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PREFACE

The former of these Dissertations is an attempt to examine

in some detail a single point of textual criticism, the true read-

ing of a phrase occurring in a cardinal verse of the New Testa-

ment. Once only has the evidence been discussed with

anything like adequate care and precision, namely in a valuable

article contributed by Professor Ezra Abbot to the American

Bibliotheca Sacra of October 1861. After having long had

occasion to study the matter pretty closely, I am unable to

accept the conclusions drawn by this eminent biblical scholar

;

and accordingly it seemed worth while to place on record the

results of an independent investigation. My own opinion has

not been formed hastily. Some years passed before increasing

knowledge and clearness of view respecting the sources of the

Greek text of the New Testament convinced me of the incor-

rectness of the received reading in John i 18. This conviction

did not however remove the sense of a certain strangeness in

the alternative phrase transmitted by the best authorities ; and

for a considerable time I saw no better solution of the difficulty

than a conjecture that both readings alike were amplifications

of a simpler original. It was a more careful study of the whole

context that finally took away all lingering doubt as to the

intrinsic probability of the less familiar reading.

In all cases where the text of a single passage is dealt with

separately, a deceptive disadvantage lies on those who have

H. b
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learned the insecurity of trying to interpret complex textual

evidence without reference to previously ascertained relation-

ships, either between the documents or between earlier lines

of transmission attested by the documents. Their method pre-

supposes a wide induction, the evidence for which cannot be set

out within reasonable limits. Thus, so far as they are able to

go beyond that naked weighing of 'authorities' against each

other which commonly passes as textual criticism in the case

of the New Testament, they are in danger of seeming to follow

an arbitrary theory, when they are in fact using the only

safeguard against the consecration of arbitrary predilection

under the specious name of internal evidence.

The exhibition of the documentary evidence itself needs

hardly any further preface. It will, I trust, be found more

completely and more exactly given than elsewhere : but the

additions and rectifications, though not perhaps without in-

terest, make no extensive change in the elementary data which

have to be interpreted, unless it be in some of the patristic

quotations. The decisiveness of the external evidence would

not be materially less if it were taken as it is presented in any

good recent apparatus : in other words, the legitimacy of an

appeal to internal evidence on less than the clearest and

strongest grounds would hardly be increased.

It is however in internal evidence that the supposed strength

of the case against the less familiar reading undoubtedly con-

sists : and throughout this part of the discussion I have had to

break fresh ground. What is said about the relation of the

eighteenth verse of St John's Prologue to preceding verses is

intended to meet the more serious of the two apparent difficul-

ties, that arising from supposed incongruity with the context

and supposed want of harmony with the language of Scripture

elsewhere, and is addressed equally to upholders of the received

reading and to those who distrust the originality of either
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reading. The question of relative probabilities of change in

transmission, less pertinent in itself, finds, I have tried to shew,

in the actual phenomena of the biblical and patristic texts an

opposite answer to the answer assumed by anticipation when

the manner in which ancient transcribers would be affected by

dogmatic proclivities is inferred from the crudities of modern

controversy. Here Professor Abbot's original argument is sup-

plemented by an ingenious article in the Theological Review

for October 1871, written by Professor James Drummond, and

also by a short paper in the Unitarian Review of June 1875 by

Professor Abbot himself, for a separate impression of which I

have to thank the author's courtesy. Had Professor Drum-

mond's article come into my hands sooner, I might have been

tempted to follow his speculations point by point. As it was,

it seemed best to refrain from rewriting an exposition of facts

which, if true, was fatal to <his very premisses. It was obviously

desirable that the comments on the evidence itself should be

encumbered as little as possible with controversial digressions,

though I have tried to do justice, in argument as well as in

mind, to every tangible suggestion adverse to my own conclu-

sions, whether offered in the articles already mentioned or else-

where. On the other hand against the verdicts of oracular

instinct I confess myself helpless : they must be left to work

their legitimate effect on such readers as find them impressive.

Since this Dissertation was set up in type as an academic

exercise some months ago, in which form it was seen by a few

friends, it has been revised and slightly enlarged under the

sanction required by the University Ordinances. The last three

of the appended Notes are likewise now first added. The two

longer of these supply illustrations of incidental statements in

the Dissertation rather than contributions to its argument.

Indeed I should be specially unwilling to seem to make the

principal issue in any way dependent on the theory propounded
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in the last Note. At the same time the history of the detached

phrase taken from the verse of St John cannot safely be

neglected in any thorough investigation of the text. Wet-

stein's pardonable but misleading confusion between the text

and the phrase was unfortunately overlooked by Dr Tregelles, to

whom belongs the credit of recalling attention to the passage,

and pointing out the inferiority of the external evidence for the

received reading. But Professor Abbot's warning against this

confusion carries us only a little way. The traditional use of

the phrase remains itself a part, though a subordinate part, of

the evidence ; and the remarkable inverseness of its currency

with that of the parent reading invited, if it did not necessitate,

an enquiry into the true construction of the corresponding

clauses in the Nicene Creed.

The latter Dissertation grew out of the last Note accom-

panying the former. The ' Constantinopolitan ' modification of

the Nicene language needed explanation : and while the recent

researches of friends had disproved the direct responsibility of

the Council of Constantinople for the Creed which bears the

same name, it was unsatisfactory to rest without investigating

whatever evidence might lead to a positive conclusion respect-

ing the origin of this Creed and the motives of its authors. But

the results actually obtained were wholly unexpected, and it

was only by degrees that they presented themselves. The

main outlines are, I trust, established : but it will be surprising

if no fresh data are brought to light by those whose knowledge

of early Christian literature and history is wider and surer than

mine. Continental criticism is unfortunately silent, with a

single exception, on most of the questions which I have had to

raise : and it has been disappointing to find how little help was

to be obtained, even on conspicuous points, from the studies in

the history of doctrine which have been carried on for the last
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two or three generations. The exception is furnished by Pro-

fessor C. P. Caspari of Christiania, whose book on Ungedruclcte,

unbeachtete, und wenig beachtete Quellen zur Geschichte des

Taiifsymbols und der Glaubensregel is a mine of new texts and

original illustrations. Although the separate obligations are all,

I hope, acknowledged in the proper places, it is a duty to say

here how much the latter pages of the Dissertation owe to his

patient and conscientious labours ; and the more since I have

been often obliged to dissent from his conclusions. Perhaps

it may be found a corroboration of the view here taken that it

serves to link together his scattered researches, so far as they

relate to Eastern Creeds. The publication of the Dictionary of

Christian Antiquities has given me the advantage of seeing

Mr Ffoulkes's articles on the Councils of Constantinople and

Antioch while the last sheets were passing through the press.

I have thus been led to add in a note the Greek text of the

fifth canon of Constantinople ; but have not found reason to

make any other change.

Both Dissertations are of a critical nature, and directed

solely towards discovering the true facts of history respecting

certain ancient writings. On the other hand I should hardly

have cared to spend so much time on the enquiry, had the

subject matter itself been distasteful, or had I been able to

regard it as unimportant. To any Christian of consistent belief

it cannot be indifferent what language St John employed on

a fundamental theme ; and no one who feels how much larger

the exhibition of truth perpetuated in Scripture is than any

propositions that have ever been deduced from it can be a

party to refusing it the right of speaking words inconvenient, if

so it be, to the various traditional schools which claim to be

adequate representatives of its teaching. Nor again is it of

small moment to understand rightly the still living and ruling
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doctrinal enunciations of the ancient Church, which cannot be

rightly understood while their original purpose is misappre-

hended. Even the best theological literature of that age, as of

every age, contains much which cannot possibly be true : and it

is difficult to imagine how the study of Councils has been found

compatible with the theory which requires us to find Conciliar

utterances Divine. But the great Greek Creeds of the fourth

century, and the 'Constantinopolitan' Creed most, will bear

severe testing with all available resources of judgement after

these many ages of change. Assuredly they do not contain all

truth, even within the limits of subject by which they were

happily confined. But their guidance never fails to be found

trustworthy, and for us at least it is necessary. Like other

gifts of God's Providence, they can be turned to deadly use

:

but to those who employ them rightly they are the safeguard

of a large and a progressive faith.
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ON THE WOKDS

MONOTENHC 0EOC

IN SCRIPTURE AND TRADITION

rpHE purpose of this Dissertation is to investigate the true

-*- reading of the last verse in the Prologue to St John's

Gospel (i 18). The result, I think it will be found, is to shew

that fiovo<yevrj<i 6eo<; should be accepted in place of the received

reading 6 fiovo<yevri<i wo?, alike on grounds of documentary

evidence, of probabilities of transcription, and of intrinsic fit-

ness. The reading of three primary Greek MSS. has been

known only within the last half-century ; so that naturally

this verse has not shared with other disputed texts of high

doctrinal interest either the advantages or the disadvantages of

repeated controversial discussion; and thus it offers a rare

opportunity for dispassionate study. The history of the phrase

fiovo<yevr)<; #eo? in early Greek theology, of which I have at-

tempted to give a rude outline, has also an interest of its

own.

The verse stands as follows in the better MSS. :

debv ovheis eoopa/cev iranroTe' fAovo<yevr)<i deb? 6 wv eh top

koXttov roil Trarpo'i e/cet^09 e^r/jqaaTO.

II. 1
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The Documentary Evidence for fiovoyevr/s #eo? consists of

Manuscripts: KBC*L 33 (K* omits the following 6 &v;

X c and 33 prefix 6).

Versions: the Vulgate ('Peshito') or Revised Syriac; the

margin of the Harclean Syriac ; the Memphitic ; and one of

the two iEthiopic editions (the Roman, reprinted in Walton's

Polyglott), in accordance with one of the two earlier British

Museum MSS., a third of the MSS. yet examined having both

readings 1
. The article is prefixed in the Memphitic rendering.

The Thebaic and the Gothic versions are not extant here.

6 fxovoyepr)? v!6<; is found in

Manuscripts: ACcEFGHKMSUVXrAAII and all known

cursives except 33.

Versions : the Old Latin (q has u. filius Dei) ; the Vulgate

Latin ; the Old Syriac ; the text of the Harclean Syriac ; the

Jerusalem Syriac Lectionary ; the Armenian ; and Mr Pell

Piatt's iEthiopic edition, in accordance with many MSS.

The Patristic evidence, though remarkable on any possible

view, admits of various interpretation on some points. The

grounds for the chief conclusions here stated will be found in a

note at the end : it must suffice here to mark the limits of

doubtfulness as clearly as the circumstances permit.

The reading fiovoyevrjs 0ec?, with or without o, in direct

quotations from St John or clear allusions to his text, is

attested as follows. Two independent reports of Valentinian

doctrine furnished by Clement of Alexandria (Exc. ex Theodoto,

p. 90S Pott.: a paraphrastic allusion a little later has vifc by a

natural combination, see p. 32), and Irenseus (p. 40 Mass.: cor-

rupted in the inferior MSS. of both Epiphanius, who sup-

plies the Greek, and the old translation, which in this allusion

is faithfully literal). Iren/EUS himself at least once (256), and

I strongly suspect two other times (255, 189) : in all three

places the original Greek is lost. Clement himself twice (G95,

95C : in the second place, where the language is paraphrastic,

1 It is impossible to convey a true in few words. Some particulars will

impression of the iEthiopic evidence be found in Note C.
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Clement has 6 //.. vto? 0ed?, as in a still looser paraphrase at

p. 102 he has 6 jjl. ..Aoyo? rfc iriarewi). Oeigen at least

three times (on John i 7 [the commentary on i 18 itself is

lost], iv. p. 89 Ru.; [on John i 19, p. 102, the reading of two

MSS. only is recorded, and they vary suspiciously between

6 /jb. vlo<; 6eo<i and 6 //.. v/09 rov Oeov ; in an indirect reference

shortly afterwards top p. stands without a substantive;] on John

xiii 23, p. 439 ; c. Cels. ii 71, p. 440, certainly in two MSS.,

apparently in all except two closely allied MSS., from which

De la Rue introduced uid?). Eusebius twice, once as an alter-

native not preferred by himself (De Eccl. Theol. p. 67, 6 fiovoye-

vrj? vlos, rj /jLovoyevrj? deos), and in one other exceptional but

seemingly unsuspicious place, p. 174. Epiphanius three or four

times (Ancor. p. 8 [the clear statement here confessedly leaves

no doubt as to the quotation at p. 7, hopelessly mangled in the

printed text] ; Panar. 612, 817). Basil at least twice (De Sj).

Sonet. 15, 17, pp. 12, 14 Garn., quotation and statement con-

firming each other, as the Benedictine editor notes, adding

that earlier editions, unsupported by any of his six MSS., read

1009 ; the quotation with v!6$ at p. 23, which has no note, may

therefore be only an unwary reprint). Gregory of Nyssa

ten times, always somewhat allusively, as is his usual manner

in citing Scripture, (c. Eunom. ii p. 432 [469 Migne] ; 447 [493]

;

478 [540] ; iii 506 [581] ; vi 605 [729] ; viii 633 [772] ; ix 653

[801] ; x 681 [841]; De vit. Mos. 192 [i 336] ; Horn, xiii in

Cant. 663 [i 1045]: on the other hand mo? is printed twice,

c. Eun. ii 466 [521]; Ep. ad Flav. 648 [iii 1004]). The (Ho-

mceousian) Synod of Ancyra in 358 (in Epiph. Pan. 851 C : the

allusion here is reasonably certain
1
). DiDYMUS three times (De

Trin. i 26 p. 76 ; ii 5, p. 140 [cf. i 15, p. 27] ; on Ps. lxxvi 14,

p. 597 Cord, [with absolute certainty by the context, though

tuo? is printed] : an allusion on Ps. cix 3, p. 249 Cord, or 284

Mai, drops the substantive). Cyril of Alexandria (ad I.

1 The laxity of a reference to Prov. guarded by ample previous exposition

viii 25 (vlov for yevv$ fie) in the same (852 BC, 853 B—D) : here it would

sentence was unavoidable, and it was have been gratuitous and misleading.

1—2
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p. 103 [without 6] by Mr Pusey's best MS. and repeated refer-

ences in the following comment), and in at least three other

places (Thes. 137, [without 6] 237; Dial, quod Unus, 768: twice

(Thes. 365 ; Adv. Nest. 90 *) Aubert's text has vlos, which will

probably have to give way, as it has had to do in the com-

mentary 2
. To these might perhaps be added the emperor

Julian (p. 333 Spanh.), for though the fall quotation and one

subsequent reference have vios, another has #eo?, which the

argument seems on the whole to require.

The patristic evidence for [6] fjt,oroyevr)<i vlS? has next to

be given. Irenaeus twice, but only in the Latin translation

(see above), and exactly in the Old Latin form, with nisi in-

serted before unigenitus, and once with Dei added to Filius, so

that we seem to have the reading of the translator, as often,

not of Irenseus. Hippolytus (c. Noetum 5) without 6: all

depends on Fabricius's editing of a modern copy of a single

Vatican MS., and the context is neutral. An Epistle from

certain bishops at Antioch (260—270 A.D.) to Paul of Samo-

sata (Routh, R. S. iii 297), again dependent on a single MS.,

unexamined for some generations, and with the detached

phrase rov fiovoyevrj vlbv rov 9eov 0e6v occurring not long before.

The Latin version of the "Acts" of the disputation between

Archelaus and Mani, c. 32, where again the inserted nisi

shews the impossibility of deciding whether author or trans-

lator is responsible. Eusebius of C^esarea six times, De

Eccl. Theol. p. 67 (with 0eo? as an alternative, see above), 86,

92, 142; in Ps. lxxiv. p. 440 Mont.; in Es. vi. p. 374. Eu-

1 In this case the text is also Pusey's parent conflict of text and context has

(p. 170); but it rests on a single MS. been lately pointed out by Prof. Abbot,

of the fifteenth century: it is followed who still regards the reading as only

in a few lines by 8 ye /xqv iv koXitq rov doubtful. The possibility of reconci-

Oeov Kal irarpos p.ovoyepr)S 0eos \6yos. ling with the actual language an infer-

2 In the ' Dialogues ' of an unknown ential argument from John i 18 con-

C,esarius (Inter. 4, post Greg. Naz. iv tainiug vlos seems to me infinitesimal

:

8G4 Migne), probably of the fifth if not but I am content to leave Ca;sarius in

a later century, the context implies a note.

dos, though i/(6s is printed. The ap-
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STATHius, De Engastr. p. 387 All. Alexander of Alexandria,

Ep. ad Alex, in Theodoret, H. E. i 3; but with the detached

phrase rov fiovoyevovs deov on the next page. AxHANASlUS

seven times (Ep. de Deer. Nic. 13, 21; Or. c. Ar. ii G2; iv

10, 19, 20, 26). Gregory of Nazianzus, Orat. xxix 17.

Basil of Csesarea, Ep. 234, p. 358, besides one of the three

places in the De Spiritu Sancto already mentioned, where

at least one Moscow MS. has 6eos : but the evidence adduced

above casts doubt on both places. Gregory of Nyssa twice

(see p. 3); but the reading is most suspicious. Titus OF

Bostra {adv. Man. p. 85 Lag. : but p. 93 6 /j,. vl6<; 0e6<»).

Theodore of Mopsuestia {ad I. bis in Mai, N. P. B. vii 397 f.).

Chrysostom ad I., and later writers generally. On Julian

see p. 4.

It is unsatisfactory that so much of the patristic testimony

remains uncertain in the present state of knowledge ; but such

is the fact. Much of the uncertainty, though not all, will

doubtless disappear when the Fathers have been carefully

edited. In familiar passages scribes, editors, and translators

vie with each other in assimilating biblical quotations to the

texts current among themselves ; and from the nature of the

case the process is always unfavourable to ancient readings,

whether true or false, which went out of use comparatively

early. It would therefore be absurd to treat the uncertainty

as equally favourable to both readings. Where we have a

Greek original, without various reading noted, and without

contradictory context, wo? has a right to claim the authority

provisionally, in spite of private suspicions : but it would be

unreasonable to concede to vio<; any appreciable part in Origen,

Gregory of Nyssa, Didymus, or Cyril—I ought to add, in Ire^-

nseus or Basil—notwithstanding the variations already men-

tioned. Serious doubt must also rest on an isolated u/09 in a

neutral context, when, as in the case of the Epistles of the

Antioch bishops and of Alexander, fiovoyevrjs Beos is found at

no great distance, though without any obvious reference to

John i 18 : the doubt is not removed by the fact that one or
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two Latin Fathers 1 have unigenitus Filius in their quotation,

and unigenitus Dens often elsewhere.

To gather up the documentary evidence with the usual

abbreviations, we have

0eo9 KBC*L 33

Memph. Syr.vulg. Syr.hcl.mg. [?Aeth.]

*Valentiniani. Iren. *Clem. *Orig. [Euseb.]

tSyn.Anc. *Epiph. *Did. *Bas. *Greg.Nyss. *Cyr.Al.

Cf. Caes.

*ufe AX&c. &c. [?D]

Latt.omn. Syr.vet. Syr.hcl. Syr.hier. Arm. [Aeth.codd.]

[?? Iren.(lat.)] ?fEp.Ant. ? *Act.Arch, (lat.) *Etjseb.

*Ath. fEust. ?fAlex.AI. [??Bas.] Greg.Naz. [??Greg.

Nyss.] fTit.Bost. *Theod.Mops. *Chrys., &c.

Testimonies marked with * prefixed are clear and suffi-

cient : those marked with
-f-
depend on a single quotation,

with a neutral context. The Latin Fathers, as almost

always, attest only what was read in the Latin versions

:

all Latin authorities have unions Filius or unigenitus

Filius. q adding Dei.

Against the four best uncials ino? has no tolerable uncial

authority to set except A and X, of which even A is in the

Gospels very inferior to any one of the four, much more to

their combination, and it is here deserted even by Syr.vulg., its

usual companion, while 33 is approached by no other cursive.

Manifestly wrong readings of AX and their associates abound

hereabouts as everywhere: see i 16, 21, 26 bis, 27 quater, 30,

31, 39, 42, &c: when D is added, wrong readings still recur, as

ill 34 ; iv 2, 21, 25, 36, 37, 39, 42, 52, &c. The solitary posi-

tion of 33 among cursives here arises from the peculiarity of its

position generally, and not merely from its comparative excel-

lence, great as that is. The good readings supported by the

1 Hilary and Fulgcntius. The latter Dens, but doubtless riot from a Latin

twice quotes the text with unigenitus copy of the Gospels.
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other good cursives of the Gospels are, with rare exceptions,

found likewise in the authorities called 'Western', such as

D and the early Latins ; that is, their ancient element is

almost wholly 'Western', for good and for evil: the ancient

element in 33 on the other hand can be only in part 'Western',

for it abounds in true ancient readings which, as here, have

little or no 'Western' authority. That the Old Syriac has

twos is quite natural, when it has so many early 'Western'

readings : what is really singular is the introduction of 0eo<?

at the revision, when few changes came in at variance with

the late Antiochian text (Theodore, Chrysostom, &c.) ; and as

#eo? is not an Antiochian reading, its support by the Syriac

Vulgate acquires especial weight. Among early versions this

and the invaluable Memphitic more than balance the Old

Latin and Old Syriac, which so often concur against BCL
Memph. in wrong readings of high antiquity, as i 4, 24, 26,

38, 42 ; iii 8, 25 ; iv 9. In the later versions twos has no

doubt the advantage.

The Ante-nicene Fathers- follow the analogy of the versions.

With the exception of the Antioch epistle, twos occurs in writers

with a predominantly Western type of text, Hippolytus and

Eusebius (compare the gloss in iii 6 at p. 72 of the Be Ecc.

Th.) ; while Irenaeus leaves their company to join Clement and

Origen in behalf of #eo?. After Eusebius the two readings are

ranged in singular conformity with the general character of the

respective texts generally. Cyril of Alexandria, Didymus, Epi-

phanius, are almost the only Post-nicene writers in whom we

find any considerable proportion of the true ancient readings

of passages corrupted in the common late text, while Basil and

Gregory of Nyssa have also a sprinkling of similar readings, a

larger sprinkling probably than Athanasius or Gregory of

Nazianzus, certainly than Theodore, Chrysostom, or their suc-

cessors. Thus it comes out with perfect clearness that v/09 is

one of the numerous Ante-nicene readings of a 'Western' type

(in the technical not the strictly geographical sense of the

word) which were adopted into the eclectic fourth century
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text that forms the basis of later texts generally. As far

as external testimony goes, #eo? and w'05 are of equal anti-

quity : both can be traced far back into the second century.

But if we examine together any considerable number of read-

ings having the same pedigree as vlos, certain peculiar omissions

always excepted, we find none that on careful consideration

approve themselves as original in comparison with the alter-

native readings, many that are evident corrections. No like

suspiciousness attaches to the combination of authorities which

read 0eo?. Analysis of their texts completely dissipates the

conjecture, for it is nothing more, that they proceed from an

imagined Egyptian recension. The wrong readings which they

singly or in groups attest can be traced to various distant ori-

gins, and their concordance marks a primitive transmission

uncorrupted by local alterations. Such being the case, #eo<? is

commended to us as the true reading, alike by the higher cha-

racter of the authorities which support it, taken separately, and

by the analogy of readings having a similar history in ancient

times.

External evidence is equally decisive against the insertion

of 6, omitted by the four uncials, one passage of Origen pro-

bably (c. Cels. ii 71), and two of Cyril (ad I. and Thes. 257).

On such a point the evidence of versions and quotations is

evidently precarious.

Probabilities of Transcription will doubtless be easily re-

cognised as favourable to #eo?. Movoyevrjs deos is an unique

phrase, unlikely to be suggested to a scribe by anything lying

on the surface of the context, or by any other passage of

Scripture. Movoyevrjs vlo<; (the reading of Hippolytus and of

Eusebius once, in Ps.), and still more 6 fiovoyevrjs vies, is a

familiar and obvious phrase, suggested by the familiar sense

of fiovo<yevr)<i in all literature, by the contrast to rov 7rarpc<i in

the same verse (and irapa Trarpos in 14), by two other early

passages of this Gospel (iii 16, ware tov vlbv tov fiovoyevrj

eScdicev, and iii 18, oti p,rj ireirlcnevKev et? to ovop.a tov p.ovo-
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yevovs vlov rov Oeov), and by a passage of St John's first

Epistle (iv 9, on rov vlov avrov rov /xovoyevrj cnrearakKev

6 0eo<; eh rov Koo-fxov). The always questionable suggestion of

dogmatic alteration is peculiarly out of place here. To the

Monogenes in the Ogdoad of the Valentinians, among whom by

a mere accident we first meet with this and other important

verses of St John, #eo<? could be only an awkward appendage :

the Valentinians of Clement take it up for a moment, make a

kind of use of it as a transitional step explaining how St John

came to give the predicate deo? (in i 1) to Logos, whom they

anxiously distinguish from Monogenes (= Arche), and then pass

on to their own proper view, in which Sonship alone appears as

the characteristic mark of Monogenes ; while the Valentinians

of Irenaeus content themselves with reciting the bare phrase

('Ioniwj??. .

.'

Ap%rjv rcva inrortOerac rb irpwrov yevvr\Qev [_sic] virb

rov Oeov, o Brj teal Tiov. kcll M.ovoyevt} Oeov Ke/cXrj/cev, iv oj

ra iravra 6 Harr)p irpoefiaXe o-irepfjbaTL'cw'i) and leaving it, justi-

fying i 1 by the general remark to yap i/c Oeov yevvqOev 0e6$

Io-tlv, but not otherwise referring again to any Oeb<s except Him
whom St John, they say, distinguishes in i 1 from Arche (= Son)

and Logos. Neither in the Valentinian nor in any other known

Gnostical system could there have been any temptation to

invent such a combination as /novoyevrjs 0e6$. Nor is it easy

to divine what controversial impulse within the Church could

have generated it in the second century ; for the various doc-

trinal currents of that period are sufficiently represented in

later controversies of which we possess records, and yet there

is, I believe, no extant writer of any age, except that very

peculiar person Epiphanius 1
, who makes emphatic controversial

appeal either to 0e6? per se, or to 0eo? as coupled with fxovo-

yevr)<s, or (with a different purpose) to p-ovoyevr]^ as coupled

with #£o?, whether in this verse or in the derivative detached

phrase mentioned hereafter. The whole verse, with either

1 Also Csesarius, if the printed vibs against St John in this verse, if I am
is wrong. The emperor Julian may be right in surmising that /xofoyev^s Oeos

added, as finding matter of accusation was the reading before him.
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reading, soars above the whole extant theology of the second

century antecedent to the great Catholic writers at its close

:

but I could almost as easily believe that that age invented

St John's Gospel, as some learned persons say it did, as that

it invented fiovoyevfj? #eo\\ Once more, assuming ^ovoyevr)<i

deos to have obtained a footing in MSS., we cannot suppose

that it would gain ground from 6 fjuovoyev^ vlo<; in transcription,

unless we trust modern analogies more than actual evidence.

The single fact that fiovoyevrjs deos was put to polemical use

by hardly any of those writers of the fourth century who pos-

sessed it, either as a reading or as a phrase, shews how unlikely

it is that the writers of our earliest extant MSS. were mastered

by any such dogmatic impulse in its favour as would overpower

the standing habits of their craft.

