ai
Do vou not call me Lord and teacher? You call m
mmi. i in [John 10:4; 8:12; 13:13]. Who, hearing such

pmmr —m God and Wisdom and Word of the Father, speakin
mnur lt=:sc- 5U]] has doubts about the truth and will not im
mmame: rexcve that in the expression “1 am” is indicated tha
lant i® i - masting and without beginning before every age?
ljpBI'TBM rfbte, it is obvious from the above that the Scripture
't speaking about the everlasting nature of the Son
"Hmr which the Arians utter— *“he was not,” *“before,’
mit - — —the same Scriptures declare about creatures. This
emil ar rear from what follows. Moses, describing our generation,
mm  Arc “Terr plant of the field before its generation on the

amex. . :r err grass of the field before its growth; for God did
| g} -- me earth and there was not man to work the earth”
|S** i-fd in Deuteronomy, “When the Most High divided

"mnmoaim  Deut. 32:8]. The Lord through his own person said,
"lu mec me. you would rejoice, because | said, ‘I go to the
aBEBEr :- a_se the Father is greater than I’ and now I have told
mm sen: - - rappened that when it happens, you will believe”

JNmi: *tle Concerning creation he says through Solomon, “Be-

fcmrar - _tm.z of the earth, and before the making of the abysses,

mm war - me coming of the fountains of water, and before the
isrrrni r -; mountains, and before all the hills, he begot me”
‘ifciir * . And *“Before Abraham came into existence, | am”
[li**: * Aid concerning Jeremiah, “Before | formed you in
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the womb, I knew you” [Jer. 1:5]. And David sings in the Psalter
““O Lord, you have become our refuge in generation and geners
tion. Before the existence of the mountains and the formation i
the earth and the inhabited world, from age until age you are'
90:1-2]. And in Daniel, Susanna cried out in a loud voice arc
said, ‘‘God, the eternal, who knows the secrets and who know? zi
things before they happen” [Susanna 42], ‘‘Once he was not' an:
“*before coming into existence” and ‘‘when’7 and such things*
phrases for things originated and for creatures which have come m~
to existence from nothing; they are foreign to the Word. If Scr.t-
ture uses these for originated things and “always” for the Soc
thetfIXenemieTof God7the Son has not come into existence freer
nothing, he is not included among things originated, but he
Father’s image and the everlasting Word, never not being bar
always being as the everlasting reflection of an everlasting hga:
Why then do you imagine times before the Son? Or why do e: -
blaspheme the Word as subsequent to times, through whom

the ages came into being? How did time or age subsist at all. «
according to you the Word had not yet appeared through whom ai
things came into existence and without whom not one thing came
into existence? [John 1:3]. Why, intimating time, do you not sc*
clearly, “There was a time when the Word was not?” You oaa
the term “time” to deceive the guileless, but you do not hide yc* r
own thought; even if you did, you would not escape no:.::
You intimate time when you say, “There was once when he was
not” and “He was not before he was begotten.”

(14) After these things were shown, they behave even more m
pudently, saying, “If there was not once when he was not, bu:
Son is everlasting and coexists with the Father, you say no .
that he is the Father’s Son but that he is the Father’s brother-**
Foolish and obstinate persons! If we only said that he exists ever-
lastingly, and is not the Son, their assumed caution would be
somewhat plausible. But if when we say that he is eternal we cm
fess that he is the Son from the Father, how is he who was begotten
able to be called a brother of him who has begotten? If our faith s
in the Father and Son, what sort of brother is there between them
How is the Word able to be called the brother of him whose Word
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reply has not come from ignorant individuals, for they
perceive the truth. It is aJewish “pretext” shared by
wish, as Solomon said, “to be separated” from the
15:1]. The Father and Son were not begotten from
rated first cause so that they might be called brothers.
*r die origin of the Son and begat him, and the Father
- ; md not become anyone’s son. The Son is Son and not
If he is called the everlasting offspring of the Father, he
2 meetly. The Father’s substance was not once imperfect
‘m is peculiar to it should subsequently come into ex-
it as man from man was the Son begotten so that he isVc
ifac Hther'T existence, but he is God’s offspring. Since

r of men to reproduce in time because of the im-

- cir nature. God’s offspring is everlasting because ofv' my"

. - rerfection of his nature. Therefore if he is not a Son v
ci that came into existence from nothing, let them prove
is they are being imaginative about a work, let them call
:cm was once when he was not.” Originated things, not

mmg come into existence. But if he is Son—for the

nr_arrs this and the Scriptures shout it, and “Son” is

mm: than that begotten from the Father, and that which

— from the Father is his Word and Wisdom and reflec-

wr.at is it necessary to say about those who state that

ns race when the Son was not,” except that they are rob-

tep rve God of his Word and they openly cry out against

-1 wii once without his peculiar Word and Wisdom, and

once” without any gleam, and the fountain was
. its ; Pretending to fear the term “time,” because there

t who reproach them, they would say that he is “before
m rrrertheless they grant certain intervals, in which they
mm: r.e was not. This is nothing less than to act with ex-
czr.rty. to declare the times and charge God with a lack of

‘c the contrary, they agree with us about the name of the

i-se they do not wish to be accused openly and in public,

;itt. that he is the peculiar offspring of the Father’s

77

:- _..ar Son of God who always is, he exists everlastingly, j-



The Trinitarian Controversy

substance, because this would suggest that he is unable to ei_~
without the implication of parts and divisions, this is nothing Its
than to deny that he is the true Son and to say that he is Son ochr
in name. Are they not greatly deceived in inferring corportu.
things about the incorporeal and, because of the weakness of them
peculiar nature, in denying that which is peculiar by nature to tor
Father? Since they do not discern how God is or the Father $
origin, they deny him. Senseless ones, they measure the offspring
of the Father by themselves. Those thus disposed, who think that m
is not possible that there be a Son of God, are worthy of pity. Thus
they must be questioned and refuted, so that they might percent
the true state of things. If according to you “the Son is from
nothing and he was not before he was begotten, ’’ he has been callem
Son, God, and Wisdom only by participation. In such a manner
are all others composed, and by sanctification they are glorified, t
is necessary therefore that you tell us of what he is a partaker. Al
other things partake of the Spirit; according to you, then, of whir
is he a partaker? Of the Spirit? Rather the Spirit itself receives from
the Son [cf. John 16:14], as he himself said, and it is without
reason to say that the latter is sanctified by the former. Therefor:
he partakes of the Father. This is the only possibility, and it
necessary to say it. But what is participated then, or where does r
come from? Ifit is external, contrived by the Father, he would be i
partaker not of the Father but of an external which came into ex-
istence. No longer will he be second after the Father, because he
has that other thing before him. Nor would he be called Son of the
Father but of that of which he has been called Son and God. But r
this is absurd and profane, when the Father says, “This is mi
beloved Son” [Matt. 3:17], and when the Son says, “God is hs
own Father,” it is clear that that which is participated is not exter-
nal but is from the substance of the Father. And in this also, ii
there would be something in addition to the substance of the Sor..
an equal absurdity would occur, since something would be dis-
covered between this which is from the Father and the Son’s sur-
stance—whatever it is.

(16) Therefore, because these considerations are patently absur:

and contrary to truth, it is necessary to say that the Son is “from
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tar aursraoce of the Father,” altogether peculiar to him. For it is
‘tar aumr mag to say that God is entirely participated and that he
jaap-m TTrai does “to beget” signify other than a son? Thus all
-i.ee of the Son according to the grace of the Spirit,

mots mto existence from him. From this it becomes evident

*- > a romself partakes of no one and that that which is par-

—m the Father is the Son. We partaking of the Son himself

im :: partake of God. This is what Peter said: “That you
partners of a divine nature” [2 Pet. 1:4]; and as the

jon - - am: ?avs, “Do you not know that you are the temple of
1 Cor. 3:16] and “We are the temple of the living

Jure lor 6:16]. Seeing the Son, we behold the Father. For the
an _jmr arm comprehension of the Son are knowledge about the
aBt:-:- rcrause he is his peculiar offspring from his substance,
aa.: .lI- ii no one of you would say that “being partaken” is an
rr mm i division of God’s substance (for it has been shown
jotc  massed that God is partaken, and being partaken is iden-
msu i rcgttli. thus the offspring is neither an affection nor a
wmu r :t mat blessed substance. It is not absurd that God have a
an -* minting of his peculiar substance. When we speak of Son
xmg we signify neither affection nor division of God’s

- t rut rather as perceiving the genuine, true, and only
HgpHEBofGod, we thus believe. Since it has been said and shown
3C Sonis the offspring fromAhe Father’s substance, it would I
.octal to no one, but rather would be clear, that he is the’

- mm Word of the Father, in whom and through whom he

: makes all things. And this is his reflection, in whom he

-m all things and is disclosed to whom he wishes. This is his

c o1 -" ard image, in whom he is contemplated and known,
larr— rr :n “he himself and the Father are one” [John 10:30].
t »- mm also sees the Father. This is the Christ, in whom
jiL r -r art redeemed, and he again works a new creation [2 Cor.
-m: since the Son is such a one, it is not fitting—it is even

*ms? i aiiigerous—to say that he is “a work from nothing”
* n_: re was not before he was begotten.” He who speaks thus
jm . mu: which is peculiar to the Father’s substance already
against the Father himself, because he thinks such
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things about the Father which he in error imagines about the or-
spring from him.

(17) The above is enough to overthrow the Arian heresy. Never-
theless, from what follows someone might observe its heterodox.
If God is maker and creator, and creates works through his Son
and it is not possible otherwise to view things originated other thar
originated through the Word—since God is the maker—how is r
not blasphemous to say that his fashioning Word and Wisdcn
“once were not” ? It is the same thing as saying that God is noc
maker, or that he does not have his peculiar fashioning Wore
within him, but that the one by whom he fashions is external, a
stranger and unlike in substance. Then let them tell us, or rather
let them see from this, their impiety, saying, ‘‘“There was once
when he was not” and ‘‘He was not before he was begotten. If
the Word is not everlastingly with the Father, the Triad is not ever-
lasting, but a monad was first, and later by addition it became a
Triad, and according to them, as time went on, the knowledge o:
the teaching about God increased and was solidified. If the Son is
not the pecultarbffspfing of the Father’s substance but came intc
existence from nothing, the Triad is composed from nothing, and
once there was not a Triad but a monad, and a Triad sometime-
defective, sometimes completely defective, before the Son came
into existence, but complete when he came into existence. Thus
thereafter, a thing originated is counted with the creator, and tha:
which once was not is worshiped and glorified with him who always
is. Of greater concern, the Triad is discovered to be unlike itself
composed of strange and foreign natures and substances. But this
is nothing other than to say that the composition of the Triad is
originated. Therefore, what sort of worship of God is this which is
not even like itselflm~is "completed by the addition of time—
sometimes it is'notTthus, sometimes it is? Probably it will again re-
ceive an addition, and this process could be without limit, since
once, and at the beginning, its composition was characterized b.
additions. Thus it is possible that it will decrease. Obviouslv
things added can be taken away.

(18) But this is not the case. May it not happen! The Triad is no:
originated, but thexe is an everlasting and one Godhead in a Triad,

80

Athanasius’s Orations against the Arians, Book 1

auc **: i :ne glory of the holy Triad. You dare to divide it into
- -res. Although the Father is everlasting, you say of the
*®rc ween was seated by him that ‘‘once he was not. >’ Although
sar i::n was seated by the Father, you form a plan to place the Son
K" 'mm due rather. The Triad is creator and fashioner, and you do
are irar :: reduce it to things that are from nothing. You do not
set isuarred of equating servile things with the nobility of the
:_mcg the King, the Lord of Sabaoth, with subjects. Stop
mmu -£ .'reconcilable things, things which are not with him who
i 1 . -amg these things, will bring not glory and honor to the
rather ill-repute and dishonor. He who dishonors the Son
xac : - i-e Father. If the teaching about God is now perfect in a
jrur. arc thts is the true and only worship of God, and this is the
pm; a*r me true, it was necessary that it was always thus, unless
a* : : and the truth occurred subsequently, and the complete-
mrt r me doctrine of God is composed of additions. Therefore,
mr.- m  mis is everlastingly so. Ifit is not everlastingly so, then
mr - rr m the present is it so; but at present it is, just as you sup-
jnr r was from the beginning, that is, not now a Triad. But no
lirarmc would endure such heretics. It is peculiar to the Greeks to
jut cm? an originated Triad and to equate it with originated
suec ::: :tis possible for originated things to accept defects and
m - -« But the Christian faith knows an unmoved, perfect,
ne m cessed Triad? It neither~dfis sonoething more to the
"“m: e :: insiders that it has a need—each of these possibilities is
X _ Therefore it knows that the Triad does not mix with origi-
nimr: mmgs. On guard it worships the individual oneness of its
jjBi mrac and flees the blasphemies of the Arians, and confesses
c * - e friat the Son always is. He is everlasting as the Father,
mPar - ?resting Word he is. Let us look at this again.
I17* If God exists and is called the fountain of wisdom and life
tremiah, ‘‘They have left me the fountain of living water”
rr . : and again, “‘A throne of glory exalted, our sanctuary,
ar - :macce of Israel, O Lord, all who have left you, let them be
i—m?: .er those who have withdrawn be written on the earth;
itz..sr mey have left the fountain of life, the Lord ” [Jer. 17:12],
ji . - Tarjch, ““You have left the fountain of wisdom” (Bar.
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3:12)—it would follow that life and wisdom are not foreignto or
substance of the fountain but peculiar to it, and that they were ooc
once nonexistent but always were. The Son is these things, wi>:
says, “lam the life” [John 16:6] and “1 Wisdom have encampm;
with prudence’” [Prov. 8:12], Therefore, is not the individual im-
pious who says, “There was once when the Son was not” ? For this
is the same thing as saying, “There was once when the fountam
was dry, without life and wisdom.” But this would not be a fountam:
for that which is not begotten from itself is not a fountain. Thii s
a load of considerable absurdity! God promises those who do he
will that they will be as a fountain whose water has not failed, sai. m
ing by the prophet Isaiah, “And you will be satisfied, just as your
soul desires, and your bones will be fattened and it will be as i
garden well watered and as a fountain which water has not failed
[Isa. 58:11], And although God is called, and is, a fountain of wis-
dom, these ones dare to slander him as destitute without his owm
wisdom. And if the fountain is everlasting, wisdom must be ever-
lasting, for in it all things came into existence, as David sings in the
Psalter, “In Wisdom you made all things” [Ps. 104:24]. Solomon
says, “God by Wisdom founded the earth, and he prepared the
heavens in thoughtfulness” [Prov. 3:19]. And this Wisdom is the
Word, and “through him” asJohn says, “all things came int:
existence” [John 1:3]. This Word is Christ, “for there is one Goo
the Father, from whom are aljjhings; we are for him, and one L m
Bius Christd through whom are all things, and we are througr
him” [1 Cor. 8:6]. Ifall things are through him, he himselfshorn;
not be counted with the all things. He who dares to say that he.
through whom are all things, is one of all the things will have the
same opinion atRfuWwaGg” arf£_aU things. If anyone
flees from this as absurd and distinguishes God as different from
all things, it would follow that even the only-begotten Son, since
he is peculiar to the Father’s substance, is different from all things
If he is not one of the “all things, ’’ it is not right to say about him
“There was once when he was not” and “He was not before be
was begotten.” Such terms are fittingly said about creatures, but
the Son himself is such a one as is the Father, of whose substance
he is a peculiar offspring, Word and Wisdom. This is peculiar ::
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se - m relation to the Father, and this shows that the Father is
ffmetmto the Son; so it must be stated that neither was God once
® r: - -.orwasthe Son once nonexistent. How is he a Son unless

~. him? Or how is he Word and Wisdom unless he is

j*=>. reculiar to him?
When was God without that which is peculiar to him? Or
mem _ imyone able to conclude about something peculiar that it is
and foreign? The other things such as are originated have
xi -imolance according to substance with their maker. They are
wrmi. to him, having come into existence by his grace and will,
m - ord. so that they have the potential of ceasing to be, if
ear maxer would wish it, for this is the nature of originated
limm Concerning that which is peculiar to the Father’s substance
ib -is already been confessed to be the Son), is it not audacious
ioc impious to say “from nothing” and that “he was not before,
nr ms Degotten” but that he came into existence subsequently
am; a;le not to be at some time? But let the thoughtful person
mr- ;cw the perfection and fullness of the Father’s substance is
:;  Anyone would see more clearly the heresy’s absurdity if
- _ ; consider that the Son is the “image” and “reflection of
mframer.” and “characteristic mark” and “truth.” If when
nr * -ght, there is its image, its reflection; and when there ex-
*: . '-postasis, there is a complete characteristic mark of it; and
ma— me Father exists, there is truth (the Son). Let them who
rr-msmr the image and form of the deity by time ascertain how
a pit of impiety they are falling into. If the Son was not
—ne was begotten, truth was not always in God. But it is not
;ay this. Since the Father exists, there is always in him
w it, which is the Son who says, “l am the truth” [John 14:6].
ire is a hypostasis, there is necessarily at once its charac-
mark and image. God’s image has not externally been
fcm mm; out, but God himself has begotten it and rejoices in it, as
ar - mrnself says, “l was that in which he rejoiced” [Prov.
. When, therefore, did the Father not see himself in his own
imasar Or when did he not rejoice that someone would dare to say,
T: - image is from nothing” and “The Father was not rejoicing
t e rrme image came into existence’’? How would the maker and
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creator see himself in a created and originated substance? The su>
stance of the Father must necessarily be the substance of the image
(21) Come, then. Let us look at the characteristics of the Father
that we may decide if the image is his. The Father is everlasting
immortal, powerful, Light, King, almighty God, Lord, Creator,
and Maker. These characteristics are necessarily in the image, »
that truly “he who has seen the Son saw the Father’’ [John 14:93-
And if the Son is not thus—but as the Arians think, originated and
not the everlasting Son—this is not a true image of the Father
unless afterward ceasing to blush they would say that to call the
Son an image is to denote not a similar substance but only hs
name. But, O enemies of Christ, this is not an image or a chara:
teristic mark, for what sort of resemblance is there between thir.r
which are from nothing and the one who rendered the thing
which are nothing into being? How is that which is not able to be
similar to him who is, since it is inferior because once it was no*
and it has its own reference to things originated? The Arians
wishing him to be of such a kind, designed for themselves conclu-
sions such as “If the Son is the Father’s offspring and image and a
like the Father in all things, then just as he is begotten, the Sou
necessarily ought to beget, and he becomes father of a son” ; an:
again, “He who is begotten from him ought to beget, and in suc-
cession without limit, for this shows that he who was begotten a
similar to him who has begotten.” Inventors of evils, truly enerr.m
of God, in order that they do not confess the Son as the image of
the Father think corporeal and earthly things about the Father
himself, accusing him of segments, emanations, and influxes
Therefore, if God is as a man let him become aparent as a man. >
that the Son should become a father of another, and thus in succes-
sion one from another they should come into existence, so that the
succession, in their opinion, might increase into a multitude of
gods. But if God is not as man (for he is not), it is not necessary ::
attribute to him the characteristics of man. For irrational living
creatures and men, after they are begun by the Fashioner, art
begotten in succession from one another. A son begotten from a
father, who was once a son, probably becomes the father c:
another, having inherited in himself from his father that by whim
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r - _m; r.imself. In these circumstances there is therefore prop-
er -- u-tr a father nor a son. For them the paternal and filial
m-um-mnics do not remain. The son himself, being son of his
u:~— ::.: rr.es the father of his own son. This is not the case with
ar arr for God is not as man. The Father is not from a father.
:0es not beget him who will beget a father. Nor is the

jfaa ir. — me emanation of the Father, nor has he been begotten
~ vho was begotten. Thus he has not been begotten to
me case of the deity alone, the Father is properly father

mm aacSoci properly son, and for them and them alone is it that

ar earner is always father and the Son always the son.

