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PREFACE

The object in writing this thesls has been to pursue the theologi-
cal development of the doctrine of the trinity in the Church of the early
centuries through the writings of the Church fathers. It is a continua-

tion of a former study, A New Testament Study of Trinity, a thesis

submitted for the Bachelor of Divinity degree, which was received in
July, 1952, This entire study has been an attempt to soak the self in
the patristic writings and to arrive at a first-hand conception of the *
classical doctrine of the trinity, which we belié&e, is a creation of

the fourth century.

The former study was for the purpose to determine whether or not
the trinity of generally accepted orthodox Christian dogma was to be found
taught explicitly, or not at all upon the pages of the New Testament, or,
in other words, to separate fact from mere interpretation.

We did not find ény of the developed doctrines, of schism or ortho-
doxy, explicit nor implicit within the canonical writings of the New
Testament. The trinity of experience is there explicitly, which is the
experience expressed in all hlstorical Christian witness.,

It has been stimulating, to say the least, to find permeating the
thought of contemporary theologians this same zest in pursuit of an under-
standing of trinity and very encouraging to discover trends of thought
with little varliance from ours., Cyril C, Richardson, who has written one

of the most recent books on trinity, has concluded, "It is not a doctrine

ii
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specifically to be found in the Hew Testament."1 He, also, asserts that
there are elements in our New Testament which point toward it and others
which point away from it. "Ho one has been able to trace one in its pages
nor make one from ils incoherence of interchangeability of terminology
and functions."z_
Mr, Richardson takes comfort in his position from another contem-
porary scholar,
While my book was in the press, the illuminating article,
"Some Reflections on the Origins of the Doctrine of the
Trinity," by Maurice Wiles, appeared in the Journal of Theo-
logical Studies, April, 1957, pages 92-106. I am encouraged
to find another theologian independently raising some of the
issues I have tried to treat, and arriving at conclusions
not dissimilar to ny own,3
That it was God who was taking action in Jesus Christ of Nazareth
has not and is not questioned. That it is God acting by the Holy Spirit
has not been doubted., The pursuit of the former thesis and this one is
to question the classical formulations of the trinitarian doctrine in the
light of biblical research and religious speculation and determine for
reasons of personal religious faith whether the doctrine is, and if it is
necessary to Christian faith and the adequate way of speaking of the reality
and functions of God, the Father, Jesus Christ, the Son and the Holy Spirit.
How to interpret theologically the Christian trinitarian experience

of God with clarity minus inconsistencies and contradictions in the use of

terms has been the problem of the Church through the centuries. Our own

1Cyril C., Richardson, The Doctrine of the Trinity (New York:
Nashville: Abingdon Press, 1958), 17.

2Tbid., 52. 3Tbid., 9.
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consciousness of a need for such a know-how has driven us into the pre-
vious New Testament study and on to the present one, endlessly trying to
glean fact from interpretation within the biblical record and separating
biblical fact from interpretations of the centuries., For us, affirmation
of trinity and some attempt to intellectually comprehend it, as well as
experience it, plus the acquisition of a vocabulary and a jargon to talk
about and explain faith are an inevitable and inescapable corollary of
Christian certitude., Reaching out toward this goal, we have entered into
a study of the development of the trinitarian doctrine from the primitive
church through the succeeding centuries, singling out the Cappadocian
Fathers as the focal point for this paper.

The Cappadocian Fathers, their works, and environment lie at the
heart, historically, in doctrine, events, and calendrical years of the
definitive formulation of trinitarian dogma. We feel that an intensive
study of these three fathers of the Church has taken us a long way toward
satisfying personal inguisitiveness and supplying knowledge to explain
theologically the trinity of experience and adding Christian certitude

to personal faith.
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INTRODUCTION

Trinity is characteristic of the Christian religion but is by no

means peculiar to it.

In Indian religion, we meet with the Trinitarian group of
Brahma, Siva and Visner; and in Egyptian religion with the
trinitarian group of Osiris, Isis, and Horus, constituting
the divine family like the Father, lMother, and Son in medi-
aeval pictures. Nor is it only in historical religions that
we find God viewed as Trinity. One recalls in particular
the Neo-Platonic view of the supreme or Ultimate Reality,
which was suggested by Plato in the Timaeus; in the philoso-
phy of Plotinus the primary or original realities . . . are
triadically represented as the Good or . . . the One, the
Intelligence or the One-Many, and the World-Soul or the
One and Many.1

The term, trinity, which is derived from the Latin trinitas
appears to have been used first by Tertullian (150-200 A, D.), an early

Church Father of western theology.

Perversion of the truth is . . . one cannot believe in One
Only God . . . by saying that the Father, the Son, and the
Holy Ghost are the very selfsame Person., As if in this way
also one were not All, in that A1l are of One, by unity (that

is) of substance; the mystery . . , distributes the Unity into
a Trinity.z

1974114iam Fulton, "Trinity," BEncyclopedia of Relirion and nthics,
ed. by James Hastings (New York: Charles Scribner's Sons), XII, 453,

27ertullian, "Against Praxeas," The Ante-Nicene Fathers, ed. by
Alexander Roberts and James Donaldson (American Reprint of Edinberg
Edition, revised and chronologically arranged by A. Cleveland Coxe, )
(Buffalo: The Christian Literature Publishing Co., 1885), III, 593.




Here we see an approach to trinity characteristic of western

theology, one essence shared by three, a "one-in-three" approach.
The corresponding Greek term, triad, was applied first by an
older contemporary of Tertullian, Theophilus of Antioch. His use of the
term was not God, the Father, Son, and Spirit, but "The Trinity, of God,
and of His Word (Logos), and His Wisdom."! Here we find the roots of
Bastern Trinitarian theology, a "three-in-one" and not, “one-in-three.,"

There can be no doubt that these two Apologists' and their contem-
poraries' thought was highly confused; they were far from having worked
the threefold pattern of the Church's faith into a coherent scheme. Their
words about the Holy Spirit were very meager. They said more about the
Son, of whom they were primarily concerned, to preserve his deity and
unity with God, the Father, and to comprehend the relationship. Theophilus
provides for us a fairly mature example of their teaching, which, even
though merely a forerunner of orthodoxy, shows that there was firmly fixed
the idea of a holy triad, \

Theophilus . . . stating that the three days which preceded the
creat?on of sun and moon 'Vere tyges of the Triad, that is, of God,
and His Word, and of His Wisdom,?

Preceding the era of the eastern and western Fathers of the Church,

we have the age of the Apostolic Fathers, The drawing upon 0ld Testament

1Theophilus, "Theophilus of Autolycus," Ante-Nicene Christian
Library, trans., by Marcus Dods, ed. by Alexander Roberts and James
Donaldson (Edinburg: T. and T. Clark, 1868), III, 82.

2J. N. D. Kelly, Barly Christian Doctrines (llew York: Harper and
Brothers, Publishers, 1953), 102,



imagery and theophanies for support of the idea of trinity has been common
from their time. We conclude here, however:
It is exegesis of a mischievous, if pious sort that would
discover the doctrine in the plural form 'Elohim,' of the
Diety's name, in the recorded appearances of three angels
to Abraham, or even in the ter sanctus of the prophesies of
Isaiah.?
By the end of the Apostolic Fathers' era there was no belief in
a pre-existent beings, God and the Holy Spirit, and the Holy Spirit was
identified with the pre-existent Christ, or the Logos, or the Father's
't‘nough’c.'2
Then beginning with the Apologists, of whom we have cited
Theophilus and Tertullian as examples, a distinction is made between the
pre-existent Logos and the pre-existent Holy Spirit, The Logos now being
identified with the pre-existent Christ.
The Holy Spirit becomes a third preexistent incorporeal being
with the result that the Trinity, now a Trinity of God, Logos,
and the Holy Spirit, no longer begins with the birth of Jesus;
it has an existence prior to His birth and even prior to the
Creation of the world,3
"Christianity began as a trinitarian religion with a unitarian

theology."lYL The historical record reveals that the trinity of experience

TFulton, loc. cit.

2cr. Harry A. Wolfson, The Philosophy of the Church Fathers
(Cambridge: Howard University Press, 1956), 191.

Kelly, op. _Q_i_f'_-, 92, 95'

Jvolfson, oo. cit., 49,

YLeonard Hodgson, The Doctrine of the Trinity (third ed. London:
Nisbet and Co., Ltd., 1946), 103.




long antedates the trinity of dogma. In spite of the confused and
incoherent thought of the Apostolic Fathers and the Apologists, lineaments
of trinitarian doctrine are clearly discernable, And the trinity of
experience now gives way to trinity of speculation.1
The differentiation is no longer, as it was for Paul and John
of the Early Church, a difference in the operation of the Divine
Being in His Creation and upon human life . . . but a descrip-
tion of distinctions within the Godhead for which their is no
definable basls, and perhaps can be no basis, within our assured
knowledge of God, . . . And the resulting conception verges
precariously toward tritheism,?2
The baptismal formulal and the widely used benediction® undergo a
transition in history from primarily teaching what each Christian knew to
be his experience of God to what theologians assume to be true of the being
of God, which has culminated into the trinity of dogma, which has held a
place of priority through the centuries to the present day. The best

formulation of the dogma for our introduction to trinity is the so-called

Athanasian Creed:5

1Fulton, op. cit., 459.

2Henry P, Van Dusen, Spirit, Son and Father (New York: Charles
Scribnerts Sons, 1958), 156.

JMatthew 28:19,
YTT Corinthians 13:14.

5"socalled" because it is believed to have originated in the Latin
Church; Athanasius is an Eastern theologlan; since the middle of the 17th
Century Athanasian authorship has been fully abandoned. For a full exposi-

tion see, Philip Schaff, History of the Christian Church, (New York:
Charles Scribner's Sons, 1886, III, 35-37.



The Catholic Faith is this: that we worship one God in
Trinity, and Trinity in Unity, neither confounding the Persons
nor dividing the Substance,

For there is one Person of the Father, another of the Son,
and another of the Holy Ghost; but the Godhead of the Father,
of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost is all one - the glory equal,
the majesty co-equal,

Such as the Father is, such is the Son and such is the Holy
Ghost: the Father uncreate, the Son uncreate, and the Holy
Ghost uncreate; the Father incomprehensible, the Son incompre-
hensible; the Holy Ghost incomprehensible; the Father eternal,
the Son eternal, and the Holy Ghost eternal;

And yet there arc not three eternals, but one eternal; as
also there ars not three incomprehensibles nor three uncreated,
but one uncreated and one incomprehensible,

So likewise the Father is almighty, the Son almighty, and
the Holy Ghost almighty; and yet there are not three almighties,
but one almighty. So the Father is God, the Son is God, and the
Holy Ghost is God; and yet there are not three Gods but one God;
so likewise the Father is Lord, the Son Lord, and the Holy Ghost
Lord; and yet not three Lord's but one Lord.i

For like as we are compelled by Christian verity to acknowl-
edge every person by himself to be God and Lord, so we are for-
bidden by the Catholic religion to say there be three Gods or
three Lords.,

The Father is made of none, neither created nor begotten;

The Son is of the Father alone, neither made nor created
but begottien;

The Holy Ghost is of the Father and of the Son, neither made
nor created nor begotten, but proceeding;

So there is one Father, not three Fathers; one Son, not
three Sons; one Holy Ghost, not three Holy Ghosts.

And in this Trinity none is afore or after other, none is
greater or less than another; but the whole three Persons
are co-eternal together and co-equal.?

1cr. John 5:19-30; I Cor. 15:24-28,

2Thid,



So that in all things as afore said: Unity in Trinity,
and Trinity in Unity, is to be worshipped.

He therefore that will be saved must thus think of the
Trinity,"!

A careful scrutiny of this creed reveals the assertion of schisms
and heresies as well as the denials and affirmations of the trinity of
dogma. It shows an affinity to scripture, but also a speculative play
upon the ultimate significance of words such as; "begotten." It reveals
an ignoring of gospel and epistolary record?® and a going beyond the scrip-
tural account and biblical implication to new concepts, It shows the
battle of centuries in relationship to trinity and a commonly accepted
orthodox statement of dognma.

Ever since St. Paul wrote, "God was in Christ reconciling the world
unto himself,"3 and the writer of Hebrews asserted about the Son, "He
reflects the glory of God and bears the very stamp of his nature," and
the Disciple said, "And the Word was God,"5 (and Paul's statement being
the central Christian conviction) Christian theology has been trying to
understand and explain it; therefore, it has become the central problem

of Christian doctrine; viz, how to maintain the unity of God, "the Lord

1The Athanasian Creed quoted from Van Dusen, op. cit., 159ff.
2cf, John 5:19-30; I Cor. 15:24-28.

31T Cor. 5:19; cf, Col. 1:19.

MHeb. 1:3.

5Jomn 1:1.



our God is one Lord,"1 and how to affirm the true humanity of Jesus and
not obscure, "God was in Christ," nor default redemption as truly an act
of God,

Salvation was endangered to dispute the deity of the Son and to
assert the inferiority of the Holy Spirit, it was so felt by the Fathers
of the Church, To tolerate such philosophical—theoiogical belief was to
endanger the uniqueness of the Church as the fellowship in which God
himself was at work and to permit the Church to be swallowed up in the
culture of the day and call to question its distinctive message and
mission,

The doctrine of the irinity was fashioned in order to explain the
incarnate subject, Jesus, and how the non-incarnate Father and Holy Spirit
could be embraced in one undivided Godhead. On one hand it was necessary
to avoid a separation of the several subjects within the Godhead for that
would be tritheism. On the other hand it was necessary to assert distinc-
tions, intrinsic to deity, of which there should be an eternal difference,
in some respect, between God as Father and source of all being, God as
soul of Jesus, God as the Holy Spirit.

It is in “"threeness" that the main difficulty lies. How can God
be one yet three? How can the three be united into ultimate oneness?

How can God be Cfeator?2 How can Jesus be Creator3 and also the Holy

Spiritt?

iDeut. 6:4. 2Gen. 1:1. JJohn 1:3.

Hgen. 1:3, Matt. 1:20; Lk. 1:35; Gal. 5:22.



How were Jesus and the Holy Spirit different from God and from each
other and yet have no tritheism and have these differences not merely

modes, aspects of energizing, attributes, roles?

Indeed it may be said that from Tertullian to Aquinas the
expounders of the doctrine of the trinity were seeking to find
a notion of a kind of entity denoted by persona, substantia,
hypostases, "begotien," "procession;" in all these we see
attempts to express in a notion of an entity,]

However, the same thinker, on different occasions, uses expressions
and analogies suggestive of tritheism and then modes of speech implicative
of Monarchianism; it is not surprising to find at the end of a treatise on
trinity the writer confessing that he has been discoursing about a mystery
that is above reason, on which analogies drawn from human life and experi-

ence, concepts of logic and philosophy, throw little light but do not

explain,

One thing has been made clear by the age-long attempt is that
the clearest and most assured statements of doctors of theolozy
leave no doubt but that tritheism is repugnant to the Church and
that orthodoxy when it is not vague or vacillating is as monarch-
ias as Sabellianism, If the Person of the Trinity be not God's
but monotheism is legt and academic orthodoxy is at least logical
in being modalistic,
Mr, Tennant has made discerning statements,rbecause a certain com-
mon ground of schism and orthodoxy is a fervent dislike to the division
of the Supreme Being owing to their strong zeal for the Divine Unity,

which has been regarded by both as necessary for redemption of man as an

act of God,

17, R. Tennant, The World, the Soul and God, Philosoohical Theolo
(Cambridge: The University Press, 1930), 1I, 268.

2Thid.,

I



Traditionally, Christian theology in setting forth its conception
of trinity has taken its start from "God, the Father Almighty, Maker of
heaven and earth,"1 and has passed on to Jesus Christ, his only Son, our
Iord, and almost casually, at long last come to the Holy Spirit. Some
have felt that it was the place of the Son in the trinity which is the
beginning point and, if explained, gives clarity to trinity. So, some
have considered Christ, and then God, in the light of Christ, and finally
the Spirit. The former taking the great commission? for biblical founda-
tion; the latter building upon and from the Pauline benediction, 3

Seldom, if ever, an exposition of trinity has been made beginning
with the Spirit until recent times. Dr. Van Dusen has attenmpted® an
exposition of trinity in this order: the Holy Spirit, and then on to
consider "Christ-in-the-light-of-the-Holy Spirit,"5 and finally "“God-in-
the-light-of-the-Holy Spirit."6 Another intriguing treatise with a
similar, but more daring approach, is by Arnold Come.,?” The fruitfulness
of the experiments remain to be seen. It wasn't until the fourth century
 the Spirit's place became a focus of attention in trinity.

Holy Scripture has been the basgic authority for all Christian doc- gﬁl

trine, schismatic or orthodox., This is substantiated throughout the

1Taken from the Apostles' Creed, "We believe in God . . "

2att, 28:9, JIT Cor. 13:14.

QHenry P. Van Dusen, Soirit, Sor and Father (New York: Charles
Seribner's Sons, 1958).

5Tbid., 4.  OIbid.

7Arnold B, Come, Human Spirit and Holy Spirit (Philadelphia:
The Westminister Press, 1959).
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writings of the early and later Church Fathers and is dwelt upon by noted
scholars! of the history of dogma, There is no need to dwell upon this
as a doctrinal norm for trinitarian theology. However, another source of
authority for the Christian doctrines of the early church is written and
unuritten tradition. In fact, it seems that doctors of theology were
forced to accept tradition as equally abthoritative as Seripture or
relinquish their tenacious grasp on some trinitarian theology. Many fine
scholars give adequate reference and treatment of the way Church Fathers
cited the authoritativeness of tradition but not one equals or excells,
in our opinion, J. N, D, Kelly.2 Our primary subjects, the Cappadocians,
made their direct appeal to the authority of tradition for their trinitar-
jan doctrines.’