The only other possible explanation is pure accident. The

similarity of YC to OC, though doubtless greater than that of

the words at full length, is hardly strong enough to support

a word forming a new and startling combination, though it

might be able to cooperate in a transition to so trite a term

as fj,ovoyevrj<i vlo<;. But a still more serious objection to this

suggestion is the absence of the article in what we must con-

sider the primitive form of the reading, /jLovoyevr/s #eo?. Sup-

posing for the sake of argument that YC might pass into OC,

the change would still have left 6 standing ten letters back,

and there would have been as little temptation to drop 6 before

Oeos as before wo?, as is shown by the profuseness with which

the Fathers (and their scribes) supplied it subsequently. On the

other hand the known boldness of 'Western' paraphrase would

have had little scruple in yielding to the temptation of in-

serting 6 after changing vios to 0eo?, whether immediately or

after an interval in which the article remained absent.

Thus, on grounds of documentary evidence and probabilities

of transcription alike, we are irresistibly led to conclude that

Hovoyevr)? 0ec? was the original from which 6 /j,ovoyevr)<; vie?

and 6 iiovoyevr}? proceeded. More than this no evidence from

without can establish : but in a text so amply attested as that
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of the New Testament we rightly conclude that the most

original of extant readings was likewise that of the author

himself, unless on full consideration it appears to involve a

kind and degree of difficulty such as analogy forbids us to

recognise as morally compatible with the author's intention,

or some other peculiar ground of suspicion presents itself.

This is perhaps the best place to mention a third reading

to which Griesbach was somewhat inclined (it must be re-

membered that BC were as yet assumed to agree with most

MSS. in reading vi6$, and fc$ was unknown), and which at one

time seemed to me probable, namely 6 fiovoyevrjs without either

substantive. It is supported however by neither MS. nor

version except the Latin St Gatien's MS., but by a few quota-

tions in Greek and Latin Fathers, almost wholly writers who use

one or other of the fuller readings elsewhere; the only con-

siderable exception being Cyril of Jerusalem (Cat. vii 11). It

is doubtless common to find different authorities completing an

originally elliptic or condensed expression in different ways.

But the stray instances of 6 fiovoyevijs and Unigenitus are suffi-

ciently explained by the extreme frequency of this simple form

of phrase in the theological writings of the fourth and fifth

centuries. Nor, on an attentive scrutiny, does it commend

itself even as a conjecture, these unsubstantial shreds of

authority being discarded. To those indeed who justly recog-

nise the conclusiveness of the evidence which shews that ftoro-

ryevrj$ 6eo<i cannot be a corruption of 6 fiovoyev))? v/09, yet are

unable to believe that St John wrote it, 6 fiovoyevr/s affords the

best refuge. In sense it suits the immediate context, having

in this respect an advantage over 6 fiovoyevrjs vlos; though it

seems to me to fail in relation to the larger context formed by

the Prologue, and to lack the pregnant and uniting force which

I hope to shew to be possessed by fiovoyev>)<; #eo<?. But serious

difficulties as to transcription have to be added to the want of

external evidence. It is as inconceivable that #ec? should have

been supplied to complete 6 fiovoyev)]? in the second century,

with the further omission of the article, as that 6 fiovoyevi]^ vlo<i
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should have been altered to fiovoyev>}<; 6e6$. Nor is the case

improved by supposing accidental errors arising out of simi-

larity of letters, CO becoming COCO, and being lost after €.

It would be an extraordinary coincidence either that both slips

of the pen should take place at the same transcription, though

separated by MONOTENHC; or that two corruptions of the

same clause should take place at different times, yet both before

the earliest attested text of the New Testament. And again to

suppose fiovoyevt]? without 6 to be the true reading would only

change one difficulty for another: fiovoyev^ without either

article or substantive, followed by 6 u>v, and caught up by

e/eem>?, would be harsh beyond measure. Thus the conjectural

omission of the substantive produces no such satisfying results

as could for a moment bring it into competition with the best

attested reading, except on the assumption that the best attest-

ed reading is impossible.

Accordingly the field of criticism is now in strictness nar-

rowed to the alleged impossibility of fiovoyevrjs #eo?. It will

however be well for several reasons to examine the readings on

their own positive merits, without reference to the strong asser-

tions of private and overpowering instinct by which criticism is

sometimes superseded. We have therefore, thirdly, to consider

Intrinsic Fitness.

St John's Prologue falls clearly and easily into three

divisions

:

(a) 1. The Word in His Divine relations in eternity ante-

cedently to creation.

(£) 2—13. The Word in His relations to creation, and

especially to man, chiefly if not altogether antecedently to the

Incarnation.

(7) 14—18. The Word as becoming flesh, and especially

as thereby making revelation.

(The two digressions 6—8, 15, in which the Baptist's office

of witness is put forth in contrast, do not concern us here.)

The first division ends with the simple affirmation that the

Word, who was 737309 tov deov, was Himself Oeos. In the
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second division, after the initial ovto? which reintroduces the

second clause of verse 1, His original name is not repeated

:

He is presented as the universal Life, and as the Light of

mankind ; coming into the world, and ignored by it ; visiting

His own special home, and receiving no welcome there, though

in a manner accepted elsewhere : so ends the history of the

old world. The third division pronounces at once the name

unheard since verse 1, but now as part of the single stupendous

phrase 6 \6yos aap% iyevero, and adds the visible sojourning

of the Word 'among us', whereby disciples were enabled to

behold His glory. This glory of His is further designated, by

a single phrase which is a parenthesis within a parenthesis, as

being "a glory as of an only-begotten from a father". Neither

the Son nor the Father, as such, has as yet been named,

and they are not named here : there is but a suggestion by

means of a comparison (the. particle gjs and the absence of

articles being mutually necessary), because no image but the

relation of a fxovoyev^ to a father can express the twofold

character of the glory as at once derivative and on a level with

its source. Then the interrupted sentence closes in its original

form with the description ir\r]pT]^ %apiTo<; kcli akr)Bda<$, fol-

lowed, after the interposition of the Baptist's testimony, by a

notice of this fulness of grace as imparted to Christians, and

its contrast with the preceding Law. Finally verse 18 ex-

pounds the full height of this new revelation. Now, as truly

as under the Law (Ex. xxxiii 20; Deut. ix 12), Deity as such

remains invisible, although the voice which commanded has

been succeeded by "the Truth" which was "beheld". Yet a

self-manifestation has come from the inmost shrine : One of

whom Deity is predicable under that highest form of deriva-

tive being which belongs to a Hpvoyevrjs, not one of imperfect

Deity or separate and external place but He who in very

truth is eh tov koXttov tou irarpb^y—He, the Word, inter-

.
preted Deity to the world of finite beings.

Part of this meaning is undeniably carried by the common

reading 6 p,ovoyevr)s w'69 ; but incongruously, and at best only
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a part. Here as in v. 14 special force lies in fiovoyevifc in

contrast to the share possessed by one among many brethren

;

and for this purpose vlos adds nothing, if indeed it does not

weaken by making that secondary which was meant to be

primary, for other 'children of God' had just been mentioned

(vv. 12, 13). There would also be something strangely abrupt in

the introduction of the complete phrase 6 fiovoyevr]^ vios, as a

term already known, which ill suits the careful progress of

St John : the leap from w? [xovo<yevov<; irapa warpo? would be

too sudden ; the absence of any indication identifying 6 vto<s

with the Word would be dangerously obscure, while the article

would mar the integrity of the Prologue by giving its crowning

sentence a new subject in place of 6 X0709; and in any case

a designative name would serve the argument less than a

recital of attributes. This last point comes out more clearly

as we follow the exquisitely exact language of the whole verse.

The ruling note is struck at once in 0e6v, set before ovSek in

emphatic violation of the simple order which St John habitu-

ally uses : and further 6eov has no article, and so comes vir-

tually to mean 'One who is God', 'God as being God',

and perhaps includes the Word, as well as the Father 1
. In

exact correspondence with Oeov in the first sentence is fiovo-

<yevrjs #eo? in the second. The parallelism brings out the

emphasis which the necessary nominative case might other-

wise disguise, and a predicative force is again won by the

absence of the article. St John is not appealing to a recog-

nised name, as an inserted article would have seemed to imply,

but setting forth those characteristics of the Revealer, already

described (v. 14) as 'the Word', which enabled Him to bring

men into converse with 'the Truth' of God, though the be-

holding of God was for thera impossible. It needed but a

single step to give the attribute /xovoyevr^ to Him whose glory

had been already called a glory as of a fj,ovoyev>)<; from a father.

It needed no fresh step at all to give Him the attribute 0eo?,

for He was the Word, and the Word had at the outset been

1 Cf. Greg. Naz. Ep. 101 p. 87 a, Otorijs yap nad' iavTTjv aoparos.
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declared to be #eo?. The two elements of the phrase having

thus been prepared, it remained only to bring them together,

associating Deity with Him as Son (for that much is directly

involved in the single term fiovoyevrj?) as expressly as it had

been already associated with Him as Word ; and then the com-

bination is fixed and elucidated by the further description 6

a>v eh tov tcoXirov tov irctTpo^. It begins with the article, for

now that One has been called p,ovoyevrj<: Oeos,—and in One alone

can both attributions meet,—there is no longer need for gene-

rality of language ; we exchange " One that is— " for " He that

is
—

". In like manner now that He has been set forth as actually

fiovoyevfc as well as 6eos, it has become right to speak defi-

nitely of tov iraTpbs. The connecting phrase wv eh tov koXttov

is a repetition of 6 X0709 fjv 7rpc? tov 6eov, translated into

an image appropriate to the relation of Son to Father.

Thus St John is true to his office of bringing to light hidden

foundations. The name 'The Word', in which he condenses

so much of the scattered teaching of our Lord and the earlier

apostles, leads gradually, as he expounds it, to the more widely

current idea of Sonship, which after the Prologue he employs

freely; and yet is not lost, for e^rjyrjcraTo suggests at once the

still present middle term of v. 1 through which fiovoyevrj?

has become linked to 6e6$. The three salient verses of the

Prologue are 1, 14, 18. These by themselves would suffice to

express the absolute primary contents of St John's ' message '

:

the intervening verses are properly a statement of the ante-

cedents of the Gospel, and of its' meaning as illustrated by its

relation to its antecedents. Verse 1 declares the Word to have

been 'in the beginning' 0ec9; verse 14 states that the Word,

when He became flesh, was beheld to have a glory as of a

fxovoyevrjs ; verse 18 shews how His union of both attributes

enabled Him to bridge the chasm which kept the Godhead

beyond the knowledge of men. Without /xovoyevrjs 0e6s the end

1 Cf. Cyr. Al. ad 1. p. 107 b, iwetdri irarpos, iW vofjrcu Kal vlos e£ avrov

yap 2<pr) Movoyevfj Kal Qeof, rlOrjviv Kal ee avrij) (pvaiKws k.t.\.

cv6i>$ '0 cSc kv rols koXttois tov
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of the Prologue brings no clear recollection of the beginning

:

0eo<; is the luminous word which recites afresh the first verse

within the last, and in its combination with iiovoyevrp crowns

and illustrates the intervening steps.

It is therefore vain to urge against the phrase that it is

unique in the New Testament. The whole Prologue is unique,

and fiovoyevrjs 6e6<; seems to belong essentially to a single defi-

nite step in the Prologue. No writer except St John applies

fMovoyevrfs to our Lord at all, and he only in the three other

closely connected places already cited. In each of them there

is a distinctly perceptible reason why vies should be intro-

duced; and moreover there were obvious objections to the

employment by St John of the definite title 6 fj.ovoyevr)<i 6eU,

that is, with the article. If we examine the combination dis-

passionately, it is hard to see in it anything inconsistent with

the theology of St John, unless the idea of an antecedent

Fatherhood and Sonship within the Godhead, as distinguished

from the manifested Sonship of the Incarnation, is foreign to

him. This idea is nowhere enunciated by him in express

words; but it is difficult to attach a meaning to 6 a>v ek rov

koXttov tov irarpos on any other view, and it is surely a natural

deduction from the Prologue as a whole (with either reading)

except on the quaint Valentinian theory that the subjects of

vv. 14 and 18 are different, while it seems impossible to divine

how he can have otherwise interpreted numerous sayings of our

Lord which he records. The paradox is not greater than in the

other startling combination 6 Xt/yo? aap^ iyevero, the genuine-

ness of which no one affects to question, though its force has

been evaded in different directions in all ages.

The sense of fjbovoyev^ is fixed by its association with uto?

in the other passages, especially v. 14, by the original and

always dominant usage in Greek literature, and by the pre-

vailing consent of the Greek Fathers. It is applied properly

to an only child or offspring ; and a reference to this special

kind of unicity is latent in most of the few cases in which

it does not lie on the surface, as of the Phoenix in various
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authors, the povoyevr)? ovpavo? of Plato {Tim. 31 b) as made by

the 'Father' of all (28c), and the povoyevrjs Koapos of writers

who follow him. Instances are not entirely wanting in which

povoyevr)? is used of things that are merely alone in their kind

(as if from yivos, and in its widest sense) ; but this rare laxity

of popular speech, confined, if I mistake not, to inanimate

objects, cannot be rightly accepted here. It finds indeed some

support from Gregory of Nazianzus (Orat. xxx 20 p. 554 a)

and Ammonius (on iii 16 in the catenae) : but Basil's simple

rendering (adv. Eun. ii 20 p. 256 a) 6 povos yevvrjOefc, put

forward in opposition to Eunomius's arbitrary invention 6

irapa povov yevopevos, (compare Athanasius's negative defini-

tion, Or. c. Ar. ii 62 p. 530 A, 6 yap rot povoyevi)? ovtc ovtoov

aXkwv d&eX^oov povoyevrjs icntv,) expresses the sense of the

greater writers of different ages
1

, though they sometimes add

etc povov to povos. While however the idea conveyed by the

verb itself in the paraphrase povos yevvrjOefc belongs essen-

tially to the sense, the passive form goes beyond it, as perhaps

even in unigenitus, and the narrower sense of the English verb

in 'only-begotten' departs still further from the Greek. If 6

p. vios were the true reading, it would on the whole be a gain

to adopt ' the only Son' from Tyndale in iii 16, 18, and from

the English Apostles' Creed, where ' only' represents the povo-

yevr/s of this or the other like passages, as 'only-begotten' repre-

sents it in the 'Nicene ' Creed of the EnglishCommunionService.

But no such expedient is possible with povoyevr)? Oeos ; and so

the choice lies between some unfamiliar word, such as ' sole-

born', and the old rendering which certainly exaggerates the

peculiarity of the Greek phrase, though it may be defended

by imperfect analogies from other passages of the New Testa-

1 A few out of the many somewhat elmi Kapirou irarpcKov: again ws

later patristic illustrations of the true yuo'eos <pv crocus yevvijdeis: again

sense are collected, not without con- ws /wVos cpvaitcws yewriQeLs: again

fusion in the appended remarks, by el 8e /x»?5eis iruiroTe p,ovoyeves to pavov

Petau de Trin. ii 10 10 ff
.

; vii 11 tpyov K^Xij/ce, 7rws 6 vlos ws yevop,e-

3 ff. Cyr.Al. Thes. 239 f. is specially vos dXX' ovx us yewnOels p.ovoyevr)<:

clear: p.ovoyei>7}s...b'ta to p.6vov tovtov vo-qdrjaeTai;

n. 2
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ment. A change of a different kind however seems absolutely

required, either the insertion of 'One who is', or the resolved

rendering ' An Only-begotten who is God, even He who &c.'

:

without some such arrangement the predicative force of jjlovo-

yevr/s 0eo? is lost, and the indispensable omission of the English

article becomes perilous.

But these matters of translation do not affect, though they

illustrate, the primary question as to St John's own Greek

text. I have, I trust, now given sufficient reasons for con-

cluding not only that novoyevrjs 0eo<? presents no such over-

whelming difficulty as to forbid its acceptance notwithstanding

the weight of evidence in its favour, but that the whole

Prologue leads up to it, and, to say the least, suffers in unity if

it is taken away.

All these considerations are entirely independent of the

truth of any theological doctrines which have been deduced, or

may be deduced, from St John's text. When it is urged that

certain words are incongruous with the context and with St

John's teaching generally, it becomes legitimate and perhaps

necessary to discuss their genuineness on grounds of sense
;

and not the less legitimate where, as in this case, the sense is

manifestly theological, the criterion for the present purpose

being not doctrinal truth but doctrinal congruity. Since

however it is matter of fact that a fear of theological con-

sequences is acting in restraint of dispassionate judgement,

and that in opposite quarters, I feel justified in appending

to the critical discussion a few remarks on the treatment

of /jLoioyevrjs 6eo<i in ancient times, which may at least sug-

gest some diffidence in relying on the infallibility of modern

instincts.

The list already given of Fathers who read [6] /xovoyevr,? tfeo?

in their text of John i 18 takes no account of the much more

widely diffused use of the phrase [6] fiovoyevj)<i 0eo? without a

biblical context. Professor Ezra Abbot justly points out that
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the phrase in itself affords no sufficient evidence as to the

reading of St John followed by those who employ it, since it is

a favourite with one or two who undeniably read b p.ovoyevr)<; vlbs

when they quote the Gospel 1
. Yet it is equally true that this

widely spread usage bears an indirect testimony which may be

fitly noticed here, partly by its mere existence, partly by its

probable connexion with public formularies.

Origen's voluminous remains contain the detached phrase

fA.ovoyevrj'i debs eight or ten times, usually softened by the

addition of X070? or in some other way. It lurks in one place

in the Antioch Epistle against Paul of Samosata (ov ovk aXXov

iteirelapse6a r) tov pbovoyevr) vlbv tov deov deov, p. 292), and

ought, I suspect, to be restored to another (tovtov Be tov vlbv,

yevvrjTov puovoyevrj
*f*

vlbv'f, elicbva tov uoparov deov Tvy%a-

vovTa,...7rpb aloovcov ovra ov irpoyvwcreL a\\ ovata Kai vKoaraaei,

debv deov vlbv, p. 290), where the second vlbv cannot be sus-

tained by any punctuation, but must either be omitted or, with

better reason, exchanged for debv. With these exceptions it

is, I believe, absent from the extant Ante-nicene literature,

notwithstanding the diffusion of the corresponding biblical text.

The absence of this reading from good secondary MSS. and

from almost all the later versions shews how rapidly it was

superseded in the fourth and fifth centuries
;
yet we encounter

the phrase itself on all sides in this period, and certainly not

least abundantly in the latter part of the fourth century.

Without attempting an exhaustive list, it may be useful to

set down the following names and references, partly taken from

Wetstein and other critics, partly from my own notes. Atha-

nasius (c. Gent. 41 p. 40 C, Sib ical 6 tovtov X0709 wn ical ov

avvdeTos, dX)C eh ical pLOVoyevrjs debs, b ical i/c iraTpbs ola irrjyrjs

dyadrjs dyadbs irpoeXdcbv ; c. A-poll. ii 5 p. 944 A, oJ^i dvdpomov

irpbs tov debv ovros, C09 vfiels avtco<pavTovvTe<; Xeyere, Btaav-

povTes to tqov XpLaTiavGov puvaTrjpLov, d\\d deov tov pLOvoyevov?

1 The few Greek writers coming or otherwise doubtful, canuot properly

under this description, all of whose be taken into account,

quotations with wox are either solitary

2—2
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[i.e. One who is God, even 6 fwvoyevijs deosi] evhoKiqcravTos rep

TrXrjpcofxarc t?;9 Oeorvro? uvtov r>)v tov dp^erv7rov ifKaaiv av-

dpwlTOV KCLl TT0l7]<TiV KCLlVrjV €K fAr)TpCL<$ TTdpdeVOV dvCL(TT7](Taa6ai

eavroj (f>vcu/cf) (yevvr/cret, ical akvru) evooaec) ; Arms (ap. Ath. de

Syn. 15 p. 728 E, Xolttov 6 vlo<;...p,ovoy6vfj<i 6eo<; iart; Epiph.

Haer. 732A, 6 vld'i...6e\r}pLaTi ical (3ov\,{) vire<JTr) irpb yjiovwv ical

7rpo alwvcov Tr\r)pr)<s 6e6s pbovoyevr, 1? dvaWoltoTos*) ; Alexander

the bishop of Alexandria with whom Arius eame into conflict

(1. C. p. 734 Noess. r] rov pLovoyevovs 6eov a^e/cS^/y^TO? inroara-

c-ts); Marcellus (ap. Eus. c. Marc, i 4 p. 19 c
2

) ; Asterius (ap.

Ath. Or. c. At. ii 37 p. 505 c [v. L] ; de Syn. 18 p. 732 b)
;

Theodoras of Heraclea (on Isaiah in Mai, K P. B. vi 226) ;

Eusebius [of Emesa, by Thilo's identification] {de fide &c. [Latine]

in Sirmondi Opp. i 3 b, 16 D, 22 a) ; Rufinus of Palestine (Latine

in Sirmondi Opp. i 274 if. cc. 39, 52, 53, and with Yerbum often)

;

the Synod of Ancyra (ap. Epiph. Haer. 854 c); Epiphanius (Haer.

755 c, 817 C, 857 A, 912 A, 981 a); Cyril of Jerusalem (xi 3, Oeu,

deov piovoyevei) ; Eunomius (Apolog. 15, 21, 26; Expos. Fidei

2 bis); Basil (Ep. xxxviii 4 p. 117 c; de Sp. S. 19 p. 16 C; 45

p. 38 B; c. Eun. ii 1 p. 238 C ; also 6 pb. vios ical 6e6s, i 15 p. 228
;

26 p. 237 b); the Apostolic Constitutions (iii 17; v 20 § 5 ; vii

38 § 3 ; 43 § 1 ; viii 7 § 1, 35); the interpolator of the Igna-

tian Epistles (ad Philad. 6); Gregory of Nazianzus (Ep. 202

p. 168 c) ; Gregory of Nyssa repeatedly and in various writings

(Professor Abbot counts 125 examples in the treatise against

1 It has been urged that ir\rip-qs in- fxa to ayiov kcll <prjaiv ii< tQv

validates the reference. On the con- Oeicov ypa<pu>v fieixadriKevai tovtov tov

trary the sense is that before XP0VUV T^s 0eoo-ej3elas Tpo-rrov. Quite differ-

and alcbvwv the Son attained that full ent in form is the Creed presented by

height, subject to no change, which is him to Julius of Borne (Epiph. Haer.

expressed by fxovoyev^s debs. 836), the suspiciously Western cha-
2 Marcellus seems to be quoting a racter of which is well known. In the

Creed, but in such a manner as to epistle to Julius (835 d) he uses the

make its language his own. YtypaQe phrase eh deos kclI 6 tovtov [Movoyevrjs

yap, says Eusebius (c. Mare. 19 c) vlos \6yos, where the added \6yos pro-

trio-Teveiv els iraTipa Oeov ttclvto- bably implies Oeos, itself excluded by
KpaTopa, kcll els tov vlov clvtov tovtov.

tov ixovoyev-fj 6eov, Kal els to nvev-
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Eunomius alone) ; Didymus (de Trin. i 25 p. 68 Ming. ; i 26

p. 72 ; with /cat vlos, i 18 p. 53 ; 26 p. 76 ; with v'tos kclL inter-

posed, i 16 p. 40; with X0709, i 26 p. 75); the 'Macedonian'

interlocutor in an anonymous Dialogue on the Trinity (Ath.

Opp. ii 509 B 1

); Isaac 'ex Judaeo' (Sirmondi Opp. i 406 ABC)

;

Cyril of Alexandria repeatedly ; Andrew of Samosata (ap.

Cyr. Al. Ap. adv. Or. p. 290 Pusey [ix 333 Migne]) ; Theodoret

(Bepr. xii Capp. Cyr. 12 with A0709
2

; c. Nest, iv 1047 Schulze);

Theodotus of Ancyra, once with X070?, once without3
(post Cyr.

Al. x 1336 f. Migne); Basil of Seleucia [Horn, i p. 5 A; cf. xxv

p. 139 d); Isidore of Pelusium (Ep. iii 95); even John of

Damascus in compound phrases 4
,
perhaps following the Heno-

ticon of Zeno (see p. 24 n. 1) ; Hilary in peculiar abundance in

different writings (a single typical instance will illustrate his

use :
" Deus a Deo, ab uno ingenito Deo unus unigenitus Deus,

non dii duo sed unus ab uno," de Trin. ii 11); the fragments

of a Latin Arian commentary on St Luke (in Mai S. V. N. O.

iii 2 191, 199) and of Latin Arian sermons (ib. 217: cf. per

filium unigenitum Deum in the Arian Primus capitulus fidei

catholicae, ib. 233); the Latin Opus Imperfectum on St Mat-

thew a few times (e.g. i 20 bis, 25) &c. The chief apparent

exceptions are the later Antiochian school of Greek writers,

and Ambrose and his disciple Augustine among Latin writers.

Yet the subsequent theologians of North Africa by no means

eschew the phrase, and it is of frequent occurrence in the

1 The ' Orthodox ' interlocutor nei- doubtful whether he assumed the

ther objects to the term nor uses it combination to be already in the

himself. Creed, or only took its elements from
2 So in Pusey's text of Cyril (Apol. the Creed.

adv. Theodoret. p. 492) with (appa- 4 'O /j.ovoyevr]s vlos Kal \6yos rod Oeov

rently all) the Greek MSS. and the Kal deos {De fid. orth. i 2 p. 792 c

Syriac and Latin versions. Prior edi- Migne; iii 1 p. 984 a); 6 /j.. vlos tov

tions (as Schulze of Theodoret v 66 deov Kal Oeo's (iii 12 p. 1029 b) ; 6 fx.

and Migne of Cyril ix 449 c) substitute vlos Kal 6e6s (i 2 p. 793 b). In the

toO 0eov for 0e6s, apparently without thud passage 0eo's might be independ-

authority. ent of fjLovoyevys ; not so, I think the

3 In his Exposition of the Nicene context shews, in the others.

Creed. But the context leaves it
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writings of Fulgentius in particular. Even in the days of

Alcuin and Theodulphus it is not extinct.

In the later times the tradition doubtless passed directly

from writer to writer : but this explanation will hardly account

for the wide and various acceptance found by fxovoyevi)*; 0eo<;

in the fourth century, combined with the almost complete

absence of attempts to argue from it by any of the contending

parties. This remarkable currency arose, I cannot but suspect,

from its adoption into Creeds. We look for it of course in

vain in Latin Creeds 1
, for Latin Christendom from the earliest

times known to us did not possess the fundamental reading in

the Gospel : Hilary must have learned it, as he learned much

else, from his Greek masters. Among the very few Greek

Creeds belonging clearly to the second or third century of

which we have any knowledge, we can identify fiovoyevrjs Oeb<;

only in that of Antioch, incorporated with the remarkable ex-

position of Lucianus (Sozom. H. E. iii 5 9; vi 12 4), who suffered

martyrdom about 311. Here we read iea\ et? k'va tcvpiov 'Ir/crovv

XptcrTc'r, tov vlbv avrov tov fiovoyevrj Oebv, hi ov ra irovra, rev

yevvrjOivTa irpb twv aloovcov e'/c tov irarpb^ Oebv Ik Oeov, o\ov

ef o\ov k.t.X. (Graece ap. Ath. de Syn. 23 p. 736 A; Socr. H. E.

ii 10; Latine ap. Hil. de Syn. 28 p. 478 c: cf. Bull Def.

