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old Law were incapable of achieving this, Christ has saved us
by His unique sacrifice.! He has done this, Chrysostom makes
it clear, by substituting Himself in our place. Though He was
righteousness itself, God allowed Him to be condemned as a
sinner and to die as one under a curse, transferring to Him not
only the death which we owed but our guilt as well.2 And the
sacrifice of such a victim was of surpassing efficacy, being
sufficient to save the entire race.? ‘He died for all men, to save
all, so far as He was concerned; for that death was a fair equiva-
lent (avrippomos) in exchange for the destruction of all.’+ In dying
His object was to save all; and if in fact not all have achieved
salvation, the reason lies in their refusal to accept Him.

4. The West in the Fourth Century

Western thought on the redemption conformed broadly to
the pattern we have observed in the East, with even greater
empbhasis on the Lord’s death as a sacrifice. The physical theory
found support chiefly among thinkers who were subject to
Greek influences. Hilary, for example, can write,s ‘It was we
who needed that God should become flesh and dwell in us,
that is, by taking a single flesh to Himself should inhabit flesh
in its entirety’. The Platonic conception of human nature as a
universal clearly lies in the background here. We can see it
again in his statement,s ‘For the sake of the h w__a race the Son
of God was born from the Virgin and Holy Spirit . . . so that
by becoming man He might take the nature of flesh to Himself
rrom the Virgin, and so the body of the human race as a whole
might be sanctified in Him through association with this
mixture’, The same Platonic realism inspires Victorinus when
he writes,”  When He took flesh, He took the universal idea of
flesh (universalem Adyov carnis); for as a result the whole power
of flesh triumphed in His flesh. . . . Similarly He took the
universal idea of soul. . . . Therefore man as a whole was

! In Hebr. hom. 1S, 2. 32 1n 2 Cor. hom. 11, 3 £; In Eph. hom. 17, 1.
3 In Gal. comm. 2, 8. 4 In Hebr. hom. 17, 2.
8 De trin. 2, 25. 6 |b. 2, 24: c£ tract. inps. sr, r6.

7c.A.3 3
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assumed, and having been assumed was liberated. For human
nature as a whole was in Him, flesh as a whole and soul as a
whole, and they were lifted to the cross and purged through
God the Word, the universal of all universals.” Elsewhere? he
argues that, since Christ’s body is ‘catholic’, i.e. universal as
opposed to particular, all individual human bodies were
crucified in it, and His sufferings have a universal quality.

The theory of a transaction with Satan enjoyed considerable
currency. In the hands of Ambrose the emphasis is generally on
the Devil’s rights and the compensation justly owing to him in
requital for surrendering mankind. The Devil, he states,? held
us in possession, our sins being the purchase money by which
he had bought us, and required a price if he was to release us;
the price was Christ’s blood, which had to be paid to our previ-
ous purchaser. Sometimes he suggests® that, when Christ paid
over what was owing to the Devil, He transferred the debt to
Himself, with the result that we changed our creditor, although
He has in fact most generously forgiven the debt. Ambrose is
not afraid* to dwell on, and elaborate the details of, the decep-
tion worked on the Devil, who would of course never have
accepted Christ’s blood had he known Who He really was. On
the other hand, we find examples of the milder version of the
theory, according to which the transaction consisted not so
much in the satisfaction of the Devil’s supposed rights as in his
proper punishment for going beyond them. Hilary, for example,
points outs that Satan condemned himself when he inflicted
death, the punishment for sin, on the sinless author of life.
Quite apart from that, so far from resting on justice, the
sovereignty exercised by the powers of evil over the human
race was only established by their wicked usurpation.é Ambrosi-
aster develops the same theme, teaching? that the Devil sinned
when he slew the innocent One Who knew no sin. When
Christ was crucified, he overreached himself, and lost the
authority by which he held men captive on account of Adam’s

t In Gal. 2, 6, 14.

2 Ep. 72, 8: cf de Iac. et vit. beat. 1, 12; expos. ev. Luc. 7, 117.

3 Ep. 41, 7 £. + B.g. expos. ev. Luc 2, 35 4 12; 4, I6.
8 Tract. in ps. 68, 8. 6 Ib. 2, 31. 7 In Rom. 7, 4.
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sin.! When the principalities and powers who seduced the first
man laid hands on the Saviour, they put themselves in the
wrong, and were justly penalized by being deprived of the
souls they kept in prison.2

It is Christ’s passion and death, however, which particularly
interest these writers. Hilary, for example, states? that ‘the
Lord was smitten, taking our sins upon Himself and suffering
in our stead . . . so that in Him, smitten even unto the weakness
of crucifixion and death, health might be restored to us
through His resurrection from the dead’. Being ‘the second
Adam from heaven’, He has assumed the nature of the first
Adam, and so can identify Himself with us and save us. If this
is the language of recapitulation, Hilary passes easily to that of
sacrifice, stressing the voluntary character of what Christ ac-
complished. ‘He offered Himself to the death of the accursed
in order to abolish the curse of the Law by offering Himself of
His own free will to God the Father as a sacrifice. . . . To God
the Father, Who spurned the sacrifices of the Law, He offered
the acceptable sacrifice of the body He had assumed . . . procur-
ing the complete salvation of the human race by the oblation
of his holy and perfect sacrifice.’* It was by His blood, he
emphasizes,s and by His passion, death and resurrection that
Christ redeemed us. The effect of His death was to destroy the
sentence of death passed on us,5 to expiate our sins,” and to
reconcile us to God.8 Though these are incidental remarks, they
give substance to the claim that Hilary must be regarded as one
of the pioneers of the theology of satisfaction. We come across
similar ideas, expressed in terms of redemption and substitution
rather than sacrifice, in his contemporary Victorinus. He speaks®
of Christ redeeming (mercaretur) man by His passion and death,
pointing out® that these only avail to procure remission of sins
because the victim is the Son of God. He gave Himself, he
states,!! to death and the cross in our stead, thereby delivering us
from our sins.

t In. Rom. 8, 4. 2 In Col. 2, 15. 3 Tract. in ps. 68, 23.
4 Ib. 53, 13- 8 Ib. 135, 15. 6 De trin. 1, 13.
7 Tract. in ps. 64, 4. 8 Ib. 129, 9. 9 C. Ar. 1, 45.

1o |b. 1, 35. 1t In Gal. 1, 2, 20.
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Ambrose elaborates a theory of Christ’s death as a sacrifice
offered to satisfy the claims of divine justice. He sees it pre-
figured in the slaughter of Abel,! as also in the oblations pre-
scribed by the Jewish Law.2 It is a sacrifice performed once for
all,? its effect being that through Christ’s blood our sins are
washed away.+ Christ has destroyed the sentence of death which
was against us, and death itself as well.s Ambrose explainsé how
this was accomplished: ‘Jesus took flesh so as to abolish the
curse of sinful flesh, and was made a curse in our stead so that
the curse might be swallowed up in blessing. . . . He took death,
too, upon Himself that the sentence might be carried out, so
that He might satisfy the judgment that sinful flesh should be
cursed even unto death. So nothing was done contrary to God’s
sentence, since its terms were implemented.” The second Adam
died, he adds,? in order that, ‘since the divine decrees cannot be
broken, the person punished might be changed, not the sentence
of punishment’ (persona magis quam sententia mutaretur). Here
the idea of recapitulation is combined with that of substitution;
because He shares human nature, Christ can substitute Himself
for sinful men and endure their punishment in their place.
“What’, he exclaims,® ‘was the purpose of the incarnation but
this, that the flesh which had sinned should be redeemed by
itself?’ Ambrose describes® Christ’s sacrifice as propitiatory, but
recognizes™ both the love of the Son Who gave Himself and
the love of the Father Who gave Him. He also brings out the
unique fitness of Christ to be our redeemer, both because of
His sinlessness and because of the excellence of His Person.n

The sacrificial interpretation of the Lord’s death is regular in
the other Latin writers of the period. Ambrosiaster often re-
calls? that Christ died for us and our sins, offering thereby a
sweet-smelling sacrifice. The whole value of this oblation, he in-
dicates, lay in the love and obedience displayed in it. According

1 De incarn. dom. sacram. 4. 2 De spir. sanct. 1, 4.

3 Expos. ev. Luc. 10, 8. 4 E.g. enarr. in ps. 39, 2; 14; 17.

8 Defid. 3,13; 3, 84. 6 De fuga saec. 44. 7 Expos. ev. Luc. 4, 7.
8 De incarn. dom. sacram. 56. 9 De Abrah. 1, 16; de offic. 3, 102,

10 De Is. et an. 46; de lac. 1, 25; de spir. sanct. 1, 129.
I In ps. 118, 6, 22. 12 In Rom. s, 6-10; in Eph. 5, 2.
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to Pelagius, Jesus Christ ‘was alone found fit to be offered
as a spotless sacrifice on behalf of all who were dead in sins’. God
had decreed death tosinners, and by dying Christ wasable at once
to maintain that decree and to exempt mankind from its effects.
A point which Pelagius tries to bring outs is that Christ’s life
could reasonably be offered in place of ours because, being
innocent, He did not already deserve death on His own account.
Jerome, too, although his ideas were unsystematic to a degree,
recognized* that Christ ‘endured in our stead the penalty we
ought to have suffered for our crimes’. No one, he claimed,s
can draw near to God apart from the blood of Christ.

s. Augustine

All these thoughts, with some fresh ones of his own, were
woven together into a loose but effective unity by Augustine.
It was his special role, in this as in other aspects of the faith, to
sum up the theological insights of the West, and pass them on,
with the impress of his genius and authority, to the Middle
Ages. For this reason it is fitting that his doctrine should be set
out in rather greater detail than was necessary in the case of his
predecessors.

First, then, Augustine makes much of Christ’s function as
mediator between God and man. ‘He is the one true mediator’,
he writes,$ ‘reconciling us to God by the sacrifice of peace, re-
maining one with Him to Whom He made the offering, making
one in Himself those for whom He offered it, Himself one as
offerer and sacrifice offered.” This is indeed Christ’s specific
activity, and Augustine claims on the authority of 1 Tim. 2, 5
(‘there is . . . one mediator between God and men, Himself
man, Christ Jesus’) that He exercises it exclusively in His
human capacity. ‘In so far as He is man,’ he states,” ‘He is
mediator, but not in so far as He is Word, for as such He is co-~
equal with God.” The whole object of the Word’s incarnation

t In 2 Cor. s, 15. 2 In Rom. 3, 25. 3 Ib. 3, 24; in Gal. 3, 13.
4 In Is. 53, 5-7. 8 In Eph. 2, 14. 6 De trin. 4, 19.
7 Confess. 10, 68: cf. tract. in ev. Ioh. 82, 4.
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was that He might be head of the Church! and might act as
mediator.z It is through His humanity that Christ exalts us to
God and brings God down to us.3 In taking this line Augustine
does not intend to eliminate the role of the Word, Who is of
course the subject of the God-man’s Person, but rather to bring
home that Christ’s humanity, as opposed to His divine nature, is
the medium of our restoration. While he can say,* ‘Christ is
mediator between God and man as man, not as God’, he has
also to admit,s “We could never have been delivered by the one
mediator . . . were He not also God’. What this doctrine seeks
to establish is that in Christ’s humanity fallen man and his
Creator have a common meeting-ground where the work of
reconciliation and restoration can take effect.

Secondly, in expounding what the Mediator actually accom-
plishes, Augustine adopts several avenues of approach. He oc-
casionally hints at the physical theory, as when he says,$ ‘We are
reconciled to God through our Head, since in Him the God-
head of the Only-begotten participated in our mortality so that
we might participate in His immortality’; or when he remarks?
that Christ ‘has delivered our nature from temporal things,
exalting it to the Father’s right hand’, and that ‘He Who was
God became man so as to make those who were men gods’.
This is at best a secondary motif, however, for the deification
spoken of is presumably a corollary of the saving work, not
the direct effect of the incarnation as such. Much more frequent
and characteristic is his description of the redemption as
our release from Satan’s bondage. Augustine is inclined to
dramatize the transaction by using colourful language which
gives a misleading impression of his true thought. He speaks,
for example, of Christ’s blood as the price which was paid over
for us and which the Devil accepted, only to find himself
enchained,® and again of His body as a bait by which Satan was
caught like a mouse in a trap (cf. tanquam in muscipula escam
accepit®). But his authentic teaching was more in line with that

t Enarr. in ps. 148, 8. 2 Serm. 361, 16. 3 Ib. 81, 6; 189, 4.
4 Ib. 293, 7. s Enchir. 108: cf. de civ. dei 9, 15, 1.
6 Ep. 187, 20. 7 De doct. christ. 1, 38; serm. 192, 1.

8 De trin. 13, 19. 9 E.g. serm. 263, I.
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of Chrysostom, Hilary and Ambrosiaster, and may be sum-
marized as follows.! (a) The Devil owned no rights, in the strict
sense, over mankind; what happened was that, when men
sinned, they passed inevitably into his power, and God per-
mitted rather than enjoined this. (b) No ransom as such was
therefore due to Satan, but on the contrary, when the re-
mission of sins was procured by Christ’s sacrifice, God’s favour
was restored and the human race might well have been freed.
(c) God preferred, however, as a course more consonant with
His justice, that the Devil should not be deprived of his
dominion by force, but as the penalty for abusing his position.
(d) Hence Christ’s passion, the primary object of which was of
course quite different, placed the Son of God in Satan’s hands,
and when the latter overreached himself by seizing the divine
prey, with the arrogance and greed which were characteristic
of him, he was justly constrained, as a penalty, to deliver up
mankind.

There have been scholars who have fastened upon man’s
release in this way from the Devil as the pivot of Augustine’s
soteriology. But such a thesis cannot be sustained. Augustine
clearly represents our release as consequent upon and as pre-
supposing our reconciliation; the Devil is conquered precisely
because God has received satisfaction and has bestowed pardon.z
This brings us to what is in fact his central thought, viz. that the
essence of the redemption lies in the expiatory sacrifice offered
for us by Christ in His passion. This, it seems, is the principal
act which He performs as mediator: ‘Him Who knew no sin,
Christ, God made sin, i.e. a sacrifice for sins, on our behalf so
that we might be reconciled’.? According to Augustine,+ all the
Old Testament sacrifices looked forward to this sacrifice, and
he emphasizess that Christ gave Himself to it entirely of His
own free choice (non necessitatis sed arbitrii), being at once priest
and victim (ipse offerens, ipse et oblatio). In its effect it is expiatory
and propitiatory: ‘By His death, that one most true sacrifice

T Cf. de trin. 13, 16-19. 2 Cf, de civ. dei 10, 22; de trin. 4, 17.
3 Enchir. 41. 4 Enarr. in ps. 39, 12.
8 Serm. 152, 9; de civ. dei 10, 20.



CHRIST’S SAVING WORK 393

offered on our behalf, He purged, abolished and extinguished
. . . whatever guilt we had’.! By it God’s wrath was appeased,
and we were reconciled to Him: ‘He offered this holocaust to
God; He extended his hands on the cross . . . and our wicked-
nesses were propitiated. . . . Our sins and wickednesses having
been propitiated through this evening sacrifice, we passed to the
Lord, and the veil was taken away.’2 Its fundamental rationale,
as we might expect, is that Christ is substituted for us, and being
Himself innocent discharges the penalty we owe. ‘Though
without guilt,” Augustine writes,? ‘Christ took our punishment
upon Himself, destroying our guilt and putting an end to our
punishment.” Again, “You must confess that without our sin He
took the penalty owing to our sin upon Himself’;# and, ‘He
made our trespasses His trespasses, so as to make His righteous-
ness ours’.5 It was precisely His innocence which gave atoning
value to His death, for ‘We were brought to death by sin, He
by righteousness; and so, since death was our penalty for sin,
His death became a sacrifice for sin’.6

Thirdly, Augustine’s teaching stresses the exemplary aspect
of Christ’s work in a way that is without precedent. He has
sharp words,? it is true, for those who imagine that the cross
provides no more than an ideal for us to model ourselves upon,
but the subjective side of the incarnation and atonement has
immense value in his eyes. Both in His Person and in what He
has done, Christ, our mediator, has demonstrated God’s wisdom
and love.® The spectacle of such love should have the effect
of inciting us to love Him in return: nulla est enim maior ad
amorem invitatio quam praevenire amando.9 More particularly, it
should bestir our hearts to adore the humility of God which, as
revealed in the incarnation, breaks our pride. So for Augustine
the humility of the Word revealed in His amazing self-abase-
ment forms a vital part of His saving work. “This we do well to
believe,” he writes,™ ‘nay, to hold fixed and immovable in our

hearts, that the humility which God displayed in being born of

t De trin. 4, 17. 2 Enarr. in ps. 64, 6. 3 C. Faust. Manich. 14, 4.
4 Ib. 14, 7. 8 Enarr. 2 in ps. 21, 3. ¢ De trin. 4, 15.

7 In ev. Ioh. tract. 98, 3. 8 Ib. 110, 6. 9 De cat. rud. 7 £.

10 De trin. 8, 7.

E.C.D.—13a
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a woman and in being haled so ignominiously by mortal men
to death, is the sovereign medicine for healing our swollen
pride, the profound mystery (sacramentum) by which the bond
of sin is broken.’ Pride, we recall, was the cause of Adam’s lapse,
and so Augustine exclaims,! ‘Only by humility could we
return, since it was by pride that we fell. So in His own Person
the Redeemer has deigned to hold out an example of this
humility, which is the way by which we must return.” But in
case this should appear an unduly subjective account of the
redemption, we should remember (a) that, while the Christian
must reproduce Christ’s humility, it is that objective humility
showing itself in the incarnation and passion which first makes
our reconciliation possible, and (b) that for Augustine the
imitation of Christ by us is itself the effect in our hearts of the
divine grace released by the sacrifice on the cross.

As historians have often pointed out, Augustine brings to-
gether the various strands of his soteriology in a famous pas-
sage? of his Enchiridion, and this may fittingly be reproduced. It
runs: ‘“We could never have been delivered even by the one
mediator between God and men, the man Jesus Christ, had He
not been God as well. When Adam was created, he was of
course righteous, and a mediator was not needed. But when sin
placed a wide gulf between mankind and God, a mediator was
called for Who was uniquein being born, in living and in being
slain without sin, in order that we might be reconciled to God
and brought by the resurrection of the flesh to eternallife. Thus
through God’s humility human pride was rebuked and healed,
and man was shown how far he had departed from God, since
the incarnation of God was required for his restoration. More-
over, an example of obedience was given by the God-man;
and the Only-begotten having taken the form of a servant,
which previously had done nothing to deserve it, a fountain of
grace was opened, and in the Redeemer Himselfthe resurrection
of the flesh promised to the redeemed was enacted by anticipa-
tion. The Devil was vanquished in that selfsame nature which
he gleefully supposed he had deceived.” This text brings out

t De fid. et symb. 6. 3 Enchir. 108.



CHRIST’S SAVING WORK 395

that for Augustine reconciliation and restoration are the primary
features of the incarnation. A few chapters before,! going into
more detail, he recalled that God made Christ sin for us, that is,
‘a sacrifice for sins by which our reconciliation is made possible’.
The passage shows, too, that while Christ’s humility is an
example to us, its essential function is to be the inward side of
that act of self-abasement and self-surrender which constitutes
the sacrifice. Finally, it sets our emancipation from the Devil in
the true perspective, regarding it as consequent upon, and thus
subordinate to, the reconciliation itself.

6. The East in the Fifth Century

Greek soteriology in the earlier decades of the fifth century
cannot point to any figure comparable with Augustine. The
general tendency was for theories of the realist type to come to
the fore, the idea of recapitulation often providing the setting.
A good example is Theodore of Mopsuestia, who sets out the
ancient doctrine of the substitution of the first Adam by the
second in classic form. Through the latter’s death and resurrec-
tion the link between God and man, shattered as a result of the
first man’s sin, has been indissolubly renewed;s by His fellow-
ship with us ‘the man assumed’ has enabled us to participate
in His triumph.+ Theodore’s disciple, Theodoret, teaches that
Christ’s death was a ransom, or rather ‘a sort of ransom’ (odv 7t
A7pov), paid on our behalf by One Who Himself owed noth-
ing,’ a voluntary and freely chosen sacrifice for expiating our
sins and reconciling us to God.6 The precondition of this recon-
ciliation is that in shedding His blood He has discharged our
debt for us.? As Isaiah prophesied, we merited and had been
sentenced to punishment on account of our transgressions, but
He, Who was free from sin and spotless, consented to be
chastised in our stead.8

The other types of theory, however, were far from being

1 Ib. 41. 3 In Rom. 5, 13 f. 3 Ib. 8, 19.
4 In1Tim. 2,5. 8 In Rom. 3, 24; in 1 Tim. 2, 6.
6 In Dan. 9, 24. 7 In Col. 1, 20-2. 8 In Is. 53, 4-8.
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obsolete, although the desirability of bringing them into a cor-

rect relation to the Lord’s atoning sacrifice seems to have been
appreciated. In particular, the dramatic picture of mankind
being rescued from the Devil continued in favour as a popular
account of the redemption. But the transaction was no longer
represented as consisting in the satisfaction of the Devil’s sup-
posed rights by the payment of a ransom presumed to be his
due. In the interpretation which was now in vogue with writers
like Cyril (often, we may suspect, they exploited the idea as a
piece of consciously rhetorical imagery), the tendency was to
thrust Satan’s rights into the background, or even to deny them,
and to stress rather his abuse of his powers and his consequent
amply deserved punishment.! Pseudo-Cyril (he is probably
none other than Theodoret) writes as follows:? ‘Death being
the penalty of sinners, He Who was without sin had a right to
enjoy life rather than undergo death. Sin [i.e. the Devil] was
therefore conquered when he condemned his conqueror to
death. He passed on Him precisely the same sentence as he
always passed on us, his subjects, and was therefore convicted
of usurpation. So long as Sin only inflicted death on his own
subjects, his action was fair enough and God sanctioned it. But
when he subjected the innocent and blameless One . . . to the
same penalties, he acted outrageously, and had to be expelled
from his dominion.’

We may fittingly close this study with a sketch of Cyril’s
teaching as a whole. It was he who, working on the soterio-
logical insights of his predecessors, produced a synthesis which
remained influential until John of Damascus published his
classic reformulation of Greek theology in the eighth century.
As we have noted, the theory of the conquest of Satan had its
place in his scheme; so had the physical theory which, as an
Alexandrian, he inherited from Athanasius. ‘Is it not most
manifest’, he wrote,? “. . . that the Only-begotten made Him-
self like us, that is, complete man, so as to deliver our earthly

t Cf. Cyril Alex. ad regin. 2, 31; Theodoret, de provid. 10 (PG 83, 757-60);
Maximus Confessor, cap. quing. cent. cent I, II.

3 De incarn. dom. 11 P 75, 1433 ff.

3 De incarn. unigen. (PG 75, 1213)
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body from the corruption which had invaded it? This is why He
condescended to become identical with us by the mystery of
the union and took a human soul, thereby making it able to
prevail against sin and, as it were, colouring it with the tincture
of His own immortality. . . . He is thus the root, so to speak,
and the first-fruits of those who are restored in the Spirit to
newness of life and to immortality of body and to the firm
security of divinity. . . . So we say the Word in His entirety
united Himself with man in his entirety.” The purpose of the
incarnation, he proclaimed,! was that the life-giving Word, by
assuming human nature in all its corruption and decay, might
infuse His own incorruptibility into it, just as fire impregnates
with its nature the iron with which it is brought into contact.
His argument, we observe, was influenced by the Platonic
realism which affected the thought of Athanasius and Gregory
of Nyssa. Human nature was treated as a generic whole,
so that when the divine Word assumed it at the incarnation
it could reasonably be said,2 ‘By virtue of the flesh united
to Him, He has us all in Himself’, and, ‘“We were all in
Christ; the common person of humanity comes again to life
in Him’.

This doctrine that by the incarnation human nature is deified
and made to participate in the divine nature was a favourite
theme of Cyril’s; it was, we recall,? an over-riding motif in his
Christology. But it did not lead him to overlook, or in any way
to under-estimate, the peculiar saving efficacy attaching to the
Lord’s death. If He had merely lived on earth as man for several
years, he argued, He could have been no more than our teacher
and example. More positively, he was prepared to statet that
‘Christ’s death is, as it were, the root of life. It eliminated cor-
ruption, abolished sin and put an end to the divine wrath.’
Again he could say,s “When He shed His blood for us, Jesus
Christ destroyed death and corruptibility. . . . For if He had not
died for us, we should not have been saved; and if He had not

t Hom. pasch. 17 (PG 77, 785-7).

2 C. Nest. 1; in Ioh. 1, 14; 16, 6 f. (PG 76, 17; 73, 161; 74, 432).
3 See above, p. 322. 4 In Hebr. 2, 14.

$ Glaph. in Exod. 2 (PG 69, 437).
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gone down among the dead, death’s cruel empire would never
have been shattered.” Thoughts like these link Cyril with
Athanasius, who also heldr that, although the incamation exalts
human nature, the death of the God-man was a necessary step
in the process, seeing that men already lie under a sentence of
death. In addition, however, Cyril saw? that the Saviour’s
death was a sacrifice, the spotless offering obscurely fore-
shadowed in the Old Testament sacrificial system. Not only
death, but sin which was the cause of death, was the obstacle to
man’s restoration. This point of view comes out forcibly in
such a text as the following:3 ‘Now that Lamb, foreshadowed of
old in types, is led to the slaughter as a spotless sacrifice for all
in order to do away with the sin of the world, to overthrow the
destroyer of mankind, to annihilate death by dying for all, to
rid us of the curse which lay upon us. . . . For when we were
guilty of many sins, and for that reason were liable to death and
corruption, the Father gave His Son as a ransom (dvrivrpov),
one for all. . . . For we were all in Christ, Who died on our
account and in our stead and rose again. But sin being de-
stroyed, how could it be that death, which springs from sin,
should not be destroyed as well?’

In this passage the several strains in Cyril’s doctrine, including
the thought of Christ as the second Adam inaugurating a new
humanity, are held together in synthesis. Two further features
of it need to be mentioned if its true character is to be grasped.
First, his guiding idea is the familiar one of penal substitution.
Like almost all the patristic writers we have mentioned,he draws
his inspiration from Is. 53, 4. Christ did not suffer for His
own sins, he states,* ‘but He was stricken because of our trans-
gressions. . . . From of old we had been at enmity with God. . ..
It was necessary that we should be chastised for our contumacy.
. . . But this chastisement, which was due to fall on sinners so
that they might cease warring with God, descended upon
Him. . .. God delivered Him up because of our sins so that He

1 See above, pp. 379 f.
2 B.g. in Hebr. 2, 18; 3, I; 7, 27; 9, 12; IO, I4.
3 In Ioh. 1, 29 (PG 73,192). 4 In Is. 53, 4-6.
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might release us from the penalty.’ In another context he
writes,! ‘The Only-begotten became man . . . in order that,
submitting to the death which threatened us as the punishment
for our sins, He might thereby destroy sin and put an end to
Satan’s incriminations, inasmuch as in the Person of Christ we
had paid the penalty owing for our sins’. Secondly, Cyril
grasped the fact, more clearly than any of his predecessors, that
what enabled Christ to achieve this was not only His identifica-
tion of Himself with sinful human nature, but the infinite
worth of His Person. ‘It was no ordinary man’, he reminds us?
(with a pointed reference to Nestorianism), ‘that God the
Father delivered over on our behalf, promoted to the rank of
mediator, enjoying the glory of an adoptive Son and honoured
with lasting association with Himself . . . but it was He Who
transcends all creation, the Word begotten from His own sub-
stance, so that He might be seen to be amply equivalent for the
life of all.” As he points out,? the deaths of even such holy
people as Abraham, Jacob, Moses and Samuel could do nothing
to help the human race in its plight. If in the Person of Christ
one did prove able, by His death, to offer satisfaction on behalf
of all, that was because His dignity and status (i.e. the fact
that He was very God) so far exceeded the dignity and status
of all those whom He was saving taken together. Since He
was God incarnate, precious beyond all human valuing, the
offering made with His blood was abundantly sufficient
(d¢dxpews % Adrpwots Tob wdopov mavrds) to redeem the
whole world.+
1 De ador. in spir. et verit. 3 (PG 68, 293 ff.).

3 Quod unus (PG 75, 1341): cf. ad regin. 2, 7; ep. 50 (PG 76, 1344; 77, 264).
3 De recta fide ad regin. 7 (PG 76, 1208). 4 Ib. (PG 76, 1292).

NOTE ON BOOKS

General. G. Aulén, Christus Victor (English trans., London, 1934); R. S.
Franks, A History of the Doctrine of the Work of Christ (London, 1918);
J- K. Mozley, The Doctrine of the Atonement (London, 1915); J. Rividre,
Le Dogme de la rédemption: essai d’étude historique (Paris, 190s; Eng.



FROM NICAEA TO CHALCEDON
trans., London, 1909); H. E. W. Tumer, The Patristic Doctrine of

Redemption (London, 1952).

Special. G, A. Pell, Die Lehre des hl. Athanasius von der Siinde und Erlosung
(Passau, 1888); J. Rivitre, Le Dogme de la rédemption chez saint Augustin
(Paris, 1928); O. Scheel, Die Anschauung Augustins iiber Christi Person
und Werk (Leipzig, 1901); D. Unger, ‘A Special Aspect of Athanasian

Soteriology’ (Franciscan Studies, 1946).

400



CHAPTER XV
CHRIST’S MYSTICAL BODY

1. Ecclesiology in the East

IT is customarily said that, as contrasted with that of the West,
Eastern teaching about the Church remained immature, not to
say archaic, in the post-Nicene period. In the main this is a fair
enough verdict, at any rate so far as concerns deliberate state-
ments of ecclesiological theory. An instructive sample of it,
popular in form and dating from the middle of the fourth
century, can be studied in Cyril of Jerusalem’s Catechetical
Lectures. The Church, he explains, is a spiritual society which
God called into existence to replace the Jewish church, which
conspired against the Saviour. By His famous words to St.
Peter (Matt. 16, 18), Christ has given it the promise of in-
defectibility. According to St. Paul (1 Tim. 3, 15), it is ‘the
pillar and ground of the truth’, the Holy Spirit being its supreme
teacher and protector.? It is also the fold within which Christ’s
sheep are safe from the wolves.? Its function is to gather to-
gether the faithful everywhere, of every rank, type and
temperament, and it is called ‘Catholic’ (i.e. universal) because
it does so. This title also draws attention to its capacity to teach
every doctrine needful for man and to cure every kind of sin.
Further, the Church is one and holy, the home of wisdom and
knowledge as well as manifold virtues, and it extends through-
out the entire world. As such Cyril contrasts it with particular
sects, like those of the Marcionites and Manichees, which
falsely usurp the name of churches. Finally, it is the bride of
Christ and mother of us all, once sterile but now numerous in
her offspring. It is in the holy Catholic Church that men

1 Cat. 18, 22-8. 3 Ib. 16, 19. 3 Ib. 6, 36.
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receive saving instruction, and are admitted to the kingdom
of God and eternal life.