The literature on trinitarian doctrine is vast and scarcely a life-
time would master it. It has been observed that while one may be in
danger of losing his soul by denying it, he is in equal danger of losing

his wits in trying to understand it,w4

Xelly, ob. cit., 41.
J. Bethune-Baker, An Introduction to the Early History of
Christian Doctrine (2nd. ed. London: Methuen & Co., Litd,, 1920), 55ff.

%Kelly, op. cit., 29-51.

3Basil the Great, "De Spiritu Sancto," Nicene and Post-Nicene
Fathers (ed. by Philip Schaff and Henry Wace, 2nd, Series, New York:
The Christian Literature Co., 1895), VIII, 17, 18, 43, 44,

Gregory of Nazianzus, "Epistle 101," Library of Christian Classics,

Christology of the Later Father (ed. by Edward R. Hardy, Philadelphia:
Westiminister Press, 19545, III, 215,

Gregory of Nyssa, "Against Eunomius," Nicene and Post-Nicene
Fathers (ed. by Philip Schaff and Henry Wace, 2nd, Series. New York:
The Christian Literature Co., 1895), V, 153ff,

qRichardson, op. cit., 15.
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The seeming necessity and importance of the definitive formulation
of trinitarian dogma by the three Cappadocians cannot be grasped without a
running survey of trinitarian speculation preceding their documents, One,
also, must envisage their setting in the midst of the theological battle
of the fourth century. A full discussion of merely their teaching on
trinity would be a large theological treatise. But to appreciate their
place in trinitarian classicism a background and brief treatments of the
main lines of classical Christian theology is of greater value than a
minute presentation and discussion of their points of doctrine; the latter
could be done without grasping the significance of the Cappadocians in
the historical development of trinity; the former, our procedure now, we
trust, will accomplish both, an adequate knowledge of their trinitarian

dogma and its historical significance in the history of Christian thought,



CHAPTER I

BACKGROUND

Two factors to be reckoned with in the progression of trinitarian-
ism from the apostolic times onward are Gnosticism and Docetism, Particu-
larly in the second and third centuries they are most potent elements
operating in the Christian Church's environment adversely to orthodoxy,
vdiametrically opposite Christological tendency."1 Ireneaus, Tertullian
and Hippolytus treat them explicitly as Christian heresy,

"The early Fathers almost unanimously trace2

the origin of
Gnosticizm to Simon Magus."3 The Nicolaitans of the Apocalypse were
considered Gnostics. ¥ Valentinus, who taught at Alexandria and later at
Rome in the middle of the second century, and Basilides, perhaps Syrian

born, who also lectured at Alexandria (120-140 A, D,), are the finest

representatives of Christian Gnosticism, and the most influential.5

1Xelly, op. cit., 140.

2J. F. Bethune-Baker, Early History of Christian Doctrine (2nd. ed.,
London: Methuen and Co., Ltd., 1920), 79.

Jhets 3:9, 10,
¥Bethune~Baker, op. cit., 79; Cf. Rev, 26,

5For a complete presentation of thelr schools of thought see:
Ibid., 86-91,

12
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There was a great variety of gnostic systems but "a commnon pattera
ran through them all."! Their Christologies take us into a bizarre world
of cosmic speculation, From a spiritual world of aeons the divine Christ
is to have descended and united himself for a time to the historical per-
sonagze, Jesus. This union was to have taken place at the time of Jesus!®
baptism.2 According to Irenaeusd these Gnostics taught that Jesus was
compounded of two distinct substances, heavenly Christ and a lower Christ,
The heavenly Christ was invisible, impassible, implying that the lower
Christ, with whom the heavenly joined himself, was not real flesh and blood.
The man Jesus was not really Redeemer but merely the instrument® selected
by God for the purpose of revealing himself to men. It was only in appear-
ance that he was subjected to death on the cross. In this respect, "secem-
ing," gnosticism was docetic and herein we find the unique element of the
Christian Docetists,

"To seenm," the distinctive feature which gave the name, Docetism,
was that Christ's manhood and suffering were phantasmal, unreal., Traces
of protestation against teaching of this nature are visible in the New
Testament.,® To the docetic thinker the divinity of Christ was no problem;

it was the humanity with its inherent impurity that they could not accept,

TKelly, op. cit., 141.

2Irenaeus, "Against Heresies," The Ante-Nicene Fathers, ed. by
Mexander Roberts and James Donaldson, (Buffalo: The Christian Literature
Publishing Company, 1885), I, 323.

JIbid., para. 3. 16. 5. 325ff.

4What the instrument was exactly cannot be stated, but it emerges

from the Gnostics pluralism, pleroma.

5T John 4:2, 3: II John 7.
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Jesus passed through lMary as water through a tube,! For
just as water passes through a pipe without receiving any
addition from the pipe, so too the Word passed through Mary
but was not derived from Mary,2

Flesh, Mary, was only a channel by which Christ came into the world.

He was through or by means of, but not "of" Mary, which is to say that he

derived no part of his being, Docetism was a direct denial of incarnation,

"It was an attitude which infected a number of heresies, particularly
Marcionism and Gnosticism,"?

Marcion is classed hardly with Christian Gnostics; '"he had no
emanation or aeon theory;"4 "it contained no trace of Gnostic pluralism."5
He did consider the Lord's body "as without flesh,"® To him the redeemer
was the Son of God, almost as the God of the New Testament in person,?
but he was clothed with the outward appearance, "seeming," of man. So, to
this extent he was docetic, but, "almost in the fashion of the modalists,"S

It was in conflict with Gnosticism, Docetism, and Monarchianism that
the doctrine of the trinity was developed. Two tendencies can be distin-
guished among the lMonarchians: modalism, which held Christ to be a mani-

festation of God the Father, sometimes referred to as Patripassianism, or

Irenaeus, op. cit., 1. 2. 2Bethune-Baker, op. cit., 81.
Skelly, op. cit., 141,  “Bethune-Baker, loc. cit.

SKelly, op. cit., 142.

6Ter'bullian, "On the Flesh of Christ," The Ante-Nicene Fathers,
(ed, by Alexander Roberts and James Donaldson, Buffalo: The Christian
Literature Publishing Company, 1885), III, 525,

7Bethune-Baker, loc. cit.  OKelly, loc. cit.
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monarchianism proper. Dymamic monarchianism, more accurately called
adoptionisr, a rationalism which held that Christ was a mere man upon whonm
God's Spirit had descended adopting him a redeemer. To the modalistic
nonarchians belong Praxeas, Noetus, Callistus, Beryllus and Sabellius.
Theodotus, Artemon and Paul of Samosata belong to adoptionism,

In origin, monarchianism was an orthodox attempt to retain the
unity of the Godhead, holding fast to the monarchy, and keeping redemption
ac an act of God, not merely 'psychic' or 'sceming' to be,

Both tendencies passing into each other, were Catholic,

naintaining the fundamental principals of the rule of faith
(neither "ebionitic,"! nor gnostic).?

The originator of adoptioniem is said to have been a very learned

Byzantine leather-merchant, Theodotus, who "brought it to Rome about

190,12

While in full agreement with orthodox views about the
creation of the world, the divine omnipotence and even the
virgin birth, Theodotus held that until His Baptism Jesus
lived as an ordinary man, with the difference that He wac
suprenely virtuous. The Spirit, or Christ, then descended
upon [im, and from that moment He worked miracles, without,

1Ebionisnm was a Judaizing Christianity. Ebionites rejected the
virgin birth, the Lord, Jesus, a man normally born from Joseph and Mary,
predestined to be Messiah, and as such would return to reign on earth.
They were a potent force in the apostolic age, often called lazareans,
and though denying Jesus' divinity, believed him to be Son of God as
revealed by Justin, Irenaeus, Tertullian,

2Adolph Harnack, Outlines of the History of Dogma, (trans. by
Edwin Knox Mitchell, Boston: Beacon Press, Beacon Hill, 1957), 168.

3Kelly, op. cit., 116.
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houwever, becoming divine -~ cthers of the same school admitted
His deification after His resurrection,!

Theodotus was cxcormunicated by the Pope Victor (185-92), DBut his
ideas srere taken up by another Theodotus? and Artemon, who lived in Rome
after the middle of the third century and was a contemporary of Paul of
Samosata, who is regarded as the most colorful exponent of dynanmic
monarchianism, He was formally condermed by the Synod of Antioch in 263,
The most brilliant synopsic of Paul of Samosata'sd trinitarianism comes

from J. N, D. Kelly.

He applied the title "Word" to God's commandment and ordi-
nance, i.e. God ordered what He willed through man, and so did
it . . . He (Apostle Paul) did not say Father, Son and Holy
Spirit are one and the same, but gave the name of God to the
Father who created all things, that of the Son to the mere
man, and that of Spirit to the grace tvthich in dwelt the
apostles.’t

Jesus Christ, he declared, was one, the Word another, the
former veing from below and the latter from above, Mary did
not, indeed could not, bear the Word., The word ras a kind of
"indwelling," a "quality," not in his view a person, so, 'Mary
did not bear the Word, for Mary did not exist before the ages.
Mary is not older than the word; what she bore was a man
equal to us, but superior in all things as a result of holy
spirit.

that this amounts to 1s that Adoptionists were willing to use the
trinitarian formula, but only as a cover-up for a unitarian theology,

denying any subsistance to the Jord and teaching that the Son and Spirit

1Tvid.; Deut. 10:15 and Luke 1:35 are some of the texts to which
adoptionists used for their position,

2wiho is said to be an Asclepiodotus." Ibid.

34 syrian, HTbid., 140. 5Tbid.



17

were mercly the Church's names for the inspired man Jesus Christ and grace
which God pured upon the apostles., So Jesus had a status very much like,
if not identical to, the old Testament prophets,?

llot adoptionism but modalism was the dangerous opponent of the
Logos Christology and the subtle blockage to progressiveness in orthodox
trinitarian formulations. The dynamic form of monarchianisnm was so
apparently destructive to the divinity of Jesus that it could hardly have
been a real threat to faith in the incarnation, "These adoptionists were
an isolated and unrepresentative movement in Gentile Christianity."2
declares authoritative J. I, D. Kelly; however, opposition to them covers
not a small space in early Christian literature. Modalists were more
apt to attract sincere, pious, earnest Christians for they were passionate
for the oneness of God and the deity of Christ. But any assertion that
the Word, or Son was a distinct person from the Father, or other than the
Father was declared by lModalists to be a blasphemy, viz., two Gods, thus
Partipassians as they were first called? by Tertullian in the West. In
the Tast modalistic theology was known as Sabellianism taking its nanme

from Sabellius,4 "for subsequently everything is called "Sabellianism,"

1This evaluation of Paul of Samosata seems to be identical to:
ZEdward Rochie Hardy, "General Introduction: Faith in Christ, Theology
and Creeds," Christology of the Later Fathers. Library of Christian
Classics (Philadelphia: The Westminister Press, 1954), III, 16.

%Xelly, op. cit., 117.  SHarnack, op. cit., 176.

43y birth a Libyan of Pentapolis in Africa; active at Rome in the

early part of the 3rd. century; for a time had the confidence of Pope
Callistus but later excommunicated by him,



tthich pertains to the eternal hypostasis of the Son,"1 or "Father and Son

are mercly two appearances of the same subject - two parts (prosona,

norsonae, as in dramatis personae) assumed by the same being."z

Noctus of Smyrna was the first theologian to state” this monarchian
positlon declaring” that it was the Father who suffered and underuent
Christ's human cxperiences; if Christ was God then he must be identical
writh the Father for he was God; conscguently, if Christ suffered, the
Tather suffcrod'since there was one God and there could be no division in
the Godhead.

Prax a55~taught6 that it was the Father wvho entered the Virgin's
womb, so becoming, as it were, his oum Son, who suffered and died and
rose again, |

Yet Praxcas and his associates, it would seeri were in the

end obliged to recognize a duality in the Lord in the sense
that the man Jesus was, strictly speaking, the Son, while the

Christ, i.e. the divine element (opiritum, id est deun) was
proparly the Father,

1Harnack, op. cit., 123. ZHardy, op. cit., 15.

Jelly, op. cit., 120.

z"I—;’L:'Lppol:,rtus, "Against the Heresy of One ostus," The Ante-licene
Fathers (ed. by Alexander Roberts and James Donaldson, Buffalo: The
hristian Literature Co., 1888), 223-231.

5"A shadowy figure; 'Praxeas' could bz a nickname, meaning

tbusyvody, ! some have identified him with Noetus." See Kelly, op. cit.,
121,

6Tertullian, "Against Prazeas,® op. cit., 1. 5. 7. 10.

"Zelly, op. cit., 121,
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"Tt 15 curious to observe how close at this point modalism
came to Thecodotus! adOptionism."1 "As soon as the distinguishing of caro
(£1lius) and spiritus (pater) was taken strictly nodalism passes over into
Adoptionism, "2
The philosophical, more systematic presentation of modalistic
theology appears to be the work of Sabellius. Ho is credited with the
ecctablishing of clearer distinctions between the modes, or aspects of
God's appearances and recognized more definitely the Holy Spirit as a third
prosonon, mode, of deity. He seems to have "adopted the language of the
Church so far as to speak of three 'persons' using the term,JPLPO SWA ,
but in so different a sense,"3 God had put forth his activity in merely
three successive onergies, or stages.
Tirst in the prosopon ( = form of manifestation, figure; not
= hypostosis) of the Father as Creator and Lawgiver; secondly,
in the prosopon of the Son as Redeemer, beginning with the
incarnation and ending with the ascension; finally, and up
t11l the present hour,lin the prosdovon of the Spirit as giver
and sustainer of life,
God is, according to teaching accredited to Sabellius, ("we cannot
be gure that all the details of the position . . . can be attributed to

Sabellius himself . . . evidence dates from a century or more after his

1Ibigd,
“Nldrnack, op. cit., 180, 181, Cf, Tertullian, op. cit., 27, 29.
3Bethune-Baker, op. cit., 105.

Wr, Rees, The Holy Spirit in Thousht and Txperience (New York:
Charles Scribner's Sons, 1915), 124,
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lifctimo.ﬂ1) ecsentially one, and the trinity he recognizes is not of
cooonce but of reovelation, '"not in the ccsential relations of the deity
within 1tsclf, but in rolation to the world outside and to mankind,"?
The one God is appearing nowr as Tather, now as Son, and now as Holy Spirit.
whecording to Tpiphanus and Athanasiuc God wras not at the same time the
Tather and the Son, but rather in three successive stages.l In any case,
it is clear that there ic ro permanence about such prosdpons, personali-
ties, appearances, therefore, no real incarnation., God only manifested
himself in Christ, and when the part was played "the curtain fell upon
that act in the grzat drama there ceased to be a Christ or a Son of God,"H

We have referred to the Vest and to the Zast designating the
Tastern Church and 1ts thought and the Western Church and its character-
istics in theological expression; however, there is no coherent system of
theology walch can be clearly designated as either, By "Zast" or "lest,"
"Grock," or "Latin," we simply mean prinmarily the pertinent elements of
thought written down by a feir selected representatives of the Church in
the Zast or the Church in the West. There are personalities who primarily
£2ll in the Dastern Church category, and at the same time havé-an affinity
to Wostern thousght, and visa versa,

In the Vest, at this time, we have the first group of Latin theo-

loglans, Hlppolytus, Tertullian, Hovation and Cyprian. They had already

1%Xelly, op. cit., 122, 2B3ethune-Baker, loc. cit.

—r—t——y

¥2ethunc-Raker, op. cit., 106.
Cf. Arthur Cushman cGilfeirt, A History of Christian Thought
(ew York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1931), I, 238-9.
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laid doum the Yestern conception of trinity in the sense of a 'monarchy!
or teconony,! a soclety, bul one-~in-threc not three-in-one. Tertullian
is cited mostly as the representative of this. e was anti-modalistic,
yet, "the economic Trinity, like the Modalist, was a Trinity of revelation
o o o 1t vas Modalism modified . . . it carried the stages of divine
administration into the inner being of God as essential and personal, (not
passing) distinctions.”! The Modalist's indistinctiveness between Father,
Son and Spirit cause him to exert himself to show that the threeness
revealed in the economy was in no way incompatible with holding to God's
essenbial unity.

Tertullian "was the first to define the Godhead by the formula,

una substantia, tres personae,"2 which has been since considered orthodox

and essential to it.

His characteristic way of expressing this was that:

Father, Son and Spirit are one in 'substance,' Thus Father
and Son are one ldentical substance which has been, not divided,
but textended;' the Saviour's claim, 'I and my Father are one!
(uwnum) indicates that the Three are 'one reality,' not 'one
person' (unus), pointing as it does to identity of substantia
with the TFather and the Son and the Spirit are consortes sub-
stantiae partis; . . . the Father is the whole substance while
Son is a derivation from and portion of the whole . . . the
threeness applies only to 'grade,' (gradus) or 'aspect?

(forma) or Tmanifestation® (species).o

One readily can see how dangerously close this came, in the final

summnary, to Sabellian modalism, Revelations, Son and Holy Spirit, are

TRees, op. cit., 125. 2Tpid,, 127.