Fid. Nic. ii 13 4—7). The word Oebv after fxovoyevrj was

perhaps not in the earliest forms of this Creed (see pp. 24, 26)

:

but there is no reason to doubt that it stood there in the time

of Lucianus, of whose amplifications there is no sign till further

on. In the passage of Marcellus of Ancyra referred to by

Eusebius (about 336), in which he apparently follows some

Creed (see p. 20), we have already found the identical An-

tiochian phrase rov vlbv avrov tov fiovoyevrj Oebv. The expo-

sition of Lucianus was one of the four formularies brought

forward at Antioch in 341 : another, perhaps a modification of

the local Creed of Tyana, the see of Theophronius who recited

1 One elaborate private formulary, (Hieron. Opp. xi 202 Vail.), has

long attributed to Jerome or An- verum Dcum unigenitum ct verum Dei

gustine, the Confession of Pclagius filium.
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it, has in like manner, teal eh rbv vlbv avrov rbv fiovoyevr) 6ebv

\6yov, Bvvap,iv Kal aofyiav, rbv Kvptov r/fxeov 'Irjaovv Xpicrrov, Be ov

ra rravra, rbv yevv?]0evra etc rov Trarpb? rrpb rcov alwvcov debv

rekeiov i/c deov reXeiov, Kal bvra rrpbs rbv debv iv vrroo-rdcret

k.t.X. (ap. Ath. de Syn. 24 p. 737 b). Once more the formulary

of the Synod of Seleucia in Isauria held in 359 declares, rnarev-

ofiev Be Kal eh rbv Kvpiov rjp,uiv 'Irjcrovv Xpio-rbv rbv vlbv avrov,

rbv e'£ avrov yevvrjdevra diradeos rrpb rrdvrwv roov alwvcov, debv

\6yov, 6ebv e'/c deov fiovoyevrj, <£g<3?, %(or/v, akrjdeiav, aocpiav, Bvva/xiv,

Bi ov ra, rravra eyevero k.t.X. (ap. Ath. de Syn. 29 p. 746 C
;

Epiph. Haer. 873 b, C ; Socr. H. E. ii 40). The influence of the

two latter documents would probably be limited and temporary

:

but the details of their language, so far as it was not shaped

by current controversy, must have been inherited directly or

indirectly from formularies now lost, matured before the out-

break of the Arian disputes. Nay the original Nicene Creed

itself appears to embody the phrase, though in a form which

admits of being interpreted either as a deliberate retention or

as a hesitating and imperfect obliteration of an earlier state-

ment of doctrine (see Note D). Indeed it occurs once without

any ambiguity, as a friend points out, in what purports to be a

copy of the Nicene Creed included in a memorial from Eusta-

thius of Sebastia and other representatives of the Asiatic Ho-

moeousians proffering their communion to Liberius of Rome,

and expressly accepted by him as the Nicene Creed, shortly

before his death in 366. This copy differs in nothing but two

or three trivial particles from the usual ancient form except in

the words Kal eh eva /xovoyevfj debv Kvptov 'Irjaovv Xpiarov, rbv

vlbv rov deov, and the omission of fiovoyevrj from its accustomed

place in the next clause (ap. Socr. H. E. iv 12). In the familiar

Creed usually regarded as the Constantinopolitan recension of

the Nicene Creed fiovoyev?)? 6eo<; was undoubtedly wanting,

for reasons explained in Dissertation II. But finally in

451 it stands included, though with the old Alexandrine addi-

tion \6yov, in the carefully chosen last words of the Definition

of Chalccdon : ovk eh Bvo irpoaanra fiept^b/nevov rj Biatpovfievov,
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ciXX eva iea\ tov avTov, vlbv /ecu fiovoyevrj Oebv \byov, /evpiov

'Irjaovv Xptarov (" sed unum eunclemque Filium et unigenitum

Deum Verbum Dominuni Jesum Christum," in Mansi's primary-

old version), KaOdirep avwOev ol TrpocprjTai irepl ainov /ecu avros

r)pba<i 6 Kvphos 'Itjgois Xpiarbs e^eiraihevae, /ecu to twv nraTepoiv

r]fiwv irapahehw/ee avp/3o\ov. It is true that Evagrius [H. E. ii

4), Agatho (in Mansi Cone, xi 256), and the third Council of

Constantinople in 680 omit zeal so as to bring vlbv and \xovo-

yevrj into combination, as also most Latin versions omit et,

some further making transpositions : but the reading of the

best authorities is sustained not only by its less obvious cha-

racter but by the unquestionable separation of vlbv from fiovo-

yevrj a few lines above, in the sentence irpb alcovcov p-ev i/c tov

Trarpbs yevvrjOevTa Kara rrjv Oebrrjra, eV ea^aTCov Se tgov r)p,epwv

tov avTOV St ?}/Jbu<; /ecu Sea tt)v r/fieTepav acoTr/plav i/e Mapi'a?

Trjs wapOevov t?;9 Ocotokov kclto. tt)v dvOpwiroTriTa, eva kcCi tov

avTOV XpiaTov, vlbv, icvpiov, piovoyevfj
1
.

At this point a possible suspicion requires notice, whether

piovoyevr)<; #eo? may not owe its origin to Creeds, and have

passed from them into the text of St John. The authority of

a Creed might doubtless succeed in importing a difficult and

peculiar reading, the introduction of which in any other way

would be inconceivable. But the facts already stated are as

fatal to this as to all other suggested explanations of a change

from 6 fiovoyevr/s u/o? to /xovoyev))? deb';; and the evidence of

Creeds does but corroborate the other evidence. I do not press

the late date, the close of the third century at Antioch, at which

we first find p,ovoyevr)s 6eb$ actually standing in a Creed. The

Creed of Antioch in that form might be of earlier date: and the

same may be said of any Creeds which may have supplied ma-

terials at Nicsea in 325, at Antioch to Theophronius in 341, and

at Seleucia in 359, though these might also belong in their corre-

sponding form to Lucianus's or even to the next generation. But

1 The Henoticon of the emperor \oyodfiev de tov fiovoyevrj tov Oeov

Zeno, promulgated in 482, begins its viov Kal 6e6v, tov k.t.X. (Evagr. II. E.

final confession with the words 'O,uo- iii 11).
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conjectures of tins kind will not avail unless we are prepared to

go so far as to say that fiovoyevrj? 6eb<; stood in several distant

Creeds towards the close of the second century, or that it stood

in some one leading Creed near the beginning of the second

century, for nothing less would account for its presence in such

various biblical texts. PtoleniEeus (see p. 30) speaks either from

Italy for himself- in the third quarter or at most a few years

later, or from Alexandria or Rome for his master Valentinus in

the second quarter of the century ; Irenseus from Asia Minor or

(less probably) Gaul; Clement and the Memphitic version from

Alexandria; Origen a little later from Alexandria and probably

also Palestine. It would not be easy to trace these scattered texts

to Alexandria, the only imaginable single centre, at that early

period : but if it were, we should find ourselves still confronted

by two weighty facts. First, there is not a trace of theological

activity at Alexandria, except that of the 'Gnostic' chiefs, till

the Catechetical School of the Church (Athenagoras, Pantsenus,

Clement) arose in the last third of the century, which is too late

for our purpose : if such existed, some record of it must have been

preserved by Eusebius, who had a special interest in Alexandria,

and has given us a tolerable roll of contemporary writers from

other parts of the East. Secondly, little as we know of the Creed

of Alexandria, it happens that that little suffices to shew that it

did not contain fiovo<yevrj<; #eo?. There is no trace of the words

in the rule of faith expounded in Origen's early work De Princi-

piis (Preface to Book i § 3 f.), though in various places where

he speaks in his own name (as in i 2; ii 6) there are suspicious

signs that the translator Rufinus had them before him. But

even in the days of Arius /novo<yevrj<; #eo? is clearly absent from

the Alexandrian Creed as recited by Alexander, notwithstand-

ing his own use of the term; for the evidently ancient words

run Kai eh eVa Kvpiov 'Irjaovv Xpiarov, rbv vlov tov 6eov rbv

fiovoyevrj, yevvrjOevra k.t.X. Thus all external evidence fails to

sustain a derivation from Creeds in the second century: if we

are to consider intrinsic probabilities, it must be repeated that

the invention of the phrase in the first half (and more) of the
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century is at variance with all that we know of any of its

theologies: and as for the Creeds of the Church, that in those

early days of elementary simplicity they should admit such a

combination without direct Scriptural warrant would contradict

all that we know of their manner of growth. Whether it could

have been so admitted in the third century, with the theology

of which it easily associates itself, is highly questionable; but

that is not the period with which we have to deal. Yet even

in the third century, as has been shown, the usage is cautious

and tentative, by no means such as we should expect with

words freely pronounced in Creeds. Origen quotes the verse

almost half as often as he employs the phrase, and in a majority

of cases he adds to the phrase some tempering word. At

Antioch, where alone else it appears, it is conceivable that the

Creed had an influence, though hardly if unsupported by Greek

MSS., in changing the reading of the Syriac version; but the

converse is equally possible. It is only in the fourth century

that the phrase pervades the greater part of the extant litera-

ture: and the cause surely is that, though fiovoyevr)? #eo<? as a

reading was being swept out of biblical MSS. by the same acci-

dental agencies of transcription which removed hosts of Ante-

nicene readings of no doctrinal moment, as a formula it

had at last established itself in widely known Creeds. We
cannot look to Creeds as the sources of the reading without

inverting history.

The one historical demerit then, if demerit it be, which

attaches to the combination /uovoyevr}*? #eo? is that each of the

great parties in the fundamental and necessary controversies

which began in the days of Constantine was willing to pro-

nounce it, and that it has never itself become a watchword of

strife. It was not avoided by Arius or his successor in the

next generation, Eunomius, though neither of them inserted it

in his own shorter Creed (see the letter of Arius and Euzoius

to Constantine, in Socr. 77. E.i 26; Sozom. H. E. ii 27, without

even fiovoyevrjs ; and the Confession in Eunomius's Apologeticus,

c. 5, /ecu et? eva fxovoyevf] v'ibv tov deov, Oebv \6>yov), by the
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Latin Arian oommentator on St Luke, or by the author of the

Opus Imperfection, usually classed as an Arian. It appears

sjjoradically in various quarters in the intermediate movement,

commonly called Semi-Arianism, which, however inconsequent

in thought, retained much of the letter of Antenicene language;

while on the other hand it was not used spontaneously by

Eusebius, who habitually followed his MS. or MSS. in reading

vlo<i in St John. It is uttered but sparingly and guardedly by

Athanasius, once in youth and once in old age, probably for a

similar reason 1

; for he seems hardly likely to have shrunk from

it on grounds of doctrine or feeling, when we remember that he

speaks of rr)v tov deov yevvrjaiv (Or. c. Ar. i 28 p. 432 c) and

that the phrase in which he most loves to clothe his character-

istic teaching is Xhiov t% tov irarpo^ otcr/a? jij'vr/fxa. Once

more we find /jLovoyevrjs 6eU in Marcellus, the blind violence of

whose antagonism to Arius conducted him to a position of his

own. Hilary, the wisest as well as the most successful cham-

pion of the cause of Athanasius in the West, employs it with

startling freedom, evidently as the natural expression of his

own inmost thought. Among the greatest of the theologians

who continued and developed the same line of tradition in the

East are confessedly Basil, Gregory of Nyssa, Didymus, and

Cyril of Alexandria; and to none of these, widely as they differ

from each other, is fiovo<yev))<; 6e6$ strange, while with two of

them its use is habitual. Finally, with an accompaniment

which guards but does not neutralise it, it obtains a place in

the definition of the last of the ' four ' primary Councils.

This great variety of belief among those who have received

fiovoyevrjs 0eo<; into their theological vocabulary suggests at

once that its utility is not that of a weapon of offence or de-

fence. Experience has shown that it is possible to affix a con-

1 Sometimes (as de Deer. 16 p. 221 e; passage of Origen quoted by him de

Or. c. Ar. ii 47 p. 515 e ; Ep. ad Afr. Deer. 27 p. 233 c, and is not rare else-

5 p. 895 a, c) he has the derivative form where.

[6] ixovoytvrjs \6yos, which occurs in a



28 ON THE WORDS MONOrENHC OEOC

siderable range of meaning to words which simply express

either Deity or Sonship, and even, as here, to a combination of

the two predicates in the same subject. But it is rarely by the

literal and apparent cogency of single texts that deliberate

convictions have ever been formed: power in producing belief

is not to be measured by convenience in argument. Under-

standing as I do both terms in the highest sense, and holding

that the doctrine of perfect and eternal Sonship within the

Godhead, for which Origen and Athanasius contended, and

which the Nicene and l Constantinopolitan ' Creeds explicitly

set forth, is fundamental truth, I cannot affect to regret that

a reading of St John's words which suggests it, though it does

not prove it, is established as genuine by a concurrence of

evidence which I could not disregard without renouncing criti-

cal honesty. Perhaps the words may prove in due time in-

structive, thus much may be said without presumption, both to

us who receive the doctrine and to those who as yet stumble

at it.

It does not however follow that good results would now

arise from a resuscitation of the ancient formula detached

from the context of the Gospel. To employ it with the article

prefixed would open the way to serious evil; while without the

article it requires arrangements of diction which could seldom

be contrived in common usage, and which incautious writers

would be perpetually tempted to discard. The danger of the

article is somewhat less in Greek than in English : nevertheless

it must have been a dread of possible misuse that induced the

Greek theologians so often to temper the article, as it were, by

adding afterwards Xoyo?, vios, or some other term which fixed

the denotation of 0eo? without lowering its sense or suggesting

' division'.

Yet these considerations can have no place in determining

the text of St John. Taught by himself to "believe on the

name of the Only-begotten Son of God", we do well to adhere

to the name thus entrusted to us : but we need not shrink
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from accepting and trying to interpret his other language in the

single instance when he is led—not to put forward another name

but—to join two attributes in unwonted union, that he may for

a moment open a glimpse into the Divine depths out of which

his historical Gospel proceeds.
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Note A

The details of early Greek Patristic Evidence

The earliest known Greek reference to John i 18 occurs in

two independent accounts of Valentinian doctrine, furnished

by Irenseus and Clement respectively
1

. The Valentinianism

sketched by Irenseus in his first book is commonly recognised

to be that of Ptolemseus, who apparently belongs to the genera-

tion succeeding the middle of the second century. He cannot

at all events be later than the episcopate of Eleutherus, about

175—190, under which Irenseus wrote (p. 176 Mass.). " They

further teach", Irenseus says (p. 40), " that the First Ogdoad

was indicated {ixe^vvKevat) by John the Lord's disciple, these

being their words: 'John, the Lord's disciple', intending to give

an account of the genesis of the universe whereby the Father

put forth (iTpoeftaXev) all things
2
, supposes a certain 'Ap^r/, the

first thing gendered by God (to Trp&rov <yevvr)0ev virb rov 6eov),

which he has also
3
called (neickriicev) Son and fiovoryev))? #eo?, in

1 The recent criticisms of Heinrici 2 The text followed up to this point

(Die Valentinianische Gnosis und die is that of the Greek extract preserved

heilige Schrift) and Lipsius (Protes- in Epiphanius (p. 196 Pet.), which
tantische Kirchenzeitung of Feb. 22 shews no sign of amplification here.

1873, pp. 182 ff. : cf. Quellen d. elite- The old Latin version has omitted

sten Ketzergeschichte 90) have not some words, including those which
thrown so much light on the mutual mark the quotation as verbal ; while

relations of these two accounts as at the end of the quotation it adds
might have been hoped for from such " Et Ptolemaeus quidem ita," omitted

otherwise instructive investigations. by Epiphanius. But both texts imply
It seems clear that neither Clement a Valentinian appeal to "John the

drew from Irenseus nor Irenseus from Lord's disciple" for what follows.

Clement, nor both from a common 3 There is no reason to change quod
immediate source. More than this it etiam nunc (al. q. e. me) of the MSS.
would be rash to assert at present. to quod etiam Nun with Erasmus,
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whom (or which) the Father semiually put forth all things
1 ."

The Valentin ian writer proceeds to treat St John's Prologue,

clause by clause, as a commentary on his theory that A0709 was

derived from 'Apxrj, and 'Ap^ from 0e6?, all three being never-

theless intimately united ; and endeavours to extract the per-

sonages of his Ogdoad from St John's terms. From i 14 he

obtains the first Tetrad, Pater and Charis, Monogenes and

Aletheia; and there he stops, the second Tetrad having been

already found in i 1—4, so that i 18 is not quoted in so much

of the passage as Irenseus transcribes. But the simple term

Monogenes, required as a masculine synonym of Arche to

make a syzygy with Aletheia, is distinctly taken from i 14'; so

that when the writer parenthetically attributes to St John two

other designations of Arche, Son and fxovo<yevi)<i Oeos, neither

of which is convenient for his present purpose, he cannot mean

only that they are fair deductions from language used in i 1—14,

but must have in view some literal use by St John elsewhere;

that is doubtless i 18; iii J.6, 18.

The same result presents itself at once in the Valentinian

statements of doctrine, partly copied, partly reported by Cle-

ment of Alexandria in the Excerpta found at the end of the

Florence MS. of the Stromates, and now reasonably supposed

to belong to his lost Hypotyposes (Bunsen, Anal. Antenic. i

159 ff.). "The Valentinians", he says, (p. 968 Pott.; p. 210

Buns.) "thus interpret" Jo. i 1: "they say that Arche is the

Monogenes, who is likewise called (irpocrayopeveadaL) 6e6s, as

also in what follows he [John] expressly signifies Him to be

conjecture is adopted by later Epiphanius 8 drj ko.1 vlbv ko.1 fiovoyevij

editors. Quod etiamnunc (or etiamnum) 6ebv KeaXriKev; the common text invert-

is a natural rendering of 8 Srj ical: and ing ical and /xovoyevrj. The true order

though NoOs occurs in Clement's pa- is retained in the Latin, "et Filium

rallel exposition, and has been noticed etUnigenitum Deuin", though in some
already by Irenteus (p. 5), it could of the inferior MSS. and in the edi-

have no place among the terms enu- tions Domini (Dni) has been substi-

merated as taken from St John, and tuted for Dew?n. (Dm), as read by others,

it is absent from the context which including the Clermont and Arundel

follows. MSS., the two best, and representa-
1 So in the Venice MS. (the best) of tives of different families.
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6ec<i (a? teal ev to?? e^? avri/cpv? 6ebv avrbv SrjXol), saying

c fJbovoyevr)? 6eb$ 6 gov eh rbv koXttov tov 7rarpb<i i/ceLvo? i^rj-

<yrjcra.To." The word ' expressly' was doubtless used because

the writer considered the Deity of Arche, though not explicitly

stated by St John, to be obviously included in the attribution

of Deity to Logos (Oebs r\v 6 Xoyos), since Logos was derived

from deos not directly but through Arche 1
: but this preliminary

inference only throws into clearer relief the coupling of the

Monogenes with deos by the Evangelist himself in i 18 2
. When

then in what follows reference is made to the Father's ' putting

forth' of the Monogenes, who is further identified with the Son

(tovt earlv 6 vio?, on Be viov 6 7rarrjp iyvooadr]),v,Te have at once

in the combined designations a sufficient explanation of the

appearance of vios in a succeeding allusion to i 18 (real 6 p,ev

fieivas fiovoyevrj? tu'09 el? rbv koXttov tov irarpbs rrjv

evQvpLT](Jiv Bia. t?7? yvdoaeo)<; e^Tjyelrat, rols alwcriv, co? av virb

rov koXttov avrov vrpoftXrjOel'i), without supposing wo? to have

stood here in the writer's text of St John. The Hypotyposes

were probably written in the early years of the third century,

certainly not later
3

. If all the Valentinian Excerpts belong to

the 'Eastern School' mentioned in the obscure title (cf. Hippol.

Haer. vi 35), the coincidence with the Valentinianism in Ire-

naeus would bring the evidence as to St John's reading far

back, perhaps to the second quarter of the second century; for

Ptolemseus is named by Hippolytus (1. c.) as belonging to the

1 So the writer in Irenaeus (p. 41). ascription of Deity to the Monogenes

'Ej/ yap t$ irarpl nai £k tov Trarpbs r) (= Arche = Nous), as in i. 18, which

apxy, £v Se rfj dpxv Kal e/c ttJs dpxys 6 would imply the presence of 0eo's in

\6yos. KaXtDs odv etnev 'Ev dpxf) V v ° eacn verse. But in other respects the

\6yos, r\v yap iv ry vlip- Kai '0 X670S language is obscure, and probably cor-

7jv irpbs rbv 6e6v, Kal yap i] dpxv' Kal rupt.

Geds r^v 6 X670S ckoXoi;0«s, rb yap tic
3 Without referring to the Hypoty-

deov yevvydtv 6e6s tcrriv. ovtos rjv iv poses, which must be a late work,

dpxv *P&s rbv 6e6v, £5ei£e ttjv tt}s Heinrici (I.e. 12 f.) places the Ex-

jrpoPoKTjs rd£iv. cerpts and the cognate Ecloyae Pro-
2 The next sentence appears to con- pheticae in Clement's youth, about

tain a retrospective argument justify- 170—180. His argument is not con-

ing the ascription of Deity to the vincing.

Logos, as in i. 1, by the subsequent
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other or 'Italian' School, and thus the coincidence would have

to be traced to Valentinus as the common source of both schools.

But this assumption cannot be trusted, and we must be content

to take Clement's author as probably belonging to the same

period as Ptolemaeus.

Irenseus himself thrice quotes i 18, "Deus qui fecit terram...

hie et benedictionem escae . . . per Filium suum donat humano

generi, incomprehensibilis per comprehensibilem et invisibilis

per visibilem, cum extra eum non sit sed in sinu Patris exsistat.

Deum enim, inquit, nemo vidit unquam nisi unigenitus Filius

Dei qui est in sinu Patris, ipse enarravit. Patrem enim invisi-

bilem existentem ille quia in sinu ejus est Filius omnibus

enarrat" (p. 189). "Deus...qualis et quantus est, invisibilis

et inenarrabilis est omnibus quae ab eo facta sunt, incognitus

autem nequaquam, omnia enim per Yerbum ejus discunt,...

quernadraodum in evangelio scriptum est, Deum nemo vidit

unquam nisi unigenitus Filius qui est in sinu Patris, ipse enar-

ravit. Enarrat ergo ab initio Filius Patris, quippe qui ab initio

est cum Patre, &c." (p. 255). "Manifestum est quoniam Pater

quidem invisibilis, de quo et Dominus dixit, Deum nemo vidit

unquam. Verbum autem ejus...elaritatem monstrabat Patris...

quemadmodum et Dominus dixit, Unigenitus Deus qui est in

sinu Patris, ipse enarravit" (p. 256). The Greek original being

lost, the text may be due either to Irenseus or to his translator,

who frequently transcribes an Old Latin version of the New
Testament when he comes to a quotation, even in cases where

the extant Greek shews that Irenseus had other readings.

Now the two former quotations coincide exactly (waiving Dei 1

)

with most Old Latin authorities
2
, even to the insertion of the

characteristic nisi : the Deus of the third quotation is unknown

to Latin texts of St John, and therefore doubtless represents

the Greek. The only question that can reasonably arise is

1 Itself found in q. was known to Tertullian through the
2 Not it is true the oldest. But this translation. There is no real evidence,

is of no consequence except on Mass- as Dodwell has shown, for an earlier

uet's groundless theory that Irenasus date than the fourth century.

H. - 3
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whether Irenseus followed different texts in different places, or

Filius was introduced by the translator. But the close prox-

imity of the two latter quotations is unfavourable to the suppo-

sition of a variation in the original Greek, and the addition of

Dei after Filius in the first passage savours of a corrective

combination of a Latin Filius with a Greek deos
1
. In neither

case is the context available as evidence ; for though it contains

references to sonship, they are such as might easily be founded

on the single word /Aovoyevr/s. Irenseus therefore read /xovo-

yevy)s 6eo$ at least once, and there is no solid evidence that he

ever read otherwise.

Hippolytus the disciple of Irenseus, in the fragment against

Noetus now generally recognised to be the close of a larger

work, which is almost certainly the lost early Syntagma against

Heresies
2
, has the following sentence : 'OpcZv Be rev Oeov ovS" eU

el ixr) fxovo<i 6 irah KaX rekeios avOpunros koX fiovos SivyvaafMevo^

rrjv j3ov\i)v rod irarpos' Xeyei yap teal 'Icodvvrjs Secv ovSels

ewpanev Trwirore, fiovoyevr)? vlb? 6 wv eh top kgXttov rod Trarpcx;

airro? Stvy^aaro (c. 5 p. 47 Lag.). It is to be regretted that

the text depends on Fabricius's editing of a modern copy of a

single Vatican MS.; and the context is neutral. There is how-

ever no sufficient reason for doubting that Hippolytus read

vlos, but without the preliminary article. The Syntagma must

have been written in the last decade of the second century 3
:

the later Hippolytean remains are barren of evidence.

Clement himself quotes the whole verse once only (Strom, v

p. 695), and then reads 6 fiovoyevt)s deos. He adds that St John

gives the name koXttos Oeov to to doparov koX apprjrov, and this

remark explains the combination of rbv koXttov tou Trarpcs with

1 Compare the similar case of Ori- 1874 191 ff.) places it in the following

gen, pp. 35 f., 38. decade : but, after Volkmar, be refers

2 See especially Lipsius Zur Quelhn- the fragment against Noetus to a

kritik d. Epiphanios, 37 ff.; Lie Quel- supposed treatise against all Monarchi-

len d. alt. Ketzergesch. 128 ff. ans, for which, if I understand him

3 So Lipsius, Q. Ep. 33—43, and rightly (p. 183), he accepts the date

much better Q. Ketz. 137 ff. Ear- assigned by Lipsius to the Syntagma.

nack (Zcitschrift f. d. hist. Theol.
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i^rjyijaaro
1
in a sentence in his tract Zte divite salvando (p. 956),

6ew rd rrjs 07071-77? pvarrjpia, ical rore erroTrrevo-eis rbv koXttov

rov nrarpos, ov 6 /xovoyevrjs vlbs 6ebs novo? i^r/yrjcraro' eari Be

/cat avrbs 6 Oebs dydrn] /ecu oV dyaTrrjv rjpZv ave.Kpa.Qr)' koX to

fiev apprjTov avrov Trarrjp k.tX. Here vlos and Oeos stand side

by side, and it may be that the two readings are combined :

but it is more likely that vlos was inserted simply to soften the

peculiar combination 6 fiovoyevrjs decs; just as elsewhere Clement

{Exc. Theod. p. 969), in controverting the Valentinian inter-

pretation already cited, inserts Xoyos, perhaps from the familiar

Alexandrine form Oebs Xoyos founded on John i 1 : r){iels Be

rbv ev TavroTTjTL Xoyov debv ev 6ea> (fra/iev, 0? koX els rbv koXttov

rov irarpbs elvai Xeyerac, dBidararos, dfiepiaros, eh debs' nrdvra

BC avrov eyevero Kara rr)v irpoae^i} evepyeiav rov ev ravrcrrjrc

Xoyov... olros rbv koXttov rov Trarpos e^r/y^aaro, 6 acorrjp. And
the process is carried a step further in an allusion which drops

6e6s but retains Xoyos {Paed. i p. 102) : Trw? yap ov <f)i\elrcu

Be ov 6 /xovoyevr)? eK koXttwv irarpbs KarairkynTerai Xoyos rfjs

rrlarews ; It will be observed that there is no trace of v16s

except in the passage from the tract Be divite, where the sub-

ject, dyd-rrr}, would have rendered the introduction of Xoyos

inappropriate.