These are time-honoured commonplaces; it is plain that
Cyril had scarcely pondered the problems involved in the
Church’s existence. We note in particular the absence of any
discussion either of i% hierarchical structure, so prominent in
Cyprian? a full century before, or of the relation between the
outward, empirical society and the invisible community of the
elect—a theme which was later to absorb Augustine. Meagre
and superficial though it was, however, it is Cyril’s theology,
with minor embellishmenws, which the other Greek fathers re-
produce. Chrysostom, for example, states? that the Church is
the bride which Christ has won for Himself at the price of His
own blood. Unity is i outstanding characteristic, the bond
which holds it together being mutual charity, and the schisms
which split it asunder are just as pernicious and blameworthy
as the heresies which distort its faith, The Church, he holds, is
Catholic, that is to say, spread throughout the whole world; it
is indestructible and eternal, the pillar and ground of the truth.
After the canonization of the Constantinopolitan creed in 381, |
the predicates ‘one’, ‘holy’, ‘Catholic’ and ‘apostolic’ came|
to be regularly applied to the Church. For Cyril of Alexandria3
this unity derived &nm..th&hafmony,gﬁxmc_docmn\e which
united the various particular churches composing it, and also
from the fact that there was no division of belief among the
faithful, and that there is but one baptism; and Theodoret
argued+ that, while there might be a plurality of churches
geographically, they were all one Church spiritually, depend-
ent on the Lord, Who adorned it with beauty and sweetness
as His bride. According to the sixth-century Maximus,’ the
Church was established by the Saviour as ‘the orthodox,
saving confession of belief’; while earlier Isidore of Pelusium
(t c. 435) had defineds it as ‘the assembly of saints knit together

t See above, pp. 203-7.

2 Eg in Eph. hom. 11, 5; in 1 Cor. argum.; in Matt. hom. 54, 2; in illud * Vidi
dom.” hom. 4, 2; in 1 Tim. hom. 11, 1.

3 In ps. 44, 10. 4 In Cant. Cant. 3, 6, 1-4.

8 Vita ac cert. 24 (PG 90, 93). 6 Ep. 2, 246: cf. ib. 4, .
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by correct faith and excellent manner of life’, adding that it
should abound in spiritual gifts. Cyril of Alexandria was voic-
ing universally held assumptions when he wrote? that ‘mercy
is not obtainable outside the holy city’, and claimed? that the
Church was a visible society, plain for all to see, and that it was
spotless and without the slightest blemish.

It would be a mistake to infer that conventional clichés like
these represent the sum-total of the Greek fathers’ under-
standing of the nature of the Church. Admittedly their ex-
pressly stated ecclesiology was neither original nor profound,
the reason being that the subject was not a vital issue in the
East and nothing therefore instigated them to explore it in so
thorough a way as to reach solid conclusions. That they had
deeper, more positive ideas about the Church as a spiritual
society is apparent, although the evidence has for the most part
to be gleaned from contexts which at first sight seem to have
little to do with the Church as such. The clue to these ideas is
the conviction, shared by fathers of every school and of course
stemming from St. Paul’s teaching, that Christians form a
mystical unity with one another through their fellowship with,
and incorporation into, Christ. Not infrequently, of course,
this doctrine is expounded with direct reference to the Church,
as when Gregory of Nazianzus? and Chrysostom# designate it
the body of Christ, or when Theodore of Mopsuestia definess
Christ’s body as that union of believers which is brought into
existence through baptism and the operation of the Holy
Spirit. More often than not, however, the conception of the
mystical body is expounded for its own sake, without allusion
to the doctrine of the Church and in the setting, say, of
Trinitarian or Christological argument. To make this a pretext
for neglecting it would be unfortunate, for as a matter of fact it
constitutes the core of the patristic notion of the Church and
its most fruitful element.

In Athanasius, for example, the idea of the mystical body lies

t In ps. 30, 22. 2 In Is. or. 2 (PG 70 68).
3 Or. 2, 3; 32, 11, 4 In 1 Cor. hom. 32, 1.
8 In Ioh. 16, 14 (Vosté, 212); hom. cat. 1o, 16-19.
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behind the whole of his polemic against the Arians. The nerve
of this was his doctrine of the deification of the Christian in
Christ, and this implies the mystical body. We are in Christ and
have been made sons of God by adoption, for we have been
united with God.! It is because we have been conjoined
mystically with the Word that we are able to participate in His
death, His resurrection, Hisimmortality.2 Regenerated by water
and the Spirit, Christians are quickened in Christ, and their very
flesh is charged with the Word (Aoywleloms 7ijs capids?). Most
illuminating is Athanasius’s explanation of the text John 17, 21
(‘that they all may be one, as Thou, Father, art in Me, and I in
Thee. .."). The Arians used this to support their case, deducing
from the analogy that the union between Father and Son could
only be one of resemblance. Not so, replied¢ Athanasius; men
are not only united, as the Arians suggested, by similarity of
nature, but ‘through participation in the same Christ we all
become one body, possessing the one Lord in ourselves’.
The Cappadocians echo the same teaching, and Gregory of
Nazianzus explainss the ‘novel mystery’ into which Christians
are admitted as consisting in the fact ‘that we are all made one
in Christ, Who becomes completely all that He is in us’. The
deification of the Christian is a persistent theme with Gregory
of Nyssa; his polemic against Apollinarianism, for example,
reliesé largely on the plea that man’s restoration can only be
effected if human nature in its entirety is united to God in the
Saviour. His point of view comes out forcibly in his exposition
of 1 Cor. 15, 28, which the Arians regarded as a gift text. He
argues? that, when St. Paul speaks of the Son’s being subjected
to the Father, he is really thinking of us human beings in our
capacity of adopted sons of God. ‘Since we are all by participa-
tion conjoined with Christ’s unique body, we become one
single body, viz. His. When we are all perfect and united with
God, the whole body of Christ will then be subjected to the
quickening power. The subjection of this body is called the sub-

1 Eg.c Ar. 1, 39; 2,69 f. 2 Ib. 2, 69. 3 Ib. 3, 33.
4 Ib, 3, 22. s Or. 7, 23: cf. ib. 39, 13. ¢ E.g. antirrh. 16,
7 In illud * Tunc ipse’ (PG 44, 1317).
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jection of the Son Himself for the reason that He is identified
with His body, which is the Church.” In what follows he ex-
plains that, since Christ is present in all the faithful, He receives
into Himself all who are united with Him by communion with
His body, with the result that the multiplicity of His members
can be said to comprise one single body. Chrysostom, too,
without explicitly alluding to the Church, emphasizes’ the
closeness of the union formed between Christians and Christ in
baptism. He sees the eucharist as the mainspring of this unity
stating? that “We are mingled with this body, we become one
body of Christ, one single flesh’. Those who communicate at
the altar become ‘the body of Christ: not a multiplicity of
bodies, but one body. . . . Thus we are united with Christ and
with one another.’s

As we might expect, these thoughts reached their fullest
flowering in Cyril of Alexandria. His exegesist of John 1, 14
(‘The Word . . . dwelt in us’—év #juiv) was that by His incarna-
tion the Word identified Himself with human nature. A
mystical unity was established between men, the servants of sin,
and Him Who voluntarily took the form of a servant; thus
they were all reconciled to God in one body. Like Athanasius
before him, Cyril interpretss Christ’s petition that His followers
may be one as Father and Son are one as implying, not simply a
moral union of the kind postulated by the Arians, but a real or
‘physical’ union (pvowijs évdoews). As he expresses it, ‘If we
are all one body with one another in Christ—not only with one
another, but with Him Who comes to us in His flesh—, how
can we help being one, all of us, both with one another and in
Christ? Christ is the bond of unity inasmuch as He is one and
the same, God and man.’ In this passage he stresses the role of
the Holy Spirit in bringing this unity about: ‘We all receive
the same unique Spirit into ourselves, the Holy Spirit, and we
are all thereby conjoined with one another and with God.
Although we are distinct from one another and the Spirit of the

1 E.g. in Gal. comm. 3, s. 2 In Matt. hom. 82, §.
3 In 1 Cor. hom. 24, 2. 4 Cf. in Ioh. 1, 14 (PG 73, 161-4).
s Ib. 17, 21 f. (PG 74, 557-61).
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Father and the Son dwells in each, nevertheless this Spirit is one
and indivisible. Thus by His power He joins together the many
distinct spirits in unity, making them as it were a single spirit in
Himself.” He also connects this unity with the eucharist in a
way which is characteristic of his teaching throughout. It is by
receiving Christ’s sacramental body, he contends,! that we have
His life and power communicated to us, and that we maintain
and intensify our fellowship with Him. So he declares? that
‘the body of Christ in us binds us in unity . . . we are brought
into unity both with Him and with one another.’

2. The East and the Roman See

Although the question belongs rather to Church history than
doctrine, something must now be said about the Eastern attitude
towards the Church’s constitutional structure. The fourth and
fifth centuries were the epoch of the self-conscious emergence
of the great patriarchates; the position of Rome, Alexandria and
Antioch was recognized at Nicaea (325), while Constantinople
and Jerusalem were later accorded the rank of patriarchates at
the councils of Constantinople (381) and Chalcedon (451) re-
spectively. Everywhere, in the Eastno less than the West,Rome
enjoyed a special prestige, as is indicated by the precedence
accorded without question to it. The only possible rival was the
new, rapidly expanding see of Constantinople, but the highest
claim that the second Ecumenical Council (381) could put in
for it (even that claim was ignored by Alexandria, and was to
be rejected by the papal legates at Chalcedon and declared null
by Pope Leo I) was to the effects that ‘the bishop of Con-
stantinople shall hold the first rank after the bishop of Rome,
because Constantinople is new Rome’. Thus Rome’s pre-
eminence remained undisputed in the patristic period. For
evidence of it the student need only recall the leading position
claimed as a matter of course by the popes, and freely con-
ceded to them, at the councils of Ephesus (431) and Chalcedon

1 E.g. in Ioh. 6, 54 ff. (PG 73, 577-84).
3 C. Nest. 4, 5 (PG 76, 193). 3 Canon 3.
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(451). We even find the fifth-century historians Socratest and
Sozomen? concluding, on the basis of a misreading of the
famous letters of Julius I to the Eastern bishops (340) pro-
testing against the deposition of Athanasius and Marcellus, that
it was unconstitutional for synods to be held without the
Roman pontiff being invited or for decisions to be taken with-
out his concurrence. At the outbreak of the Christological
controversy, it will be remembered,* both Nestorius and Cyril
hastened to bring their cases to Rome, the latter declarings that
the ancient custom of the churches constrained him to com-
municate matters of such weight to the Pope and to seek his
advice before acting. In one of his sermonss he goes so far as to
salute Celestine as ‘the archbishop of the whole world’ (rdoys
ijs olkovpévys dpyiemiaronos).

The crucial question, however, is whether or not this un-
doubted primacy of honour was held to exist by divine right
and so to involve an over-riding jurisdiction. So far as the East
is concerned, the answer must be, by and large, in the negative,
While showing it immense deference and setting great store by
its pronouncements, the Eastern churches never treated Rome
as the constitutional centre and head of the Church, much less as
an infallible oracle of faith and morals, and on occasion had not
the least compunction about resisting its express will. It is in-
structive to notice their estimate of the Apostle Peter, for it was
the promises and charges made to him (see especially Matt. 16,
18 f.; Luke 22, 32; John 21, 15-17) that were to provide the
theological substructure of the later Papacy. On the one hand,
St. Peter’s position as prince of the apostles was acknowledged
without the smallest reservation. Didymus, for example, hails?
him as the coryphaeus (xopudaios), the leader (mpéxpiros) who
held the chief rank (ra mpwreia) among the apostles; the power
of reconciling penitents was given to him directly, and only
through him to the other apostles.8 Chrysostom describes® him

* Hist. ecd. 2, 17. 3 Hist. eccl. 3, 10.
3 Cf. Athanasius, apol. c. Ar. 21-35. + See above, p. 324.
s Bp. 11, 1; 11, 7. $ Hom. div. 11 (PG 77, 1040).

7 De trin. 1, 27; 2, 18; 2, 10 (PG 39, 408; 725; 640).
8 Ib. 1, 30 (PG 39, 417). ¢ Hom. in illud * Hoc scitote’ 4.
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as ‘the coryphaeus of the choir, the mouthpiece of the apostolic
company, the head of that band, the leader of the whole world,
the foundation of the Church, the ardent lover of Christ’. Later
writers, like Cyril of Alexandria! and Theodoret,? reflect the
same point of view in almost identical language. In harmony
with this one school of interpretation equated the rock men-
tioned in Matt. 16, 18 with the actual person of Peter. So Cyril
explains? that Simon was named Peter ‘because Jesus Christ
proposed to found His Church upon him’ (én’ adrg). Epi-
phanius¢t and Maximuss the Confessor can be cited as witnesses
to the same exegesis. On the other hand, there is no suggestion
in the Greek fathers that St. Peter’s position as leader carried
with it a status different in kind from that of the other apostles.
The current exegesis of the Petrine texts on the whole ran
strongly counter to such an inference. Cyril of Alexandria, for
example, is equally readys to refer the rock of Matt. 16, 18
to Christ Himself as apprehended by faith, while Epiphanius,?
Chrysostom® and Theodoret? (cf. onpaive. 8¢ % mérpa Tis
miorews T oreppdv kal drpdSavrov) see it as the symbol of
St. Peter’s faith. The charge ‘Feed my sheep, etc.” (John 21,
15-17), so far from being taken as indicating any special
authority or rank, denotes for Cyril® no more than the formal
confirmation of his pastoral functions as apostle after his denial
of the Lord. Similarly the admonition to establish his brethren
(Luke 22, 32) is usually interpreted as simply illustrating a
general truth of God’s dealings with men, viz. that restoration
after sin is possible on condition of repentance. What is perhaps
more significant, there are only very occasional hints (e.g. in
the shout, ‘Peter has spoken through Leo’, with which the
bishops at Chalcedon greeted Leo’s Tome) that St. Peter’s
authority was mystically transmitted to, and as a result present
in, his successors in the Roman see.

t In Ioh. 19, 25; de trin. dial. 4 (PG 74, 661; 75, 865).
2 Quaest. in Gen. interr. 110; in ps. 2 (PG 80, 220; 873).
3 In Ioh. 1, 42 (PG 73, 220): cf. in Luc. 22, 32 (PG 72, 916).

+ Ancor. 9. 8 Vita ac cert. 24 (PG 90, 93).

§ In Is. 4, or. 2 (PG 70, 940). 7 Haer. 59, 7.

8 In Matt. hom. s4, 2; in Gal. comm. 1, 1.

9 Quaest. in Exod. interr. 68. 10 In Ioh. 21, 15-17 (PG 74, 749).

1 E.g. Chrysostom, in Matt. hom. 82, 3; Basil, hom. de humil. 4.
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3. Western Doctrines: Hilary and Optatus

If Western theology was able to grapple with the problem
of the Church at a deeper level, this was because the struggle
with Donatism focussed attention on it. Where Donatism made
little or no impact, as in Italy and Gaul, ideas about the Church’s
nature did not differ materially from those fashionable about
the same time in the East. For Ambrose, for example, the
Church was the city of God, Christ’s immaculate body;! those
who rent it asunder and severed themselves from it were
guilty of the unforgivable sin.z Hilary teaches that, externally
considered, the Church is ‘the harmonious fellowship of the
faithful’;3 from a more spiritual angle it is the bride of Christ,
His mystical body, the mouth by which He speaks to men.+
Founded by Christ and established by the apostles, it is one, and
teaches the truth with authority; its unity is that of a single
integrated body, not that of a congeries of assorted bodies,and is
based on its common faith, the bond of charity and unanimity of
willand action.s As these passages disclose, the idea of the Church
as mystically one with Christ was vividly alive in the West;
indeed Hilary, who may have been influenced by his Eastern
contacts, had a particularly strong sense of it. Through baptism,
he argues, believers undergo a spiritual transformation of their
bodies and ‘enter into fellowship with Christ’s flesh’;6 ‘He is
Himself the Church, comprehending it all in Himself through
the mystery of His body’, and so they are incorporated into
Him.? The heretics, he points out,® claim (again the reference is
to John 17, 21) that the unity which exists between Christians is
merely one of concord and mutual charity, and take their stand
on Acts 4, 32 (‘the multitude of them that believed were of one
heart and soul’). Actually it is a real unity (unitas naturalis),
founded on the new life imparted at baptism and consisting in
the fact that they have all put on the one, indivisible Christ. The
reality of this union is guaranteed by the eucharistic mystery,

* In ps. 118, 15, 35. 2 De poen. 2, 24. 3 Tract. in ps. 131, 23.

+ Ib. 127, 8; 128, 9; 138, 29. 8 De trin. 6,9 £.; 7, 4; tract. in ps. 121, S.
6 In ps. 91, 9. 7 Ib. 125, 6. 8 Cf. de trin. 8, 6-13.
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by which the Christian’s incorporation into Christ’s body is
maintained and intensified.

Hints of the doctrine of the communion of saints appear in
Hilary’s writings, as when he refers? to the Church ‘whether
in the sense of that which exists now or of that consisting of
saints which will be hereafter’. His contemporary, Niceta of
Remesiana, expressly defines? the Church as ‘the congregation
of all the saints’, stating that one of the benefits believers enjoy
in it is ‘communion with the saints’, i.e. with the apostles,
prophets, martyrs and just persons of all ages. But Hilary was
also acutely conscious* that, as at present constituted, the Church
is a mixed society containing sinners (in ecclesia quidem manentes,
sed ecclesiae disciplinam non tenentes) as well as good men.

This was precisely the issue which Donatism raised. For
more than a hundred years this schism split the African church,
spreading bitter discord and violence. While a variety of non-
theological factors (e.g. nationalist feeling, economic stringency)
complicated the issue, its ostensible origin was the alleged ir-
regularity of the consecration of Caecilian as bishop of Carthage
in 311. One of the consecrators, Felix of Aptunga, was accused
(falsely, according to the Catholics) of being a traditor, i.e. of
having surrendered copies of the Scriptures to the civil authori-
ties during Diocletian’s persecution (303). The Donatists took
the lines of rigorism; the validity of the sacraments, they taught,
depended on the worthiness of the minister, and the Church
ceased to be holy and forfeited its claim to be Christ’s body
when it tolerated unworthy bishops and other officers, par-
ticularly people who had been traditores, in its ranks. In this case
the resulting contamination, they held,s infected not only
Caecilian and his successors, but everyone in Africa and
throughout the whole world who maintained communion
with them. Presupposed in this attitude is the puritan concep-
tion of the Church as a society which is de facto holy, consisting
exclusively of actually good men and women. With this as their
premiss the Donatists argued that they alone could be the

t De trin. 8, 15 f. 2 Tract. in ps. 132, 6. 3 De symb. 10.
+ Tract. in ps. 1, 4; 52, 13; in Matt. 33, 8. 8 Cf. Augustine, ep. 129.
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ecclesia catholica, which Scripture attested to be the immaculate
bride of Christ, without spot or wrinkle, since they required
positive holiness from laity and clergy alike. The so~called
Catholics, they urged, could not with justice make out their
claim to be the true Church.

The Catholic reaction to this fanatical brand of puritanism is
well illustrated in the six (later expanded to seven) books which
Optatus, bishop of Milevum, wrote in 366 or 367 to refute the
Donatist leader and publicist, Parmenianus. First, he points out!
that sacraments derive their validity from God, not from the
priest who administers them. In baptism, for example, it is
the Triune Godhead invoked in the trinitarian formula Who
bestows the gift. Whoever it is that plants and whoever that
waters, it is always God Who gives the increase; the person of
the officiant is of necessity continually changing, but the Trinity
is always present in the rite. For this reason he is ready enough?
to acknowledge the Donatists as brethren (after all, both they
and he have had ‘one and the same spiritual nativity’), and to
recognize the efficacy of their sacraments. Secondly, he criticizes
the Donatists’ definition of the Church’s holiness and their in-
sistence that membership must be confined to people who are
in a de facto state of goodness. The Church is holy, he contends,3
not because of the character of those who belong to it, but
because it possesses the symbol of the Trinity, the chair of Peter,
the faith of believers, Christ’s saving precepts, and, above all,
the sacraments themselves. The petition, ‘Forgive us our tres-
passes’, which our Lord enjoined, and such texts as 1 John 1, 8
(‘If we say that we have no sin, we deceive ourselves’), as well
as the Parable of the Tares, abundantly prove that Christ is pre-
pared to tolerate sinners in His Church until the day of judg-
ment.4 It is wrong, not to say impossible, for us to attempt what
the apostles themselves never presumed to do, viz. to dis-
criminate between the good and bad in Christ’s flock. Thirdly,
he suggests that catholicity and unity are at least as decisive
tokens of the true Church as holiness. The former connotes

1 De schism. Donat. s, 4; S, 7. 21b.1,3f;4,2:5 I
3 Ib. 2, 1; 2, 9; 2, 10; 7, 2. 4 Ib. 2, 20; 7, 2.
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world-wide extension, in accordance with the Saviour’s
promise, so that the Donatists are ruled out as a sect confined to
‘a fragment of Africa, a mere corner of a minute region’.t The
unity of the Church, foretold in Scripture in such passages as
Cant. 6, 8 (‘One is my dove’), was willed by our Lord, and its
visible manifestation consists in communion with the see of
Peter.z In Optatus’s eyes, as in Cyprian’s,? schism is tantamount
to apostasy, being a negation of the spirit of charity (catholicum
facit . . . unitas animorum, schisma vero . . . livore nutritur#). Since
the Church is indivisibly one, schismatics like the Donatists do
not so much rend it asunder as sever themselves from it, like
branches which are broken off from the parent tree.s Like
Cyprian, too, he condemns them in Jeremiah’s words for
leaving the fountains of living water and digging cisterns for
themselves which cannot hold water.6

4. Western Doctrines: Augustine

It was another African, Augustine, who developed and
deepened these thoughts of Optatus’s during his prolonged
controversy with the Donatists. According to him, the Church
is the realm of Christ, His mystical body and His bride, the
mother of Christians.” There is no salvation apart from it;
schismatics can have the faith and sacraments (in this he differs
from his admired master, Cyprian,8 preferring the traditional
Western doctrine that the sacraments are valid even if ad-
ministered outside the Church), but cannot put them to a
profitable use since the Holy Spirit is only bestowed in the
Church.s In appropriate circumstances grace can certainly be
had outside it by means of God’s direct, invisible action, as the
case of the centurion Cornelius recorded in Acts demonstrates;
but the strict condition is that the recipient must not attempt to
by-pass the visible means of grace (contemptor sacramenti
visibilis invisibiliter sanctificari nullo modo potest1°). It goes without

t De schism. Donat. 2, 1; 2, §; 2, 11; 3, 2 f. 3b. 1,10, 2,2 f
3 See above, p. 206. 4 Ib. 1, 11. s Ib. 2, 9.
¢ Ib. 4, 9. 7 Ep. 34, 3; serm. 22, 9. 8 See above, p. 206.

9 De bapt. 4, 24; 7, 87; serm. ad Caes. 6. 10 Quaest. in hept. 3, 84.
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saying that Augustine identifies the Church with the universal
Catholic Church of his day, with its hierarchy and sacraments,
and with its centre at Rome. In fact, its catholicity consists
partly in its claim to teach the whole truth and not selected
fragments of it,* but even more, it would seem,? in its world-
wide extension. The latter characteristic marks it off from the
sects, each of which flourishes in a particular locality.3 Not that
the Church, on Augustine’s view, is to be confined to the
universal, empirical society visible at any one time. It includes
in its ranks not only present-day Christians, but all who have
believed in Christ in the past and will do so in the future. It is,
moreover, as against the Donatists’ conception, ‘a mixed com-
munity’ (corpus permixtum*) comprising bad men as well as good,
and the Bible texts which dwell on its absolute perfection and
spotless purity should be balanced by others (e.g. the Parable
of the Tares) pointing to its mixed character, and should be
interpreted as referring to its condition, not here and now, but
at the final consummation.s

Most of these points are commonplaces of fourth-century
Latin Catholicism. We must elaborate some of them if we are
to appreciate Augustine’s special contribution to the doctrine of
the Church. First, the heart of his teaching is his conception of
the Christian society as Christ’s mystical body. Christ has, he
holds,6 a triple mode of existence. He exists as the eternal Word,
and also as the God-man or Mediator; but, in the third place,
He exists as the Church, of which He is the head and the faith-
ful the members. The whole constitutes a single spiritual entity
or person. ‘There are many Christians’, he writes,” ‘but only
one Christ. The Christians themselves along with their Head,
because He has ascended to heaven, form one Christ. It is not a
case of His being one and our being many, but we who are
many are a unity in Him. There is therefore one man, Christ,
consisting of head and body.” Christ and His members are ‘one
person’ (una quaedam persona8), an organic unity in which all

1 Ep. 93, 23. 3 Ib. 49, 3; 1835, 55 serm. 46, 32 f.
3 Serm. 46, 18. 4 Cf. de doct. christ. 3, 45.
8 E.g. c. litt. Pet. 3, 4; brevic. coll. 3, 15-19. 6 Serm. 341.

7 Enarr. in ps. 127, 3. 8 Enarr. 1 in ps. 30, 4.



414 FROM NICAEA TO CHALCEDON

have their several functions, and which is figuratively repre-
sented in the one bread of the eucharist.r And just as an ordinary
body is permeated, quickened and held together by the soul or
spirit, so the life-principle of the mystical body is the Holy
Spirit, Who cannot be received outside the Church.z But since
the Holy Spirit is love personified, the product of the mutual
love of the Father and the Son, the life-principle of the Church
can be equally well described as love.? It is precisely this unify-
ing, quickening love or charity which is the Church’s essence;
it welds the multiplicity of members together and unites the
body with its Head, the result being ‘one single Christ Who
loves Himself’.# Faith and hope are naturally combined with
love, for only through faith in the incamation and cross are men
brought into fellowship with the Mediator,s and the Church
looks forward with hope to the fulness of the redemption.
Thus in its inward being the Church is the communion of all
those who are united together, along with Christ their Lord, in
faith, hope and love.

Secondly, Augustine’s idea of the Church’s unity follows
logically from his conception of it as a fellowship of love. Its
members must be united since they are members of one body;
just as Adam and Eve engendered us for death, so Christ and
the Church, His bride and our spiritual mother, have en-
gendered us for eternal life.” This unity, of course, involves
unity of belief# and any breach of this leads to heresy.? But,
deeper and more important than this, it is also a union of love;
it is absurd to suppose that anyone can belong to the Church
who does not love God and his fellow-Christians.1o The anti-
thesis of love is the spirit which promotes schism, rending
Christ’s seamless robe and tearing His body apart by an act of
‘criminal severance’ (nefaria separatiot). It is therefore their
abandonment of the principle of love which in Augustine’s

 Ep. 187, 20 and 40; tract. ev. Ioh. 13, 17; serm. 354, 4.

2 Serm. 267, 4; 268, 2. 3 Enarr. 2 in ps. 32, 21; de trin. 15, 33-7.

4 Tract. in ep. Ioh. 10, 3.

8 De civ. dei 18, 47: cf. de nat. et grat. 2; c. Iul. 4, 17.

S Enarr. in ps. 103; serm. 4, 17; ep. §S, 2§ f.

7 Serm. 22, 10; 121, 4; 216, 8. 8 De civ. dei 18, 5o, I.
9 Ep. 118, 32. 10 C, Cresc. 1, 34. 11 Serm. 265, 7; ep. 43, 21
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eyes puts the Donatists outside the Church: ‘who can truthfully
say that he has the charity of Christ when he does not embrace
His unity?’t They may be orthodox in belief, their baptisms
and ordinations may be technically correct, and their austerities
may be beyond all praise; but all these things are made of none
effect by the lack of charity which plunges them into schism.
For Cyprian, as we have seen,? schism was in effect spiritual
suicide; it meant cutting oneself off from Christ’s body, which
remained in itself as united as ever. On Augustine’s view it was
positive sacrilege, since schismatics really rend the Church
asunder by their lack of charity.

Thirdly, while insisting on the basis of Scripture that the
Church as a historical institution must include sinners as well as
just men and that the two groups will only be separated at the
final consummation, Augustine came to make a significant
admission in order to meet the Donatists’ point that Christ’s
bride must be ‘without spot or wrinkle’ here and now. This
consisted in drawing a careful distinction between the essential
Church, composed of those who genuinely belong to Christ,
and the outward or empirical Church. With his Platonic back-
ground of thought this distinction came easily to him, for the
contrast* between the perfect essence, eternal and transcending
sensation, and its imperfect phenomenal embodiment was
always hovering before his mind. From this point of view only
those who are ablaze with charity and sincerely devoted to
Christ’s cause belong to the essential Church;s the good alone
‘are in the proper sense Christ’s body’ (cf. boni, qui proprie sunt
corpus Christis). The rest, that is to say sinners, may seem to be
within the Church, but they have no part in ‘the invisible
union of love’ (invisibilis caritatis compages?). They are inside the
house, but remain alien to i% intimate fabric.8 They belong to
the catholicae ecclesiae communio® and enjoy the communio sacra-
mentorum;™© but it is the just who constitute ‘the congregation

t Ep. 61, 2. 2 See above, p. 206. 3 E.g. serm. 88, 22 f.

+ See above, pp. 10 f. 8 De bapt. 5, 38; 6, 3; 7, 99.
6 C. Faust. 13, 16. 7 De bapt. 3, 26.

8 Ib. 7, 99. ° Ep. 93, 3; 112, 3.

10 De unic. bapt. c. Petil. 24; c. Cresc. 3, 35s; de bapt. 7, 100.
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and society of saints’,’ the ‘holy Church’ in the strict sense of
the words.

Thus Augustine’s solution of the age-old problem was to
argue that the authentic bride of Christ really does consist, as
the Donatists claimed, exclusively of good and pious men, but
that this ‘invisible fellowship of love’ is only to be found in
the historical Catholic Church, within whose frontiers good
men and sinners meanwhile consort together in a ‘mixed com-
munion’. The error of the Donatists, on this hypothesis, was
to make a crude institutional division between them, whereas
the precedent of Israel showed that the division was a spiritual
one and that God intended the two types of men to exist side
by side in this world. As he worked out his doctrine of pre-
destination,z however, he was led to introduce a refinement on
this distinction between the visible and the invisible Church. In
the last resort, he came to see, the only true members of the
Church (the ‘enclosed garden . . . spring shut up, fountain
sealed . . . the paradise with the fruit of apples’, spoken of so
eloquently in Cant. 4, 12 £.) could be ‘the fixed number of the
elect’. But ‘in God’s ineffable foreknowledge many who seem
to be within are without, and many who seem to be without
are within’. In other words, many even of those who to all
appearances belong to ‘the invisible fellowship of love’ may
not possess the grace of perseverance, and are therefore destined
to fall away; while many others who at present may be heretics
or schismatics, or lead disordered lives or even are unconverted
pagans, may be predestined to the fulness of grace.3 It is obvious
that this line of thought transferred the whole problem of the
Church’s nature to an altogether different plane. Augustine
never attempted to harmonize his two conceptions, that dis-
tinguishing the Church as a historical institution from the true
Church of those really devoted to Christ and manifesting His
spirit, and that identifying Christ’s body with the fixed number
of the elect known to God alone. Indeed, it may be doubted
whether any synthesis was ultimately possible, for if the latter

1 De civ. def 10, 6. 2 See above, pp. 368 f.
3 Cf. de bapt. 5, 38 £.; de corrept. et grat. 39-42.
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doctrine is taken seriously the notion of the institutional Church
ceases to have any validity.

s. The West and the Roman Primacy

By the middle of the fifth century the Roman church had
established, de jure as well as de facto, a position of primacy in the
West, and the papal claims to supremacy over all bishops of
Christendom had been formulated in precise terms. The detailed
narrative of the stages by which this process was accomplished
belongs properly to the field of Church history rather than
to that of doctrine. Here we need only remark that, strictly
theological factors apart, the position of Rome as the revered
ancient capital and sole apostolic see of the West, the all-
embracing influence it exercised liturgically and theologically in
the Western empire, and the special role the popes were called
upon to fulfil in the era of barbarian invasions, all contributed
to the development. The student tracing the history of the
times, particularly of the Arian, Donatist, Pelagian and Christo-
logical controversies, cannot fail to be impressed by the skill
and persistence with which the Holy See was continually
advancing and consolidating its claims. Since its occupant was
accepted as the successor of St. Peter, the prince of the apostles,
it was easy to draw the inference that the unique authority
which Rome in fact enjoyed, and which the popes saw con-
centrated in their persons and their office, was no more than the
fulfilment of the divine plan.