JQuoted from, Xelly, op. cit., 113-1%4.
But Cf, Tertullian, "Apology," op. cit., 11-13,21.
Tertullian, "Against Praxeas," 2.3.9.19. 25.
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God, but not at once and the same time, Father, nor is the Spirit, Son.
The unity involves neither co-equality nor co-eternity, nor identity of
person but oneness of substance,

ippolytus visciously attacked Sabellius who got a little support
from Callistus of Rome. Callistus was "driven to excommunicate the leaders
on cither side, hoth Sahellius andVHippolytus."1 Origen, the early
systematic theolosian of the Eastern Church, "the ally of Hippolytus,"?
was condemned by Rome,

Origen "was particularly opposed to moda 1ism,"3 which sacrificed the
distinction of Father, Son and Spirit for the sake of their oneness.
AMonz with Western orthodoxy, Origen propounds4 the oneness (unius) of
the substance of the Son and Spirit. Me sets forth systematically his
philosophy of the Cne and the Many., One represents the only reality, sub-
gbtance, existence., Ie neets the most exacting demands of monotheism by
incisting that the fullness of unoriginate Godhead is in the Father alone,
“ho is the "fountairn-head of deity."?

The Father, Son and Holy Spirit, along with Tertullian, are one-
in-three, but not merely 'manifestations,' 'aspects,' 'grades' but *'three
persons,' distinct hypostasis from all eternity from which comes his dds

L AR AN

tinctive doctrine of cternal generation.

12sthune~-Baker, loc. cit., 106. 2Tbid.

2 ~e | -
JACulffcrt, op. cit., 223.

rOrlfcn, "D”PTlnClplL” " ed. by Alexander Roberts and James Donald-
son, Tae Ante-llicene Fathers ( Buffalo: The Christien Literature Publich-
ing Co., 1885), IV, 2042-382

5Ibid.; Cf. Origen, op, cit., Bk. I. 11:1, 2.



Origen explains that God must impart himself, vhich he did, and
chocse to effect this revelation of himself in the Lggos; for this reason
the Logos existe, and has a personal subsistance, but one otherwise, with
the Father. This required organ for revelation, Logos, ic effected,
generated, as the will proceeds from the mind, as brilliance from light,
eternal and everlasting.

The Logos became flesh, Son. That brings the idea of the eternal
generation of the Son; He is not merely an act in time but outside of
time, This "is Origen's chief permanent contribution to the doctrine of
the percon of Christ"! in the trinity of dogma,

The Son iz of the TFather's will, wvhich is his very essence thug
making the Son oI’ the Father's essence. However, since the Son is of the
11111 of the Father he is also begotten. The Father is first in the
trinity; the Son is second; the Son is eternal rith the Father in that he
is of the Father's wi11,2 which was from the beginning, There was a time
when the Son was not, that is, as one of three, for he was 'begotten,!
made by the Father; yet, there was never a time when he was not in that
he wac of the substance of the source of all being; herein is Origen's
cternalness and oneness, not in person, numerically. In relation to the
God of the universe the Son merits a secondary degree of honor. Thic
subordination is discernable in Tertullian but the thorough-going worked-
out subordinationism iz integral to Origen's trinitarian scheme., “We may
call Him a second God . . ., receiving honor second only to that which ig

~

given the Most High God.%>

1Bethune-Baker, op. cibt., 148. 20rigen, op. cit., I, 11:6.

3Origen, "Against Celsus," op. cit., V. 39, VII, 57.
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"In the Zasct the greatest foe of wmonarchianisn in every foram wac
Crigen.”l Uo could nst bare the thought of no distinctlons in the Gode
hnead nor a vYlurring of lho personalities of the triad, Through Origen nover
doubted the tononecs,! he vas more inteorected in the Son's subordination

than in thlc toncnosz,! It is alumost inevibtsble that distinction bz

cuphacized ob the cxupense of onecness (unius) and onc Jod, monotheism.

(uoum) and that onencss be caphasized at the expense of dictinctions.

nqually with cbernnl generation, distinetlilons, one~in-threc, and
subordinatlion Origen acserts that Christ wac rezl man with no elenent
locking in hic humanlty that lc necessary to man and at the saue tinme
nothing lacking in nls divine nature, Godhead and manhood coexist, like
fire and metal in red-hot iron,

In regards to the Holy Spirit and the trinity, Origen seems to bog-
dourz, "On the work of the Spirit . . . Origen is full and clear . . .
[EﬁﬁT ambigulty appears in Origen's doctrine of the nature of the Spirit,n?
"The Holy Spirit was a necessary incidental, "3 "Origen sometimes seems
to openk of Son and Spirit as cocternal, and yet not quite divine, "’
Neveortheless, there is btrinity in Origenism but non-definitive and unde-
veloped in regards to Spirit for his primary interest was not trinity but
distincllon betwocn Father and Son without destroying their oneness of

agssence,

MeGiffert, op. cit., 312,

2Rees, op. cit., 132, 134.
Cf. Origen, "De Principiis," op. cit., I, 3:1; II, 7:2.

’

JMeGiffert, op. cit., 220,  iardy, op. cit., 17.
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Before the classical formulation of the trinitarian dogma was
made in the fourth century by the Cappadocians there is another position
which onec in that day could hove adopted, Arianism, named after Arius,
presbyter of Alexandris, (A, D. 256-336). "Origen's theory of ctornal
generation had no meaning for him, "1 "Arius developed onc side of Origen's
speculations ignoring others,"® "Arius made use of the subordination
elements in Origen's system to construct hic oum academic one, "3

One could adopt the course and say that God the Father alone

is God in the true sense. Then the Word known on carth was

another, a second and subordinate divine entity--thecos kai
kurios heteros. Arius formalized this subordination,¥

To Arius God alone is unknowable and separate from every created
being. Being, God, was too remote to be incarnate and man too low to be
capable of receiving delty but intormediate beings could conneet God and
man while themselves belng neither. Such a person, "intermediate being
was tho Son of God, Josus, who appearcd on earth in the body being neither
%od nor man, truly. Arius' Christ was a demigod.

We are persecuted because we say, "The Son has a beginning

but God is without beginning." Tor this we are persecuted
beeause we say, "He 1s made out of things that were not." But

1Albert Henry Newman, A Manual of Church Wistory (Revised and
enlarged, % Vols., Philadelphia: The American Baptist Publication Society,
1ou7), I, 236.

29ardy, op. cit., 19. JRichardson, op. cit., 120.

Yrardy, op. cit., 15.
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1

The following verse 1s attributed to Arius by Athanasius:

If jyou wrant Logos doctrine, I can
cerve it hot and hot:
God vegat him and before he was
bozotten ne was not.?
Arinc contended for a triad, "Thus there are three hypostases,"3
vhich Roche iHardy clarifies by saying, "Epiphanius and Hilary add, perhaps

T

correctly 'Father, Soa and Ioly Spirit,i=-one cees why the term 'three
hyoostases! was long cucpect at AMlexandria, as suggesting three different
tinds of being."“ Ariuc considered the Yloly Spirit's “essence as ubterly
unlike that of the Son's, Jjust as the Son's was utterly unlike that of
the Fatﬁcr,"5

The forezolng is thought of as the 'extreme Arianicm.' There uas
o seaml-Arian position one could have adopted which asserted that the
natures of tho Tather and Son were alike but not identical.

A history of trinity of dogana could be well nigh complete by the

explanation of the use of a oeries of technical teras, the understanding

1Arius, "The Letter of Arius to Buscbius of licomedia," Christology
of the Later Father, Library of Christian Classics (ed. by Edward Rochie
Hardy, Philadelphia: The Jestminister Press, 1954), IIT, 330.

2Quoted from Dorothy Sayer's, The Emperor Constantine (llew York:
Harper and 3rothers, 1951), 119,

CArius, "The Confession of the Arians," op. ¢it., 333.

“Hardy, op. cit., 333.  Kelly, op. cit., 255.
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in the minds of the various theologilans using them, the misunderstanding,
and final definitions which make up the developed doctrines. The terms
were widely in use in the eafly part of the third century.

There was the Greek word, hypostasis, and the Latin equivalent,
supstantia, which were used to express the essential being, ,nature of
Father, Son and Spirit, separately or that which was common to Father,
Son and Splrit. In controversies the Greck term had the advantage of
being a lUew Testament term (Heb, 1:3). Another Greek term for essence or
substance was ousia; and if onc wished to say that the Father, Son and
Holy Spirit were of the same essential being they would say "homoousius,"

The Latin substantia, "standing under," and hypostasis could be
taken in two different senses,

It could mean the principle of diffcreﬁtiation e o o3 and

that is what hypostasis came to mean in the orthodox formula
of the Trinity, threc hypostasis and one essence or ousia.

But it could also mean the fundamental essonce behind the two
nodes of God's being . . . the being of God it self., That is
vhat the Latin meant by substantia, when they contrasted
three persons and one substance.
Then we have the Greek, prosopdu, and the Latin, perstna or
"person.” "Thelr common unity is designated in Greek as ousia and in
Latin as substantia, in the sense of substratum."? ‘hen one realizes

the connotations possible3 for persona which represents the Greok

hypostasis, which could be taken in two different senses, awareness of

the theological battle over terms becomes more vivid,

IRichardson, op. cit., 4%. 2olfoon, op. cit., 333.

Stheeler 1. Robinson, The Christian TWimerience of the Holv Spirit
(lewr York: Harper and Zrothers Publishers, 1928), 254,
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"Person," or to use the Grock term, hypostacic meanc a
distinet entity . . . ‘Ten we think of porcon we tend to
thinl in psychological terms . . . primarily a center of
sclf-conscioucness., 3ut the earlior attitude wac opposite

of this, ot self-conscloucnesg, but confrontation was the
underlying idea. A person was o prosopon, a "faclng towards!
(as the word literally means in Greck) or o persond, a
Tounaing through," as it means in Lotin . ., Porsona thug
could mean a nagk worn by actors . . o Father and Son wore
thue distinguishable in terms, not of self-consclousness,

but of presenting a special "lace" . o o or aspect of being.
The term which reallq cxprecssed what was intended isc that

of “mode" of being,Y

In the translation of terms scholars have been coﬁpollod to use
these etymologlical equivalents; yet, the results have been grave nis-
fortune for the professional and popular understanding of trinitarian
doctrine, These words have suffered greatly ian thelr history and have
been the source of suffering to many minds that wanted to bz together and
understand if only ebymological equivalents had been synonymous in meaning,
Tolunmes arc necded to hold the arguments over terms in trinitarian dogma,

This brings us to the last major concideration in our bvackpround
necessary for introducing the classical theologians of the fourth century
and their definitive teaching. Orthodoiy comes to grips with schismatic
Arius through theologlan, Athanasius, resulting in the first authorized
statement of orthodox trinitarianism, the Nicene Creced, formed at the
Council' of licea (225 A, D.).

Actually it was Athanasius who, at the begimning of the

fourth century precented the main challenge of religion to

philosophical Theory, nol in the person of its great repre-
sentative, Origen, but in the person of Arius,

TRichardson, op. cit., 63. 2Tbid., 119.



The primary interest of Athanasius and his conorts as opponents
of Arianism was in the delity of Christ. %as he fully divine, in the
precice sense of the term, therefore really akin to the Tather, or was
he after all a creature, superior no doubt to the rest of creation, but
all the came separated by an unabridgeable chasm from the Godhead? Was

he like, or unlike, or of the same ousia, substantia witnh God the Father?

At the end of the third century and the first decades of the fourth,
"here we must largely confine ourselves to the Greek-speaking section of
the Church., Little ., ., . survives to show what Yestern theologians were
thinking."1

There were two types of Origenism in vogue.2 One is represented

e

by Alezander, bishop of Alexandria (313-323) who called Arius to Nicea.
e stressed the oneness, co-sternalness of the Son with the Father, making
full use of Origen's cternal generation. The other type of emphasis was
aade by Tusebius of Caesarea, the church historian, making the uwost of
Origen's subordinationism, which bordered very close to Arius' Christ as
a demigod, not divine, nor human,
At this moment Athanasius sets out the central theme of
the Alexandrian Christology at its best, His chief concern

is with the power of the new 1life in Christ vhich we share;
his divinity makes his 1life mighty and his humanity makes it

N
0urs . . . Athanasius can szy simply of the incarnate Yord
that "he was made man," and certainly does not mean to imply

A} . !
that he vas a reduced humanity,”

In 325 A, D. the Taperor Constantine called an ecclesiastical

council to meet at lJicaea in Bythinia, He had shown favor to the

Xelly, op. cit., 223. 2Ibid. JHardy, op. cit., 13.



Christians and hoped to gain their further support for his empire by
uniting them. The Arian schism was threatening the unity of the Christian
body, which Constantine deemed essential to harmony within his domain. It
was suggested to him, perhaps,1 by the Spanish bishop of Hosius, who was
very influential at ccurt, that if a synod were to meet representing the
vhole church, both Zast and est, it might be possible to restore harmony,
So, here we see an inner connection between theology and political welfare
and politics playing an important roll in the background leading to the
fiprst orthodox statement of the rurch. A united Church and a unified
empire both were at stake.

The Council was attended by clerics from the East and Vest, the
latter being in the minority, but "the 1deas of Athanasius entered into
the general stock of Western theology."2 thile bishops alone were members
of the Council, Arius and Athanasius were there. At thevfime, Arius was
a presbyter and Athanasius a deacon in the Church. "They had no vote and
took no public part in the deliberaﬁions,"3 yet, their ideas were the
center of the theological discussion.

To maintain the unity of deity, Arianism had to take away divinity
from Jesus. For salvation to be of God, and real, Athanasius had to con-
tend for the deity of Jesus as redeemer and at the same time maintain the
tonencss' of the Godhead, The one word by which Athanasius championed
his view and made possible the first generally accepted statement of

orthodox trinitarianism 1s homoousios. It is not found in Scripture even

fueniffert, op. cit., 258.
Zﬁardy, nTptroduction to Athanasius," op. cit., 49.

o] . .
SreGiffert, loc. cit.

—b—
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as trinity or triad cannot be found there. *The word homoousios was wrung

out of a soul who had found salvation."! "Ousia and hvpostasis, in the

licene Creed, had no distinction between them and Athanasius drew no dis-
tinction between them."? "Athanasius actuwally introduced a word unknowm
to tradition and by strength of his vision compelled the Church to accept

it,nd

It was a layman's term for a way of saying Christ was divine -
not a theological term . . . no theologian quite liked it . . .
unwelcone to many of those who accepted 1t . . . it suggested
to them that God was broken into fragments - something like the
phrase of our modern Faith and Order Conference, "Jesus Christ
ac God and Savior,md

But the bishops, on the gromdof adding the homoousious, produced
the following statement:
e believe in one God . . . And in one Lord Jesus Christ,
begotten of the Father uniquely, that is of the substance of
the Father, God of God, Light of Light, true God of true God,
begotten, not made, consubstantial with the Father . . . And
in the Holy Spirit.>
"Thus it was declared that they used the phrase 'of the substance!

to indicate his being of the Father, but not as if it were a part of the

Richardson, op. cit., 120.  McGiffert, oo. cit., 268.
3Richardson, loc, cit.

“Hardy, "Introduction to Falith, Theology and Creeds," op, cit., 20

5From the Creed drawn up at the Council and quoted from, Zusebius,
"The Letter of Eusebius of Caesarea Describing the Council of Nicea,"
Christology of the Later Fathers, The Library of Christian Classics (ed.
by Edward R. Hardy, Philadelphia: The Westminister Press, 1954), III, 338.
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Gregory of lyssa, a younzer brother of 3Basil was the third of the

o™

Cappadocian Tathers whose death is fixed at about 394,

Cappadocia produced in the fourth century three distin-
guished charch teachers . . . who stand in strong contrast
with general character of their countrymen; for the Cappado-
cians were generally described as cowardly, servile and
deceitful,

Basil and Gregory of lLiazianzen met at the school in Caesarea and
studied together at Athens becoming bosom friends academically and spirit-
ually. D3Both cane from prominent familles of the church; Gregory's father
was a odlshop. It is not known where or how 2asil's brother received his
education but it was one of no disrepute. All three went through years
of intensive study, disciplined monastic life, climbing to the seats of
authority, bishoprics, so designated by their titles,

Philip Schaff contrasts the three Cappadocians and at the same time
makes a superb swmmarization when he says of Gregory the theologiun:

. «» » inferior to his bosom friend, Basil, as a Church ruler,

and to his namesake of liyssa ag a speculative thinker, but
cuperior to both as an orator,

The growing power and influence of the three men is made clear
by Busebius- "uho wanted the intellectual power of Basil and Gregory of

Nazianzen but was zoon eclipsed by them and he treated Basil badly,"*

Yschaff, op. cit., 89%.  2Schaff, ov. cit., 900.
Jllow Bishop of Caesarea so placed by ZEmperor Julian,

mamond Venables, "3asilius of Caesarea," Dictionary of Christian
Biography (ed. by William Smith and Henry Wace, London: John lurray,
1877), I, 283.
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Pernaps the nost powerful and influential one was Basil of whom it 1s said,
"champion of orthodoxy in the Zast," "restorer of union to the divided
Criental Church," and “promoter of unity between the Zast and Uest "1

The Cappadocian fathers . ., . grew up with the Semi-Arians

and were Origenistic in sympathy2 and strongly opposed to
Sabellianism, But they also felt the influence of Athanasius
and recognized the licene Creed,3 already a half century old,
as authoritative,

Provoking the work and writings of the Cappadocians was the
conéemporary attack of the lacedonians on the Holy Spirit. They were
known also as Pneumatomachians, *Spirit-fighters® led by Eustathius of
Sebaste who preferred homoeousios, 'like in substance,! choosing not to
call the Spirit, God, nor call him a creature but give him a middle posi-
tion, giving Father and Son the sole relationship in the Godhead; He could
be no more God than other spirits.5

There were the Ocacians or Homoceans, led by Acacius, called the
party of the compromise, but in effect were recognized as Arians since
their key word was *like.' Zunomius led the Eunomians, or Anomoeism,
called new-Arianism because their watch-word was6 that the Son is unlike
the Father in all things to prohibit use *of the same substance' or ‘tof

1like substance,'

11bid.
2Basil and Gregory of lNaz., made an anthology of Origen's works.