mefore let him who seeks why the Son has not begotten a

f - the Father did not have a father. Both these questions

.- and full of every impiety. As the Father is always father
a *:—d not ever become son, thus the Son is always son and
wm_ : roc ever become father. Rather, in this he is shown to be the
cananr: and image of the Father, remaining what he is and not
:-mmg mmself, but having his identity from the Father. If,
arm mr<c rather changes, let also the image change, for thus are
r mage and reflection in relation to him who has begotten
nr-r rut if the Father is immutable and he remains what he is,
t: mage necessarily remains what it is and will not be mutated.
8s-r re a Son from the Father. Thus he will not become something
rirrr man that which is peculiar to the Father’s substance. These
Kif :crs nave foolishly contrived this point, wishing to take the
cage away from the Father so that they might put the Son on the
mare r-ti with those originated. Arius and his supporters, placing
re >r among originated ones—a view in accord with the
trammg :f Eusebius—and thinking that he is of a kind that such
im p nave come into existence through him, turned away from
at rmm and heaped up for themselves pet words of villainy. They
when they had just made up this heresy—and they
i -m  even now—meeting young children in the market. They
mquire of them something from the Holy Scriptures but,
:mu«_ng with “the abundances of their heart” [Matt. 13:34;

_ - -g they say, “He who is, did he make him who is not,
r n mu: which was (not), or him who was? Therefore did he make
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the Son who is or who is not?” And again, ‘‘Is the unoriginal:
one or two?” Is he aperson of free will and not mutated by his owr.
choice, being of a mutable nature? For he is not as a stone remam
ing by himself unmoved. Then they come to silly women and urr
effeminate pet phrases— **Did you have a son before you gave
birth? And just as you did not, thus the Son of God was nc:
before he was begotten.” Dancing around, these dishonored in-
dividuals play with such words, and they liken God to me:
Although they call themselves Christians, ‘‘they change Goc s
glory in the likeness of the image of corruptible man” [Rom. 1:2:

(23) It is not necessary to answer such things, since they are so
foolish and silly. But so that their heresy might not appear to ham
some basis, it might be fitting to converse with them on such mat-
ters, especially because silly women are readily tricked by their.
It is necessary for them, saying these things, to inquire of an archi-
tect if he is able to construct without material being assume:1
And if he is not able, whether God was not able, without materia
being assumed, to make all things. And it is necessary that the.
ask each person if he is able to exist without a place, and if he a
not able, whether even God exists in a place, so that they woui:
be able to be shamed by their hearers. Or why if they hear tha:
God has a Son they deny him by looking at themselves. But rr
they hear that he creates and makes, do they no longer oppest
their human notions? It is necessary even in creation that they
think human notions and furnish God with material, so that the."
would deny that God is creator and afterward wallow with the
Manichees. But if the thought of God exceeds these things, anc a
person only hearing believes and knows that God is not as we a::
yet exists as God, and creates not as men create but as God creates
it is clear that God begets not as men beget but as God begets
God does not copy man. Rather, we men, because God rightfullv
and alone truly is the Father of his Son, have been named fathers
of our own children. “‘For from him is named every family in
heaven and on earth” [Eph. 3:15]. Unexamined, their statements
are recognized as something thoughtful, but if anyone wouic
reasonably examine them, they will be found to provoke much
laughter and scoffing.
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- - T7:.1j initial question, being of such a kind, is foolish and

*3. 7r.ey do not indicate about whom they are inquiring so
me -- mdividual asked may answer. They simply say, ‘*He who

- - whois not.” Therefore who is he who is, and what are
ar r ; which are not, O Arians? Or who is the one who is once
MM  -- newho is not? What things are said to be or not to be?

is. is able to make things which are not and which are

je = were previously. A carpenter, goldsmith, or potter, ac-
7t~ ] his peculiar skill, works on existing and previously ex-
ad : material as he makes the vessels he wishes. But the God of
: liken the dust of the earth, which exists and came into

m 1 : ¢ him, fashions man. The earth itself did not exist pre-

m/ at one point in time brought it into being through his
« : Therefore, if they are inquiring about this it is clear that
ar ---_ie was not before it was begotten, and that men work on
aerm . material. Their reasoning apparently will not stand up,
id. - - rj become and exist, things become and do not exist. But
i r~ talk about God and his Word, let them finish their ques-
k: ;ad then ask, ‘“Was the God who is, once Wordless? Being

.je  *a> he lightless, or was he Father of the Word?” Or again,
m Father ‘who is’ made the Word ‘who is not,” or has he

t* - - him the Word, a peculiar offspring of his substance?”

7a. : mem know that they waste their efforts and dare to deal
C -r, about God and he who is from him. Who will allow
ar - that God once was Wordless? Just as before, they fall
r : -une trap, although they were zealous to flee it and to
t — - with their cunning contrivances—but were not able to do
] :r.e would wish to hear them disputing that God was not

*m  me Father but later became Father, so that they might make
it :mm that once his Word was not. Their refutations are many.

«« : 'The Word was” [John 1:1]. Paul wrote, ““‘Who being
ar - riton of his glory” [Heb. 1:3] and ““The God who is over all
a- forever” [Rom. 9:5].

was better for them to be silent, but since they do not

- remains, in the light of their shameless questioning, that

t _ld be questioned. Perhaps when they see that they are
rv similar absurdities they will retreat from the battle
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against truth. Therefore, after God is invoked for his graciousnes
someone might encounter them with “The God who is, not a
isting, has he come into existence or is he even before he came inn
existence? And because he exists, did he make himself, or is ar
from nothing, being nothing before did he himself suddenly m
pear?’’ Such questioning is absurd—yes, absurd—and more max
slander, but it is similar to their own questions. Whatever the*
would say is full of every impiety. If it is blasphemous, and roocr
than impiety, to ask thus about God, it would be blasphemous ::
ask such things about his Word. Nevertheless, it is necessarv n
answer thus their irrational and stupid questions: Because Goc s,
he is everlasting; and because the Father always is, his reflec
which is his Word, is also everlasting; again, the God who is
from himself the Word, which is. The Word did not come into ex-
istence later, not existing earlier, nor was the Father once Wo::
less. The audacity against the Son results in blasphemy on die
Father, as if externally he designed for himself Wisdom, W :::
and Son. Whichever of these terms you would mention indica:~:
the offspring from the Father, as has been said. Their questioner*
does not stand up. Denying the Word, they naturally engage in ir-
rational (wordless) questions, as if someone seeing the seen wou:
inquire about its reflection and say, “Did he who is make thac
which is not, or did he make that which is?” Such a one wil. be
seen as lacking sound reasoning and stupid, because he thinks that
which is light is external to it and asks when, where, and if it ha*
been made. Thus he who calculates such things about the Son anc
Father and raises such questions would be even more mad becaux
he introduces the Word of the Father as external to him an:
deceptively calling the offspring by nature a work, says, “He was
not before he was begotten.” Nevertheless, let them hear ever, s
this question of theirs that the Father who is made the Son who b
“For the Word became flesh” [John 1:14]. And he made hirr
who is the Son of God, for the consummation of the ages also Sac
of man. Unless in accord with the Samosatene, they would say that
he did not even exist until he became man. In regard to their first
guestion, this is sufficient from us.
(26) But, O Arians, recalling your own words, declare to us.

Athanasius’ Orations against the Arians, Book 1

I : rewho is have need of him who is not, for the fashioning of
| he have need of him who is?” You said that he prepared
s :_rrself as an instrument the Son out of nothing, in order that

jet rum he might make all things. Therefore, what is better—
sac wnch needs or that which fills a need? Or do both supply
oaar r ngs which are lacking in the other? With such statements
i - - the weakness ofthe preparer, if he alone did not have the
pa* - : fashion all things but externally contrives for himself an
r.— rat, just as a carpenter or shipbuilder who is unable to pro-
i _ - irvthing without an ax and saw. What is more impious than
Why is it necessary to spend time on things so fearful, when

* . *ii sard before is sufficient to show that their opinions are

apparition? It is not proper to reply to another of their sim-"

AiC :-.v inquiries, which tbev compose for silly women, except
b t +at the above material: It is not right to measure the genera-
~mz :i God by the nature of men. Nevertheless, in order that they
:m _ige themselves in this matter, it is good to meet them on
ar errs oasis, thus: If they ask about the parents of the Son, let
i—  ::asider well the origin of the begotten child. If the parent
ac zee rave ason before he begot him, but having had him, he
la.: neither as external nor as foreign, but from himself and
sc , a :o0 his substance and as unchangeable image, the parent is
:r.e Son and the son is beheld in the parent. If from human
scoies they understand that time is implied for those who
acr— why should they not infer that children imply what is in ac-
.or: wsh their parents’ nature and peculiarity? But they pick from
rarrr like serpents, only what is useful for poison. But inquir-

t*: :t parents and saying, “You did not have a son before you
*ar r ".an,” they necessarily should add, “And if you had a son,
i you buy him externally as a house or some other prop-

so that they might answer you, “He is not external but

r zx  Things external are possessions, and they pass from one
picriCG to another, but the son is from me, peculiar and similar to

,:<tance. He did not become mine from another, but he was
act t". from me; wherefore | am entirely in him, while I myself
r—tart what I am. Thus it is that even if the parent differs in time,

a . - ar. who came into existence in time, he would have a child
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always coexisting, except that nature stops it and prevents it free
being possible. Levi also was already in his great-grandfather :
loins before he was begotten and his grandfather begot. Theret:-
when the man would come to this time of life, when nature sup-
plies the power, at once, with nature unhindered, he become
father of the son from him.

(27) If they inquired of parents about children and learned tine
children by nature are not external but are from parents, let them
confess that the Word of God is entirely from the Father. Ar:
seeking about the time, let them state what it is that hinders
God—for it is proper to expose their impious acts on the very bas-
on which they scoff as they inquire—from always being Father cc
the Son. For it should be confessed that that which is begotten s
from the Father. Thus they would entirely condemn themselves
inferring such a thing to God, just as they asked women concern-
ing the matter of time. So let them inquire of the sun concerning
its reflection, and of the fountain concerning what comes from
They will learn that although these are offspring they are alwars
with those from which they are. And if such parents share with
their children the “by nature” and the “always,” why do the*
conjecture that God is less than those who are originated? Do the-;
not plainly exhibit their impiety? But if they do not dare to say ths
openly, and the Son is confessed to be not external but by natur*
an offspring from the Father, there is nothing which hinders Goc
for God is not as man but is greater than the sun—he is God of the
sun. It is clear that the Word is from him and always coexists with
the Father; through the Word the Father brought into being la-
things that were not. The matter itself discloses that the Son is no:
from nothing but is everlasting and from the Father. The questicr
the heretics ask parents exposes their malice. They understood the
issue about nature, and now they have been shamed about the
issue of time.

(28) In anticipation we have said in the above material that it is
not necessary to compare the generation of God with the nature of
men, or to think that his Son is part of God, or that generaticr
signifies any passion. Now we say the same thing: God is not as
man. Having an unsettled nature, men beget passionately, waiting
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gnt time because of the weakness of their own nature. It is
0 k to say this about God, for he is not composed of parts
impassible and simple; he is without passion and indivisibly
.2 the Son. Again the great proof and demonstration of this
za the Holy Scriptures. For the Word of God is his Son, and
c is the Word of the Father and Wisdom. And Word and
ct is neither a creature nor a part of him, whose Word he is,
m: m offspring according to passion. Then Scripture, uniting
terms, speaks of “Son” that it might proclaim the “by
and true offspring of his substance and that no one might
i human offspring. Again signifying his substance, it says
* 5 Word,” Wisdom, and reflection. From this we con-
tra: the generation was impassible, everlasting, and appro-
-2 God. Therefore what affection, what part of the Father, is
::t. Wisdom, and reflection? It is possible that even these
individuals can learn this. Since they inquired of women
mrtg the Son, let them ask men concerning the Word, so
memmight learn that the Word they declare is neither their
tcc nor pan of their mind. If such is the Word of men who
tsmle and divided, why do they calculate about the passions
arts of God, who is incorporeal and undivided, so that they,
m g to be discreet, may deny the true and “by nature”
neon of the Son? It has been pointed out sufficiently above
«* ttfspring from God is not an affection, and how the Word
. it . has been shown not to have been begotten according
=mon. Let them hear the same things about Wisdom: God is
T-ur. In this regard, they should not think of him in human
V-tough men become capable of wisdom, God partakes of
Potkpr nf Viicem—m— rtfUioU
v m: partake are usually called wise. This Wisdom is not an
tree nor a part, but the peculiar offspring of the Father.
:cr ne is always the Father, and “paternal” character does
:sr; rently happen to God, lest he be thought mutable. For
r:*:d that he is the Father, but was not always the Father,
r:*.t was not always in him.
r _: behold, they say, “God is always a maker, and the
mfiimoning does not come to him afterward.” Therefore,

91



The Trinitarian Controversy

because he is the fashioner his works are everlasting. Is it wroEc -
say about them, “They were not before they were begotten
Foolish Arians, what similarity is there between Son and work that
they should say the same things about the Father and fashioner
How do they remain in ignorance when in the above material su>cr
a difference between an offspring and a work has been shown
Therefore the same thing must be said: A work is external to tir
one who makes it, as has been said, but the Son is the peculiar or
spring of the substance. Thus it is not necessary that a work alwar
exist, for when the fashioner wishes, he works; the offspring is no-
subject to a wish but is a peculiar nature of substance. A pers-:c
might be a maker, and may be so called, even if the works do ncc
yet exist, but he would not be called father, nor would he be a
father, if a son does not exist. If they ask why God, who is alwar?
able to make, does not make, this is the recklessness of the mi:
“‘For who has known the mind of the Lord, or who has become r._;
counselor” [Rom. 11:34], Or how will something molded say ::
the potter, “Why did you make me thus?” [Rom. 9:20]. But >
that not even some weak argument be found, let us not be silen:
Let them hear that even if God always has the power to make, still
things originated were not able to be everlasting, for they are from
nothing and they were not before they came into existence. He-
are things which were not before they came into existence able ::
coexist with God who always is? Wherefore God, looking to thei:
advantage, made them all when he saw that having come into ex-
istence they were able to preserve. Although he was able to sene
his Word from the beginning in the time of Adam, Noah.
Moses, he did not send him until the consummation of the ages—
he saw that this was an advantage to every creature—and thus he
made originated things, when he wished and when it was advan-
tageous for them. But the Son, being not a work but peculiar ::
the Father’s substance, always is. Since the Father always is, it is
necessary that what is peculiar to his substance always is, and this is
his Word and Wisdom. The fact that creatures are not yet in exist-
ence does not detract from the maker, for he has the power ::
fashion them when he wishes. But if the offspring would no-:
always be with the Father, this is a depreciation of the perfection of
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-TKiL "WAWT.  Uyj cT<-wavJUnd
m Swcsiioce. Wherefore the works were fashioned through his
<>mi »-tn ne wished, but the Son is always the peculiar offspring

m ~r -itr.er’s substance.
3H 7'jrse things cheer the faithful but annoy the heretical,

ac . see that their heresy is destroyed. Their asking “Is the
lace— one or two?” discloses that their thought is not ac-
aru :-m;uspect and full of deceit. They ask about this not for
ar - - : the Father but for the dishonor of the Word. There-
aar - anyone, ignorant of their villainy, answer, “The
Lara"u *a:ed isone,” immediately they vomit forth their poison,
mr _  Therefore the Son is among originated things, and we
mpc c>:-ter. well ‘He was not before he was Begotten.”” They Con-
ner : mix up all things so that they might only separate the
att - — the Father and include the Fashioner of all with his
mb - in this matter, they are worthy of condemnation be-
ns, r -1+ mamed the bishops gathered at Nicaea on the grounds

:r> employed unscriptural words, although the words

eenrme ceil but destructive to their impiety. The Arians are guilty
nr sane accusation, speaking words not from Scripture and
*=i« -r rproaches against the Lord, “not knowing either what
* 1 about what they maintain” [1 Tim. 1:7]. Let them ask

ar » 2 whom they listen (for it is an invention of theirs, not
me > that when they hear the many meanings of the word
aarr - r-- iearn that they are not even able to question properly
Jm . mar :f which they are speaking. Through them I have learned
mrmated” means not yet to have come into existence

lasr -r /T5le to come into existence, as wood which has not yet
me - - r-_isable to become, aboat. And again, “unoriginated”
mrum ~.sz which neither has come into existence nor is able ever
* airre mto existence, for example, making the triangle
eam -r —ir or the even number odd—for the triangle has not
SBBor-rr - would it ever become, quadrangular; nor has the even
wm~ - r t: oecomeodd. And again, “unoriginated” means that
but has not come into existence from anything,
Mme xe - < have a father of its own. The villainous sophist

mt— _ advocate of the heresy, in his own little treatise
mBar: -uu unoriginated” is that which has not been made but
93
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always is. Therefore it is necessary to ask in addition what mean-

ing of “unoriginated” is intended, so that those asked might
answer correctly.

(31) But if they think a good question is “Is the Unoriginated

one or two?” just as unlearned individuals, they will hear that
there are many such and nothing is such, for a very large number
are those which are able to come into existence, and nothing is
there which is not able, as has been said. But if they are asking as
Asterius designed it as “that which is not a work but always is” if
this were unoriginated, let them hear not once but often that Son
according to this interpretation would be called unoriginated. He
is neither among originated things nor a work, but he is everlasting
with the Father, as has already been shown. If they often change
their minds, it is only that they might speak against the Lord, “He
is from nothing” and “He was not before he was begotten.”
When all fails, if they wish to ask the question with another mean-
ing of the term, namely, “being but not having been begotten
from anyone, nor having a father of his own,” they will hear from
us that he who is thus indicated is one and unoriginated, the
Father, and they will gain nothing more from hearing such things.
In saying that God is unoriginated in this sense, they do not show
that the Son is originated, since it is clear from the previously men-
tioned proofs that the Word is such a one as he who begot him.
If God is unoriginated, not originated, his image is an offspring
which is his Word and Wisdom. What sort of resemblance is there
between the originated and the unoriginated? One must not
hesitate to say the same things, because if they wish the originated
thing to be similar to the unoriginated, so he who sees the one sees
the other, they are close to saying that the unoriginated is also the
image of creatures. Now all things become confused by them: an
equaling of originated things with the unoriginated, and a destruc-
tion of the unoriginated, who is measured against works. The pur-
pose of all this is only that they might reduce the Son into works.

(32) But I think that not even they wish to say such things, even

if they are persuaded by Asterius the Sophist. For he, although
zealous to plead the cause of the Arian heresy and holding that the
unoriginated is one, contradicts them in saying that the Wisdom of
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God is unoriginated and without beginning. Here is a selection
from his writings: “The blessed Paul did not say that he preached
Christ, the power of God or the wisdom of God but without the ar-
acle ‘power of God and wisdom of God’ [1 Cor. 1:24], preaching
mat God’s peculiar power, a power innate in him and existing
:: gether with him unoriginatedly, is something other.’” And again
after a little he wrote, “However, his everlasting power and
wisdom, which the arguments of truth declare to be without
reginning and unoriginated, would undoubtedly be one.”
Although he did not accurately discern the word of the apostle, he
recognized that there were two wisdoms, but in maintaining that
an unoriginated wisdom exists together with him, he says that the
-noriginated is not simply one but there is also another
~originated with him. For that which coexists does not exist with
tself but with another. Therefore if they are persuaded by
Asterius, let them not ask again, “Is the Unoriginated one or
-wo0?” lest they having changed their position might fight him.
Or if they oppose his position, let them not rely on his treatise, lest
biting one another they might be destroyed by one another”
Gal. 5:15]. Let these things in a few words be said about their ig-
norance. But what could anyone say about their villainous power?
vho would not justly hate them while they are mad? When they
no longer had the freedom to say *“from nothing” and “he was
not before he was begotten,” they contrived for themselves the
term “unoriginated,” so that declaring among the naive that the
Son is originated, they might signify that “he was from nothing”
md “he once was not,” for by these words are suggested creatures
and things originated.