In this section our concern is with the function of the
Roman primacy in the theology of the Church. There is little
to be gleaned on the subject from Hilary, who agrees? that St.
Peter was the first to believe, the captain of the apostolic band
(apostolatus princeps), the foundation upon which the Church
was built and the janitor of the celestial gates, but does not
appear to connect these facts with the contemporary Roman see.
Ambrose’s teaching is much fuller, and there can be no doubt
of the extraordinary veneration in which he held the Roman

t In Matt. 7, 6; 16, 7.
E.C.D.—14
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church. From the earliest times, he taught,? it had been the un-
swerving exponent of the Church’s creed in its integrity and
purity; to be in communion with Rome was a guarantee of
correct belief. Hence he advises? that matters touching on faith
and order and the mutual relations of orthodox churches should
be referred for settlement to the Roman pontiff. Yet he no-
where recognizes the latter as the final interpreter of the laws of
ecclesiastical discipline, much less ascribes supreme jurisdiction
over the Church to him. It is clear that Ambrose’s exegesis of
the great Petrine texts which were to supply that jurisdiction
with its theological substructure was inconsistent, and in any
case fell short of identifying the apostle with the later popes.
If, for example, he sometimes? interprets Matt. 16, 18 as implying
that the Church was erected upon St. Peter, even adding that
‘where Peter is, there is the Church’, his fuller discussion of the
text suggests that the rock mentioned in it was not the apostle’s
person so much as his faith in Christ’s Messiahship or divinity,+
or even the Saviour Himself, the object of his faith.s Similarly,
while sometimes$ attributing special authority over the Church
to St. Peter himself, he also states? that the gift of the keys was
not bestowed on St. Peter personally or exclusively, but as
the representative of the apostles and of all Catholic bishops
descending from them.

In Africa meanwhile, the prevailing doctrine was an ex-
tension of Cyprian’s.8 Optatus of Milevum, as we have seen,?
in his controversy with the Donatist Parmenianus, reckoned
‘the chair of Peter’ as one of the indispensable possessions of the
true Church: claves . . . solus Petrus accepit.® By this he seems to
have meant, as indeed he proceeds to explain, that the episcopal
commission was first and uniquely conferred upon St. Peter,
and that the other apostles and their successors participate
equally in the selfsame commission. In this way the possibility

1 Ep. 42, 5; 11, 4; de excess. Sat. 1, 47.  Ep. 6, 7: cf. ib. 13, 7.

3 De fid. 4, §6; enarr. in ps. 40, 30.

+ E.g. de incarn. dom. sacram. 33 f.; expos. ev. Luc. 6, 98.

5 Expos. ev. Luc. 6, 97; ep. 43, 9. 6 Enarr. in ps. 43, 40.

7 Ib. 38, 37; de poen. 2, 12. 8 See above, pp. 205 f.

9 See above, p. 411: cf. de schism. Donat. 2, 2. 10 b, 1, 10.
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of there being several ‘chairs’, with the disunity which would
inevitably result, was effectively ruled out. For Optatus, there-
fore, communion with the see of Peter was a vital necessity,
although we should note that he laid almost equal stress on the
desirability of communion with the Oriental churches and what
he called the septiformis ecclesia Asiae. Augustine’s attitude was
not dissimilar. Following Cyprian, he regarded St. Peter as
the representative or symbol of the unity of the Church and of
the apostolic college, and also as the apostle upon whom the
primacy was bestowed (even so, he was a type of the Church
as a whole?). Thus the Roman church, the seat of St. Peter, ‘to
whom the Lord after His resurrection entrusted the feeding of
His sheep’,3 was for him the church ‘in which the primacy
(principatus) of the apostolic chair has ever flourished’.+ The
three letterss relating to Pelagianism which the African church
sent to Innocent I in 416, and of which Augustine was the
draughtsman, suggest that he attributed to the Pope a pastoral
and teaching authority extending over the whole Church, and
found a basis for it in Scripture. At the same time there is no
evidence that he was prepared to ascribe to the bishop of Rome,
in his capacity as successor of St. Peter, a sovereign and in-
fallible doctrinal magisterium. For example, when in his contro-
versy with Julian of Eclanum he appealed to Innocent, his view®
was that the Pope was only the mouthpiece of truths which the
Roman church had held from ancient times in harmony with
other Catholic churches. Nor was he willing, in practical
matters, to surrender one jot of the disciplinary independence
of the African church which Cyprian had defended so stoutly
in his day. The truth is that the doctrine of the Roman primacy
played only a minor role in his ecclesiology, as also in his
personal religious thinking.

The real framers and promotors of the theory of the Roman
primacy were the popes themselves. Men like Damasus (366~
384), Siricius (384-99), Innocent (402-17) and their successors

1 Ib. 2, 6; 6, 3. 3 Enarr. in ps. 108, 1; serm. 46, 30; 295, 3.
3 C. ep. fund. 5 (PL 42, 175). 4 ? 43, 7.
8 Augustine, epp. 175-7. 6 C. Iul. 1, 13.
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not only strove to advance it on the practical plane, but sketched
out the theology on which it was based, viz. the doctrine that
the unique position and authority assigned by Christ to St.
Peter belonged equally to the popes who followed him as
bishop of Rome. Leo the Great (440-61) was responsible for
gathering together and giving final shape to the various
elements composing this thesis. His conception of the primacy
is admirably set out in the letter? which he sent to Anastasius,
bishop of Thessalonica, in 446. ‘Bishops indeed’, he declared,
‘have a common dignity, but they have not uniform rank,
inasmuch as even among the blessed apostles, notwithstanding
the similarity of their honourable estate, there was a certain dis-
tinction of power. While the election of all of them was equal,
yet it was given to one [i.e. St. Peter] to take the lead of the
rest. From this model has arisen a distinction of bishops also,
and by an important ordinance it has been provided that every-
one should not arrogate everything to himself, but that there
should be in each province one whose opinion should have
precedence among the brethren; and again that certain whose
appointment is in the greater cities should undertake a fuller
responsibility, and that through them the care of the universal
Church should converge towards Peter’s one chair, and nothing
anywhere should be separate from its head.” His teaching, as
expounded in many contexts, involves the following ideas.
First, the famous Gospel texts referring to St. Peter should be
taken to imply that supreme authority was conferred by our
Lord upon the apostle. Secondly, St. Peter was actually bishop
of Rome, and his magisterium was perpetuated in his suc-
cessors in that see. Thirdly, St. Peter being in this way, as it
were, mystically present in the Roman see, the authority of
other bishops throughout Christendom does not derive im-
mediately from Christ, but (as in the case of the apostles) is
mediated to them through St. Peter, i.e. through the Roman
pontiff who in this way represents him, or, to be more precise,
is a kind of Petrus redivivus. Fourthly, while their mandate is
of course limited to their own dioceses, St. Peter’s magisterium,
t Ep. 14, 1L
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and with it that of his successors, the popes of Rome, is a
plenitudo potestatis extending over the entire Church, so that its
government rests ultimately with them, and they are its
divinely appointed mouthpiece.
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CHAPTER XVI
THE LATER DOCTRINE OF THE SACRAMENTS

1. General Theory

IN the fourth and fifth centuries little or no attempt was made,
in East or West, to work out a systematic sacramental theology.
The universal, if somewhat vague, assumption was that the
sacraments were outward and visible signs marking the presence
of an invisible, but none the less genuine, grace. Chrysostom,
for example, pointed out! that, in order to understand the
mysteries (by these he meant baptism and the eucharist), we
must study them with the intellectual eye, attending to what
the Lord promised rather than what sense perceives. According
to Theodore of Mopsuestia,? ‘every sacrament is the indication,
by means of signs and symbols, of invisible and ineffable
realities’; while the late fifth-century Pseudo-Dionysius stateds
that ‘the sensible rites (ra alofyra. ilepd) are representations of
intelligible things, and conduct and guide us to them’. Ambrose
similarly distinguished* the external ritual from the unseen
grace or presence. The former, he pointed out, carries with it a
symbolism which corresponds to man’s twofold nature, and
this explains its efficacy. So in baptism water washes the body,
while the soul is cleansed by the Spirit;s in the eucharist what
is perceived after the consecration is only a sign of what is
actually there.6 Augustine lays particular stress on this contrast.
‘The sacrament itself’, he declares,? ‘is one thing, and the power
(virtus) of the sacrament another.” Elsewhere he writes8 of the
cucharistic bread and wine, ‘So they are called sacraments

t In Matt. hom. 82, 4. 2 Hom. cat. 12, 2.
3 De eccl. hierarch. 2, 3, 2 (PG 3, 397).
4 De myst. 8; de sacram. 1, 10.
8 Expos. ev. Luc. 2, 79. 6 De myst. 50; 52; 54; de sacram. 4, 14-16.
7 Tract. in ev, Ioh. 26, 11. 8 Serm. 272.
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because one thing is seen in them, another understood. What is
seen has a bodily appearance, but what is understood has
spiritual fruit.” In baptism the water serves as the sacrament of
the grace imparted, but the grace itself is invisibly operated by
the Holy Spirit.!

While this was the prevalent idea of sacraments, their number
was not yet definitely fixed. To a certain extent this was due to
the vagueness which still attached to the terms pvorjpiov and
sacramentum. Chrysostom could apply the former in one and
the same context? both to Christ’s humiliation and crucifixion
and to holy baptism. In Hilary’s vocabulary the latter stood on
occasion for the mystery of the divine unity,? or of the Lord’s
divinity,* or of the incarnation.s There was a growing tendency,
however, to recognize a specialized sense of the words in which
they denoted the efficacious signs of the Gospel, and to classify
these together. For Cyril of Jerusalemé and Ambrose,” in-
terested as they were primarily in the training of catechumens,
there were three sacraments in this sense—baptism, confirma-
tion or chrism, and the eucharist. Cyril of Alexandria also
enumerated® these three. This list was generally accepted, but
since the conception of a sacrament was still elastic it should not
be regarded as exhaustive. The language of Gregory of Nyssa®
about ordination and of Chrysostom™ about penance suggests
that these, too, qualified for the title in their eyes. Augustine
illustrates both the wider and the narrower meanings of sacra-
mentum. ‘Signs are called sacraments’, he explains,' ‘when they
have reference to divine things.” On this definition anything
might be a sacrament which is a token, natural or conventional,
of a divine reality. So he can include under the term such rites
as the blessed salt handed to catechumens,’? the baptismal
exorcisms,’3 and the formal tradition of the creed and the
Lord’s Prayer to catechumens,™* as well as the Old Testament

t Ep. 98, 2. 2 In 1 Cor. hom. 7, 1. 3 De trin. 7, 23;9, 19,
+ Ib. 10, 48. sIb.g, 25 f. 6 Cat, 19-23.

7 De myst.; de sacram. 8 In Ioel 32.

9 In bapt. Chr. (PG 46, 581-4). 10 De sacerdot. 3, 6.

1 Ep, 138, 7. 12 De cat. rud, so. 13 Serm. 227,

14 Ib. 228, 3.
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events and personages mysteriously foreshadowing Christ and
His salvation.” On the other hand, he speaks? of ‘the few most
salutary sacraments of the Gospel’, and contrasts? the manifold
rites of the old Law with ‘the sacraments, very few in number,
very easy to take note of, and most glorious in their signifi-
cance’, by means of which Christ has united His people to-
gether. The instances he gives are baptism and the eucharist;
and these are the two he cites elsewhere* when stating that ‘the
Lord Himself and the apostolic discipline have handed down a
few signs, easy to enact and august in their meaning’.

It should not be inferred, however, that thought about the
sacraments was entirely lacking in definiteness of outline. We
should notice the emergence in this period of certain ideas
which, though not yet fully worked out, were to pave the way
for the mature medieval doctrine. In the first place, it is now
taken as axiomatic that in the administration of the sacraments
God or Jesus Christ is the principal agent, the priest being merely
His instrument. ‘God’s gifts’, protestss Chrysostom, ‘are not
such as to be the result of any virtue of the priest’s; they are
wholly the work of grace. The priest’s function is simply to
open his mouth, and it is God Who accomplishes what is
done. . . . The eucharistic oblation remains the same, whether
Paul or Peter offers it. The oblation which Christ gave to His
disciples is identical with the one now offered by the priests.
The latter is no whit inferior to the former, for it is not men
who consecrate it, but He Who consecrated the original obla-
tion.” So ‘when the priest baptizes, it is not he who baptizes, but
God Who compasses your head with His invisible power’.6 In
the West, as we saw? in the preceding chapter, these principles
received forceful acknowledgement as a result of the Church’s
clash with Donatism. Baptism, Optatus argues,? is the gift of
God, not of any human minister; it is the Holy Trinity Who
sanctifies the catechumen, so that while the minister may be
changed the Trinitarian formula must remain inviolate. So

1 Enarr. in ps. 83, 2. 2 De ver. rel. 33. 3 Ep. 54, 1.
+ De doct. christ. 3, 13. 8 In 2 Tim. hom. 2, 4.
6 In Ma t. hom. $o0, 3. 7 See above, p. 411.

8 De schism. Donat. 5, 7.
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Augustine teaches! that the truth of a sacrament is not im-
pugned by the unsuitability of its minister, for its actual author
is God Himself. For example, in spite of the diversity of those
who administer it, baptism remains one and the same sacra-
ment since it is Christ Who in fact bestows it.z

Secondly, itis clear that much thought was given in this period
to the efficient cause linking the spiritual gift with the outward,
perceptible sign. According to Cyril of Jerusalem,3 once the
Trinity has been invoked (he uses the term énixdyais), the
baptismal water possesses sanctifying power in view of the fact
that it is no longer mere water, but water united with the Holy
Spirit, Who acts in and through it. So Gregory Nazianzen
bases* the efficacy of baptism on the Spirit, and Basil declaress
that ‘if the baptismal waters have any grace, they derive it, not
from their own nature, but from the presence of the Holy
Spirit’. Ambrose follows Basil in teachings that the efficacy of
the sacrament springs from the presence of the Holy Spirit in
the water. The Trinitarian formula, however, is also indis-
pensable: ‘unless the catechumen is baptized in the name of the
Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit, he cannot receive
the remission of sins or imbibe the gift of spiritual grace’.? For
Augustine the operative factor seems to have been the candi-
date’s belief in the Trinity as expressed in his answers to the
threefold baptismal interrogations. ‘Take away the word’, he
remarks,® ‘and what is the water but water? When the word is
added to the element, it becomes a sacrament.” He goes on to
explain that it is not merely the uttering of the word, but the
word considered as a vehicle of faith, that endows the water
with saving power; and the context, with its references to Rom.
10, 8-10 and 1 Pet. 3, 21, makes it plain that he is thinking of
the triple questionnaire and the confession of faith made in
response to it.

As regards the Holy Communion, the eucharistic prayer had
previously been conceived as effecting the consecration, but

1 C. litt. Pet. 2, 69. 2 De unit. eccles. 8. 3 Cat. 3,3 L.
4 Or. 39, 17. s De spir. sanct. 3.

6 De spir. sanct. 1, 77; de myst. 8.

7 De myst. 20; de spir. sanct. 2, 104 f. 8 Tract. in ev. Ioh. 80, 3.

E.C.D.—144
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attempts were now made to define the causal efficacy more
precisely. One widespread theory was that consecratory power
lay in the repetition by the priest, acting in Christ’s stead, of the
words used by Christ at the Last Supper. Chrysostom, for
example, states! that the priest, standing in the Lord’s place,
repeats the sentence, ‘This is my body’, and its effect is to
transform the elements on the altar. Gregory of Nyssa reflects?
the same strain of thought; and in the West it established itself
with Ambrose? as one of its most noteworthy exponents. On
the other hand, such a document as Serapion’s liturgy exhibits+
traces of the idea that what consecrates the gifts is the descent of
the divine Word upon them. At the same time we see emerging
the theory, already adumbrated in the Didascalia,s that their
transformation is the work of the Holy Spirit. Cyril of Jeru-
salem, for example, envisagess a liturgy in which ‘we entreat
God . . . to send forth the Holy Spirit upon the offerings that
He may make the bread the body of Christ and the wine the
blood of Christ; for whatsoever comes into contact with the
Holy Spirit is hallowed and changed’. Chrysostom himself on
occasion depicts? the priest as calling upon the Spirit to descend
and touch the elements, making no pretence of harmonizing
this doctrine with the theory of consecration by means of the
words of institution. Theodore of Mopsuestia seems to combine
the two conceptions, stating8 that ‘ when the priest declares them
[i.e. the bread and wine] to be Christ’s body and blood, he clearly
reveals that they have become such by the descent of the Holy
Spirit’, although his general teaching® is that the eucharistic
mystery is accomplished by the descent of the Spirit. In a similar
way, as regards penance, the doctrine® takes shape that when
the Church’s minister absolves sinners with the power of the
keys bestowed by Christ, it is really God Himself Who acts.
t De prod. Iud. hom. 1, 6: cf. in 2 Tim. hom. 2, 4. 2 Or. cat. 37.

3 De myst. 50; $2; S4; de sacram. 4, 14-23.
4 13, 15 (Funk, II, 174-6): cf. Pseudo-Athanasius, ad nuper baptiz. (PG 26,

1325). s 6, 22, 2: cf. 6, 21, 2 (Funk, I, 376; 370).
6 Cat. 23, 7. 7 Hom. in coem. app. 3: cf. de sacerdot. 3, 4.
8 Hom. cat. 16, 12. o Cf. in Ioh. 6, 63 (Vosté, 109).

10 Cf. Pacian, ep. ad Symp. 1, 6; Ambrose, de poenit. 1, 34-9; Cyril Alex., in
Luc. s, 24; 7, 28.
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These two ideas, that the grace contained in sacraments is
God’s gift and has nothing to do with the officiant as such, and
that its production is tied to the divinely prescribed formula
rehearsed by the minister, go a long way towards the so-called
ex opere operato doctrine of sacraments, i.e. that they are signs
which actually and automatically realize the grace they signify.
A closely related point which deserves notice is the attitude of
the Church in the fourth and fifth centuries to sacraments cele-
brated by heretics and schismatics. A wide variety of opinion
prevailed in the East. Athanasius roundly states? that the baptism
of Arians, Manichaeans, Montanists and Paulianists is utterly
void; they may carry out the rite, but since their faith is defective
they give the words another meaning. Didymus insists? on re-
baptizing Eunomians and Montanists, the former because they
baptize only into the Lord’s death, and the latter because they
do not baptize into three divine Persons but confuse Father, Son
and Spirit. At Jerusalem Cyril rejected® the baptism of all
heretics alike, but Eusebius of Caesarea treated* the Roman
traditions about rebaptism as more ancient. Basil distinguishes$
between heretics, whose baptism he regards as worthless, and
schismatics, about whom he is not prepared to dogmatize. In
the West, as we have seen,? the controversy with Donatism
resulted in the conclusion that sacraments administered at any
rate by schismatics must be held to be valid. In this debate the
particular sacraments which interested Augustine were baptism
and ordination. The man who has received either, he states,?
retains even as a schismatic the power to transmit its grace to
others, so that rebaptism and reordination are out of the ques-
tion. The reason for this is that both sacraments impart a
permanent character (dominicus character) which is no more lost
if its bearer goes astray in schism than in the stamp branded
on sheep.9 But if constrained in this way to admit the validity
of Donatist sacraments, Augustine was sufficiently the heir
of Cyprian and the African tradition to feel it necessary to

1 C Ar. 2,421 2 De trin. 2, 15. 3 Procat. 7.
¢ Hist, eccl. 7, 2. $ See above, p. 206. 6 gp 188, 1.
7 See above, pp. 411; 412; 424. 8 C. ep. Parm. 2, 28.

¢ Ep. 185, 23; 173, 3: cf. c. ep. Parm. 2, 29.
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emphasize their defects at the same time. Hence he distinguishes
between the validity of a sacrament and its efficaciousness, and
points out! that Cyprian’s mistake lay precisely in his failure to
draw this distinction. A sacrament, on this view, can exist and
possess technical validity without its recipient’s obtaining the
grace properly associated with it; this grace can only be enjoyed
within the Church. So he explains? that ‘the Church’s baptism
can exist outside the Church, but the gift of blessed life is only
found inside the Church’. Schismatical baptism is thus perfectly
valid, but it altogether fails to produce its appropriate effects
unless and until its recipient is a full member of the Catholic
Church.s

2. Baptism

From these general considerations we turn to the particular
sacraments. Cyril of Jerusalem provides a full, if not always co-
herent, account of the conception of baptism which commended
itself to a fourth-centuary theologian in Palestine. The name he
applies to the rite is ‘baptism’# or ‘bath’ (Aovrpdvs). It is ‘the
bath of regenerations’ in which we are washed both with water
and with the Holy Spirit.” Its effects can be summarized under
three main heads. First, the baptized person receives the re-
mission of sins, i.e. all sins committed prior to baptism.8 He
passes from sin to righteousness, from filth to cleanliness;® his
restoration is total, and can be likened to a cure which causes
not only the patient’s wounds but the very scars to disappear. o
In elaborating this transformation Cyril fully exploits the tradi-
tional images of the purification of the soul, the putting off of
the old man, deliverance from slavery, etc. Secondly, baptism
conveys the positive blessing of sanctification, which Cyril
describes!! as the illumination and deification of the believer’s
soul, the indwelling of the Holy Spirit, the putting on of the
new man, spiritual rebirth and salvation, adoption as God’s son
by grace, union with Christ in His resurrection as in His

¥ De bapt. 6, 1. 3 Ib. 4, 1. 3 1Ib. 1, 18; 5,9; 6, 7.
4 Procat. 16; cat. 3, 15. 5 Procat. 7; 11; cat. 3, 3; etc.
6 Procat. 11. 7Cat. 3,3f. 8 Ib. 3, 15. o Ib. 1, 4.

10 Ib. 18, 20. 1 Procat. 2; 6; cat. 1, 2; 3, 2; 3, 13~IS; 20, passim.
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suffering and death, the right to a heavenly inheritance. If the
remission of sins is granted equally to all, he points out,! the
infusion of the Holy Spirit is made proportionate to the re-
cipient’s faith. Thirdly, and closely connected with this,
baptism impresses a seal (mjp 8 Odaros ogpayida) on the
believer’s soul. Just as the water cleanses the body, the Holy
Spirit seals (o@payile) the soul.z This sealing takes place at the
very moment of baptism? (the passages cited link it directly
with the immersion), and as a result of it the baptized person
enjoys the presence of the Holy Spirit.

These ideas are fairly representative of Greek and Latin
teaching about baptism in the fourth and fifth centuries. There
is no need to dwell at length on the aspect of the remission of
sins. Didymus, for example, declarest that the authentic
baptism, as contrasted with the Pool of Bethesda which pre-
figured it, delivers us from all our sins, working the cure of all
spiritual ailments; while according to Cyril of Alexandrias
‘baptism cleanses us from all defilements, making us God’s
holy temple’. In the West Optatus, taking the Flood as the
type of baptism, suggestss that the sinner who is plunged in the
baptismal water is washed of the filth of sin and restored to his
pristine purity; and Jerome acknowledges? that sins, impurities
and blasphemies of every sort are purged in Christ’s laver, the
effect being the creation of an entirely new man. As Augustine
expresses it,8 ‘Baptism washes away all, absolutely all, our sins,
whether of deed, word or thought, whether sins original or
added, whether knowingly or unknowingly contracted’. Not
that it should be supposed that baptism safeguards the baptized
Christian from sinning in the future. Towards the end of the
fourth century the heretic Jovinianargued this thesis, contending®
that once baptized a man could no longer be tempted by the
Devil to sin. It fell to Jerome to refute him, adducing numer-
ous Scriptural passages to show that the baptized are not only

t Ib. 1, s. 3 Ib. 3, 4. 3 Ib. 4, 16; 16, 24.

« De trin. 2, 14 (PG 39, 708). $ In Luc. 22, 8.

6 De schism. Donat. s, 1. 7 Ep. 69, 2 f.

8 C. duas epp. Pelag. 3, 3, 5- ¢ Augustine, de haer. 82.

10 Ady, Iov. 2, 1-4.
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exposed to temptation but are quite capable of succumbing to it.

The widespread diffusion of infant baptism inevitably called
for a rationale. As we have seen,! the Greeck fathers were
reluctant to attribute sin, at any rate in the sense of guilt,
to newly born children. Gregory of Nazianzus, who discussed
the problem, gave? as a good reason for their being -baptized
the desirability of their being sanctified and dedicated to the
Spirit from earliest infancy; he stressed the importance of their
being initiated and receiving the ‘seal’. In the West Ambrose
judged?® baptism necessary for infants, not as relieving them of
inherited guilt, but as opening the kingdom of heaven to them;
and Pelagius, as we saw,* adopted a similar line. With the
establishment of the strict Latin doctrine of original sin such
explanations became obsolete. Thus for Augustines any child
born into the world was polluted with sin, and baptism was the
indispensable means to its abolition. Jerome echoed his ideas,
teaching® that once children have been baptized they are free
from sin, but until then they bear the guilt of Adam.

As regards the positive effects of baptism, it is important to
notice the place which continued to be assigned, in spite of the
increasing prestige of confirmation, to the gift of the Holy
Spirit. The fathers, it would seem, were greatly confused about
the manner in which Christians received the Spirit, and echoes
of the older doctrine are to be found side by side with the new.
Athanasius, for example, maintains? that the Spirit is granted
to those who believe and are reborn in the bath of regenera-
tion; Hilary, too, teaches8 that the presence of the Spirit within
the soul begins when the convert is regenerated by baptism, and
that through Him we are renewed in body and soul. Jerome is a
convinced exponent® of the view that baptism and the Spirit
are inseparable, while Chrysostom explainst® that only through
the power of the Spirit can the baptismal water produce its
effect. According to Theodore, ™ we obtain the gift of the Holy

t See above, p. 349. 3 Or. 40, 17; 40, 28.

3 De Abrah. 2, 79. + See above, p. 359.

8 E.g. de peccat. mer. et remiss. I, 34. 6 Dial. ady. Pelag. 3, 17 f.
7 Ad Serap. 1, 4. 8 Tract. in ps. 64, 15; in Mait. 11, 24.

¢ Dial. c. Lucif. 6; 9. 10 Iy Act. hom. 1, §. 1t Iy Gal. 2, 16.
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Spirit at the same time as we receive baptism, for it is He Who
regenerates us and is the first-fruits of our perfection. Augustine
similarly states' that ‘the Holy Spirit dwells, without their
knowledge, in baptized infants’. Not infrequently the fathers
describe the bestowal of the Spirit in terms of the New Testa-
ment image of the seal. Didymus, for example, states? that we
are conformed to the primal image as a result of our reception
of the seal of the Spirit in baptism, and elsewheres associates
sealing with regeneration as part of the activity of the Spirit
which the Christian experiences. Chrysostom similarly speaks+
of the seal of the Spirit in baptism as a distinctive sign like the
badge worn by soldiers. The Christian’s sealing with the Spirit,
he claims,s corresponds to the sealing of the Jew with the rite of
circumcision.

More frequently, however, the positive effects of baptism are
delineated in other ways. Through baptism, according to
Athanasius, man is united with the Godhead;¢ it is the sacra-
ment of regeneration by which the divine image is renewed.?
The participant becomes an heir of eternal life,8 and the Father’s
adoptive son.® For Gregory of Nyssa similarly the baptized
person receives God and isin Him; united with Christ by spiritual
rebirth, he becomes God’s son by adoption and puts on the
divine nature.’ Chrysostom speaks!! of the Christian’s having
Christ in himself as a result of baptism and so being assimilated
to Him; stepping out of the sacred bath, the catechumen is
clothed with light and, fully regenerated, enjoys possession of
justice and holiness.’? Cyril of Alexandria states' that perfect
knowledge of Christ and complete participation in Him are
only obtained by the grace of baptism and the illumination of
the Holy Spirit. The baptismal initiation makes us the image of
the archetype, i.e. of Him Who is Son of God by nature, and
so sons of God by adoption.™ According to Theodore,!s baptism

1 Ep. 187, 26. 3 De trin. 2, 15 (PG 39, 717).

3 Ib. 2, 12 (PG 39, 680). 4 In 2 Cor. hom. 3, 7.

s In Eph. hom. 2, 2. 6 C. Ar. 2, 41. 7 De incarn. 14.
8 Ad Serap. 1, 22. ° C. Ar. 1, 34.

10 Or. cat. 40; ¢. Eunom. 3 (PG 45, 609). 1t In Gal. comm. 3, §.
12 Ad illumin. cat. 1, 3. 13 Glaph. in Exod. 2 (PG 69, 432}.

14 In Rom. 1, 3. 15 In Ioh. 3, 3-5; 17,20 f.; in Gal. 3, 21.
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is our second birth, as a result of which we belong to Christ
and are associated with the privileges of His glorious life, being
His body and His members. Having received it, we can call
God our Father, for we have been adopted as sons and have
been promised immortality. The language of the Latin fathers
is not dissimilar, although it lacks the emphasis on deification
which is characteristic of the Greek. For Hilary,! for example,
in addition to obliterating our sins baptism is the sacrament of
divine birth, making the recipient God’s temple and immune
from death, as well as His adoptive son. According to Ambrose,?
it imparts rebirth, in the sense of resurrection, renewing us
through the impact of the Holy Spirit and making us God’s
sons by adoption; dying with Christ in the font, we become
partakers of His grace. Ambrosiaster makes the point3 that,
whereas those who were baptized before Christ’s passion re-
ceived only remission of sins, those baptized after His resurrec-
tion are justified by virtue of the Trinitarian formula and,
having received the Spirit, are admitted to divine sonship.
Augustine emphasizes¢ that the baptized, even infants, are en-
dowed with the graces of illumination and justification, and are
grafted into Christ’s body; released from death, they are re-
conciled to God unto eternal life, and from being sons of men
receive the status of sons of God.

3. Confirmation or Chrism

In the fourth and fifth centuries confirmation, or consigna-
tion, while still closely associated with baptism, was also clearly
distinguished from it. Cyril of Jerusalem, for example, devoted
his twenty-first catechetical lecture to it, and Didymus treateds
it as different from baptism; Ambrose’s accounts of it followed
his description of the major rite, while for Augustine? too it

t De trin. 1, 21; 6, 44; tract. in ps. 65, II.

2 De sacram. 3, 3; de spir. sanct. 3, 63-8; de excess. Sat. 2, 43.

3 In Rom. 4, 23-5.

4 De peccat. mer. et femiss. 1, 10; I, 39; ¢. duas epp. Pelag. 2, 11.

s De trin. 2, 14; 2, 15 (PG 39, 712; 720). ¢ De myst. 29 f.; 42.
7 C. litt. Pet. 2, 239.
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was a sacramentum distinct from the latter. The general pro-
cedure was that, on coming up from the baptismal water, the
newly baptized Christian was anointed with scented oil, at the
same time receiving the laying on of hands. In the East the
anointing was always the essential feature, and if Athanasiust
and Cyril of Jerusalem? speak of the bestowal of the Spirit by
the apostles’ hands, they do not connect this with chrismation
as they know it. The laying on of hands retains some import-
ance in the Apostolical Constitutions,? although here it is fused
with episcopal consignation; and where writers like Cyril of
Alexandriat and Theodorets mention it, they are probably
simply referring to the bishop’s action in consignation. In the
West, however, the laying on of hands continued, side by side
with chrism, to be an important element in the process of
initiation. Optatus saw it6 as normal and regular, finding its
prototype in the blessing pronounced by God the Father on
Jesus at His baptism. Jerome, it is true, played down? its import-
ance, ascribing the gift of the Spirit in His fulness to baptism, but
Augustine taught8 that in practising it the bishops were merely
following the precedent of the apostles.