InThe Creed represents more clearly the moderate position of the
Cappadocians than that of Athanasius and his associates." McGiffert,
op. git., 274.

H1bid., 267.  5Cf, Kelly, op. cit., 260. OIbid., 248, 249,
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largely verbal developments of metaphor and Gregory of
lazianzen helps us see the varieties and uncertainties of
opinion at the time when the formula was being framed,’

TRobinson, op. git., 253.
Cf. Reinhold Seeberg, History of Doctrines in the Ancient Church,

Pext_Took of the History of Doctrines (frans. by Charles T, Hay;
Philadelphia: Lutheran Publication Society, 1950), II, 224, 225 for a
treatment of Gregory's verbal development of metaphors.




CHAPTER IT

THE CONCEPT OF GOD

Tn a sense it can be said that the controversy in trinitarianism
was over the nature of God in heaven. 7‘hat is God like? And the answer
to this question becomes more momentous when the divinity of Jesus is
entertained - and some acceptance of his being in a Godhead, not necessarily
"of" the Godhead, i1s made a part of faith. The question grows to a more
gigantic proportion upon mental assent to the true human nature of Jesus.
I7 Jesus is truly human and divine, what is God like? At this point the
trinitarianism of the Cappadocians begins though they declare with one
voice that the question cannot be answered,

Therefore we must begin thus: It is difficult to concelve

God, but to define him in words is an impossibility . . . In
my opinion it is impossible to express him .« . and this, not
merely to the utterly careless and ignorant, but even to those
who are highly exalted and who love God, and in like manner to
every created nature. lHow the subject of God is more hard to
come at in proportion as it is wore perfect than any other,!

They begin honestly in this manner of humbly confessing their
inability to fully comprehend divine nature. IHowever this is more than

merely an involvement of honesty, It is their way of asserting a supreme

1Gregory of Nazianzus, "The Second Theological Oration - On God,"
The Library of Christian Classics, ed. by Zdward Rochie iardy, (Christoloqy
of the Later Eathers; Philadelphia: The Westminister Press, 1954), III,

128.

37
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being; for to fully comprenend God would be to circumscript him and there-

by a supreme delty would not be real but imaginary.

Uouw why have T gone to all this? . . » To make clear the
noint at wvhich my argunent has aimed from the first . . .
tnat the divine nature cannot be apprehended oy human reason
. . . For what does the Word prefer to rational creatures?
Wny t?at their very existence is a proof of his suprems good-
ness

e

ot once is taere a trace of doubt that a supreme being exists:
"Our very eyes and the law of nature teacn us hat God exists." "That
God is I know but what his essence 1s, T hold to be above reason; . . .
faitn is competent to Inou that God is, not what he is."3 Despite this
Forthright acknowledgment the Cappadocian Fathers set forth a dogma on
the Codhead and practically defyu anyone who differs with them to claim

-

Christian grace.

If indeed, we could rind something to support the mind in
i1ts uncercainty « o o it would be well, But if . . . reason
proves unequal to the problen we must guard the tradition . . .
as ever sure and immovable, and seek fron the Lord a means of
lefending our faith.

e will begin our attempt to set forth the system of thought

Ty e

about the supreme one by starting with Gregory of iyssa's first point,

1Toid., 143. 2Tvid.

(2nd. Series, ed. by Philip Schaff and Henry Ylace, dew York: The
Christian Literature Co., 1945y, VIII, 156, 17, 18,

35t, Pasil, "On the Holy Spirit," licene and Post-licene Fathers

UTpid., "Letter COXXXIV," 274,

5Gregory of Nyssa, "An Aanswer to Ablabius: That Ve Should ot
Think of Saying There Are Three Gods," The Library of Christian Classics

(ed. by Edward Rochie Hardy, Christology of Later Fathers; Philadelphias
The Westminister Press, 1954), IIL, 257.




"Therefore we must confess one God, as Seripture bears witness, ‘'Hear,
O Israel, the Lord thy God is one Lord,' (Dt. H:lt) even though the term

nodhead” embraces the holy Trinity."1

Tn our bteaching of the. knowledge of God . . . the same
thing is subject to number and yet escapes it; it is observed
to have distinctions and is yet grasped as a unity; it admits
distinctions of Persons, and yet is not divided,?

With these declarations he was trying to refute tuo extremes, the
polytheism of the Greeks, nthe divine monarchy is not split up and divided

into a variety of divinities,"2 and on the other hand, the monotheism

of the Jews, "neither does our teaching conform to Jewlsh doctrine, "%

Tis belief was that the Christian tyuth was to be found in between these

two conceptions and in order to find that meridian there had to be an

acceptance of some truth in both extremes.

The unity of the nature Lof Gog7 must ve retained from the
Jewish conceptilon, waile the distinction of Persons, and that
only, from the aresk., . » . For the triune number is . « + 2
remedy for those in error about the unity; while the affirma-
tion of the uwnity is a remedy for those who scatter their
beliefs among a multitude of Gods.

Tn order to understand the Cappadocians' thinking on the suprene

beinz, we must go, once again, back to his nature, which is ineffable
&9 ) ’

and whatever that is, which 1s inconprehensible, that is God in the

11pid,, 258.

2aregory of Nyssa, naddress on Religious Instruction,™ op. c¢it., 273.

3Toid., 274. BTpid, 51bid,




10

absolute. Gregory of lyssa declares that whatever terms there are that
lead to a knowledge of God it is clear that the divine nature is not
signified by any one, or all, of these terms.] "We must now make a more
careful examination of the word, 'Goghead,' in order that we may get
some help in clarifying the matter."z

Gregory begins by denouncing what he declares "most people thinkn3
that the 'Godhead' refers in a special way, to God's nature. "We, however,
have learned that dis nature camnot bz named and . . . every name, whether
invented by humans or handed down by Scripture . . . does not signify what
that nature 15,0 By thought and expression we rightfully and correctly
aseribe to the divine nature incorruptibility, "which does not express
what that nature essentially is."5

Our idea of incorruptibility is this: that that which is

not resolved to decay. In saying, then, that He is incor-

ruptible, we tell what His nature does not suffer. But what
that is which does not suffer corruption we have not defined,t

"

Gregory of llyssa asserts that by the foregoing he has proved that
'Godhead' signifies an operation of the supreme being and not a nature,?
1Godhead does not (even) refer to a nature. "3

Yle say that we know our God from His operatlioans, but we do

not undertake to approach near Hdis essence. IHis operations
come down to us, but His essence remains beyond our reach,?

1Gregory of lyssa, "On not Three Gods," gﬁ. cit., 259.
2Tpid.  “Ibid.  *Ibid. 5Tbid. bpid. "Toid., 261.

STbid. 9Basil, loc. cit.

proniiast o)
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As we have observed, "Godhead embraced the holy Trinity,"1 which
denotes number but our theologians are cwift to state that neither term
'Godhead, ' or 'trinity' teach more than one nature, ousia,2 for the
supreme being and that belief in only one essence does not make invalid,
nor illogical, distinctions within the one supreme being. Thelr classic
illustrations are like Gregory of liyssa's:

There are many who have shared the same nature - disciples,

apostles, martyrs, - but the "man" in them all is one . . .

the nature is one, united in itself, a unit completely indivisi-
ble, which is neither increased by addition nor diminished by
subtraction, being and remaining essentially one, inseparable
even whnen appearing in plurality, continuous and entire, and
not divided by the individuals who share it . . ., Therefore

we must coafess one God., . . .

The one God, undivided is the first unbegotten, the cause, source

of all, but "no one would hold that cause and nature are identicaim
. o s . 4
"Je learn that he is unbegotten,' rior is "the Father by generation,m?
Gregory teaches: "It is necessary for us first to believe that something
exists . . . what exists is one thing: the manner of existence is
e N . . . .
another."® This manner of existence he explains is the 'unbegottenness®

or non-generation of the supreme being, vhich he explains as th2 "mode

of existence."?

laregory of iyssa, op. cib., 258.

21The habit of giving a plural significance to the word for a
nature is mistaken." Gregory of lysza, gp. cit., 2064,

3Tbid.  MIbid., 266.  STbid., 266, 267.  OIbid,

7Ipid., 267.
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“Je must go to Gregory of Nazianzus, the theologian, for a more

aetailed account of the above doctrines, which Gregory of Nyssa has merely

The Father is the begetter and the emitter; without passion
of course, and without reference to time, and not in & corporeal
panner. The Son 1is begotten1 and the Holy'Ghost2 is5 the emis-

sion.”

God the Father is not begotten, created, derived in any manner or

from anything; he 1s ungenerated, uncaused because he is "One whose very

. — I o .
exigtence had no beginning, "’ and "we for our part will be bold to say

. . . it is a great thing for the Father to be unoriginate."5 "The
. . 4
Father granted the principle of existence"® to everyone and every thing,

"The Father precedes the son according to the relation of causes to the

n?

things which proceed from them.

And he is Father in the absolute sense, for he is not
also Son; just as the Son is Son in the absolute sense,
because he is not Tather also.

The Cappadocians, with one voice, declare they want it understood

that these terms such as nyunbegotten” are being used to set forth their
toe]

1John 3:16. 23ohn 15:26.

Gregory of Nazianzus, wThe Third Theological Oration - On the Son,™

op. cit., 161.
UTpid., 162. 5Tbid., 168.

bpasil, "Letter XXXVIII* 6, op. cit., 137. T1pid.

8gregory of Nazlanzus, OR. cit., 162.



doctrine of God only because they are "terms convenient for human
intelligence."1
The title "unbegotten" will not be preferred by us to that

of Father, unless we wish to make ourselves wiser than the

Savior, who said 'Go and baptize in the name of,* not the

"Unbegotten,' but, *of the Father,'?

"Father" and "God" are used interchangeable by the Cappadocians

and "unbegotten" is consistently used to modify both titles., DBut as we
have previously shoun Gregory of liyssa declared that Father, Son and
Spirit, whiéh defines the "Godhead" are operations of the supreme being,
God., This gives a secondary, if not inferior, place to the term, "Father."
However, Basil, in no uncertain terms says, "The word 'Father' implies all
that is meant by tUnbegotten.' He vho is essentially Father alone is alone
of no other."3 This states that 'Father' reaches back far enough to grasp
suprere being. But according to his brother, it does not, neither does it
for Gregéry‘of Nazianzus for he says "one whose existence had a beginning
must also have begun to be father."¥ In other words, he was God before
he was Father in operation, or in trinity, or became a Godhead, which is
in agreement, essentially, with Gregory of Wyssa. Distinctions must not
be sacrificed at any cost is their position. However, in the same breath,
in order to preserve their three-in-one theology they declare that though

God had a beginning as Father in operation, in essence, substantia, he had

lpagil, "Against Zunomius," op. cit., 1:5. 2Tbid, 3Tbid.

4Gregory of Nazianzus, loc. cit. Also, he says, "God and unbegotten
are not the same thing." Ibid.
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no beginning as Father for "He did not then become a father after he began
to be.,"!
"In the eyes of the Cappadocians God is the source, fountainhead,
of the Godhead . . . Trinitfy,"2 which is Tather, Son and Spirit.
These propertiec do not belong to the divine essence (God)
any more than immortality, innocence, immutability. Otherwise
there would be several divine essences. That is the divine
essence that belongs to God alone, but we cannot know that
essence, as has been already showm, J
In one breath the Cappadocians seem to have God making himself
Father and imparting himself in the two other persons, and in another
breath they are having God impart himself to the three.* ™iow the name
of that which has no beginmning is the Father,u5 as though he was Fatuer
first, thus contradicting his own statement in his oration previously
cited asserting that the one whose existence had a beginning must have
begun as Father, Herein we see sympathy with Origenistic theology, which
placed God the Father "altogether lonad, and indeed, if it may so express
it, Henad."6 Again, we have Gregory of Hazianzus declaring, "The Triad

adores the Monad and Monad adores the Triad."7

1Tbid. 2Xelly, op. cit., 265, 263.
3Gregory of Nazianzus, loc. cit.
Hpasil, “Lebter CCXXLV," op. cit., 278.

SGregory of lazianzus, Hicene and Post-Nicene Fathers (ed. by Philip
Schaff and Henry Wace; Hew York: The Christian Literature Press, 189Y4),
VII, 390.

P
OOrigen, "De Princippiis," op. cit., 1, 6.

"From Oration 25, 17 as quoted from Kelly, op. cit., 266.
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e have observed no vwhere in the writings of scholars that this last
quotation asserts not "three-in-one" but "four-in-one;" however, that is
what appears to be asserted, ultimately, to us. Although, reaching beyond
the Father, which is an operation of God, is asserting, we think 2 quadrel,
a being divided into four parts. However, we are quick to restate the
Cappadocians® constant reiteration that any number of distinctions of hypos-
tases in no way rends the oneness of the ousia, one God, assunder.

A Final point to make in setting forth the Cappadoclans® idea of
God is that, although his essence is not actually knoun or ever can be,
worshipping God, that unknown being is not worshipping, that which one
does not know. Basil's enemies tormented him thus:

Do you worship what you know or what you do not know? If

I answer, I worship what I know, they immediately reply, Vhat
is the essence of the object of worship? Then if I confess

that I am ignorant of the essence, they turn on me again and
say you worship what you do not know,

Uis answer wag that the word ' *to know' has many meanings and to
say that one knows not the essence of God is not to declare he is ignorant
of God, "because our idea of God has been declared from all the attributes
which I have enumerated.”® 3asil declared the divine essence to be mani-
fested in TFather, Son and Spirit and as awful, just, and merciful, "these
we confesc ue xnow"3 so do not worship what we know not,

In conclusiocn we might use the words of Evagrius, Basil's cohort,

"let it De said that we worship one God, one not in number but in na’r,m'e,""’r

1Basil, loc. cit. 2Tbid. 3Ibid.

HBasil, "Letter VIII, II," loc. cit.
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wat at the same time he insists that in using number we must use it
reverently pointing out that each of the persons camnot be added together

nor torn apar‘b.1 1God' is a term indicative of essence, as Gregory of

llyssa points out,? not declarative of persons and therefore it must always

be used in the singular. God, this essence, being, imparts, or exists in

more then one relation, mode of existence but the being remains one and

the same.

1Basil, "On the Holy Spirit," loc. cif.

2oregory of iyssa, n0n not Thres Gods," loc. cit.



The unfolding of trinitarian dozma necessarily begins with the
concept of the supreme being as one God having only one gusia, nature,
However, the speculatiouns on trinity had their origins in the study of
the person, persona, of Christ, Trinity, ac such, was in the background,

At first the question agitating men's minds was the full deity of the Son,

T wish to point to what seems to me the most fundamental
iesue . . . the difference between the Father and the Son.
A1l trinitarian dogma ultimately hangs on this distinction, |
The Caristology being the most fundamental issue inevitably exicts
as the hardest problem; therefore, it became the most comprehensive and
bulky subject, not only of trinitarian dogma, but of all Christian theology.
The fact of a "Son of God" has not been a part of the dispute. But
when did he become 3on, and how he became Son, and what constituted the
noke-up of the Son, before the flesh, duriag, and after was the subject
of argument. In definitive orthodox doctrine, the Son, in order to be
true redecmer, must possess all divine atiributes and at the same time
enter all relations and conditions of man, that is: except sin, actually
wilifully, knowingly committing an act against the TPather,z to ralse man

to God.

‘Richardson, op. cit., 19.
25ee pages 57 and 53 for fuller explenation,

uy
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Ancient Christology usually began from above with the question,
"How did the Son of God become--and become mani"! The Cappadocians
worked in between the speculations of the extremists of their day. Arius
swmerizes the typical ‘orthodox extremist' Bishop Alexander's phraseology

in a letter to Zusebius stated:

e do not agree with him when he says publicly, “Alvays
Father, always son," "Father and Son tozether," "The Jon exists
unbegottenly with God,'" "The eternal begotten,' “Unbegotten~
only=-one," "Heither in thought nor vy 2 single instont is God
vefore the Son," "Always God, always Son."?

On the other hand, we have the schisms of Arius expressly stated.

o s o . N e
"Tat is it that ve say, and think, and have taught, and teachi"’

That the Son is not unbegotten, nor a part of the unbegotien
in any way, nor of any substratum, but that he was constituted
by God's will and counsel, beforz times and before ages, full
divine, unique, unchangeable. [fnd bzfore he was begotten or
created or ordained or founded, he was not. Tor he was not
unbegotten. e are persecuted because uve say, "The Son has a
vzzinning, but God is without heginning;® le ic mads out of
things that were not . . . since he is neither a part of CGod
nor out of any substratum,r

Of course, there was the middle-of-thearoad position which ue zhall

identify asc the oarty of the Homoeousians to vhowm Athanasius made

1mifodern Chrictolozy is more lilkely to begin from below with his-
torical records, and ask, "Houw can w2 cay that this man is God, ac
Chrisbian experience declares?" Hardy, on. cit., 382,

“Aring, "The Letter of Arius to Tusebius of licomadin," Thc Librory
of Chrictian Classics (ed. by Edward Rochie Hardy, Christolooy of the Later
Tothers; Philadelphin: The Westminister Press, 195%), III, 230.