Origen's extant quotations of the verse are confined to his

commentary on St John's Gospel and his treatise against Celsus.

Commenting on John i 7, he transcribes the whole passage

15—18 (iv 89 Ru.), reading 6 /xovoyevrjs Oeos. Unfortunately

we do not possess his exposition of the passage itself, his third,

fourth, and fifth tomes being lost. The sixth tome begins, after

the preface, with i 19, treating the 'witness of John' as a

second witness of his, that is, of the Baptist, and arguing

against Heracleon who had attributed v. 18 (though strangely

not 16, 17) to the Evangelist. He thus sets up a former witness

of John, as dp^a/ievrjs drrb rov Ovros rjv ov elirov 'O brrio-oi

fiov ep-^bfievos, /cal \rjyovo-rjs els to 'O fxovoyevrjs vlbs rov

1 The same combination occurs, as we shall see (pp. 43 f.), in early Latin

authorities.

3—2
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Oeov (or vlb<i debs) 6 cov ei? rbv koXttov rov rrarpb<i e/eeti>o?

igrjyrjcraro (iv 102). The variation of reading is here signi-

ficant. The Benedictine text adopts wo? rov Oeov from the

Bodleian MS. 1

, while Huet reads wo? 0eo?
2 with the Paris MS.

It is hard to believe that in a verbal citation of this kind Origen

would have inserted the superfluous rov Oeov, and w'o? rov

Oeov is quite like a scribe's correction of wo? #eo?; while this

phrase is too peculiar to have been substituted for wo? rov deov,

yet might easily be written by Origen, either as a combination

of the two alternative readings which certainly existed in his

time, or to provide against possible misinterpretation. No
inference can be drawn from the loose form of expression a

few lines further down, when he pleads for the consistency of

supposing to rbv piovoyevr) eh rbv koXttov ovra rov irarpb^ rrjv

ifyiyrjaiv avrw (the Baptist) nal irdat to?? e'/e rov 7r\7/pw/xaTo?

elXrjcpoat TrapahehwKevai. In his 32nd tome the description of

St John as reclining iv toj k6Xttu> rov 'Irjaov occasions the

remark that he dvetceiro iv Tot? koXttols rov Xoyov, dvdXoyov

toj Ka\ avrbv elvai iv rol<; koXttois rov irarpb^, Kara rb 'O

fiovoyevrjs deb? 6 wv et? rbv koXttov rov 7rarpb<; iiceZvos

i^riyrjaaro (iv 438), where the selection of the term X070?

confirms what appears to be the reading of all the MSS. Again

in the second of the books against Celsus (c. 71 i 440 Ru.),

which are transmitted in a different set of MSS. from those of

the commentary on St John, we find : 'ES/oafe Be r)/xds 6 'Ir/crou?

teal oarL<i r\v 7re/xi|ra? iv toj Oi)8et? eyvco rbv irarepa el

p,r) 6 vlos koX toj &ebv ovSels ecopatce it wit ore' 6 fxovo-

yevrjs ye a>v debs 6 <av et? rbv koXttov rov irarpb<i

iKelvos i^r\yr\o-aro' iicelvo<i OeoXoycov aTDjyyetXe rd irepl Oeov

TOi? yvrjaloL^ avrov fxaOijraU. Such is the reading of one of

1 Prima facie the lost Venice MS. he gets rid of 6e6s by simple omission,

used by Ferrari for his Latin version adding nothing after Unigenitus.

might appear to have read the same, 2 The silence of the collator of the

as Ferrari has Films Dei. But it is Barberini MS. favours this reading, as

morally certain that he would have he can Lave had no other standard

rendered vlbs 6e6s likewise by Filius than Huet's edition. But the colla-

Dei; since in the two other quotations, tion is evidently too imperfect to be

where there is no vlo% to help him, trusted negatively.
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Hoschel's two MSS., confirmed by Gelenius's Latin version,

Unigenitus quippe Dei Deus; Hoschel's other MS. merely sub-

stituting Kal fiovoyevi]? for 6 p,ovoyevrj<j. The Benedictine text

has the received reading 6 puovoyevr)? vio<;, but only on the

authority of the Basel and Paris MSS., two closely related

representatives of a single archetype, abounding in excellent

readings but also in manifest corruptions. The silence of

De la Rue as to his other MSS. (about six) implies the absence

of at least any recorded difference from Hoschel's readings.

The combination of OeoXoywv with to) Trepl Oeov in the closing

paraphrase moreover suggests the presence of 0eo<; following on

the initial Oeov
1
. To these four quotations may be added the

following places,—the list is doubtless not exhaustive,—where

the detached phrase is used. Twv TeTip,r)/j,evcov diro Oeov

Bid tov piovoyevovs Oeov Xoyov fieroyf/ OeOTrjTos Sid tovto Be Kal

ovoparv (Cels. iii 37 p. 471 Ru.). IIa>? Bel aKoveiv irepl fiovoye-

vovs Oeov vlov tov Oeov, tov ttp&totokov 7racr7]<; KTicreo)^ (Cels.

vii 43 p. 725). To TrpcoTorvirov ttuvtwv dyaXfiaTwv, ttjv eltcova

tov Oeov tov dopaTOv, tov pbovoyevrj Oeov (Cels. viii 17 p. 755).

"T/jlvovs yap eU p,ovov top eVt irdai Xeyopbev Oeov Kal tov p,ovo~

yevfj aiTov \6yov Kal Oeov ' Kal vp,vovfiev'
2
ye Oeov Kal tov fiovoyevtj

avTov eu? Kal r)\io$ Kal aeXijvr) Kal daTpa Kal irds-a rj ovpavia

o~TpaTta ' v/xvovai yap 7raWe<? ovtoi, Oelo? oWe? X°P^> A^ra

Tav ev di'0poo7roi<i Bixaicov tov eirl Trdai Oecv Kal tov p,ovoyevrj

1 '0...7^ uv singles out ft. or pu6. ixOpotis' ei<pr)p.ovp.ev oZv rjXiov u>s *a-

2 Origeu can hardly be introducing \6v Oeov 5rjp.iovpyrip.a, Kal tovs vop.ovs

here the language of an actual hymn, <pvXacraov Oeov, Kal &kovov tov Alpeire

as the context shews. Celsus has been top Ktpiov, tjXlos Kal ceXrjvrj (Ps.

rebuking the Christians for their scru- cxlviii 3), Kal 6o-q 5vvap.is v/xvovv tov re

pies against consenting to join in a (so read for vp.ve?Te tov and v/xvoCvra

psean to a heavenly body or a goddess, tov of the MSS.) iraTipa Kal tov Htjfu-

edv 5e KeXevj} tls ev<pr)p.T]o-ai tov rjXtov ovpyov tov navTos' 'AOrjvav /xe'vTOi p.era

t) tj]v 'AOrjvav, irpo$vfj.6TaTa perd KaXov r)Xlov Taao-opivrjv k.t.X 7roXXy /xaWov

iraiavos ev<f>rjp.e?V ovtw tol o~e"(3eiv /xaX- ov XPV vp.v9j<rai Kal us Oeov do£do~ai ttjv

Xov do^ets tov piyav Oeov eav Kal Toijade 'AOrjvav, e'iye ovde' tov TrjXiKovTov 17X101/

up.vfjs. The reply is 0£ rrepip.ivop.ev wpoaKwelv r);j!iv diais, k&v ev<f>r)p.up.ev

ev(p7]fj.rjo-ai tov rjXiov tov KeXevovra, ol avTov. Then follows the passage in

paObvres ov povov tovs ttj 8iaTa^et vwo- the text, as an answer to Celsus's

TeTayp.evovs ev<pr)p.elv, dXXl Kal tovs second sentence.
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avrov [Gels, viii 67 p. 792) : for Xoyov teal 6eou Hoeschel has

debv \6yov, probably rightly. "Qui enim &c, et qui in medio

etiam nescientium se consistit, Unigenitus Dei est Deus Verbum

et sapientia et justitia et Veritas &c. : secundum banc divinitatis

suae naturam non peregrinatur &c." : and after a few sentences,

"Speciem autem dicimus Verbi et sapientiae et veritatis et

justitiae et pacis et omnium quidquid est Unigenitus Deus" (In

Matt. Com. Ser. 65 iii 883). "Unigenitus ergo Deus 1 Salvator

noster, solus a Patre generatus, natura et non adoptione filius

est. . . . Sed [Deus] . . . facttts est Verbi pater, quod Verbum in

sinum Patris requieseens annuntiat Deum quern nemo vidit

unquam, et revelat Patrem quern nemo cognovit nisi ipse

solus, his quod ad eum Pater caelestis attraxerit " (quoted from

the second book on St John in Pamph. Apol. pro Orig. c. 5).

Lastly the most plausible instance of a seeming testimony to

the reading vios in any form of Origen's writings is in Rufinus's

version of the commentary on Canticles: "Possumus... etiam

hoc addere quod promurale (Cant, ii 14) sinus sit Patris, in quo

positus unigenitus Filius enarrat omnia et enuntiat ecclesiae

suae quaecunque in secretis et in absconditis Patris sinibus

continentur: tmde et quidam ab eo edoctus dicebat Deum nemo

vidit unquam: Unigenitus Dei Filius qui est in sinu Patris

ipse enarravit" (iii 81). Yet here too the evidence doubly

breaks down. Had Filius stood alone, the Greek quotations

would have suggested that, as in many undoubted cases of

doctrinal phraseology, the translator's very free hand intro-

duced the Latin reading. But we have Dei Filius, that is, one

more instance of a disguised 6e6<t.

1 Two pages earlier Paraphilias quotes are distinct, no allusion to John i 18

from the fifth book on St John the is perceptible here. If they are identi-

single sentence, "Unigenitus Filius cal, the words that follow in the longer

Salvator noster, qui solus ex Patre quotation suggest that Unigenitus Deus

natus est, solus natura et non adop- rather than Unigenitus Filius is the

tione filius est." If, as seems probable true reading, though 6 fj.oi'oyevr]s vios

(for the manifestly incomplete state of 6e6s is also possible ; in any case their

our second book renders superfluous own reference to i 18 contains not

the natural suggestion that n may be Filius but Verbum, which implies 0e6s.

a corruption of v), the two passages
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The first five books of Origcn on St John were written about

the second decade of the third century, the sixth not long after-

wards, the later books, including the 22nd and therefore doubt-

less the 32nd, after 235, the treatise against Celsus between

244 and 249. Thus our quotations cover a long period, and

proceed alike from Alexandria and from Palestine.

The epistle addressed to Paul of Samosata by certain bishops

assembled at Antioch between 260 and 270 * quotes the verse

with v/69 and the article (ap. Routh B. S. iii 297). The doubts

which have been raised as to the genuineness and age of the

epistle appear to be unfounded. Its theology fits well into

the third century; while the text of its quotations from the

New Testament is mostly good, and entirely free, John i 18

excepted, from early 'Western' readings. As in the case of

Hippolytus, the text of the epistle appears to rest on a single

Roman MS. Two other passages probably contain the phrase

lxovo<yevri<; 0eo?, as has been already noticed (p. 19): but it has

become detached from John i 18; and there is at present no

sufficient reason to doubt that 6 ixovo<yevrj<i vto? was read there.

The Acts of the disputation alleged to have been held in

Mesopotamia between Archelaus and Mani should perhaps be

noticed here, though it is doubtful whether they belong to the

last quarter of the third century or the first quarter of the

fourth. The ancient Latin translation has (c. 32) " Dominum
nemo vidit unquam nisi unigenitus Filius qui est in sinu

Patris"; where once more the presence of the Latin insertion

nisi throws some doubt on the whole reading: elsewhere the

quotations shew clear traces of modification, though not of

transcription, from Latin texts of the New Testament. This

part of the Acts has been printed only from a Vatican copy

of a Monte Cassino MS.

In Eusebius of Caesarea we have the last virtually Ante-

nicene writer, that is, whose training belongs to the days before

1 It is unnecessary here to attempt the proceedings against Paul being

greater defimteness, the chronology of singularly difficult.
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Constantiue. The clearest evidence for our purpose is fur-

nished by two of his latest treatises, those against Marcellus,

written in 336. Both treatises abound in the detached phrase

6 fiovoyevrjs uto? ; but there is no reference to John i 18 till

a few pages after the beginning of the second and longer

work, De ecclesiastica theologia, where Eusebius says tov re

evayyeXcarou SiapprjSrjv avrbv vlbv /xovoyevl) elvai SiSdcricovTos,

$l Jiv ecf)r} (debv ovSels kcopaice irwirore' 6 /xovoyevrjs vlos,

rj jxovoyevr)<; 6eo<$, i/cetvo? efjrjyrjcraTO (p. 67 d). No one

can doubt that Eusebius here adopts the reading vlo<; : but

it is wholly arbitrary to reject the clause rj p.ovoyev>)<; 0eo? as

a gloss of scribes
1
. It would be difficult to find any similar

interpolation of theirs in a scriptural quotation, especially if

it introduced for once a reading which elsewhere they perse-

cute. It is more likely that Eusebius, familiar as he must

have been with the reading 0e6? through his Origenian lore,

took advantage of this first quotation to indicate in passing

that, while he adhered to his own reading, he did not care

to rest his case upon it
2
. Accordingly, having thus appealed

to "the evangelist", he goes on at cnce to claim the yet

greater authority of "the Saviour Himself" whom he sup-

poses to have spoken John iii 16, which contains tod vlbv

avrov tov [xovoyevij. At p, 86- A he again quotes the verse,

with a context which confirms vw, and again at p 142 C,

with a neutral context; and vlbq recurs for the fourth time

in a clear allusion at p. 92 D. On the other hand in a solitary

passage the sentence 6 St iire/ceiva twv oXcov 0€o<; real 7ran)p

tov Kvplov rj/Licov 'lrjcrov XpiaTov...p,ivo<; el/coT60<; 6 tVt TravTcav

1 It Las been urged in favour of or the editor, probably e(J HAG6N

tb is conjecture that in a quotation of for€ICHA6€N.

1 Tim. i 15 by Origen (c. Cels. i G3 2 Marcellus (see pp. 20, 22) used the

p. 378 Ru.), Hoeschel's text has ttkttos phrase tov fxovoyevrj deov (Eus. c. Mare.

6 \6yos otl 'I-qaovs XpCaros 6 0eos p. 19 c) ; aud bis theological tendency

rj\6ti> els tov Koa/xov afiapruKois crwcrai. was to evade the idea of Divine Son-

Such a wild collocation as the sup- ship. On both grounds there would

posed " gloss " is evidence of nothing. be force in a refusal of Eusebius to

It can be only a blunder of a scribe haggle about the various reading.



IN SCRIPTURE AND TRADITION 41

kcl\ Bia k.t.X. 0eb<; aveiprjrai irapu. tw diro(TToKa> (pavrt, (Epli.

iv 6) is continued by kcu fiovo? p,ev airro? el? 6eo<; teal irarrjp

tov Kvpiov rjfiwv T^croD XpicrTOv XprjfiaTL&L av, 6 8e i/to?

fiovoyevr/s deos 6 wv et? tov koXttov tov irarp6<;, to Be

TrapdfckrjTov Trvevfia ovt€ 0eo? ovre vlos (p. 174 f.). It is vain

to urge that ^p^/ldri^oi av is not the same as dveiprjTat irapa

T&5 (hroGTcXcp, where the title maintained for the Son is found

verbally in a single verse of Scripture, and where the pre-

ceding title is likewise transcribed from Scripture (2 Coi\ i 3

&c.) with the exception of the word eh used just above 1
.

Corruption of text is also unlikely, as wo? could hardly stand

here in both subject and predicate, to say nothing of intrinsic

improbability 2
. Doubtless therefore Eusebius did on this

occasion for a special purpose avail himself of the read-

ing 3
to which he habitually preferred another. It probably

never occurred to him that one of the two must be right,

and the other wrong: an inability to part absolutely with

either of two respectable traditions is not unusual in his

writings. Lastly vio$ stands, with neutral contexts but pro-

bably rightly, in two of Eusebius's Commentaries, on Psalm

1 Indeed els has so little force here, that it could not have been a stunibling-

as an adjunct, that it becomes suspi- block to his own mind on the score of

cious. It may represent 6 (GIC0C for doctrine, though 6 fiovoyev^s vlos had a

09C) ; or Eusebius may have written sharper edge against Marcellus : indeed

eh Beds 6iraTrip[l Cor. viii 6, quoted the first (on which more hereafter) sub-

p. 93] kclI 6 Beds Kal iraryp tov kv- stantially contains it. Kai t<$ irarpl Cos

plov k.t.X., the intervening words 6 vVv 5ta iravTos cvvovra, Kal ovk dy&-

Trar-qp Kai 6 Oeos being lost by ho- vt\tov tvra yewuifxevov 5' e| ayevvrJTov

mceoteleuton. trarpbs, p-ovoyevT] &vra \6yov re Kal Oeov

2 The concluding words oSre deos en Oeov (Dem. Ev. iv 3 p. 149 a). Atd

ovre vlos are probably all in antithesis 5t; eh Oeos rf) e/c/cX^cria tov Oeov KypxT-

to the second clause 6 Se vlds...iraTpos', rerai, Kal ovk tjTiv e'repos irXyv avrov'

and, if so, they imply Oeos, whether els Se Kal /xovoyevris tov Oeov vlos, etiCov

they refer to the alternative readings ttjs iraTpiKyjs deor-rjTos, Kal dia tovto 6eos

(as at p. 67 d), or simply take up vlos (Eccl. Th. p. 62 a). To yap irpoo-coirov

from the beginning of the clause. But tov Oeov \6yov Kal 77 OeoT-qs tov /xovo-

it is not impossible to take otire Oeos yevovs vlov tov Oeov OvrjTrj <pv<rei ovk

as in antithesis to the first clause Kal av y4voiTO KaTa\r}im\ {Com. in Es.

fiovos . . .xpyp-aTifa &v. 375 d).

3 Passages like the followin.cr shew
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lxxiv (lxxiii) 11 l without the article, and on Isaiah vi l
2 with

the article.

1 In Montfaucon, Coll. No. Patr. i comment of Procopius, p. 91, founded

440. A freely condensed extract in here chiefly on Eusebius but perhaps

Corder's Catena, n 535, has the ar- also on Origen, has 6 /xovoyevris tov dtov

tide. Xoyos 6 wv k.t.X.

2 In Montfaucon, ib. n 374. The
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Note B

The details of Latin evidence

The Latin patristic evidence is properly speaking only a

branch of the evidence of Latin versions. So far as it refers

clearly to St John's own text, it supports vlo<; exclusively.

Tertullian's citations, all occurring, as is not unnatural, in the

single treatise against Praxeas, are in no case quite verbal ; but

they leave no reasonable doubt. He says (not to quote refer-

ences to the first clause only), "Apud nos autem solus Filius

Patrem novit, et sinum Patris ipse exposuit, et omnia apud

Patrem audivit et vidit", ' &c. (c. 8) ;
" Deum nemo vidit un-

quam : quern Deum ? Sermonem ? Atquin, Vidimus et audi-

vimus [et contrectavimus] de sermone vitae, praedictum est : sed

quem Deum ? scilicet Patrem apud quern Deus erat Sermo,

unigenitus Filius qui sinum Patris ipse disseruit" (c. 15, some

early editors for sinum reading est in sinu, and Rigaut [1634,

? on MS. authority] simply in sinum); "Hujus gloria visa

est tanquam unici a patre, non tanquam Patris : hie unius

(? Unicus
1

) sinum Patris disseruit, non sinum suum Pater, prse-

cedit enim, Deum nemo vidit unquam" (c. 21). Cyprian does

not quote the verse ; but had he read Deus, he would probably

have used it in his Testimonies (ii 6) under the head Quod

Deus Christus, the texts of which from the New Testament are

Matt, i 23 ; Jo. i 1
;

(x 34—38 ;) xx 27 ff. ; Apoc. xxi 6 f.

The same may be said of Novatian (de Eegula Fidei 11, 13,

14, 18, &c), and is probably to be inferred from the only pas-

1 Pamele's reading unus, which is next note) : but Unicus mates as good

probably likewise conjectural, deserves sense, and was more likely to
-

be altered,

mention, as it might represent ets (see
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sage in which he alludes to this clause, being part of an argu-

ment to shew that Christ is idem Angelus et Deus : " Manifeste

apparet non Patrem ibi tunc loquutum fuisse ad Agar, sed

Christum potius, cum Deus sit ; cui etiam angeli competit

nomen, quippe cum magni consilii Angelus factus sit, angelus

autem sit dum exponit sinum Patris, sicut Joannes edicit: si

enim ipse Joannes hunc eundem, qui sinum exponit Patris,

Verbum dicit carnem factum esse, ut sinum Patris possit expo-

nere, merito Christus non solum homo est sed et angelus

;

nee angelus tantum sed et Deus per scripturas ostenditur, et a

nobis hoc esse creditur" (c. 18). It will be observed that to

both Tertullian and Novatian the last words of the verse must

have stood as sinum Patris [ipse] exposuit (Tert.
1 Nov.3

) or sinum

Patris ipse dissei^uit (Tert.
2
,
perhaps his own rendering, as it

occurs nowhere else), and we have the same construction with

a different Latin verb in a, the oldest of existing Old Latin

MSS., which reads "Deum nemo vidit umquam nisi unicus

Filius solus sinum Patris ipse enarravit
1
." These primitive

forms of the Old Latin rendering were smoothed away by-

degrees. The inserted nisi
2

,
probably derived from vi 4G,

vanishes only in the Vulgate and one or two other late revi-

sions (f q). Unicus 3
is exchanged for unigenitus, and sinum for

qui est in sinu, with hardly an exception. Solus lingers only in

1 Teschendorf calls attention to the lators. As we have seen, Clement

coincidence of this part of the render- likewise supplies rov koKitov rod irarpos

ing of a (he might have added Ter- in interpretation,

tullian and Novatian) with the omis- s There is no Greek authority of any

sion of 6 <$v in N*, suggesting that eh kind, as far as I am aware, for 7iisi:

was read as eh : and apparently with it might of course be introduced from

good reason, for K* has readings here- vi 46 in Latin as easily as in Greek,

abouts in common with what must 3 Retained only, it would seem, by

have been the original of the Old Latin the Manichean Adimantus as cited by

in an early form, and solus stands for Augustine (c. Adim. vin 2 t. viii p. 120

eh in many authorities in Mark ii 7, bis). Sinum Patris gives place alto-

and several in x 18, both passages gether to in sinu Patris (in Patre c).

having a similar turn. The correction But negative statements as to the

was probably suggested by e^ytjaaTo, Latin quotations could not be made

for transitive verbs used absolutely are quite confidently without dispropor-

always a distress to scribes and trans- tionate labour.
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mm, and probably other revised MSS. of the same group. The

final verb is represented pretty constantly
1 by enarravit, vary-

ing occasionally (after ipse, it will be remembered) into narra-

vit. The final form, as it stands in the present MSS. of the

Vulgate, answers exactly to the prevalent Greek text :
" Deum

nemo vidit umquam ; unigenitus Filius, qui est in sinu Patris,

ipse
2
enarravit." This statement includes the Latin Fathers of

the fourth and following centuries, and it is needless to give

references : various types of Old Latin are represented, as the

names of Victorinus, Vigilius, Hilary, Ambrose, and Augustine

will sufficiently shew.

1 Adimantus (1. c.) has adnuntiavit: ix 37, and in scattered authorities

Victorinus once [adv. Ar. i 2) exposuit elsewhere. Like avros, which is to be

with Tertullian and Novatian, else- found in Greek quotations but not

where enarravit. MSS., it was evidently suggested by the
2 Ipse similarly represents eKeivos in apparent sense.
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Note C

Some details of JEthiopic evidence

Dr Wright has most kindly ascertained the texts of the two

MSS. at Cambridge, and of the nineteen in the British Museum.

They singularly illustrate the truth of Dr Tregelles's account of

the iEthiopic version (Home's Introduction iv 319 f.), which

has been questioned of late, being all paraphrastic, and exhibit-

ing no less than 12 combinations of readings, owing in part to

the addition of pronouns, and the insertion of conjunctions in

various places. Nineteen MSS. are of the 17th century or

later: of the remaining two, ascribed to the fifteenth, one (B.M.

Or. 525) agrees prima manu with the Polyglott. The accusa-

tive particle is here prefixed to fiovoyevq^ 0eo?, doubtless owing

to a misinterpretation natural in a language incapable of ex-

pressing /j,ovoyevrj<i otherwise than by a word like unicus

(waked), since it was not to be supposed that "the only God"

denoted the Son. To fxovoyevrjs 0e6<; (or -vr\ -bv) six other MSS.

add vibs followed by wahed, which in this second place probably

stands for /j,6vo<; or el? ; two of them (including the other loth

century copy, B.M. Or. 507) having fiovoyevt)? deos, the other

four the accusative form. This interpolation supplied another

possible construction for the accusative unicum Deum : it could

be taken either simply in apposition to the previous Oebv {Deum

nemo vidit unquam, unicum Deum : [Filius unicus] qui &c), or

as the object of e^rjyrja-aro (unicum Deum [Filius unicus'] qui

est in sinu...enarravit), or as the object of an intermediate

clause (unicum Deum [sc. vidit] Filius unicus (or unus) : qui est

&c.) : all three constructions seem to be indicated by punc-

tuation and conjunctions in different MSS. An eighth MS.
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omits /xovoyevSis, retaining 6e6q v/69 wahed. The remaining

thirteen likewise omit deos. The probable sequence was as

follows, the position of the second wahed in all known MSS.

being fatal to other interpretations of the facts which might be

suggested. The original text (preserved now, as far as the

MSS. yet examined shew, only with the accusative modifica-

tion) had ixovoyevr)<i #ed?, the Memphitic reading. With this

was next combined the alternative reading vtd?, accompanied

by wahed, either a relic of the early reading mentioned in

Note B or a like but independent interpolation: similar cou-

plets of readings originally alternative are not uncommon in this

version
1
. The first wahed would then be dropped as a need-

less superfluity in MSS. which escaped the accusative prefix

:

and lastly the further omission of tfeo? would reduce the phrase

to a familiar shape. The evidence is not very important; but

its history is instructive.

The verse is closed by a gloss from Heb. i 2 in one of the

seventeenth century MSS. which omits /xovojevrj^ Oeos (B.M.

Or. 521).

1 It is possible, but much less likely, double reading, and that vios xvahed

that the iEthiopic had originally the was then omitted in some MSS.
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Note D

Unicus and unigenitus among the Latins

The varieties in the Latin rendering of /jiovoyevijs in the

New Testament are sufficiently interesting to be given in full.

Sabatier's references have of course been freely used.

I Passages referring to our Lord

John i 14 86%av co? /Aovoyevovs nrapa irarpo^.