(33)  Therefore if they have confidence in their statements it
"tcessary that they stay with them and not keep recasting them.
But they do not want this, recognizing at once that all is well if
mey propose “unoriginate” and by this term disguise the heresy.
For this phrase does not have meaning in reference to the Son even
- they mutter, but it does have meaning in reference to originated
-lings. Someone might see a similar thing in “almighty” and

Lord of powers.” For if the Father through his Word is master of
all things and is Lord, and the Son rules the Father’s kingdom and
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has dominion over all, as Word and image of the Father, it is vcn
clear that the Son is not counted with all things and that God is
called almighty and Lord because of him but because of the thing:
which came to existence through the Son, over which he is mas:m
and lord through the Word. Then *“unoriginated” is indicate!
not because of the Son but because of the things which came in::
existence through the Son; and this is fine, because God is not u
originated things but through the Son is their creator and fash-
ioner. And just as “unoriginated” is indicated with reference ::
originated things, so “Father” is indicative of the Son. He
names God maker, fashioner, and unoriginated sees and detet::-
the creatures and originated things; but he, who calls God Father
immediately knows and views the Son. Some would marvel at them
pertinacity, in addition to the impiety, in saying that, althoug*
the term “unoriginated” has the good intention mentioned above
and is able to be named with piety, they, in accord with their o»:
heresy, bring it forth to dishonor the Son, not having discerne:
that he who honors the Son honors the Father and that “he wb:
dishonors the Son dishonors the Father” [John 5:23]. For if the*
cared at all about praise and honor for the Father, it was necessa.-
—and this was better and greater—that they know and say “Go:
the Father” rather than name him thus. As has been said befor:
in saying that God is “unoriginated” they are calling him, frc~
works which come into existence, only maker and fashioner, thinn-
ing that they are able to indicate from this that the Word is awork
according to their own pleasure. But he who calls God “ Father
indicates him from the Son, recognizing that since there isa So:.
of necessity through the Son all originated things were create:
And they who call him “‘unoriginated’’ only indicate him from hn
works, and they do not know the Son, just as the Greeks do ncc
know him, but he who calls God “Father” indicates him from the
Word. And knowing the Word, he knows that he is the fashions
and concludes that through him all things have come into ex”-
tence.
(34) Therefore it would be more pious and true to indicate Go:
from the Son and to call him Father than to name him from worn
alone and to say that he is unoriginated. For as | have said, tie*

96

Athanasius’s Orations against the Arians, Book 1

~ — -: :~i.ly and collectively indicates all things which have
m e nx~ existence at the will of God through the Word, but
" u ndicated and determined only by the Son. The more

rxr 1 -: offers from originated things, so much more would the
m r tr - mat God is “Father” differ from the statement that he
. ~-r~a:ed. ’’ For it is unscriptural and suspect inasmuch as it

anerated meaning, so that when a person is asked about it his
h j: i lamed in many directions, but “Father” is simple, in
mnr _ - and more true, only indicating the Son. “Unoriginated”

mi —v :vmed by the Greeks, who do not know the Son. But
n r was known by our Lord, and he rejoiced in it. He him-

mr. trtrwmg whose Son he is, said, “1 am in the Father and the
3*r - m me” [John 14:10] and “He who has seen me, has seen
«r ranrrr  [John 14:9] and “I and the Father are one” [John

It - ¢ Nowhere does he appear to call God “unoriginated.”
Thmt -s to pray, he did not say, “And when you pray, say
tm>. .--originated’” but rather “When you pray, say, Our

®Btt=r »no is in heaven” [Matt. 6:9]. He wanted the summary of
_ 0 :: have the same characteristic, having commanded that

not in the name of the unoriginated and originated

m e of the creator and creature but “in the name of the

and Holy Spirit” [Matt. 28:19]. Thus, although

sire...: *: _nthe works, we are perfected and made sons, and using
ar - * of the Father, we recognize from this name also the
Wmtz - me Father himself. The reasoning about the phrase “un-
bec: - r: has been shown to be foolish, nothing more than a

- loocerning their statement whether the Word is “muta-

*r superfluous to inquire about this. It is enough that I
su - tied their statements to show the audacity of their im-
pm; -me are the nonsensical questions they utter: Has he free
**j -a; he not? By choice, according to free will, is he good?
= -: able, if he wishes, to be mutated, being of a mutable
m I t. as stone and wood, has he not the free choice of being
mn : *:tinclining in each of two ways? It is not foreign to their
mac. i- and think such things, for once they formed for them-

mrwc . God from nothing and a created Son, it follows that they
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assembled for themsels\'/a%s such words as are suitable to a creature
But when in astruggle with members of the church they hear ft: e
them about the true and only Word of the Father, and stiJJ date w
utter such things about him, who could imagine a more disgusting
thing than this teaching? Who only hearing these things, even if
he would not be able to speak against them, is not confounded and
i will cease listening, since he is a stranger among these speakers? He
himself hears the new words, the very utterance of which is blas-
phemy. For if the Word is mutable and changeable, where then
will it take its stand, and what kind of end will there be to its

- growth? How will the mutable be able to be like the immutable?

How would he who has seen the mutable think that he has seen
the immutable? In what sort of condition should the Word be so
that someone will be able to see in him the Father? It is clear that
not always will someone see the Father in him, because the Son is
always mutated and is of a changeable nature. The Father is im-
mutable and unchanging and always is in the same condition and
is the same. But if according to their opinion the Son is mutable
and not always the same, but is of an always changing nature, how
is such aone able to be the image of the Father, without the simi-
larity of his immutability? How, in brief, is he “in the Father”
when he has an ambiguous purpose? But perhaps being mutable
and daily making progress, he is not yet perfect. Let the Arians’
madness be gone. Let the truth shine and show that they think
wrongly. How is he who is equal to God not perfect? Or how is he
who is one with the Father not immutable, and his Son peculiar to
his substance? Since the Father’s substance is immutable, his
peculiar offspring from him would be immutable. If they tell lies
about the mutability of the Word, since this is so, let them learn
how their reason is in danger, “for even the tree is recognized by
the fruit’’ [Matt. 12:33] and because of this “he who has seen the
Son has seen the Father’” [John 14:9] and the knowledge of the Son
is the knowledge of the Father.

(36) Therefore the image of the immutable God should be un-
changeable, Tor Jesus Christ yesterday and today and forever is
the same” JHeb. 13:8]. And David in the Psalter says about him,
“And you in the beginning, Lord, have laid the foundation of the

mm. az:
mm _r rut you continue; and all as a garment will become old,
_ > oa will fold them as a garment and they will be changed. But
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heavens are the works of your hands. They will fall

_ are the same, and your years will not cease” [Ps. 102:26-28].
7r.e Lord himself through the prophet speaks about himself: ““See
me, see that lam ” [Deut. 32:39] and “ 1 do not become different”
Mai. 3:6]. It could be possible to state that what is indicated here
j about the Father, but it is fitting to say this also about the Son,
especially because when he became man he disclosed his identity
ind immutability to those who think that because of the flesh he is
changed and has become something other. But the saints, or rather
me Lord, are more trustworthy than the malice of the impious, for
according to the above-mentioned passage of the Psalter, Scripture
:v means of heaven and earth declares that the nature of all origi-
nated things ancf of every creature is mutable and changeable.
Smcc it excludes the Son, it shows that the Son is in no way origi-
nated; rather, Scripture teaches that he changes other things not

ranged himself. It speaks about this: “You are the same, and
or years will not cease” [Heb. 1:12]. And this is reasonable, for

'.ginated things, being from nothing and not existing before they

mine into existence, because not being they came into existence,

v have a changeable nature. But the Son being from the Father 1~

ir.d peculiar to his substance is unchangeable and immutable asi
e Father himself. It is not right to say that from the substance of
Immutable was begotten a mutable Word and a changeable
Aisdom. How is he still the Word if mutable? Or how is Wisdom
* changeable thing, unless as an accident in substance? They wish
: to be thus so that in any peculiar substance some grace and habit
:f virtue occurs accidentally. This is thus called Word and Son and
A -sdom, so that it is possible to take away and to add to it. Think-
mg such things, they often said them. But this is not the faith of
liinstians. The Arians do not make clear that he is the Word and
rr_ly the Son of God or that the Wisdom is true Wisdom. How is
_-it which is mutable and changeable not set in one and the same
icadition, able to be true? The Lord says, “lam the truth” [John
- 6]. If, therefore, the Lord himself says this and discloses his im-
- liability, and the saints, having learned this, bear witness to
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it, and our thoughts about God acknowledge this as pious, fr: -
where did the impious contrive these things? From their hear £
from corruption, they vomited them forth.

(37) Since they put forth divine declarations as a pretext, ar.; r
accord with their own interpretation force upon them a
misreading, it is necessary to reply to them, to vindicate re
passages, to show that they contain the correct belief, and to
that our opponents are thinking wrongly. They declare that it was
written in the apostle, “Therefore God has exceedingly exa :r:
him and has freely given to him a name above every name, so m a
in the name ofJesus every knee should bow, of things in hea-r:.
things in the earth, and things under the earth” [Phil. 2:9-1Q_ me
in David, “On account of this, God, your God, lias anointed >
with the oil of joy beyond your colleagues” [Ps.45:7]. Then :rri
bring forth as something wise the following: “Ifon account :: -
he was exalted, and received grace and on account of this he wm
anointed, he received a reward of his purpose. He, having ac:
purpose, is entirely of a mutable nature.” Not only did Eusebm*
of Nicomedia and Arius dare to say these things, but they dare n
write them, and their followers do not hesitate to speak them a
the middle of the market, not seeing the madness of their arrx-
ment. For if those things he had he received as a reward of hi; p_ -
pose, he would not have received them unless since he was in nerc
His work disclosed it then, because he had these things from virtue
and improvement. With reason, on account of these things, hr n)
called both Son and God, and is not a true Son. For that which a
from someone according to nature is a true offspring, as Isaac wa»
to Abraham, and Joseph to Jacob, and the reflection to the
But they who are so called from virtue and grace are indme-as
having a grace only by acquisition instead of by nature, anc r n
are something other in comparison to the gift, such as men
have received the Spirit by participation, concerning whom r a
said, “I begot and exalted sons, but they disregarded me' Tsa
1:2]. Because, of course, they were not sons according to na:_rt
when they mutated the Spirit was taken away and they war
disinherited. And he receives them again when they repent- Arid
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m : giving light, who thus gave them grace at the begin-
c. v ;J them sons.
it ~~trefore, if they speak thus with regard to the Savior, it

l<ar  ~:ed out that he is neither true nor God nor Son nor like
me- --*;:in any way has God as the Father of his being accor-
* = --'lance, but rather that he is of the grace given to him

me : has God, according to substance, as the creator of his be-
‘r.e:s. Since he is of such a kind, as they say, it will be

mi— iha he did not have from the beginning the name “Son”
N aprize for works and progress—a progress not other

.h he made when he became man and took the form

rr.ii. 2:7]. For it is then that when *“having become obe-

urith” [Phil. 2:8-101 it is said that he was exalted ex-

ir.d received the name as grace, “that at the name of

ms acn knee should bend. What was prior to this if now he
i e ;:ulted and now he began to be worshiped and now was
hr: > ¢ when he became man? Obviously he himself in no way
Baer -: die flesh—rather, he himself through it was improved—

m" ;.-r.y to their malice then he was exalted and called Son
rr -: @ ime man. Therefore, what was before this? Again it is
=r ~ guestion them, that even the result of their impiety

ct: * :served. For if the Lord is God and Son and Word but
i - ;;e things before he became man, he was something
atr :e-.:c these and later shared in them from virtue, just as we
- < necessary that they say something else (which very

Lo rest on their heads), namely, that he himself was not
irr -~ar time but that he is completely man by nature and
ed *: —ore. But this is the mind not of the church but of the
run-. :-: and of contemporary Jews. Therefore, because they
my mfdi thoughts, why are they not circumcised as Jews? In-
i: ; piay the part of Christianity and fight against it. If he
:: indeed was and later was improved, how did all things

nr existence through him, or how in him, unless he was
the Father take delight [Prov. 8:30]? But if now im-

bmsc -:w did he himself before this time rejoice in the presence
r - rather? And how, if after death he received worship, is
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Abraham seen worshiping him in the tent and Moses in the busa
[Gen. 18:2; Exod. 3:4ff.]? And as Daniel saw, “myriads of myriads
and thousands of thousands worshiped him” [Dan. 7:10]? And, if
now he had his improvement according to them, remembering his
own glory before the world and above the world, how did the Son
say, “Glorify me, O Father, with the glory which | had with you
before the existence of the world” [John 17:5]? But if now he has
been exalted according to them, how before this time “did he
bend the heavens and come down” [Ps. 18:9] and again, “The High-
est gave his voice” [Ps. 18:13]? Therefore, if even before the exis-

v tence. of the world the Son had glory and 1'was Lord of glory and

>ri a tbe Highest” and came down from heaven and is always wor-

._v3 r
1>/
kv
Iv af

r

shiped; then having come down he was not improved, but rather

r € he improved the things which needed improvement. If he has de-

scended to effect their improvement, he did not have the title of
Son and God as a reward ;_ratber, he himself has made us sons to
the Father, and deified men, having become man himself.

(39) Then, not being man, he later became God; but being
God, he later became man, that instead he might deify us. Because
if when he became man he was called Son and God, but prior to
his becoming man, God said that the ancient peoples were “sons”
and made Moses as “god” of Pharaoh [Exod. 7:1], and because
Scripture says of many, “God stood in an assembly of gods” [Ps.
82:1], it is clear that he was called Son and God later than they.
Therefore, how are “all things through him” [John 1:3], or how is
he “the firstborn of all creation” [Col. 1:17, 15], if he had those
before him who were called sons and gods? Why do the just par-
takers not share in the Word? This opinion is not true; it is an in-
vention of contemporary Jews. For how are any able to recognize
God as Father? Adoption would not happen without the true Son,
who says, “No one recognizes the Father, except the Son and him
to whom the Son would disclose him” [Matt. 11:27]. And how
would deification occur without the Word, and before him.
although he said to their brothers the Jews, “If he said that those
are gods, to whom the Word of God came” [John 10:35]? And if
all—as many as were called sons and gods, either on earth or in
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wuim..—woe adopted and deified through the Word, and the
self is the Word, it is clear through him that they all are,
-* i ne himself before all, or rather that he himself only is true Son
ccd he alone is true God from true God, not receiving these things
- areward for virtue or being another in addition to them, but be-
m; these things by nature according to substance. For he is the off-
- ring of the Father’s substance, so that no one doubts that accord-
m; to the likeness of the immutable Father the Word is also im-
—utable.

40) Therefore, meanwhile, using thoughts about the Son, as
zx Lord himself has given them, we have countered their irra-
.:nal thoughts. But it is good now to set forth the divine words,
—it even more the immutability of the Son, the unchangeable
carure of his Father, and their folly may be shown. Therefore the
jostle, writing to the Philippians, says, “Have this intention in

:- which is also in ChristJesus, who being in the form of God did
icc think being equal to God to be a prize, but emptied himself,
:anng taken the form of a slave, having become in the likeness of
ram. and having been found in form as a man, humbled himself,
tavmg become obedient to death, even death of the cross. There-

:ce God greatly exalted him and freely gave him a name above
r*crv name, that at the name of Jesus every knee should bow, in

mriven, on earth, and below the earth, and every tongue should

:rcfess that Jesus Christ is Lord to the glory of God the Father’’
Phil. 2:5-11]. What would be clearer or more demonstrable than

F>r nnf frrm "oopte thinfle did he become better, but rather,
faring GnH hgjcook the form of a slave”and in the taking he was
.mproved but instead humbled himself. Therefore, where in
rfcoe things is there “a reward for virtue,” or what kind of im-
eement and advance in humiliation? For if being God he
‘r;ime man, and having come down from the height he is said

:d be exalted,” where is he exalted, being God? It is clear that
ince God is the highest, his Word is also the highest. Therefore,
cew is one who is in the Father able to be exalted more and be

_te the Father in all things” ? Therefore he is without need of
-very addition, and he is not as the Arians conjecture. If the Word
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has descended in order to be exalted, and these things have ben
written, what was the need that he humble himself in order trac
he should seek to receive that which he has? What sort of grace c ¢
the giver of grace receive? How did he, who is always being wor-
shiped by his name, receive this name for being worshiped? Before
he became man, the holy writers invoked, “God, by your name
save me!” [Ps. 54:1], And again, “Some in chariots and some in
horses, but we extol in the name of the Lord our God” [Ps. 20:7].
And he worshiped by the patriarchs, and concerning the angels it
was written, “Let all the angels of God worship him” [Heb. 1:6].
(41) And if as David sings in the Psalter, in Psalm 71, “His
name remains before the sun and before the moon into genera-
tions of generations” [Ps. 72:17, 5], how did he receive that which
he always had, even before receiving it now? Or how is he exalted,
being most highly exalted before his exaltation? How did he
receive worship, who even before receiving it now, always is being
worshiped? It is not a riddle but a divine mystery. “In the begin-
ning was the Word and the Word was with God, and the Word
was God” [John 1:1], but later, for our sake, there is this passage,
“‘the Word became flesh’’ [John 1:14]. The statement “‘He will be
highly exalted’’ does not indicate that the substance of the Word is
exalted. He was always and is “equal to God” [Phil. 2:6], but the
exaltation is of the humanity. These things were not said before,
only when the Word became flesh, that it might become clear that
“he was humbled” and *“he will be exalted” are said about the
human nature. Where there is “the humble condition,” there
may also be exaltation. If on account of the assumption of flesh
“he was humbled” was written, it is clear that *“he will be
exalted” was written for the same reason. Man became of flesh,
and death was in need of this. Therefore, because he was the image
of the Father and because he was immortal, the Word *took the
form of aslave” [Phil. 2:7] and for us as man in his flesh endured
death, that thus on our behalf through death he might offer him-
self to the Father. Therefore also as man, on account of us and on
our behalf, he is said to be highly exalted, so that in his death we
all have died in Christ so that in Christ himself again we may be
highly exalted, being raised from the dead and rising into heaven,
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mbe— -  the forerunner entered on our behalf not into anti-
Bme X dungs, but into heaven itself now to appear in the
:SB3— - 1 God on our behalf” [Heb. 6:20; 9:24], But if now

1 tntered heaven itself on our behalf, although even before
1 iiways he is Lord and fashioner of the heavens, even on out
naif this present exaltation is written. And as he himself, hallow-

-r all, says again to the Father, “On our behalf he hallows him-

:f [John 17:19]—not that the Word may become holy, but that
nimself in himself might hallow all of us—thus the present state-

- ;nt “he will highly exalt him” is to be taken, not in order that
: r.imself might be exalted, for he is the highest, but in order that
> nimself on our behalf “might become righteousness” [1 Cor.

:]and that we might be exalted in him and enter into the gates
: r.eaven, which he himself has again opened on our behalf. The

:enumers declared, “You rulers, lift up your gates and be lifted

everlasting doors, and the king of glory will come in” [Ps.

.- "]. Thus the gates were shut not on him who is the Lord and

- -;sr of all but on account of us. Therefore humanly, because of

r a: flesh which he bore, it is said about him, “Lift up the gates”
: “he will come in,” as if a man enters. But divinely, again it is

j—+ about him—since ‘‘the Word was God ’’ [John 1:1]—that he is

-1 Lord and King of glory. That such an exaltation would happen
us the Spirit proclaimed in advance in Psalm 88 saying, “And

m vour righteousness they will be exalted, because you are the

> ir. of their strength” [Ps. 89:17-18]. And if the Son is
mteousness, then he is not being exalted as if in need, but we are

- :se who are being exalted in that righteousness which is he.