1 - Y - . A 3 .
Toid, (Uote: "full divine" denotes other than essencce of the deity.)
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voonciliatory gesture salubting the Homoecousians ac vrothers"! cince therc
was such a narroyu gap between them and the licenc party They recogrized
Wwah SUCl < 2 VoG e and tie L1cent parvy. ey I'cCogliidcx

thet the Son wags 'out of the Father's ousla and not from another nycos-

]

tacis.? However, *identity,' homocusious, of substance wac preferred to

t1ikeness, ' homocousious, of nature, The Cappadocizng completed the fuil
y L 1%

retura of orthodoxy to the homoousion of the Son,

In wy opinion he is called Son because he is identical with
the Father in essence.? The Logozs ic full of His TFatherfs
excellence differing from Him neither in gusig nor pouer,? The
Tather is God and the Zon is God because there is no distine-
tion in nature - the nature is wndifferentiated.

The tormentors of the Cappadocians would argue that if the Jon is
of the same essence as thz God, and the one God is unbegotten, then the
Son must be unbegotten also. 2ut the rstort aluays was, "the proper
pamne of the unoriginate is 'Father,® and that of the unoriginately vegot-
ten 15 *Som. "D

Tn other words, Jesus Christ was Son of God because his cssential
naturs vas of identical essence with God the TFather; and the Son was
equally eternal with the Father, that is: unoriginate, because of this

identical, homoousics, substance, ousia, nzature, with God the Father;

11;01]—:)’" -C)—lii Ci.t' ? 253.

2are egory of lazisnzus, "The Fourth Theological Cration - “hich Is
The Second On The Son," op. cit., 190,

32acil, "On The Holy Seirit," ou. cit

)
—
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”Gregory of lyssa, "Oa ot Three Gods," op. lt., 266,

JGregory of Hazianzus, op. c¢it., 1

O
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therafore, and herein, e see the teaching of the Cappadocians upon "there
11as never a2 time when the Son was not," because his escentlal nature was
worizinate, "because he (Son) is of him (Tather),"! "derived from the
Tathers,"? and this ic all that the Coppadocians taught wvhen declaring that

the Son iz uncreated. "The account of the uncreate and of the incomprchen-

sible 1s one and the same in the case of the Tather and Son."3

A reflective student . . . beholding the glory of Tather and
Son (identical nature) recognizes no vold interval vherein his
mind may travel between Father and Son . . . for there is nothing
inserted betueen Them; nor beyond the divine nature is there any-
thing . . . able to divide that nature from itself . . . neither
. « . make a brealk in the mutual haranony of the divine essence
. + . the continmuity of nature being never rent assunder by the
distinetion of the hypostases.’

*Hypostasis,' according to the Cappadocians, was a "manifestation"
of the one ougia, or a 'mode of existence' of the onc gubgtantia,
Put God, "o is over all, alone hac, one speclal mark of
Wiz own hypostasic, His being Father, and His deriving ilis

nypostasis from no cause; and through this mark e is pecu-
liarly knowum.

As this essence, namely: God, expressed itself as Father, the
L L

cirst hyposiasis, so this being expressed itself in a second hypostasis,
Sen, who is very distinctly a 'mode of existence' of essence. "The Son

has the Father as His cause; the distinguishing property of the Son is

1Ibid.
2Rasil, "Dpistle XXAVIII," op. cit., 137.

3Tbid., 138. HTbid., 139 . 5Tbid.
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that He is generated,"1 or "unoriginately begotten," as Gregory of
Hazianzus sald it;2 "Though numerically distinct there is no severence
of essence;"3 and this non-severence of essence, and oneness of ousie,
is all that is ’t::;.ugh’cf’r in our theologians' doctrine of 'eternal generation'
of the Son and the 'unbegotteness of the begotten.' "The question whether
the Son existed before He was begotten is absurd, when eternal generation
c e \ 4
is thought of."~
When did the Father come into being? There never was a time
whnen He was not. And the same thing is true of the Son . . .
Asgk me again, and again I will answer you, ‘Ipen was the Son
begotten? ‘Mhen the Tather was not begotten,.®
"Begotten and not-begotten are not the saue thing.ﬂ7 Though the
Son's esgsential nature vas unbegotten, as Son, the second hypostasis of
the essence, he was begobien, or generated, which was an impartation of
the essence by the first peculiar manifestation, nypostasis, Father. This
impartation of the divine being is the Son of God, Jesus of Hazareth, God
made man asgswaing human flesh.
dow can this generation be passionless? In that it is

incorporeal. TFor 1f corporeal gencration involves passion,
incorporeal excludec it . ., . his generation according to

1Tvid, 2Gregory of Nazianzus, op. cit., 190.

) " . . \ . . ~
JGregory of Wazianzus, "Third Theological Oration - On the 3on,"
op. c¢it., 161.

4Tbid., 260 £f. Sasil, “Epistle LII," op. cit., 155, 156.
SGregory of HNazianzus, op. ¢it.. btpia,, 161,

&}

7Toid,
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iffers from all others (for where among we ! do you
zin mother?) so does he differ also in his sp iri
s or rather he, whosec existence is not the sz
ers from us also in his gcneration.2

C

There is no atteupt to explain the generation or begetting of the
Son., "This generation would have been no great bthing, if you could have
couprehended it who have no real knowledge of your own generation."3
How was he begobten? "by fluxion, or by putting forth shoots, as plants

- " . .’ 1
put forth theilr fruits; on the contrary.m

The vegetting of God must be honored by silence . . . Shall
T tell you how 1t was? It was in a manner known Lo the Tather
wno begot, and to the Son who was begoblen. Anything more than
this is hidden.”

v

i
e
2ut grant that he who is begotten is God; for he is of God, 1®

Tet I think that the person who wills 1s distinct from the
of willing, he who begets from the act of begetling, as
speaker from the speech - or else all are very stupid .

Zut if you say that he that begol and tnat JQLCQ is begotten
ot the sane, the statement is inaccura . « o for the
uature of the relation . . . 1g this: that tae offsoring is

of the same nature with parent.?

o o

.

Jumerically distincet yet one in nature is the theology of the

Cappadocians reiterated over and over and restated in expositlons [rom

. By v

every advantage point., The Tather is Jon and the Jon is TFather as fnc

Me is hers referring to men bbher' then Jesus.

s v ’ I . .
2Thid,, 152, OTbid., 154, D231, loc. cit.

£ oo . 7 z 7
“Gregory of llazianzus, ou. cit., 155, YIouid., 107.

7Ibid., 104, 157.



5 essentially identical substance; bub

A - o i~ [ L - . -~
ather ic uobt Jon, and the Jon is aot Tather for

BRVISIOM

imparted the hypostasis, Jon, two 'modes of existence' of the same nature,

o

ousiz, lHaving establiched in thelr doctrine this anity of essenblal being

the eternal existcnce and participation of the Son in the Godhead was

-

That among all things thalt exist 1s unoriginate? The Jodhead
« « o ALl thait is abgoluts and unoriginate wz are to reclon
to the account of his Godneod.

But this left unreclkoned with the manhood of the 3on whiech was Lthe
next inevitable facelt of Christologlical dogma to b2 established.
Tor in truth he was in servitude to flesh and to birth and
o the conditions of our life . . . wnat was the cause of this
manhood, wnich for our sakes God assumed? It was surely our
salvation . . . with a view to our liberation . . . vho were
in pondage under sin,*~
The salvatlon of the sinful soul of man wrapped ln hunan nature
was demanding a complete, full, human nature in God the Son. The
1’”refor‘y ol Tazianzus, "The Fourth Theological Oration," op. cit.,
178,

I Thid.

What has not been assumed canaob be restore ed; it is what is
united with God that is saved. “Grcgory of “aZLduzuo, "Inistle CI," 7,
on. cit.; Cf. Grnvory of Uysza, Library of Christian Classics, "Whj God
Assumed Human Habure,™ op. cit., 304 ff,




Cappadocians were compslled to rise up against! their hignly respectec

~

¢t

A

eacher, Apollinarius, uno was forced to leave the church in 375, The
full huwmanity had been acknouledged already at the 3Synod of Alexandria,
562; nou the Cappadocians brought the full homoousios of Christ with
numanity, not only God, into an exalted dognmz
That which the Cappadocians were able to sot up in opposi-
tion to Apollinarius were only wretched formmulas Tull of
contradiction: There are two natures, and yet only one; there
are not two Sons, but the Divinity acts in one way, the
humanity in anothgr; Christ had human freedom, but acted under
Divine necessity.”~
Gregory of Hazlanzus taught that Christ, Logos, before joining
himself to man, "was not Han but God, and the only Son before all ages,
wmingled with body."3 The heavenly, incorporeal bzing, "ho was perfect

l' . . - ~ A} AJ
God, """ joined hincelf to human flesh; "assumed liannood, . . . Wao was

*O

erfect man and also God . . . For we do not saver the Man from the

TnThe Cappadocian fa tnpr led by Basil, had marsinalled the case
against Apollinarianism,® leJ, op. cit., 296,

"o was accused by Gregory of Hazianzus and Gregory of lyssa of
teaching that the flech of the Lord was pre-czistent., His body of
clestial substance . . . not of the Virgin, but a portion of divine essence
clothed in matter." DBethune-Baker, op. cit., 245,

2darnack, op. cit., 279-280.

3Grebory‘of Tazianzus, "Ipistle CI," Hicene and Post-Nicene Tathers,
VII, 439.

HThid.,
"If anyone does not believe that Holy lMary is Mother of God, he
is severed froam the Godhead." Ibid.
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Sodhead "l "For our Lord was of two natures . . . for although thece
two lerms express but one person, this is not by a unit of nature, vut
by a union of the two, "2

This union of the two natures was o commixture of the two minds
also. "Do not let the men decaive themselves that our Lord and God is
withoat human wind,"3

Gregory of Nazianzus teachnes that the Logos comes to His
owm image, and bears flesh for the sake of my flesh, and con-

T
[

joines Himself with an intelligent soul . . . and in all polints,
sin excepted, vecomes man, Thus there are 'tio natures con-
curring in unity® in the God-man, and He is 'twofold,' 'not
two, but one from two;' and of course there are,' not two
Sons.! His two natures are distinguishable in thought, and
can be referred to as 'the one' and 'the other' but there are
not two Persons; rather 'they voth form a uni}y by their cone
3 - 0 1
minzling, God having become man and man God.'™
The marked wealkness of this theory in Gregory of llazianzus was
its failure to show clearly how these two minds and natures functioned
as one, In fact he had to explain certain passages, one as from one
mind and the other as from the second mind, thus denying 'not two, but
one from two.'
A typical example of his ambiguousness is in the treatment of

"5f the last day and hour knoweth nc man, not even the Son himself, but

the Tather."d

1Ibid.
20regory of Nazianzus, Library of Christian Classics, op. cit., 132,

2Gregory of Hazianzus, "Ipistle CI,® loc. cit.

elly, op. cit., 279. Sitark 13:32.

———
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How can wisdom be ignorant of anything - that 1s, wisdom
<Tho made the worlds . . . what can be nmore perfect than this
knowledge? . . . Everyone must see that he linows as God, and
knows not as man . . . we are to understand the ignorance in
the most raversnt sense, by attributing it to manhood, and
not to the Godhead,?

Others have found him erplaining "the Son could be said to be
ignorant since He derived His knowledge from the Father, "2 The growth
of Christ's Ynowledge Tand other ecxosriences he cxplained away clearly
regarding the Logos and not the human mind as their zubject, "3 He had
a systen of thought, 'comuixture,' that he could not maoke 'conjointly.!

Gregory of llyssa had a little different approach to the humanity
of Christ and gave his human experiences a more realistic treatment. e
conceived of the Godhead entering into and controlling the manhood of
Carist, so that Jesuc could be called, "the God-receiving man, the man in
whom He tabernacled. i Christ, the God-part, tebernacled in Jesus, ths
nan-part, and the former, as when allowed to dwell in any hunan soul, con-

})

tyrolle the human nabure, or will, This wes not only hic Christological

dopma but also his abttack upon the Apollinariens who could no

]
¢
o
O
d
)
po

theory of two vhole wills cocxisting together, To our theolorians, denial

of the humon frae will, or the divine will, led to grzater difficulties
for Taith and ecwplanation of faith than asseriing tuo willc and accepting
1”revorj Uozianzus, Liorary of Chrictian Classics, ¢p. git.,
137~40P
100
2 011 T s
telly, op. cit., 290, Thid.

! . .
LQuoted from Kelly, loc. cit.
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inability to fully ezplain the functioning, In fact, inability Lo

comprencnd wes assurance of God really ana truly in thic men Jesus

The loly Opirit at the incarration first prepared the hawsn
wody and gcoul ac a special reveptacle for the divinity, end thc
heavenly Son then twmingled Jimsclf® with them, thz divine na-
turs thereby DC“OMLML 'prﬁ"gnt in then ovoth.,' Thus 'God cane
igbo humon nabure, ' vat the nzoner of the unlon 1s &5 mysterious
and inexplicable as the union betuecn body and soul in man. In
thils 'WlP”lluJ'1 e o o Lhe flesh was passive, the Logoc the
aetive, element, and a tran ;formation of the human nabture into
the divine was initiabed.?

Jowever, as in Gregory of lazianzus, the characteristics of the
wwo naturss remained distinguichable Mas the flame of a lamp laying hold
of the material om which it feeds. "’

Consequently, vwhen Christ endured suffering or other hunan
exoeriences, it wazs not IHls divinity which endured them, but

.

*Lhe man attached by the union of the divinity;' they beloaged
Lo the human part of Christ, '

The Godunead being impassible, remaincd unaffeclted, although "the

) ~ . ) = [ . - ‘
two togetner form 2 single whole;"” through its concrete oneness with
the humanity it indirectly participated in its limitations and weakness.
an we not preserve o right idea of God even when we hold

to this comnection, by belleving that the divine is free fron
rcunspection despite the fact he is in man? . . . Jor

it O

[ l"

all <

" . ¢ A e
Tifingling' (O A'APLP A O ¢S was his fuvoritc term).
Toid., 299.

ZIbid.;; CL., Gregory of llyssa, op. cit., "The Incaraation," 286 £f.
n P v o s . .
“Gregory of Lyssa, Ibid., 2082, *nelly, op. cit., 299.

.
JGregory of Jyssa, op. cit., 283,



if our oun intellectual nature is not enclosed in the linits
of the flesh . . . iz frec to roam everyuwneres, why do we have
Lo say the Godnead ig confined ., . . within the limits of the
flesh as in a jar.!
In the same way Gregory could recognize in Jesuc the real human
will disbinet from "and sometimes contrary to"? his divine will, "not
~
what I will, but what thow wilt."? The divine will always prevailed,
which seemed credited to the fact that Jesus did not ever sin, though his
flesh was the same as man's fallen flesh; but because his huwan will
aleys submitbed due to sinlessness to the divine will, it overcame that
fallen flesh and destroyed sin, "For though he took our filth upon hine-
self, yet he ic not himself defiled by the pollution: but in his own selfl
. s cqae ol et 4k \ . .
he purifies the £ilth."* And "that is to say, the human will, though
fallea, i able by union with the divine will o realize its true power."5
If Gregory allous full play to the humon nature, though the divine
always prevailing, during the earthly life of Christ, it changes with the
resurrection,
Then begins 'the transformation of the lowly into the lofty,*
The immaterial essence of the Logos 'transelements' the mate-
rial body born of the Virgin into the divine, immutable nature;
the flesh which suffered becomes then, as a result of the union,

identical with the nature uhich assumed it, Like a drop of
vinegar which falls into the sea and is wholly absorved, the

1Ibid., 287, 238, %telly, op. cit. Jark 14:36.

qGregory of Nyssa, Antirrhet 26 Migne XIV, 1130, quoted {rom
Bethune-Baker, op. cit., 252.

5Bethune-Baker, op. ¢i 252,

—t ¥



humanity loses all its proper qualities and is changed into
dlv;nlty.1
Such was the definitive formule of the Cappadocians' Caristology.

These "“theologians . . . for the most part . . . had little positive
contribution to make to the solution of the Christological problem."2
They stated for the Church unequivocally its generally gcccpteﬂ doctrine
and caused the Church's repudiation of those who would deny thelr position.
But there was still prevalent the thought of a dual, split personality as

revealed by the ensuing destorian controversy. There was not a thoroughl
g Znly

L

ealistic acknouwledgment of the human life and experiences of the Incarnate
and of the Lheologlical significance of iis human soul."3 There arc those
who credit the later Antiochene 3chool as supplying this: "il deserved
credit for bringing vack the historical Jesus."™ But, as far as we arc
able to discern, the ecwaenical council of Chalcedon (451)5 made the docw
trine of tuo natures in one person without confusion, change, divigion,
separation, not parted or divided absolute dogma of orthodox trinitarian-
ism, but the "houwt" and cosprehension of the “practical functloning" of

thic two natured God-ran remains at large.

1Kelly, op. cit., 300. Kelly cites one to Gregory of yssa's

Against Dunoumius as translated by J. P, lilgne's Datroloxgia Graeca,

L5, 093, 097.

2%elly, on. cit., 301, 3Tbid., 302. HTbid,

“The Cappadocians surely were the forerummers of thls crecdal
statenment,



CHAPTZR IV

THE HOLY SPIRIT

In a sense, it can be sald that the doctrine of the trinity greuw
out of a2 search to uwnderstand Geod as he is in his heavens; and the specu-
I
lations on trinity had their origin in the study of the person of Jesus

Carist of Nawareth. No sooner was the person of Christ settled than the

(":

person (homoousios or heteroousios) of the Holy Spirit had to be tackled,

*Trinity' as the specific, or focal point, of argument and concern was
still in the background; it was to be an inevitable result being fashioned
simultaneously with the crystalizing of dogma concerning second and third
persons of the deltly.