A unici (a patre) Tert.* {Prax. 21) Fr.Arian.(Mai, S.V.N. C.

iii 2 228) Hil>(2Vm. i 10 in comment.).

unici {patris sic) e.

unici filii (a patre) a.

unici nati (a patre) Oros.
l{Ap. de arb. lib. 613 Hav.).

B unigeniti (a patre) bcf vulg. Tert.*(.Pra#.lG) Novat.

{Reg. Fid. 13) Hil*(2Ww. i 10 text) Amb.^i 1204 F)

Iren. lat.
2
(42, 315) Aug.(ad I. &c.) Hieron.XEph. v

33) &c.

John i 18 6 [xovoyevrjs vio<i 6 a>v eh top koKttov tou irarpo^.

A unicus (Jilius) a Adimant.^ap. Aug. viii 120).

unigenitus {Jilius) beef Tert.
2

(Pra^.l5: cf.7) Hil.(Ps.

138 § 35 &c.) Victorin. Iren.lat. Amb. Aug. &c.

John iii 16 rov vlov avrov top fiovoyevrj eScoicev.

A {filium suum) unicum abdemg1 gat mm mt Tert.
1
{Prax.

21) Rebapt. 1^) Fr.Arian.(226) Lucif.^lSl Col.)

Hil.cod. al.
3

B {filium suum) unigenitum cfffvulg. HiV{Trin. vi 40 ed.)

Amb.(ii 406, 626) Aug. &c.

John iii 18 to ovofia rov p,ovoyevov<; viov rov 6eov.
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A unici {filii Dei) a d Tert.(l.c) Cy^.{Test. i 7; ill 31) (Fr.

Arian. 226) Lucif.(l.c)

B unigeniti {filii Dei) bcefffm vulg. Iren.lat.(325) Amb.

(i 762) Aug.(ad 1.) Vig.(2Hw.213 Chif.) &c.

1 John iv 9 tov vlcv aurov tov /xovoyevi] dnreo-TaXicev 6 6eos.

A {filium suum) unicum m Lucif.(140).

B {filium suum) unigenitum vulg. Aug.(ad 1.)

II Other passages

Luke vii 12 povoyevrjs uio? (or v. fi.) rfj finTpl clvtov.

A (filius) unicus all, including Amb. (waiving order).

Luke viii 42 dvydrnp p,ovoyevr)<; r)v clvtw.

A {filia) unica all, including Amb. (waiving order).

Luke ix 38 tov vtov fiov, otl fiovoyevrj'; fioi icrriv (or e. fioi).

A unicus {mihi est) all (waiving order).

Heb. xi 17 tov fiovoyevrj Trpoaicpepev 6 -ra? ijrayye\ia<i avaSe^d-

fievos.

A unicum (without filium or suum) d Ruf.[Orig.](7w Gen.

Horn, i 1, ii 81 Ru.) Aug.(C.D. xvi 32).

B unigenitum vulg.

In the canonical books of the Old Testament TH^ the

only Hebrew original of fiovoyevrj?, is uniformly rendered by uni-

genitus in the Vulgate where an only son or daughter is meant

(Gen. xxii 2, 12, 16 ; Jud. xi 34 ; Prov. iv 3 ; Jer. vi 26
;

Am. viii 10; Zech. xii 10). Singularly enough the LXX has

dyair^To? {dycnroofievos Prov.) in all cases but that of Jephthah's

daughter, though fiovoyevrj? was used by one or more of the

other translators in at least five of the other places (no record

being known for Gen. xxii 16 ; Zech.). But at least some form

of the LXX must once have had fiovoyevrj? for Isaac
1

(the

1 Gregory of Nyssa (Be Beit. F. et have been found by Gregory in his

Sp. S. hi 568 Migne) has Gen. xxii 2 MS., for he remarks in his comment

Aa/3^ fioc, (pfjd, tov vlov crov tov dyairr]- 7ra>s dveyeipet to <pi\rpov nal vlov dya-

toV, tov fiovoyevrj, where fiovoyevrj, if irrjTov xai fiovoyevrj KaXuiv, ws dv did

only a gloss on dyarrrfTov, must at least tQv toiovtiov dvofidruv k.t.X. This case

H. 4
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Vatican MS is wanting here), for we have clear Old Latin

authority accidentally preserved for unicus in Gen. xxii. 2, 12

and Judges, though most Old Latin quotations follow dyairvros.

Unicus is also the Old Latin word in three of the four remain-

ing passages, all peculiar, Ps. xxii (xxi) 21; xxxv (xxxiv) 17

{solitarius Hier.) ; xxv (xxiv) 16 (solus Hier.). In the Apocry-

pha the uniform unicus of the Old Latin was not disturbed by

Jerome; Tob. iii 15; vi 10 cod.; viii 17 or 19 (duorum unico-

rum, Tobias and Sarah) ; and even Sap. vii 22.

Thus throughout the Bible unicus is the earliest Old Latin

representative of /jbuvoyevy'is; and unigenitus the Vulgate render-

ing of TIT, however translated in Greek, except in St Luke

and the Apocrypha, where Jerome left unicus untouched, and

the four peculiar verses from the Psalter (lxviii [lxvii] 7, and

the three already mentioned), in which he substituted other

words. But unicus had been previously supplanted by unigeni-

tus in one or more forms of the Old Latin in all the five pas-

sages where it has reference to our Lord, all occurring in St

John's writings ; and in the Prologue of the Gospel the change

took place very early.

These facts would prove, if any proof were needed, that

1/169 was the reading of the MS. or MSS. from which the Old

Latin version was originally made; for unicus Deus 1
could never

renders it not unlikely that Irenasus is joined to the following Dominum nos-

following a similar double reading trum (pp. 163, 166, 365). He points

when he speaks of Abraham (233) as out that this construction occurs in

tov ISiov nopoyevij Kal dyairwrov irapa- two sermons wrongly attributed to St

Xw/>ij(ras dvalav ry 6e$, 'iva Kal 6 Oeos Augustine : in one (240 in t. v p. 394

€v5oKrj<rri...Tov idiov /m.ovoyet>rj Kal dya- Ap.) it is at variance with the interpre-

irt)Tov vlbv dvulav irapaaxew k.t.\. In tation, and must be due to a scribe ; in

Jud. xi 34 the Alex, and other MSS the other (t. vi p. 279 Ap.), a very late

add to fiovoytvris without a conjunction cento, it belongs to an extract from
avT$ ayairi)Trj, and others avrQ dya- Ivo of Chartres, a pupil of Lanfranc.

71-777-77, irepl\pvKTos avrQ. It is indeed, I find, as old as Kufi-
1 In Dr Swainson's History of the nus, for he labours (Com. in Symb. 8

Creeds attention is called to a "not p. 71) to justify it, though evidently

infrequent punctuation" of MSS. by preferring (6 ff.) to take unicum with

which unicw® is strangely separated Filium. But unicum Dominum nos-

from the preceding Filium ejus and trum can hardly be more than a Latin
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have been a designation of our Lord, and moreover it was actually

applied to the Father in the Creed of Carthage in Tertullian's

time (Be Virg. vel. 1 ; Adv. Prax. 2 f.). But they also give

additional interest to the almost uniform rule that unicus

belongs to native Latin Creeds, unigenitus to comparatively late

Greek Creeds translated into Latin, both alike having but one

original, the fjLovoysv>]<; of St John's third chapter, if not also

his first. It is needless to enumerate the various forms of what

we call the Apostles' Creed, which have been several times

collected. They all have unicus
1

,
(mostly in the order Filium

ejus unicum as John iii 16, but the Aquileian form given by

Rufinus 2 unicum Filium ejus as iii 18, and the Poictiers form

used by Yenantius Fortunatus [Hahn, Bibl. d. Symb. 33;

Heurtley, Harm. Symb. 55] unicum Filium only) with

the exception of two peculiar Gallican documents, closely

related to each other, which have unigenitum sempiternum

(Hahn, 35 f
.

; Heurtley, 68f.)
3

. In Tertullian we have seen

unigenitus (cf. Be An. 12; Scorp. 7), possibly a word of his own

coinage, side by side with unicus. But the influence of the

Creed remained strong : a century and a half later Lucifer

seems to have only unicus, which he repeats incessantly.

Augustine vacillates between the Creed and his Latin MSS
of the ' Italian ' revision. Writing de Fide et Symbolo in 393

he puts unigenitus into the Creed but promptly explains it by

the equivalent to which his hearers were more accustomed

blunder, arising from the separation of Greek cast of its language.

~ijnicum from Filium by the genitive 2 This order cannot be safely as-

cjus and the immediate proximity of sumed for the Eoman and 'Eastern'

Dominum, together with the latitude forms to which he sometimes refers.

of sense in unicus. In some Spanish 3 In the Te Deum we have verum et

Creeds the insertion of Deum et before unicum Filium in the common text,

Dominum (Swainson 164, 323) brings probably rightly : but in the present

unicum and Deum into contact : but the state of knowledge unigenitum must be

resemblance to /jbovoyevrj 0e6v can be admitted as an alternative reading,

only fortuitous. The Gloria in excelsis has Domine Fill
1 So also the Latin original of the Unigenite Jesu Christe, without appa-

Sirmium formulary of 357 (Hil. De rent variation.

Syn. 11 p. 4GGa), notwithstanding the

4—

S
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(" credimus etiam in Jesum Christum Filium Dei, Patris uni-

genituin, id est unicum, Dominium nostrum: c. 3 t. vi p. 153 a),

and twice afterwards repeats unigenitus. Nearly thirty years

later in the Enchiridion he employs unicus (34, 35, 36 bis) till

he has to quote John i 14, when he takes up for a moment the

unigenitus of his version (36 s. f.), but in the next sentence slips

back to the Creed by again combining both words, unigenitus

id est unicus : and in the rest of the treatise he uses only

unicus when commenting on the Creed (38, 56), unigenitus only

with Verbum (41) or else absolutely (49, 56, 103, 108). But

the influence of the Greek controversies of the fourth century

upon Latin theology, the convenience of the antithesis to

ingenitus, and the revision of Latin biblical texts secured the

ultimate victory for the more explicit term unigenitus, except

in the Creed itself. It is the word adopted in several private

formularies, all imbued with the results of Greek thought;

those of Pelagius (but with Deum, Hieron. Opp. xi 202 Vail.),

Auxentius of Milan 1
(Hil. Lib. c. Aux. 14 : cf. Caspari, Quetten

u. s. w. ii 301), and Ulfilas (in Caspari 303)
2

. And from the

fourth century onwards it is the constant rendering of fiovo-

<yevr)<; in all the Latin translations of Greek Creeds or other

formularies, with hardly any exceptions and those in secondary

authorities. Thus ten out of the eleven versions, or recensions

of versions, of the original Nicene Creed collected by Walch

(Bibl. Symb. 80 ff.) have natum ex Patre unigenitum, the

eleventh
3 omitting the word: and five

4
out of the seven ver-

1 The closely related formulary of genitm by Augustine in the De fide et

Germinius of Sirmiura has however symbolo (6 p. 154 e) : "naturalis ergo

unicus (Hil. Op. Hist, xm—xv : cf. Filius de ipsa Patris substantia unicus

Caspari 302). natus est, id exsistens quod Pater est,

2 Another attributed to Damasus Deus de Deo, lumen de lumine." So

and several other Fathers (Hahn 185) also Gregory of Eliberis, if he is the

has unigenitus, but it appears to be a author of the treatise De fide ortho-

translation. doxa in the Appendix to Ambrose's
3 As given by Lucifer (De non pare. works (ii 345).

p. 204 Col.). Singularly enough uni- 4 Dionysius Exiguus omits ; the

cus oocurs in what can be only a Code of Canons &c. of the Roman
quotation from the Nicene Creed fol- Church printed with Leo's works sub-

lowing on the already cited use of uni- stitutes unicum.
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sions or recensions of the 'Constantinopolitan' Creed, as quoted

by Hahn (113), have Filium Dei unigenitum. The two

renderings of fxovoyevijs were unconsciously retained by Latin

Christianity in the two Creeds throughout the Middle Ages,

and the double tradition is still preserved by corresponding

renderings in our own tongue.
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Note E

On MONoreNHc eeoc in the Nicene Creed

The second part of the original Nicene Creed begins thus:

—

zeal els eva Kvpiov 'Irjaovv XpiaTCV, tov vlcv tov Oeov,

ryevv7]0evTa e'/c rod irarpcs pbovoyevr}, tovt eo-Tiv e'/e tt}<;

ovalas tov irarpos, Oeov e'/c Oeov, <^>&3? e'/e (pcoTos, Oeov

aXrjOivov e'/c Oeov dXvOtvov, yevvrjOevTa, ov 7roir)0evTa,

o/ioovaiov tco irarpi.

Then follows the recital of the Incarnation.

If now we withdraw the parenthetic clause tovt eaTiv etc

TJ79 ovaim tov waTpos, the words piovoyevrj and Oeov become

contiguous. Is this contiguity accidental, so that fiovoyevij

alone goes with yevvwOevTa, and a new clause in apposition is

formed by Oeov i/c Oeov, or should the eight words yevvr\-

Oevra etc tov iraTpb^ /j,ovoyevPj deov e/c Oeov be all read con-

tinuously, so that puovoyevt) belongs to Oeov ? Neither alternative

presents any grammatical difficulty ; and thus the question

must be decided by analogy and sense. The first step evidently

is to investigate the probable origin of the passage. The en-

quiry must occupy a space disproportionately great if p:ovoyevr}<;

0e6<i alone be considered : but it has to do with matters of

sufficient historical interest to reward minute examination on

other grounds.

It is certain (1) that the bulk of the Nicene Creed was taken

from earlier formularies, one or more; and (2) that the three
1

clauses tovt eaTiv etc t^? ovaia? tov TraTpos, yevvr)OevTa ov

7roi7]0ivTa, and 6/noovaiov tu> iraTpi were novelties introduced by

the Council with the special purpose of excluding ambiguity.

1 Three for some purposes, howsoever the second and third may he gram-
matically related.
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Athanasius in his old age, nearly half a century later, explained

how the introduction of the new phrases had arisen (De Deer.

Nic. Syn. 19 ff.; Ad Afr. 5 f.), and justified them, as he or others

had evidently done at Nicsea, by reference to similar language of

Theognostus, Dionysius of Rome, and Dionysius of Alexandria

respectively (De Deer. 25 f.) : and this anxious appeal to theolo-

gical writers sets in strong relief the absence of authority de-

rived from public Creeds. In a different quarter the unwonted

language of the three clauses elicited from Eusebius a some-

what reluctant apology in the epistle which he addressed to his

own diocese shortly after the Council (Ep. ad Caes., preserved

by Athanasius De Deer. pp. 238 ff. and Socrates ff. E. i 8). The

testimony thus doubly borne renders it highly unlikely that the

Nicene Creed contained other novelties not mentioned ; and

however modified in arrangement, the whole of its remaining

contents may be assumed to have been taken from Creeds

already in use.

The scattered and confused memorials of the Council afford

little information as to the Creeds brought forward in the course

of the discussions. Theodoret (ff. E. i 6) mentions an expo-

sition (vTrayopevcravre'i Se irlareui'i hihaaicaXiav) which was pre-

sented to the assembly by the small group of bishops compara-

tively friendly to Arius, led by Eusebius of Nicomedia; and

which was at once torn up. Eustathius of Antioch, an eye-

witness, cited in Theodoret's next chapter, tells the same story

of "the writing (ypdfi/jia) of Eusebius's blasphemy," meaning

evidently the same document 1

, which was probably an elaborate

private statement of doctrine. From the above-mentioned

pastoral letter of Eusebius of Caesarea, the leader of the middle

party, we learn more. Its purpose is to explain the circum-

1 Identical also, it would seem, with (H.E. i 7), or rather by Photius abridg-

the " epistle " of Eusebius of Nicome- ing his words, about the winning over

dia from which Ambrose (De Fide hi of Hosius and other bishops by Alex-

125) cites a sentence as having fur- ander at Nicomedia before the Council

nished the term 6/xooijinos to his oppo- has no necessary reference to the term

nents. What is said by Philostorgius itself.
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stances which had led him after some hesitation to subscribe

the Conciliar Creed, as he was afraid that incorrect rumours

might cause misunderstanding 1
. "We first," he says, "transmit

" to you the writing concerning the faith which was put forward

"by us, and then the second, which they have published after

"putting on additions to our expressions 2
. Now the writing

"presented by us, which when read in the presence of our most

" religious emperor was declared to have a right and approved

" character (ev re e%e«/ kol So/e/jUta? airo^avdkv), was as follows.

" 'As we received from the bishops before us both in our first

"'catechetical instruction and when we were baptized, and as

"
' we have learned from the Divine Scriptures, and as

" 'we both believed and taught in the presbyterate and in the

" 'office of bishop itself, so now likewise believing, we offer to

'"you our faith; and it is this.'" Eusebius then transcribed

a Creed, to which he added a few lines of explanation and pro-

testation
3

. When "this faith", he tells his diocese, had been set

1 This is not the place to examine

the characters and beliefs of the actors

in the great Council. But it is worth

while here to ohserve that though Eu-

sebius differed on a grave point of doc-

trine from Athanasius, and probably yet

more from Athanasius's non-Alexan-

drine allies, the difference which de-

termined the attitude of the two men
respectively in regard to the proceed-

ings of the Council was not of doctrine

but of policy. When the policy of

Eusebius had at length been clearly

overruled, he had to decide how he

could most nearly conform to its spirit

;

by giving in his adhesion to the con-

clusion of the majority, or by record-

ing his protest against it. He decided

that the former course was the best

now open, provided that he could re-

ceive sufficient assurance that the new
terms were not meant to carry a sense

inconsistent with his own belief, mis-

givings having perhaps been raised in

his mind by wild language on the part

of such men as Marcellus. The assu-

rance was given, his conscience was

relieved, and the accession of his name
furnished a guarantee that the new
Creed was not to be understood as a

rejection of the elder theology. It was

quite consistent with this decision that

he should desire, on public and on

private grounds, to be known as still

regretting the eclipse of the policy

which he represented.
2

Aieirep.if'dp.eOa. vp.1v irp&jov fxfo tijv

£></>' i]/j.Qv wpoTadtiaav irepi rijs iriareuis

•ypacprjv, ^Tretra ttjv devrtpav, rjv reus

i]/jL€Tepais <pwi>cus irpocd-qKas e7rt/3ct\(Wes

(KSeSdiKacnv.

3 The defensive tone of this docu-

ment implies accusations flung about

in the previous debates. The later

controversy with Marcellus may well

have had a prelude at Nicrea ; nor is it

likely that the animosity of Eustathius

(Socr. i 23) began after the Council.
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forth by him (ravTr}<; vcj) r}fiwv i/cTe0eiar]<; t?j<? 7r/crT«o?), there

was no room for gainsaying. The emperor, followed apparently

by others ', declared his entire agreement with it, and " urged

all the bishops to give their assent to it and to subscribe to its

articles and to express concurrence with them in this very form,

with the insertion of the one single word ofioovaios"; which

word he proceeded to interpret by rejecting various erroneous

senses
2

. Such, Eusebius says, was the wise discourse of the

emperor ; "but they, under pretext of the addition of ofxoovcnos,

have made the following writing
3
," i.e. the Nicene Creed. He

then relates how, as soon as the Creed had been propounded, he

or his party (the pronouns ' we ' and ' they ' are throughout

ambiguous) enquired minutely about the intended meaning of

the new phrases, and on receiving satisfactory answers thought

it right to give consent, having peace always in view.

From this narrative it plainly appears that Eusebius pre-

sented a declaration of his own faith as his namesake of Nico-

media had done; that the kernel of this private declaration was

a public Creed, the same with which he had been conversant in

his own Church at all stages of his life ; the Creed therefore of

C?esarca from at least the latter part of the third century; that

1 This seems to be involved in the guage, /cot ravr-p roiis irdpras a-vyKara-

words avros re irpuros 6...f5a.cn\evs, OiaOai vwoypd<peiv re roh d6yp.a<n Kal

although no second corresponding crvfjupuveiv toijtois avrois irapeKeXeiero,

clause is extant. The shape of Con- ivbs p.6pov trpoaeyypacpevTos prifiaros rov

stantiue's proposal was probably sug- opoovaiov. Following itiroypd<peii>, and

gested by the debates which had fol- joined with to>utois airols, crvfupwvew

lowed the reading of the exposition must as usual denote some express act

by Eusebius of Nicomedia. But much of agreement or compact.

may have been due to the advice of 3 Ecu 6 p.h <to<pwto.tos tj/hQv ko.1 eixre-

Hosius, who enjoyed his special confi- picrraTos /3acrtXei)s roiade £<pi\or6<pei- ol

deuce, and who, whatever may have 5£ irpo<pda€i rrjs tov bixoowiov itpoa-0-qKi]s

taken place at Nicomedia (see p. 55 n. 1), T^5e r^v ypa<py]v ireiroi-qKaaiv. Late

had doubtless not returned without usage would allow Trp6<pa<ris to express

instruction from his previous confi- the mere connexion of facts without

dential mission to Alexandria (Eus. implication of motive : but the equally

V. Const, ii 63—73 ; Socr. i 7 1 ; Soz. i common stricter sense is suggested by

16 5). the context, as also by the form of the
2 Such must be the force of the evi- sentence,

dently careful though ungainly Ian-
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Constantine advised the Council to be satisfied with adopting

this Creed as it stood, inserting only the term ofioovaios, this

addition being evidently proposed in consequence of a previous

discussion; that the Council, under colour of following the

advice, did in effect go much further in the way of composition,

so that the resulting document could be called a "writing"

which they "made"; and yet that it might with equal correct-

ness be described as the Creed of Csesarea with additions.

The truth of the principal statements is confirmed by historic

probability and by internal evidence. An appeal to a venerable

existing document, such as the traditional Creed of Csesarea,

was exactly in the spirit of the conservative policy espoused by

Eusebius; nor could he easily find a better resource in en-

deavouring to draw to his side the greater part of the Council.

In like manner the adoption of this Creed as a basis by the

Council would naturally ensue, in approximate compliance with

the emperor's recommendation. The Creed which Eusebius

transcribes is simple in form, unlike the personal profession

which encloses it
1

. Echoes of its phrases can moreover be dis-

tinctly identified in references made by Eusebius elsewhere to a

testimony of "the Church [of God]", which must be a public

Creed, and is not the Nicene 2
. Its verbal coincidences with

1 By a curious oversight Halm (46 KaOalpovcxa rrjv irXdvrjv tj iKK\r]aia rbp

ff.) has included in the Creed part of $va deov K-qpvTTei, avrbv ehai Kal ira-

this personal profession, and so been ripa Kal iravTOKpdropa diSdaKovaa,

led to unfounded doubts as to the pub- ...ovtio Kal vlbv deov fiovoyevij

lie character of the Creed as it stands. 'Iriaovv Xpiarbv TrapadlSua-i, rbv irpb
2 These coincidences appear to have icavTwv alwvuv £k tow Trartpos

been overlooked. The variations are yeyewqfiivov, ov rbv avrbv 6vra t<£

only of order, and that among com- irarpl, tcad' iavrbv Se 6vra Kal fwPTa, Kal

plete clauses, and they have no percep- d\ij0ws vlbv crvvovra, deop <!/c deov, Kal

tible significance. The passages are <pQs e/c <£«t6s, Kal fwTjv £k fw^s
as follows: Oi>s e'KTpaire'ioa r) eKKKyala (p. 66 a, b). Aid irnrreveiv wapel-

tov deov ry rijs dXrjdelas evayye\iK$ Xrjcpep [i] iiac\r]aia rov deov] els eva.

K7]p6yp.ari ffefivvverai, 'iva /xip top enl deop irartpa iravroKparopa, Kal

TrdvTUP debp ^Xe'" avxovaa %pa 5e Kal eis top kv piop rjfiwp 'Itjo-ovp XpicTov,

vlbp /lovoyevrj, debv ex deov, 'Itjctovp top piopoyeprj tov deov vi6p (p. 108

Xpio-Tbp iiriypa<po/Jiipr) (Dc Eccl. Theol. b). Another probable trace occurs in

p. 62 c). Aid toi tovtup a-irdpTUP dwo- the Dcmonstratio Evangelica, p. 215 b,
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the Nicene Creed, as is well known, are at least too large to be

accidental
1

.

But it is equally certain that one or more other Creeds fur-

nished their quota to the result. Prominent among the leaders

of the majority were the representatives of important sees, as

Eustathius of Antioch, Hellanicus of Tripolis, Macarius of

Jerusalem 2
, and Marcellus of Ancyra, not to speak of Alexander

of Alexandria ; and there would be an obvious fitness on such

an occasion in combining with the Csesarean confession well

chosen forms of language consecrated by the use of other great

churches. Indeed two of these sees possessed rights which their

bishops could not willingly compromise by allowing Csesarea to

furnish alone a standard for universal use, merely because

Eusebius was in favour with the emperor : all Palestine was

subject to the supremacy of Antioch ; and the metropolitan

jurisdiction of Csesarea over the rest of Palestine was balanced

by privileges peculiar to Jerusalem, which were ratified by the

seventh canon of the Council. The silence of Eusebius as to

the employment of any additional Creeds by the Council is of

little moment, for his narrative is palpably incomplete, though

sufficient for his purpose of shewing first how he had made the

best stand he could for the old Creed of his church, and then

how it was that he had nevertheless in good faith subscribed

the Conciliar Creed. It is at least possible that the omission of

certain phrases used at Csesarea, as elsewhere, irpcoToroKov

iraaris /fTtcrew9 (Col. i 15) and irpb irdvrcov toov aloovcov (1 Cor.

d\V ws novoyevrjs vios /a6vos irpo son, pp. 65 f.

travTuv nSv ai&vwv 4k tov irarpds 2 The prominent part taken by Ma-
yeyevvt)nii>os : and doubtless others carius against the Arians in the Council

might be found. is attested by Theodoret (H. E. i 18
;

1 At the end of these Dissertations cf. 2, 4) and Sozomen (H. E. i 13 2

;

will be found the Creed of Csesarea in ii 20) : he was moreover apparently on
full, and also the Nicene Creed printed terms of friendship with Constantine

so as to shew its coincidences with the and Helena (Sozom. ii 1 7 ; 4 7;
Cresaroan base by diversity of

. type. Theodoret i 15 f. ; Euseb. V. Const, iii

The concordances and differences arc 29 ff.).

exhibited in another way by Dr Swain-
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ii 7: cf. Eph. iii 11 ; Heb. i 2), arose from a dread of their lending

themselves too easily to suspected interpretations. But the

insertions and alterations in the latter half of the Creed all

correspond with fair exactness to extant phraseology of Syrian

and Palestinian Creeds 1

, though they cannot be traced to any

one of the very few extant formularies. It is of course possible

that other lost formularies of a similar type may likewise have

supplied materials
2

.

These facts enable us to understand the manner in which

the Council changed those articles of the Creed that touched

on the immediate subject of controversy. The Cesarean Con-

fession ran,

/cat ek eva Kvpiov 'lyaovv XpiaTov, rov rov 6eov Xoyov,

debv etc 6eov, <£c59 ifc (pcoros, ^cor)v i/c ^corjs, v'idv pLOVO^evrj,

TrpwTOTotcov iraat)^ /mcretw?, rrpb iravroov twv aloovav Ik

rov Trarpos yeyevvrjpievov.