42) Also the phrase “he offered himself” was not written be-
._se of the Word himself. Even before he became man he was
m sniped, just as we said, by angels and every creature in accord
v -ii the peculiar nature of the Father. But on account of us and on
_mbehalf, this too was written about him. For just as man Christ
> t; and was exalted, so as man he is said “to receive” that which
- 3od he always had, in order that such a grace given might come

tn to us. Having received a body, the Word was not diminished

« mat he should seek “to receive” grace; rather, he deified that

*-.:h he put on, and more, he offered this to the human race. Just
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as he was always worshiped, being the Word and “being in mr
form of God,” thus although he is the same one having becrrrr
man and called Jesus, nonetheless he has all creation under hu

and “at this name bending to him their knees,”” and ‘‘confess:-j *
that the Word became flesh, and in flesh endures death, this rjt
all occurred not to the dishonor of his death but “to the glort
God the Father.” It is the Father’s glory that man who came
existence and was lost should be found, and who died shoui: ae
made alive and should become God’s temple. As the power? s
heaven, angels and archangels, always worshiped him even r
they worship the Lord “in the name ofJesus,” this is our grace an:
great exaltation that even having become man the Son of Gcece t
worshiped, and the heavenly powers will not be surprised seeing a
all united in his body entering their regions. But otherwise rot
would not have happened, except he “being in the form of G:c*
had taken the form of a slave and humbled himself, having yie.nrr
his body to come as far as death.

(43) Behold, what is considered by men the foolishness of Go:
on account of the cross has become more honored than all. Foe our
resurrection is stored in it; and no longer only Israel but all narto
now, as the prophet foretold, leave their idols and recognize t&E
true God, the Father of Christ. The delusion of demons was
less, and only the true God in the name of our LordJesus Chns- j
worshiped. But the Lord, when he came in a body and was calr:
Jesus, was worshiped and believed to be himself the Son of GocL
and through him the Father was recognized. All this should —xr
it clear, as it was said, that not the Word, regarded as Wore re
ceived such kind of grace, but we received it. Because of our rrat-
tionship to his body, even we became God’s temple, and now w
are made sons of God, so that already the Lord is worshiped in m.
and those who see “announce” as the apostle said that “truh Gmi
isin them” [1 Cor. 14:25]. John says in the Gospel, *“But as m*r»
as received him, he gave them power to become children of G:»:
[John 1:12], and in the Epistle he writes, “ In this we know the nr
remains in you by his Spirit which he gave us” [LJohn 3:24 —as
also is a token of the goodness from him to us, so that we werr -
alted because the highly exalted Lord is in us and himselfhum: et
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a - : king our humble body and took the form of a slave
r - -:_::nthe flesh enslaved to sin. He himself had nothing
- _ -1ens improvement, for the Word of God is without want
we have been improved through him. “For he is the

"Iff *- - lightens every man coming into the world” [John 1:9].
1r s m vain put stress on the conjunction “wherefore” on
- me statement of Paul “Wherefore God has highly ex-

jbex - - Saying this, Paul meant not a reward of virtue or
mpa* men: of his progress but the cause of the exaltation which
mi : I ~:3 to us. But what is this other than he who is in the
" son of a noble Father, who humbled himself and
*c¢n -i ive instead of us and for us? Ifthe Lord had not become
hik - -:old not, having been redeemed from sins, rise from
L 18 :a: we would remain dead beneath the earth. We would
mm :- mined in heaven, but we would lie in Hades. Then the
.- ne has highly exalted” and “he offered” are on our

mc czn sod our behalf.

— trefore I consider the meaning of the passage is of such a
KI... it is especially a meaning of the church. Nevertheless,
i m-+ might make an attempt on the passage in another way,
mmr* me same things from a parallel approach: it does not indi-
smr -r Word himself, regarded as the Word, is exalted (for
m s. _ wii ust said above, most high and like the Father), but on
HTY™— :c fus incarnation the passage discloses his resurrection
War. :e :eid Then saying, “He humbled himself until death”
iHia . »- ne immediately added, “On account of this he has

. -ec  wishing to show that even if as man he is said to
mmtr in iet being life he was exalted at the resurrection. “‘For he
mm ras ri«ne down, he himself is also the one who has risen”

Err- - He went down in bodily form, but he arose because he
11 - > nmself in the body. And this again is the reason he
mmmz m mis meaning the conjunction “wherefore,” not as a

— . - .true or for improvement, but to indicate the reason
ar ¢ Dnoccurred and the reason the other men from Adam
«r- : - : rsent have died and remained dead, and he alone per-
bbt - 7-us is the cause, which he himself foretold, that being
urc :r:me man. All other men, being only from Adam, have
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died, and they had death “ruling” them [Rom. 5:14). Bn: ne
“the second man, is from heaven” [1 Cor. 15:47]. “The Wectri
became flesh” [John 1:14]. And such a man is said to be tram
heaven and heavenly; wherefore he was not held by death Far
although he humbled himself, having agreed that his own ixo
should come to death because it was capable of death, still he bis.
highly exalted from the earth because he is God’s Son in a bo:
Then the statement “Wherefore God also has highly exalted him
is the equivalent to the statement in Acts by Peter, “whom G:c
has raised, having loosened the bonds of death because it - _
not possible that he should be held by it” [Acts 2:24], For as ::
written by Paul, “ Since being in the form of God, he became nmaa
and he humbled himself until death, wherefore God has also tuct-
ly exalted,” so it is said by Peter, “Since being God he became
man, and signs and wonders proved him, to those who see. tc re
God, and on account of this it was not possible that he shouic ae
held by death.” It is not possible for a man to be successful in ram
for death belongs to men. On this account, being God, the U ;-:
became flesh, that “having been put to death in the flesh *
might make all alive by his power” [1 Pet. 3:18],

45) Because he himselfis said “to be exalted” and it is said ram
God “offered” him, and the heretics think that this is a la;e
affection in the substance of the Word, it is necessary to state nr
intention of these things. He himself is said to be exalted from nr
“lower parts of the earth” [Eph. 4:9], because death is said :: re
his. Both events are said to be his, because it was his body and not
another’s which was exalted from the dead and taken up rai
heaven. And again, since the body is his and the Word is not ¢ _t
side it, naturally when the body is exalted he himself as mar. :r-
cause of the body, is said “to be exalted.” If therefore he did m|
become man, let these things not be said about him. But if rar
Word became flesh,” it is necessary that as concerning a mar. ra;
resurrection and exaltation be mentioned, so that his death rasa
mentioned, might be an atonement for the sin of men ar.: ra
abolition of death, and because of him the resurrection and cxrara-
tion remain secure for us. On both counts he said, “God has rar*
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] 22 rim” and “God offered him,” that from this he might
«.w T not that his Father is the one who became flesh, but
‘ra - ::d is the one who became man, the one who ‘‘receives’’

a . :rararan manner from the Father and “is exalted” by him, as
nmm :rrez rad. It is clear—and no one would dispute it—that those
antra br ;h the Father gives he gives through the Son. It is
a—*- ra and truly astounding, for the Son is said “to receive”
ar m raace which the Son gives from the Father and the Son
1 - :r exalted” with the very exaltation which the Son accom-
ananr- cram the Father. He being the Son of God became himself

ar - :> man, and as Word he gives from the Father. All things
’ra - ¢ Father does and gives he does and supplies through him.
a -- ran of man, he is said to receive in a human manner the
suera ra:m him, because the body is not another’s but his, a body
*m ~ :. nature is a receiver of grace, as has been said. He received

rang to the exaltation of the man, and the exaltation was his
arm raran. But the Word himself always had this exaltation ac-
i a :: the Father’s deity and perfection, which are his own.
- Therefore with such an interpretation the writing from the
jo ' -rrutes the impious. The statement by the hymnist also has
ar rant correct intention, which the Arians misinterpret, but the
atran.ran fhows it as holy. He says, “God, your throne is forever
rA - t: A scepter of justice is the scepter of your kingdom. Hav-
rat i t-i ustice and hated injustice, because of this, God, your
am: -ra anointed you with the oil of joy beyond your partners”
Rk 3-7]. See, O Arians, and recognize the truth there. The
a_ ran ?aid that we all are “partners” of the Lord. But if he were
- nothing” and one of the originated things, he himself
c re one of those who partake. But since he hymned him as
am: -renal, saying, “Your throne, God, is forever and ever” [Ps.
-* Heb. 1:8-9], and showed that all other things partake of
nra B-.at is it necessary to think other than that he is different
memated things, that he alone is of the Father, true Word,
*r - :r. and wisdom, of which all originated things partake and
jet rarailed by him in the Spirit? Therefore “he is anointed”
era e :- that he might become God, (for he was thus even before
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this) and not that he might become King, (he was so eternally r_-
ing, being the image of God [2 Cor. 4:4; Col. 1:15], as the detiir>-
tion points out) but on our behalf—again this was written. Tar
kings of Israel became kings when they were anointed, not bemf
kings before, as David, Hezekiah, Josiah, and the others. But mr
Savior, on the contrary, being God and always ruling the king- ~
of the Father, himself the supplier of the Holy Spirit, neverthcr*
is now said to be “anointed,” that again, being said as a man
anointed by the Spirit, he might supply us men with the indwrl-
ing and intimacy of the Spirit, just as with the exaltation and resar-
rection. And the Lord himself, signifying this, said in the G
according to John, “I sent them into the world, and on trier
behalf | sanctify myself, that they also may be sanctified in
truth” [John 17:18-19]- Saying this, he showed that he is not rsc
one sanctified but the sanctifier. He is not sanctified by another
but he sanctifies himself, that we may be sanctified in the men.
He who sanctifies himself is the Lord of sanctification. How dee
this happen? And what does this mean except this? “1 being rar
Word of the Father, give the Spirit to myself, when | become rmr
and I sanctify myself, having become man, in him (the Spiritltra
now in me—I who am the truth—all may be sanctified (for ‘year
Word is truth’)” [John 17:17].

(47) But if on our account he sanctifies himself and docs
when he became man, it is very obvious that the descent of
Spirit on him in the Jordan was a descent on us because of his bear-
ing our body. Again, it happened not for the Word’s imp:: *
ment but for our sanctification, in order that we may share
anointing, and about us it may be said, “Do you not know ira
you are a temple of God, and the Spirit of God dwells in you-
Cor. 3:16]. When the Lord, as a man, was washed in thejorcir
we were the ones washed in him and by him. And when he
ceived the Spirit, we were the ones who became recipients of tine
Spirit through him. On account of this he was anointed with uii,
not as Aaron or David or all the others, but in another manner:
yond all his fellows, with an oil of great joy, which very thing nr
interpreting to be the Spirit, says by the prophet, “The Sp:r:
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ur is on me because he anointed me” [lsa. 61:1]. As the
joo - i-d. “How God anointed him with the Holy Spirit” [Acts

* «"Ten were these things said about him, except after he
r :—e in the flesh when he was baptized in the Jordan and

- feint descended on him” ? [Matt. 3:16]. The Lord himself
a The Spirit will receive of mine” and “1 send him,” and to
z ..pies, “Receive the Holy Spirit” [John 16:14, 7; 20:22],
& T.rless, he who “as Word and reflection of the Father” sup-
aue- : rthers is said now to be sanctified, since he has become
- _ i-1 the sanctified body is his. Therefore from him we have
» receive the anointment and seal, asJohn says, “And you
& - an inointment from the Holy One” [1John 2:20], and the
X :And you have been sealed with the Holy Spirit of prom-

ar Err. 1:13]. Therefore the statement is on account of us and
k¢ _r oehalf. From this, what sort of improvement and “reward
sir —e" or—in a word—progress, in the case of our Lord, is
r — If he was not God and became God, and if he was not a
ii :int idvanced into the kingdom, your reasoning would have a
naf-* r.idow of a plausibility. But if he is God and if “the throne

t_rrgdom is eternal,” how could God advance? Or what was
jtiucrig ro him who sits on the Father’s throne? And if as the Lord
m ~ f nassaid that the Spirit is his and that he receives from the
;t~ ¢ :ce. and that he sends him, then it is not the Word regarded
a I::: and Wisdom who is anointed with the Spirit, which is
ppce : rum, but the flesh received by him. It is the flesh anoint-
= : m—and by him so that the sanctification occurring to the
_.r:ii —an may occur to all men from him. He says, “Not from
a ~<f iocs the Spirit speak, but the Word is he, who gives the

a . the worthy.” This is similar to what has been mentioned
r _i.v. The apostle has written, ‘‘He who being in the form of
ami —: _ght it not a prize to be grasped to be equal to God, but

;. -imself, having received a form of a slave” [Phil. 2:6-7].
t : Eiv.d hymns the Lord, being eternal God and King, sent to
- . taken our mortal body. This is signified by him in the

b .- Myrrh, oil of myrrh and cassia from your garments” [Ps.
- 5shown by Nicodemus and those around Mary when a
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person “came bearing a mixture of myrrh and aloes, a hundred
pounds” [John 19:39] and the others those things they had pre-
pared for the burial of the Lord’s body [Luke 24:1].

(48) Therefore, what kind of advancement is there for the Im-
mortal who took on the mortal? Or what kind of improvement is
there for the Eternal who put on the transitory? Also, what kind of
reward could become great to the everlasting God and King who is
in the Father’s bosom? Then do you not see that this also hap-
pened and was written because of us and on our behalf, in order
that the Lord who became man might make us, who are mortal
and transitory, immortal, and might lead us into the everlasting
kingdom of heaven? Then do not blush, telling lies about divine
declarations. For when our LordJesus Christ sojourned with us, we
were improved, freed from sin, but he is the same. When he be-
came man (for again the same thing must be said) he was not mu-
tated, but as it has been written, “The Word of God remains for-
ever” [lsa. 40:8]. Of course, just as before the incarnation he, be-
ing the Word, furnished to the saints the Spirit as his own. Thus
when he becomes man, he sanctifies all by the Spirit and says to his
disciples, “Receive the Holy Spirit.” And he gave to Moses and
the other seventy [Num. 11:16], and through him David prayed to
the Father saying, “Do not take your Holy Spirit from me” [Ps.
[51:11]. And when he became man, he said, “1 will send to you
the Paraclete, the Spirit of truth” [John 25:26], And he, being
truthful, the Word of God, sent him. Therefore “Jesus Christ yes-
terday, today, and forever is the same” [Heb. 13:8], remaining
immutable, and he is the same giving and receiving—giving as the
Word of God but receiving as man. Then the one improved is not
the Word, regarded as Word, for he had all things and always has
them, but men, who have in him and through him the beginning
of their reception. When now he is said to be anointed humanly,
we are the ones anointed in him; also, when he is baptized, we are
the ones baptized in him. Concerning all these things, the Savior
provides light, saying to the Father, “I have given to them the
glory which you gave me, that they might be one, as we are one”
[John 17:22]. On our account, then, he requested glory, and “he
took” and “he gave freely” and “he highly exalted” are said so
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mat we might take and it might be given freely to us and we might
be exalted in him, just as also “on our behalf he sanctifies himself,
mat we might be sanctified in him” [John 17:19].
49) But if because of the connection in the psalm [Ps. 45:7]

On account of this, God, your God, has anointed you,” they
rrovide for themselves a pretext (for their own purposes) based on
me phrase “on account of this,” let them, unlearned of Scripture
md inventors of impiety, know that ‘‘on account of this’’ indicates
- Dt a reward for virtue or for the action of the Word but the reason
::r his descent to us and for the Spirit’s anointment of him on our
rehalf. He did not say, “On account of this he anointed you, in
::der that you might become God or King or Son or Word,” for
re was thus even before this and always is, as has been shown;
either, he said, “Since you are God and King, on account of this

:u have been anointed, since no one else but you could unite man
with the Holy Spirit, you who are the image of the Father, accord-
ing to which even from the beginning we came into existence, for
touts is the Spirit.” For the nature of originated things was not
rustworthy for this, since angels transgressed and men misunder-
rood. On account of this, God was a necessity (“and the Word is
30d”) (John 1:1] that he himself might free those who had come
-nder acurse. If, therefore, he was “from nothing,” he would not
:c the Christ, being one of all and himself a partaker. But because
rt is God, being Son of God, and is everlasting King, a reflection
md likeness of the Father, on account of this, he is with reason the
txpected Christ, whom the Father announces to men in the revela-

:n to his holy prophets—in order that, just as through him we
ime into existence, thus in him a redemption of sins might occur

. all, and all things might be ruled by him. This is the reason for
ms being anointed and for the incarnate presence of the Word,
*mch the psalmist, foreseeing, proclaims, hymning the Father’s
t-ngdom, “Your throne, O God, is forever and ever; the rod of

:ar kingdom is a rod of justice” [Ps. 45:6]. Announcing his de-
vtnt to us, he says, “On account of this, God, your God, has
in Dinted you with the oil of great joy beyond your partners” [Ps.
45:7].

150) What is marvelous or incredible if the Lord, giving the
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Spirit, is said to be anointed by the Spirit? When necessity de-
manded it, he did not refuse to say that he is less than the Spirit
because of his human nature. For when the Jews said, “He casts
out demons in Beelzebub,”” he answered and said to them, in
order to refute their blasphemy, “But if I in the Spirit cast out
demons ...” [Matt. 12:24, 28]. Behold, the giver of the Spirit says
now that he casts out demons in the Spirit, but this was not said for
any reason other than his flesh. Since the nature of men is not suf-
ficient of itself to cast out demons, except by the power of the
Spirit, for this reason he said as man, “But in the Spirit I cast out
the demons” [Matt. 12:28]. Of course, when he signified that the
blasphemy against the Holy Spirit is greater than blasphemy
against his humanity, he said, “Whoever would speak a word
against the Son of man will have forgiveness” [Matt. 12:32], Such
were the individuals who say, “Is not this the son of the carpen-
ter?” [Matt. 13:55]. But they blaspheme against the Holy Spirit
and ascribe the works of the Word to the devil. They will have an
inevitable punishment. Therefore the Lord, as a man, spoke such
things to the Jews; but to the disciples, showing his deity and ma-
jesty and signifying that he was not less than the Spirit but equal,
he gave the Spirit and said, *“Receive the Holy Spirit” [John 20:22]
and “1 will send him and he will glorify me” [John 16:7, 14] and
“As many things as he hears, he will speak” [John 16:13]. There-
fore, just as then the Lord himself, the giver of the Spirit, does not
refuse to speak, as a man “he casts out demons in the Spirit,” in
the same manner, being the same giver of the Spirit, he does not
refuse to say, “The Spirit of the Lord is on me because he has
anointed me” [lsa. 61:1], because of “his having become flesh,”
as John said [John 1:14] in order that it might be shown that ac-
cording to both aspects we are the ones needing the grace of the
Spirit in sanctification and we are the ones who are not able to cast
out demons without the power of the Spirit. Through whom and
from whom was it necessary that the Spirit be given other than
through the Son, of whom the Spirit is also? But when were we
able to receive it, except when the Word became man? The state-
ment from the apostle shows that we would not have been re-
deemed and highly exalted unless he, “being in the form of God,
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took the form of a slave” [Phil. 2:6-7]. Thus David shows that we
would not otherwise partake of the Spirit and have been sanctified
unless the giver of the Spirit, the Word himself, said that he was
mointed by the Spirit on our behalf. Therefore firmly we have it,
.nee he is said to be anointed in the flesh. For since flesh has been
:inctified in him and he is said as man to have received [the Spirit]
:n account of the flesh, we have the grace of the Spirit which
fallows, receiving it from his fullness [John 1:16].