The general theory was that through chrismation, with or
without the laying on of hands, the Holy Spirit was bestowed.
According to Cyril of Jerusalem,? just as Christ after His baptism
received the Spirit in the form of a dove, so the oil with which
the newly baptized Christian is anointed symbolizes the Spirit
Who sanctifies him. Through the words of blessing it has
become ‘the chrism of Christ, capable of producing the Holy
Spirit through the presence of His divinity’. Hilary describest
how, after passing through the baptismal waters, the Spirit
descends upon us (again he recalls the descent of the dove on
Jesus), and we are suffused with the unction of celestial glory.
In his liturgy Serapion! has a special prayer beseeching God to
grant divine and heavenly power to the oil of chrism, so that

t Ad Serap. 1, 6. 3 Cat. 14, 25. 3 3, 16, 3 f. (Funk, I, 211).
4 De ador. in spir. et litt. 11 (PG 68, 772).

s In Hebr. 6, 1; quaest. in Num. 47. 6 De schism. Donat. 4, 7.

7 Dial. ¢. Lucifer. 9. 8 De trin. 15, 46. ° Cat, 21, 1-3.

10 In Matt. 2, 6. 11 Euchol. 25, 2 (Funk, II, 187).
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those who have already taken the bath of regeneration may also
receive the Spirit. Didymus takes up® Cyril’s idea that the
anointing with oil corresponds to Christ’s reception of the
Spirit, but also identifies the outward unction with the anoint-
ing mentioned in 2 Cor. 1, 21 and 1 John 2, 20. Gregory of
Nyssa goes so far as to insist? that, if the Christian is to lay hold
on Christ and possess the Spirit, he must first be anointed with
myrrh. For Cyril of Alexandria? the rite is the symbol of our
participation in the Holy Spirit, and Theodoret speaks* of the
anointed receiving the invisible grace of the Spirit in the myrrh
‘as in a type’. In the West, where the imposition of hands
loomed larger, Scriptural authority was found for the practice
in the passages in Acts referring to the laying on of the apostles’
hands, and the effect was naturally taken to be the bestowal
of the Spirit. Innocent I, for example, writing to Decentius of
Gubbio, argueds that consignation, as distinct from the unction
administered by presbyters after baptism, belongs properly to
the bishop, being the medium by which he bestows the
Paraclete.

While this was the main idea associated with chrismation,
other interpretations of the rite continued side by side with it.
In general it was regarded as an edifying symbol of the Chris-
tian’s membership of Christ and fellowship with His death and
resurrection. So Basil, commenting on Matt. 6, 17, exclaims,5
“Wash thy soul for sins [i.e. be baptized]; anoint thy head with
holy chrism so that thou mayest become a partaker of Christ’.
Before him Cyril of Jerusalem had recognized? chrismation as
the act which confers the status of Christian on us. An unknown
fifth~century writer explains8 that unction after baptismis a token
of the Christian’s participation in the sufferings and glory of his
Lord, while Augustine declares that it signifies our membership
of Christ’s body. The forty-eighth canon of Laodicea statest®
that it is unction with chrism which makes us sharers of Christ’s

t De trin. 2, 6 (PG 39, 557; 560). 2 Adv. Maced. 16.

3 InIs. 25, 6 . (PG 70, 561). 4 In Cant. 1, 2 (PG 81, 60).

s Cod. can. eccl. et const. s. sed. apost. 23, 3. 6 Hom. de ieiun. 1, 2.
7 Cat. 21, §. 8 Quaest. et resp. ad orthodox. 137 (PG 6, 1389).
¢ Enarr. in 26 ps. 2, 2. 10 Mansi, II, s71.
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kingdom; and it is a commonplace of patristic teaching? that it
betokens the baptized convert’s admission to the kingship and
priesthood of the Messiah.

From what has been said so far it should be clear that there
was considerable confusion between the theology of consigna-
tion, or chrismation, and that of baptism. Both rites, it would
appear, were regarded as conferring the gift of the Spirit and as
uniting the believer to Christ. So long as the great sacrament of
initiation remained an unbroken whole, there was no serious
disadvantage in this, and the confusion created no difficulty.
Once unction and the laying on of hands, however, were
detached, the problem of the precise relation of the two rites
became increasingly urgent. Hints of the solution which later
theology was to provide are found in Serapion, who suggests?
that one effect of the gift of the Spirit in chrismation is the
‘strengthening’ (cf. dogadiobévres Tff odpayide radry) of the
candidate, and also in Didymus’s idea3 that the Spirit’s function
when bestowed is to ‘fortify’ (debop) us. Parallel to this is the
line of thought, found in Cyril of Alexandria,* that it signifies
the ‘perfecting’ (reXelwors) of those who have been justified
through Christ in baptism. In the same sense Dionysius the
Areopagite describess chrismation as ‘an anointing which per-
fects’ (redewwrucy) xpiows), while for Augustines it is the unction
which ‘will make us spiritually perfect in that life which will be
ours hereafter’. Ambrose attempts? to distinguish the regenera-
tive activity of the Spirit in baptism from the bestowal of His
sevenfold gifts in the consignation which follows. Because of
this growing emphasis on strengthening, the name confirma-
tion (confirmatio) came to be generally substituted in the West
for consignation, appearing first in the second canon$ of the
first council of Orange (441). The fully developed theology is
set out in an influential homily> on Pentecost ascribed to

1 E.g. apost. const. 3, 16, 4; Chrysostom, in 2 Cor. hom. 3, 5; Augustine,

serm. 351, 12; enart. in 26 ps. 2, 2. 2 Euchol. 25, 2 (Funk, II, 186).
3 De trin. 2, 14 (PG 39, 712). 4 In loel 32.
s De eccl. hierarch. 4, 3, 1T £PG, 3, 484). 6 Enarr. in 26 ps. 2, 2.
7 De sacram. 3, 8-I0; 6, 6 8 Mansi, VI, 435.

9 Hom. in Pentecost. (ed. J. Gagnaeus, Paris, 1547, pp. 77-9)-
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Faustus of Riez. According to its author, the blessings of re-
generation (i.e. baptism) are sufficient for those who are going
to die straightaway, but the help provided by confirmation is
desirable for those whose life lies before them. The Holy Spirit,
already given in baptism, strengthens the faithful in confirma-~
tion for the perils and combats of this life. Confirmation is thus
a kind of blessing (benedictio) which equips Christ’s soldiers with
the weapons they need, imparting an increase of grace. ‘In
baptism we are regenerated for life, but after baptism we are
confirmed for the struggle; in baptism we are nourished, but
after baptism we are strengthened.’

4. Penance

The documents of the fourth and fifth centuries abound in
references to the Church’s practice of remitting sins committed
after baptism; many of these were prompted by the desire to
refute Novatianist rigorism. In the East both Basil and Gregory
of Nyssa give detailed accounts of the penitential system
familiar to them. The former describes? the length of penance
imposed (from one to four years for bigamy or trigamy, ten
years for abortion, eleven for murder, etc.), and establishes the
principle, known to Western canonists as non bis in idem, that
persons in holy orders convicted of fornication should be re-
duced to lay status but not excluded from communion. The
latter lays barez the roots of sins in the soul, endeavouring to
bring them all under the heads of the three capital sins of
apostasy, adultery and murder. Gregory Nazianzen joins issue3
with the Novatianists in justifying the efficacy of repentance
and the possibility of post-baptismal pardon; while Epiphanius,
although agreeing that there is only one ‘perfect repentance’,
viz. that of baptism, and that Hebr. 6, 4-6 precludes any second
restoration in this sense, argues# that the sequel (6, 9 £.) proves
that God is ready to welcome the guilty back in consideration
of their good works, i.e. repentance. In Apostolical Constitutions,
2, 10-16, the duties of bishops, their obligations and rights in

* Ep. 188. 3 Ep. can. 3 Or. 39, 17-19. 4 Haer. 59, 1 f.
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regard to sinners, and the procedure for the reconciliation of the
latter, are succinctly sketched. At Constantinople, according to
Socrates,! the bishop for a time delegated his functions in this
matter to a penitentiary priest, who imposed penances on people
after they had confessed their sins, and the office was only sup-
pressed in the episcopate of Nectarius (381-97) as a result of a
scandal.

In the West we find Ambrose criticizing? the severity of the
Novatianists in refusing to remit post-baptismal sins. The
Church’s power to do so, he contends, rests on precisely the
same authority as its power to baptize. He carefully examines?
the Scriptural passages (e.g. 1 Sam. 2, 25; Hebr. 6, 4-6; 1 John
s, 16) commonly cited as proof of the irremissibility of sins,
and puts forward what he considers their true interpretation.
For example, St. Paul’s harsh language in Hebr. 6, 4-6 must be
harmonized, he argues, with the leniency he exhibits else-
where. Thus one should take him as meaning either that
baptism as such cannot be repeated, or that the restitution of
sinners is impossible with men, but not necessarily with God.
Ambrose’s contemporary, Pacian of Barcelona, provides much
valuable material in his letters to Symphronianus. The latter
had summarized the essentials of the Novatianist position in
three points: (a) after baptism there can be no place for penit-
ence; (b) the Church cannot remit mortal sins; and (c) it under-
goes irreparable injury in receiving sinners back after reconcilia-
tion. In reply+ Pacian examines the relevant Bible texts and,
pointing to the power of the keys committed to the Church,
claims that a constructive attitude to sinners accords best with
the spirit of the Gospel, and that in principle all sins can be re-
mitted. Augustine, whose allusions to penance are countless,
dividess it into three categories. First, there is the penitence
which precedes baptism, as a result of which sins of every sort
and degree are remitted to the sacrament; secondly, there is the
remission which Christians obtain daily for their venial sins by

* Hist. eccl. 5, 19: cf. Sozomen, hist. eccl. 7, 16. 3 De poen. 1, 33-9.
3 Ib. 1, 40-96; 2, 6-19. 4 Ep. 3, 8 ad fin,
s E.g. serm. 352, 2-8; serm. ad catech. 15 f.
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means of prayer, fasting, etc.; and, thirdly, for really serious
sins after baptism there is the formal penitential discipline, in
which the Church raises the sinner from the moribund state in
which he lies just as Christ raised Lazarus. These ‘grave and
mortal sins’, as he expresses it,! ‘are remitted by means of the
keys of the Church’, for ‘the Church, founded as it is on Christ,
received from Him in the person of Peter the keys of the
kingdom of heaven, that is, the power of binding and loosing
sins’.2

Certain features of the sacrament of penance as it existed in
this period should be noticed. First, it retained the character
which it possessed in earlier centuries of being a discipline
which could only be undergone once and could not be repeated.
‘Just as there is one baptism’, observes? Ambrose, ‘so there is
but one public penance’; and Augustine alludes* to ‘the prudent
and salutary provision’ whereby one, and only one, exercise of
penance has been permitted in the Church. The malicious
allegationss brought against John Chrysostom that he en-
couraged its frequent reiteration at least serve to confirm that
Eastern practice was in line with Western on this point.

Secondly, penance, in the strict sense of the Church’s official
reconciliation of sinners, continued to be a formal and public
act. The formidable process involved (a) the sinner’s exclusion
from communion and admission by the imposition of hands,
after confession, to the order of penitents, and, where necessary,
his being taken to task by the bishop; (b) his performance of a
prescribed course of self-humiliation and prostration known
technically as exomologesis, the period depending on the gravity
of his sins and varying at different times and places; and (c) his
formal absolution and restoration. Attempts have been made®
to trace at any rate the beginnings of private penance and
absolution to this period. Yet there is no clear evidence in
favour of this, and much that tells against it. What the fathers
describe seems always to be public penance, and such a writer

1 Serm. 278, 12. 2 Tract. in ev. Ioh. 124, 5. 3 De poen. 2, 95.
¢ Ep. 153, 7. 5 Cf. Socrates, hist. eccl. 6, 21.
¢ E.g. by P. Galtier: see Note on Books.
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as Augustine, as we have seen, is quite positive that the only
form of penance apart from this is that which sinners practise
daily for their more venial sins by prayer, almsgiving, etc. It is
true that he not infrequently mentions® ‘certain medicines of
rebukes’ (correptionum medicamenta), and citesz Matt. 18, 15 as
authorizing private remonstrance with the offender. But these
are references to exhortations intended to bring him to a right
frame of mind and to submit himself to public penance. It rests
with the bishop, of course, to whom the penitent opens his
heart to determine what treatment his guilt requires, and he
may sometimes decide, even in the case of a sin like adultery,
that public penance is for one reason or another impracticable
or inexpedient, and that the sinner must be dealt with in
private.# But nothing goes to show that this correptio secreta,
or private taking to task of the guilty party by the ecclesiastical
authority, culminated in sacramental absolution. The first reli-
able evidence for private penance as a sacrament is found in
canon 25 of the third council of Toledo (589), which castigates
it as an execrabilis praesumptio.

Thirdly, while the broad distinction between graver and
lesser sins was recognized, there seem to have been different
opinions as to which sins fell into the former category and so
called for public penance. Basil’s lists of such sins is fairly
comprehensive, including abortion, murder, sexual offences,
bigamy, etc.; but Gregory of Nyssa, as we have seen,” makes an
attempt to reduce serious misdeeds to the three capital sins of
apostasy, adultery and murder. Pacian, too, states? that, while
other crimes may be atoned for by good works, these three
demand a more serious remedy. Augustine on occasion cites?
the traditional list, but elsewhere dcfinest© the peccata mortifera as
‘those which the Decalogue of the Law contains, and with
regard to which the Apostle says (Gal. s, 21), “Those who do
such things shall not possess the kingdom of God”’’. In practice,
it would seem, the severity of penance and the fact that it could

t E.g. de fid. et op. 48. 2 Loc. cit.; serm. 82. 3 Cf. serm. 351, 9.
+ E.g. serm. 82, 1I. 5 Mansi, IX, 995. 6 Ep. 188.
7 See above, p. 436. 8 Paraen. 4.

9 Serm. 352, 8; de fid. et op. 34. 10 Serm. 351, 7.
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only be undergone once meant that many deferred it until their
death-bed, thereby reducing the publicity to a minimum. In
Africa, too, if Augustine! can be taken as a guide, the correptio
secreta of the bishop provided a practical method, albeit non-
sacramental, of dealing pastorally with sins which, though fall-
ing short of extreme heinousness, were sufficiently grave to
trouble tender consciences.

s. The Eucharistic Presence

In examining the later doctrine of the eucharist it will be
convenient, as in Chapter VIII, to begin with the ideas currently
entertained about the Lord’s presence in the sacrament.
Eucharistic teaching, it should be understood at the outset, was
in general unquestioningly realist, i.e. the consecrated bread and
wine were taken to be, and were treated and designated as, the
Saviour’s body and blood. Among theologians, however, this
identity was interpreted in our period in at least two different
ways, and these interpretations, mutually exclusive though they
were in strict logic, were often allowed to overlap. In the first
place, the figurative or symbolical view, which stressed the dis-
tinction between the visible elements and reality they repre-
sented, still claimed a measure of support. It harked back, as we
have seen,? to Tertullian and Cyprian, and was to be given a
renewed lease of life through the powerful influence of
Augustine. Secondly, however, a new and increasingly potent
tendency becomes observable to explain the identity as being
the result of an actual change or conversion in the bread and
wine. The connexion between these theories and the different
ideas about consecration referred to in the first section of this
chapter hardly needs to be pointed out.

As an example of the former tendency we may cite the
Apostolical Constitutions, which describess the mysteries as “anti-
types (dvrirvma) of His precious body and His blood’, and
speaks of commemorating Christ’s death ‘by virtue of the

t E.g. de fid. et op. 48. 3 See above, pp. 212 f.
35,14, 7; 6, 23, 5; 7» 25, 4 (Funk, I, 273; 361; 412).
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symbols "(ovpBdAwv xdpw) of His body and blood’. In the
liturgy we give thanks for the precious blood and for the body,
‘of which we celebrate these antitypes’ (dvrirvma). Yet at the
same time the formula at communion is ‘the body of Christ’
and ‘the blood of Christ’. Serapion, while referring to the
elements as ‘the body and the blood’, speaks! of ‘offering this
bread’ as ‘a likeness (Spolwpa) of the body of the Only-
begotten’, and ‘offering the cup’ as ‘a likeness (Spoiwpa) of the
blood’. The theologians use the same language as the liturgies.
So Eusebius of Caesarea, while declaring? that ‘we are con-
tinually fed with the Saviour’s body, we continually participate
in the lamb’s blood’, states? that Christians daily commemorate
Jesus’s sacrifice ‘with the symbols (8cd oupBddwr) of His body
and saving blood’, and that He instructed His disciples to make
‘the image (9v eixdva) of His own body’, and to employ
bread as its symbol. His contemporary, Eustathius of Antioch,
commenting on Prov. 9, §, says* that ‘by bread and wine he
[i.e. the author] refers prophetically to the antitypes of Christ’s
bodily members’. Even the pioneer of the conversion doctrine,
Cyril of Jerusalem, is careful to indicates that the elements
remain bread and wine to sensible perception, and to call them
‘the antitype’ of Christ’s body and blood: ‘the body is given
to you in the figure (rdmew) of bread, and the blood is given to
you in the figure of wine’.6 Gregory of Nazianzus, who of
course accepts the current realism, exhorting? his hearers to ‘eat
the body, drink the blood’, similarly describes® his sister as
mingling her tears with the ‘antitypes’ of Christ’s precious
body and blood treasured in her hands; while Macarius of
Egypt (T c. 390) speaks® of bread and wine as being offered in
the Church as ‘a symbol of His flesh and blood’. Athanasius,
too, while not employing such terms as ‘symbol’ or ‘anti-
type’, clearly distinguishest® the visible bread and wine from the
spiritual nourishment they convey.

It must not be supposed, of course, that this ‘symbolical’

t Euchol. 13, 12-14 (Funk, II, 174). 2 De solemn. pasch. 7.
3 Dem. ev. 1, 10, 39; 8, I, 380. + Frg. 2 (PG 18, 68s).
5 Cat. 22, 9; 23, 20. 6 Ib. 22, 3. 7 Or. 45, 19.

8 Ib. 8, 18. o Hom. 27, 17. 0 Ad Serap. 4, 19.
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language implied that the bread and wine were regarded as
mere pointers to, or tokens of, absent realities. Rather were they
accepted as signs of realities which were somehow actually
present though apprehended by faith alone. For a truly
spiritualizing interpretation we must look to the heirs of the
Origenist tradition. Eusebius of Caesarea, for example, while
usually content with the ‘symbolical’ doctrine, is also pre-
pared to deduce? from John 6 that what our Lord said about
eating His flesh and danking His blood must be understood
in a spiritual sense. The flesh and blood which He required
His disciples to eat and drink were not His physical flesh
and blood, but rather His teaching. Evagrius Ponticus echoes
this approach when he writes,2 ‘We eat His flesh and drink
His blood, becoming partakers through the incarnation both
of the sensible life of the Word and of His wisdom. For by
the terms “flesh” and “blood” He both denoted the whole of
His mystic sojourning on earth, and pointed to His teaching,
consisting as it did of practical, natural and theological insights.’

Almost everywhere, however, this conception of the sacra-
ment was yielding ground to the more popular, vividly
materialist theory which regarded the elements as being con-
verted into the Lord’s body and blood. A good example is
furnished by a fragment? attributed to Athanasius: ‘You will
see the levites bringing loaves and a cup of wine, and placing
them on the table. So long as the prayers and invocations have
not yet been made, it is mere bread and a mere cup. But when
the great and wondrous prayers have been recited, then the
bread becomes the body and the cup the blood of our Lord
Jesus Christ. . . . When the great prayers and holy supplications
are sent up, the Word descends on the bread and the cup, and it
becomes His body.” Cyril of Jerusalem argues* that we become
‘of one body and one blood with Christ’, citing 1 Cor. 11, 23-5
to prove his point; for since He Himself has said, ‘This is my
body, this is my blood’, who can doubt that the bread and the
wine are truly His body and blood? But he goes further,

t Ecl. theol. 3, 12. * Basil, ep. 8, 4.
3 Frg. ex serm. ad baptiz. (PG 26, 1325). + Cat. 22, 1.
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attempting to explain the nature of the effect of the consecrat-
ing words on the elements. He uses! the verb ‘change’ or
‘convert’ (ueraBdMew), pointing out that, since Christ trans-
formed water into wine, which after all is akin to blood, at
Cana, there can be no reason to doubt a similar miracle on the
more august occasion of the eucharistic banquet. The explana-
tion he gives? is that, in response to the celebrant’s prayer, God
sends the Holy Spirit on the oblations so as to make them
Christ’s body and blood, for whatever the Spirit touches is
sanctified and transformed (peraBéfAyras). The idea of con-
version was taken up by Gregory of Nyssa, who expounds? it in
a striking way of his own in an attempt to solve the problem
how Christ’s unique body, which is distributed daily to
thousands of the faithful, can be received in its entirety by each
communicant while remaining entire in itself. His theory is to
the effect that, when the Word incarnate nourished Himself
with bread and wine, He assimilated them to His flesh and
blood. Thus they were transformed into the nature of His
body. What happens now in the eucharist is analogous,
although with a characteristic difference. Whereas in the days
of Christ’s earthly sojourning bread and wine were transformed
by the digestive process, now they are metamorphosed in-
stantaneously into the body of the Word. We should observe
that he describes ‘the nature of the visible objects’ as being
‘transelemented’ (peracroiyeidioas). What he envisages would
seem to be an alteration in the relation of the constituent
elements (oroixeia) of the bread and wine, as a result of which
they acquire the ‘form’ (eldos) of the Lord’s body and blood,
and corresponding properties.

Other writers did not follow Gregory in his speculative
attempts to elucidate the manner of the change, but from this
time onwards the language of conversion became regular in the
East. Gregory Nazianzen speaks¢ of the priest calling down the
divine Word and, using his voice as a knife, cleaving asunder
the Saviour’s body and blood. While admittings that the

t Ib. 22, 2. 3 Ib. 23, 7. 3 Or. cat. 37.
+ Ep. 171. 5 In Matt. hom. 82, 4.
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spiritual gift can be apprehended only by the eyes of the mind
and not by sense, Chrysostom exploits the materialist implica-
tions of the conversion theory to the full. He speaks? of eating
Christ, even of burying one’s teeth in His flesh. The wine in
the chalice is identically that which flowed from His pierced
side, the body which the communicant receives is identically
that which was scourged and nailed to the cross.2 Thus the
elements have undergone a change, and Chrysostom describes?
them as being refashioned (uerappvbpileww) or transformed
(reraokevdlew). In the fifth century conversionist views were
taken for granted by Alexandrians and Antiochenes alike. Ac-
cording to Cyril,# Christ’'s words at the Last Supper, ‘This is
my body, this is my blood’, indicate that the visible objects are
not types ot symbols (evidently he understands these words in
a negative sense), but have been transformed (ueramoeiofau)
through God’s ineffable power into His body and blood. Else-
wheres he remarks that God ‘infuses life-giving power into the
oblations and transmutes them (pefiornow adrd) into the virtue
of His own flesh’. Theodore of Mopsuestia arguedé very
similarly that ‘He did not say, “This is the symbol of my
body”, and, “This is the symbol of my blood”, but, “This is
my body and my blood”, thereby instructing us not to look to
the nature of the oblations, for that has been changed, by the
eucharistic prayer, into flesh and blood’. Nestorius, too, con-
tended? that what we receive in the eucharist is Christ’s body
and blood, which are of one substance with our own. Both
Nestorius and Cyril were thus agreed that there is a real con-
version; what divided them, as we have seen,® was the latter’s
insistence that on Nestorius’s principles the eucharistic flesh
could not be life-giving, suffused with the energy of the Word,
but could only be the flesh of an individual man. Obviously,
however, the conversion theory lent itself to exploitation at the
hands of monophysites, some of whom concludeds that the

t In Ioh. hom. 46, 3. 3 In 1 Cor. hom. 24, 1-4.
3 In prod. Iud. hom. 1, 6; in Matt. hom. 82, s. ¢ In Matt. 26, 27.
8 In Luc. 22, 19. 6 In Matt. 26, 26 (PG 66, 713): cf. cat. 6.
7 Heracl. 39 (Nau). 8 See above, p. 318.

9 Cf. Theodoret, eran. 2 (PG 83, 168).
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bread and wine were changed into a different substance after
the epiclesis just as the Lord’s body was transformed into His
divinity after His ascension. Hence we are not surprised to
find the moderate Antiochene, Theodoret, leading a reaction
against it. It is not the case, he urged,! that after the consecration
the oblations lose their proper nature: ‘they remain in their
former substance, appearance and form, visible and tangible as
before’. Since he admitted, however, that the bread was now
called body and habitually used realistic language of the sacra~
ment, he was faced with the problem of explaining what the
consecration effected. His explanation? was that, while a change
(erafolif) certainly took place, it did not consist in the trans-
formation of the substance of bread and wine into that of
Christ’s body and blood, but rather in their being made the
vehicles of divine grace. As he put it, in designating them His
body and blood Christ did not change their nature, but added
grace to their nature. This was in effect a dyophysite theory
of the eucharist parallel to his Christological theory, since the
bread and wine were thought of both as remaining in their
own nature and as being able to mediate the nature of the
Lord’s body and blood.

In the West the conception of the eucharistic gifts as symbols
continued in vogue in this period. The canon of the mass in
the Ambrosian De sacramentis, which dates from the fourth
century, may be taken as an illustration. This is an imitation
of the Last Supper, in word and act, solemnly performed
before God, and the repetition of the Lord’s words is regarded
as establishing the sacramental association of the bread and
wine with the divine realities they represent. So the oblation
is ‘a figure (figura) of the body and blood of our Lord Jesus
Christ’.s According to Jerome, the wine in the chalice is ‘the
type (typus) of His blood’,* and the eucharistic mystery is ‘the
type of His passion’ (in typum suae passioniss). In the con-
secrated bread the Saviour’s body ‘is shown forth’ (ostenditur);
by means of the elements He ‘represents’ (repraesentat) His body

t Loc. cit. 3 Op. cit. 1 (PG 83, 53-6).
3 Cf. de sacram. 4, 21. 4 In Ierem. 3, 10. 5 Adv. Iovin. 2, 17.
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and blood.* Ambrosiaster similarly states? that ‘we receive the
mystic chalice as a type’ (in typum) of the divine blood, and
Hilary3 that ‘we veritably consume the flesh of His body under
a mystery’. About this time, however, through the agency of
Ambrose, the idea of the conversion of the elements was being
introduced into the West. Thus he remarks¢ that ‘through the
mystery of the sacred prayer they are transformed into flesh
and blood’. The word he employs (transfigurantur), as Tertul-
lian had pointed outs long before, connotes the actual change of
something from what it previously was to a fresh mode of
being. Ambrose does not discard, it should be noted, older
forms of expression, and can speak of Christ’s body as being
‘signified’ (corpus significatur) by the bread and of the wine
being ‘called’ (nuncupatur) His blood after the consecration.6 The
sacrament is received ‘in a likeness’ (in similitudinem), but con-
veys the virtue of the reality it represents.? It is the conversion
idea, however, which is most characteristic of his teaching. The
consecration, he argues,8 is a miracle of divine power analogous
to the miracles recorded in the Bible; it effects an actual change
in the elements (species mutet elementorum), being a quasi-
creative act which alters their natures (cf. mutare naturas) into
something which they were not before.

If Ambrose’s influence helped to mediate the doctrine of a
physical change to the West, that of Augustine was exerted in a
rather different direction. His thought about the eucharist, un-
systematic and many-sided as it is, is tantalizingly difficult to
assess. Some, like F. Loofs, have classified him as the exponent
of a purely symbolical doctrine; while A. Harnack seized upon
the Christian’s incorporation into Christ’s mystical body, the
Church, as the core of his sacramental teaching. Others have
attributed receptionist views to him. There are certainly pas-
sages in his writings which give a superficial justification to all
these interpretations, but a balanced verdict must agree that he
accepted the current realism. Thus, preaching on ‘the sacra-

: gp 98, 13; in Marc. 14, 17 £.; in Matt. 26, 26. 2 In 1 Cor. 11, 26.
3 De trin. 8, 13. 4 De fid. 4, 124. s C. Prax. 27, 7.
6 De myst. 54. 7 De sacram. 6, 3. 8 De myst. s1-3.
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ment of the Lord’s table’ to newly baptized persons, he re-
marked,* ‘That bread which you see on the altar, sanctified by
the Word of God, is Christ’s body. That cup, or rather the
contents of that cup, sanctified by the word of God, is Christ’s
blood. By these elements the Lord Christ willed to convey His
body and His blood, which He shed for us.” ‘You know’, he
said in another sermon,? ‘what you are eating and what you are
drinking, or rather, Whom you are eating and Whom you are
drinking.” Commenting on the Psalmist’s bidding that we
should adore the footstool of His feet, he pointed out? that this
must be the earth. But since to adore the earth would be
blasphemous, he concluded that the word must mysteriously
signify the flesh which Christ took from the earth and which
He gave to us to eat. Thus it was the eucharistic body which
demanded adoration. Again, he explained the sentence, ‘He
was carried in his hands’ (LXX of 1 Sam. 21, 13), which in the
original describes David’s attempt to allay Achish’s suspicions,
as referring to the sacrament: ‘Christ was carried in His
hands when He offered His very body and said, “This is my
body”’.

One could multiply texts like these which show Augustine
taking for granted the traditional identification of the elements
with the sacred body and blood. There can be no doubt that he
shared the realism held by almost all his contemporaries and
predecessors. It is true that his thought passes easily from
Christ’s sacramental to His mystical body. It does so, first,
because the consecrated bread and wine themselves, composed
as they are of a multitude of once separated grains of wheat and
grapes, are a manifest symbol of unity;s and, secondly, in a
more profound sense, because the fact that the faithful partici-
pate in the eucharist is a sign of their membership of the
Church.¢ His controversy with the Donatists led him to em-
phasize this aspect, but it does not represent either the whole,
or even the most important part, of his teaching; in any case,

t Serm. 227. 3 Tb. 9, 14. 3 Enarr. in ps. 98, 9.
4 Ib. 33, 1, 10. 5 Serm. 272.
6 Cf. ib.; de civ. dei 22, 10; tract. in ev. Ioh. 26, 13.
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the two bodies, the mystical and the sacramental, remained
distinct in his thought. It is true, also, that he occasionally used
language which, taken by itself, might suggest that he regarded
the bread and wine as mere symbols of the body and blood.
Thus, when the African bishop Boniface inquired how baptized
children can be said to have faith, Augustine’s reply? was to the
effect that baptism itself was called faith (fides), and that current
usage allowed one to designate the sign by the name of the
thing signified. For example, although Christ was of course only
slain once, it is proper to speak of Him as being slain daily in a
sacramental sense. ‘For if sacraments did not bear a certain re-
semblance to the things of which they are sacraments, they
would not be sacraments. In most cases this resemblance results
in their receiving the names of those things. So, just as the sacra-
ment of Christ’s body is after a certain fashion Christ’s body,
and the sacrament of His blood is after a certain fashion His
blood, so the sacrament of faith is faith.” The argument here,
however, presupposes Augustine’s distinction between a sacra-
ment as a sign and the reality, or res, of the sacrament to which
reference has been made above.3 Considered as physical, pheno-
menal objects, the bread and wine are properly signs of Christ’s
body and blood; if conventionally they are designated His body
and blood, it must be admitted that they are not such straight-
forwardly but ‘after a fashion’. On the other hand, in the
eucharist there is both what one sees and what one believes;
there is the physical object of perception, and the spiritual
object apprehended by faith,# and it is the latter which feeds
the soul. Even in the passage cited, Augustine’s language is
fully consistent with his recognition of its reality and actual
presence.