Not only were the phrases mentioned above omitted, and

1 Apostolic Constitutions and Jeru-

salem (compare Antioch in all forms)

to. irdvra eyivero for Kai eyivero to.

ndvTa ; Ap. Const, insertion of rd re

iv t$ ovpavQ Kal rd iwl ttjs yys ; An-

tioch (at least Cassianus and Eusebius

of Dorylseum have St' yp-as) inser-

tion of 5i' rj/jLas rovs dvdpdnrov% ; Ap.

Const, and Antioch (Lucianus and Eus.

Doryl.) insertion of KareKBovra ; Jeru-

salem ivavOpuirqcavTa for iv dvQpdnrois

7roXi.Teva-dp.evov; Ap. Const., Jerusalem,

and Antioch (Lucianus and Cassianus)

et's tovs oiipavovs for 7rpos rov iraripa
;

Jerusalem ipxopevov for rj^ovra irdXiv

(iv 56£?7 being likewise omitted by Cas-

sianus); and Ap. Const, and Antioch

(Lucianus) to dyiov irvevp.a (at least

these Creeds have to irvevp-a to dyiov)

for iv dyiov irvevpa. In the above

enumeration 'Eusebius of Dorylasuru'

means the author of the Aiapaprvpla

against Nestorius, printed in the Acts

of the Council of Ephesus (Mansi Cone.

iv 1109): see Caspari, Quellen u.s.w.

i 78, 80 ; and Dissertation n.
2 It would be rash to assume that

there were no clauses on the Church,

Baptism, &c. in the Cesarean or other

similar formularies. It is more likely

that Eusebius presented only so much
of his native Creed as related to the

Persons of the Godhead, as sufficient

for the special purpose of the Council

;

and that the Council kept within the

same hues. Compare the language of

the ' First ' Formulary of the Synod of

Antioch in 341 (ap. Ath. De Syn. 22 p.

735 e), el de Set wpoodelvai, Trio-rei-

op.ev Kal vepl aapKos dvaaTao-eus Kal gwfjs

alwvlov. The Anathematism (doubtless

suggested by a precedent in the closing

exposition of Eusebius, as Mr Lumby
points out, p. 50), being evidently in-

tended as part of the Creed, rounds off

what would otherwise be an abrupt

termination.
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with them rbv rod Oeov Xoyov and ^cotjv etc £«>]?, but the

surviving language reappeared in a different arrangement,

including a new phrase 1
Oebv oXtjOlvov etc Oeov dXrjdivov, in ad-

dition to the three clauses which were the special creation of

the Council. This arrangement bears no trace of having been

devised with the sole purpose of carrying the new clauses. The
rather loose and clumsy order of the Caesarean Formulary might

seem to invite the substitution of a compact and methodical

paragraph supplied out of other existing Creeds : and such a

procedure would be in analogy with the course seen to have

been pursued in the later articles. The first step would be to

set the simple fact of our Lord's Divine Sonship 2
in the fore-

front immediately after His name, in accordance with most

precedents. Next would follow the declaration of the nature of

His Sonship. Here even our imperfect evidence suffices to

exhibit in outline what probably took place. The construction bv

which <yevvr)$ii>Ta e'/c rod irarpos is followed by a predicate,

in this case fxovoyev>j [Oeov], is borrowed from the Jerusalem

Creed, which has in like manner rbv yevvrjOevra e'/c rod irarpb^

Oeov akrjOtvbv irpb rravrcov ruiv aloovcov
z

. Probably the con-

1 New, that is, in relation to the 3 Touttee, the editor of Cyril of Jeru-

Cassarean Creed, but doubtless taken salem, in an excellent dissertation on
wholly or in part from another source, the Creed of Jerusalem (p. 80), conjec-

for otherwise it would probably have tures Oebv dXrjOivbv to have been intro-

been mentioned as new by Athanasius duced into the Creed from the Nicene

and Eusebius. The complete phrase Creed between 325 and the time, some
occurs in the Expositio Fidei of Atha- quarter of a century later, when Cyril's

nasius himself (c. 1 p. 99 b: cf. Or. c. lectures were delivered. The suppo-

Ar. iii 9 p. 558 c, 8ri rod dXrjOtvov warpos sition is surely gratuitous. The pre-

oX-qOivbv iffTi yivvijfxa) ; but so do simi- sence of trpb irdvTwv twu aluivuv affords

lar forms not adopted at Nicaea, as no grammatical argument, as our

drpcn-Tos e£ arpe'wTov, yevvrjfxa ck reXelov other evidence shews; the

riXetov, rbv £k tov p.6vov p,bvov. On the is sustained by no other Nicene echo

presence of 0eoV akriOivbv in the Jerusa- in the Creed of Jerusalem ; had any-

lem Creed at this time see note 3. thing been interpolated from the work
2 The extrusion of the clause setting of the great Council, it would hardly

Him forth as the Word, and the trans- have been a phrase so little con-

fer of the following clauses to the Son- spicuous or characteristic ; and any

ship, would find justification in almost early Creed might easily take it at

universal precedent. once from 1 Jo. v 20.
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struction is the same in the Antiochian Creed of Lucianus 1

,

tov yevvrjOevTa rrrpo twv aloovcov e'/c tov iraTpos Oeov e'/e Oeov.

But at all events the Antiochian diction passes with great

facility into the Nicene. It stands thus :

—

tov vlov avrov, tov p-ovoyevrj Oeov, SI ov to TravTa, tov

yevvrjOevTa irpb twv alwvcov iic tov 7raTpb<; Oeov etc Oeov,

oXov ifj '6Xov, /jLovov etc fxovov, TeXecov etc TeXetov k. t. X.

When once the evidently premature clause Bi ov to. irdvTa

had been deferred till the place which it held at Caesarea and

Jerusalem alike, and the inconvenient
2 phrase irpb twv alcovojv

had been omitted, it was an obvious gain to shift pbovoyevrj Oeov

from its isolated position, now rendered doubly conspicuous by

the removal of St' ov to, iravTa, deprive it of its dangerous article,

and employ it, in strict analogy with St John's own usage, as

the chief predicate to yevvrjOevTa e'/c tov iraTpbs, combining it

with the already present Oeov iic Oeov into the single phrase

fiovoyevrj Oeov eV Oeov 3
.

The other alternative now claims attention. The simple

tov fiovoyevrj of Jerusalem may have been preferred to the tov

The exact date of Cyril's lectures sion of these words at Nicsca, whether
cannot, I think, be determined, but it suggested by dogmatic prudence or

seems to lie shortly before 350 : see not, was an undoubted gain as regards

Pearson De Slice, h 21 2; Tillemont grammatical clearness. It may also

viii 779 f. ; Touttee Diss, exx ff. The be owing to a grammatical impulse

most probable year is 348, which is that Hilary omits them in his version

preferred by Touttee, though partly on of Lucianus' Creed [De Syn. 29 p. 478 c).

untenable grounds. « See last note.

1 The doubt of course arises from 3 What follows hardly needs com-
the bare possibility of taking irpo twv ment. Qeov Ik Oeov is succeeded by two

al&vwv as the sole predicate (« tov clauses of similar form, as in both the

iroLTpfa being excluded from direct pre- Cesarean and the Antiochian Creeds

;

dication by the sense), in which case but no actual phrases are borrowed

6e6v €K Oeov would become an addition from Antioch, and but one, (pus eK

in apposition. But this construction 0wr6s, retained from Caesarea. The
is virtually condemned, if I mistake other, deov d\yj0iv6p en 0eov aXrjdivoC,

not, by the order of the words. In whether then first put together or not,

both the local Creeds npo t<2v alwvwv had the advantage of taking up for

seems to hold a weak place, as a se- better use what at Jerusalem had stood

condary predicate only, though the after yevvrjOivra is tov varp6s.

places are not identical. The omis-
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fiovoyevrj Oeov of Antioch ; and fiovoyevrj may have been in-

tended, when transposed, to stand alone after yevvrjOevra e'/c

rod irarpo 1

?, with Oeov e'/c Oeov as a fresh clause in apposition.

It is impossible to disprove this rival supposition : but it is

weighted with several improbabilities. First, it involves a

somewhat wide departure from the real force of both the

assumed precedents : in both of them the primary predicate to

yevvrjOivra e/c rod irarpos is a strong term containing Oeov, in

the one case Oeov aXrjOcvov, in the other, Oeov etc Oeov. It is

not likely therefore that both these phrases would be deposed

into a secondary position, and their room occupied solely by an

adjective not in itself implying Deity. Secondly, the bare

phrase yevvrjOevTa en rov irarpo? fiovoyevrj is redundant and

artificial
1

, if fiovoyevrj^ retains its true usual sense of an only

son or offspring. The rare secondary sense (see p. 17) in which

it casts off the idea of parentage, and comes to mean only

"unique", receives no support from Athanasius or, as far as I

can discover, any writer of the Nicene generation 2
. Thirdly,

it is difficult to believe that a collocation so naturally suggest-

ing the combination fiovoyevrj Oeov to the many ears already

familiar with it would have been chosen or retained except

with the deliberate intention that it should be so understood 3
.

On the other hand the one tangible ground for supposing the

1 The circumlocution would be all would have hesitated to affirm the

the more improbable because the ob- uniqueness of our Lord's Sonship. The
vious form top vlov avrov (or rov Oeov) point for which at least Athanasius

top /xovoyevT) was not only directly repeatedly contends, as involving all

Scriptural (John iii 16 ; 1 Jo. iv 9) but else, is the strict and primary sense of

stood already in the Creeds of Jerusa- the terms Father and Son ; and this

lem and (by the easy omission of Oeov) argument would have received no help

of Antioch. But in the case of novo- from /xovoyevijs as a Scriptural desig-

yevfj Oeov there would be no circum- nation of the Son, if it did not by

locution, partly on account of the sense recognised usage imply actual parent-

and the weight of the phrase, partly age.

because of the need of introducing it 3 The transfer of unicum from Fi-

only in a predicative position. Hum to Dominium by transcribers of

2 This seemingly stronger sense Latin Creeds (see p. 50 n. 1) can afford

would in effect have served the pur- no real analogy for the skilful Greek

pose of the Council less ; for no Arian theologians of Nica)a.
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two words to have been intended to belong to different clauses,

namely the position of the Nicene parenthesis, requires careful

consideration. But first, a few more words must be said in

illustration of the continuous construction yevvrjOevra i/c rov

rrarphs puovoyevi) Oeov etc Oeov.

Apart from the unfamiliarity of /xovoyevr} Oeov, the prevalent

habit of treating Oeov e'/c Oeov as a complete and independent

formula may probably at first disincline a reader to accept its

suspension, so to speak, on a preliminary participle. The

absolutely independent use of Oecv eic Oeov has undoubtedly

sufficient authority in ancient theological writers; but on the

other hand this use is virtually unknown in Creeds; for popu-

lar intelligibility the help of yeyevvTjpevov e'/c rov irarpoq or some

equivalent was apparently felt to be needed. Setting aside the

Creed of Caesarea, where deov e'/c Oeov follows rov rod Oeov \6yov

with probably the same effect as to sense, and perhaps the

Creed recited by Charisius of Philadelphia at Ephesus in 431,

where Oeov i/c Oeov follows rov vlbv avrov riv fxovoyevr}
1

, I can

find no exceptions; for it is impossible to count as such the

highly technical Confession of Gregory Thaumaturgus (ed. Paris

1622 p. 1 A, €49 /cvptos, yiioio? etc fiovov, Oebs eic Oeov, ^apaicri]p kcu

ecKaiv rrjs OeoTrjros, \6yo<; evepyrj? k.t.X.), or the still more elabo-

rate Exposition of Athanasius (p. 99 b), in which Oeov aXrjOtvov

e'/c Oeov dXrjOcvov is isolated among texts of Scripture 2
. On the

other hand the rule is observed by the Antiochian baptismal

Creed in all its extant forms 3
; the 'Third' Formulary of the

1 It is at least equally probable that too the aid is given by the context,

here too top /lovoyevrj deov Ik dtov should though not formally by the grammar,

be taken together; and then p.ovoyevij 3 As represented by Lucianus,E use-

would have the same effect as a parti- bius of Dorykeurn, Cassianus. The

ciple. last two writers doubtless represent

2 A similar Exposition of uncertain the same form, which shews signs of

authorship (ad calc. Greg. Naz. i 906 Nicene influence : see Dissertation n.

&c. : cf. Walch, Bill. Symb. 172 ff.; I venture to cite Eusebius of Dory-

Hahn, Bill, der Symbole 185 ff.), has lamm, although the words in question
'

' Fatrem verum qui genuit Filium precede his express quotation from

verurn, ut est Deus de Deo, lumen de the /j.d0y/j.a of Antioch. He certainly

lumine, vita ex vita" &c. Yet here began to interweave the diction of
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Synod of Antioch, by Theophronius 1

; the 'Fourth' of the same

(ap. Ath. Be Syn. 25 p. 737 E, &c. ; the 'Fifth' (a. d. 345),

known as "E/c^eo-i? /za/cpocrTf^o? (ap. Ath. ib. 26 p. 738 C &c.)

;

the Formulary of the Synod of Philippopolis, miscalled 'Sar-

dica', in 347 (ap. Hil. De Si/n, 34, p. 482 D: the only probable

construction in the lost Greek is a little disguised in the Latin

version) ; the 'First' Formulary of the Synod of Sirmium in 351

(ap. Ath. ib. 27, p. 742 A &c.) ; the ' Second ' in 357 (ap. Hil.

ib. p. 466 A &c.) ; the 'Third' in 358 (ap. Ath. ib. 8 p. 721 c &c),

with the peculiar form yeyevvrjixevov Be fiovoyevr}, fiovov i/c /jlovov

tov irarp6<;, Oeov iic Oeov, o/jlolov t&> yevvqcravTi avrov irarpi,

which was copied, with variations of perfect and aorist only, at

the Synod of Nice in Thrace in 359 (ap. Theodoret. H. E. ii 16

[al. 21]) and at that of Constantinople in 360 (ap. Ath. ib. 30

p. 747 a)
2

; and lastly by what is known as the 'Constantino-

politan' Creed 3
. Hence abundant analogy leads to the conclu-

sion that Oeov etc Oeov, whether forming part of the direct

predicate to yevvnOevra J/c tov TraToos or not in the Nicene

Creed, is at least dependent on it, so that on either construction

ex Oeov presupposes yevwnOevra : and when thus much is esta-

blished, there can be no intrinsic difficulty, /xovoyevrj and the

parenthesis apart, in the closer construction which makes Oeov

i/c Oeov part of the main predicate.

The chief external evidence for joining to yevvrjOevra a

the Creed before he made formal follow at once. For the present pur-

appeal to it. The words are, dXX' eva. pose the difference is immaterial.

tov irpo wavTuv aluvuv yevvqdivTa. deov 2 We are not here concerned with

iK deov teal ira.Tp6s, deov aXrjOivov 4k deov the theological position of these va-

aXydivov, k.t.X. rious Synods, but solely with their

1 Cf. pp. 22 f. The words are, tov incidental testimony to a traditional

yevv-rjdevTa. iK tov iraTpos irpo tuiv alwvuv habit of language.

Oeov TiXeiov iK deov TeXeiov, Kal 6vra 3 That is, in the clauses <pws iK

irpos tov deov iv vwoo-Tdaet, iw' io-xa-Tiov Quito's, deov aXydivdv iK deov aXrjdivov,

di twv rj/xepuiv KaTeXdovra k.t.X. The as this Creed does not contain the

position of irpo tQv alwvuv allows deov simple deov iK Oeov. In all the other

TiXeiov k.t.X. to be taken either pre- Creeds cited, that of Theophronius ex-

dicatively or in apposition, though the cepted (note 1), deov iK deov stands

former is the more probable construe- unmodified.

tion, as two other participial clauses
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predicate containing Oeov has been already given, namely the

probable analogy of the Creeds of Antioch and Jerusalem. To

this must be added the Epistle to Paul of Samosata by the

bishops assembled at Antioch in 260—270, if the correction

already suggested is right
1
. The whole sentence must be quoted

here. Tovtov Se tov vlov, yevvrjTov fiovoyevfj vlov (read Oeov),

el/cova tov dopdrov Oeov TvyydvovTa, irpwTOTOKov 7rdo~r]<; Krlaeco^,

o~o<f){ap /ecu Xoyov Kal hvvap.Lv Oeov irpo alccvcov ovra, ov irpoyvoo-

crec aXX? ovaia Kal virocndo-eL, Oeov Oeov vlov, ev re iraXaia Kal

vea SiaOtjKj] eyvco/coTes cp,cXoyovp,€V Kal K7jpvo-crop,ev. As soon as

Oeov is substituted for the unmeaning second vlov, the two pre-

ceding words acquire a clear force, the verbal yevvrjrov being

equivalent to a passive participle. Possibly however this ought

not to be accounted independent evidence, but only as a repro-

duction of the Creed of Antioch 8
. The second required combi-

nation, that of fMovoyevrj with Oeov i/c Oeov, had undoubtedly an

actual existence. In the Demonstratio Evangelica (p. 149 a)

Eusebius speaks of our Lord as tg> ircnpl co? vlov Sid iravTo^

avvovra Kal ovk dyevvqrov ovra yevvcofxevov 8"
e'f dyevvqTov

irciTpos, fiovoyevrj ovra Xoyov re /ecu Oeov e« Oeov. The posi-

tion of re proves a reference to two distinct forms, the familiar

/xovoyevrj Xoyov, not seldom used by Eusebius (as by Athanasius),

and /xovoyevrj Oeov e'/c Oeov : the only other grammatical con-

struction, that which makes fiovoyevrj and Xoyov two distinct

terms, would give Xoyov an inappropriate position, imply an

arbitrary distribution of the conjunctions,- and enfeeble the

1 See pp. 4, 19, 39. Even if vlov it will be observed that /xovov 4k /xovov,

is right, which seems incredible, we an accepted gloss on /xovoyevrj (see p.

should still have as the predicate of 17), occupies the place of the Nicene

yewr/Tov a combination of /xovoyevrj parenthesis. The parallel language of

with a substantive. Cyril of Jerusalem (iv 7) is instructive,

2 The construction of the Nicene tov £k rod deov deov yevvr/divTa, tov iic

Creed here advocated receives illustra- farjs £wt\v yewr/divTa, tov eV (purbs <p<2s

tion, rather than direct confirmation, yevvr/divra, tov o/xoiov Kara, iravra t<$

from the language of the Third Sir- yewrjaavri (iv 7) : o/xoios ydp ev wa<nv 6

rnian Formulary (quoted above, p. 65), vlos ry yeyevvr/noTi, £ur) iic farjs yevvrj-

adopted at Nice in Thrace and at Con- 6eis, Kal <pws <?/c 0wr6s, 5vva/xis eV 5vvd-

stantinople in the two following years

:

pews, Oeos eV Oeov (xi 18 : cf. 4).
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whole of the last clause as a climax. The same form, slightly

resolved, occurs a little earlier (p. 147 b), /ecu eva rekeiov p,6vov

jevvrjTov Oeov £k Oeov ; and, slightly extended, in the Pane-

gyric on Constantine (xii 7: cf. Theophan. i 24), ovtos fiovo-

yevr)? #eo9 i/c Oeov yeyevvn^evos X0705
1
. It reappears in the

Formulary of the Synod of Seleucia in Isauria (A.D. 359) Oeov

Xoyov, Oeov etc Oeov piovoyevr), $<£?, ^ojtjv k.t.X. (ap. Ath. De Syn.

29 p. 746 C; Epiph. Haer. 873 c). And in the next century

it is employed by Cyril in his commentary on St John, o-rjpielov...

tov elvat fiaaiXea teal ZeaTroTqv rcov oXcov tov etc Oeov Trecpvvora

Oeov fiovoyevfj (viii 35 p. 541 c), and again, eiTeiirep virapywv

[6 vlo<i] e'/c Oeov 0e6$ pbovoyevrjs avOpwiro? yeyovev (x 15, p.

653 c) ; as also in his Third (Second (Ecumenical) Epistle to

Nestorius (p. 24 Pusey) o e/c Oeov irarpo^ yevvrjOels U109 zeal

0eo<; fAovoyevrj?. It is immaterial whether these forms of speech

were derived from the Nicene Creed or independent of it
2
.

In either case they shew the naturalness of the combination in

the eyes of theologians of the fourth and fifth centuries. Doubt-

less it was felt that each of the two elements associated with

Oeov in fiovoyevrj Oeov Ik, Oeov would sustain and illustrate the

other.

Thus far the discussion has left out of account the Nicene

parenthesis tovt iarlv e'/c rfj<; ovo~ia<; tov ircnpb<i. Were it

absent, the evidence would all, as far as I can see, be clearly in

favour of taking puovoyevrj Oeov etc Oeov as an unbroken predicate

of yewr\0evra etc tov traTpo^. It remains to consider whether

we are driven to a different conclusion by the position of the

1 The added yeyevvrifie'pos increases yeyevvrjeQai tov vlov (p. 178): and

the resemblance to the Nicene Ian- again, ov ydp tol diroxprj ...<ppove?v us

guage, though inverted in order. 6e6s £k Oeov yeyivv-qTau rod irarpos,

2 Yet it can hardly be doubted that ...ctXX' yv dvayKaiov elb'tvai irpbs tovtols

at least Cyril had the Nicene Creed ws ttjs dwdvTuv tveKa <rwnjplas k.t.X.'

definitely in view; for in his Ep. 55, Sict tovto <pa.<ri Toy Si 77/tas tovs dv-

which is a commentary on the Creed, Opuirovs k.t.X. (p. 180). Both passages

he says that the Fathers of Nicaea, tijs lose their force if Oeov in Oeov was not

uSivos [the Paternity] to yv-qaiov ...• ev part of the main predicate.

fj-dXa 0-qp.aivovTts, Oeov t<pa<rav iic Oeov

5—2
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parenthesis. It matters little for our purpose whether the

Nicene Fathers were here simply copying an earlier (lost)

Creed, or, as the extant language of Jerusalem and Antioch has

rather suggested, to a certain extent modifying in combination

and arrangement the traditional materials. In either case

the sense and the place of their own entirely new parenthesis

must be taken into account in order to ascertain the meaning

which they attached to their completed work.

A reader examining the passage merely as a piece of Greek,

unaided by extraneous knowledge, could hardly fail to take

fiovoyevr] as the one weighty word interpreted by the parenthe-

sis. Yet this supposition cannot be more than partially true at

most, if we are to trust the concurrent testimony of the two

men who had the best means of knowing the facts, who

moreover regarded them from different points of view. Eusebius

and Athanasius represent e'/c t^? ovala^ tov Trarpoq as the inter-

pretation of i/c tov Trarpos
1

. Eusebius passes fioi>oyevfj over

altogether, and Athanasius alludes to it with a slightness and

indirectness which throw it completely into subordination
2
.

1 Kal St) TctijTr]s ttjs ypafirjs uir' avrCov twv vopi^eadai. Ath. Be Deer. 19 p.

vnayopevOeLo-Tjs, Situs eip-qrai avrots t6 224 de. And so in the parallel nar-

'E« rrjs ovalas tov irarpbs Kal to rative Ad Afr. 5 p. 895 b, dXX' ol iiri-

Ty irarpl bp.oovai.ov, ovk ave^iraarov ckottoi Oeuprjaavres tt)v k.t.\. XevKoTepov

aureus KareXip.Trdvop.ev errepUTrjaeis roc- elprjKaai to 'E/c tov deov, Kal 'iypaipav

yapovv Kal drroKpiaeis evrevOev dveKivovv- e/c rrjs ovalas tov Oeov elvai tov viov.

to, ipao-dvi&v tc 6 Xbyos ttjv Sidvoiav 2 The possible allusions in the Ep.

twv elprjp.e'vuv Kal 5rj t6 'E/c ttjs ovaias de Decretis to p.ovoyevr) (represented by

wpioXoyeiro irpbs avruv drjXuriKbv elvai fxovos) are in the two sentences 6 5£

tov iK p.ev tov irarpbs elvai, oil p.r)v us Xoyos, iirel firj Kriap.a earlv, el'prjTai Kal

fxipos vwdpxeiv tov irarpbs' to.{ittq ok Kal 'iari p.6vos £k tov irarpos, tt)s dk

r)puv e56/cei /caXcDs £xiiV avyKaraTideaBai Toiavrrjs diavoias yvuptapia to dvai tov

ttj biavolg. ttjs evae(ious SioacrKaXLas k.t.X. viov e/c rrjs ovalas tov irarpos, ou-

Eus. Ep. ad Caes. 5. Ol irepl TZvakpiov devl yap ruv yevrjruv virdpxei tovto, and

[of Nicomedia]...e/3oi;Xoj'TO to 'E/c tov Sid tovto yap Kal r) ayta avvobos Xeu/cci-

deov Koivbv dvai irpbs r)pas [i.e. man- repov e'iprjKev iK ttjs ova I as avrbv dvai

kind] . . . dXX' ol irarkpes Oeuprjaavres eKel- tov irarpos, iva Kal dXXos irapa ttjv

vuvrr)viravovpylav...i)vayKda9r]aav Xoirrbv tuv yevijruv cp'vaiv b \6yos dvai Triarevdf},

XevKorepov elirelv ro 'E/c tov Oeov, Kal p.6vos uv aXydus e/c tov deov (225

ypdxpai e/c ttjs ovalas tov deov elvai A— c). The Ep. ad Afros has likewise

tov viov, vwep tov p.r) to 'E/c tov deov the word itself, but in an ambiguous

koivov Kal laov tov re viov Kal tuv yevrj- Context, 6 8k vlbs p.6vos tbios ttjs tov
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But the more the stress is shifted back from pbovoyev?] to i/c rod

iraTpos, the less reason is there to regard the clause as so termi-

nating in pLovoyevi) as to make deov i/c deov a fresh clause in

apposition. It would seem in fact that puovoyevr] was put to

double duty, combined alike with i/c tov 7rarp6<; and with deov

e'/c deov; just as we have already found reason provisionally to

recognise deov as doing double duty, combined alike with puovo-

ryevi) and with e'/c deov. Thus there would be no real pause

between the seven words i/c tov iraTpos pbovoyevr) deov e'/c deov.

Yet the parenthesis had to be inserted somewhere. It could

not be placed at the end, for tov TraTpos was too distant; nor

before i/c deov, partly for the same reason, partly because 6ebv

e/c deov could not be severed. If placed before pbovoyevrj, it

would have been close to i/c tov Trarpos, but at the cost of de-

priving e'/c tov irarpos of any additional force or clearness which

it could derive from association with p,ovoyevfj, including perhaps

the reminiscence of John i 14 (So|fai> a'? puovoyevovs Trapdirarpos:).