(51) The statement “You have loved righteousness and you
have hated injustice” [Ps. 45:7], which is added to the psalm, does
*ot show, as you again think, that the nature of the Word is muta-
ble, but rather it discloses his immutability. Since the nature of

nginated things is mutable, and some have transgressed and
:diers have disobeyed, as has been said, and their action is unsure,
ften it is possible that he who now is good afterward is mutated
ind becomes another, so that he who now is righteous after a little
while is found unrighteous. For this reason there was a need of one
--omutable individual so that men might have as an image and
mpe for virtue the immutability of the righteousness of the Word,
-ch a thought has rationale for those who think well. Because the
first man, Adam [1 Cor. 15:45], was mutated and “through sin
‘rath entered into the world” [Rom. 5:12], it was fitting that the
setond Adam be immutable, so that if again the serpent would
xtrack, the guile of the serpent might be weakened, and since the
lord is immutable and unchangeable, the serpent might become
teble in its attacks against all. Just as when Adam transgressed, sin
rime “to all men” [Rom. 5:12], thus since the Lord became man
ir.d overturned the serpent, such strength will reach to all men,
. that each of us might say, “For we are not ignorant of his
-oughts’’ [2 Cor. 2:11]. Therefore it is reasonable that the Lord
-to is always by nature immutable, loving righteousness and
iung injustice, is anointed and sent, that being the same and re-
timing himself, having taken mutable flesh, “he might con-
temn sin in it” [Rom. 8:3] and might furnish freedom for the

Jity “to fulfill now the righteousness of the law” in it [Rom.
« 3] and so to be able to say, “But we are not in the flesh but in the
Spirit, if the Spirit of God dwells in us” [Rom. 8:9]-
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(52) In vain then and now, O Arians, have you made such acon-

jecture, and in vain have you attempted to excuse the words x
Scripture. For the Word of God is immutable, constantly in car
stare, not superficially but as the Father is. How is he like tne
Father, unless he is thus? Or how are all things which are the
Father’s the Son’s, unless he also has the immutability and un-
changeableness of the Father? Since he is not subject to laws and is
not prejudged, does he love one and hate the other, lest by fear of
deprivation he would take hold of one and would be admitted in
another way as also mutable? But being God and Word of the
Father, he is a just judge and lover of virtue, or rather its supplier.
Therefore, because he is just and holy by nature, he is said to love
justice and to hate injustice, which is equivalent to saying that he
loves and takes the virtuous, and turns back and hates the unjust.
The divine Scriptures say the same thing about the Father: *“The
righteous Lord also loved righteousness’’ [Ps. 11:7] and “You hate
all the ones who work lawlessness’” [Ps. 11:5] and “He loves the
gates of Zion, but the tents ofJacob are not more esteemed” [Ps.
87:2] and “He loved Jacob, but he hated Esau” [Mai. 1:2]. Ac-
cording to Isaiah, there is again the voice of God saying, “lam the
Lord, who loves justice and hates robbery of unrighteousness’’ [lsa.
61:8]. Therefore let them hear these former words as these latter,
for the former were written about the image of God, or wrongly
considering these as the latter, let them think of the Father as mu-
table. But if others say that hearing this alone is not without dan-
ger, for this reason we think well of the statement that God *‘loves
righteousness and hates robbery of unrighteousness” —not as if he
were prejudged and capable of the contrary, so to select the latter
and not choose the former, for this is peculiar to originated things
—and that as judge he loves and takes hold of the just and puts
distance between himself and the evil. It would follow, then, to
think such kinds of things about the image of God because he thus
loves and hates. It is necessary that the nature of the image be of
such a kind, such as is its Father, even if the Arians, as blind,
would see neither the image nor anything else of divine oracles.
Deprived of the thoughts of their hearts, rather than of their de-
rangements, they flee to words of divine Scripture, where in keep-
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«V * - -j-cir lack of perception they do not see the meaning;

mmnr _ I -r. their peculiar impiety as a canon, they distort all the
mwar ~ic-rs into conformity with it. They who speak only these
» - art worthy to hear nothing other than “You do err, not

: :wing the Scriptures nor the power of God” \Maxx. 22-.29V If
rey would continue, it is again necessary for them to give heed
md hear, “Give the things of man to man and the things of God
:0 God” [Matt. 22:21],

(53) They say that it was written in Proverbs, “The Lord created

me the beginning of his ways for his works” [Prov. 8:22], and in
he Epistle to the Hebrews, the apostle says, “The more having
become better than the angels, so much more he inherited a name
more excellent than theirs” [Heb. 1:4], and a little later, “Where-
fore, holy brothers, partakers of a heavenly calling, consider the
-postle and high priest of our confession, Jesus, who is faithful to
him who made him” [Heb. 3:1]. And in Acts, “Therefore let it be
xnown to you all, all the house of Israel, that God made thisJesus,
whom you have crucified, both Lord and Christ” [Acts 2:36].
Quoting these texts at every point, and mistaken about their inten-
tion, they thought on the basis of them that the Word of God was
a creature and a work, one of the originated things. Thus they
tricked the foolish, quoting the words as a pretense instead of the
true meaning, sowing their peculiar poison of heresy. “For if they
had known,” they would not be impious “to the Lord of glory”
1 Cor. 2:8]; they would not misinterpret the things correctly writ-
ten. If then openly declaring for Caiaphas’s way, they decided on
udaizing, so that they are ignorant of the statement “Truly God
will dwell on the earth” [1 Kings 8:27; Zech. 2:10], let them not
scrutinize the apostolic sayings, for this is not ajewish practice. But
if, having mingled with the godless Manichees, they deny the
statement “the Word became flesh” [John 1:14] and his incarnate
presence, let them not bring forth the Proverbs, for this is foreign
to the Manichees. But if because of an excuse and the advantage
that results to them from a love of money—and because of their
apparent love of honor—they do not dare to deny “the Word be-
came flesh,” since it has been written, either let them explain

correctly the words written about the incarnate presence of the

t
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Savior; or if they do deny the meaning, let them also deny tea:
the Lord became a man. It is unseemly to confess that “the W:c:
became flesh’” and to blush at the things written concerning h_m
and for this reason to corrupt their meaning.

(54) It has been written, “The more having become better thzr
the angels’” [Heb. 1:4], First it is necessary to examine this. An; r
is necessary, as it is fitting to do for all of divine Scripture, m
here to expound faithfully the time when the apostle spoke an:
the person and subject about which he wrote, lest the reacm
being ignorant of these and other matters, might miss the tr-e
meaning. The eunuch who was fond of learning knew this when re
called to Philip, saying, “I beg you, about whom does the prop-e
say this, about himself or someone else?’” [Acts 8:34]. He was
afraid lest, having explained the reading to a person, he sho_:
stray from the correct meaning. And the disciples, wishing to Iran
the time of the things mentioned, called to the Lord, “TeL m
when will these things be? And what is the sign of your coming
[Matt. 24:3]. Hearing from the Savior the things about the mm
they wished to learn even the time, so that they themselves sho_:
not err but might be able to teach the others. When they Icarer:
they corrected the Thessalonians who were about to err [1 The*
4:13; 2 Thess. 2:1-2], When someone has an accurate knowledge
of such things he has an accurate and sound notion of the fan:
But if someone misunderstands such things, he falls into here*
immediately. The followers of Hymenaeus and Alexander errm
miscalculating the time too soon, *“saying that the resunccra
already happened’’ [1 Tim. 1:20; 2 Tim. 2:17], and the Gaiarum
erred, miscalculating the time too late, now being fond of the cr
cumcision. Even to the present time the Jews are afflicted by ams-
calculation of the person, thinking that the statement “Behold nr
Virgin will conceive and bear a son and they will call hxs rarrr
Emmanuel, which is interpreted, ‘God with us” ’ [lsa. 7:14; Mar
1:23] is about one of them. And they think that the statemex
“God will raise up for us a prophet’” [Deut. 18:15] is about ooe :r
the prophets. Not learning from Philip, they suppose that re
statement “as a sheep he was led to the slaughter” [lsa. 53
about Isaiah or some other earlier prophet.
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7 r.erefore the enemies of Christ, afflicted by such kinds of

Hr-rric rave fallen into abominable heresy. If they had known the
a—-<c the facts, and the time of the apostle’s word, they, the
m - mdividuals, misunderstanding human things for the deity,
have acted profanely. It is possible to see this if someone
a-:—minds correctly the beginning of the passage. For the apostle
»®  In many ways and in divers manners in the past, God, hav-
mz ccten to the fathers in the prophets, in these last days has
t m us in the Son” [Heb. 1:1], and then alittle later he says,
agh himself having made a cleansing of our sins, he sat on

Be rent hand of the Majesty on high, the more having become
a- —nan the angels, so much the more he inherited a name more
m: than theirs” [Heb. 1:4], The word of the apostle makes

----- then concerning the time when “he spoke to us in the

i imd when a cleansing of sins occurred. But when did he
*rrtut ts us in the Son, and when did “the cleansing of sins”
« And when did he become man, but after the prophets in
r- as: days? Still continuing with the economy in which we are
i tmed. speaking about the last days, logically he makes men-
mmr mat not even during the former times was God silent to men,
w e spoke to them “through the prophets.” And since the
X :*m ministered and “the Law was spoken through angels”
2:2] and the Son sojourned and “he came to minister”
1128], necessarily he added, “The more having become

r - man the angels,” wishing to show that so much as the Son
: ~* mom aslave, so much the ministry of the Son became better
fac me ministry of slaves. Distinguishing the old and new min-
m - me apostle speaks freely to the Jews, writing and saying,
T:e more having become better than the angels.” This is the
itmec why throughout he did not compare and he did not say
_ mg oecome a greater” or “having become more honorable,”
«ar sroeone consider him and them as of the same genus. But he
a. :  *rrter,” that the difference of the Son’s nature from things
3~ "m should be known. We have proof of these things from
_me Scripture: David in the Psalter, “One day in your courts is
a—m man a thousand” [Ps. 84:10], and Solomon proclaiming,
"Irmrivc instruction and not silver, and knowledge rather than
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pure gold, for wisdom is better than costly stones, and everythraf
esteemed is not worthy of it” [Prov. 8:10-11], For are not wise: -
and the stones from the earth of another and different substar.:
What do heavenly courts and houses on earth have in common: 1
what is the commonality of eternal and spiritual things with tram
tory and mortal things? lsaiah says, ‘‘These things the Lord sav:
the eunuchs, as many as guard my sabbaths and choose tr. la-
things 1 wish to take hold of my covenant, “To them I will g .: .
named place in my house and in my walls; | will give to them sc
eternal name better than of sons and daughters, and it will nc:
cut off”” [lsa. 56:4-5], Thus there is no relationship between rr
Son and angels, and since there is no relationship, then “bette:
said not in comparison but in contrast, on account of the differ: - -
of his nature from them. Therefore the apostle himself, interp -*
ing ‘‘better,’’ does not do it in any other way than to differ the > :
from originated things, saying on the one hand the Son, on --
other hand the slaves. The one as Son with the Father *‘sits or. ~
right hand” ; and the others as slaves are present and “are sen: it :
serve” [Heb. 1:13-14].

(56) But although these things have been written thus, it r
to be inferred that the Son is originated, O Arians, but rather
he is other than originated things, peculiar to the Father, beir.r -
his bosom. From the expression here, “having become,” it shc_ :
not be inferred that the Son is originated, as you think. If he sjt.-
ply said ‘‘having become” and was silent, there would be acss? - -
the Arians. But since he proclaimed the “Son” through the er.:. ~
passage, having shown that he is other than originated things nr
did not put down bluntly the expression “having become,” bu:
joins the word “better” to it. The writer thought that the mar. - *
of speaking is indifferent, knowing in the case of the confessec rruc
Son that he who says ‘‘having become” is saying the same thing as
“having been born” and “he is better.” For “begotten” is n:n
crucial if someone would say “he has become” or “he is mar:
But originated things, which are fashioned, cannot be called :e
gotten” except to the degree that after being made they partax: :c
the begotten Son and thus are said to be begotten. TTiis is -
because of their peculiar nature but because of their sharingerr -
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ar- -1 Spirit. The divine Scripture knows this, saying about
* _ -1 things, “All things came into existence through him,
mc - nim nothing came into existence” [John 1:3], “All
'HBE - nave made in wisdom” [Ps. 104:24], and, concerning
t-.- - >ms. “To Job there were born seven sons and three
map Job 1:2] and *“ Abraham was one hundred years when
m i —vai torn lIsaac his son” [Gen. 21:5], and Moses said, “Ifto

..... , are born” [cf. Deut. 21:15]. Therefore if the Son is
mr <« rngmated things, alone the peculiar offspring of the

tic _rstance, the pretext of the Arians about *“having
mex - - S :nvain. If disgraced in these things, they should be
tr ~ .. again that the words are said in comparison—and
ms. ®  -jus. things compared are of one genus, so that the Son
mr - -c _:eofangels—they will first of all be disgraced as emu-
Tifu _-; laving the views of Valentinus, Carpocrates, and other
—t77 : - nom the former said that angels are of one genus with
jce . *: Carpocrates said that angels are the fashioners of the
mm : ::~aps because the Arians learned from them they com-
Ne- - ::d of God to angels.

rjiformed against such things, they will heed the singer
nt am- - ;a- ng. “Who among the sons of God will be like to the
S9:7] and “Who among the gods is like to you, O

jmz I : 15:11]. And still they will hear, if they then would
lax- . ::mpanson confessedly does happen among things of
i pT'Tiy. - > among things of different kinds. Then no one
» - 1 je God to men or man to irrational things, or wood to
mnr . if the difference of nature. God is not something to
18 . -: out man is compared to man, and wood to wood,
mic - none. In such acase no one would say “better,” but

nHicr more.” Thus Joseph was comely rather than his
— Rachel than Leah and a star is not “better” than a
«i m  —nr differs in glory. But concerning things of different
pi...:, v-rr. someone would compare these to one another, then

Tiirp- -LC in regard to the difference, just as it was said
mmm e+ an and stones. If therefore the apostle said “by so
bhic - - eitner the Son proceeds the angels” or “by so much
mHr : jrrarer,” you would have a case as if the Son is corn-
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pared to angels. But now saying “he is better” and “he
much,” so much as the Son differed from slaves, the apostle :
that he is other than the nature of angels. Saying again that be
the one “who laid the foundation of all things” [Heb. 1:10b
shows that he is other than all originated things. But since he
another substance in comparison with the nature of origc
things, what sort of comparison of his substance is there, or
likeness to originated things? Again, if they would conclude:
thing, Paul will refute them saying the same things, “To who-
the angels did he say, you are my Son, this day | have

you? And to the angels he says, he who makes his angels spirit
his ministers a flame of fire” [Heb. 1:5, 7].

(58) Behold, “to be made” is in reference to originated
and he says that they are things made. But in reference to the
he does not say something made or having become, but some
eternal, king, fashioner, saying, “Your throne, O God, is
and ever” [Heb. 1:8] and “You in the beginning, Lord, laic
foundation of the earth, and the heavens are the works of
hands. They will perish, but you remain” [Heb. 1:10-11],
which statements even they were able to understand, if
wished, that the fashioner is one thing, the things fashioned<
thing else. God is the former, but the originated things are the
ter, made out of nothing. The expression “they will perish’
not speak as if creation will be destroyed but in order that it i
show the nature of originated things from their end. Things
the potential to perish, if even they would not perish becat
the grace of their maker, have nevertheless come into ex
from nothing, and they themselves witness that once they
not. On account of this, because they have such a nature, it is
concerning the Son “you remain,” so that his eternity is
Since he does not have the ability to perish, as originated
have, but has continual duration, it is foreign to him to say
was not before he was begotten.” But it is his peculiar cha
istic to exist always and to remain with the Father. Therefore, r :
apostle had not written these things in the Epistle to the Het
even from his other letters and all Scripture they would be
dered from imagining some such thing about the Word. Bu: s
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zis written it, and in the prior sections it has been

-4; - -e Son is the offspring of the Father’s substance, and

ct fashioner and things are fashioned by him, and that

- . >the reflection, Word, image, and wisdom of the

: :- at originated things stand and serve below the Triad,

- is different in kind and substance from originated

; ,-ither is peculiar to the Father’s substance and of the
:ur_re For this reason the Son himself did not say, *“ My
than 1” [cf. John 14:28], lest someone suppose that

i - r~ to his Father’s nature, but he said “greater,” not in
nr r-TJL-c<s or in time, but because of the generation from his
aer :r ces. in the statement “he is greater’’ he showed again

34T —ariiy of his substance.

......... : the apostle himself, in the first case, not wishing to
. - Cc: substance of the Word with originated things, said,

- :-t living become better than the angels,” for he is not
rather, they are different. But looking to the incar-

of the Word and the economy effected by him, the

- red to show that he is not like the previous ones, in

- *e more he differed in nature from those sent ahead by

the more the grace, which occurred from him and

us became better than the ministry through angels. It

f.aves only to request the fruits, but it belongs to the

ur : Muster to forgive debts and to transfer the vineyard [Matt.

- “-- fratements by the apostle show the distinction of the

-.-r: to originated things. “For this reason it is more ex-

;. 7s$ary that we give heed to the things which have

: e lest we should slip away. For if the word spoken by

a :e;u_-e firm, and every transgression and disobedience re-

_ - recompense, how will we escape having neglected so

anon? It was spoken by the Lord at the beginning and

- 1 r for us by those who heard” [Heb. 2:1-3]. But if the

* - -r of the originated things, he was not “better” than

t - disobedience did a greater amount of punishment get

recause of him. Nor in the ministry of angels was there

each angel, a greater or lesser amount of guilt in the

but the law was one, and the vengeance was one
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against the transgressors. But since the Word is not one of the
originated things, but is the Son of the Father, for this reason the
more he is better and things through him are better and superior,
so much more the punishment would become worse. Then let
them behold the grace which is through the Son, and let them
recognize that even from his works he bears witness that he is other
than originated things and that he alone is the true Son in the
Father and the Father in him. The Law “was spoken through
angels’’ and “has perfected no one,” needing the sojourning of
the Word, as Paul said [Heb. 7:19], but the sojourning of the
Word “has perfected the work” of the Father [John 17:4], And
then “from Adam to Moses death ruled” [Rom. 5:14], but the
presence of the Word “overcame death” [2 Tim. 1:10] and no
longer “in Adam do we all die, but in Christ we are all made
alive” [1 Cor. 15:22]. “And then from Dan to Beersheba the Law
was proclaimed and inJudah alone God is known” [Ps. 76:1]. But
now “into all the earth their voice has gone forth” [Ps. 19:4] and
“all the earth has been filled with the knowledge about God” [lsa.
11:9] and the disciples “have made disciples of all nations” [Matt.
28:19], and now is fulfilled that which has been written, *“they all
will be taught of God” [lsa. 54:13]. The things shown then were a
type, but now the truth has been made known and again the apos-
tle himself after these things more clearly describes this, saying,
“According to so much more Jesus became a surety of a better
covenant” [Heb. 7:22] and again, “But now he has obtained a
more excellent ministry by so much more that he is the mediator of
a better covenant which has been established on better promises”
[Heb. 8:6] and “For the Law perfected nothing, but a better hope
is introduced” [Heb. 7:19]. Again he says, “Therefore it is
necessary that the patterns of things in heaven be purified with
these, but the heavenly things themselves with better sacrifices”
[Heb. 9:23]. Both in this verse and throughout the whole work, he
attributes “better” to the Lord, the one who is better and other in
comparison with originated things. Better is the sacrifice through
him, better the hope in him; and better the promises through
him, not great compared to small, but they are other in nature,
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since he who manages the economy is better than originated
dungs.

(60) The statement “He has become a surety” indicates the
security on our behalf which has occurred through him. As being
Xord, “he became flesh,” and the “becoming” we infer to the
fesh (for it is originated and happens to be a creature). This the
:ise with “‘he has become, ’” that we might expound it according to
me second conclusion: for this reason he became man. Let the con-
tentious know that they are deprived of this malice of theirs. Let
mem hear that Paul does not mean that his substance has become,
cnowing that he is the Son and Wisdom and reflection and image

f the Father, but “having become” is in reference to the ministry
f the covenant, according to which death, once ruling, has been
ibolished. Here too the ministry through him has become better in
mat which was impossible by the Law, while it was weak because of
the flesh. “God having sent his Son in the likeness of the sinful
fiesh and concerning sin condemned sin in the flesh” [Rom. 8:3]
teprived it of the transgression in which it was constantly held a
prisoner, so that it would not receive the divine mind. Having ren-
dered the flesh capable of the Word, he caused us to walk “no

:nger according to the flesh but according to the Spirit” [Rom.
* 4] and to say often, “We are not in the flesh, but in the Spirit”

Rom. 8:9] and “The Son of God came into the world not to judge
me world but that he might redeem all and that the world should
x saved through him” [John 3:17]. For once, as guilty, the world
was judged by the Law, but now the Word received on himself the
udgment, having suffered in the body on behalfofall, and he has
freely given salvation to all. Seeing this, John cried out, “The law
was given through Moses, grace and truth happened through Jesus
Christ” [John 1:17]. Grace is better than the Law, and truth in
romparison to shadow.