This leads us to the vital question how he conceives of the
eucharistic body. There is no suggestion in his writings of the
conversion theory sponsored by Gregory of Nyssa and
Ambrose; there is indeed no reason to suppose that he was
acquainted with either the Oratio catechetica or the De mysteriis.

t See above, p. 413. 2 Ep. 98, 9. 3 See pp. 422 f.
+ Cf. serm. 112, §; de doct. christ. 3, 13.
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His thought moves, as we should expect, much more along the
lines laid down by Tertullian and Cyprian. For example, he
can speak! of ‘the banquet in which He presented and handed
down to His disciples the figure (figuram) of His body and
blood’. But he goes further than his predecessors in formulating
a doctrine which, while realist through and through, is also
frankly spiritualizing. In the first place, he makes it clear that
the body consumed in the eucharist is not strictly identical with
Christ’s historical body, and represents2 Him as saying, ‘You
must understand what I have said in a spiritual sense. You are
not going to eat this body which you see or drink that blood
which those who will crucify me are going to shed.” The
historical body ascended in its integrity to heaven.? In any case,
the eucharistic flesh is not like ‘flesh rent asunder in a corpse
or sold in the meat-market’.# This crude idea was characteristic
of the Capharnaites. Secondly, and more positively, the gift
which the eucharist conveys is a gift of life. This is a spiritual
gift, and the eating and drinking are spiritual processes.$ The
eucharistic body is not the sensible flesh; rather we receive the
essence of this flesh, viz. the spirit which quickens it.6 Some-
times he carries this spiritualizing tendency to its limits, as when
he says,” * Why make ready your teeth and your belly? Believe,
and you have eaten’; or again,® ‘To believe in Him is to eat
living bread. He Who believes eats, and is invisibly filled,
because he is reborn invisibly.” His real point, however, is that
Christ’s body and blood are not consumed physically and
materially; what is consumed in this way is the bread and wine.
The body and blood are veritably received by the communicant,
but are received sacramentally or, as one might express it, in

Sigura.
6. The Eucharistic Sacrifice

During this period, as we might expect, the eucharist was re~
garded without question as the Christian sacrifice. But before

1 Enarr. inps. 3, 1. 2 Ib. 08, 9.

3 Serm. 131, I; tract, in ev. Ioh. 27, §. ¢ Tract, in ev. Ioh. 27, s.
5 Serm. 131, 1. 6 Tract. in ev. Ioh. 27, s. 7 Ib. 25, 12.
8 [b. 26, 1.

B.C.D.—I1b
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we probe the ideas involved in this, we must glance at the
effects which communion was supposed to have on individual
communicants. The general belief may be summed up by say-
ing that anyone who partook by faith was held to be united and
assimilated to Christ, and so to God. Hilary, for example,
argues! that, since he receives Christ’s veritable flesh, the
Saviour must be reckoned to abide in him; hence he becomes
one with Christ, and through Him with the Father. He is thus
enabled to live here below the divine life which Christ came
from heaven to give to men.z2 Ambrose writes? similarly, ‘For-
asmuch as one and the same Lord Jesus Christ possesses Godhead
and a human body, you who receive His flesh are made to
participate through that nourishment in His divine substance’.
Both these theologians teach* that among the fruits of com-
munion are the gift of eternal life, the remission of sins, and
the imparting of heavenly joy. We have already examineds the
place occupied by incorporation in Christ’s mystical body in
Augustine’s eucharistic thought. According to Cyril of Jeru-
salem,® *We become Christ-bearers, since His body and blood
are distributed throughout our limbs. So, as blessed Peter ex-
pressed it, we are made partakers of the divine nature.” The
essence of communion, states? John Chrysostom, is the uniting
of the communicants with Christ, and so with one another:
‘the union is complete, and eliminates all separation’.# Thus
‘we feed on Him at Whom angels gaze with trembling. . . .
We are mingled with Him, and become one body and one
flesh with Christ.’s In Theodore’s view? the consecrated bread
and wine have the power of conveying immortality.

In short, the eucharist for the fathers was the chief instru-
ment of the Christian’s divinization; through it Christ’s
mystical body was built up and sustained. We must now con-
sider how they understood ‘the bloodless sacrifice’ celebrated
by means of the ‘symbols’ of Christ’s body and blood in com-

t De trin. 8, 13. 2 Ib. 8, 15-17. 3 De sacram. 6, 4.

+ E.g. Hilary, tract. in ps. 127, 10; Ambrose, de ben. patriarch. 39; in Luc. 10,
49; de sacram. §, 14-17. s See above, p. 447. 6 Cat. 22, 3.

7 In 1 Cor. hom. 24, 2. 8 In 1 Tim. hom. 15, 4.

9 In Matt. hom. 82, s. 1° Hom. cat. 18, passim.
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memoration of His death.t While much of the language they
use is conventional, we find an elaborate statement of the
sacrificial aspect in Cyril of Jerusalem. In agreement with tradi-
tion he speaks? of it as “the spiritual sacrifice’ and ‘the unbloody
service’, but he also describes? it as ‘the holy and most awful
sacrifice’ and “the sacrifice of propitiation’ (rfs Gvolas . . . 708
fAaopod), in the presence of which God is entreated for the
peace of the churches and our earthly needs generally. Indeed,
intercession may be offered for the dead as well as the living
while the dread victim lies before us, for what we offer is
‘Christ slain on behalf of our sins, propitiating the merciful God
on behalf both of them and of ourselves’. Later in the century
Chrysostom develops Cyril’s teaching, referring* to ‘the most
awesome sacrifice’ (rv gpucwdeardmny . . . Quslav), and to ‘the
Lord sacrificed and lying there, and the priest bending over the
sacrifice and interceding’.s He makes the important pointé that
the sacrifice now offered on the altar is identical with the one
which the Lord Himself offered at the Last Supper. He em-
phasizes this doctrine of the uniqueness of the sacrifice in com-
menting? on the statement in Hebrews that Christ offered
Himself once: ‘Do we not offer sacrifice daily? We do indeed,
but as a memorial of His death, and this oblation is single, not
manifold. But how can it be one and not many? Because it has
been offered once for all, as was the ancient sacrifice in the holy
of holies. This is the figure of that ancient sacrifice, as indeed it
was of this one; for it is the same Jesus Christ we offer always,
not now one victim and later another. The victim is always the
same, so that the sacrifice is one. Are we going to say that,
because Christ is offered in many places, there are many Christs?
Of course not. It is one and the same Christ everywhere; He is
here in His entirety and there in His entirety, one unique body.
Just as He is one body, not many bodies, although offered in
many places, so the sacrifice is one and the same. Our high-
priest is the very same Christ Who has offered the sacrifice

t Apost. constit. 6, 23, s (Funk, I, 361). 3 Cat. 23, 8-10.
3 Loc. cit. 4 De sacerdot. 6, 4. 5 Ib. 3, 4.
6 In 2 Tim. hom. 2, 4. 7 In Hebr. hom. 17, 3.
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which cleanses us. The victim Who was offered then, Who
cannot be consumed, is the self-same victim we offer now.
What we do is done as a memorial of what was done then. ...
Wedonot offer a different sacrifice, but always the same one, or
rather weaccomplish the memorial of it.” Christ ‘ offered sacrifice
once for all, and thenceforth sat down’, and the whole action of
the eucharist takes place in the heavenly, spiritual sphere;! the
earthly celebration isashowing forth of it on the terrestrial plane.

Gregory of Nazianzus also brought the eucharistic action
into close relation with the Lord’s redemptive death. It was, he
thought,? an outward (cf. iy &w) sacrifice which represented
as antitype the mystery of Christ’s offering on the cross. In a
similar strain Theodore taught3 that the sacrifice of the new
covenant was a memorial of the one true oblation, an image
or representation of the eternal liturgy which is celebrated in
heaven, where Christ, our high-priest and intercessor, now
fulfils His ministry. What He offers to the Father in the eucharist
is His very self, once delivered to death on behalf of us all. In
Theodoret* the emphasis is rather on the mystical body; in the
eucharist Christ ‘does not offer Himself, but rather as the Head
of those who offer, inasmuch as He calls the Church His body,
and through it exercises His priesthood as man and as God
receives what is offered’. He, too, solvess the paradox of the
uniqueness of Christ’s sacrifice and the multiplicity of the
Church’s offerings by pointing out that in the latter ‘we do not
offer another sacrifice, but accomplish the memorial (uwfunw)
of that unique and saving one . . . so that in contemplation we
recall the figure of the sufferings endured for us’. As regards the
effects of the eucharist, all the Eastern writers agree that it is a
sacrifice of praise and thanksgiving to God for His measureless
benefits, and especially for that of our redemption. It is also,
however, as Cyril of Jerusalem had indicated, a propitiatory
sactifice for the dead as well as the living. ‘It is not in vain’,
remarked® Chrysostom, ‘that we commemorate those who

 In Hebr. hom. 13, 1; 14, 1. 2 Or. 2, 95.
3 Hom. cat. 15, 15 f. + In ps. 109, 4. 8 In Hebr. 8, 4 f.
¢ In 1 Cor. hom. 41, 4.
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have gone from us at the divine mysteries and intercede for
them, entreating the Lamb Who lies before us and Who bore
the sin of the world.’

Western writers before Augustine have little to contribute
to the theory of the eucharistic sacrifice, although all of them
naturally take it for granted. Hilary, for example, describes
the Christian altar as ‘a table of sacrifice’, and speaks? of
‘the sacrifice of thanksgiving and praise’ which has replaced
the bloody victims of olden days, and of the immolation of the
paschal lamb made under the new law. According to Jerome,3
the dignity of the eucharistic liturgy derives from its associa-
tion with the passion; it is no empty memorial, for the victim
of the Church’s daily sacrifice is the Saviour Himself.# Ambrose’s
teaching is rather more explicit. It comes out in such a passage
as this:s ‘Now we see good things in an image, and hold fast to
the good things of the image. We have seen the chief of the
priests coming to us; we have seen and heard Him offering His
blood for us. We who are priests imitate Him as best we can,
offering sacrifice for the people, admittedly feeble in merit but
made honourable through that sacrifice. For even though
Christ no longer seems to be offering sacrifice, nevertheless He
Himself is offered in the world wherever Christ’s body is
offered. Indeed He is shown to be offering in us, since it is His
word which sanctifies the sacrifice which we offer.” Externally
viewed, this oblation consists in the repetition by the priest of
Christ’s efficacious words;é but internally it consists in His per-
petual intercession for us before the Father, ‘offering His death
on behalf of us all’.7 With this conception of the eucharist as the
earthly representation of Christ’s eternal self-offering in the
heavenly places is conjoined the suggestion that He is also
immolated on the altar, so that what we receive in communion
is the paschal lamb slain on the cross. Ambrose further teaches?
that the sacrifice of the altar is an efficacious one, for just as
Christ offered Himself veritably on Calvary to procure the

t Tract. in ps. 68, 19. 2 Ib. 68, 26. 3 Ep. 114, 2.

4 Ib. 21, 26. 5 Enarr. in ps. 38, 25. 6 Cf. de myst. 54.
7 Enarr. in ps. 39, 8: cf. ib. 38, 25.

8 In Luc. 1, 28; enarr. in ps. 43, 36. 9 De offic. min. 1, 238.
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remission of sins, so in the eucharist He offers Himself in imagine
to obtain the same end.

Augustine’s conception of the eucharistic sacrifice is closely
linked with his ideas on sacrifice in general. ‘A true sacrifice’,
he writes,! ‘is whatever work is accomplished with the object of
establishing our holy union with God’. Essentially it is an
interior transaction of the will, and what is conventionally
termed the sacrifice is the outward sign of this: ‘the visible
sacrifice is the sacrament, i.e. the sacred symbol (sacrum signum),
of the invisible sacrifice’.2 The supreme and uniquely pure
sacrifice, of course, isthe offering of Himself which the Redeemer
made on Calvary.? This is the sacrifice which all the sacrifices
of the Jewish Law foreshadowed,; it is the memorial of it that
Christians celebrate to-day in the eucharist.# *This sacrifice’, he
remarks,5 ‘succeeded all those sacrifices of the Old Testament,
which were slaughtered in anticipation of what was to come.....
For instead of all those sacrifices and oblations His body is
offered, and is distributed to the participants.” The Christian
supper presupposes the death on the cross.6 The selfsame
Christ Who was slain there is in a real sense slaughtered daily by
the faithful, so that the sacrifice which was offered once for all
in bloody form is sacramentally renewed upon our altars with
the oblation of His body and blood.? From this it is clear that, if
the eucharistic sacrifice is essentially a ‘similitude’ or ‘memorial’
of Calvary, it includes much more than that. In the first place,
it involves a real, though sacramental, offering of Christ’s body
and blood; He is Himself the priest, but also the oblation.8 In
the second place, however, along with this oblation of the
Head, it involves the offering of His members, since the fruit
of the sacrifice is, precisely, their union in His mystical body.
As Augustine puts it,9 ‘The whole redeemed community, that
is, the congregation and society of saints, is the universal
sacrifice offered to God through the great high-priest, Who
offered Himself in His passion for us, so that we might be the

t De civ. dei 10, 6. 2 Ib. 1o, §. 3 B.g. enarr. in ps. 149, 6.
4 C. Faust. 6, s; 20, 18. s De civ. dei 17, 20, 2.
6 Serm. 112, I. 7 Ep. 98, 9: cf. ¢. Faust. 20, 18 ; 20 2I.

8 De civ. dei 10, 20. 9 Ib. 10, 6.
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body of so great a Head. . . . When then the Apostle exhorted
us to present our bodies as a living victim . . . this is the sacrifice
of Christians: we who are many are one body in Christ. The
Church celebrates it in the sacrament of the altar which is so
familiar to the faithful, in which is shown that in what she
offers she herself is offered.” Or again:* “The most splendid and
excellent sacrifice consists of ourselves, His people. This is the
sacrifice the mystery whereof we celebrate in our oblation.’

Ib. 19, 23, s.
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CHAPTER XVII

THE CHRISTIAN HOPE

1. The Tension in Eschatology

FroM the beginning there has been a twofold emphasis in the
Christian doctrine of the last things. While stressing the reality
and completeness of present salvation, it has pointed believers
to certain great eschatological events located in the future. So
in the apostolic age, as the New Testament documents reveal,
the Church was pervaded with an intense conviction that the
hope to which Israel had looked forward yeamingly had at last
been fulfilled. In the coming of Christ, and in His death and
resurrection, God had acted decisively, visiting and redeeming
His people. He had ‘delivered us out of the power of darkness
and translated us into the kingdom of the Son of His love’.!
Christians now shared by anticipation in Christ’s risen life
through the indwelling of the Spirit, and had already ‘tasted . . .
the powers of the age to come’.? In other words, history had
reached its climax and the reign of God, as so many of our
Lord’s parables imply, had been effectively inaugurated. Inter-
woven, however, with this ‘realized eschatology’ (to use the
iargon of modern scholarship) was an equally vivid expectation
that the wonderful outpouring of grace so far accomplished
was only the beginning and would in due course, indeed
shortly, receive its dramatic completion. The Lord Who had
been exalted to God’s right hand would return on clouds of
glory to consummate the new age, the dead would be raised
and a final judgment enacted, and the whole created order
would be reconciled to God. The Christian hope, as delineated
by the Biblical writers, was thus a twofold consciousness of
blessedness here and now in this time of waiting, and blessedness

t Col. 1, 13. 3 Hebr. 6, 5.
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yet to come; and the final denouement was conceived realistic-
ally as a series of events to be carried out by God on the plane
of history.

Although our chief concern in this chapter will be with the
futurist elements in this eschatological faith, a word must be
said about its other and, in some ways, more characteristic
aspect. It is not infrequently alleged that after the first genera-
tion Christianity underwent a radical transformation. The as-
surance of living in the Messianic age and enjoying the first-
fruits of the Spirit, so powerfully evident in the Epistles, is held
to have yielded place to the conception of God’s kingdom as a
region or state, located exclusively in the future, which is re-
served as a prize for those who have struggled manfully in this
life. Here and there traces of this weakened consciousness of
God’s present redemptive action undeniably appear, along with
the implied alteration in the eschatological perspective. Clement
of Rome, for example, speaks! of St. Peter and St. Paul, and
other nameless Christians as well, being granted a place in
heaven as a reward for the trials they endured on earth; while
for the author of 2 Clement? entrance into the kingdom is
earned by good works and charity. Justin, too, regards® the
kingdom of heaven as a prize for virtuous conduct to be
obtained after death; its blessings will be enjoyed by those ‘who
have lived in accord with Christ’s splendid precepts’.4 In a
similar strain Tertullian representss Christ as having pro-
claimed a new law and a new promise of the kingdom of
heaven; He will come again in glory to conduct His saints to
the enjoyment of eternal life and of the heavenly benefits in
store for them. In thought of this type the Christian’s confident
and joyous assurance that the age to come has already broken
into the present age has faded into the background. He looks
upon God, not as the divine Father to Whom he has free
access, but as the sternly just distributor of rewards and penalties,
while grace has lost the primarily eschatological character it
had in the New Testament and has become something to be

t Ad Cor. s f. 2 9: cf. 6. 3 Didl. 117, 3.
4 1 apol. 14, 3. 8 De praescr. 13.
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acquired. It is unnecessary to multiply instances, for the tempta-
tion to degenerate into a pedestrian moralism in which the
‘realized’ element in its authentic eschatology finds no place was
one to which Christianity was as much exposed in the patristic
as in every other age.

Nevertheless it is misleading to concentrate on such one-
sided expressions of the Christian faith. In the early centuries,
as indeed in other epochs, wherever religion was alive and
healthy, the primitive conviction of enjoying already the bene-
fits of the age to come was kept vividly before the believer’s
consciousness. In part this was the result of the Church’s
attachment to Scripture and the apostolic tradition, in which
salvation was expounded in terms clearly suggesting that God
had intervened once for all in human history. It was thus
inevitable that the fathers, when interpreting their present
experience of grace, should look back to those mighty acts of
revelation as well as forward to the future climax which they
foreshadowed. Even more decisive, however, were the doctrine
and practice of the sacraments. ‘In baptism’, as a modern
writer! has put it, ‘the faithful receive the guarantee of the
promised inheritance; they are sealed for the final redemption
of soul and body at the Parousia. In the eucharist the eschato-
logical bread of heaven is made available within the present
order.” The account of the sacramental teaching of the early
Church given in the preceding chapter supplied detailed il-
lustrations of the ways in which these rites were regarded as
imparting to Christians a foretaste of the blessedness in store
for them. True enough, the resurrection and judgment, along
with the Saviour’s second coming, lay ahead in the temporal
future. But already, through baptism, the faithful catechumen
participated in the resurrection; he had died and risen again
with Christ, and now lived the life of the Spirit.z2 The age of
fulfilment had thus effectively dawned; and, as further proof of
the fact, the new people of God were already feasting in the
eucharist on the eschatological banquet prophesied by Isaiah

! G. W. H. Lampe (see Note on Books).
2 E.g. Cyril Hieros., cat. 20, § f.



462 EPILOGUE

(cf. 25, 61), the banquet which Wisdom herself spread out.2 By
their incorporation into Christ they were enabled to enjoy,
while still on earth, a foretaste of the supernatural life. So the
tension characteristic of the New Testament remained, as it
must always remain, a feature of the eschatology of authentic
Christianity.

2. Second-century Conceptions

Four chief moments dominate the eschatological expectation
of early Christian theology—the return of Christ, known as
the Parousia, the resurrection, the judgment, and the cata-
strophic ending of the present world-order. In the primitive
period they were held together in a naive, unreflective fashion,
with little or no attempt to work out their implications or solve
the problems they raise.

We are living in the last times, writes® Ignatius; and accord-
ing to Hermas* the tower, which in his symbolism signifies the
Church, is nearing completion, and when it is finished the end
will come. The hour of the Lord’s appearing is uncertain, but it
will be heralded by the manifestation of Antichrist disguised as
God’s Son.s ‘Barnabas’ is satisfieds that the scandal of the last
days is actually upon us, and thinks? that the creation story in
Genesis gives a clue to the timing of the Parousia. The six days
of creation represent six thousand years, for Scripture reckons
one day of the Lord as equal to a thousand years. The universe
must therefore last six thousand years, of which the greater
portion has already expired. When it is stated that God rested
on the seventh day, the meaning is that Christ will appear at
the beginning of the seventh millennium in order to dethrone
the Lawless One, judge the ungodly and transform the sun,
moon and stars. Even so, the precise date remains veiled, and
in this the early writers are all agreed.8 It is hardly a fair quest-
ion whether they seriously expected the Lord to return in their

1 Eusebius, dem. ev. 10, 31-3.

2 Origen, comm. in Cant. 2, 4 (Baehrens, 185 £.); Cyprian, test. 2, 2.

3 Eph. 11, 1: cf. Barn. 4, 9; 6, 13. 4 Vis. 3,8, 9. 8 Did. 16.
6 4,3; 4,95 21, 3. 7 15,

8 Cf. did. 16, 1; 2 Clem. 12, 1; Hermas, vis. 3, 8, 9.
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own lifetime, for their standpoint was not the empirical one of
modern men. When He came, however, it would be in majesty
and power, and He would be clothed in purple like a king.:

The Parousia will be preceded, states? the Didache, by the
resurrection of the dead. The author appears to restrict this to
the righteous (cf. od mdvrewv 8¢), but the normal teaching was
that good and bad would alike rise. Ignatius cites® Christ’s re-
surrection as a prototype of that of believers, and ‘Barnabas’ re-
produces* the Pauline argument that the Saviour arose in order
to abolish death and give proof of our resurrection. We should
observe that both he and the author of 2 Clement insists on the
necessity of our rising again in the self-same flesh we now
possess, the idea being that we may receive the just requital of
our deeds. Clement, too, teaches® that Christ’s resurrection fore-
shadows ours, and is a pioneer in devising rational arguments,
of a type later to become classic, to make the idea of a resurrec-
tion plausible. The transition from night to day, he urges, and
the transformation of dry, decaying seeds into vigorous plants
supply analogies from the natural order, as does the legend of
the phoenix from pagan mythology; in any case it is consistent
with divine omnipotence, and is abundantly prophesied in
Scripture (e.g. Pss. 28, 7; 3, 6; 23, 4; Job 19, 26). The insistence
of these writers is probably to be explained by the rejection of
a real resurrection by Docetists and Gnostics, who, of course,
refused to believe that material flesh could live on the eternal
plane. Polycarp had them (or possibly Marcion) in mind when
he roundly stated” that *he who denies the resurrection and the
judgment is the first-born of Satan’.

With the Parousia and resurrection, we notice, the judgment
is closely linked, and the dogma that Christ will come again as
‘judge of quick and dead’ had already acquired the fixity of a
formulary.8 Here and there, it is true, there are hints of the idea
of an individual judgment immediately after death. Clement,
for example, speaks® of St. Peter and St. Paul as having

t Barn. 7, 9 f.: of. 2 Clem. 17, 5. 2 16, 6. 3 Trall. 9, 2.
45, 6. s Ib. 21, 1; 2 Clem. 9, 1-4. § 1 Clem. 24-6.
7 Phil. 7, 1. 8 E.g. Barn. 7, 2; 2 Clem. 1, 1; Polycarp, Phil. 2, 1.

9 1 Clem. s, 4-7; 6, I; 50, 3.
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departed straight to ‘the holy place’, finding there a great

company of martyrs and saints ‘made perfect in charity’; and
the Smyrmaean elders know! that the dead Polycarp has already
received ‘the crown of immortality’. Generally, however, the
judgment is conceived of as universal and in the future; God,
Who sent His Son as Saviour, will send Him again as judge.2
He will separate the good from the bad, and will sort out the
confusion in which they have lived on earth.s ‘Each will
receive’, writest ‘Bamabas’, ‘according to his deeds. If he be
good, his righteousness will go before him; but if he be evil, the
recompense of his evil is in store for him.” Destruction and death
will be the lot of the wicked, the impenitent, false teachers, and
those who have rejected God; they will perish etemally.s The
righteous, on the other hand, have ‘incorruptibility and life
eternal’ laid up for them;6 their reward is ‘life in immortality’,?
and they ‘will be made manifest in the visitation of the kingdom
of God’.8 They will dwell with the angels, and will have ever-
lasting joy to crown their sufferings and trials.9 At the same
time, according to 1 Clement,® heaven and earth will melt
away like lead melting in a furnace; while Hermas proclaims
that the present world must perish by blood and fire. The
cosmic order as we know it must be transformed, and so made
fit for God’s elect.

3. The Development of Dogma

About the middle of the second century Christian eschatology
enters upon a new, rather more mature phase. The general
pattern, indeed, remains unaltered, all the key ideas which form
part of it being accepted without question. To take but a single
example, Justin teaches?? on the basis of Old Testament prophecy

* Mart. Polyc. 17, 1. 2 Ep. Diog. 7, 5 £.

3 1 Clem. 28, 1; 2 Clem. 17, 4~7; Hermas, sim. 3; 4, 1-3; Polycarp, Phil. 7, 1 £.
4 4, 12,

s E.g. Hermas, vis. 3, 7, 2; mand. 12, 2; sim. 4, 4; 9, 18, 2; Ignatius, Eph. 16, 2.
6 Ignatius, Polyc. 2, 3. 7 1 Clem. 35, 2. 8 Ib. 5o, 3.

¢ Hermas, vis. 2, 2, 7; sim. 9, 27, 3; 2 Clem. s, 5; 7, 2 £.; 11, §; 19, 4; 20, 2.

0 16,3. 11 Vis. 4, 3. 12 b, 1, 3.

13 1 apol. 52; dial. 40, 4; 45, 4; 49, 2; etC.
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that, in addition to His coming in lowliness at His incarnation,
Christ will come again in glory with the angelic host; the dead,
both just and unjust, will be raised,! and in the general judg-
ment which follows the former will receive an eternal reward,
while the latter will be consigned, body and soul, to eternal
fire and torment;2 and a universal conflagration will bring the
world to an end.? Theologians like Irenaeus, with his strongly
Biblical bias, reproduce the same themes, though with appro-
priate embroidery. On the other hand, new emphases and fresh
lines of thought begin to appear, partly for apologetic motives
and partly as the result of growing speculation. The clash with
Judaism and paganism made it imperative to set out the bases
of the revealed dogmas more thoroughly. The Gnostic tend-
ency to dissolve Christian eschatology into the myth of the
soul’s upward ascent and return to God had to be resisted. On
the other hand millenarianism, or the theory that the returned
Christ would reign on earth for a thousand years, came to find
increasing support among Christian teachers.

We can observe these tendencies at work in the Apolo-
gists. Justin, as we have suggested, ransacks the Old Testament
for proof, as against Jewish critics, that the Messiah must have a
twofold coming. His argument* is that, while numerous con-
texts no doubt predict His coming in humiliation, there are
others (e.g. Is. 53, 8-12; Ezek. 7£.; Dan. 7, 9-28; Zech. 12, 10-
12; Ps. 72, 1-20; 110, 1~7) which clearly presuppose His coming
in majesty and power. The former coming was enacted at the
incamation, but the latter still lies in the future. It will take
place, he suggests,s at Jerusalem, where Christ will be re-
cognized by the Jews who dishonoured Him as the sacrifice
which avails for all penitent sinners, and where He will eat
and drink with His disciples; and He will reign there a thousand
years. This millenarian, or ‘chiliastic’, doctrine was widely
popular at this time. ‘Barnabas’ had taught6 that the Son of
God, appearing at the beginning of the seventh millennium,

1 Dial. 80, 5; 81, 4. 2 1b. 45, 4; 120, § £.; 1 apol. 8; 28.
3 1 apol. 45; 60; 2 apol. 7. 4 1 apol. 50-2; dial. 14; 31; 32; 34.
3 Dial. 40; s1. 6 15, 4-9.
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would reign with the just until a new universe was called into
existence at the commencement of the eighth; and the heretic
Cerinthus had expatiated! on the material, sensual enjoyments
with which the saints would be rewarded in Christ’s earthly
kingdom. Papias looked forward? with wide-eyed wonder-
ment to the literal fulfilment in that epoch of the Old Testa-
ment prophecies of unprecedented fertility of field and vineyard.
Justin writes? in a kindred strain of the idyllic millennium, when
Jerusalem will be rebuilt and enlarged and Christians, along
with the patriarchs and prophets, will dwell there with Christ
in perfect felicity. He confesses that he knows pious, pure-
minded Christians who do not share this belief, but like others
he considers it plainly authorized by the predictions of Isaiah,
Zechariah and the prophets, not to mention Revelation, and it
clearly counts in his eyes as an unquestioned article of orthodoxy.

In treating of the resurrection the Apologists stress its reason-~
ableness. Justin, for example, after appealing to the truth that
nothing is beyond God’s power, finds* an analogy to it in the
way in which the human sperm develops into a living body,
complete with flesh and bones; while for Tatians and Theo-
philuss the resuscitation of a dead man is no whit more marvel-
lous than his original coming into existence out of inanimate
matter. Athenagoras argues? that the idea of God’s raising the
dead conflicts in no way with His knowledge, His power or His
justice. A resurrection is indeed logically demanded by the fact
that man is a composite being made up of body and soul; since
the end God has assigned him is plainly unattainable in this
world, a future life is necessary, and body as well as soul must
participate in it.8 He presupposes the idea of a natural im-
mortality, thinking that God created man to live for ever.> The
Apologists generally, in spite of a good deal of confusion, are
on their guardo against the current Platonic theory of im-
mortality, with its assumption that the soul is increate in con-
trast to the Christian dogma that it has been brought into being

v Cf. Eusebius, hist. eccl. 3, 28, 2; 7, 25, 2 £.

3 Cf. Irenaeus, haer. s, 33, 3 f. 3 Dial. 80 f. 4 1apol. 18 £,

5 Or. ad Graec. 6. 6 Ad Autol. 1, 8. 7 De resurr. 1-10.
8 Ib. 18-25. o Ib.12f 10 E.g. Justin, dial. s.
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by the divine fiat. In a similar way, in order to rebut objections
to the last judgment, they point to* parallels in pagan mytho-
logy. Further, since they desire to combat fatalism, they insist
strongly on free will and responsibility, deducing? from them
the reasonableness of a system of rewards and penalties. In the
last resort, however, they justify this article by the theodicy
implied in Theophilus’s dictum,® ‘When I call Him Lord, I
call Him judge’. What they have in mind, like their pre-
decessors, is usually the general judgment at the Parousia, but
Justin seems to allow* for a particular judgment at death which
assigns the souls of the righteous to a more comfortable, and
those of the wicked to a less comfortable, place of waiting.
The great theologians who followed the Apologists, Irenaeus,
Tertullian and Hippolytus, were primarily concerned to defend
the traditional eschatological scheme against Gnosticism. The
monotonous thesis of the latter was that, matter being in-
trinsically evil, the flesh could not participate in salvation, which
must therefore be the prerogative of the soul;s and so, if the
resurrection is a fact, it must be an exclusively spiritual one,
consisting in the illumination of the mind by the truth.6 Im-
prisoned in the body, the soul alone is saved; and the char-
acteristic terms used by Gnostic teachers were those which ex-
pressed its return to the Pleroma’—dvarpéyew, dvadpapeiv,
ascendere, resipere.8 Against this Irenaeus vigorously affirms that
the realm of bodies is subject to the Word, and that salvation
must affect the entire man, body as well as soul. God’s power
must be sufficient to effect the resurrection, seeing that He
formed man’s body in the beginning. ™ Being superior to nature,
He has the might, and since He is good He has the will; and it
accords with His justice that the body which cooperated with
the soul in well-being should be conjoined with it in its re-
ward.”t Further, Christ’s rejoinder to the Sadducees plainly

t E.g. Justin, 1 apol. 8, 4; Theophilus, ad Autol. 2, 36-8.