In the Jew Testament and pra-Arian periods the doctrine of Lhe
Toly Jpirit, the relation of the 3pirit to the Father and to the Jon, was
not an acute igsue. MAnd it was the Paraclete of which Christ had so
pointedly and forcefully spoken that he would send to the Apostles, after
his ascenslon, to teach, gulde, and empower them, 3ut Christologicel
controversy shadowed organized thought reluative Lo the Holy Spirit; "itls
pecular offices of revelation and sanctification are more often assigned
to the Son.”' In worship, creeds, and formulas the Joly 3pirit is associ-

ated with Father and Son and given place in trinitarian speculations, bat

doctrinal foraulations dangled; such was thne case ab the tine of the

1"1865’ .D' Ci—ta » 1"‘;’1 .



orthodox crecdal statouent of Ilicca (325)5 the Holy Spirit was associoted

with btriaibty but verblage was lacking.

Orthedoxzy, up to this polint, can be simply set forth as the falth
that in Christ God himeelf appeared; Christ as the Logos and Son of God

the szine escence, thaerelore cozsternsl, with the suprems velaog; and

in Chrict Zod communicated himself to man that he might bring mon to hia-
zelf, It was the logic of this creedal thought, Nicean, that brought the
Holy Sypieil and its issues into the brinitarian controversy. I God had
2 second revelation, hypoctasis, of himself, another medium of communlca
tion besides the Logos mads flesh, the came reasoning would apply to it
as to the Logoc.

In unorthodex circles, Lf Tod wac unkanowable and unkaciu, the 3pirit,

%2
b

like the Loscs. mash be
L€ Lac LoOECesS, MUlo o2 0

another essence than God, & creadture. Agaln,
if God really communicates himself by the Holy Splrit, als essencs, of

.X

i

*_ .
¢
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necsessity, mact be equally pregent in the Ip! in the Logoz. The

1

:bwzen regarding the deity

e

choice of Acius and nis Follovers sscmed to lis be

(‘)

“

as unkaoun and unknowable or reducing him to nothing morc than finite level,

The wmajority of thom chose the lormer albternative, and held
that He was incomprehensible and incommuailcable, and therefors
the L OéOu, vho was kaoun, was of a dif Lcr ent essence Lron Sod,
a creature whom e had seat Torth as Fis agent and nescs quor.1

4

T™his could lzad to nothing else bubl identicszl loglic in relationship Lo the
Toly Spirit. It is a striking fact that the Council of Micea siuply

affirmed, "I believe in the oly Spiril," withoubl lgmoousios, or iy

L0300,

1Iuid., 1%0.



defialllilon, and "there Ls no zvideacs that Ars

deac Arius speculated speclally
aboult Lhe Ioly rit. i
Howrever, Arius did teach that bhe essznces of thus Fod

Spirit were cgparate iu nabture, estranged and discomnected, aliea from

and uwitheut participation in one another. The one comnon opinion of all

Arienism of the Tloly Spirit ras that it differs in subsctance and ib is

vat @ minicter, third in order, honor and substance

Tithor the Church did not rzalize that the persoa of the
folj Spirit was virtually included in the Ariaa attack upon
croon of the Son, or she was not prepared to pronounce
ve Jjudgment upon the Godnsad of the Spirib, or as it
‘2 probable, she was aot concernad to anticipate nerccy,
efine the terus of CuLhOllL comrwunion more precisely than
casion demanded,
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Az we have pointed out, there ic no evidence thal Arius especially

(9]
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peculated aboult the persen of the Holy Spirit; however, "it vas nobt until

ctr
-
@
?._‘u
o

1 principle had been explicitly applied to the Holy 3Spirit that
A 'R Lo 2
any advance was made uith the definition of the doctrine,"” It ceeac

lozical to assume that the Arians got on this facet of theology tofore the

Church tecause by so doing they were able to find support for their

defeated doctrine of the inferiority and subordination of the Son., "The
Arians solicited the farther formulation of the doctrine . . . exaclly

for tnis reacon . . . the orthodox became tbc:,ughti‘ul."Lr

1Iu Ibid., 142,

Zhenry Barclay Swebe, The Holy Spirit in bthe Ancient Church
(London: Iaclillan and Co., Ltd., 1912), 145,

JRees, on. cib., 144, 145, Fiarnack, op. cit., 267.



There were numerous Arian and Semi-Arian statements issued betuween
325 and 3560 upon the work of the Holy Spirit but not until the second

recd of Simiranium (357) was a formal definitive statement made, It

[¢]

denicd both the homoousion and homoiousion of the Son and stated that the

Spirit is through the Son, who sent it to instruct, teach and sanctify all
apostles and believers. The explicit inference being that the Spirit
could not possibly be of the same essence of the Father. "Gunomius called
the Spirit a creature of a creature.”! The full opponents of the deity
of the Spirit were the lMacedonians, or Pneumatonachians, Spirit-fighters.
Tt is true that "in the year 381 the Macedonians were invited to the synod,
out only to hear their condemnation and to be expelled."z
But the controversy about the Spirit arose from the denial
of its deity by the Semi-Arians, who acknowledged the delty of
the Son under one of the two formulae, thatqu wvas of the same
essence, or of like essence, as the Father./
Of course, their formula was the latter for they maintained that the Ioly
Spirit differcd in substance from the Father and Son and it is but the
minister, and third in order, honor and substance,
The Church once arroused she spared no effort to vindicate
the uncreated nature of the Spirit of God . . . and in a scries
of greatl works . . His’co-essentiality with the TFather and
» .-'
the Son wag established.™

5 . . . . .
After 3625 the theologians in the Occident were indefatigable
in imposing upon the half-won Oriental brethren the Holy Spirit

Tswete, op. cit., 182, 2arnack, op. cit., 269,
. ' ! .
SRees, op. cit., 145. orete, op. cit., S.

4 . .
2Council of Alexandria



el
as nowoousios and, in union uwith the Cappadocians they
succeeded,
Tf Athanasius took the lead in defending tue homoocusion
of the Spirit, the task was completed, cauticusly and cir-
cumspectly, by the Cappadocians.z
D o of ride varietb: f inion i botl TS thodoxr 2
Dacause of iride variety of opinion in both camps, orthodoxy and
. " * P 2
ctherwise, “progress towards the full Athanasian positlon~ was necessarily
gradual.ﬂq Rasil in 370 "was ctill carefully aveiding calling the Holy
. =4 - Y 21 by -
Spirit God."> In fact, Gregory of llazianzus describes how Basil, preach-
ing in 372, studiously abstained from speaking of the Holy Spirit's deity,6
e even received great opposition for ascribing glory to the Holy Spirit

in comncction with the Father and Son, In his De Spiritu Sancto? (375)

ne takes the ultimate step and declares that the Spirit must ve accorded
the same glory, honor and worship as Father and Son and he must be

"pocloned with" not "reckoned below™ them.

Lately when I was praying with the people, and using the
full doxology to God the Father in both forms, at one time
m7ith the Son together with the Holy Ghost," and at another
"through the Son in the Holy Ghost," I was attacked by some
of those present on the ground that I was introducing novel
and at the same time mutually contradictory terns.S

"9arnack, loc. cit., 268. 2K=11y, op. cit., 258,
N I .
Jlicens Creed, really. "Lelly, op. cit., 260,

- . . s .
JPhilip Schaff, History of the Christian Church, new and revised,
(ilew York: Charles Scribnerts Sons, 18356), III, 064,
s

Gregory of Uazianzus, "ipistle LVIII," Nicene and Post-.dicene
it., %53.

7Basil, "On the 3pirit," Uicene and Post.llicenc Fathers, op. cit.,
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They would cooner cut out their tongues than utter this
phrace (viz, Glory to the oly Ghost). They say the glory
is to b$ given to God in the Holy Spirit, not to the Iloly
Spirilt,

D)

Standing upon John 15:256 and the bapticmal Formula and the

divine triad could tolerate in itself no incquality of esceance, no min-
ture of crector and creature., The Cappadocians toolr 2 stand with
Ahunasius for cuch a docirine against the Arians and Mocedonions., They
arzued for the consubztontialily of the Moly Spirit, 2ll writing a treatise

onn De Sviritu Sancto. The Clagsicel definitive formula, a

acknovledged, 1s found in Basil'c work; "the other Cappadocians ropecat and

5 e 2 . ) ~ e v .
cubznd Dasil's teachling, "~ the homoousion of the Spirit. Thelr entirc

dozmn of the 1t's delilty, thus belonging to the Godhead as an

hynostasis, is based upon; via, the Spirit proceeds from the TFather

-

the Son is begotlen and generated by the Tather, aand thal whilch is 'heyg

(J
c-t'
i

. . 3] N .Y N N > - 14 BENN S [P R e PR
ten' and 'proceeds' of necessity is of the samsz, escenbtlal, ecsence

usi

<
(e}
(e}
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? ?

of that which begets and from which 1t procseds, therefore consubstantlial

and coeternsl,

This is what we mean vhen we say Fabther asad Jon aund Holy
Gnoct. Toe Father is the begetter and the caltber; o o o
i

The Son is (”OLLCﬁ, snd the Holy Ghost is the cmission
e o o Juen did the Tather come into weing? Therc asver wac

v . ?v - . -~
1onu. “telly, op. cit., 201.




o tiue when he vas not.  And the same thing ic truc of the Son

aud the Holy Ghost, !

A problem unlch the Cappadocians had to face was the Arian nebiling
tuat the homoousian cf the 3pirit involved the Father having two Sons.

So they had to differentiatc bzbtweoa the mode of origin of the Son and
that of the Spirit, ©"Al1l thel 2acil can say on the subject i1s that the
Spirit issues from God, not by way of generation, but as the breath of

aouth; and hils manner of coming Lo ve romaiuc incffable, ul

Ly
RS
(G
b

. o o & 1s moreover said to be Mof Godi" nobt indesd in the
sense in which Yall things are of God," but in the sense of
preceeding out of God, not by generation, like the Son, but as
Preztn of His mouth., Bul in no way is the "mouth" a meuber,
now the Spirit breath that is discolved; but the word Mmouth"

wced co far as it can be appropriave to 3od, and the Spirit

a Subgstance having life, vlftc with supremne power of sancti-
ication, Thus the ClOob relation is made plain, vhile the mode
the ineffable existence is safeguarded.

by e

by l~' [RES]

O

Thus

they argusd for the oneness of ousia but distinctlon of hypostases.

Pttt

Perhaps Gregory of Jazianzus reasons on "how" a little better. Speaking

L&)

of the Son and Jpirilt zimulbaneously:

ilow then are they not alike uwnoriginate, if they are
co-cternal? Secause they are from hin, nough not after
aim. Tor that which is unoriginate is eternal, bul that
vhich ic elbernal is not necessarily unoriginate so long
as it may be referred Lo the Tather as its origin., There-
fore in respect of cause they are not unoriginate, oul it
is5 evident that the cause is not necessarily prior to its

~
fa¥al
L

y . . . . ‘!v
effects for the sun is not prior to its light,”™

Gregory of Nazianzus, "Taird Theological Oration,™ Library ol
. 7
Christian Classics, op. cit., 100.
27e1ly, op. cit., 262, JBasil, cp. cib., 46, 29.

, N * .
*Gregory of Hazianzus,
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Now these are the names of the Godhead, tut the proper
name of the wnoriginate is "V"tnor " and that of the unorigl-
naLcly begobten is ""on," and that of the wabegottenly pro-

cunding or golug forth lo the "Moly Shoot.”

I oao waz frow the bLbozinning, the three weres so too,

I8 gou throw down one . . . you Jo not set up the other taro, 2

So with the Spirlt, as with the Son, the Cappadoclans retained
ouszia for the common cssonce, one nature, and used hypostacis to express

the differenco, differentia, Thelr definition of the proper hypostasis

of the Spirit "is a vertlable cirele."’

If it be acked whnt is the differentia of the Spirit, the
answer is 'Procession.' If it be further asked what ic Procession,
the answer ig 'difference,’ 'Its most peculiar characteristic
is that it is neither of those things which we contemplate in
the Father and in the Son respectively.' '"That then is Pro-
cession? Do you tell me what is the Unbegotteness of the
Tather, and I will explain to you the physiology of the genera-
tion of the Son and the Procession of the Spirit . . . The
real reauon why Procession was made the dlffcrcnpla of the
Spirit was that the word was found in Scripture,”™

Thus, as far as we are able to discern in our theologlans' writ-
ings, they taught the one ousia, in and of the Spirit, thus identical to
the Son and Father but a distinet manifestation, hypostasis, from Father

and Son, and not two Sons from, nor of the Father. However, another jibe

in an attempt to destroy the nccessary 'perfectness' of each hypostases,

1aregory of Nazianzus, "Fourth Theological Oration," op. cit., 190,

25regory of Mazianzus, "Fifth Theological Oration ~ On the Spirit,"
op. cit,, 1950

emr——

JRees, on. cit., 154.

4Ib:.d r. Rees is quoting Gregory of Nyssa and Gregory of
Nazianzug, re spoctlvely, Adversus Runomius 1,22 and Oration X¥XT, 8.




and
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1f accomplished would destroy the trinity, was: "says my opponent,

that there springs from the same sourece one vho is Son and one who is not

a Son . . . vwhat . . . 1s there lacking to the Spirit which prevents his

bein

- ing lacking he would be 2 Son. !
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e Spirit God? Most certainly., Well then ic he consub-
antial? Yes, If he is God . . . Ve assert there is nothing
cking - for God has no deficiency. 2ut the difference of
manifestation . . . or rather . . . their mutual relations one
to another has caused the difference in their names, For in-
deed it is not some deficiency in the Son uvhich prevents his
being Father (for Sonship is not deficiency) and yet he is not
Father . . . this is not due to deficiency or subjection of
ecsence; out the very fact of being unbegotten or begotten,
or proceeding has given the nane of Father to the first, Son
to the second, and to the third, him of vhom we are speaking,
the Holy Ghost, that the distinction of the three persons
may be preserved in one nature and dignity of Godhead.?

It was Gregory of Nyssa, however, who provided vhat was to prove

actual definitive statement. He teaches that the Spirit

.« . 15 out of God and is of Christ; He proceeds out of
the Father and receives from the Son . . . the Father being
the cause . . . two caused . . . one of them is directly pro-
duced by the Father through an intermediary ._. . the Father
is in no way prejudiced by the fact that He [Spiri§7 derives
His being from Him /God/ through the Son . . . It is clearly
Gregory's teaching that the Son acts as an agent, no doubt
in subordination~ to the Father who is the fountain head of
the Trinity, in the production of the Spirit.X

1Gregory of Mazianzus, op. cit., 199. 2Tbid.

s | mmaa s

JAs stated by the Cappadocians real subordination is lacking for

the settling of their entire dogma is in the homoousion of the Spirit and
Son with the Father.

“Yelly, op. cit., 262, 263.



69

The Cappadocians gave the third nember of the trinity, the Holy
Spirit, the definite place and character which he now possesses in
Sastern orthodoxy as being a hypostasis in the Godhead consubstantial with

the Father and proceeding from the Father through the Son.

From the days of Tertullian the typical formula had been
'From the Father through the Son.' 'Proceeding from the Father
is the most primitive filioque clause,' Bastern orthodoxy; hou-
ever, in the fourth century the implication came ‘*the Son con-
jointly with the Father was actually productive of the Holy
Spiri%. The Zast has remained fiercely and fanatically to this
form.

o doubt, as with 'unoriginate' and 'unbegotten,' or ‘*only-begottent
and 'generation,' there has been an over emphasis and czaggerated concern
for 'proceeding' and the 'prepositional relation' between the persons of
the trinity.

But the Cappadocians were 21l profoundly convinced that the

time was ripe to vindicate, with whatever necessary rescrve of
language the position of the Spirit in the unity of the divine
essence. They were less consclous than Athanasius of the
religious significance of the Ilomo-ousios, and more moved by
the metaphysical motive to construct an intellectual scheme of
deity that would correspond to the baptismal formula and the
Dule of Taith.

The Council of Constantinople (381) established, "Wahich proceedeth
I L

from the Father," and did so upon the passages, II Corinthians 3:17,

13, M. D. Zelly, Barly Christisn Croeds (2nd. ed. London:
Longmans, Green and Co., 1952), 358,

The “estern thoology was: "Whaich proceedeth from the Father and
the Son," which with the castern statement furnished the battle ground
nearly seven centuries later resulting in the separation of eastern from
western Christendon.

2Ress, on., cit., 152,



John 6:63 aad John 15:25,

79

the Council of Chalcedon (451) fixed the two naturez in the Son, for
orthodoxy.

The result has been abstract doctrincs, constructed rather
chanically by oputting together some passages of Scripture
sither in a too-literal fashion or in a too -scicn ific and
theoretical manner. The doctrine of the Holy Spirit has suf-
fered from such an approach, especlally Since it was included
in the early creedal formulations more for formzl reasons than
for experimental ones, So we find this kind of treatment
extending from Basil of Caesarea with his cxeggeratezd concern
the prepositional rolation among the persons of the Trinity,
to 1. D. Swebte (The Holy Spirit in the iew Testament) with
his detailed exegesis of innumerable passages but with no
resulting unified view.