(61) Therefore, as has been said, “better” could not have hap-
rxrned through any other than the Son, who “‘sits at the right hand

: the Father.” What does this signify other than the genuineness

: the Son and that the deity of the Father is the same as the Son’s.
Ror the Son, ruling the Father’s kingdom, sits on the same throne
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as the Father, viewing the Father’s deity; “The Word is Goc
[John 1:1] and “He who sees the Son sees the Father” [John 14
and thus there is one God. Then sitting on the right, he does doc
put his Father on the left; but whatever is of the right hand an;
precious in the Father, this the Sortalso has atvd.sa'js, ‘“ hh \hvtvgs.
as many as the Father has, are mine” [John 16:15]. For this reason
the Son sitting on the right sees the Father himself, though he be-
came man. “I always saw my Lord before me, because he is on my
right hand, that | should not be shaken” [Ps. 16:8], Again this
shows that he is in the Father as the Son is in the Father and the
Father in the Son [John 14:10]. For since the Father is in the right,
the Son is on the right; and since the Son sits on the right, the
Father is in the Son. And angels, ascending and descending, min-
ister, but he says about the Son, “And let all angels worship him”
[Heb. 1:6]. When angels minister, they say, “I have been sent to
you” [Luke 1:19] and “The Lord commanded.” And the Son,
though he speaks in human fashion, “I have been sent” [John
17:3], and comes “to complete the work” and “to minister”
[Matt. 20:28], nevertheless he says, since he is Word and image,
“1am in the Father and the Father isin me” [John 14:10] and “He
who has seen me has seen the Father” [John 14:9] and “the Father
remaining in me does the works’’ [John 14:10]. For whatever some-
one sees in this image are the works of the Father. Thus this is suf-
ficient to win over those who fight against the truth itself. But if,
because it has been written “having become better,” they do not
wish to hear ‘‘*having become’’ used of the Son as the equivalent to
“have become and is,” or on account of the “having become the
better ministry” they do not wish to take and to understand “hav-
ing become,” as we said, but think from this expression that the
Word is said to be originated, let them hear again briefly these
things, since they have forgotten what was said.

(62) If the Son is one of the angels, let “having become” be

used of him and them, and let the Son not differ at all from angels
in nature. Let them be “sons,” or let him be an “angel,” and let
them together all sit on the right hand of the Father. Or with them
all let the Son stand as “a spirit in holy service sent for ministry”
[Heb. 11:14], he himself in the same way as those. But if Paul dis-
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- :ne Son from those originated, saying, “For to which of
t-; did he ever say, you are my Son?” [Heb. 1:5], and this
'-e:cs heaven and earth, but they come into existence from
*: r.e sits with the Father, but they ministering stood

substance of the Word using “having become” but about the
ministry having become through him? For since he is Word, he
became flesh, thus having become man “the more he became bet-
ter” in ministry than the ministry which occurred through angels,
so much the more a son differs from slaves and the fashioner from
the things fashioned. Thus let them stop taking the “having be-
come’” in reference to the substance of the Son, for he is not one of
the originated things. Let them know that it denotes ministry and
an economy which came into existence. But how he became being
better by nature than originated things, the things previously said
disclose. Thus I consider that they should be ashamed. But if they
would be contentious, in view of their most unreasonable audacity
it follows that one should depart from them and set against them
the similar words which have been said about the Father himself,
so that ashamed they would either refrain their tongues from evil
or would know how great the depth of their folly is. Therefore it
has been written, “Be to me a God, a protector and a house of
refuge to save me” [Ps. 31:2] and again, “The Lord became a
refuge for the poor” [Ps. 9:9]; as many such things are found in the
divine Scripture. Therefore, if they say that these things are said
about the Son, which is perhaps somewhat truthful, let them ac-
knowledge that the holy writers ask him to become a help and a
house of refuge, not as one originated; and now let them accept

having become,” “he made,” and “he created” in reference to
ms incarnate presence. For then he became a help and a house of
refuge when “in his body on the cross he bore our sins” [1 Pet.
| 24] and said, “Come to me, all who are tired and burdened, and
I will give you rest” [Matt. 11:28].

(63)  Butif they say that the words are spoken in reference to the

rather, when even here “become” and *“he has become” are writ-
rrn, will they the more attempt to say that God is originated? Yes,
they will dare just as they discuss such things about his Word, for
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the sequence carries them to suppose such things even about the
Father as they imagine about his Word. But may such a thing
never come into the mind of any of the faithful! For neither is the
Son one of the originated nor does the thing written and said thus
“become” and “he became” signify a beginning of being but an
aid which has occurred to those in need. God always is, and he is
the same. But men subsequently have come into existence through
the Word when the Father himself wished it, and God is invisible
and unapproachable to originated things, and especially to men on
earth. Therefore when men who are weak invoke him, when pur-
sued they beg his aid, when harmed they pray, then the invisible
One, a lover of mankind, shines forth through his kindness, which
he does through his own Word and in himself, and more the di-
vine manifestation occurs to each according to the need. It
becomes strength for those who are weak, a refuge and house of
salvation for those pursued. To those harmed he says, “While you
speak, | will say, ‘Behold I am present’” [lsa. 58:9). Therefore
whatever assistance occurs to each through the Son, this each says,
that God has come into existence to himself, because assistance
also comes into existence from God himself through the Word.
The usage of men recognizes this, and everyone will confess that
this is appropriate. Often assistance occurs from men to men—
someone labored for an injured person, as Abraham for Lot [Gen.
14:13-14]; someone else opened his home to the pursued, as Oba-
diah to the sons of the prophets [1 Kings 18:4]; another has given
rest to a stranger, as Lot the angels [Gen. 19:3]; still another sup-
plied those in need, asJob to those who asked him [Job 29:15-16].
Therefore, if each of those who were well-affected might say, “Such
a one became an assistance to me,” and another might say “a
refuge to me” and “to this one a supplier,” when they say these
things, they do not indicate the beginning of origin or the sub-
stance of those who did the good deeds but the kindness which
comes to them from their benefactors. Thus whenever holy ones
would say about God “he became” and “become,” they indicate
not some beginning of origin (for God is without beginning and
unoriginated) but the salvation from him which occurred to men.

(64) But since this is thus noted, it would follow concerning the
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Son that whatever, and how often, would be said such expressions
as “he has become” and “become,” these should preserve the
;ame meaning, so that the statements “having become better than
the angels” and “he has become” should not lead to the conclu-
sion there was some beginning of the becoming of the Word, or to
die fantasy that he is originated, but Paul’s expression should be
-inderstood in regard to his ministry and economy, when he be-
came man. When “the Word became flesh and dwelled among
as” [John 1:14], he came, “that he might minister and might give
salvation to all” [Matt. 20:28]; then he became deliverance for us
and he became life and propitiation. Then his economy on our be-
r.alf “ became better than the angels,” and he became a way and
resurrection. And just as “Be to me a God, a protector” does not
ignify the beginning of the substance of God himself but, as has
oeen said, the love of humankind, thus the expressions *“Having
oecome better than the angels,” “He has become,” and “So
much more has Jesus become a better surety” do signify not that
die substance of the Word is originated (Heaven forbid!) but the
cindness which happened to us from his incarnation, although
reretics might be ungrateful and contentious in regard to their

.mpiety.
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Gregory of % pzianzus’s Third
Theological Oration concerning
the Son

(1) Therefore someone might say these things in demolishing
the Eunomians’ readiness and quickness about the Word, and also
their precariousness in all affairs, but especially in discourse about
God. But some reproof is nothing significant; in fact it is the
easiest thing that everyone wants to do, and it is the character of a
pious and intelligent man to substitute his own judgment. Then
with confidence in the Holy Spirit, who is dishonored by the Eu-
nomians but worshiped by us, let us bring into the light our own
opinions about the deity—whatever they are—as a noble and
opportune offspring. Not that at other times we have been silent,
for on this matter we are vigorous and generous. But now even
more freely we speak the truth, so that we should not, shrinking
back—as it was written—be reckoned in condemnation [Heb.
10:38-39]. Since every argument is twofold, preparing its own de-
fense and overthrowing its rival, and we earlier put forth our own
position, we will attempt to overturn opposing views. We will do
this in as few words as possible, so that the statements become
intelligible, just as the argument they introduced and designed to
deceive the more foolish and silly, and so that the remarks are not
dispersed by the length of the argument, as water, not restricted by
i channel, flows and spreads over a plain.

(2) The three oldest opinions about God are anarchy, govern-
ment of the many, and monarchy. The first two were toyed with by
me children of the Greeks—and let them so play. Anarchy is dis-
:rderly, and government of the many is seditious and thus anar-
mical and thus disorderly. Both result in the same thing—indisci-
:ime—and this leads to dissolution, for indiscipline is the practice
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of dissolution. Monarchy is the opinion honored by us, yet a moc-
archy which one person does not determine, for it is possible tnat
the one being in dispute with itself comes into a state of many. It
is a monarchy composed of an equality of honor of nature, a con-
cord of mind, identity of movement, and a convergence of things
from it to the one, which is impossible for originated nature, so
that it differs in number but there is no severance in substance.
Therefore, solitary from the beginning, it moved into duality and
it took its place as Trinity, and this is for us the Father and Son and
Holy Spirit. The Father is the begetter and producer, but I mean
without passion, timelessly and incorporeally. The Son is the off-
spring, and the Spirit the product. | do not know how to name
them, altogether removing visible things. We will not dare to
mention an overflow of goodness, which a certain Greek philos-
opher had the audacity to say, as if a certain bowl overflows. He has
spoken plainly in those words in his philosophical works about the
first and second cause. Then let us not introduce the generation as
involuntary, as some natural superfluity, hard to hold, least appro-
priate for opinions about deity. Thus stopping at our limits, we
introduce the unbegotten and the begotten’aml the bne which
proceeds from the Father, as somewhere God himself, also the
Word, says [John 15:26].

3) Therefore, when did these come into existence? They are

beyond “when.” But if it is necessary to say something even vig-
orously—when the Father did. And when did the Father come into
existence? There was not when he was not. And this is the case
with the Son and the Holy Spirit. Ask me again, and again 1 will
answer you. When was the Son begotten? When the Father was
not begotten. When did the Spirit proceed? When the Son was not
proceeding but was timelessly begotten and beyond reason. And
though we are not able suggest what is beyond time, we wish to
escape from a temporal image. “When,” before,” *“after.” and
“from the beginning’’ are not independent of time, as much as we
try to force it, unless we would take the age, the internal coexten-
sive with eternal things, not divided or measured by some move-
ment or by the course of the sun, as time is. Then how are they not
unoriginated if coeternal? Because they are from him, even if they
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~g as for its beginning it is referred to the Father. Therefore, in
reference to the cause, they are not without beginning. But it is
.ear that the cause is not by all means older than those things of
which it is the cause. The sun is not older than its light. By some
means they are without beginning in reference to time, even if you
*care the simpler people, for the sources of time are not under
time.

4 How then is the generation not with passion? Because it is

mcorporeal. For if corporeal generation is passionate, incorporeal
rrneration is impassionate. But in turn I will ask you, how is he
God if a creature? For God is not that which is created—Ilest |
mould say that here too in passion—if it should be taken corpore-
ity, as time, conception, thought, hope, pain, danger, failure,
:zerection, all which and more than these are in reference to crea-
con, as is very clear to all. I wonder that you do not dare this, to
-ink of certain individuals united in wedlock, and times of con-
rption and dangers of miscarriage, as if it was not possible for the
Father to beget unless he begot in this way. Or again | wonder,
:- ruing up some begotten of birds, creatures of land and sea, that
-:u did not dare to subsume divine and unutterable generation
-cider some one of these, or that you did not dare to take the Son
i-way by your new supposition. You are not able to understand that
the degree to which his generation according to the flesh is dif-
ucent—for where have you known among your own a virgin
- ether of God?—to this degree even his spiritual generation dif-
rather, the degree to which his being is not the same as ours,
this degree even his spiritual generation is removed. The degree
-hich his being is not the same as ours, to this degree even his
rrneration differs.
5) Who then is the Father who never began? Someone who has
> even begun his being. For whom there is a beginning of being,
mere is also a beginning of being a father. Therefore he did not
iter become a Father, for he has no beginning. Rightfully he is
‘idler because he is not also Son. Just as rightfully he is Son
localise he is not also Father. For these titles are not rightfully ours
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because we are both. We are not one more than the other. We are
from both. Not one, so that we are divided and little by little we
become men, and perhaps not men, and such ones as we did not
wish, leaving and being left. Thus only the fashions of things re-
main, bereft of the facts. But an opponent says, “The expression
itself ‘he begot’ and ‘he has been begotten’—what other idea do
they introduce than a beginning of generation?” Therefore, what
if we should say not this but rather “He had been begotten from
the beginning,’’ so that we should easily escape your superfluous
and time-loving opposition. Then will you bring Scripture against
us on the grounds that we are fabricating something against Scrip-
ture and the truth? What is this? It is very clear to all that when
things are mentioned with reference to time, many things are pro-
posed in reverse order, and especially in the custom of Scripture,
not only with the past tense and the present but even in the future.
For example, “Why have the nations raged?’’ [Ps. 2:1]—for not
yet had they raged; and, “They will pass through the river on
foot’” [Ps. 66:6]—which thing they have crossed through. How
long it would take to count up all such uses of language, such uses
which have been observed by the industrious.

(6) So much on this. But such is their next item, and how very
contentious and detestable it is. They state that he begot the Son
either voluntarily or involuntarily. Then they suppose that they
bind us on both sides with words, yet the cords are not strong but
very rotten. For if, as they say, he was involuntarily ruled by some
power, who rules over him? And how is he God, if he has been ruled
over? But if the Son is voluntarily a son of will, then how is he from
the Father? And they fashion a new kind of mother, the will, in-
stead of the Father. Therefore this point is pleasing to them, name-
ly, that in saying this they withdraw from passion and flee for
refuge to will. For will is not passion. Second, let us see their strong
element in whatever they say. It is best sooner to engage them in a
closer struggle. You yourself who speak whatever you would wish,
were you brought into existenceTrom your father voluntarily or in-
voluntarily? If involuntarily,Tie was ruled over, by force. And who
was it who ruled him? You will not say nature, for nature has mod-
eration. But if voluntarily, your father has perished through a few
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Tables, for you have been shown to be a son of will, not of a
:iiher. But | pass over to God and creatures, and | put your ques-
jon to your wisdom. Did he voluntarily bring all things into ex-
-f-ence, or was he forced? If forced, here too is tyranny, and one
*no ruled by power. But if voluntarily, the creatures were deprived

: God, and you before the others, who discover such reasonings
ind devise such things. Will as a wall is set up in the midst of
rsrablisher and creature. But | think that he who wishes and the act

: willing are different; so also he who begets and generation, he
who speaks and the word—unless we are drunken. On the one
rand is he who moves, and on the other, for instance, movement.
~rerefore that which has been wished is not will, for it does not
-' Jgether follow. That which has been begotten is not from gen-
-‘xuon. That which has been heard is not from pronunciation, but

him who wishes, begot, and spoke. But the things of God
ir.scend all things, with whom perhaps the will of begetting is
iteration, but there is nothing in the middle (if we should en-

t « accept this, but not accept that generation is better than

Are you willing that I should play some even with ‘‘Father’’?

m t is because of you that | am able to dare such things. God is

- rather voluntarily or involuntarily. How will you escape your
rxtenty? If voluntarily, when did he begin to wish? It was
refore he existed, for there is nothing before him. Or did part

r ~ will and another part was willed? Then he is divided. Ac-
i_ag to you, as an excuse, how is he not of will? But if involun-
:ar T what forced him into being? How is he God, if he has been
and these things are nothing other than the very being of

How then was he begotten? How was he created, if, accord-

14 1 tou, he was created? This is part of the same difficulty. Per-
tou might say by will and word, but are you not yet saying

» TTTthing, for how has the will and the word the power of a deed?

- remains to be said. For man was not thus created.

» Then how was he begotten? His generation would be noth-

, a: ifit was grasped by you who do not know even your own

? ...”™jnor have grasped some little part of it—so little that you
ashamed to speak—then do you suppose that you know all?
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You would be much weary before you would discover the relations
of construction, form, and appearance, and the bond of the soul to
the body, mind to soul, reason to mind, movement, growth,
assimilation of food, sense, memory, recollection, and the other
things from which you have been composed—which are of the soul
and body together, which belong to the soul and body indepen-
dently, which receive from one another. For those whose maturity
is later, their relations are from the time of generation. Tell, what
are they? Not even then should you inquire into the generation of
God. It is not safe. For if you know your own generation, not by
any means do you know "'God’s generation. The degree to which
God is harder to trace than man, to a greater degree the heavenly
generation is more incomprehensible than your own. But if you say
that it has not been grasped by you, and for this reason he has not
been begotten, then your hour has come to strike off your list
many things which exist, which you have not grasped, and before
all things God himself. For you are not able to say whatever he is,
even if you are very daring and excessively arrogant. Throw off your
flowings and divisions and cuttings, your thinking of incorporeal
nature as if corporeal. Then perhaps you would think something
worthy of the generation of God. How was he begotten? Again
with displeasure | will say this same thing. Let the generation of
God be honored by silence. Learning that he was begotten is a
great thing for you. Bjat we will not acquiesce that the angels
understand~how it was, so that we will not acquiesce that you
discern it. Do you wish that | should suggest how it was? The
Father who begot knows how it was, and the Son who was begot-
ten. Beyond these things, it is hidden by a cloud, escaping your
dim sightedness.

(9) Then has he begotten one who exists or one who does not
exist? The discussion is nonsense. These are matters about you and
me, who on the one hand were existing as something, as Levi in the
loins of Abraham [Heb. 7:10], and on the other hand as that which
came into existence. Thus in a certain way our condition was that
of existing things and nonexisting things. It is contrariwise with
material with a beginning which certainly was composed from non-
existing things, although some will recast it to be unoriginated.

Gregory of Nazianzus's Third Theological Oration

rut here “to have been begotten” is even from the beginning in
agreement with “to be.” So where will you put this dilemma-
busing question? For what is older than that which is from the
tginning, so that there we should place the previous being of the
>:n or the nonbeing? In both ways the fact of being from the be-
rinning is destroyed, unless, when we ask again, you would run
~e risk of saying that the Father is from being and nonbeing, or
“~ofold, partly being before and partly being, or to be in the same
u>e with the Son, that is, to be from nonexisting things. This is
recause of your sportive questions and your edifices from sand
-rich do not remain firm with breezes [Matt. 7:26-27]. | accept
t.ther of these, and I say that your inquiry is an absurdity, but
- difficult to encounter. If it seems necessary to you, according to
ur dialectic opinions, that one of these choices is always true,

- ~n receive from me a little question. Is time in time, or is it not
' ume? If, therefore, it is in time, in what time? And what is it
resides time? And how is it superior? But if it is not in time, what
the uncommon wisdom that introduces timelessness into time?