* E.g. Justin, 1 apol. §7; 2 apol. 7; 9; dial. 141. 3 Ad Autol. 1, 3.

4 Didl. s, 3. s Eg. Irenaeus, haer. 1, 6, 2; 1, 27, 3; S, I, 2.

6 Id. 2, 31, 2. 7 See above, pp. 23 f.

8 Id. 1, 30, 3; 2, 12, 4; Clement Alex., paed. 1, 6, 32, I; Hippolytus, .
Noet. 11. 9 Haer. s, 2, 2 f.; 5, 20, I.

10 Ib, s, 3, 2. 11 b, 2, 29, 2.
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implies the resurrection of the body;? and the cures and resuscita~
tions He carried out demonstrate His power as well as presaging
our resurrection.2 But the most convincing proof is the in-
carnation itself, since if the Word assumed flesh He must have
done so in order to save it.3 Tertullian reacts very similarly
against the Gnostic disparagement of the flesh, dwelling* on the
facts that it is God’s handiwork, that Scripture extolsit (he cites
Is. 40, 53 Joel 2, 28; 1 Cor. 3, 17; 6, 15; 6, 20; Gal. 6, 17), and that
God cannot abandon what His beloved Son took to Himself.
The divine power, exhibited in the periodical renovation of the
natural order, guarantees the possibility of the resurrection;s
and, since body and soul are so intimately united in all their
activities, the divine justice requires that both should come
together to judgment.® Both for him,” however, and for his
contemporary, Hippolytus,8 the decisive proof consists in the
massive evidence of Scripture.

Two further points in the teaching of these thinkers merit
attention. The first is their heightened interest in the lot of the
soul pending the resurrection and judgment. Irenaeus criticizes?
the Gnostic idea that it passes to heaven immediately after
death, pointing to the example of the Saviour, Who descended
to hell (i.e. the place of the departed) for three days. His con-
clusion is that, since no disciple is above his master, ‘the souls
[of Christians] go to an invisible place designated for them by
God, and sojourn there until the resurrection. . . . Afterwards,
receiving bodies and rising again perfectly, i.e. with their
bodies, just as the Lord Himself rose, they will so come to the
sight of God.” Only the martyrs, it seems, are excused from this
place of waiting.? Tertullian, too, basing himself on Christ’s
descent, teaches! that, with the exception of the martyrs, all
souls remain in the underworld against the day of the Lord,
which will not come until the earth is destroyed, the just being
meanwhile consoled with the expectation of the resurrection,
and the sinful receiving a foretaste of their future condemna-

! Haer. 4, §, 2. 2 1b. s, 12,5; 5,13, L. 3 Ib. 5, 14.
4 De resurr. carn. 5-11. sIb. 12 f, 6 Ib. 14-16.
7 Ib, 18-end. 8 E.g. de antichr. 65 f. 9 Haer. 5,31, 1f.

0 Ib. 4, 33, 9. 11 De anim. 55-8: cf. ¢. Marc. 4, 34.
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tion. The same doctrine appears in Hippolytus,! although he is
more explicit about the penalties inflicted on the wicked and the
blessedness enjoyed by the righteous. Secondly, they are all
exponents of millenarianism. Irenaeus, for example, treats? the
hope of aresplendent earthly Jerusalem as traditional orthodoxy,
and protests against attempts to allegorize away the great texts
of the Old Testament and Revelation which appear to look for-
ward to it. Tertullian likewise, after establishing the reality of
Christ’s heavenly kingdom, adds? that this by no means ex-
cludes an earthly kingdom also. In fact, the latter is due to come
before the former, and it will last for a thousand years, centred
in the new Jerusalem (he cites Phil. 3, 20) which will come
down from heaven. But he also shows signs of a tendency to
spiritualize the doctrine, for elsewhere he speaks* of the new
Jerusalem as really signifying the Lord’s flesh. Hippolytus
defended millenarianism in his Commentary on Daniel and De
Christo et Antichristo. Opposition to the doctrine, however, was
gathering force, the leader of the reaction at Rome being the
priest Caius. In face of this Hippolytus departed from Irenaeus’s
exegesis of the key-passage, Rev. 20, 2-5. The thousand years
there mentioned, he now explained,s are not to be taken as
referring literally to the duration of the kingdom, but are a
symbolical number which should be interpreted as pointing to
its splendour.

4. Origen

While the theologians we have been studying repeat and
elaborate the familiar eschatological themes, there is a further
theme, that of the deification of the Christian, which is inter-
woven with their teaching and which was to have a profound
influence on subsequent theology. According to this, the final
flowering of the Christian hope consisted in participation in
the divine nature and in the blessed immortality of God. The
eternal salvation of the righteous, stated® Justin, will take the

t C. Graec. (PG 10, 796-800). 2 Haer. s, 33-6: esp. 35, I.
3 C. Marc. 3, 24: cf. ib. 4, 39. 4 De resurr. carn. 26, 11.
8 Cap. ¢. Caium (GCS 1, Pt. 2, 246 f.). 6 1 apol. 10; 52; dial. 124.
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form of that incorruptibility and impassibility which fellow-
ship with God will impart; and on Tatian’s view,! when the
divine image and likeness have been restored in a man, he
becomes capable of ‘seeing perfect things’, and after the resur-
rection will receive a blessed immortality. The grace of the
Spirit, Irenaeus taught,2 already at work in us, will, when fully
given, ‘make us perfect according to the Father’s will; for it
will restore man to God’s image and likeness’. After the resur-
rection God will cause Him to share in His own privilege of
incorruptibility. This will be the effect of the vision of God
which, out of sheer goodness, the Father will bestow on the
elect; for ‘those who see God are within God, sharing His
glory’.s In the third century Origen developed these and
kindred ideas, interpreting the kingdom of God either as the
apprehension of divine truth and spiritual reality,+ or (this in
explanation of Luke 17, 21) as the indwelling of the Logos or
the seeds of truth implanted in the soul,s or as ‘the spiritual
doctrine of the ensouled Logos imparted through Jesus Christ’.6
“The intelligence (vods) which is purified’, he wrote,? ‘and
rises above all material things to have a precise vision of God is
deified in its vision’; and since true knowledge, on his view,
presupposes the union of knower and object, the divine gnosis
of the saints culminates in their union with God.# But Origen’s
reflections on eschatology are so far-reaching that they deserve
a closer scrutiny.

First, let us take his teaching about the resurrection of the
body; he preferred this form, for reasons which should become
clear, to resurrection of the flesh. In harmony with his Platonism,
Origen believed in the spirituality and immortality of the soul,
but he was sincerely determined to defend the Christian dogma
against pagan jibes.? He was acutely conscious of its difficulties,
as popularly presented,™ and of the obvious objections to it;
and he accepted Celsus’s point that it was a mistake to appeal to

t Or. c. Graec. 13 £. 2 Haer. s, 8, 1. 3 Ib. 4, 20, 5 £.

4 Sel. in ps. 144, 13. s In Ioh. 19, 12, 78.

6 In Matt. 10, 14 (Klostermann, 17). 7 In Ioh. 32, 27, 338.

8 Ib. 19, 4, 23 £ 9 Cf. c. Cels. s, 14; 8, 49.

1o B.g.ib. s, 18; 7, 32. 11 E.g sel. in ps. 1, S.
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the divine omnipotence.t His task was the twofold one of ex-
pounding the truth against (a) the crude literalism which
pictured the body as being reconstituted, with all its physical
functions, at the last day, and (b) the perverse spiritualism of
the Gnostics and Manichees, who proposed to exclude the body
from salvation. The explanation he advanced? started with the
premiss that the ‘material substratum’ (3 SAwucdv dmokeipevo)
of all bodies, including men, is in a state of constant flux, its
qualities changing from day to day, whereas they all possess
a ‘distinctive form’ (r0 yaparrypifov eldos, or 70 cwparucdy
elos) which remains unchanging. The development of a man
from childhood to age is an illustration, for his body is identi-
cally the same throughout despite its complete physical trans-
formation; and the historical Jesus provides another, since His
body could at one time be described as without form or
comeliness (Is. 53, 2), while at another it was clothed with the
splendour of the Transfiguration.

From this point of view the resurrection becomes compre-
hensible. The bodies with which the saints will rise will be
strictly identical with the bodies they bore on earth, since they
will have the same ‘form’, or eidos. On the other hand, the
qualities of their material substrata will be different, for instead
of being fleshly qualities appropriate to terrestrial existence,
they will be spiritual ones suitable for the kingdom of heaven.
The soul ‘needs a better garment for the purer, ethereal and
celestial regions’;? and the famous Pauline text, 1 Cor. 15, 42-4,
shows that this transformation is possible without the identity
being impaired. As he explains the matter,* when the body was
at the service of the soul, it was ‘psychic’; but when the soul is
united with God and becomes one spirit with Him, the self-
same body becomes spiritual, bodily nature being capable of
donning the qualities appropriate to its condition. To make
plain what he means by ‘distinctive form’, Origen equates
it with the principle of energy which, according to Stoic
principles,’ maintains the body’s identity in the flux of

1 C. Cels. s, 23. 2 Sel. inps. 1, S. 3 C. Cels. 7, 32.
4 De princ. 3, 6, 6: cf. ¢. Cels. 3, 41 f.; 4, 56 £. 8 See above, p. 13.
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ever-changing matter. It is a ‘seminal reason’ (Adyos omeppa-
Tucds) inherent in each body which enables it to be resuscitated,
although with a different set of qualities, exactly as the seed
buried in the earth, as the Apostle showed, survives death and
decomposition and is restored as a blade of wheat.! Later
critics? charged him with affirming that ‘in the resurrection
the bodies of men rise spherical’ (ocpaipoeds). He may well
have done so, on the Platonic theory? that the sphere is the
perfect shape, but the evidence is not compelling.

Secondly, in his treatment of the judgment we meet with the
same characteristic tension between the desire to retain tradi-
tional dogma and the desire to reinterpret it in a manner palat-
able to intelligent believers. ‘God’s righteous judgment’, he
declared,* ‘is one of the articles of the Church’s preaching’; in-
deed, it is a cardinal motive for moral conduct and a convincing
evidence of free will. Immediately after death, Origen seems to
believe, a provisional separation is made between human souls,
and to prepare them for their eternal destinies they pass to an
intermediate state, of longer or shorter duration, which serves
as a probationary school (cf. guodam eruditionis loco . . . auditorio
vel schola animarum). The judgment itself will be enacted at the
end of the world, and a definitive separation will then be made
between good and bad.6 This is the day of wrath of which the
prophets spoke, and it has no doubt been postponed so that the
full consequences of men’s actions may be revealed.” The Gos-
pel, too, fixes the Master’s return ‘at the consummation’.8 Each
will be judged according to his deeds, and this is why the judg-
ment is reserved to God; only He can accurately assess the good
and evil mixed together in men’s lives.? The framework of all
this is the traditional imagery of the law-court, and Origen
admitsto that the whole Church accepts the picture of a glorious
Second Coming, with Christ sitting on His throne and separat-

1 De princ. 2, 10, 3: cf. ¢. Cels. 5, 18 £; 7, 32; 8, 49.

3 Cf. Justinian’s letter to Mennas in Mansi, IX, s16D and 533C.

3 Cf. Plato, tim. 33 b. 4 De princ. 3, 1, 1. s Ib. 2, 11, 6.
6 1Ib. 2,9, 8; ¢. Cels. 4, 9. 7 In Rom. 2, 4. 8 In Matt. 14, 12 f.
9 In Rom. 2, 1 f.: cf. ib. 2, 4; 9, 41; in Matt. 14, 8.

1o In Matt. comm. ser. 70.
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ing the good from the bad. Even when he starts rationalizing it,
he hastens to reassure? his readers that he has no wish to belittle,
much less deny, the truth of the popular accounts of the
Parousia. He is aware, however, that that account, with its
spatio-temporal presuppositions, bristles with difficulties, and
he propounds? a spiritual reinterpretation of it. According to
this, all the vivid imagery of the Gospel predictions is ex-
plained away as symbolism. The real meaning of the Parousia,
we are told, is the manifestation of Christ and His divinity to
all mankind, good and bad, which will result in the disclosure
of their true character. The Saviour will not appear in any
given place, but will make Himself known everywhere; and
men will present themselves before His throne in the sense that
they will render homage to His authority. They will see them-
selves as they are, and in the light of that knowledge the good
and the bad will be finally differentiated. Needless to say, there
is no room here for millenarianism, and Origen castigates? the
follies of literalist believers who read the Scriptures like the
Jews and cherish dreams of dwelling in an earthly Jerusalem
after the resurrection, where they will eat, drink and enjoy
sexual intercourse to their hearts’ content.

Thirdly, believing as he does¢ that the kingdom inherited by
the righteous is the contemplation of divine truth, Origen
translates the sufferings of the damned into similarly spiritualized
terms. ‘Each sinner’, he states,s ‘kindles his own fire . . . and
our own vices form its fuel.” In other words, the real punish-
ment of the wicked consists in their own interior anguish, their
sense of separation from the God Who should be their supreme
good. Further, all such punishment, even the pains of hell,
must have an end. Origen appreciates’ the deterrent value of
the Scriptural description of the penalties of sin as eternal. He is
satisfied, however, that in fact they must one day come to an
end, when all things are restored to their primeval order. Thisis
his doctrine of the apocatastasis, in which his eschatology, as

1 In Matt. 12, 30. 2 In Matt. comm. ser. 70: cf. in Matt. 12, 30.
* 3 De princ. 2, 11, 2. 4 Ib. 2, 11, 7.

8 Ib. 2, 10, 4: cf. Jerome, in Eph. s, 6.

6 C. Cels. 3,79; 6, 26; in Ierem. hom. 19, 4.
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indeed his whole theological system, culminates, and which
postulates? that the conclusion of the vast cosmic evolution will
be identical with its beginning. Two guiding principles, the
free will of man and the goodness of God, dominate his
formulation of it. The former leads him to conceive? of suc-
cessive cycles of worlds, with the infinity of rational creatures
passing through different phases of existence, higher and lower,
according as from time to time they choose good or evil. On
the other hand, St. Paul has shown (1 Cor. 15, 25) that all
things will eventually be brought into subjection to God, Who
will be all in all as at the beginning. So far as rational creatures
are concerned, however, this will not be achieved by force or
necessity (for their free will demands respect), but by dis-
cipline, persuasion and instruction.3 God’s chastisement, we
observe, has a medicinal purpose, and will cease when this has
been accomplished.+ Even the Devil, it appears, will participate
in the final restoration. When Origen was taken to task on this
point, he indignantly protested, according to his later champion
Rufinus,s that he had held no such theory. But the logic of his
system required it, since otherwise God’s dominion would fall
short of being absolute and His love would fail of its object;
and the doctrine is insinuated, if not explicitly taught, in his
writingsé as well as taken for granted by his adversaries.?

s. Later Thought: Resurrection of the Body

For the later fathers, both Greek and Latin, the resurrection
remained an unquestioned article of the Church’s faith; they
assumed its universality, and also the identity of the risen with
the natural body. The majority resisted the temptation to
speculate, contenting themselves with reaffirming the tradi-
tional dogma and defending it, chiefly by means of appeals to
the divine omnipotence. There is no need to provide samples

* E.g. de princ. 1, 6, 2.

2b.1,6,3; 36,3 (m]erome, ep. 124, 3; 124, 10): cf. Jerome, c. Ioh. Hieros.
19 3Ib.3,5,7f:cfib.3,6,6;1,6, 4.
Ezech. hom. 1, 2. s De adult. lib. Orig. (PG 17, 624 £.).

Ib.
Eg in
E.g. deprinc. 1, 6, 3. 7 BE.g. Jerome, c. Ioh. Hieros. 16.
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of their teaching. On the other hand, there were two groups of
theologians in this period whose thought about the resurrection
merits attention—(I) those who led a revolt against Origen’s
rational analysis of it, claiming that his theories amounted to a
virtual denial of any real resurrection; and (II) those constructive
thinkers who strove, some of them along cautiously Origenistic
lines but omitting what was most characteristic of Origen’s
teaching, to understand the mystery at a deeper level than the
crude popular faith allowed.

(I) The best-known representatives of the anti-Origenist
reaction in the East were Eustathius of Antioch! and Epi-
phanius.2 In fact, however, both these teachers were indebted
for the bulk of their arguments to the classic onslaught de-
livered against Origen by Methodius of Olympus (t¢. 311)
several decades earlier.

Reduced to essentials the latter’s critique fastened, first, on
the radical dualism between soul and body presupposed by
Origen, which he showed? to be inconsistent with the theory
that the soul sinned in its pre-incarnate state, and, secondly, on
Origen’s idea that the permanent element which is restored at
the resurrection is the ‘bodily form’, not the body as such. If
this is so, argued Methodius, there is no real resurrection since
what is raised is not the body; and indeed, since Origen had
used the same concept of the ‘form’ or ‘seminal reason’ to
explain the appearance of Moses and Elijah at the Transfigura-
tion, Christ would not seem, on his account, to have been ‘the
first-begotten from the dead’.+ In Methodius’s eyes this ‘form’
is no more than a mould quite external to the body, like the
tube through which water passes;s and so far from surviving
the flesh, it perishes before it, just as the form of a bronze statue
is the first to disappear when the metal is melted.6 His own
positive views, though not entirely clear, are firmly based on
the resurrection of Christ Himself considered as restoring the
work of creation which sin had marred. Christ, however, was
raised in exactly the same body as He bore upon the cross, as

t Deengast. c. Orig. 22 (PG 18, 660). * Haer. 64, 63-8; ancor. 87-92.
3 De res. 1, 29-33. 41Ib.3,s. s Ib. 3, 3. 6 Ib. 3, 6.
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His dialogue with doubting Thomas demonstrates.! Our resur-
rection bodies will indeed have heightened qualities, for they
will return to the impassibility and glory which the human
form possessed before the Fall; but they will be materially
identical with our present earthly bodies.z As for the objection
that once the particles of a body have been dispersed, they
become inextricably mingled with other substances, Methodius
has no difficulty in pointing? to cases where men, or even
nature itself, succeed in separating substances which seem hope-
lessly mixed up with each other; and the power of the Almighty
is, of course, infinitely greater. The most unsatisfactory feature
of his account is his assumption* throughout that the soul must
be a corporeal substance.

A century had to elapse before the most prominent of Western
critics of Origen’s ideas about the resurrection took the field.
This was Jerome, who until 304 was an ardent adherent of
Origenism, supportings among other doctrines the master’s
theory of the disappearance of the natural body and the trans-
formation of the elect at the resurrection into purely spiritual
beings. After that date, however, he made a complete volteface,
and began to stress,6 with crudely literalistic elaboration, the
physical identity of the resurrection body with the earthly
body. Not all Christian teachers, as we shall see, shared this
literalism, still less delighted in the paradoxical corollaries
which its champions sometimes liked to draw from it. But the
critics of Origenism, from Methodius to Jerome, were suc-
cessful at least in securing that, whatever view was taken of the
resurrection body, it had to be regarded as in some way
identical with the natural body itself and not merely with its
‘form’.

(I) Cyril of Jerusalem provides a good example of a con-
structive attempt to deal with the problem. He was familiar?
with the hackneyed scientific objections, based on the putrefac-
tion of corpses, the fact that they may be consumed by fish or

t De res. 3, 12-14. 3 Ib. 3, 16. 3Ib.2,27f
4 Ib. 3, 18. 8 E.g. in Eph. 5, 29; adv. Iovin. 1, 36.
¢ E.g. c. Ioh. Hieros. 33 7 Cat. 18, 2 f.
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vultures or animals, their annihilation by fire, and so on, but
thought that God’s omnipotence could be relied upon to reunite
the dispersed particles. He conceived, however, of the resusci-
tated bodies as being transformed and, in a way, spiritualized.
As he expressed it,! it is this very body which is raised, but it
does not remain such as it was. The bodies of the righteous, for
example, will assume supernatural qualities, while those of the
wicked will become capable of burning eternally. The formula
he thus employed, 7oé70, 0d 70070, based on the Pauline dis-
tinction (1 Cor. 15, 44) between the ‘psychic’ body and the
‘pneumatic’ body, and the cautious type of explanation im-
plied in it, seem to have enjoyed a wide currency.? Didymus
was developing it later when he argueds that the resurrection
body will be a celestial one; life will not destroy our earthly
tabernacle, but will absorb it, imparting superior qualities to it.
On the other hand, Gregory of Nyssa advanced a more daring
solution along lines reminiscent of Origen. Like his master, he
distinguished+ between the material elements composing the
body, which are forever in flux, continually coming into being
and passing away, and the bodily ‘form’ (eldos) or ‘type’,
which never loses its individuality. This ‘form’ is known by
the soul, and indeed sets its stamp upon it during its mortal life;
consequently the soul can always recognize the physical ele-
ments which belong to it, however much dispersed they may
be, and at the resurrection will draw to itself such of them as it
requires; the mere quantity of matter which entered into the
composition of the body will be of no importance. Gregory
was careful, we observe, to allow the terrestrial body its proper
place in the resurrection, but he also pointed outs that this will
involve our restoration to the primitive state lost through
Adam’s sin. The resurrection body will be exempt from all the
consequences of sin, such as death, infirmity, deformity, differ-
ence of age, etc.; and so human nature, while remaining true

t Ib, 18, 18 f.
2 Cf. Amphilochius, frg. 10 (PG 39, 108); Epiphanius, expos. fid. 17;
Isidore, ep. 2, 43; etc. 3 In 2 Cor. s, 1; 5, 2 (PG 39, 1704).

+ De hom. opif. 27; de anim. et resurr. (PG 46, 73-80; 145 f.).
¥ De anim. et resurr. (PG 46, 148 £.).
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to itself, will ascend to a spiritual, impassible state.

In the West Hilary’s teaching closely resembles that of Cyril
of Jerusalem. In raising the bodies of the departed, he suggests,’
God will reconstitute the identical matter of which they were
once composed, but will alter their quality and will impart to
them a splendour and beauty appropriate to their new condi-
tion. Ambrose justifies? the rising again of the body as such on
the ground that it shares in the actions initiated by the soul and
so should come with it to judgment, and points out? that the
term ‘resurrection’ itself implies that what is raised is the very
body which died and was buried. Nevertheless, while the body
remains identically the same, it will undergo a transformation
and spiritualization at its resuscitation.* For Augustine’ the re-
surrection of all men at the last day is an undoubted dogma of
the Christian faith; and he is convincedé that ‘this identical
flesh will be raised which is buried, which dies, which is seen
and touched, which must eat and drink if it is to go on existing,
which is sick and subject to pain’. Norwithstanding this
identity, however, the bodies of the elect and the damned alike
will be clothed with incorruptibility, in the case of the latter
that their chastisement may be everlasting.? To solve the hoary
problem of bodies which have been devoured by fire or wild
beasts, or reduced to dust or dissolved in liquid, Augustine
simply appeals8 to the omnipotence of the Creator; but he also
dismisses® as extravagant and unnecessary the supposition that
every fragment of bodily matter must be restored to exactly
the same position as it formerly occupied. The resurrection
bodies of the saints will be perfect and entire, with all their
organs, and only what is ugly or deformed will have dis-
appeared;t© and he favours the view!! that, when children are
raised, they will have the mature bodies of adults. His inter-
pretation?2 of the Apostle’s promise that the risen body will be
spiritual is, not that its substance will have undergone change,

t Enarr. in ps. 2, 41. 2 De excess. Sat. 2, 88. 3 Ib. 2, 87.
4 Enarr. in ps. 1, 51; expos. ev. Luc. 10, 168; 170.
s E.g. enchir. 84-7; serm. 241, I. 6 Serm. 264, 6. 7 Enchir. 92.

8 De civ. dei 22, 20, 1. 9 Enchir. 89.
10 De civ. dei 22, 19. 1 Serm. 242, 4. 13 De ciy. dei 13, 20.
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but that it will be in complete subjection to the spirit, and will
thus rise superior to all sluggishness, weakness and pain.

6. Later Thought: Parousia and Judgment

The resurrection must, of course, be preceded by the Lord’s
Second Coming, a dramatic event which looms large in the
preaching and thought of the fourth- and fifth-century Church.
For the most part its setting is the awe-inspiring but magnificent
imagery supplied by Old Testament prophecy and New Testa~
ment apocalypse, but there is little to suggest that it was taken
otherwise than literally.r Only occasionally, as we shall see
when we consider the Last Judgment, are there hints that more
reflective writers were inclined to spiritualize the crudely
realistic pictures associated with it. On the other hand, the
influence of millenarianism had all but disappeared in the East
and was rapidly on the wane in the West. Men like Methodius,?
it is true, had done their best (he was writing towards the end
of the third century) to keep the old-fashioned beliefs alive in a
modified form; but Origen’s critique of them proved decisive.
His disciple, Dionysius of Alexandria, a generation before
Methodius, used the full weight of his authority to discredit
them, linking his attack with a rejection? of the authenticity of
Revelation; and in the fourth century only Apollinarius* could
be found to champion them among Eastern writers. For
Ambrosiaster,s however, the collapse of the Roman empire was
the sign of the approaching end of the world. Antichrist would
then appear, only to be destroyed by divine power, and Christ
would reign over His saints for a thousand years. Jerome had
little uses for the millenarian ideal of an earthly kingdom.
Augustine confessed? that he was attracted by it at one period;
but later, repelled by the gross dreams of carnal indulgence

t E};g Cyril Hieros., cat. 15; Chrysostom, in Matt. hom. 79, 1 h’S)(nl Alex.,
in Zach. 105; Hilary, in Matt. 25-8. '

2 Efg symp. 9, 1; 9, 3; 9, 4; 10, s (Bonwetsch, 114; 117; 119; 127).

3 Cf. Eusebius, hist. eccl. 7, 24 f. + Cf. Basil, ep. 263, 4.

s In 2 Thess. 2, 8 £.; in 1 Cor. 15, 52.

6 In Is. 18, init. (PL 24, 627 £.). 7 De civ. dei 20, 7, 1: cf. serm. 259, 2.
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conjured up, he changed his attitude and favoured an allegorical
interpretation of the vision of the seer of Patmos. The first re-
surrection, according to this,! is our restoration from the death
of sin and our summons to the Christian life, while the reign of
Christ and His saints is to be understood as the Church carrying
out its apostolate here on earth. The thousand years are to be
explained either as the final millennium preceding the judgment
or, preferably, as the total duration of the earthly Church.
Closely associated with the Parousia is the Judgment, which
occupied an equally, if not more, impressive place in the im-
agination of the period. ‘Each of us’, declaresz Athanasius, ‘will
have to render an account of his deeds in this life on the day of
judgment’; and Gregory Nazianzen describes® how God has
noted all our conduct down in a book. Other writers elaborate
the theme of judgment in greater or less detail. For its justifica-
tion they appeal fairly generally to the principle that, since
there is no proper distribution of rewards and punishments in
this world, it is only fair that there should be one in the next.
So Chrysostom can say,* ‘If God is such as He indeed is, it
follows that He is also just, for if He is not just He cannot be
God. But if He is just, He requites each man as he deserves. But
we see that people do not all receive their deserts here. We must
therefore look for another requital, so that each may duly
receive what he merits and God’s justice may stand revealed.’
As in the case of the Parousia, the Biblical descriptions of the
judgment seem to be usually taken at their face value, but some
Eastern theologians, without going the whole way with Origen,
show signs of trying to understand it in a spiritual fashion.
Cyril of Jerusalem, for example, referring to Rom. 2, 15 £,
explainss the inquisition in terms of one’s own remorseful self-
accusation, ‘It will be in the light of your own conscience that
you will be judged’; while for Basilé the judge’s countenance
is the divine illumination which shedslight on our guilty hearts.
At the judgment our only accusers will be our own sins, which

1 De ciy. dei 20, 6, 1 £.; 20, 7, 2; 20, 9, I. 2 Apol. c. Ar. 3s.

3 Or. 19, 15.

4 De diab. tent. hom. 1, 8: cf. Cyril Hieros., cat. 18, 4; Ambrosiaster, in Rom.
2, 3-6. s Cat. 15, 25. $ Hom. in ps. 33, 4.



THE CHRISTIAN HOPE 481

will rise up before us in our memory.? The true meaning of the
judgment, writes? Gregory Nazianzen, is the heaviness or,
alternatively, lightness of the weight which presses upon each
man’s conscience; on ‘the day of visitation‘ (Is. 10, 3) we shall
be arraigned by our own past thoughts and deeds, and shall be
hauled away condemned by our own selves.s

Latin thought is on the whole closely aligned with Greek,
although its general flavour tends to be more archaic. We
should notice, however, the peculiarly Western tradition* ac-
cording to which, while all will appear before Christ at the last
day, only those wayward Christians whose lives have been a
mixture of good and evil will in the strict sense be judged. Of
the other two groupings into which men fall, the righteous
need no judgment, and the wicked have been judged already.
This doctrine found support in texts like Ps. 1, 5 (Lat. vers. ‘the
wicked shall not rise again in the judgment’), and John 3, 18
(‘he that believeth on Him is not judged, but he that believeth
not is judged already’). Ambrose’s conceptions of the judg-
ment as taking place in the sinner’s own conscience and as the
result of God’s knowledge of the heart reflects the influence of
Greek thought. So does his ideas that the judges ranged on the
bench and the open books symbolize our consciousness of
guilt, and that the thrones of the divine Judge and the apostles,
His assessors, are to be taken metaphorically, and that the
sentence pronounced merely signifies the ratification in etemity
of the respective merits of each individual. But it is Augustine,
as usual, who best represents the balanced thought of the West.
God’s judgment, he affirms,? is a permanent feature of history,
but since the fact of it is not always obvious God must have a
day on which His combined wisdom and righteousness will be
vindicated before every eye. For confirmation of this, and to
fill in the picture, he tums® to the New and the Old Testaments.
Both teach that the judgment belongs to Christ;? and if

t Ib. 48, 2. 2 Poem. mor. 34, 254 f. 3 Or. 16, 8.

+ E.g. Hilary, tract. in ps. 1, 15-18; Zeno, 2 tract. 21; Ambrose, enarr. in ps.
1, 51 and 56; Ambrosiaster, it 2 Cor. 15, 51-3. s Ep.2,9f; 73,3

¢ Enarr. it ps. 1, 51 £; expos. in Luc. 2, 60; 2, 82; 10, 49.

7 De civ. dei 20, 1-3. 8 Ib. 20,4 f. 9 Ib. 20, 30.

E.C.D.—16
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Augustine is prepared to allegorize His coming, from certain
points of view, as consisting in His reign in the Church, he also
looks forward! to His triumphal advent at the end of time. All
mankind, the righteous as well as sinners, will be subjected to
this judgment,2 and he expressly rejects? the idea that certain
categories will be immune. By the book which will be opened
he understands# the conscience of each individual, whose sins
will come flooding in on his recollection; but in general he
seems content to accept the literal significance of the picturesque
language of Scripture.