Ulz

ne
ol
[sE8

Tney stand authoritative Lo this very day, as



CHAPTER V

THE DOCTRIUT Or THE TRIIITY

ot the trinity but first the deity of Christ and the Holy
Spirit secondly were concerns in definitive theology of the early Church.
"The basic attacks on Christian dogma are implicitly or explicitly on the
Christological level.“1 The Jicean formula is generally considerad the
basic trinitarian statement of the church, TZut that is misleading
because "the decision of Nicea is a christologleal one."? Tt may be
affirmed, however, that the statement of llcea provided the firct basic
contribution toward developing definitive trinitarian dogma. The restate-
ment and enlargement of the orthodox formula at Constantinople (381),
although it added the deity of the Yoly Spirit to the full deity of the
Con, '™Myas a chrisbological statement, "2 Mthough the council of Constan-
tinople was "the realfirmation of the licene faith"
of the Spirit was formally endorsed. 'Jith a definitive Fformula worked out

on the Son and one cn the Spirit, one for the trinity wvas inescapable,

Mnd the final discussion of trinitarian doctrine, of necessity, must have
avaited the developoment of the idea of the Spirit, “Irinitarian symbols

iPoul Tillich, Systewatic Theology. Dxistence and the Chris
; Chicago: The Univercity of Chicago Presc., 1955) II, 1

®Tpid,, 142,  JIbid. Kelly, oo. cit., 251.

71



becone empty 18 they are separabted from their two expericantisl roote . . .
the living Zod and the sxperiecacs of the lew Seing in the Christ.wl

The theological statement ot Constantinople was that of the
Coppodoclian Tathers; however, it "may bhe falirly deoscribed as in cubstance
that of Athanasins."® That vhich was Qifferent was the angle of approach
malting the throo hypostases their starting point and not the one divine
ouzia, Tzouing from the hemeousians' tradition, 1t is soomingly natural
that thoy should nake the t
in their thinking, inevitably 1o the
TGodhead as Athannging, and r of
subgtance by Leozinning with ather,
Son and Spirit, DZoth approu channels to btrinltariasn

dogma leading to orthodoxy, one being Zastern, tho obhicr estern. The
Cappadocians' trinitarian formulae is one ousia in threc hypostosss, Lub
theolr anproach, therefore, tholr gpparent cuphasis, was on the three

sounded painfully like three gusia, or three divine
ozings, i. o. bhroee Gods; and Lhey were meroly trying to express the
sepurabe subclistence of the three persons in the consubstantial triad
in order to stay clear of Savellianlsa,

Atvolding the charge of Sabellianisn by empnablcally declariag
chres distinct hypostases they fell chort, in the eyes of many, of uphold-
ing orthodox monctuciom. Thus they were lefi open Lo the charge of belng
polytheistic and suffered the taint of Arianism., It 1y astonlisuing the
szbent to which theological divislons uerc kept alive wnd created Ly the

1Ti1lich, op. cit., 145, %relly, ou. git., 263, 20k
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D different and mutual confucing theoolozical teras, "3y creating a

piololle

fira terwinolozy they [thue Cappadociong/ succecded at the same time in

produclny apparently clear foruulas,®! Tuls creation of firm terainology

ad tae definitive foraula wac possible because of the conversion of the

sezab body ol bomcouslans bto Lhe howoousian posiltion, first the Son and
[}

G of the Spirkt, Ve ghall try nou lto sct forth the syctem of thought
this firw beorwmiuoloygy declarcd in a chrouoclogy formed from our own analy-
i of thelr trinitarian dogmz,

Tue cooeonce of their doctrine is that the supreme veing is onc
divine ousia existing in a Godhead simultancously in three modes of
cxisbence, Tather, Soun and Splirit, the threc hypostasces, and that one or
a1l of the labter oquals the one divine ousia, God,

Tverylhing that the Tather is is scen in the Son, and cvery-
thing thal the Son is belongs to the Tather. Tahe Son in His
anblrety abides in the Father, and in reburn possesses the
Tuthor in enbirety in Himself. Thus the hypostases of the Con

Q b
15, so to apcak, tho form and presentation by which the Father
1u kaoun, and the Fathor's hypostases 1o recognized in the form
f Lllv JOH..Z
Here wo have the docbrine of the co-inhercnce of the divine
. . L] . .’) T
porsonsz, or as "it was later called 'perichoresls.'™” In other words,
Lhe ouno ousia can be caid Lo exist undivided in divided persons, "ouc

. . . . N . \ . . !
in diversity, diverse in unlty, wherein is a marvel™t Gregory of lUyss

sald Lt this way:

Harnack, op. cit., 260.

it

2Basil, "Epistle XXXVIII," op. cit., 141. ZKelly, loc. cit.

‘Gregory of lazianzus, "On God," Library of Christian Classics,
cit., 134,

18
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then we see then together we can count them., ZTebt the

nature is one, united in itself, a unit completely indi-
vigibtle, Jq1cn is neither increased by aadition nor dimished
by subtraction, belng and remaining o"°enti'llj one, inscpa-
rable even when appearing in plurality, continuous anJ entire
and not divided by the individuals wno share it,

lext, one must comprehend their meaning in the use of the word
"Codhead," This undivided ousia, which is the nature of deilty, is in
three perscns, which is the Godhead, which does not refer ever to God's
nature in wnity nor diversity.

Most people think that the word "Godhead" refers to God's

nature in a special way . . . His nature cannot be named and
is ineffable . . . the divine nature . . . is not signified
by any of these terms. Rather is samc atiribute declared by
what is sald.

To our theologlans if 'Godhead' referred to the divine nature
that would force them to speak of 'gods' and forbid *'God. '3 e have
Lairly uell proved . . . that the word 'Godhead' does not refer to a

!
nature but to an operation."* If the three hypostases, Father, Son and
Cpirit, the Godhead, referred to the divine ousia, bthen there would of
necessily be three gods. 3ub if the divine ousia ic thought of as express-
ing itself in the attributes, or operations, of Talther, CJou and Spirit,
one God is firmly establisned. "From this it is clear thal the divine
nature is not signified by any of these terms, Rather is some atiribute
declared by wnat is said.®”? lerein is their meaning given to Godhead,

viz. the three hypostases.

» » ~ 2 LR
1Gregocv of ilyssa, "0a ot Three Gods," op. cit., 258. “Toid., 259.
3-‘-, Kl I le/-rw » 7 3 v . - T
Toid,, 2¢0. Loid,, 201. Toid., 259. Viz. the three

hypoestases.



To exzplain how the one substance can be simultanecously present
in three persons, manifestations, divided yet undivided, they appeal to
the analogy of a universal and its particulars. "In each of these terns
e find a particular idea which by thought and expression we rightfully
attributo to the divine nature, bul which does not express what that
naturc cssentially 1s."1 T shall state that ousia has the same relation
to hypostascs as the comnon has to the particular."2 Gregory of lyssa
illustrates in the following mamner:
Tacre ars many who have chared in the same nature-~disciples,
apostles, martyrs . . . but the "man" in them all is one , . .
Tuke is a man, as is Stephen. But that does not mean that if

anyone a man he is therefore Luke or Stephen . . , Tet the
nature one . . . appearing in plurality . . . . .~

L& I &)

| SO

Je say of gold, when it is made into small coins that it is
one and that it is spoken of as such . . . 'nile we speak of
many coing . . . we find no multiglication of nature of gold by
reaczon of the number of starters.
"In the same manner, in the matter in question, the term gusia
is common, . . o Vhile hypostases is contemplated in the special property
A \] ] . r L) .
of Tatherhood, Sonship or power to sanctify."” So, according to 3asil
the particularizing characteristics of the universal are "paternity,"
"sonship," and "sanctifying power." Also, the particulars are defined
as 'ingencrateness,' 'generateness,' and 'procession,' 'unbegotten,’
"bogobten' and temission' according to the theological Jargon of the

other Cappadocians.

. 2 . . < .
1Tbid. 2nasil, "Epistle CCXIV," op. cit., 25%.

i/ IS . ! . £ . .
JGrezory of lyssa, loc. cit. B1pia., 26s5. J2asil, loc. cit,
@ — —— % y
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Zitucrio the words ous
uced a5 CyLONyTIG o . . ©
charsly.tl Zasil particalarly teands to contracth ﬂJuOubuubu
il ousia® Qusia was treated, however, rarcly cgual to
’dyovuaCc:. Bagil found it possible to speal of the trinlly
tnree ousia, but oa internsl charactor*uLch or relatlone
A L

S ~r
5
ratner than on wmetapnysical,”
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That the Capuacoc sns really neant and finally clearly
3 s shored an ideatity of

sald was that the threc anﬂ"tase

essence.  Tnere werc not three gods wilh cpmmon divinity,
. PR v . v s ja 2

but oac God with bthree modes of his being,”

Ta this nmanner the Coppadocians, in order to wmale cluzr whorein

ok d
cile oncness and whereln the crinity lles, ceystallized the theclogy of

the tera acmocusion,

The term homoouclon was adoytcd to cxtripatc o o . ’Mﬁiety:
The conjunctlion of the Son with the Father i thout time and

r wi

uithout internnl . . . The Joly Splrit, teo, is muaborsd wilh
~ I
v A

w3

the Tathee and Son . o o This tera corcecos 1 grror of
Szuellius for 1t raioves the idea of the Ldentity of the
i c 22 of Percoas

hypostases, ad introduces in perfc “'LOH th

e o o Lue word as chera2fore an exeellant and orthodox use,
defining as it does both the proper character of tac hypostases
cad sebbing forth the invaribility of the natur

The oneness, 2o well as the foundation, of orthodor trinitar-

. n D) .

lanism liles in homoougious, identity of cuostanc

D)

PR SR TG N A Wt
he triniby springs,

(s}
cir

’
cuorges fron thic; the trinlty lies in the threc hypostases; without

zither, onc ousia, or thrce, nobt more nor lesz, hypostases thelr is no
? 14 I

rinity; and without the trinity, the threc-ine-one, There ic no lmouwl-

~

cdge of aor understanding of God and mza,  Zab how can there ve dlstinet,

diverse wodes if there lc one identliy of belng?
- . .1 7 . . . 7
MeGiffert, op. cit., 2062, Z2Richardson, gn. Sit., 65,

3. . o Lelly, Zarly Christ
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Mnd vwhen we are taught that the Son is of the substance of
the Father, begotten, not made, let us not fall into the
material sense of the relations. For the substance was not
separated from the Father and bestowed upon the Son, neither
did the substance engender by fluxion, nor yet by shooting
forth as plants their fruits. The mode of the divine, begct-
ting 15 ineffable and inconceivable by human thought.

In other words, the "how?" cannot be articulated., It is just a
plain fact of the Holy Scriptures and human experience that God has
expressed himself as Father, who begot the Son, and sent forth the Holy
Spirit through the Son. "We must not . . . contaminate our intelligence
with corporeal senses."2

It is merely the statement of a necessary paradox that the

one God exists as both beyond and related inaccessible and
encountered . . . the difficulty . . . arises . . . from try-
ing to derive one mode from the other,

And, of course, the Cappadocians ran squarely into this difficulty,
For upon stating that the Son was derived from the Father and the Holy
Spirit from him also inevitably came the concept of a second gusia and then
the third ousia. But they would have nothing to do with this reasoning
stating dogmatically that three distinct subsistances of the one ousia
did not make another substance any more than Peter, James and John make
another, though three, than 'man.' "Those who accept three hypostases
think themselves compelled to confess an equal number of substances, I

have therefore, that you may not fall into a similar error, written you,"L'r

Basil wrote to his brother.

1Toid., 1%6. 2Tbid,  JRichardson, loc. cit.

¥Basil, "Epistle XXXVIII," op. cit., 137.
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To meet the sccond problem stemming from 'derived! that Son and
Spirit, cven i of the sawe substance, had to be less than the Father
281l gald, "Peler 1s no nore [ﬁbr los§7 man than Andrew or John or
Jaues, "1 oy meintaining any of the three persons to be inferior to the
other, we overturn the whole trinity."z "Iverything that the Father ics

.

is seea in the Jon and everything that Son is belongs to the Father

O
c

Dut this doctrine of co-inherence precludes in any degree

inct and individual, So where do we go

ci

the three divine persons, dig

lence, as the word embraces all that are included under the
same naue, there is need of some mark of distinction by which
e ngy recognize not man in gencral but Peter or John. There
are other nouns which stand for a particular object and denote
not the other nature but a separate thing having nothing in
comion, SO far as individuality goes, with others of the s
kind, like Paul or Timothy.¥

The Cappadocians would have nothing to do with God beilnz three
persons (orosooon) and theze persons veing nerely "faces," "masks," or

1

"roles," as Sabellius believed, "IL then you transfer to theology the

distinction you have in human affairs bebueen substance and aypostases
|4

you will not go wrong."-

2ut how could our theologlans insist oa this co~inherence,

lJo

k24
w2

'_'.

absolute equality, one esseace, "IEverything that the Father S secen

1Toad.

=

2Gregory of lazianzas, “On the Holy Spirit," op. cit., 319

i
-5

~ . . , -
sBagil, op. cit., 141, Ibid,

e ——————

]

SIbid. Of course, this advice was adverse to "We must not contami-
nate our intelligence with corporeal senses," as we saw earlier whien

discouraging atteapts to articulate and compreheond 'begetting.?
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«

in the 2on," etc., and at the saune time not swerve from the dogmatics

of "a s«

O

parate thing having nothing in common so far as individuality
goes with others of the same kind," for they even insisted that the sanme,
and all, activity and operations were common to the three. A waity of
substance of neceszcity resulted in a unity, oneness, of will, thougat,

operation or activity, too. Their theory is that the unity of the ousia,

or Godhead, follows [from the unity of divine action disclosed in rovela-
tion,
For, 'if we obsarve,* urites Grogory of Liyssa, a single
activity of Father, Son and Holy Spirit, in no respect dif-

ferent in the case of any, we are oollged to infer unity of
nature . . . from the identity of activity,"!
Those whose operations ars identical have 2 single substance,

Je saw the explanation of the single substance of the three persons of
the trinity, and absolute ecquality, is the illustration of Peter, Janes
and John and comaon substance, "mon." The Canpadocians' articulation
of the onenecss of activity, or operation, is based upon Seriptures such
as: “"Lebl us male man in our image;"2 "hatsoever the Father does, the

-
Son does likerize, "~

D)

e do not leara that the Tather does something on his
oun, in which the Son does not co-operate, lOr again that
the Son zcts on his owm without the Spirit.*
“Te must avold thinlking that this takes any absolute supremacy

avay from the Tather, "Rather does every operation which exbtends from

11s was used to confirm onenaess of ousia, too.

2. n ’ . ’
~Jonn 5:19. “aregory of llysca, on. cit., 202,

-



nated accordinz te our differin

(=]

T it have Ltz orizin ia the Tather, ol Tt is ocur conclusion that the

onenesc of operatica is 2imprassed in Mceo-opeoration” for cevery idea,

. - w - N -L
n aluoys comes from the Father and without

It ic for thic reoson thot the word of the operation is
not divided amony the porcons involvad, Tor the action of
each ia any matter Lu nol ceparote and individualized, Iut
wnat cccure, waebher in reference to Ged's providence for
ws or to the govermument and constitution of the universe,
oceurs through the three Percons, and is not three separate
thinge .+ « o Sut taough we take for granted that there arce
three Porcons aud namsg, we do not imagine that throe dif-
ferent lives ore granced us--one fronm each of them. Ratnscr
1t iy tne sase 1ife uhich is produced by the Father, prepared
vy the Zon, oud desconds on the will ¢f the Holy Spirit,

-

Thus the aoly Triasity or

There is no activity
"iudging, ™ "saving," individ
supervision,' Thus, as the
identity o
of Lhe Son und that‘of the S

because of Joial and sluulta

every actioa beguil and compl

N

the meaning of the Cappadocia

-
pod

is seen in the Son," etec,

(though the unbzrottenness,

ings to effect every operation in a

brougnt to coupletion, be it Yseelng,'
ually, separately nor "apart from joint
taree hyoostases cannot be vieued nueri-
I essence," the action of the Father, thatb
pirit cannot be viewed ac three actlons
neously operation of the three persons in
cted, Here and hercin only coumes clear

st phrase, "Iverything that the Falher is

Zut primarily, it is in this caeness of being,

1

begobtleimess, and proceeding being forover

P ! .
2Toid, +Ibid., 253.

conzentions
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iharticulate) that the zbsoluteness of the three Persons accomplishing

i
£

everything Jointly rests. In this nanner we see¢ the Father on the cross,

the Son az Creator, and the Holy Spirit alco there and doing.

Zut God who is over all is the Savior of all, while the Son
orings salvation to effect by the grace of the Spirit, Yet on
this account Jeripoure does not call them three Saviors, although
salvation is recognized to come from the holy Trinity .+ . God
is onc, beczuse no distinction of nature or of operation is to
be oLserved in the CGodhead . . . 1t admits of no plural signi-
ficance. |

it is the Father only who is "unbegotten,®

t-{

t is the Zon onily who iz "begotten." It is the Spirit only who
"proceeds,” Though thelr nature is identical and all functioning is in
onenecss, these distinctions cannot be taken from each, nor given to the
other, It was only the "only begotten" on the cross, though we sec an
identical substance Lo the Father and Spirit there and all three willing
and carrying out the action. It was only the 'proceecding one® decending
upon the chumreh at Pentecost, though he is of identical substance with
Father and Son and could aot have been without the other two nor could
he have teen deceading without the co-operation of them. It was the
Father only wao was "unbegotten” bul he neither created nor saved the

LIRY

world nor ectablished the Church separately from the Son or JSpirit, who

b3 b

were "of" the ousla of the Father God., So, because of the one ousia and

~

onenese of operation we cannot say there are three Gods, rather one ousia
in three hypostages, which ic revealed to man by the three hypostases in

1T

one Qusia, If we use nuwiber we must use it reﬁerently."j He was

o« o 7 Yl » Ve 7
11pid., 204, 2686. RTbid., 256, 267.