- rd about the phrase “1 now am telling a falsehood,” grant one
- t.-native. Either it is true or it is false, for we will not grant both.
.- it is not possible. For either telling a falsehood he is speaking
m; truth, or telling the truth he is speaking a falsehood. This must
re Therefore, what is wonderful, as it were, that opposites agree
- 30th are falsehoods, and so to you the wise idea will appear
«:_sh? Still solve for me one riddle. Were you present for your
*'* generation? And are you now present? Or is neither the case?
- *ou were and are present, as who and with whom? And how
t you the one become both? If neither of the things said is the
how are you separate from yourself? What is the cause of the

- Jung? Itis boorish to be officious about the one, if he is pres-

: himself or not. For these things are said about others, not
brif Know well, it is more boorish to settle the question of that
:xen from the beginning, if it was before generation or was
F:r this is a subject concerning those things divisible in time.
But they state that the unbegotten and the begotten are

-~e same thing. Ifthis is the case, the Son is not the same as the
-ct: It is obvious that this reasoning removes the Son or the
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Father from the deity (why is it necessary to mention it?). If “unbe-
gotten” is the substance of God, “begotten” is not. Yet if the
opposite is true, “unbegotten” is not. What reasoning speaks
against this? Then, O empty theologian, select whatever impieties
you will, if you are completely earnest to act impiously. How then
do you say that the unbegotten and the begotten are not the same?
If you mean the uncreated and the created are not the same, | ac-
cept this, for that which is without beginning and that which is
created are not the same by nature. But if you mean that which has
begotten and that which has been begotten are not the same, the
comment is not accurate, for by every necessity they are the same.
The nature, of the offspring is this: it is the same according to na-
ture to the one who has begotten it. Or again, how do you intend
the unbegotten and the begotten? If you mean the very ingener-
ateness and generation, they are not the same. But if you refer to
those who do these things, how are they not the same? Unwisdom
and wisdom in and of themselves are not the same; but in relation
to man, they are related to the same thing. They do not mark off
substance, but they are marked off in relation to the substance it-
self. Then are immortality, guilelessness, and immutability the
substance of God? If this is the case, there are many substances of
God, and not one, or the nature of God is composite. He is not
these things without composition, if they are substances.

(11) They do not mean these things, for they are also in common
with other things. But that which is of God alone and peculiar, this
is his substance. Those who bring matter and form together as un-
begotten would not acquiesce that the unbegotten is of God alone.
(Let us cast further off the darkness of the Manichees). Let it be of
God alone. But what about Adam? Is he not alone an image of
God? You will say, certainly. Then is he the only man? By no
means. Why? Because mankind does not consist of molding. That
which has been begotten is man. Thus not only that which is un-
begotten is God, although he is the FatlieFalone,but accept that
even the begotten is God, forheisof God, even if you are too fond
of the term “unbegotten.” Then how do you express God’s sub-
stance not as the thesis of that which is but as the denial of that
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which is not. The argument discloses that he is not begotten; it
does not present whatlsthe nature or condition of that which has
-.0 generation. Therefore, what is the substance of God? You who
are officious about generation, it is part of your madness to express
this. But for us it will be a great thing if even later we would learn
:t, when for us the darkness and thickness are destroyed, as the
promise of him who does not lie. Let this be thought and hoped
for by those who are being purified for this. We will be bold
enough to say that if it is a great thing for the Father to be without
beginning, it is not less for the Son to be from such a Father, for he
would partake of the glory of him who is uncaused, because he is
from him who is uncaused, and there is the added fact of genera-
tion—a thing so great and thus awesome to those who are not en-
tirely earthbound and material in mentality.

(12) But ifjhey say that according to substance the Son is the
same, but that the Father is unbegotten, the Son will also be un-
oegotten. Well said, if the substance of God is unbegotten so he
would be a certain new mixture, begotten-unbegotten. But if the
difference is in outside substance, why do you state this as firm? Or
are you your father’s father, so that in no way you are inferior to
vour father, since according to substance you are the same? Or is it
clear that we will seek the substance of God, whatever it is, if we
will seek it, although the specific character remains inviolable.
Thus you should learn that unbegotten and God are not the same.
If they were the same, it would be absolutely necessary that, since
God is God of some one (a relative term) that unbegotten also be
:f some one (a relative term). Or since unbegotten is of no one (an
ibsolute term), God necessarily must be of some one. The same
:erms are similarly applied. But unbegotten is not a relative term,
for to what is it relative? And of what is God the God? Of all
-jungs. Then how would God and unbegotten be the same thing?
And again, since the unbegotten and the begotten are contrary to
‘ne another as a certain state and privation, it is necessary to con-

ude that substances have been introduced to one another, being
‘nntrary, which very thing has not been given. Or again, since cer-
tain states are prior to privations, and privations are destructive of
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certain states, is it necessary that the Son’s substance be prior to the
substance of the Father and also be destroyed by the Father, at
least on your suppositions?

(13) Still, what inevitable argument remains for them? Perhaps
they would flee to this last of all: if God has not stopped beget-
ting, generation is imperfect, and when will he stop? But if he has
stopped, he certainly began. Again, carnal individuals have carnal
thoughts. But | do not yet say whether he has eternal generation or
not, not until | will examine exactly “Before all hills, he begets
me” [Prov. 8:25]. But | do not see the necessity of the argument. If
according to them that which stopped had begun, then that which
will not stop had not begun. Therefore, what will they declare
about the soul or the nature of angels? If it had begun, it will also
stop. But if it will not stop, it is clear according to them that it had
not begun. But it had begun and it will not stop. According to
them, that which will stop had not begun. Therefore our argument
is as follows: just as in the instance of a horse, ox, or man, of each
of them under the same species, there is one principle. Whatever
would partake of the principle, this also properly is to be men-
tioned. Whatever would not partake, this is not to be mentioned
and is not properly to be mentioned. So there is one substance of
God, one nature and name, even if names are differentiated by
certain determined thoughts. Whatever would be properly said,
this is God; and whatever he would be according to nature, this he
is truly named, if truth for us is not in names but in facts. But they,
having feared lest any stone be unturned against truth, confess
that the Son is God, when they are forced by argument and the
witnesses of Scripture, but as a namesake sharing only the name.

(14) But when we bring a charge against them: What is this?
The Son is not properly God, just as a drawing is not the animal
itself? Therefore how is he God, if not properly God? They say,
What prevents these things from being ambiguous and both prop-
erly stated? And they will mention to us a dog—meaning a beast
and afish, “dog” being ambiguous and stated properly, for there
is something and such a species among the ambiguous, and some
other thing uses the same name, and shares in it equally, though
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differing by nature. But here, O dear friend, placing the two na-
tures under the same name, you do not admit that one is better
than the other, or that one is prior and the other later, or that the
one is more and the other less as regards this which is said. There is
no connection which offers this necessity to them. One is not a dog
more than the other, and one less, as the “sea” dog than “land”
dog, or on the contrary the “land” dog than the “sea” dog. Why
should they be, and according to what reason? The commonality of
name is among things both of equal honor and differences. But
nere you yoke an object of worship with God, who is beyond every
substance and nature; this is an attribute of God alone and as if the
nature of divinity, and you then give this to the Father. But you
defraud and subject the Son, assigning to him secondary matters of
nonor and worship, and even if in written words you freely give
equality, in fact you mutilate his divinity and villainously pass over
from a verbal identity with equality to one binding unequal
things, so that for you a man in writing and a living man proximate
divinity, rather than the dogs of the illustration. Or else, grant to
noth just as a commonality of name so an equal honor of natures,
even if you introduced these as differences, and you have destroyed
the reference to the dogs which you invented as an example of in-
equality. What is the advantage of ambiguity and dogs—not that
tou would prove equality but inequality. How would anyone
fighting with himself and divinity be more refuted?

(15)  But if, when we say that the Father is greater than the Son

in reference to cause, they assume as a premise that he is the cause
rv nature and then they infer that he is the greater by nature, then
do not know whether they are by false reasoning cheating them-
selves or the ones against whom there is the argument. For not
msolutely can all things predicated of a class be also predicated of
each that composes it, but it is clear different particulars that be-
ing to different ones. What hinders me is this proposition that
me Father is greater by nature—then the addition—but not en-
_'ely by nature greater nor father—with its inference from this
mat the greater is not entirely greater nor the Father entirely
miner. But if you wish it in this way: God is substance, but the
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substance is not altogether God. You yourself infer from what
follows: God is not altogether God. But, I think, this is the fallacy
in an argument from the conditioned to the absolute, as in the
custom for those who speak technically about these things. For
when we grant “greater” to the nature of his cause, they apply
‘“‘the greater’’ to the nature. Just as if we would say that such aone
was a dead man, they themselves simply apply it to mean that he
was a man.

(16) But how should we rush past the following, which is
less admirable than the things said? They say that the Father is a
name of substance or action, so binding us on both sides. Ifwe say
a name of substance they will agree that the Son is of another sub-
stance since the substance of God is one, and this, as they say, the
Father has taken possession of previously. But if we say a name of
action, clearly we will confess that the Son is a work but not an off-
spring. For where there is the worker, there is that which is worked
upon. And they will say that they wonder how the thing which is
made is the same as he who made it. Even | myself would exceed-
ingly fear your division if it was necessary to accept one or the other

{of the two and not rather to escape the two to state a third more
|true,”that the Father is a name neither oCasubstance, O most
clever onesTnor of an action, but that the Father is the name ofihe
reTation irTwhich the Father is to the Son or the Son to the Father.
For, as among us, the titles themselves make known a genuine and
suitable thing. Even here they indicate the identity of nature of the
one begotten to that which begot. But let it be your pleasure: the
Father is a certain substance. This will bring in with it the Son; it
will not estrange him according to common thoughts and the
power of these names. And let it be a name of action, if this seems
good. You will not thus convict us. This result itself of action
would be the bomoousion, for if otherwise the understanding of
action in this case would be absurd. You see how we escape your
perversions, although you wish to fight wickedly. But since we
have known your invincibility in arguments and perversions, let us
look at your strength from divine sayings if then you would take
from them to persuade us.
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@an From their great and exalted discourses we have discovered

md preached the deity of the Son. What discourses are these?
Namely, God, the Word, who was in the beginning, with the be-
ginning, the beginning. “In the beginning was the Word and the
Cord was with God and the Word was God” [John 1:1] and
With you is the beginning” [Ps. 110:3] and “He who calls her a
reginning from generations” [lsa. 41:4]. Then there is the only-
regotten Son, “the only-begotten Son, who is in the bosom of the
rather, that one has declared him” [John 1:18]. A way, truth, life,
.ght: “I am the way, the truth, and the life” [John 14:6] and “I
mn the light of the world” [John 8:12], Wisdom, power: “Christ,
me power of God and the wisdom of God” [1 Cor. 1:24], Reflec-
on, impress, image, seal: ‘‘He who is a reflection of the glory and
me impress of his hypostasis™ [Heb. 1:3] and “image of good-
ness” [Wisd. of Sol. 7:26] and “ God the Father sealed him™ [John
: 27]. Lord, King, he who is, the all-sovereign: “The Lord rained
fire from the Lord” [Gen. 19:24] and “The scepter of your king-
:om is a scepter of justice” [Ps. 45:6] and “He who is, who was,
mid the one who comes, and the all-sovereign” [Rev. 1:8]. These
statements are clearly about the Son, as there are many of identical
rower as these, none of which is an addition or added later to the
Son or the Spirit or to the Father himself. For perfection is not
mom addition. There was not when he was Wordless, or when he
was not the Father. Nor was there when he was not true, not wis-
dom, not powerful, not lacking life or splendor or goodness.
18) But against these you count for me phrases indicating ig-
rranee. “My God and your God” [John 20:17], “greater™ [John
4:28], “he created” [Prov. 8:22], “he made” [Acts 2:36], “he
imetified” [John 10:36]. And, if you wish, “slave” [Phil. 2:7],
obedient” [Phil. 2:8], “he gave” [John 18:11], “he learned”
4eb. 5:8], “he was ordered” [John 5:36], “he is not able of him-
self to do anything” [John 8:28], or to say “to judge” [John 8:15],
:0 give” [Matt. 20:23], “to wish” [John 5:20]. And also there are
mese: ignorance [Mark 13:32], subjection [Luke 2:51], prayer [Luke
21], request [Luke 22:41], advance [Luke 2:40], becoming perfect
4eb. 2:10], If you wish, add many more lowly than these: sleep
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[Matt. 8:24], hunger [Matt. 21:28], exhaustion [John 4:6], weeping
[John 11:35], striving, submitting [Luke 22:44], Perhaps you would
reproach his cross and death. For you think it best to leave to me
the resurrection and ascension, since among these something is
found that befits our side. And even in addition to these you could
babble about many things, if you would wish to put together your
ambiguous and interpolated god, but a God who is for us true and
equal in honor. It is not difficult to go through in turn each of
these and to interpret to you most piously and to clear away the
cause of stumbling in the texts—that is, if you are actually stum-
bling and not willingly doing evil. In short, apply the higher
things to the Godhead, to the nature better than sufferings and
the body. But apply the more humble things to the compounded
one, who has been emptied for your sake and has become incar-
nate. It is nothing worse to say ‘‘And he became man and then has
"been exalted” in order that you, when you have dismissed your
sensual and fruitless teaching, would learn to be more lofty and to
rise with the Godhead. You would not be content among visible
things, but you would rise together with things of thought, and
you would know what is the law of his nature and what is the law of
his economy.

(19) This one who now is disdained by you was once and was
above you. He who is now a human being was also uncompound-
ed. That which he was, he continued; but that which he was not,
he assumed. In the beginning he was without cause, for who is the
cause of God? But laterliecauseTif afcausehe came into existence.
associated with flesh through the means of the mind, and became
a human being, the God below. (This cause was the salvation of
insolent you, you who on this account despised his deity so that he
received your materiality. Thus he was mixed with God and be-
came one, the better conquered, so that I might become God as he
became man. He was begotten and born, from a woman but a vir-
gin. There were two elements: one human, one divine. Humanly
he was fatherless! divinelynewas”™notherless. But the whole is of
the deity. He was in the womb, but he was known by the prophet,
even himself being in the womb, leaping before the Word, on
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~:count of whom he came into being [Luke 1:41], He was wrapped

swaddling clothes, but he tore off the clothes of the grave when
-c arose [Luke 24:12]. He was placed in a manger, but he was glori-
fied by angels [Luke 2:9] and disclosed by a star and worshiped by
-ise men. Why do you stumble over that which is seen, not look-
_ng at that which is thought? He was banished into Egypt, but he
:inished the idols of the Egyptians. He did not have form or beau-
.. among the Jews, but to David he was, in the prime of life, more
reautiful than the sons of men [Isa. 53:2]; but on the mountain he
fashed forth, and he became more radiant than the sun, leading
.? into the mysteries of the future [Matt. 17:2].

(20) He was baptized as a human being, but he remitted sins as
Tod; he did not require purifications himself but that he might
inctify the waters. He was tempted as a human being, but he con-
guered as God; he exhorts us to be of good cheer, because he has

~quered the world [John 16:33]. He hungered, but he nourished
thousands; he is heaven’s bread of life. He thirsted, but he shout-
ed, “‘If anyone thirsts, let him come to me and let him drink”

nn 6:35]. He also offered springs of water to believers. He was
_red, but he is a rest for the weary and heavy-laden [Matt. 11:28].
He was overcome with sleep, but he was lifted on the sea; he re-
cked the winds, and he lifted up Peter, who was being sub-
- erged [Matt. 14:24, 31]. He pays taxes, but from afish; he is king
:f those who demand them [Matt. 17:27]. As a Samaritan and a
temoniac, he listens, but he saves the one who came down from
rrusalem and fell among thieves [John 8:48; Luke 10:30-37]; he is
cognized by demons and drives them away; he immerses a legion
=Dints and sees the prince of demons falling as lightning [Mark
He is stoned, but he is not conquered [John 8:59]. He prays,

he listens. He weeps, but he stops tears. He asks where Lazarus

for he was ahuman being; but he raises Lazarus, for he was God
jolm 11:34, 35, 43]. He is_gold, and aiuajyerv low price—thimt
rs of silver—but he redeems the world, and at a great cost: his
Hood. As a sheep he is led to the slaughter, but he is shep-

-t'd of Israel and now the entire world [Isa. 53:7; Ps. 80:1]. As a
-~ b. he is speechless, but he is the Word, announced by the voice
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of him who cries in the wilderness. He bears infirmity and is
wounded, but he heals every disease and every weakness [Matt.
9:35). He is lifted up to the tree, he is affixed to the cross, but he
will restore us by the tree of life [Rev. 22:2; Gen. 2:9]. He saves
even the robber being crucified; he made dark every visible thing.
He is given sour wine to drink; he is fed gall. Who is this? He who
has turned water into wine, the destroyer of bitter taste, sweetness
and every desire [Song of Sol. 5:16]. He hands over his soul, but he
has the power to receive it again; the veil is torn, for the heavenly
things are exhibited; the rocks are split; the dead rise [Matt.
27:51-52], He dies, but he makes alive, and by his death he de-
stroys death. He is buried, but he arises. He goes down into hell,
but he leads up the souls. He goes up into heaven, and he will
come to judge the living and dead, to test such words as yours. But
these things create for you the pretext of error; those things de-
molish your error.

(21) These things are for the sake of those who are fond of rid-
dles among us. We did not willingly reply, for frivolity and the
opposition of arguments are not sweet for the faithful. One adver-
sary is enough, but we replied of necessity, because of those who
break in (since medicines are for the sake of the ill), so that they
would see that they are not all-knowing nor unconquerable in
superfluous things that make the Gospel void. When we, leaving
the faith, would put forth the power of argument and destroy the
credibility of the Spirit by inquiries, then the argument becomes
weaker than the greatness of the topics—and it will always be
weaker, because it is motivated by the weak instrument of our
mind—what happens? The weakness of the argument appears to
be part of the mystery, and thus the cleverness of the argument
declares the nullification of the cross, as Paul also teaches [1 Cor.
1:17]. For faith is the completion of our argument, but he who
announces bonds of the universe and looses the things held fast, he
who put it in our minds to break apart the knots of forced beliefs,
may he, especially after he changed these individuals, make them
to be faithful instead of logic-choppers, and Christians instead of
that which they are now named. We then exhort this, we beg, on
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behalf of Christ. Become reconciled to God and do not quell the
Spirit [2 Cor. 5:20]. Rather, may Christ be reconciled to you, and
may the Spirit inflame you, although it is late. But if you are very
fond of strife, may we preserve for our very selves the Trinity and
be saved by the Trinity, remaining uncorrupted and void of of-
fense until the more perfect display of those things which are
desired, in him Christ our Lord, to whom be glory into the ages.
Amen.
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Gregory of Nyssa’s

Concerning We Should

Think of Saying That There Are
Not Three Gods to Ablabius

'z is right that you, who are in the prime of every interior®
rsource, contend against the enemies of truth and do not shrink
r:m your toils, so that we as fathers might be cheered by the noble
jj:or of our children. The law of nature lays down this very thing
u a principle. But since you have turned the battle array and re-
vised against us the assaults of barbs, which those opposed to
ruth throw, and you exhort that with the shield of faith the soli-
arv hot coals be extinguished by us old men (Ps. 120:4) and the
-arpened arrows of so-called knowledge be removed, we accept
re injunction. Thus we become for you a model of ready obedi-
*r:e. so that you would yourself supply to us in turn an equal pay-
ment for like injunctions if at some time we might call you to such
icflicts, O Ablabius, noble soldier of Christ.

This is not a minor subject which you have put forward for us,

> is it such a kind to cause slight damage, if it were not met with

1t:~:ung review. The force of the inquiry necessarily brings one.
one of two altogetherTncompatible positions. One is accord-

ng to common opinion: to say'that there are three gods, which is 4
w kr 1 The other: not to bear witness to the deity of the Son and
Spirit, which is ungodly and absurd. Your statement is of such

- d: Peter, James, and John, being in one humanity, are called

“ men. And it is not absurd that those united according to

_re. if they are several, be counted in the plural on the basis of
zc :erm “nature.” If therefore usage here permits this, and no

m- forbids the statement of two as two or of three as beyond two,

- :n reference to the mystical beliefs in the confession that

m"" are three hypostases, and the claim that there is no difference
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between them, in nature,_do we struggle somehow with the confes-
sion by declaring there is one deity of Father, Son, and Spirit but
by forbidding the statement that there are three gods?

As | said before, the topic has much that is hard to manage. But
if we might find something by which the ambiguity of our mind
will be supported, so that in this strange dilemma it no longer
doubts and gneves7it would be well. But if our reasoning would be
proven unequal to the task, we will guard the tradition we received
from the fathers as always firm and immovable. We will seek from
the Lord the word of faith as an advocate. If this would be found
by anyone of those who have the grace, we will give thanks to him
who gave the grace. If not, nevertheless, on the basis of what is
known we will keep the unchangeable faith.