So far we have been considering the general, or final, judg-
ment, but what of the soul’s lot immediately after death? On
this matter great uncertainty, not to say confusion, seems to
have prevailed among the Greek fathers. Cyril of Alexandria is
typical. When discussing the parable of Dives and Lazarus, he
decidess that the story must prefigure the future judgment at
the resurrection; but in other passagess he presupposes the im-~
mediate entry of the souls of the righteous into heaven and the
immediate chastisement of those of the wicked. Perhaps the
most consistent is Chrysostom, who explicitly allows for? two
moments of divine retribution, one at death and the other at
the resurrection. So he can speaks of a ‘tribunal’ before which
the dead are instantaneously haled; and he reads? the parable of
Dives and Lazarus as implying that sanctions are applied to
good and bad immediately they depart this life. The Latin
fathers have more definite ideas on the subject. The righteous,
according to Hilary,10 rest in Abraham’s bosom, while the
wicked begin to pay the penalty which the Last Day will
ratify. Ambrose is quite clear™ that there are ‘storehouses’
(promptuaria: cf. 2 Esdras 7, 32) where the souls will await the
doom which will be pronounced at the judgment, and while
they wait will receive a foretaste of its quality. No theologian

* Ep. 199, 41-5. 2 De civ. dei 20, 21, 3; ep. 193, II.
3 De agon. Christ. 29; tract. in ev. Ioh. 19, 18; 43, 9.
4 De civ. dei 20, 14. 3 In Luc. 16, 19.

S E.g. de ador. in spir. et verit. 6; hom. fasch. 1, 2; in ps. 48, 16.
? In 2 Tim. hom. 3, 3. In 1 Cor. hom. 42, 3.

9 De Laz. hom. 1, 11; 2,2 £; 5, 3; 6, 6; 7, 4.

10 Tract. in ps. 51, 22 £.; 57, 52 cf. ib. 2, 48. 11 De bon. mort. 45-7.
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so far, however, had taken the step of describing this pro-
visional allocation of rewards and punishments as a judgment.
The first to do so unambiguously was Jerome, who stated! that
‘what is in store for all at the day of judgment is fulfilled in
individuals on the day of their death’, but was also on occasion?
prepared to identify the day of judgment with the day of a
man’s falling asleep or departing this life. Augustine’s explicit
teaching? was that in the intermediary period between laying
aside the body and later resuming it human souls either undergo
torture or enjoy repose, according to their previous conduct in
this world. His language# indicates that he regarded this as the
consequence of the divine judgment, while reservings the term
‘day of judgment’ in the strict sense to the great assize at the
end of the world.

As regards the fate of the wicked (that of the blessed will be
treated in the next section), the general view was that their
punishment would be eternal, without any possibility of re-
mission. As Basil put it,5 in hell the sinful soul is completely cut
off from the Holy Spirit, and is therefore incapable of repent-
ance; while Chrysostom pointed out? that neither the bodies of
the damned, which will become immortal, nor their souls will
know any end of their sufferings. Neither time nor friendship
nor hope nor the expectation of death, not even the spectacle of
other unhappy souls sharing their lot, will alleviate their pains.8
Yet Basil has to confess® that most ordinary Christians have
been beguiled by the Devil into believing, against the manifest
evidence of Scripture, that there will be a time-limit. Among
these must be included Gregory of Nazianzus, who on oc-
casion seems to wonder!® whether eternal punishment is alto-
gether worthy of God, and Gregory of Nyssa, who sometimes
indeed mentions!! eternal pains, but whose real teaching!2 en-
visages the eventual purification of the wicked, the conquest

t In oel 2, 1. 2 E.g. in Is. 13, 6-9.

3 De praedest. sanct. 24: cf. enchir. 109.

+ E.g. serm. 109, 4; de civ. dei 20, 1, 2. 8 De civ. dei 20, 1, 2.
$ De spir. sanct. 40. 7 Ad Theod. laps. 1, 9 £. 8 It ps. 49, 6.
9 Reg. brev. tract. 267. 1o E.g. or. 40, 36.

11 De castig. (PG 46, 312).
12 Or. cat. 26; 35; de anim. et resurr. (PG 46, 72; 104; 105, 152; 157.)
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and disappearance of evil, and the final restoration of all things,
the Devil himself included. The influence of Origen is cleatly
visible here, but by the fifth century the stern doctrine that
sinners will have no second chance after this life and that the
fire which will devour them will never be extinguished was
everywhere paramount.!

Western thought, which also succumbed to the influence of
Origenism at the end of the fourth and the beginning of the
fifth century, exhibits subtler nuances than Eastern. Older
writers, like Hilary,? maintained the traditional doctrine of the
eternity of hell-fire; but shortly afterwards we find Ambrosi-
aster teaching? that, while the really wicked ‘will be tormented
with everlasting punishment’, the chastisement of Christian
sinners will be of a temporary duration. Jerome develops the
same distinction, stating# that, while the Devil and the impious
who have denied God will be tortured without remission,
those who have trusted in Christ, even if they have sinned and
fallen away, will eventually be saved. Much the same teaching
appears in Ambrose, developed in greater detail. In Augustine’s
day a wide variety of opinions were in vogue,s some holding
that the pains of hell would be temporary for all men without
distinction, others that the intercession of the saints would

'secure their salvation, others that salvation was guaranteed for
those, even heretics, who had been baptized and had partaken
of the Lord’s body or at any rate had received these sacraments
within the Catholic Church, others that all who had remained
Catholics, even if they had lived disgracefully, must be saved,
others that only those sinners who had neglected to practise
almsgiving when alive were destined to eternal chastisement.
The motive behind these ideas, Augustine claims,6 is a mis-
placed conception of God’s compassion, and Holy Scripture
contradicts them: ‘the everlasting death of the damned, i.e.
their alienation from the life of God, will abide without term’.
He concedes? that the undying worm of which the prophet

t E.g. Cyril Alex., in Ioh. 3, 36; 9, 29; Theodoret, inn Is. 65, 20.

2 E.g. tract. in ps. S1, 19; 55, 4; in Matt, 4, 12. 3 In 1 Cor. 15, 53.
4 Ep. 119, 7; it Is. 56, 24. 8 De civ. dei 21, 17-22.

¢ Enchir. 112 f. 7 De civ. dei 20, 22; 21, 9, 2; 21, IO, I.
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speaks (Is. 66, 24) may be interpreted metaphorically of the
gnawing of anguished remorse, but holds that the inextinguish-
able fire is real and material. The pain endured will vary in
severity in proportion to the guilt of the sinner, and that of
children dying unbaptized will be ‘most mild of all’;* but for
all the chastisement will be eternal. Nevertheless he is led by
certain texts of Scripture (1 Cor. 3, 13-15; Matt. 12, 32) to allow
that certain sinners may attain pardon in the world to come.
These are people who, although Christians at heart, have re-
mained entangled in earthly loves,? and it is natural that after
this life they should undergo purification by ‘purgatorial fire’.?

7. Life Everlasting

It is fitting to conclude this book with some account of the
ways in which the fathers conceived of the blessedness to be
enjoyed by the saints in the world to come. Origen’s picture of
it is expressed in intellectual and mystical terms. When they
reach heaven, he explains, the redeemed will apprehend the
nature of the stars and the reasons for their respective positions.
God will disclose the causes of phenomena to them; and
at a later stage they will reach things which cannot be seen and
which are ineffable. Finally, when they have made such pro-
gress that they are no longer bodies, nor even perhaps souls but
pure intelligences, they will contemplate rational and intelligible
substances face to face. In this blessed state their free will is
destined to continue unaltered; but if it be asked what will pre-
vent it slipping back on occasion to sin, the Apostle supplies the
answer with his sentence, ‘Love never faileth’. When the
creature has learned to love God purely and wholeheartedly,
that very love, which is greater than anything else, will prevent it
from relapsing.sThus ‘therewill then be only one occupation for
those who have come to God through His Word, namely, the
contemplation of God, so that, being formed in the knowledge
of the Father, they may all become in the strict sense Son, just

t Enchir. 93; 111; 113; de civ. dei 21, 16. 3 De civ. def 21, 26, 2.
3 Enchir. 69. 4 De princ. 2, 11, 7. 8 In Rom. s, 10.

E.C.D.—16a
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as now it is the Son alone Who knows the Father. . . . It is no
error to say that no one knows the Father, be he apostle or
prophet, except he has become one with Him, as the Father and
the Son are one.’t This doctrine should not be caricatured, as
Jerome caricatured? it, as a species of pantheism, as if Origen
understood St. Paul’s dictum that God would be all in all as
implying the absorption of all creatures in the divine substance.
He is never weary of repeating? that the end will be like the
beginning, so that it would be paradoxical to suppose that he
thought of the apocatastasis as involving the abolition of the
original distinction between God and created spirits.

The creed which Cyril of Jerusalem expounded contained the
clause ‘eternal life’, and he pointed out that the attainment of
this was the goal of every Christian’s striving. The Father is
Himself our veritable life, and thus ‘eternal life’ can be suc-
cinctly defined as being for ever with the Lord.s Other fathers
expatiate in glowing language on the life of heaven. Basil
statess that after the resurrection the elect will be counted
worthy to behold God face to face; they will blossom like
flowers in that brilliant demesne,”? enjoying friendship with one
another and with God. He compares? the calm and unending
delight they will derive from contemplating God with the
sudden, rapturous flashes of awareness of His being which
occasionally come upon mortals in this life. According to
Gregory Nazianzen,® heaven is a perpetual festival, illuminated
by the brightness of the Godhead of which here we can only
catch obscure, fleeting glimpses, and it will be our joy to gaze
upon the Trinity of divine Persons; the understanding can
scarcely grasp the magnitude of the blessings that await us, for
we shall become sons of God and shall in fact be deified. In
Gregory of Nyssa the stress on deification is even greater; in
addition to immortality, our human nature will find itself
adorned with divine qualities of glory, honour, power and

t In Ioh. 1, 16. 2 Ep. 124, 10; 124, 14.
3 E.g. de princ. 1, 6, 2; 3, 6, 3. 4 Cat. 18, 28.
s Ib. 18, 29. $ Hom. in ps. 33, 11.

7 Ib. 28, 3: cf. hom. 1 in ps. 14, 1.
8 Ib. 32, 1. 9 Or. 24, 19; 43, 82; 7, 23.
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perfection.! Chrysostom affirms? that the most intense delight
of the saints will be to see God, i.e. to possess a clear and perfect
knowledge of Him. The absolute intelligibility of the Godhead
was, however, a tenet of the Eunomians,? and so Chrysostom
was careful to distinguish his doctrine from theirs. Thus, while
claiming# that the elect will see God as far as it is possible for
them to see Him, he denied that they will be able actually to
comprehend the divine essence. “What God in His innermost
being is’, he declared,’ ‘neither prophets, nor even angels or
archangels, have seen.” This is a privilege which has been
uniquely bestowed on the Son and the Holy Spirit, and which
no creature could ever usurp. According to Cyril of Alex-
andria,$ the process of deification which is our redemption will
attain its climax after the Parousia and the resurrection, when
the union of the elect with their Lord will be indissoluble. Our
intelligence (vods) will then be filled with a divine, ineffable
light, and the partial knowledge we have enjoyed hitherto will
give place to ‘a more blinding gnosis’. Freed from all shackles
‘without needing any figure, riddle or parable, we shall con-
template, as it were with face uncovered and unencumbered
mind, the beauty of the divine nature of our God and Father’;?
and this ‘perfect gnosis of God’, this ‘species of divine know-
ledge’, will fill us with happiness.8 Our resuscitated bodies,
having discarded their corruptibility and other infirmities, will
participate in the life and glory of Christ.?

Theodoret points out!® that, since there are many mansions in
the Father’s house, the felicity of the blessed will be graded in
proportion to their merits. This idea reappears in the Latin
fathers;1 in Ambrose it is coupled with the suggestion:2 that
there is a gradual progression towards the full possession of
blessedness. Like the Greeks, they depict heaven as a realm of

1 De anim. et resurr. (PG 46, 156 £.).

2 In Rom. hom. 32, 3; in 1 Cor. hom. 34, 2. 3 See above, p. 249.

4 De beat. Philog. 6, 1. S Hom. in Ioh. 15, 1 £, 6 In Mal. 4,2 f.

7 In Ioh. 16, 25: cf. glaph. in Exod. 2 (PG 69, 432).

8 In Ioh. 14, 4: cf. glaph. in Exod. 2 (PG 60, 429).

9 In Luc. s, 27; in 1 Cor. 6, 15. 10 I Cant. Cant. 1 (PG 81, 61).

1t B.g. Hilary, tract. in ps. 64, §; 64, 17 f.; Ambrose, ep. 7, 11; expos. it Luc.
prol., 6; 4, 37; s, 61. 13 Expos. in Luc. s, 61.
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unsullied happiness, where the elect are exempt from corrup-
tion, decay and death as a result of their union with Christ. For
Ambrose! it is a region of supreme rest, eternal light and im-
perishable glory. His chief thought,? however, is of the blessed
fellowship which the saints have with one another and with
God, and of the mutually sympathetic charity which binds them
together. Indeed, what they experience is not simply union
with God, but adhesion to Him. The prospect of meeting and
conversing with the saints in heaven played a great part in
Western ideas about the future life at this epoch. It was char-
acteristic of Ambrose,? and Jerome dwelt4 on it with eager
eloquence, pointing out that in heaven he would meet the
Blessed Virgin, St. Anne and other blessed ones whom he had
never known on earth. While brought to its fulness after death,
this intimacy between the saints and their ardent lovers on
earth has its beginning even now.s Hence Niceta was able to
promise® his catechumens that in the Church they would attain,
among other privileges, to ‘the communion of saints’, and a
mention of this supernatural blessedness soon found a place in
the Western creed.

As with so many other doctrines, it was Augustine who
set the seal on Western teaching regarding eternal life. In
searching for the supreme good, he came to the conclusion?
that no finite end can satisfy the heart of man. The Platonists
were right at least in this, that ‘in knowing God they discovered
where lay the cause of the created universe, the light by which
truth is perceived, and the fountain from which blessedness is
drunk’.8 In fact, it is God, Who is unchanging goodness, Who
is our summum bonum, and both our moral perfection and our
final happiness consist in knowing and loving the divine
Trinity.? And it is this beatitude which the redeemed, both men
and angels, enjoy in heaven, their true fatherland. Augustine is
at a loss to give a precise and meaningful description of it, for it

t De ob. Theod. 30; 32; de bon. mort. 47.

3 De ob. Theod. 29; 31; 37; 39.

3 E.g. de ob. Val. 71; 77; de instit. virg. 113. + E.g. ep. 39, 6.
5 Ib. 39, 7. 6 De symb. 10. 7 De beat. vit. 11; confess. 1, I.

8 De civ. dei 8, 10, 2. 9 Tract. in ev. Ioh, 26, s; de trin. 8, 4-8.
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transcends all sensible experience, but he is satisfied that ‘in the
body they will see God’. All his life he was exercised by the
problem whether this beatific vision would be mediated to the
saints by means of their actual physical eyes. In his earlier days
he had rejected! the idea with scorn, but in later life he came to
think it plausible.2 He now realized that their eyes would be
transfigured and glorified as a result of their resurrection, and
with them they might well see God everywhere present in the
new heaven and earth, just as men here and now distinctly
apprehend the life of other persons in and through their bodies.
The chief enjoyment of heaven, or the city of God, will lie in
praising God: ‘He shall be the end of our desires Who shall be
contemplated without ceasing, loved without cloy, and praised
without weariness’.3 There will be degrees of honour there,
based on merit, but there will be no jealousy; and free will will
not only continue to be exercised by the saints, but will be the
more truly free because liberated from delight in sinning.# In
fact, eternal life will for the redeemed be a perpetual Sabbath,
when they will be filled with God’s blessing and sanctification.
The Psalmist’s words will at last find fulfilment, ‘Be still, and
know that I am God’.

1 E.g. ep. 92, 6, 2 De civ. dei 22, 29, 3-6. 3 Ib. 22, 30, 1.
4 Ib. 22, 30,2 f. s Ib. 22, 30, 4.
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14 f., 84, 116, 231, 268, 274, 281,
304, 313

Arius, 223, 224, 226-31, 243, 246, 249,
255. See Arians, Arianism

Artemas (al. Artemon), 116 £., 140,
160

Asclepiodotus, 116

Asclepius, 8

Athanasius, 231, 238, 269, 319, 407;
Arians, his critique of, 233, 243; on
baptism, 430 f.; chrismation, 433;
Christology, 282, 284-9, 322;
Church, 403 f.; Dionysius Alex.,
134; eucharist, 441, 442; Fall and
original sin, 346-8; grace, 352;
heretical baptism, 427; homoousios,
meaning of, 239, 245 f, 253-5;
judgment, 480; Paul of Samosata,
119; redemption, 377-80, 381, 384,
397, 398; Scripture (Apocrypha),
s4 £.; (authority), 42, 47; (canon),
60; Son (Word), relation of to
Father, 239, 243-7, 252-5; Spirit,
homoousion of, 255-8, 259; tradi-
tion, 31, 42, 45, 47; Trinity, 233,
258, 263 f.

Athenagoras: on divine transcend-
ence, 85; free will, 166; resurrection
of body, 466; Spirit, 102, 103 f.;
Word, 99 f.

Atonement. See Redemption

Atticus, 14

Attis, 7

Augustine, 9, 270, 359, 370; on bap-
tism, 429, 430, 432; Christology,
336 f.; Church, 402, 412-17; con-
firmation, 432 f.; correptio secreta,
439 f.; eternal life, 488 £.; eucharist
f(-{aresence), 440, 446-9, 450; (sacri-

ce), 454 f.; Fall and original sin,
174, 357, 361-6, 430; free will, 367-
369; grace, 352, 357, 365, 366-9;
judgment, 481 f, 484 f.; man’s
nature, 344 f, 361; penance, 437
f., 439 f.; predestination, 366-9;
redemption, 390-5; resurrection,
478 f.; Roman primacy, 419;
sacraments, 423, 423, 425, 427 f;
Scripture (Apocrypha), 55 f.; (exe-

esis), 7s; (inspiration), 63 f.;

O.T. and N.T.), 69; (sufficiency),
43, 46; soul’s origin, 345 f.; Spirit,
double procession of, 275 f.; tradi-
tion, 47; Trinity, 252, 271-9; virgin
birth, 365

Augustus, Emperor, 6
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Aurelian, Emperor, 8
Aurelius, Emperor Marcus, 14

Bahram I, 8

Baptism: teaching of Ambrose, 355,
422, 423, 430, 432; Ambrosiaster,
356, 432; Athanasius, 427, 430, 431;
Augustine, 364-6, 423, 425, 427 £,
429 f., 431, 432; ‘Barnabas’, 194;
Basil Caes., 427; Chrysostom, 40s,
430, 431; Clement Alex., 207, 318;
Clement Rom., 194; Cyprian, 176,
206, 210 f.; Cyril Hieros., 423, 425,
427, 428 f.; De rebaptismate, 210;
Didache, 89; Didascalia Apostolorum,
219; Didymus, 427, 429, 431;
Eusebius, 427; Gregory Naz., 425,
430; Gregory Nyss., 431; Hermas,
194; Hilary, 409, 432; Hippolytus,
208; Ignatius, 194; Irenaeus, 195;
Jerome, 429, 430; Justin, 33, 89 £,
194 f.; Novatian, 209 f.; Optatus,
411, 424, 429; Orange, council of,
372; Origen, 208; Pelagius, 359,
366, 430; Pope Stephen, 210; Ter-
tullian, 39, 209; Theodore Mops.,
403, 430-2; Theophilus, 195; Zosi-
mus, 370

‘Barnabas’: on baptism, 194; Christo~
logy, 143 f.; Church, 190; Fall, 163;
God as Creator, 83; redemption,
164-6; resurrection of body, 463;
Scripture (canon), $2, $6; (exe-
gesi;), 66, 70; tradition, 31; Trinity,
o1 f.

Baruch, Book of, 22, 25

Basil of Ancyra, 238, 250, 259

Basil of Caesarea: on Apollinarian-
ism, 296; baptism, 425; chrism,
434; Christology, 300 f.; Fall and
original sin, 350, 35I; judgment,
480 £.; life everlasting, 486; pen-
ance, 436, 439; punishment of sin-
ners, 483; redemption, 381, 383,
38s; Spirit, 45 f., 260 £., 262, 266;
tradition, 45 f.; Trinity, 252, 265 £.,
268

Basilides, 25, 26

Baucalis, 226

Bible. See Scripture

Boniface (African bishop), 448

Caecilian, bishop of Carthage, 410

Caius, Roman priest, 469

Callistus, Pope, 121-5, 144, 201, 217,
218

Candidianus, 327
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Canon. See Scripture

‘Canon of truth’. See ‘Rule of faith’

Capharnaites, 449
Carpocrates, 25

Carthage, Council of (418), 361, 369;

synod of (397), 56
Cassian,John, 46, 371
Categories, Aristotle’s, 11, 274
‘Catl%olic’, meaning of, 190
Celestine, Pope, 324, 325, 328, 407
Celestius, 357, 361
Celsus, 15, 213, 470
Cerdo, 57
Cerinthus, 466
Chalcedon, Council of (451), 339-
342, 406
Chrism, chrismation, 207, 423, 432-

436
Christ, as Second Adam, 297, 312,
318, 377, 380 £, 385, 388 £, 395,
398; human soul of, 146, 148, 153,
155-7, 159-61, 281 £, 283 £, 287-9,
290, 292 f., 296 f., 298-301, 302-4,
310, 319, 322 £,, 329, 335, 336, 339;
pre-existence of, 87, 91, 92, 93, 94,
95, 96. See Christology
Christology: teaching of Ambrose,
335 £.; Apollinarius, 289-0s, 206;
Arians, 281 f., 283, 284, 286, 287,
289, 304, 335; Athanasius, 284-
289; Augustine, 336 f.; Chalcedon,
council of, 338-42; Clement Alex.,
153 f.; Clement Rom., 144; Cy-
prian, 144; Cyril Alex., 317-23, 324~
326; Didymus, 3oo f; Diodore,
302 f.; Bustathius, 281-4; Eutyches,
331-4; Gregory Naz.,, 207 f;
Gre%ory Nyss., 298-300; Hilary,
334 £.; Hippolytus, 149 f.; Irenaeus,
147-9; Justin, 145-7; Leo, 334,
337 f.; Malchion, 158 f.; Metho-
dius, 160 f.; Nestorius, 310-17; Ori-
gen, 154-8; Tatian, 145; Tertullian,
150-s2; Theodore Mops., 304-9;
Union Symbol, 328 f.
Chrysostom, John: on baptism, 424,
430, 431; Church, 402, 403, 405;
eucharist (presence), 405, 426, 444,
450; (sacritice), 424, 451-3; Falland
original sin, 349, 3s5I; grace and
free will, 352; image of God, 348;
judgment, 480, 482; life everlast-
ing, 487; penance, 423, 438; Pe-
trine texts, 407 £.; redemption, 381,
384, 385 £., 301 £.; sacraments, 422,

23; Scripture g_Apocrypha), 543
‘zauthorityg, 42 f.; (exegesis), 76,

493

78; (inspiration), 62, 63; sufferings
of damned, 483; tradition, 45

Church, as Christ’s mystical body,

2

189 f., 192, 200, 202, 203, 207, 401~
417, 446-8; doctrine of invisible,
191, 202 f., 402, 413-16; teaching of
Ambrose, 409; Athanasius, 403 f.;
Augustine, 402, 412-17; ‘Barna-
bas’, 190; Chrysostom, 402, 405s;
Clement Alex., 201 f.; Clement
Rom., 190; Cyprian, 203-7, 402;
Cyril Alex., 402 f., 405 f.; Cyril
Hieros., 401 f.; Gregory Naz,
403 f.; Gregory Nyss., 404; Her-
mas, 189, 191; Hippolytus, 200 f.;
Ignatius, 189; Irenaeus, 191-3;
Justin, 189 £.; Optatus, 411 £.; Ori-
en, 202 f.; Polycarp, 189; Tertul-
ian, 200 f.; Theodore Mops., 403;
Theodoret, 402
Clement, 27, 35, 56, 91, 144, 165 £,
191. 194, 460, 463

Clement of Alemandria, 27; on ba

tism, 207 f.; Christology, 153 K
Church, 201 f.; eucharist, 213; Fall
and original sin, 179 f.; Scripture
(Apocrypha), s4; (authority), 42;
(exegesmg, 4 £, 74; (N.T.), s6;
tradition, 43, 44, 47

Clement of Rome: on baptism, 194;

Christology, 144; Church, 190;
eucharist, 214; God as Creator, 83;
Parousia, 464; penance, 199, 217;
redemption, 164; resurrection of
body, 463; Scripture, 52, 58, 6s;
tradition, 31, 32, 34, 3s5; Trinity,
9o f.

Cleomenes, 120, 123
Communicatio idiomatum, 143, 283,

295, 298, 300, 30I, 311, 316, 322,
326, 329, 336

Communion of saints, 459, 488
Concupiscence, 364, 365, 366, 373
Confirmation, 209, 210, 423, 430,

4326

Constans, Emperor, 238
Constantine, Emperor, s, 231, 233,

237

Constantinople, 310, 318, 324, 406,

437; council of (381), 88, 238, 263,
296, 302, 406; (553), 303,307, 343;
§680). 343; creed of, 339 f., 402;

tanding Synod of, 331, 340, 341;
synod of (360), 238, 251

Constantius, Emperor, 238, 253
Cornelius, Poge, 209 f.
Cornutus, L. A., 19
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Correptio secreta, 439 f.

Councils or synods: Alexandria (362),
253, 259, 288, 289, 200, 302; (378),
296; Ancyra (358), 250, 259; An-
tioch (268), 117, 158 f., 235, 282,
290; (325), 231; (341), 238, 247 £;

44), 238; (379), 296; Carthage
397), 56; (418), 361, 369; Chalce-
don (¢51), 339-42, 406; Constanti-
nople (360), 238, 251; (381), 88,
238, 263, 296, 302, 406; (553), 303,
307; Elvira (303), 219; Ephesus
2431;. 49, 326 £., 328, 331, 361, 406;
449), 334; Hippo (393), 56; Jamnia,
s2; Nicaea (325), 5, 44, 45, 46, 138,
231-7, 280, 281, 406; Nicé (359),
238; Orange (441), 43s; (529),
371 f.; Philippopolis (342), 238;
Rome (377), 295 f.; Serdica (343),
242; Sirmium (357), 238, 250;
Toledo (589), 439

Creeds: Athanasian, 273; of Antioch

41%, 238, 247 f.; Constantinople
360), 238, 251; (381), 339 £, 402;
Ecthesis macrostichos, 119, 238, 248;
Nicaea, 45, 231-7, 238, 339; Nicé,
238, 251; Old Roman, 144; Philip-

opolis, 238, 248; Serdica, 242;

irmium, 238, 248 f.

Cross, Sign of the, 39, 211; symbol-
ism of, 66, 169

Cybele, 6, 7

Cyprian: on baptism, 210 f,, 427 £.;

hristology, 144; Church, 203-7,
402, 412, 415, 418, 419; eucharist
f(lpresence), 211-13, 440, 449; (sacri~

ce), 215 f.; original sm, 176;
penance, 217 f.; redemption, 178;
Roman see, 205 £., 418, 419; Scrip-
ture (Apocrypha), s4; (authority),
42; tradition, 42

Cynl Of Alexandna, 4, 45) 307, 333,
340; anathemas of, 324 £., 326, 327,
328, 329; at Ephesus, 326 f.; on
baptism, 429, 431; chrism, 433 f.,
435; Christology, 307, 311, 312,
313 £, 315, 317-23, 324 f, 320 £,
331, 333, 341, 342, 444; Church,
4021, 405 f.; eucharist, 318, 444; Fall
and n;ginal sin, 372; judgment,
482; life everlasting, 487; Petrine
claims, 408; redemption, 321, 396-9,
487; Roman see, 324, 407; sacra-
ments, 423; Scripture (exegesis), 74;
(inspiration), 63; tradition, 48 f.

Cyril of Jerusalem: on baptism, 425,
428 f.; Church, 4o1 f; confirma-

INDEX

tion, 432 f.; eucharist rescnceg,
426, 441, 442 £, 450; (sacrifice),
451, 452; Fall and orifginal sin, 349;
homoousion, 249 f.; judgment,
480; life everlasting, 486; resurrec-
tion of body, 476 f.; sacraments,
423; Scripture (Apocrypha), 54 £.;
(authority), 42, 46; Spirit, 256, 258

Damasus, Pope, 295, 419

Decentius of Gubbio, 434

Decian persecution, 204, 218

Dedication Council (341), Creed of,
247 f.

Defmition, Chalcedonian, 339-42

Demeter, 7

Demiurge, 11, 16, 27, 67 f., 84, 86 £.,
235

Demons, devils, 167-9, 175, 180-2,
185 f., 194

De rebaptismate, 210

De sacramentis, 445

Devil (Satan), 167, 171, 176, 179,
180 £, 183, 187, 208, 229, 353, 363,
366, 394, 429, 474, 484; theory of
ransom to, 173 f., 185 f., 375-7,
382-4, 387, 391-3, 395 £., 399; ulti-
mate restoration of, 382, 474, 484

Didache, 60; on baptism, 89; God as
Creator, 83; eucharist (presence),
197; (sacrifice), 196; Parousia and
resurrection, 463; penance, 199; re-
demption, 164; tradition, 44

Didascalia Apostolorum, 219, 426

Didymus: on baptism, 427, 429;
C istology, 300, 301; confirma-
tion, 432, 434, 435; original sin,
351; resurrection of body, 477;
soul’sorigin, 345; Trinitty, 263,2661.

Diocletian, persecution of, 410

Diodore of Tarsus: on Christology,
290, 302 f., 30s; Scripture (exe-
gesis), 75-8

Dionysius of Alexandria, 74, 133-6,
230, 231, 479; on homoousios,135,23 $

Dionysius the Areopagite, 435

Dionysius of Corinth, 45

Dionysius of Rome, 133-6, 224, 225,
235, 241

Dioscorus, 331, 334

Docetism, 141, 142, 147, 197, 198,
280, 330, 463

Donatism, 409, 410-12, 413, 415, 416,
424, 427, 447

Ebionism, 139 f.
‘Economy’, 104, 108, 109, 110, I12,
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114, 122; ‘economic Trinitar an-
ism’, 108, 109, 241
Ecthesis m crostichos, 119, 238, 248
Elvira, Council of (303), 219
Ephesus, Council of (431), 49, 326 f.,
328, 331, 341, 361, 406; Robber
Synod of (449), 334
Epictetus, 14
Epicurus, Epicureanism, 1o
Epigonus, 120, 121
Enlvoiat, 128
Epiphanius: on baptism, 436; Christo-
logy, 300 f.; Homoeousianism,
249; Petrine texts, 408; resurrection
of body, 47s; Scripture (Apo-
crypha), s4; (exegesis), 74; (in-
spi?tion), 63; Spirit, 263; tradition,
45 f.
Eschatology, 459-89
Euchar st (presence): teac ing of Am-
brose, 422, 426, 446, 448, 450;
Apollinar us, 295; Apostolical Con-
stitutions, 440 f.; Athanasius, 441,
442; Augustine, 422 f., 424, 440,
446-9, 450; Chrysostom, 405, 426,
444, 450; Clement Alex., 213 f.;
Cyprian, 211 f., 449; Cyril Alex.,
318, 444; Cyril Hieros., 426, 441,
442 f., 450; Busebius Caes., 441 f.;
Eustath us, 441; Evagrius, 442;
Gregory Naz., 441, 443; Gregory
Nyss., 426, 443, 448, 4s0; Hilary,
446, 4s0; Hippolytus, 411; Ig-
natius, 197; Irenaeus, 198; Jeromc,
445; Justin, 33, 198; Nestor1us, 318,
444; Origen, 213 £.; Serapion, 441;
Tertullian, 211, 212 f., 446, 449;
Theodore Mops., 426, 444, 450;
Theodoret, 445; (considered as a
sacrifice): teac ing of Ambrose,
453 f.; August ne, 454 f.; Chryso-
stom, 424, 45I-3; Clement Alex.,
214; Clement Rom., 196; Cyprian,
215 f.; Cyril Hieros., 451, 452;
Did che, 196 £.; Gregory Naz., 452;
Hilary, 453; Ignatius, 196; Irenaeus,
196, 197; Jerome, 453; Justin, 170,
196, 197; Theodore Mops., 452;
Theodoret, 452
Buclid, 116
Eudoxius, 282
Eunomius, 249, 256; Eunomians, 427,
487
Euphranor, 133
Eusebians, 238, 240, 241, 246
Eusebius of Caesarea: on baptism, of
heretics, 427; euchar st, 441, 442;

Father and Son, relation of, 224,
225 f., 231, 233, 243; homoousios,

meaning of, 233, 235 f.; Origen,
160; Paul of Samosata, 140; re-
demption, 384; Spirit, 255 f., 263;
tradition, 4s; Trinity, 256

Eusebius of Dorylaeum, 311, 331, 334
Eusebius of Nicomedia, 227, 230,

237 f.