23asil, "Oa the Holy Spirit," op. cit., 4.
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not be addsd togelher., The Jappadocisng, thoughtl:
The reason for thilc is that the divine nature JH;Cl Th;y
ars 1s slaple and Ladivisidbl 45 G orJ of Tazlan:

tindivicivle and uni
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The Coppudoclancs establiched the orthedox doctrine of the trinity
in Tactern dogma and were the fouadallon upon whlch Vestern dogua was

oo A B NN A A . - RN
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or, ac znothor thcologlan has very well swmarized thelr v

docirine:

bcing incomposite, is

The whols unvaried sa0sTance,
W ied bpcing of cach Person

:‘- EN } ]
the an*JL&aality 1s only the meonaer in wvhich the
identical subsitence is objectively presented ia each
several Forsonc.

Telly, oo. cit., 263, 259.  2Harnsck, op. cit., 289.
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stic Thousht, (2ad. ed. London:
ing Christlon Inowledge, 10357» 2y



COUCLUSION
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WO lAVE DTN Yaolalill Tias U

btle speculative eleuweat of Chris-

curch ceontury. The Jdoctrine of thie trini

religious and gpecalative inguliry into thz relation betirson the threc
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suvtle coccalative elacent rapidly growv aand roach the swmit in the

the Church Musing, philosopny as the

Thic provloi of thzology, trinity, sceums to be designed to be onc

rising inevitahly Uo gizantic proportions. When oie looks back over all

the personal wioitlons, political clashes, jealousies, philosophical-

the similarity of thought which

o

theologieal uanouverings onz wonders a
hes enerzed. Then 2gslin, "it 1z hard to doubt that some hand of Divine
Guldance was as o golden thread running throughout.® ®2  The truth of I,
Jan Zusen's asseriloa is nore apparent upon comprehending the fullness
with which hereblics and Fathers alike appealed to the lew Testament for
ohis reacon, that Zow Testawment

1

reflection on the aature of God was in a fluid state, akin to thelr oun

- - q . . .
erverinental thinking."” Triniltarian dogumss, orthodox or unorthodox,

1Caaon 2. D, Richardson, Harvard Tneolosical DReview, The Doctrine
of the Trinity, VI (April, 1943), 125,

- . e . . v -
ZTan Duasen, op. c¢it., 149. 2C. Q. D. DRichardson, op. cit., 110.
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to ve founad explicit nor implicit within

P

are no
new

coursc, ars net yat a doctrine,
Even Zarth clearly insictc that "the doctrine of the Trinity
woric of tho chureh," in vhich the church makes "an

is a
an2lysis™ of revelation ag attested by Scripture.

rm ™IS e RPN SR+ o
These Ditlical aalerials, of

s

4. dowever, "the problem was not

by the Chrictian experionce,"z we wleh to keg

cr

iuvented, WUt wras e

in the foreground of our winds alweys, This imported doctrine has not

been withoul its venefits. It has saved Christisnity from a return to

v

nas given, since the days of his flesh, timely assurances

for Jesus Christ of history; therefore,
constantly set at salvation does not hinge upon

man alone, These doctirinal forumlations have repeatedly helped in deepen-

ing and perserving the individual's and the church's experieance of the

threelold expericace cet forth in biblical revelation, The latter has
been accomplished especially "unen the doctrine has been used as an aid
to faith and not zs the object of faith or legalistic test of orthodoxy,"?

and when verbally ascerted adherence to church-sanctioned orthodoxy was not

nade the requicite for recognizable Caristian sincerity.

Dub since definitive formulations nave been repeatedly made the

tests of orthodory and sincerity of Caristian living, deepening and per

serving the Christian individual and Church has not been accomplished,

1Cone, op. cit., . R. D, Richardsou, gp. cit., 112,

o) .
~“Couie, op. cit., 142.
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perndps, aob in predominance, A careful weighing of the total historical

B S o~ - - R N =
account mzlizs one guos

ion very 1ittle the evaluation of a brand new con-

=

occame baz property of specialized theologians,
generalized poddlers ook Him over and redesigned Him for nmass consumption."1
Iigtory ic fuwil of the origin and growth of cults during the tines of heated

theological controversy and definitive formulations, and thic is Ltrue ose

pecizlly wmen the individual was reguired to embrace the latter or suffer

anatheuatization.

Kol

The anatnecaas of the early church, and today, have tended to stop

or ninder iantellectual inguiry, The doctrine of the trinity itself was

o

framed by tae intellect, Ve say, "let the intellectual passion for

ingquiry survive and revive," that is: question forever conclusions in

.

theology and practical Christian living as it is done in the field of
science and percennially attempts to restate old truths in new and better

ways without fear of dogmaticians,

Hight not the long period of intellectual sgualor which
we call the Dark Ages perchance have been avoided, and the
intellectual passion of inguiry which brought it to an end
rot been cast out with the Nestorian hereties? It was in
obedience to insistence on correct thinking about these
nysteries, rather than on the primary importance of disci-
pleship, that they were expelled from the Roman Empire,

A1l of the guestions arisc azain in modern theology and scholars,
teachers, students, belisvers are branded liberal, conservative,

evaangelical, fundsmental or hereblcal., As one looks at the ecumenical

1Hartin 5. Marty, The llow Shaoe of American Relision (llew Tork:

Harper ond Zrothers, 1959), 37.

2c. R. D. Jichardson, op. cit., 114,
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that 'zolden thread' in cenburles past.

This i a new day of intellectual ingulry and will go aowm in
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Christion doctrine in order to survive,
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pocitions: 1} rejection 2z o foreign
(J, Zailiic, A, C. 1zGiffert, D, C. Lnc
(2) o dramatic syubol (L. C. Knuvdoon; 1
(primarily a mode of rovelation) (. T 1, 2 250,
T, Tarton, . Aulen); (4) o defensive doctrine, center-
nz i wn of Joocus as Savicr {Drurmer); (5) uselul
“r*neLple (L, Thoraton, D. Jayers);

Loin (’un”a.ﬁqtqlists ;
the doctrinal systen
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nal dogaa
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“moele, . wicklen, L, Jowgoon; aud

Lion and so identicsl uwith the
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1C1aude Jelch, Ths Dockring of the Trinity in Soatewsorary Theolouy
N ~ ~ LS . ~ Y e - k4 I !
(lew Tork: Charles Scribaer's Sons 1952), chaps. 2-0, p. 125
ZCome, 9o, cib., 1, "Iituout doubt, the most creative atbuat,
scince Augustine, Lo state the 4octrina o? the Trinity from Ditlical vieu-
polnt nos been wade by hull Carth," ivid., 143.
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ies and nakves them oneg, which he azkcss sianller to the

+

vasic cupposition of Athanoziuc of the fourlly century, with whoa he
les and makes thea

aligue Zerl Zarcth. The other positioas he identl

syaciyuous to the have as waclr modern counterpart,

1

conard Todgson. Though basically tae swme, the approach to trinity is
2 S ! X4

)

differsnt and the resulting effect i1s tuo definiltive foruulas. 35 these

=

. .

two alternabives come to light in clagsic trinitarianism “they have
created an unresolved tension in the mind of the chureh up bo the
present day."z

Athenosius cet forth the prizary vision of a one-nubured three-
fold Zod; the Cappadoclons, a like-nabtured (not houmoeousion, but

homoousion) triune God., Tor Athunasius the nystery lies in trinity and

knous the one God; for the Cappadociuns the ©

E
«
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o]
(@]
e
©
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by
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and the mystery lies in God's unity. To Athanaciue, Sod 1s personal in

his unitby, therefore, there is & blur among tne distinetions of the three
persons; for the Cappadocians, the three hypostases arce personal wille

thuelr unity is abstract, an Lupersonal substance. Howcver, in relation

tud

ethuns~Baker who flatly

G

to tuls last comparison, we have decided with

&

asserbss thal in classlcel usage 'person' (prosdpon or person

means what 'person' means in modern popular usage . . . I

1Ibid, 2Come, op. cib., 142, J2ethune-Buker, op. cit., 234-2
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or character, or part, or fuanction; atiention is fixe

C“
o
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on the character or function rather than on the subject,"! Hence,

-

The ceoneept ¢f a "soclul Trinity" LIngsog7 \a perfcect
community of three "Persons") appears to be a predominantly
specul &tLV formulation, based on the modern concept of
perconality read vack into the classic doctrine, Certainly
the uLb;LC al references to Father, Son end Holy Spirit . . .
makes the concept of God as a comnittes of three completely
wnbenable,?

To continue on with the persistent difference of cmphasis in
clzssic formulation as pointed out in Athanasius and the Cappadocians
for those who insist and agreec that trinity is integral to the Christian
faith, in act and in revelation, "this basic problem of difference has
not been resolvex . . o although fifteen hundred years of theology have

developed new lerminologies of Christian faith. "3

\

We say three persons, not that we wish to say it, but
that we may not be reduced to silence

Zither the uanity is swallowed up in diversity, or the
diversity is overcome by the unity. The long struggle to
find a Titting way to bring together these tuo symbols,

both necessary as they are has issued in nothing but futility.

5

.
Mr, Van Duscn asserts® that there are "in contemporary theology

« « o Ghree reinterpretations of the Trinity of aore then usual

1Ipid., 234. 2Come, op. cib., 144, JIbid., 142.

st-ilicene Fathers, First Series,
The Christian Literature

3] .
rSt. Augustine, Ine llicene and Po

ilip Schaff, 5 vols., (Zulfalo:
7): I1I, "On the Trinity,™ 7 :5

- /
. . . ,
“Cyril Richardson, op. cit., 91. “Van Dusen, go. cit., 164-163.
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orizinality and vow er."! Like Hr. Zoue, on2 he identifies uith Karl
Barth and roluates it Lo Augustine and back to Athanasius; the other
ne azsertc iz the dirzet contradition and--aligne on that side Leonard

Todgson, augllicanls.s aad the Cappadocians, Strangely, he makes the

1 tiiat of Dorothy Sayers calling it "the most origi-

re

third rcointerpretatio
nal and suggestive . . o of the Trinity in these latter years.'.’z To us
it is synoaymous and just equal to Come, Zarth, JAugustine, and Athanasius
and today's Dr. Harry ISnergon Fosdick, ir, Van Dusen cltes sJ the latter
person aad hig portrayal of Theodore loosevell by himself in his Autobio-
graphy s an approach te trinity today., Mr, T
the public fizure, the sportsman, and the boyish, mischievous playmate,
< 1 !
Talch was Theodore Roosevelt? COne nmight have . . .
knew well one of these "persons" and never suspected
thab theore was another, two others. The three avenues

. o o lozd to three different ”“neo“ore rooscvells; no,
not "three perscons,”_but one person *n three scparate

~

wodes of operation [and existences

And with this alternative IIr, Van Dusen tokes his stand, for he says:

"Our analogies should be drawn, not from a multiplicity of persons,
not . . . of faculties or functions within each person, but from the

familiar reality . . . of 2 wnole person in his manifold experience
and expression,’o

)

1tly every stage of trinitarian formulation from the third

o
(o]
3
o
=
c
CT"

century on to the present qay speculation regarding the Godhead has moved

17 3 T 2713 L4 374 A n_Ame
Ieid.,, 1i4. Tobid., 109, Toid., 173-175.

Fosdick presents ir. Roosevelt,
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alonz these o alternatives ue've set forth, To us the mystery is not
how all thcse divine belngs can te one, but how the one God can manifest
himselD 1a oo many wayc and still Lz the total self, And the incarnation
is the focal poiunt of the mystery. But it appears to us that we just

¢ the ilocarnation "God in the flesh" seriously, viz.
like we have serilously taken v, Iiscnhover, the boy of Xansas, the
soldier, =nd thes president seriously., e chall have to align ourselves,
at thisc ovoint, with Ilr, Conz's nracentation! in outline, which secms

the moct sengibvle and understandable approach to understanding trinity
to date. Tac esgential characteristics we shall sumnarize briefly:

stinct arts of

d u his or enku, novers unsezsn obenind or above
S 2 manifestations. The one uod is fully ore~
ent and actlve in any and all of his modes of bewno and

t

(2) Thc threefoldness of Fatheor, Soxn, and Spirit is
threefolduess in the structure or pattern of the one act

ol God in Christ and the Holy 3pirit and therefore the
structure of all divine “CulVlﬁJ and the 3eing of God.
Father, Joun, and Spirit point merely to the complexity
of relations that the one God aaintains betieen himself
and wman, thus within hinself to himself.

(3) The trinitarian formula can be applied in three
ways: (a) to the uodes of God's approach to us; (b) to
the modes of Cod's in-rolati chio t g+ and
the nodes of Cod':s o ing-in-reclationchip to us; an
(e) to the wmodes of the being of the one who relates
nimself to us., The am falls upon the second but
thie other two are 1 and called for under certain
circunstances,

(#) CZod is the absolute 'other one' to us. Ue ig the
one who confronts us with himself, 3Zod is ths one wno
unx*ou himzelf to us and us to himself. It is the sanme

one -ll three rclationships and he is related to us
in all three waoys simmltoncously,

1Coue, op. cit., 144-153.



N

{5) Gecd is & peraen to wus in the modern sense of the
vord in the totality of the total relationships, Father,
con, and Spirit., If only one level of relationship were
madntained, God would disappear.

(0) Sso we cry out "our Hoatenly Father as the one

from whom we have come; "0 Christ, our Savior," as the
same one; '"Conme loly Spixrlt," as the same one to cone
and commne with us,

“le do not agree with lMr. Cyril Richardson when he says, "the terms
Father and Son are unfitting to express God in his beyondness over against
God in hic relations with the world."? We do agree with hin in answer
to the question, "Mhy do we sometimes say the Father does this and the
Son does that and the Holy Spirit this?"

Such statements as the Sceriptures make them must not

be taken at their face value, They are symbolic, not

1iteral , . . They are not only important to make but
alse necossary to make in order to draw our aticntion

to tho fact that there 4z a Trinity, ‘ithout them we

should be in danger of neglecting the doctrine of the

Trinity altogother,

Though Mr. Richardson is not as clear as ir. Come, and often
anblguouc ond inconsistent, we think, he is cssenlinlly on our side of
understanding, for he says: "In literal truth it is the whole Trinity
doing something . . . we say the Father , . . though it really belongs
cqually and indivicibly to the whole 'I’:v;’m:'t.’cy.'.'l‘L And he quotes

Mgustine for support who remarked that when we say "'Our athor,' our

address is not to the Father alone, bul %o the vhole Trinity.“5

1This is not Sabellianism, championed once again in Frederick
Schleirmacker.

2Richardson, op. git., 69.  JIbid., 75.

“1pid., 76,  OIbid., Augustine, De Trinitate, 5.11.12.




Tn the lizght of the foregoing attempte to cet forth trinlty

o with Yr. H. thmeoler Robingon's renark

anderstandably, e srould not agre

T "Y- (TR N * » . L) .
tnot "the fourth century doctrine 1n its hictorical internretation is
R =

pRICHh Borse intelligible +hah some modern attempts to deféend it nl e
would agree heartily uyith other assertions by previously cited authors®
L W -

(,,,,w‘ PR A v - N 2 3
s consider them & mosS adequate and £itting summary to our study:

The classical doctrinc of the tyinity fails to satisfy the Christian

smen of today not because 3t says too mach, it does verbally, but because
Sl 2

1t saye too little. 7e have richer categories and an ampler experience

of the work of the Toly Spirit. Ousia and hypostases are inndequate to

our larger concept of tspirithood.! That is why the typical modern

bhempts to defend the classical doctrine £ail to bring conviction or to
1pspire enthusiasi. Tts underlying philosopny 15 superceded; our e ori-
ence cannot .o run snto the mould of these conceptions without scrious

satisfactory which does not conserve

3]

loss. &0 Christian doctrine will be
the fourth century. The classlcal

the religious values 25 Paithfully ac did

doctrine has great * gymbolic! worth, ond 1s rightly felt to safeguard
religlous values that are wital ©o Christian ezperience. *le are only at the
bogiming of the Formulabion of such a doctrine that's clear and needed, but
1%+ seems possible to indicate the path of approach to it. e have seen of
the ancient doctrine there Uas no period in which the work and personality

of the Holy Spirit foraed the central subject of debate.

nobinson, ops Cibes 255
1959.

pirit_and HMoly Spirit, op. Site,
7 Tather, op. Sites 1959.

290e Arnold Cone, TTaman S
Mjo,HmmyP.anDmmm cpirit, Son an




Ternaps we agree yith Mr. Cyril nichardcon that the trinitarian

Symbols, Tathicr, Son and Jplrit nave got and do not adequately set forth

trinity and thabt we oughit to socarch for new and better words Lo express

our failh and cupericnce of Cod., Dut we cannot go along withi It is
doulbbful that bthere 15 any real value in thinking of these . » » che teras

Jo not illwsinate it. Rather they voeloud it . . o they introduce much
Mblguity."1 "Ie oupht nobl be derrogatory, or negative, in the use of

oo brinitarian synools, at least until the aprival of proven new and
Lebber ones have Come into being. Again, 1t 15 perhaps unlikely that

thase hoped for ncw discoveries will not conc. The Incarnate God used
the terms, scemingly @o adequate, e spoke "Father," "Son," and "Spirit"
to teach and pive anderstanding of deity. e seznmed to ve in the Spirit,
spoke by the Spirlt, taught by the Spirit. Perhaps this, and this word,
15 our approach for today to new and better understanding of the trinity
14 Christian experience. The Spirit 1s God, and cven Christ, in the

worid and us today.

. 7
1Richardson, OR. cite, 25, 20.
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