Placed as it actually was,,the parenthesis, while chiefly limiting

the sense of e/c tov iraTpoq, limited also the sense of pbovoyev?/,

as against the Homceousians, and at the same time compelled

piovoyevrj into a subsidiary limitation of i/c tov irarpos, as against

the Anomceans. No doubt in the process pLovoyevrjs #eo<? was

disguised: but it was not possible to introduce the parenthesis

without some sacrifice somewhere. Probably it was thought

that pLovoyevfy 0eo<; was too well known and accepted to lose

instant recognition despite the parenthesis. But at all events

its acceptance by Arius himself deprived it of controversial

value for the special purpose of the Council ; whereas in the

eyes of at least Athanasius it must have been of primary im-

portance to secure to the interpretation i/c Trj$ oiaias tov 7rarp6^

warpos ovirias, tovto yap XSiov fiovo- versal criterion of true parentage and

yevovs Kal aXridivov \6yov -rrpos irarepa filiation, Athanasius argues from Jeph-

(895 c). These incidental references thah's daughter and the son of the

are of no force as compared with the widow of Nain that a child is not less

express statements of fact cited in the ofioovcrios with its parent because it is

last uote. Indeed elsewhere {De Syn. likewise fiovoyevijs.

51), assuming « rrjs oi)<nas as the uni-



'0 ON THE WORDS MONOfENHC OEOC

the utmost possible force
1

. Thus fAovoyevi)? Oeos, though re-

tained like other traditional forms too little stringent for the

present need 2
, might have to suffer partial obscuration through

the necessity of the case.

No other explanation than this appears to account for all

the facts, and to do justice alike to the language of the Creeds

of Antioch and Jerusalem, to the statements of Eusebius and

Athanasius, and to the actual order of words in the Nicene

Creed. There is the less difficulty in accepting a single long

clause made up of closely combined terms, if we remember the

evident purpose to give continuity of form to the entire decla-

ration respecting the nature of the Divine Sonship, the other

Creeds having been more or less disjointed hereabouts, the

Creed of Csesarea to an extreme degree 3
. Where all the clauses

1 Innumerable passages of his wri-

tings shew that the form of language

adopted in this clause was the test on

which he relied above all others for the

exclusion of Arianism. On the other

hand, loyally as he defends 6/j.oovo-cos

when needful, he shews no great inch-

nation to use it when left to himself

:

Dr Newman has noticed its almost

total absence from the great treatise

made up by what are called his first

three Orations against the Avians [Sel.

Treat, of Ath. 500, 210 d, 264 g), as

also his use of the term opioias ovoias

(210 e: cf. 136 g): cf. Tracts Theol.

and Eccl. 291. The final result in the

Creed may have been a combination of

the expedients proposed by different

sections of the majority in the Council.
2 Athanasius dwells on the desire

of the Council to use only scriptural

terms, till it was found that the party

of Eusebius of Nicomedia was ready

to accept them all (De Deer. 19 ff. p.

224 ff. ; Ad Afr. 5 f. p. 894 ff.). Among
such terms he includes the following,

evidently described somewhat vaguely,

Sri ix tov Oeov rrj <pvaet p.ovoyivrjs ioTiv

6 \6yos, Svva/j.is, <ro<pla /xovt) tov Trarpos

k.t.X. (895 a).

3 To this purpose must probably be

referred the omission of tov before the

first yevvrjdevTa, and the emphatic re-

petition of yewridivra, first to set forth

the contrast ov woiydevTa, and then to

carry 6p.oovaiov Tip warpl without another

participle. Then comes a fresh start

on the relation of the Son to created

things, 8t' ov to. wavra eyivtro ; and
the added clause rd re ev t<£ ovpavQ) ko.1

to. iwl rijs yrjs, wanting at Cassarea,

Antioch, and Jerusalem (it is found in

the Apostolic Constitutions), at once

gives weight to this division of the

second article of the Creed and con-

stitutes a parallel to the first article,

on the Father, irdvruv oparwv re ko.1

dopdrwu woi-r)Tr\v. The resumptive force

of the second yevvrjOcvra, as connect-

ing ov iroi.y}6ivTa with the earlier clause,

is distinctly recognised in the later

Antiochian Creed (Cassianus), which
has been modified by Nicene influence,

ex eo natum ante omnia saecula, et non

factum, Deum verum ex Deo vero; as

also, by exactly the same collocation,
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bearing on a single subject are so carefully shaped into a whole,

it is only natural that the series of terms relating to one portion

of the subject should be knit together with unusual closeness.

The arrangement may be exhibited as follows :
—

Kat els eva Kvpiov 'lrjcrovv XpiaTov,

tov vlbv tov 6eod'

yevvr}6evTa etc tov rrrarpb<; p,ovoyevrj -

tovt icrrlv etc t?;? avrrjS ovalas -

Oebv etc Oeov,

(poos iie (pcoros,

Oebv d\r)6ivbv iic 6eo£i dXrjOcvov,

yewqdevra, ov TroLrjOevra,

Ofioovaiov to) irarpl,

Bl ou to. Trdvra eykvero,

to. re ev rop ovpavop fcal rd iirl tPjs 7775*

TOV 8C Tjp^ds TOVS dv6pC07T0VS K.T.X.

We have, it is to be feared, no means of knowing with any

certainty how the sentence was understood in the following

years. The remarkable form of the Creed noticed above (p. 23)

as employed by Eustathius and others in 366 might be due either

to an attempt to express more clearly the assumed sense of the

Nicene language, or to a conscious reintroduction of a combina-

tion assumed to have been set aside. The concise Philadelphian

Creed recited by Charisius, in borrowing the Nicene phrase-

ology, omits the Nicene parenthesis, and thus removes the only

hindrance in the way of reading tov vlbv avrov tov povoyev?)

debv Ik deov continuously : but the other construction remains

possible; and again the authors of this Creed may have intended

to improve rather than to interpret. Yet the growing favour

of the phrase puovoyevrjs 6el<; with the friends and successors of

Athanasius, in spite of its controversial uselessness, during the

time that the distinctive terms of the Nicene Creed were the

watchwords of every struggle, suggests the operation of some

in the (Syriac) Mesopotamian Creed tion, which rests on an Antiochian

examined in the following Disserta- foundation.
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more potent and universal cause than the influence of scattered

local Creeds, or of Synods of doubtful orthodoxy which bor-

rowed their language. The Nicene Creed itself would evidently

be such an adequate cause, if it was understood as containing

/j,ovoyevr}<; 0eo? : and if such was the retrospective view taken in

the fourth century, such also, we may not unreasonably believe,

was the intention of the Council.

Against this evidence there is, as far as I am aware, nothing

to set. A Cappadocian Creed formed on the base of the Nicene

Creed at a date not far from 370, of which some account will

be given in the next Dissertation, merely repeats this part of the

Nicene language unchanged. No other known Creed can be said

with any propriety to be a revised form of the Nicene Creed. That

the ' Constantinopolitan ' Creed had no such origin, it is easy to

shew : but a position so much at variance with commonly

received views requires to be illustrated in some detail, and

must therefore be treated separately. It is enough here to say

that the history of fjLovoyevrjs 0eo? in ancient times virtually

closes with the gradual supersession of the Nicene Creed. As

its primary apostolic sanction had been lost long before through

the increasing degeneracy of biblical texts, so its ecclesiastical

sanction, such as it was, died out by an equally fortuitous

process. Neither in 381 nor at any other date was the phrase

fiovoyev}}*; deos removed from the Nicene Creed. If it had a

place there from 325, as we have found good grounds on the

whole for concluding, it was never displaced while the authority

of the Nicene Creed was in force. It passed away only when

the Nicene Creed itself completely yielded place to another

Creed which never possessed it.



ON THE 'CONSTANTINOPOLITAN' CREED

AND OTHER EASTERN CREEDS

OF THE FOURTH CENTURY

In the last Note appended to the preceding Dissertation

the origin of the Nicene Creed was incidentally brought under

a fresh examination. The chief subject of the present Dis-

sertation is the origin of the Creed which has taken its place

and its name. Were the common account of the later history

of the Nicene Creed true, we should have to believe that

the 150 bishops who composed the Council of Constantinople

in 381 not only added new clauses to meet new doctrinal errors,

but revised the existing text in such a manner as to shatter

the most elaborate handiwork of their predecessors in 325.

To abolish the specially Athanasian definition rovr ia-rlv etc

rij<i overeat rot Trarpos, to erase the time-honoured form 6ecv

in deov
1

, and to remove povoyevi] from the post in which it

1 This single omission is usually with the participial clause : nor could

explained on the ground that deov £k the conciseness gained hy dropping

deov is contained in deov oWtjOivov £k three such words have seemed a com-

6eo0 &\t)9ivov. Yet surely there is a pensation for the loss of a form both

distinct force in the unaccompanied Nicene arid Antenicene. But indeed

substantives, especially as preceding it is impossible to separate the loss of

<pw £k (porros, though on other grounds tins clause from that dissipation of

(see p. 83 n. 2) there is likewise force the whole sentence which the common
in the close association of 0w$ e/c ^wros 6tory implies.
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contributed to a careful exposition of the Divine Sonship into

its old place in less distracted days, as a simple Scriptural

affix (with tov) to tov vilv tov deov, are operations which it

is difficult to understand as performed upon a formulary under-

going a dogmatic enlargement in the midst of fierce controversy

by men professing to guard the Nicene bequest with jealous

care.

Part of the difficulty has been removed by recent criticism
1

,

starting from the well known fact that in his Ancoratus, written

about 374, Epiphanius transcribes under the name of the Nicene

Creed 2
a formulary differing only by the accession of two clauses

3

from the Creed as alleged to have been renovated at Constanti-

nople seven years later. It is now certain that we have no

evidence of any public recognition of the 'Constantinopolitan'

Creed before the Council of Chalcedon in 451, when it was read

by Aetius a deacon of Constantinople as the " Creed of the

150", and accepted as orthodox, but not in any way placed on a

level with the Nicene Creed, the "Creed of the 318", (which

was likewise read,) much less accepted as taking its place. The

short records of the Council of Constantinople illustrate indeed

the watchfulness with which the sufficiency of the Nicene Creed

was maintained ; but throw no direct light on the foundation of

1 See especially Mr Lumby, pp. 67 tt}s ovalas tov irarpos and rd re iv

— 84, and Dr Swainson, pp. 86—96, toIs ovpavols Kai to. iv rfj yfj : roils ovpa-

111—131. vols is substituted for rip ovpdvcp and iv

2 At the outset he calls it TaiT-qv rty rfj yfj for ivi rrjs yrjs, the latter at least,

ayiav mo-rtv T-ijs Ka.do\iKrjs eKKXrjo-ias, ws and apparently both, of these varia-

irapiXafiev i) dyta K<d fiovri irapdevos rod tions being found in ancient copies of

6eov olito tQv aylwv aTroaroXiav tov Kvplov the Nicene Creed (see Hahn p. 106

(pvkdTTiLv; and after an appended Ana- n. 2, 108 f. n. 8); indeed they both

thematism, a loose copy of the Nicene, stand in the Nicene text embodied in

he adds Avrrj p.Zv 77 irians TrapeSodrj diro Epiphanius's own ' Second ' Creed.

7w dyiuv diroaroXLov, ko.1 iv iKK\r](r[g. The only other Epiphanian variations

ttJ dylq. iroKu [sic] dwo irdvrui' 6/xov tcov from the Chalcedon copy, both slight,

dyiwv iirio-KOTTCcv, virip TpiaKoaluv diKa the insertion of re after ovpavov in the

tov dpid/xbv. A strange statement: but first article and the change of to fwo-

Epiphanius's own remarks upon his votov to ical faoiroiov, (together with

priceless materials are often strange. the omission of to before idipiov, if

3 In addition to the Anathematism. Petau's text is right,) are probably in

They are both Nicene, tovt' iarlv e'/c like manner accidental.



AND OTHER EASTERN CREEDS 75

the tradition which seventy years later associated the new form

of Creed in some way with the 150 Bishops then assembled, and

which does not seem likely to have been a mere invention
1
.

It is not however an unreasonable conjecture that the Creed

was submitted to the Council by some one of its members, and

accepted as legitimate
2
, without any idea of its becoming in

any sense an oecumenical Symbol, regulating the faith of

many lands. However this may be, it was certainly in exist-

ence some years before the Council met, and already in-

cluded those clauses which in a later age were specially said

to have been introduced by the Council 3
.

The responsibility for the ' Constantinopolitan ' Creed is

thus shifted from the Council of 381, in which various dis-

tinguished men took part, to an unknown person, synod, or

church at an earlier date, possibly a much earlier date, than

374. Yet it would still be difficult to understand how the

Nicene Creed could be treated with such remarkable freedom

in a revision which, upon any view, bears marks of having

1 It is quite possible, as has been presently given for concluding that

I, that the presentation of the the 'Constantinopolitan' Creed was in

Creed by Aetins was connected with some manner known or used at Con-

the efforts made by a Constantinopoli- stantinople early in the fifth century

;

tan party in the Council of Chalcedon and this ill defined currency may pos-

to secure the supremacy of their city, sibly date from 381, though we have

which had been maintained by a canon no evidence for the fact,

of the Council of 381. But the Creed 2 Its presentation and acceptance on
would hardly have served then purpose, this occasion would thus bear a reseni-

unless it were already in some way blance to what took place afterwards

associated with the proceedings of 381. with the same Creed at Chalcedon,

That it had become the local Creed of with the Creed of Caesarea on its first

the imperial city is not likely. In a presentation by Eusebius at Nicaaa (see

homily preached at Constantinople in p. 56), and probably with the (Phila-

399 (on Col. ii 14, p. 369 f) Chryso- delphian) Creed presented by Charisius

stom appeals to the words eU farjv alii- at Ephesus. Some other indirect con-

viov as part of the Creed which his firmations of this conjecture will be

hearers knew (cf. Caspari i 93 f.)

;

noticed further on.

words absent from the 'Constantino- 3 Not only the additional clauses on

politan' Creed but present in that of the Holy Spirit, but ov ttjs (3a<rt\elas

Antioch. And a priori we should ex- oi'/c 'iarai re'Xoj, which stands in the

pect Constantinople to have received Creed of the Apostolic Constitutions

its Creed from Antioch, its ecclesiasti- as well as in that of Jerusalem,

cal mother. Keasons will however be
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been conducted by men fully alive to theological requirements.

In the attempt however to trace the chief sources of the varia-

tions introduced, I have been led to observe that the Epipha-

nian or ' Constantinopolitan ' Creed is not a revised form of the

Nicene Creed at all, but of the Creed of Jerusalem 1
. A com-

parative exhibition of the Epiphanian Creed on the two bases,

marking those words and clauses which occur already in the

Nicene and Jerusalem Creeds respectively, will dispense with

the need of lengthened argument 2
: but a few explanatory re-

marks may place the bearing of the evidence in a clearer light.

Whichever base is assumed, most of the changes and in-

sertions in the latter part may easily be explained by the

influence of the Creeds of Antioch and the Apostolic Constitu-

tions, or, it may be, lost Creeds of a similar type 3
: this feature

therefore must be taken as common to both theories. In all

other particulars the difference is striking. The first 6 lines,

ending with irpo iravrcov twv alcovoov, are copied exactly from

the Jerusalem Creed, with the one exception that Oeov d\,rj0cv6v

is omitted from the sixth, being reserved for its Nicene place

1 The confusion was the more natu- 2 See the comparison at the end of

ral, since the Nicene revision of the the volume. The Creed of Jerusalem

Cesarean Creed made considerable use is given nearly in accordance with

either of the Creed of Jerusalem or Eahn's careful revision of Touttce's

of some closely allied formulary ; and work.

moreover the Creeds of Caesarea and 3 The citations given in this para-

Jerusalem not rarely coincide, both graph and elsewhere from the Cappa-

being Palestinian. The similarity of docian, Mesopotamian, or other late

the Jerusalem and ' Constantinopoli- Creeds are not intended to suggest

tan ' Creeds was noticed, I find, by that these Creeds were themselves the

Gerard Voss (De trib. Symb. 32—38), sources of any 'Constantinopolitan'

and evidently perplexed him much : language. Conversely it is highly un-

he took refuge in the crazy suggestion likely that they owe anything to the

that the Lectures of Cyril and the con- ' Constantinopolitan' Creed, as in that

tained Creed may have been interpo- case they would assuredly have bor-

lated after 381, forgetting that the rowed from it more freely. It follows

supposed 'interpolation' would have that, where they depart from Nicene

involved not the addition or alteration language, they supply evidence partly

of words or sentences here and there, for lost Creeds prior to Nicene admix-

but the total rewriting of large masses ture, partly for new phrases analogous

of the Lectures. to the new 'Constantinopolitan* clauses.
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lower down. At this point the scanty language of Jerusalem is

enlarged by a long insertion from the Nicene Creed; first (but

only in the Epiphanian copy) the parenthesis explanatory of

etc lov TTdTpos ; then above 7 lines without change and almost

without interruption
1

, from </><S<? e'/e cpooTOs to KareXOovra, to

which last word is added e'/c tc5i> ovpavwv nearly as in the

Apostolic Constitutions
2 and the Cappadocian and Mesopotamian

Creeds. Henceforward to the end there is not a trace of un-

questionable Nicene influence. It is true the iraOovra of the

Nicene Creed is added to the <navpw9evTa of Jerusalem ; but

/j,€ra to iraOelv stands in the Apostolic Constitutions, the Creed

of which has apparently supplied the intervening words virep

ij/nwv hrt Uovilov UlXcltov (e. n. U. being in the Mesopotamian

Creed likewise), and iraObvia itself was used at Caesarea and

Antioch (Lucianus)
3

: and again to irvevpca to aylov is nearer to

to aylov irvev^a (Nicene) than to ev aylov irvevp,a (Jerusalem) 4

;

but it is supplied exactly by the Apostolic Constitutions, the

Cappadocian Creed, and at least the early or Lucianic Creed

of Antioch. Thus the ' Constantinopolitan ' Creed in its Con-

ciliar form owes nothing to the Nicene except one long extract,

1 The exception is the dropping of lip.; Sy.Sirm.l and 3; Sy.Nic.Thrac.

;

rd re ev rip ovpavip ko.1 to. ewl ttjs yrjs Sy.CP. of 360 : aravp. vwep rip.Qv,

in the 'Constantinopolitan' recension, dwodavovra Philad. Iladovra, arau-

though not in the Epiphanian. But pudtin-a. Capp. : ko.1 iraOovra ko.1 <jtclv-

of this more presently. pwOivra iwl IX II. Mesop. Kai oTau-
2 It stands also in the Latin Libellus puOe'vTa ewl II. II. ko.1 dwoOauovra virep

Fidei of Phcebadius (p. 49 c Migne). rjp.wv ko.1 ... p.erd to waOecv k.t.X. Ap.
1 The following are the Eastern Const. l,Tavpw9evTo. re vwep -qp-Qv ewl

forms used here, variations of articles II. II. ko.1 wadovra ' Constantinop.' It

and conjunctions being neglected: 'Sy.' will be observed (1) that the combina-

is prefixed to the synodical formularies tion of the participles wadovra and

of 341— 300. IladoPTa Ca3S. ; Nic; aTavpudhra is confined to three late

Arius; Sy.Ant. 1 and 3: wa.0. virep Creeds, the Cappadocian, Mesopotami-

Tiixtjv Ant. (Luc): wad. vwep ti2v dp.ap- an, and 'Constantinopolitan', though

tlQv tjp.cSf Sy.Sel.: tto.6. ewlll. II. Iren.. the Apostolic Constitutions append

UadovTa, dwodavovTa Smyrn. ; Orig.. nerd to waOeiv; and (2) that this irregu-

"ZTavpudevTa Jerus. ;
< Adainantius ' (?)

:

lar arrangement in Ap. Const, will ac-

cravp. ewl II. II. Ant.(Eus.Dor. and count for the unique ' Constantinopoli-

Cass.). ZravpudevTa, dwudavovra Alex- tan' position of ko.1 wadovra at the end.

andex; Ath. ; Sy.Ant.4 and 5; Sy.Phi- 4 See however p. 81, n. 1.
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with a single clause omitted ; this clause, and also the Atha-

nasian parenthesis and the Anathematism, being retained in the

Epiphanian recension. Moreover this long Nicene extract incor-

porates the whole parallel language of Jerusalem, namely Oeov

d\r]6iv6v, as reserved from above, and hi ov ra iravra eyevero.

If on the other hand we start from the Nicene Creed as far as

it proceeds, we find changes at almost every point till we reach

</>a>9 ifc cpcoros', namelyovpavov [re] teal 7J79 inseii;ed,and Travrcovaiiid

iron)Tr)V shifted, yevvrjOevra e/c rov ircnpos fiovoyevfj exchanged

for rov fiovoyev?) rov e/c rov irarph^ yevviqQevra, and irpb iravrcov

ru>v alwvcov inserted to make a predicate to the denuded par-

ticiple. After Kare\66vra, the end of the clearly Nicene pas-

sage, the contrast is even more striking. From a Nicene base

we should have to suppose the insertion of koX rcupevra (Jeru-

salem &c), /ecu Kade^ofjuevov e/c Ze^boov rod irarpos (Jerusalem

&c, with KaOicrapTa), fiera Sotjr]? after epypnevov (Jerusalem

ev ho^rj), and ov rrj<; {3ao-i\eia<; ova carat TeXo? (Jerusalem and

Apostolic Constitutions) : whereas from a Jerusalem base we

find nothing omitted, and nothing of any moment altered
1

except ev aytov Trvev/xa already mentioned 2
.

Comparison of course fails after the first words on the Holy

Spirit, what follows being entirely new to the Nicene Creed.

The Creed of Jerusalem is more altered here than elsewhere.

In place of rov irapaK\.r}rov after irvevfia we have some im-

portant new clauses, to be examined in due time; and ev toi<?

7rpo<f>/]rai.<i is exchanged for Sta rwv irpo^rjrwv. The order of

the clauses on Baptism and the Church is inverted, opoXoyovfiev

1 The changes are from Ka.6loa.vTa. they are £k irvevp.aros ayiov ko.1 Maptas

to Ka.defifi.evov, and from iv 86£ri to" rrjs irapQIvov after aapKwde'vTa (see p.

/terd 66|i?s : the prohable motive for 89 n. 3, and for M. r. v. compare Ap.

the former change will be noticed in Const., Antioch, and Mesop.), virep

another place (pp. 90 f.). rjp.wv iirl Uovrlov TliKdrov after o-ravpo)-

2 A passing word must suffice for divra re (see p. 77 n. 3), /cord rds

the not unimportant accompanying ypaipds after qp.e'pa. (Antioch according

additions new alike to the Nicene and to Cassianus [folio-wed by Mesop.] and

Jerusalem Creeds, as by the nature in an earlier place Lucianus), and

of the case they do not concern us. ird\iv before ipx^evov (Cresarea, Ap.

Besides ck tu>v oupavQv (see p. 77), Const., Antioch, Mesop., Philad.).
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being prefixed to ev ^dirriafia
1

: kcl\ dirocTToXifajv (Apost. Const.,

Ueltzen's text
2

) is inserted after KadoXi/ojv, and fieTavolas omitted

1 The form taken by the clause on

the Church (els ttjv k.t.X.) is not a

little surprising. We should have ex-

pected it either to come under 6p.oXo-

yov/xtv or, as the last article under

iri<TTevo/j.ev, and as following a group of

three clauses on the Holy Spirit, to be

introduced by ical. The combination of

this clause -with XaXrjcrav, which has

been defended, as a friend points out,

by M. Yaletta, is too artificial to be con-

sistent with the diction of this or any

other known Creed. Moreover the cor-

responding clause in the earlier Creed

of Jerusalem to ail appearance stands

independently, and certainly was so

taken by Cyril in his Lectures (xviii

22, 26). Yet the combined construc-

tion has the support of other formu-

laries. The Creed of the Apostolic

Constitutions, which has some remark-

able coincidences with the ' Constanti-

nopolitan' Creed, ends its diffuse ar-

ticle on the Holy Spirit with the words

Kal fiera tovs cnroaToXovs 8e [airoar aXiv]

iraffi rots iricnevovaiv ev rrj ayla Kal

&TroiTTo\iKrj eKK\7]ala, followed at once

by els oapKos avdo-racnv k.t.X. The

baptismal interrogation in the Coptic

(probably Alexandrian) Constitutions

(as translated by Bb'tticher in Bun-

sen's Anal. Antenic. ii 467), ends with

HicTTeueis els to ayiov Trvev/xa, to dyaOov,

TO faoTTOWVV, TO TaVTCt, KadatpOV eV TT]

ayla iKKXrjo-ta ; the previous jussive

form appends to the Names of the

Trinity plav Kvpiornra, filav fiacnXelav,

filav iriffTiv, £v §dirTL<Tfj.a ev t% KadoXiKrj

a-n-oo-ToXiK-rj iKKXrjala, Kal els fwrjv ald>-

vlov. The Creed of Seleucia (359) has

St' ov [sc. tov aylov irvev/naTos 6 awTyp]

Kal ayiafei tovs ev rrj eKKXrjjla wiGTevov-

Tas Kal fiairTi^oixivovs ev ovo/xari varpos

Kal viov Kal aylov irvev/jLaros, four of its

predecessors (Ant. 3, Ant.4, Philippop.,

Sinn. 1 : cf. Sirm. 2) having had simply,

with hardly any variation, 5i' ov Kal

ayia'govTat. al tQv elXixpivus els avrov

ireiriarevKOTuv \[/vxal. Another com-

bined construction is supplied by the

Latin Creed of N. Africa, where per

sanctam ecclesiam follows vitam aeter-

nam at the end. The authorities are

Cyprian, Augustine (Serm. 215 : he

usually expounds the Creed of Milan

or Kome, as Caspari has shown, ii

264 ff.), the unknown authors of three

sermons ascribed to Augustine (cf.

Heurtley H. S. 44 ff.), and Fulgentius

(Caspari ii 257). Tertullian's refe-

rences (De Bapt. 6, 11) suit this ar-

rangement at least as well as any other,

and it is implied in two Latin sermons

attributed to Chrysostom (Caspari ii

229 f., 241 ff. : cf. Pearson On the Creed

p. 334 notes). Thus a subordinate in-

troduction of the Church in the Creed

must have existed in various regions :

and in particular the Spirit was some-

times set forth as given to the be-

lieving or the baptized in the Church.

Any Creed of this form (and the

Creed of the Apostolic Constitutions

with peculiar ease) might give rise to

the ' Constantinopolitan ' arrangement

if it were hastily assumed that the

previous article ended with irio-Tevovo-t.v

(virtually as in the four or five synodic

formularies cited above), and that Iv

t% k.t.X. was a fresh beginning (going

back to the initial Hio-revofiev), needing

only to be changed to the more correct

els tt)v k.t.X. On the history of the

subsequent removal of in from the

Latin ' Constantinopolitan ' Creed, re-

sulting from its absence in the Western

Creed and the distinction drawn be-

tween Credo in and Credo, much evi-

dence is given by Caspari i 220—234.
2 It occurs in the Nicene Anathe-
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after ^airriayua as in the Mesopotamian Creed. In place of

oap 05 avaaTaaiv we have dvciaracnv veicpwv (so the Cappadocian,

Mesopotamian, and Philadelphian Creeds, vercpoov dvdaraaiv the

Antiochian in Chrysostom 1

), with irpoa-hoKapbev prefixed ; and

in place of ical eh ^wr]v alcovtov we have /ecu ^corjv rov fieWovTo<i

alwvo<; (Apost. Const.)
2
, followed by 'A/a^i/. Unfortunately only

a fragment of this part of the Antiochian Creed has survived,

and nothing of the Csesarean Creed, supposing it to have con-

tained corresponding clauses (see p. 60 n. 2); so that we know

very little of the source or sources of the changes. But notwith-

standing their number, which would have left the matter in

uncertainty but for the clear light cast by the earlier parts of

the Creed, there is no sufficient reason to doubt that the base

is still supplied by Jerusalem. None of the Jerusalem materials

are missing except rov 7rapdKkr}rov, replaced by the new clauses,

and itself absent from the Cappadocian and Mesopotamian

Creeds, and fieravola^, absent from the Mesopotamian Creed:

and the only change of order places the Church naturally next

to the Holy Spirit. Thus, with these two exceptions of rov

TrapaKkrjTov and /xeravola^, the entire Creed of Jerusalem from

beginning to end is reproduced in the ' Constantinopolitan '.