Eustath us of Antioch, 238; on Chris-

tology, 281, 282-4, 288, 290, 302;
eucharist, 441; homoousios, meaning

of, 236; resurrection of body, 475
Eustath us of Sebaste, 259 f.
Eutyches, EButych anism, 298, 331-4,

339, 341
Evagrius Ponticus, 263, 264, 268 £.,

442
Eve, 20, 167, 179, 180, 182, 347, 348,
353
Exomologesis, 216, 217, 438
Exuperius of Toulouse, 56

Facundus of Hermiane, 306
Fall: teac ing of Ambrose, 253-5;
Ambrosiaster, 353, 354, 355 f.;

Athanasius, 346-8; Augustine, 174,
361-6, 430; ‘Barnabas’, 163; Basil,
350, 3s1; Cassian, 371; Chryso-
stom, 349, 351; Clement Alex.,
179 f.; Cyril Alex., 372; Cyril
Hieros., 349; Gregory Naz., 349 £.;
Gregory Nyss., 349-51; Irenaeus,
170-2; Justin, 167 f.; Met odius,
182 f.; Origen, 180-83; Pelagius,
358 f.; Tertullian, 175-7; Theodore
Mops., 373 f.; Theodoret, 373

Father, Gnostic doctrine of, 24, 25;

original meaning of, 83, 8s, I00,
112, 120, I2I, 227; teac ing of
Alexander Alex., 224 f.; Apolo-
gists, 95-104; Apostolic Fathers, go-
05; Arius and Arians, 227-31, 249,
487; At anasius, 243-7; Augustine,
272-9; Cappadocians, 263-9; Cle-
ment Alex.,, 127 f.; Dionysius
Alex., 133-6; Dionysius Rom., 133~
136; Eusebius Caes., 225 f.; Hippo-
lytus, 110-15; Irenaeus, 104-8;
Modalists, 119-23; Nicene creed,
232-7; Origen, 128-32; Tertullian,
110-15; Victorinus, 270 f.

Faustus of Riez, 436
Felix of Aptunga, 410
Flavian of Constantinople, 331, 332,

333, 334, 340, 341

Fornication, 217, 218
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Free will, 166, 171, 175, 179, 180-2,
183, 349, 350, 3SI, 352, 355, 356,
357 f., 362, 364, 365, 366-9, 370,
373, 374, 467, 472, 475, 485

Gabriel, Archangel, 18

Gaius, Emperor, 19

Galen, 116, 117

Generation, Eternal, 105 f., 125, 128,
130, 224 f., 243

Gnosticism, Gnostics, s,9, 22-8, 36,37,
38, 57, 59, 69, 86 f., 109, 110, 139,
141 f., 147, 179, 180, I01 £, 195,
198, 235, 280, 463, 465, 467, 471;
Christian Gnostics, 22 f., 25, 67,
70 f.

Grace, 357-61, 365 £., 366-9, 370, 371,
372, 374, 412, 460, 470

Gregory of Nazianzus, 260; on Apol-
linarianism, 290, 296 f.; baptism,
425, 430; Christology, 297 f.;
Church, 403, 404; Eden, Garden
of, 348; eternal punishment, 483;
eucharist (presence), 44I, 443;
(sacriﬁceg, 4s2; Fall and original
sin, 349 f.; Godhead, simp icity of,
268; grace and free will, 352;
heaven, 486; judgment, 480, 481;
penance, 436; redemption, 381,
383, 38s, 4s2; Scripture (Apo-
crypha), s4; (authority), 46; fin—
spiration), 61; Spirit, 259, 26I;
tradition, 45§ f.; Trinity, 252, 264-8

Gregory of Nyssa: on Apollinarian-
ism, 290, 296 f., 404; baptism, 431;
chrism, 434; Christology, 296 f.,
298-300, 3o01; Church, 404 f;
creation of man, 348; Devil, restora-
tion of, 484; eternal punishment,
483 f.; eucharist (consecration),
426; (presence), 443, 448; Fall and
original sin, 349-51; ordination,
423; penance, 436, 439; redemp-
tion, 380-2, 384, 404; resurrection
of body, 477 f.; ‘sacrament’, mean-
ing of, 423; Scripture (inspiration),
61; soul’s origin, 34s; Spirit, 261,
262 f.; Theotokos, 300; tradition,
4s; Trinity, 252, 261, 264-8

Gregory Thaumaturgus, 133

Hadrian, Emperor, 84
Hadrumetum (Susa), 370
Hegesippus, 45

Hell, 473, 483 f.
Heracleitus, 121
Heracleon, 25, 70 f.

Heretics, Baptism of, 206, 207, 210 f.,
410 f., 412, 415, 427 f.; exegesis of,
39-41

Hermas: on baptism, 194; Christo-
logy, 143 f., Church, 189, 191;
eschatology, 462, 464; God as
Creator, 83; origin of evil, 163;
penance, 198 f., 217; redemption,
164; tradition, 33; Trinity, 92, 93-
9s; Shepherd of, s9, 60

Hermogenes, 175

Hilary of Aquitaine, 370

Hilary of Poitiers: on baptism, 430;
chrism, 433; Christology, 280,
334 f.; Church, 409 f.; communion
of saints, 410; eucharist_g)resence),
409 f., 446, 450; (sacrifice), 453;
grace, 356; homoousios, meaning of,
253, 254 f.; judgment, 482; man,
original state of, 353; redemption,
386, 387, 388, 392; resurrection of
body, 478; Roman see, 417; ‘sacra-
ment’, meaning of, 423; Scripture
(Apocrypha), ss; (exegesis), 74;
soul’s origin, 34s; sufferings of
damned, 484; tradition and Scrip-
ture, 47; Trinity, 252, 253-5, 269

Hippo, Synod of (393), 56

Hipiolytus, 22, 139; on baptism, 208;
Christology, 144, 149 f.; Church,
201; eschatology, 467, 460;
eucharist (presence), 211; (sacri-
fice), 214; Modalists, 120-22,
123 f.; Monarchians, 120; penance,
216, 217; redemption, 178; Scrip-
ture (Apocrypha), s4; (inspiration),
63; Trinity, 110-1§

Holy Spirit, Homoousion of, 252,
255-63; inspirer of Scripture, 61-4,
7s, 88, oI; procession of, 262 f.,
265, 275 f.; teaching of Alexander,
25$; Arius and Arians, 255, 256;
Athanasius, 255-8, 259; Athena-
goras, o2, I103; Augustine, 7s,
272-9, 366 £.; Basil Caes., 259, 260,
261, 264-6, 483; Clement Alex.,
207; Clement Rom., 91; Cyprian,
207; Cyri Alex., 325; Cyril
Hieros., 256, 258; Didymus, 263;
Epiphanius, 263; Eunomius, 256;
Eusebius, 255, 263; Eustathius of
Sebaste, 259, 260 f.; Ewvagrius,
263 f.; Gregory Naz., 259, 260, 261,
262, 264, 267; Gregory Nyss., 261,
262, 263, 265, 266, 267; Hermas,
94; Hilary, 335; Hippolytus, 111-
115; Ignatius, 92; Irenaeus, Ios,
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171, 470; Justin, 102, 103; Mar-
cellus, 241; Monarchians, 115-19;
Novatian, 126; Origen, 74, 129,
130-2, 255, 298; Sabellians, 119 f.;
Tatian, 102; Tertullian, 176; Theo-
dore Mops., 308; Theophilus, 102,
103, 104, 168; Tropici, 256 £.; Vic-
torinus, 270 f.

Homicide, 217, 219

Homoeans, 251

Homoeousion, Homoeusians, 238,
246, 248 £., 250, 252, 253, 254, 255,
264, 269

Homoousion, dpoodotos, 46, 130, 134,
135, 233, 2347, 238, 239, 240, 243,
245, 246, 249, 250, 252, 253, 254,
255, 259, 264, 267, 270, 280, 2900;
homoousion of the Spirit, 255-63,
267

Hypostasis, $néaraas, 16, 18, 129, 135,
136, 140, 155 f., 224, 229, 239, 241,
242 f., 247, 248, 250, 253, 254,
264 f.; use of, in Christology, 293,
294, 300, 30I, 306, 313, 318, 319,
320, 324, 328, 331, 340, 341

‘Hypostatic union’, 312, 313, 314,
320, 322, 324, 326, 328, 341, 342

Idolatry, 217, 218, 219

Ignatius: on baptism, 194; Christo-
logy, 141, 142 f.; Church, 189;
eschatology, 462, 463; eucharist
(presence%, 197 f.; (sacrifice), 196;
redemption, 164, 165, 166; Scrip-
ture (N.T. canon), 56, §8; Scrip-
ture and tradition, 31, 33, 35;
Trinity, 88, 92 f., 96

Impeccantia, Pelagius’s doctrine of, 360

Innocent I, Pope, 56, 419, 434

Irenaeus: on Christology, 142, 147-9;
Church, 191-3; eucharist (pre-
sence), 198; (sacrifice), 196, 197;
Fall and original sin, 170-2; Gnos-
tics, 22, 27, 28; God as Creator,
86 £.; last judgment, 465; millenari-
anism, 469; redemption, 172-4,
188, 376; Scripture (insfiration),
61; (N.T.), 56, $8; t(re ation of
O.T. and N.T.), 68 f{.; tradition
and Scripture, 36-41, 43, 44, 47;
Trinity, 88 f., 90

Isidore of Pelusium, 402

Isis, 6, 7

amnia, Council of, 52
erome: on Arian triumph, 238; bap-
tism, 429 f.; confirmation, 433;
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eucharist (presence), 445; (sacri-
fice), 453; grace and free will, 356;
heaven, 488; judgment, 483; Ori-
gen, 426, 486; punishment of
sinners, 484; redemption, 390; re-
surrection of body, 476; Scripture
(Apocrypha), ss5; (exegesis), 7s;
r(;gsaflrauon), 62 f.;soul’s origin, 345

Jetusalem, 140, 406, 465, 469

John of Antioch, 325, 327, 328

John of Damascus, 55, 396

Jovinian, 429

Judaism, influence of, 17-22; Judaiz-
ing Christianity, 139 f.

Judgment, Last, 461, 462, 463 £, 465,
467! 468! 469o 472, 473, 479"85

Julian, Emperor, §, 253, 302

Julian of Eclanum, 350, 361, 363,
370, 419

Julius I, Pope, 242, 407

Justin (Apologist): on baptism, 33,
89 £, 104 g.; Christology, 145-7;
Church, 189, 190; Docetists, 141;
eucharist (presence), 198; (sacri-
fice), 170, 196, 197; eschatology,
460, 465, 467, 469 f.; Fall and on-
ginal sin, 167 f.; Logos, 96-8;
penance, 198 f.; redemption, 168-
170; resurrection of body, 466;
Scripture (O.T. and N.T.), 52, 56,
58, 65 f., 68; tradition and Scrip-
ture, 31, 32, 33, 34, 35; Spirit, 102,
103; Trinity, 88, 96, 102 f.

Justin the Gnostic, 2§

| Lactantius, 178

Laodicea, Forty-eighth canon of, 434

Laying on of hands, 195, 207, 209,
210, 211, 433, 434, 435, 438

Leo I, Pope, 312, 333, 334, 406, 420;
Tome of, 334, 337-42, 408

Libellatici, 218

Logos: teaching of Philo, 20-2;

toics, 13 f., 21, 285; endiathetos,

13 f., 21, 96, 99, I111; prophorikos,
14, 21 £, 96, 99, 100; spermatikos,
13, 96, 145. See Word

Lucian of Antioch, 75, 230

Lucianists, 230

Macarius of Egypt, 441

Macedonians, 259 f.

Macedonius of Constantinople, 259

Malchion, 158 f., 282

Man, doctrine of, 166 f., 171-3, 175 £.,
344-9, 353-66, 370-74. See Fall,
Free will
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Mani, 8 f.

Manichaeism, 8 ., 344, 349, 358, 401,
427, 471

Marcellus of Ancyra, 118 f, 122,
407; on homoousion, 238, 239;
theology of, 240-2, 250

Marcian, Emperor, 238 f.

Marcion. 57 L., 59, 67 f_, 7L f-v 847 877
142, 175, 463; Marcionism, Mar-
cionites, 68, 141, 401

Marcus (Valentinian Gnostic), 26

Mary, Blessed Virgin, 139, 140, 144,
145, 150, 167, 173, 177, 285, 294,
208, 300, 320, 322, 331, 332; title
Theotokos applied to, 48, 283, 298,
300, 311, 312, 316, 318, 321, 323,
324, 329, 340, 341

Maximilla, 62

Maximus the Confessor, 402, 408

Melitius of Antioch, 249, 302

Melito of Sardes, 45, 54, 145

Menander the Gnostic, 25

Methodius of Olympus: on Fall and
original sin, 182 f.; homoousios,
meaning of, 235; millenarianism,
479; redemption, 187 f.; resurrec-
tion of body, 475 f.

Middle Platonism, 14 £, 16, 20, 21,
127, 131

Millenarianism, 465 £., 469, 473, 479,
480

Mithras, 6, 7

Modalism, Modalists, 115, 119-26,
129, 133, 136, 140, 274. See Callis-
tus, Marcellus of Ancyra, Sabellius

Monarchianism, Dynamic, 115-19

Monarchy, Divine, 104, 115, 134

Monophysitism, 331, 341, 342, 444

Monothelite controversy, 343

Montanism, 59, 62, 63, 199, 200, 427

Montanus, 59, 62, 239

Muratorian Fragment, 59

Murder, 436, 439

Mystery religions, 7, 22

Naassene tractate, 22, 2§

Nazaraeans, 139

Nectarius, 437

Neo-Chalcedonianism, 343

Neo-Platonism, 15-17, 20, 127, 128,
136, 231, 270

Nestorianism, 324, 326, 330, 333, 339,
342. See Nestorius

Nestorius, 48, 307, 310-17, 318, 320,
322, 324, 325, 326, 328, 340, 407,
444; condemnation of, 328, 329,330

New Testament, allegorical exegesis

INDEX

of, 70 f.; canon of, 31, 35, 56-
60, 88; inspiration of, 63; relation
to O.T., 64-9, 71, 72; relation to
tradition, 30, 33, 34, 40

Nicaea, Council of (325), 5, 44, 46,
138, 231-7, 280, 281, 406; creed of,
45, 231-7, 2383 280) 339

Nicé, Synod of (359), 238; creed of,
251

Niceta of Remesiana, 410, 488

Noetus of Smyrna, 120 f., 123

Nous (Gnostic aeon), 23, 25

Novatian, 115 f., 125 f,, 134, 152 .,
158, 206, 209; Novatianist schism,
204, 436 f.

Old Testament, canon of, $2-6;
Gnostic exegesis of, 67 f.; inspira-
tion of, 60-4, 91; interpretation of,
64-78; Marcion’s attitude to, 57, 67;
relation to N.T., 31, 32 £, 34, 35,
66-9, 71, 72

Optatus of Milevum, 411, 412, 418 f.
424, 429, 433

Orange, first council of (¢41), 435;
(529), 371 £.

Ordination, 423, 427

Origen, §; influence of, 132-6, 158-
161, 224-6, 230 f, 241, 484; on
apocatastasis, 473 f., 486; baptism,
208; chrismation, 208; Christology,
154-8, 281; Church, 203 f.; Devil,
restoration of, 382, 474, 484;
eucharist (presence), 213 f.; (sacri-
fice), 214 £.; Fall (pre-cosmic), 180-
183; homoousios, meaning of, 130,
234, 233; judgment, 472 f.; life ever-
lasting, 485 {.; millenarianism, 473,
479; penance, 217; punishment of
sinners, 473 f.; redemption, 184-7,
376; resurrection of body, 470-3,
475, 476, 477; Scripture (Apo-
crypha), s4; (authority), 4, 42;
(exegesis), 72, 73 f., 75; (inspira-
tion), 61 f.; (O.T. and N.T.), 69;
soul’s origin, 128, 155, 344 f.;
Spirit, 129, 130, 253, 263; tradition
(rule of faith), 43; Trinity, 127,
128-32, 133

Original sin: teaching of Ambrose,
353 f.; Ambrosiaster, 353-5; Atha-
nasius, 346-8; Augustine, 361-6;
Basil Caes., 350, 351; Chrysostom,
349, 351, 352; Clement Alex.,
179 f.; Cyril Alex., 372; Cyril
Hieros., 349; Gregory Naz., 349,
350, 352; Gregory Nyss., 349, 351;
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Irenaeus, 171-3; Justin, 166-70;
Methodius, 182 f.; Origen, 180-2;
Pelagius, 358 f.; Tatian, 168; Ter-
tullian, 17s5-7; Theodore Mops.,
373 f.; Theodoret, 373 f.; Theo-
philus, 168

Ossius, 231, 236, 237

Ousia, obala, 129, 140, 142, 145, 158,
159, 233, 234, 247, 248, 249, 250,
253, 254, 264-8

Pacian of Barcelona, 437, 439

Pamphilus, 160

‘Pantheos’, 8

Papias, 33, 37, 466

Parmenianus, 411, 418

Parousia, 461, 462, 463 f., 465 f.,
472 £, 479-83

Patripassianism, 120

Paul of Samosata, 117-19, 140, 158-
160, 290, 311

Paulinians, 288, 290, 427

Paulinus, 302

Pelagius, Pelagianism, 324, 344, 345,
357-61, 369, 370, 371, 373, 390,
419, 430

Penance, Sacrament of, 193, 198 f.,
201, 211, 216-19, 360, 423, 436-40

Persephone, 7

Persona, 112, 113, 114 f., 125, 169, 171,
174 £., 336, 337

Peter, St., foundation of episcopate,
205 f.; prototype of papacy, 407 f.,
412, 417, 418-21

Philippopolis, Council of (342), 238;
creed of, 248

Philo, 19-22, 62, 63, 66, 70, 73, 96

Phoebadius of Agen, 269

Photinus, 241 f.

Photius, 154

Phusis, ¢vas, 224, 282, 290-5, 297,
299, 301, 310-42

Pierius, 133

Plato, 10 £, 12, 15§, 17, 20, 84, 85, 102,
103, 169

Platonism, 10, 14, IS, 72, 74, 85, 129,
131, 213, 231, 281, 287, 321, 346,
348, 375, 377, 378, 379, 381, 386,
397, 466, 470, 472, 488

ley, 143

Plotinus, 16 £, 127, 270, 274, 275

Plutarch, 8

Pneumatomachians, 259 f.

Polycarp, 68; on Church, 189; Doce-

tists, 141, 463; eschatology, 463;
forgiveness of sins, 199; Scripture
(Apocrypha), s4; (N.T.), 54; tra-
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dition and Scripture, 31, 33; triadic
formula of, 9o

Porphyry, 17, 275

Praxeas, 121, 124

Preaching of Peter, The, 190

Predestination, 359, 360, 366-9, 370,
371, 372, 416

Priscilla, 62

Priscillian, 345

Proclus, 330

Prosopon, mpdownov, 112, 114 f., 124,
265, 293, 299, 306, 307, 313, 314,
315, 316, 317, 325, 326, 328, 329,
331, 340, 34I; ‘prosopic union’,
308, 315-17

Prosper of Aquitaine, 370

Pseudo-Basil, 266

Pseudo-Dionysius, 422

Ptolemaeus, letter of, to Flora, 25,
67 f.

Pulcheria, Empress, 338

Purgatory, 484 f.

Pyrrho of Elis, 10

Pythagoras, 7

Recapitulation, theory of, 170-4,
178, 187 £,, 376 £., 388, 389, 395

Redemption, 147, 163-88, 375-99;
considered as enlightenment, 163 f.,
165, 168 f., 178, 184 £, 187, 384;
exemplary aspect of, 393 f.; Gnos-
tic view of, 141 f.; ‘ physical’ theory
of, 172-4, 375, 376, 377-81, 384,
386, 391, 396-8; ‘ransom’ theory
of, 173 £, 183, 185 £, 375 £, 377,
382, 383, 384, 387 £, 390, 391-3,
39s; ‘realist’ theory of, 164 f., 170,
173 £, 177 £., 186, 376, 377, 379 £,
382, 383, 384, 385, 386, 389 f,
392 £, 395, 398; teaching of Am-
brose, 387, 389; Ambrosiaster, 389;
Athanasius, 242, 377-80; Augustine,
390-5; ‘Barnabas’, 163, 164, 165,
166; Cappadocians, 380-4, 385;
Chrysostom, 381, 384, 386; Cle-
ment Alex., 183 f.; Clement Rom.,
164; Cyril Alex., 396-9; Ciyril
Hieros., 384 f.; Eusebius Caes.,
384 f.; Hermas, 163 f.; Hilary, 386~
388; Ignatius, 164, 165; Irenaeus,
172-4; John of Damascus, 396 f.;
Justin, 166-70; Methodius, 187 f;
Origen, 184-7; Pelagius, 390; Ter-
tullian, 177; Theodore Mops., 395;
Theodoret, 395 f.; Victorinus,
386 f., 388

Relations, Augustine’s theory of, 274 f.
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Resurrection of the body, 461, 462;
teaching of Ambrose, 478; Athena-
goras, 466; Augustine, 478 £

Barnabas’, 463; Clement Rom.,
463; Cyril Hieros., 476 f.; Didache,
463; Didymus, 477; Epiphanius,
475; EBustathius, 475; Gregory
Nyss., 477 £; Hilary, 478; Hippo-
lytus, 468; Ignatius, 463; Irenaeus,
467, 468; Jerome, 476; Methodius,
475 t; Origen, 470-2, 475, 476;
Tatian, 466; Tertullian, 468; Theo-
philus, 466

Roman Creed, Old, 144

Rome, Church or See of, 4, 44, 46, 56,
57, 120, 123-6, 191, 192 £, 205 £,
341, 357, 406-8, 411, 413, 417-21

Rome, Council of (377), 295 f.

Rufinus, 55, 181, 474

‘Rule of faith’ (regula fidei), 39, 40, 43,
44, 88 £, 142, 192

Sabellius, Sabellianism, 119, 121-3,
124, 133, 224, 236, 238, 239, 240,
241, 246, 253, 254, 255, 256, 269

Sacraments, 193-9, 423~55; number
of, 423 f.

Sacramentum, 193, 423, 433

Sacrificati, 218

Satornilus, 25

Scepticism, 10

Scripture, canon of, §2-60; exegesis
05 30, 32, 40, 57, 66, 69-78; in-
spiration of, 60-4; relation to tradi-
tion, 29-51

Second Coming. See Parousia

Semi-Arians, 249 f.

Semi-Pelagians, 370 f.

Seneca, 14

Septuagint, 18, 53

Serapion of Antioch, 141

Serapion of Thmuis, 256, 426, 433,
435, 441

Serapis, 6

Serdica, Creed of, 242

Severian of Gabbala, 76

Severus of Antioch, 343

Sextus Empiricus, 10

Simon Magus, 22

Sin. See Original Sin

Siricius, Pope, 419

Sirmium, Council of (357), 238, 250;
creed or ‘Blasphemy’ of, 248 f.

Smyma, §8, 189, 464

Socrates, 239 £., 407, 437

Son, Sonship: teaching of Alexander
Alex., 224 f; Apostolic Fathers,
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90-5; Athanasius, 243-7; Augus-
tine, 272-6; Basil Caes., 264 f.;
Callistus, 124 f.; Clement Alex.,
127 £,; Didymus, 263 £.; Dionysius
Alex., 133-6; Dionysius Rom., 133~
136; Evagrius, 263 f.; Gregory
Naz., 265, 267; Gregory Nyss.,
265, 267; Hippolytus, 110-15, 123;
Irenaeus, 104-8; Modalists, 119-23;
Nicene creed, 232-7; Novatian,
125 f.; Origen, 128-32; Sabellius,
124; Serdican creed, 242 f.; Ter-
tullian, 110-15, 125; Victorinus,
270 £.; Zephyrinus, 124

Soul, Origin of, 128, 155, 158, 344-6

Sozomen, 407

Stephen, Pope, 206, 210

Stoics, Stoiasm, 10, 12 £, 14, 15, 19,
21, 83, 84, 99, 114, 129, 146, 166,
175, 471; Stoic idea of Logos, 285

Substantia, meaning of, 114, 136

Symphronianus, 437

Tatian: on Christology, 145; free will,
166, 168; resurrection of body, 466;
Scripture (N.T.), s8; Spirit, 102;
Word, 8s, 98 f.

Tertullian: on baptism, 209; Christo-
logy, 144, 149, 150-3, 334; Church,
200, 201; Ebionites, 139; eschato-
logy, 460, 467, 468, 469; eucharist
?Jresence), 211, 212, 440, 446, 449;

sacrifice), 214; Fall and original
sin, 1747, 180; penance, 217, 218;
redemption, 177; Scripture (lz}po-
crypha), 54; (relation of O.T. to
N.T.), 69; soul’s origin, 175, 345;
theology, 4 £.; tradition and Scrip-
ture, 36-40, 41, 43, 44, 47; Trinity,
109, 110-15, 121, 124, 12§, 241, 269

Theodore of Mopsuestia: on baptism,
430-2; Christology, 302, 303-9,
310, 311, 314, 330; Church, 403;
eucharist (presence), 426, 444, 450;
(sacrifice), 452; free will, 373 f;
original sin, 373; sacraments, 422;
Scripture (exegesis), 75, 77 £.; (in~
spiration), 61, 64

Theodoret: 334; on chrism, 433 f;
Christology, 325 f., 328, 330, 331 .,
338 £.; Church, 402; ist (pre-
sence), 445; (sacrifice), 452; grace,
374; life everlasting, 487; onginal
sin, 373; Petrine texts, 408; re-
demption, 395 £.; Scripture (Apo-
crypha), ss; (exegesis), 76, 78;
tradition, 49
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Theodosius I, Emperor, 296, 302

Theodosius II, Emperor, 324, 326,
334, 338

Theodotus (banker), 116, 121, 140

Theodotus (leather-merchant), 116 £,

140
Theodotus, bishop of Laodicea, 289
Theognostus, 132 f.

Theophanies, O.T., 96 f., 273
Theophilus of Antioch, 27; on bap-

tism, 195; Fall, 168; free will, 166;

judgment, 467; resurrection of

body, 466; Scripture (O.T. and

N.’I}.,), 69; Spirit, 102, 104, 106;

Trinity, 85, 109; Word, 99
Theoria, 76 f.
Theotokos. See Mary, B.V.,

Toledo, Third council of (589), 439
Tradition, authority of, 30, 36;

fathers as interpreters of, 48-51;

meaning of, 30 f; oral, 37, 45;

relation of apostles to, 29 £, 36-42;

relation to Scripture, 29-5I;

written, 45 f; teaching of Athana-

sius, 31, 45, 47; Basil Caes., 45;

Clement Alex., 34, 43; Clement

Rom,, 32 £, 34, 35; Cyprian, 42;

Cyril Alex., 48 f; Epiphanius,

45 £.; Busebius, 45; Gregory Naz.,

45; Irenaeus, 36-9; Justin, 33;

Papias, 33; Polycarp, 33; Origen,

43, 47; Tertullian, 36, 39-41; Vin-

cent of Lérins, 49-51
Traditor, 410
Traducianism, 175, 345 £f.

Trinitas, Tertullian’s use of, 113
Trinity, Holy, baptism in name of,

194, 195, 411, 424, 425, 432; co-

inherence of Persons m, 264 f.; first

use of term, 102, III; position of

Spirit in, 255-63; teaching of Alex-

ander Alex., 224 £.; Ambrose, 269;

Arius, 229; Athanasius, 256-8;

Athenagoras, 99 £.; Augustine, 271~

279; ‘Bamabas’, 91 f.; Basil Caes.,

264, 265, 266, 268; Callistus, 123-5;

Clement Alex., 127 f; Clement

Rom.,, 9o f.; Didymus, 263; Diony-

sius Alex., 133-6; Dionysius Rom.,

133-6; Eusebius Caes., 225 f.; Eus-

tathius, 259, 260; Evagrius, 263,

264, 268, 269; Gregory Naz., 259-

268; Gregory Nyss., 261-8; Her-

mas, 93-5; Hippolytus, 110-15;

Ignatius, 92 f., 96; Irenaeus, 104-8;

Justin, 96-8, 102 f.; Marcellus of

Ancyra 240, £.; Noetus, 120; Nova-

s01

tian, 115 f., 126; Origen, 128-32;
Paul of Samosata, 117-19; Praxeas,
121; Sabellius, 121-3; Tatian, 98 f,,
102; Tertullian, 110 f, 113 f;
Theophilus, 99, 102, 104; Victori-
nus, 270 f.; Zephyrinus, 125

Tropici, 256 f.

Trypho, 19

Typology, 69-75, 76

Unction, 195, 207, 208

Union Symbeol, 328 £, 330, 331, 334,
342

dndaracis. See Hypostasis

Uriel, 18

Ursacius, 248

Valens (Arian bishop), 248

Valens (presbyter), 199

Valentinus (Gnostic), 23-5, 27, 150

Victor, Pope, 116

Victorinus: on grace, 357; redemp-
tion, 386 £., 388; soul’s origin, 345;
Trinity, 270 f., 273

Vincent of Lérins, 43, 371; on tradi-
tion, 49-51

Wisdom, 18, 21, 86, 95, 106, 109, 111,
117, 132, 224, 228, 283, 299, 462;
Sophia, 23, 24

Word: teaching of Apologists, 84-6,
9s-104; Antiochene fathers (268),
158 f; Arius, 226-31; Augustine,
336 f; Chalcedon, 338-42; Cle-
ment Alex., 127, 153 f.; Cyril
Alex., 317-23; Dionysius Alex.,
134 f.; Eusebius Caes., 160, 225 f.;
Hippolytus, 111-15, 149 f; 201,
202; Ignatius, 92; Irenaeus, 104-7;
Justin, 145-8; Leo, 337 f.; Mar-
cellus of Ancyra, 240-2; Modalists,
119 f; Nestorius, 311-17; Nova-
tian, 152 f.; Origen, 128-32, 154-8,
184, 186, 187; Paul of Samosata,
140; Tertullian, 111-15, 150-52;
Victorinus, 270. See Logos

‘Word-flesh Christology’, 146, 161,
281, 282, 285, 287, 289, 290, 291,
301, 302, 304, 310, 319, 322

‘Word-man Christology’, 281, 283,
285, 302, 304, 310

Xystus III, Pope, 328

Zeno of Citium, 12

Zephyrinus, Pope, 117, 120,121, 123~
125

Zosimus, Pope, 369 f.
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