Why then in our usage, when we reckon those who are shown to
be one in nature, do we name them in the plural? We say that the
men are so many and that not all are “one,” but in reference to
the divine nature the argument of doctrine rejects the multitude of
gods and counting the hypostases does not admit a plural mean-
ing.

If someone were speaking superficially to simpler minds, he
would seem to say that the argument in fleeing the likeness of
Greek polytheism shuns counting the gods by number, so that no
one would think there is a commonality of doctrine between the
Greeks and us, if like them, we counted the divinity not in the
singular but in the plural. This statement to the more simple
would perhaps appear to be something. But with reference to those
who seek that for themselves, one of the two propositions should
stand—either not to confess the deity of the three, or to name the
three together as those who share the same deity—and such a reply
does not resolve the question. Therefore it is necessary that the
answer be made more fully and that as much as possible we trace
the truth. The topic is not about ordinary things.

First, we acknowledge that there is an abuse of usage when those
who are not determined by nature, according to the term itself, are
named in the plural, and when it is said that there are many men
It is similar to saying that there are many human natures. That
such is the case is clear to us from what follows. When summoning
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:meone, we do not address him by his nature, for the common
maracter of the name would produce a certain error, since each
mrarer thinks he himself is the one summoned because the callingy
not by the peculiar name but by the common name of the
-ature. But we separate him from the many by saying the word
««reuliarly imposed on him (I mean the signification of the
-meet), for there are many who shared the nature—for example,
i-jciples, apostles, martyrs—but one is the “man” in all, if as has
*rm said “man” does not mean the peculiarity of each but the
mmon nature. For Luke or Stephan is a man. But if anyone is a
r_an. is he not by any means Luke or Stephan.
Bat through' the perceived peculiarities, the topic of the indi- T
rAuaT”*hypostases) a”~rnltTjistinction amT/Tviewed in number”
-ding to combination. But the nature is one; it is united to
undivided, a precisely undivided unit, not increased
_gh addition, not decreased through subtraction, but being
nd remaining one, even if it would appear in a multitude,
:ded, continuous, perfect, and not divided by those who in-
_ally share it. And just as a people, acommon folk, an army,
in assembly is always mentioned as singular but each is dis-
i-rered in the plural, so in accord with the most precise reasoning
man” properly should be said as one (singular), even if those
ji'wn to be in the same nature would be plural. Thus it would be
~-in better to improve our blundered usage and no longer extend
* name for nature to the plural than for us enslaved to carry over
* dentical error even to divine doctrine. But since the improve-
neot of usage is impractical (How would anyone be persuaded not
a. many men when they are shown to be of the same nature?
. ige is always unchangeable) in reference to the lower nature, in
:rposing the current usage, we would not be far wrong. There
- >sshere from the wrong employment of words. But in refer-
— * divine doctrine, the indifferent employment of words is no
mokt similarly, without danger, for here “minor” points are not

~:?:efore one God must be confessed by us according to the
» -rssof Scripture, “Hear, Israel, the Lord your God is one Lord”
Ir_: 6:4), even if the word “deity” extends through the holy
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Trinity. But | say these things according to the reasoning given by
us in reference to human nature, by which we have learned that it
is necessary to extend the word for nature to the plural. But the
word for deity must be scrutinized more accurately by us, so that
through the significance inherent in the term there might be some
assistance in regard to the truth of the subject under discussion.
Therefore the word for deity seems to many peculiarly to be
fixed on God’s nature. As the heaven, the sun, or some other of
the elements of the world is explained by peculiar names which
signify the subjects, so they say in reference to the highest and
divine nature that the word for deity has been suitably adapted, as
some proper name, to that which is made clear. But we, following
the suggestions of Scripture, have learned that the divine nature is
unnameable and unutterable. We say that every name, whether it
has been invented from human usage or handed down from Scrip-
ture, is an interpretation of the things thought about divine nature
and does not encompass the significance of the nature itself.
This state of affairs could be shown without much diligent
study. Anyone would find that the remaining nhames—as many as
refer to creation, and quite apart from any deviation—by chance
are well-fitted to the subjects. However, we are content that things
are noted by their names, so that we escape confession in our
knowledge of those things. But as many names as there are for
guidance to divine knowledge, each contains its peculiar meaning,
and you would not find any term among the names more fitting to
God without some meaning. Thus it is shown from this that the
divine nature itself is not noted by any of the names, but that
something of its characteristics is made known through the state-
ments. For we state, perchance, that the divine is incorruptible, or
powerful, or as many other things as it is customary to say. But we
find in each of the names a peculiar reflection suitable to be
thought and said about the divine nature, but not signifying what
that nature is according to its substance. Whatever this is, it is in-
corruptible, but the idea of the incorruptible is this: that which it
is, is not to be reconciled with corruptibility. Therefore, in saying
that it is incorruptible, we say that his nature is that which does not
sufferrSuTwe”iaye™hot suggested what it is that does not suffer
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corruption. Thus if we would say it is that which makes alive, al-
though we have signified what it does by its name, we have not
made known by the word the thing which does it. And according
to the same reasoning, we find in all the other instances that the
.gnificance connected with divine names is either in their forbid-
ding the incorrect knowledge in reference to the divine nature or in
meir teaching that which is correct. But we do not find them en-
:ompassing an explanation of the nature itself.

Therefore, then, observing the various activities of the trans-
:endent power from each of the activities known to us, we fit to-
gether the names. This one is activity-energy, viewing and seeing a
mmon we speak of God, and as someone might say, beholding.
Accordingly he sees all things and oversees all, as he sees the
-noughts when he passes through even invisible things by his
cower of viewing. Thus we have assumed that “deity” has been
m"med from “view” (theotes from thea) and our observer is
named God from custom and the teaching of Scripture.

But if someone agrees that to view and to see is the same thing,
and that the God who oversees all both is and is called overseer of
i_i. let him calculate God’s energy activity, whether it is present in

r.e of the persons believed to be in the holy Trinity or whether the
rower pervades through the three. N

if the interpretation of deity is true, and visible things are be-
*eld, and that which beholds is called God, then not reasonably
*: old any of the persons in the Trinity be separated from such a
came because of the significance of the name. Scripture bears

cess to the seeing equally of the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. ’
>¥e God, our protector,” says David [Ps. 84:9]. From this we
run that, as far as God is thought out, the activity of sight is ap-
>+ pnate to God. David said, “See, God.” But also Jesus sees the
- -ghts of those who pass sentence on him, since by his supreme
c-chority he remits men’s sins. For it states, “Jesus, having seen
- rir thoughts” [Matt. 9:4], And concerning the Spirit, Peter says

Ananias, “Why has Satan filled your heart so you are false to the
- : « Spirit?” [Acts 5:3]. This reveals that the Holy Spirit was a
r_- nfiil and knowledgeable witness of the things dared in secret by
Acj_mas. It was through the Spirit that these things done in secret
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were disclosed to Peter. For Ananias himself, as he thought, escic-
ing the notice of all and concealing his sin, became a thief of hs
own goods. But the Holy Spirit was with Peter and observed tr *
covetous intent of Ananias, and through himself the Spirit ga’e
Peter the ability to discern these secrets. It is clear that the Spr
could not do this if he were blind to secret things.

But someone will say that the proof of the argument does a :
apply to the topic under investigation. For if it would be ackn:m
edged that the name for deity applies to nature, this does r
already prove that it is improper to speak of gods. Quite the op:
site, we are compelled to speak of gods. For in reference to hunan::
usage, we find not only the many as the sharers of the same nar_.,v
but even certain individuals of the same pursuit are mentioned r
as we say, many orators, lan:
measurers, husbandmen, shoemakers, etc. And if the referee *
point for the term “deity” were nature, it would have the
sion, in accord with the previous argument, to compreher.:
three persons individually and to speak of one God, because c:
indivisible and inseparable character of the nature. But since i:
been proven by means of the things said that the name of d
signifies activity and not nature, the argument as a result of tr *
things proven turns in the opposite direction. Thus it is neccsssn
rather to speak of three gods who are viewed in the same activir. &
they say that three philosophers or orators are mentioned, or r
there is any other name from a pursuit when there are many w
share the same thing. | have more industriously worked at these
things, namely, the argument of the opposing objections, so thsc
our doctrine would be more firmly fixed, strengthened by the per-
sistences of the contradictions. Therefore the argument again m _
be resumed.

Since it has been shown by us with reason and by proof that tt *
name of deity has not as its reference point nature but actr-.:
perhaps someone would declare with reason why men who share
with one another the same pursuits are counted and named in ce
plural but the deity is mentioned in the singular as one God an:
one deity, even if the three hypostases are not distinguished f::—
the significance reflected in “deity.” He might state that a: rt
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B- -tn, even if many partake of one activity, each individually
ir :i_- work at the thing proposed, sharing in common nothing
* individual activity of those pursuing the same thing. For if

r - :rt:ors are many, among the several the pursuit has one and
m e name, but those who pursue it work each individually,
mbs :ae practicing oratory independently, the next one doing the
_ng. Therefore, among men, because the activity of each is
ruisbed, although in the same pursuit, they are properly
coed in the plural. Each of them is separated into his pecu-

*:ext from the others in accord with his peculiar manner of
anrnty. But in reference to divine nature, we have learned that

: rot the case, because the Father does something individual-

v -jch the Son does not join, or the Son individually works

ng without the Spirit; but every_gctivity-which pervades

God to creation and is namecTaccording to our manifold
sons off from the Father, proceeds through the Son, and is

i ~z c-red by the Holy Spirit. On account of this, the name of
is not divided into the multitude of those who are active.

1 r ar~on of each in any regard is not divided and peculiar. But
wr _- er of the anticipated things would happen, whether for our
ar trace or to the administration of the whole and to its consti-
i r a happens through the three, the things which do happen

,- * - mree distinct things.

w_j think through this statement from one certain example,
i, I mean, the crown of free gifts. As many things as have a

- gift gain life. Therefore, when we ask from where this

- rg came to us, we find through the guidance of the Scrip-

it is from the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. But though

mk ~ --pose that there are three persons and names, we do not
three lives have been given to us—individually one

iof them. Itis the same life, activated by the Holy Spirit,

the Son, and produced by the Father’s will,

erfarc, then, the holy Trinity works every activity according
-inner stated, not divided according to the number of the

. r. but one certain motion and disposition of goodwill

mmmK. proceeding from the Father through the

B n mz do not say that those who effect one life are three who
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make alive, nor do we say that they are three good beings who are
viewed in the same goodness, nor as regards all other aspects do we
announce them in the plural. Thus we are not able to name as
three those who bring to bear on us and all creation jointly and
inseparably this divine power and activity of oversight. When we
*learned about the God of all, as Scripture says that he judges the
whole earth [Gen. 8:25; Rom. 8:6], thus we say that he is the judge
of all. And when we heard that the Father judges no one [John
5:22], we do not think that Scripture wars with itself. For he who
judges all the earth does it through the Son, to whom he has given
all judgment. And everything that happens by the Only-begotten
has reference to the Father, so he is judge of all and through the
whole judges no one. As it was stated, he has given judgment to
the Son, and all the judgment of the Son is not estranged from the
Father’s will. It cannot with reason be said either that there are two
judges, or that one is estranged from authority and power of judg-
ment. Thus also in reference to the word for deity, Christ is the
power of God and the wisdom of God. The power of oversight and
beholding—which we say is deity, the Father, the God doing all
things in wisdom—effects through the Only-begotten, the Son
who perfects all power in the Holy Spirit and judges. As lsaiah
says, “by the spirit of judgment and the spirit of burning heat”
[Isa. 4:4]. Therefore, according to the discourse of the Gospel,
which he made to the Jews, he does well by the Spirit of God, for
he says, “If I by the Spirit of God cast out demons” [Matt. 12:28];
from his sharing in doing well, he comprehends every form
through the unity of activity. The term for activity is not able to be
distributed into many, by whom through one another a single
.thing is effected.

For, as it has been stated above, the principle of the power of
oversight and beholding in Father, Son, and Holy Spirit is one. It
starts off from the Father as from a spring; it is effected by the Son,
and by the power of the Spirit it completes its grace. No activity is
divided to the hypostases, completed individually by each and set
apart without being viewed together. All providence, care, and
attention of all, both of things in the sensible creation and of
things of the heavenly nature—and the preservation of what exists,

Gregory of Nyssa to Ablabius

the correction of things out of tune, the teaching of things set right
—is one and not three, kept straight by the holy Trinity. It is not
severed into three, according to the number of persons beheld in
faith, so that each activity, viewed by itself, is of the Father alone
or of the Only-begotten individually or of the Holy Spirit separate-
ly. As the apostle says, “The one and the same Spirit distributes to
each privately the good things” [1 Cor. 12:11], The movement of
good from the Spirit is not without beginning. We find that the
power thought of as proceeding it, which is the only-begotten
God, does all things, without whom nothing of the things which
exist comes into origin. Again this spring of good things started
from the Father’s will.

If every good thing, and the name for it, is attached to a power
and will without beginning, it is brought into perfection at once
and apart from time by the power of the Spirit through the only-
begotten God. No postponement occurs, or is thought of, in the
movement of divine will from the Father through the Son to the
Spirit. But deity is one of the good names and thoughts, and not
reasonably is the name to be used in the plural, since the unity of
activity prevents a plural counting.

And the Father, Savior of all men, especially of the faithful, has
been named by the apostle as one [1 Tim. 4:10]. No one on the
basis of this term says that the Son does not save those who believe,
or that salvation happens to those who share it apart from the
Spirit. But God, who is over all, becomes the Savior of all, while
the Son effect'rsalvaiJohTiy the grace of the Spirit. On account of
this they are not named three saviors by Scripture, although salva-
tion is confessed from the holy Trinity. Thus, according to the
significance of deity already granted, there are not*three gods, even
if such a name coincides with the holy Trinity.

It does not seem to me to be particularly necessary as a present
proof of the argument to fight against those who gainsay that it is
not necessary to think of the “deity” as activity. We believe that the
divine nature is indeterminate and uncircumscribed, so we do not
think of its comprehension, but we define that the nature be
thought of in every way as infinity. The infinite usually is not
defined by anything or by anyone, but according to every argu-
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ment infinity escapes limits. Therefore that which is beyond limit
is not at all defined by a name. Thus, in reference to the divine
nature, in order that the intent of the indeterminate might re-
main, we say that the divine is above every name, and one of the
names is deity. Therefore the same thing is not able to be a name
and to be thought to be above every name.

If again the idea that the significance is not in reference to ac-
tivity but nature seems attractive to our adversaries, we turn back
the argument to the beginning, namely, the custom mistakenly
refers a plural significance to a term for nature. According to true
reason, neither reduction nor growth occurs to nature when it is
viewed in larger or small things. According to usage, only those
who are numbered that are viewed according to a peculiar circum-
scription. This circumscription is comprehended by appearance of
a body, size, location, and difference in shape and color. But that
which transcends these things that are viewed escapes the circum-
scription of such things. That which is not circumscribed is not
numbered; that which is not numbered is not able to be viewed in
size.

When we speak of gold, even if it is changed into many stamps
of a coin, still it is, and is mentioned as, one. But wejiame many
current coins and many staters [a small coin], although we find no
increase of the nature of gold by reason of the number of the
staters. Therefore much gold is mentioned when it is viewed in
larger weight either in vessels or in coins. But “many golds” are
not named because of the quantity of the material, unless someone
would say “many golds,” as darics or staters, in reference to which
it is not the material but the small coins that receive the signifi-
cance of the number. It is properly said not that there are “many
golds” but that there are “many golden ones.”

Therefore just as thegolden staters are many but gold is one,
thus those who are individually in the nature of man are revealed
as many, for example, Peter, James, and John. But the “man” in
them is one. Even if Scripture extends the name to a plural signifi-
cance in the statements “Men swear by the greater” [Heb. 6:16]
and ‘‘sons of men, *’ etc., one must know that it uses the custom of
prevailing language. It does not make laws about what way it is
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proper to use words, nor in doing these things does it give technical
teaching about words. It uses the word according to the prevailing
custom, looking only to this, that the word might become useful to
those who receive it. It is not precise in language in relation to
speech, where no damage concerning the intention of words in-
volved.

A count of the incorrect combinations of the word in Scripture
to prove what has been said would be long. But where there is a
danger that something of the truth could be damaged, no longer
does one find in the written words an unquestioning and indiffer-
ent state of affairs. Therefore it accedes to the plural usage of

‘men,” because no one by supposition would fall by such a form
of the word into a quantity of “humanities” or think that many
human natures are signified through the plural use of the name for
nature. But by close observation it uses the word “God” according
to asingular pattern, providing for this, so that different natures of
the divine substance are not introduced secretly by the plural sig-
nificance of “gods.” Therefore it says, “The Lord God is one
Lord” [Deut. 6:4], but it also proclaims by the word for deity the
only-begotten of God, and it does not break up the one into a dual
5;gnificance, so to name the Father and Son as two gods, even if
each is proclaimed God by the holy authors. The Father is God,
the Son is God, but by the same proclamation God is one, because
r.either in regard to nature nor activity is any difference viewed.

If, according to the supposition of those who are mistaken, the
nature in the holy Trinity has been varied, then it results that the
.umber would extend to a quantity of gods, divided by the differ-
ence of their subjects’ substance. But since the divine single and
-nchangeable nature rejects every difference in substance so that it
*ould be one, it does not allow by itself a plural significance. Just
is die nature is said to be one, all the other aspects are named indi-

:dually in the singular, God, good, holy, savior, righteous judge,
md whatever other of the names befitting God comes to mind,
~hich someone, looking either to his nature or activity, mentions.
3n this point we will not differ. But if anyone would slander this
Aliment as by not admitting the difference in nature, it prepares
mme mixture and interchange of the hypostases’, concerning such a
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reproach we will defend the argument. While confessing the un-
changeableness of the nature, we do not deny the difference in
cause and causality, by which alone we seize the distinction of the
one from the other. It is by the belief that one is the cause and the
other is from the cause. We also consider another difference of the
one who is from the cause. There is the one which depends on the
first, and there is that one which is through that which depends on
the first. Thus it is that the aspect of only-begotten undoubtedly
remains in the Son. Itis also not doubted that the Spirit is from the
Father. The mediation of the Son, although it guards for him his
only-begottenness, does not prevent the Spirit from a relation by
nature to the Father.

But speaking of a *“cause” and “from a cause,” we do not
through these names signify “nature” (for no one would grant
that the word for cause and nature is the same), but we disclose the
difference in the manner of being. Saying that one thing is caused
but another is without cause, we dicTnot separate the nature by
reason of the cause. We have only disclosed that the Son does not
exist unbegotten, nor the Father through begetting. First it is
necessary for us to believe that something is, and then to be inqui-
sitive about how that which is believed is, for example, its manner
of existence. Therefore the topic of what is, is one thing. It is
another manner how it is (its manner of existence). Thus, to say
something exists unbegotten suggests how it is, but what it is, is
not disclosed by this word. If you questioned a farmer about some
tree, whether it is planted or exists by chance, and he answered
either that the tree is not planted or that it happened from a plant-
ing, then through the answer does he who only said how it is
disclose the nature, or does he leave the principle of the nature
unknown and uninterpreted?

Thus also here, having learned that he is unbegotten, we have
been taught how it is fitting to think of his being, but we do not
hear from the word whatever it is. Therefore in saying that there is
such a difference in the holy Trinity so to believe that one is the
cause and another from the cause, we would no longer be accused
with dissolving the principle of the hypostases in a commonality of
nature. Then the principle of cause distinguishes the hypostases in
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the holy Trinity in worshiping that which is uncaused and the
other which is from the cause. But the divine nature is compre-
hended by every thought as unchangeable and without difference.
On account of this, there is properly one deity and one God, and
all other aspects of names befitting God are reported in the singu-
lar.
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