The new clauses on the Holy Spirit were doubtless inserted

in consequence of the Pneumatomachian controversy, as is

commonly said. For the present it is enough to observe their

simplicity of form. The adoption of the extended phrase to

irvev/xa to ayiov is accompanied by the addition of two adjec-

tives similar to dytov, so as to make a triad of epithets desig-

matism in most of the early texts, also the Apostolic Constitutions a

though not in that of Eusehius ap- little further on in the Blessing of

pencled to Athanasius De Decretis as the Water (vii 43), Ki)pv£cu fiaaCKelav,

edited by Montfaucon ; and though &<pe<riv afj.apri.Cjv, vtKpwv avaaraaw.

accordingly omitted in some reprints, l&eKpGv appears likewise to have been

it is probably genuine. It stands in the Alexandrian reading (Origen and

the body of the Cappadocian, the Alexander).

Mesopotamian, and apparently the 2 This peculiar phrase occurs like-

Alexandrian Creeds. wise in the Confession of Arius and
1 On 1 Cor. xv 29 p. 380 c (Heurtley Euzoius (ap. Socr. i 26 ; Sozom. ii

Harm. Symb. 39 ; Caspari i 83 ff.). So 27).
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nating the One Spirit within the Godhead, "the Spirit which is

Holy, which is Lord, which is Lifegiving" 1
. Another clause

sets forth His relation to the Father; a third His equality with

the Father and the Son as confessed in worship. But the

clear purpose which may thus be traced was directed less to

1 The four copies of the Creed in

Mansi's Concilia have severally to

Kvpiov to fuoiroiov (A) iii 565, to Kvpiov

Kal {uioirowv (B) vii 111 and xi 633, rd

Kvpiov koI to faoiroiov (C) vi 957: Bouth

(S. E. 0. i 454) cites two with A. The
Epiphanian copy in Dindorf's text

(probably taken from the Jena MS.,

but perhaps due only to the editor) has

B, in Petau's text (founded on the

Paris MS.) it has only Kvpiov Kal fwo-

ttoioV (D) : both MSS. are bad. Almost

all Latin copies have et (B, C, or D), as

was natural with the substantival ren-

dering of Kvpiov : A however stands in

the Mozarabic Liturgy (p. 231 = 557

Migne) . D is virtually impossible, 'and

C must have been derived from A or

less probably B. Authority slightly

favours B : but on a small point so

liable to variation, and in the absence

of MSS. of ascertained excellence, one

authority is nearly as good as another.

B makes good sense, but was not like-

ly to be altered : A gives a better yet

a less obvious sense, while familiarity

would tempt scribes to take to irvevpia

to ayiov as a single name. On the

whole the original text seems likely to

have had three articles without a con-

junction : and if so, the true arrange-

ment is almost certainly that given in

the text. Had to Kvpiov to ^uioiroiov

been intended to be taken apart from

what precedes, or had B been the true

reading, the form selected would sure-

ly have been to ayiov irvevpia., which is

nearer to the £v ayiov irvevpia of Jerusa-

lem, and actually stands in the Nicene

text. The Cappadocian Creed has a

similar triad of attributes, to irvevpia

to ayiov to aKTio-Tov to Te"\eiov, "tho

Spirit which is Holy, which is Uncre-

ate, which is Perfect " ; confirmed by

three other triads occurring in other

clauses. All the chief writers of the

period dwell on ayiov in a manner

which shews that they did not regard

it merely as part of a compound name.
Touttee (p. 83 : cf. Hahn, p. 11, and

Caspari ZS. f. Luth. Th. 1857 p. 654)

notices the curious fact that several

late writers connected with Jerusalem

retain 'dv, which he supposes to be a

remnant of the Creed as given in Cyril's

Lectures. We might be tempted to

surmise rather that the purest text of

the revised Creed, as preserved at

Jerusalem itself, read Kal els tv irvevpia

to ayiov to Kvpiov to faoiroidv, in con-

formity with ha Beov, ha Kvpiov, piiav . .

.

iKK\r)<riav, £v (3airTio-p.a, and 1 Cor. xii

13; Eph. iv 4, &c. Unfortunately

those who have 'ev omit to, and none

of them are quite clearly quoting the

Creed. It is not easy to see why &»

should have been expelled from its old

place, to the loss of symmetry if not of

doctrine ; and though tv irvevpia to

ayiov by itself might be pedantic, the

addition of the two other articles and

adjectives would restore simplicity by

olearly marking ayiov as an attribute,

not a name : the unfamiliar combina-

tion would naturally in transcription

succumb to grammatical smoothness

in two different ways, here becoming

iv irvevpia ayiov, and there to irvevpia to

ayiov. But in the absence of any ex-

ternal evidence for 2v irvevpia to aVo^
the existing text must be allowed its

rights.

G
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accurate definition than to pregnant instructiveness
1

; and the

rhythm of devotional recitation is never lost.

These clauses inserted in the third division bear a close

analogy to the Nicene extract (with or without the parenthesis)

in the second division. The two cases taken together suggest the

probable origin of the ' Constantinopolitan ' Creed. Either at

Jerusalem or in some neighbouring part of Palestine
2
, where the

old local Creed was still in use for ordinary ecclesiastical pur-

poses, a desire might be felt to furnish it with clauses, terse and

popular in form but effectual in statement, which would guard

the members of the local Church from the worst errors current

on two great doctrines of the faith. For the second division the

most obvious course was to appropriate so much of the Nicene

definition as could be introduced without incongruity 3
; and

the portion adopted would doubtless include ofxoovcrtos as a

token of full Nicene communion, supposing such communion

to be either now sought or already enjoyed. For the third

division no such resource was available, and new clauses had

to be compiled or devised. The opportunity might be taken

1 Kvpiov, {wottolov, and iropev6/j.evov ces not otherwise recorded, relating to

come from Scripture, changed in in- Jerusalem, Eleutheropolis (in Judasa),

flexion only : <jvvirpo<jKwovfievov and and Csesarea, the dates being about

<rw5o£a<;6fxevoi> for all their cogency are 359, 360 (p. 97 n. 1) and 366, 367 (p.

not technical. The consecration which 93 n. 4), both in the early period. But
ofjLoovffios had acquired in the second there is reason to think that he always

division of the Creed was not allowed to kept up a connexion with his own
introduce it into the third, though here former monastery at his birth-placo

too the greatest theologians, from Atha- near Eleutheropolis (see Tillemont x

nasius (Ep. ad Ser. i 27 p. 676 cd) on- 498 f.). He has a list of bishops of

wards, attested its truth, and used it Jerusalem extending through the

where there was need with more or less troubled times to the date of his writ-

freedom : and so with other terms of ing, 375 (Haer. 637). About 377 we
the schools. The third clause is not find him in correspondence with Basil

unlikely to be original ; hardly the on the dissensions among the brethren

second, or any member of the first. on the Mount of Olives (Bas. Ep. 258),

2 Epiphanius's long residence in noticed further on for another pur-

Palestine, or even the proximity of pose.

Cyprus, the seat of his episcopal ac- 3 If a single employment of ovo-ia

tivity from about 367, may explain (as contained in 6fj.oovai.os) could be

how the Creed reached his hands. He made to suffice, it was clearly better

shews local knowledge of circumstan- to avoid a second. See also note 1,
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to effect other lesser improvements in the Creed, suggested

by intercourse with sister churches: but there would be a

natural desire not to obliterate the identity with the formulary

handed down from earlier generations. For such a purpose as

this the Nicene Creed itself would evidently have been useless
1

.

The requirements of a local congregational or baptismal Creed

will likewise account for the absence of the earlier part of the

Nicene definition. That carefully compacted sentence was not

in itself fitted for popular recitation, nor was it in rhythm and

diction in harmony with the existing Creed of Jerusalem.

The same consideration goes far towards shewing that

Epiphanius has preserved a less pure copy of the Creed, as origi-

nally formed, than that which was read at Chalcedon, and which

alone acquired general authority. It is doubtless possible that

the Athanasian parenthesis was from the first picked out of its

surroundings for insertion, to be followed immediately by the

longer extract : but it is hard on this view to explain the

omission of the intervening 6eov e/c Oeov
2
, and the technical

form of the parenthesis itself agrees ill with the supposed use.

The presence of the Anathematism in the Epiphanian re-

cension points at least as strongly towards the same conclusion.

Moreover if the Chalcedonian recension was the original, the

Epiphanian variations are at once explained by the common
tendency to approximate more closely, especially by addition,

to a familiar verbal standard with which there is accordance

1 If the 'Constantinopolitan' Creed ittov see A. Jalm Metliod. Plotiniz.

was only the Creed of Jerusalem en- p. 75.

larged and improved, we need no fur- 2 If the insertion of the parenthesis

ther explanation of the ahsence of the was not original, there would be no-

Anathematism which closes the Nicene thing strange in beginning the extract

Creed. The trivial variations in the with <j>w £k <pwr6s, more especially as

Anathematism of the Epiphanian the illustration of the eternal genera-
' Constantinopolitan ' Creed, like its tion of the Son by the analogy of

previous insertion of t4, are evidently light (airavyaff/xa. tt}s 5o£t?s Heb. i 3),

accidental errors of transcription, due to which Origen had given currency,

either to Eprphanius's habitual inac- would thus be brought into prorni-

curacy of quotation or to discrepancies nence. Conciseness (see p. 73) would
in current copies of the Nicene Creed, justify non-insertion where it would
such as certainly existed: on pev- not justify excision.

6—2
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already: whereas no reason can be found here for a change in

the opposite direction. Analogous extensions of an originally

incomplete adoption of Nicene language took place, as will be

shown further on, in contemporary enlarged Greek recensions

of the Cappadocian Creed. It may therefore be accepted as

reasonably certain that the explicit analysis of iravra supplied

after Be ov ra irdvra iyivero, the Athanasian parenthesis,

and the Anathematism formed no part of the original appro-

priation of Nicene language, but were secondary additions from

the same source
1

, made either by Epiphanius or by those from

whom he received the Creed.

So far as the ascertainment of the true character of the

'Constantinopolitan' Creed is concerned, the investigation

might stop here. Yet a supplementary enquiry into its pro-

bable authorship and date, though unavoidably resting on

more doubtful grounds, will hardly be out of place. As the

' Constantinopolitan' Creed took its origin from the Creed of

Jerusalem, conjecture naturally turns first to the Church of

Jerusalem as the body for whose use it may have been framed.

Now the legitimate bishop of Jerusalem, during the whole

period within the limits of which the construction of the Creed

must of necessity be placed, was Cyril, to whose Lectures,

written in youth 2
, we owe our knowledge of his Church's Creed

towards the middle of the fourth century. His Lectures are

remarkable for the combination of Nicene doctrine with an

avoidance of the specially Nicene language ; and similarly his

episcopate was more than once interrupted by expulsion at the

hands of Arians, while in its earliest years he chiefly associated

himself with men who were commonly regarded as Semi-

arians. On the other hand he is distinctly stated to have sub-

1 They would thus constitute an in its primary character as intended

exact parallel to the late Latin Deum for Spanish use, bears some analogy

de Deo of the Western form of the to the new clauses on the Holy Spirit.

'Constantinopolitan' Creed; which 2 "Extant ejus /caT??x?7cr«s, quas in

was indeed a more harmonious inter- adolescentia composuit." Hieron. De
polation. On the other hand Filioque, vir. ill. 112.
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sequently accepted the term 6p,oovcriov, though the time of

change is not clearly marked. Thus his personal history is in

some sort parallel to a transition from the Creed of Jerusalem

to that which we call Constantinopolitan ; and the tone of the

later phrases is in harmony alike with his firm hold of doc-

trine and with his dread of excessive definition in theological

statement.

Again comparison of the ' Constantinopolitan ' phrases with

the language previously employed by Cyril of Jerusalem, in

expounding the earlier form of Creed, yields some interesting

though hardly decisive results. Of the three most distinctive

clauses, those on the Holy Spirit, the first, Kal eh to irvevpua

to ajLov to Kvpiov to ^wottoiov, is made up entirely of

Scriptural terms (Jo. xiv 26 &c. ; 2 Co. iii 6, 17, 18 ; Jo. vi

63; Rom. viii 11), and thus attests nothing more than selec-

tion. To Kvptov, evidently inserted as an expression of the

truth denied by those who said pur) puovov KTicrfia aWa Kal

tu>v XeirovpyiKoiv irvevpLcirwv ev avro elvai, Kal /3a0pcw fiovov

avro Siacpepeiv twv ayyeXcov (Ath. Ep. ad Serap. i 1 p. 648 A),

does not occur in Cyril or even, I think, in Athanasius ; but

the idea expressed by it is set forth by Cyril with much force

more than once (iv 16 ov Kal y^peiav eyovoi dpovoi zeal KupLort]-

T69, apxal Kal e^ovo-iat ; xvi 23 at some length, ending Kal to,

p,ev eartv eh Xenovpyiav diroareXkopeva, to Be epevva Kal to,

fiaQr) rov deov) \ Again, to ^wottolov
2
, fully propounded by

Athanasius (ib. 23 p. 671 : cf. 19 p. 668 A), is indirectly anti-

1 Cyril's statement is happily con- Spirit: Iii<TTevop.ev 6/j.olws Kal els rb

densed in a fragment interpolated into irvevp:a rb dytov, rb wavra epevvwv Kal

his 16th Lecture in one MS. (p. 262 tu fiad-q rov 6eov, dvadep-ari^ovTes to.

Touttue), rb Kvpitvov Kal j3a<ri\eiov irapa tovto (ppovovvra obypara.

•Kaar\s T-rjs yevvrjriKrjs (? yevrjTijs) ovala

bparuv re Kal dopdrwv <pvaewv, rb Si

airo^ov dyyi\uiv re Kal dpxayye"\uv

e^ovcriuiv, apyuiv, KVpioTTjTwv, dpbvuyv

Cyril's use of 1 Cor. ii 10 finds an ex-

act parallel in Athanasius's own Con

2 Its force is given by Athanasius

I.e., to be KTi<T/jt.aTa...faoTroLov/j.evd e<rrt

di avrov, to be /XT) pirexov fwi?s, ct\\' av-

ro pt.eTexbp.evoi> Kal faoiroiovv to. ktI-

0-p.ara, irolav £%" avyye'veiav irpbs rd,

yevTjTa, rj ivies b\ws av eir) tQv KTt.op.d-

fession (2 p. 100 b), in which it supplies twv, atrep ev eKelvtj) irapa tov Xbyou

the only attribute assigned to the Holy faowouiTai;
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cipated by Cyril in a doxology (<£ rj Soga aiv to fiovoyevel k.t.X.

avv to) a<y[(p Kal £(oo7roia> TrvevfAaTi, vii 16)
1
, as by earlier

writers
2

. In like manner Cyril has nothing answering to

the second clause, to £k tov Trarp6<; e/ciropevo/ievov, which is

undoubtedly Athanasian 3
: but he would probably have no

difficulty, in the presence of a new controversy, in adopting

a phrase which, in spite of the change of preposition, might

pass as only a free quotation from Scripture 4
, and which had

long enjoyed some currency 5
. The third and weightiest clause,

1 So also one of Cyril's answers to

the question why our Lord (John iv 14)

compared the Spirit to water is 'E-

ireiSrj . . . ^iooiroiov io~ri to vSwp (xvi 12).

2 The Coptic and iEthiopic baptis-

mal confessions (given by Caspari ii

12 f. from Assemani Cod. Liturg. i 159

[see likewise the Coptic Constitutions

translated by Botticher in Bunsen's

Anal. Antcnic. ii 467, for both the

jussive and the interrogative forms],

and Bibl. Max. Patr. [Lugd. 1677]

xxvii 636 a D) contain Spiritual Sanc-

tum vivificantem, which probably has

an ancient origin not ' Constantinopo-

litan'. The revised Mesopotamian

Creed also has rd irvevpa to £uoiroiov.

3 Athanasius uses it often, but the

following passages are of primary im-

portance as fixing his meaning. 'Epos

yap ovtos tov vlov, tov £<2vtos \6yov,

/xlav elvai Sei TeXeiav Kal ir\^pr] rrji>

dyiaa-TiKriu Kal <pwTC<7TiK-qv 'gQyav ivep-

yeiav avrov Kal Swpedv, 77ns €K iraTpos

\eyerai iKiropeveffdai, iweiSii irapd tov

\6yov tov €K iraTpos bp.o\oyovp.ivov

iKXdpnrei Kal diroo-TeWtTai Kal SiSoTai-

dp.i\ei 6 piv vlos irapd tov iraTpos diro-

OTiWerai, . . . o* Si vlos to irvevpa dwo-

oriXkei. Ep. ad Ser. i 20 p. 669 c d. To

Si dyiov itvevpa, i Kir hpevpa ov tov

iraTpos, del iariv iv reus X£/>ci tov

ne"p.wovtos iraTpos Kal tov (pipovros vlov,

Si ov iu\r)pwae ra irdvra. Exp. Fid. 4

p. 102 a: the phrase iv t. xeP°~l k.t.X.

comes from Dionysius of Alexandria

(ap. Ath. De sent. Dion. 17 or Eouth

R.S. iii. 395, cf. Montf. Praef. xviii).

4 Athanasius dwells so much on

iK tov deov as apphed to the Spirit in

Scripture (quoting 1 Cor. ii 12), and

connects it so distinctly with his

favourite idea of ultimate derivation

from the Father through the Son, that

he probably regarded to e/c tov irarpos

iKiropevopevov not as a free transcript of

Jo. xv 26 but as a combination of the

two texts ; that is, he took to iK tov

iraTpos- as the fundamental formula,

qualified by eKiropevofievov. See Ep. ad
Ser. i 22, 25; iii 2.

6 Athanasius writes of it as though

it were an old phrase that he was in-

terpreting rather than a new one that

he was inventing (Ep. ad Ser. i.

15 p. 663 e). It occurs 7 times in

a single short passage of Marcellus

(ap. Eus. E. T. iii 4 p. 168), who ap-

parently confuses it with the words in

St John, irapd tov iraTpos iKiropeverai,

which he quotes once at the outset:

and Eusebius, in answering bim, e-

qually assumes it as recognised (p.

169 Ac), probably (Xiyerai, etp-qrai)

with the same confusion. This free

use in two different camps is hardly

consistent with a recent origin. On
the other hand the phrase is absent to

all appearance from Origen's extant

writings : at least it is impossible to

determine whether he or Bufinus

wrote the sentence in the common-
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ro aw irarpt Kal vim avvirpoaKwovfjuevov teal avvBo^a^ofMevou,

tary on Eoinans (viii 14 p. 593 Eu.),
'

' seel onus est [spiritus] qui vere ex

ipso Deo procedit." It was probably-

constructed by one of the Origenists

who adorned the latter half of the

third century. Dionysius of Alexan-

dria (ob. 264 or 5) might easily arrive

at it in his development of the doc-

trine of the Trinity due to his con-

troversy with Sabellius: a fragment

of his has already been mentioned

(p. 86 n. 3) as supplying Athanasius

with another peculiar phrase on the

Holy Spirit (the words being *Ej> re

reus xeP <T
'

i" olvtCcv [Father and Son]

iarl to Trvev/xa, fir^re tov Trifxirovros

fi.rjT€ tov tpepovTos Swdpevov arepeadai),

and the same fragment has also the

sentence "Ayiov wvev/xa wpoaidrjfca, dW
apia Kal irodev Kal Bid t'ivos -qKev

e(ptjppLo<ra.. The Exposition of Gregory

Thaumatmgus (p. 1), another con-

temporary Origenist, has Kal eV wvevp.a

ayiov, €K deov tt\v virap^iv £x ov Kâ

did v'tov Trt<p7jfos, 5ij\a8r) rots dvdpunrois,

eUuv tov vlov, TeXiiov TeXela, fay $iivTwv

atria k.t.X. Theognostus, a third

eminent Origenist of an apparently

somewhat later date, has also to be

noticed, as the subject of the third

book of his Hypotyposes was the Holy

Spirit (Phot. Cod. 106 p. 86 a 12). It

will be remembered (see p. 55), that

Dionysius was the authority cited by

Athanasius for the early acceptance of

6p.oouaios, and Theognostus for £k ttjs

ovo-'ias tov warpos. The conception

common to Dionysius, Gregory Thau-

maturgus, and Athanasius is ultimately

derived from Tertullian, for whom as

a Montanist the subject had especial

interest : the first of the two following

passages is likewise the source of e\-

T-rjs ovo-ias tov warpos. " Ceterum qui

Filium non aliunde deduce, sed de

substantia Patris, nihil facientem sine

Patris voluntate, omnem a Patre con-

secutum potestatem, quomodo jiossum

de fide destruere monarchiam, quam a

Patre Filio traditam in Filio servo?

Hoc mihi et in tertium gradum dictum

sit, quia Spiritual non aliunde puto

quam a Patre per Filium.'" Adv. Prax.

4. (Cf. 3, "in Filio et in Spiritu

Sancto, seciindum et tertium sortitis

locum, tarn consortibus substantiae Pa-
tris.") " Omne quod prodit ex aliquo

secundum sit ejus necesse est de quo

prodit, non ideo tamen est separatum.

Secundus autem ubi est, duo sunt,

et tertius ubi est tres sunt. Tertius

enim est Spiritus a Deo te*t Filio

[surely the sense reqtures ex Filio],

sicut tertius a radice fructus ex

frutice, et tertius a fonte rivus ex

flumine, et tertius a sole apex ex radio.

Nihil tamen a matrice alienatur a qua
proprietates suas ducit. Ita trinitas

per consertos et conexos gradus a

Patre decurrens et monarchiae nihil

obstrepit et oUovop.ias statum protegit."

lb. 8. (Cf . ib. " Nam et istae species

[sc. frutex, fluvius, radius] Trpo(3o\al

sunt earum substantiarum ex quihus

prodeunW") It is unlikely that Ter-

tullian meant prodit to represent eV-

vopeveTai, though (written as prodiit)

it is the rendering in e (alone of Old

Latin authorities) ; for in that case he

must have at least made some clear

allusion to the original verse, which he

has done nowhere in his writings.

But his pregnant treatise against

Praxeas would naturally be studied by

those who bad to controvert the more
refined ' Monarchianism ' of Sabellius.

Among these Dionysius of Eome, the

third authority for Nicene diction,

holds a place : and he may be in-

cluded among the possible authors

of the ' ConstantinopoUtan ' phrase,

rarely ' Constantinopolitan ' it is not,
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expresses ideas common to all stages of the controversy 1

, and

especially suits the comparatively late time when the evils

of excessive elaboration of doctrine came to be strongly felt
2

:

but it agrees likewise with what Cyril wrote when as yet

the controversy had not visibly risen. Thus he begins the

corresponding article in his preliminary summary of doctrine

(iv 16) with the decisive words, IIlareve /ecu els ro nrvevpa

to ayiov, teal rrjv avrrjv e'^e 7repl avrov So^av rjv 7rapeXa/3e?

eyeiv irepl irarpb'i kcu vlov, and repeats after a few lines

oirep crvv irarpX kcu vla> rrj rrjs 0e6rr]ro<i hu^rj TeTipbTjrcu, the last

word being explained by a similar passage in the fuller expo-

sition (xvi 4), T&) p,era Trarpos kcu vlov rerifirj^evw, Kal iv ret

Kcupco tov dylov f3a7TTio-p,aTo<i iv rfj dyla rpidSt (Jv^TrepCKap,-

ftavo/xeva) : and again he says, Trpoo-KvvovvTes rov dirocnaXevra

fcvpiov kcu virep rjijucov (TTavpeodevra, irpoo-KwovvTes Kal tov

diroareikavra Trarepa 6ebv avv dylu> 7rvevp,ari
3

(xiii 41). The

impression produced by the three clauses taken together is,

that they were compiled under the influence of Athanasius's

for it occurs in the revised Mesopota- icrrlv 6 iraTijp, dxrairu^ Bi Kal to -rrvevpa

mian Creed, with to irvevpa tt}s dXr/0ei'as rodyiov 6/j.otI/xu) irpoo- Kwrjcei 5o£a-

prefixed in accordance with John ferai (ed. -ftTai), oi to) Trepiao-d ao<pi$-

XV 26. pievoi ivoLav tov 7ro\£/xov evTrpocrioirov £xov~

1 For Athanasius see Ep. ad Ser. i aiv d<poppiyv, k.t.X. ; Greg. Nyss. Ep. ad

31 p. 679 d (cf. 9 p. 657 ab), to ffwdo^a- Eust. (iii 1017 cd Mi.), probably about

^6/u.evov iraTpl Kal vl$ Kal 6eoXoyo<up.evov A.d. 381: see p. 103. In 372 Basil

fiera tov Xoyov. In his Epistle to had written to the Western bishops,

Jovianus (a.d. 363), 4 p. 782 bc, he AaXel<r6u Kal trap tjpiv p.eTa irapp-qalas

treats the inclusion of the Spirit in the to dyadbv eKeTvo Krjpvypa tQv traTipwv,

Nicene Creed as amounting to ' con- to KaTacTp<*<pov pkv tvjv 8vcnJ>vvp.ov a'i-

glorification'. peaiv tt\v 'Apelov, oUoSop-ovv Si rds £k-

2 Ei Si iraTTJp Kal vlos Kal ayiov irvevp.a K\i<]o~las £v ttj i/yiaivovcrrj SiSaaKaXta, £v

evo-e(3ws Soijdfotro Kal irpoo- kvvoIto y 6 vlos op-oouaios op.oXoye'iTai ToiwaTpl,

irapd tujv iriaTevovTUv £v davyxvry Kal koI to irvevpa to ayiov 6p.OTlp.ws <rvv-

SiaKtKpip.tvri irj dyia TpidSi plav elvai Kal aptOp.e'iTal re Kal avXXarpeveTai

tpvaiv Kal So^av Kal fiaaiXdav Kal b~vvap.iv (Ep. 90 p. 182 bc).

Kal ttjv £ttI TrdvTuv i^ovaiav, ivravOa 6 3 Two MSS. have kcu t6 ayiov wvevpa,

iroXepos Tiva eiiXoyov alriav ^xet ;---"Ew ku* *^e sense is the same. To these

yap o\iv e£ bX-qs Kapclas re Kal r'vxys koI passages might be added others, e.g.

Siavoias irpoo-KweiTai (so we must read vi 6 ; xvi 24, which presuppose a

for irpoo-KwrJTai) 6 povoyevris deos, £- similar belief.

Kiivo thai wiTTio-Ttvpivot iv waffiv Sirep
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Epistles to Serapion, or at least of Athanasian ways of

thought, by some one exercising a cautious and independent

judgement, and sedulous in confining the Creed within the

lines of Scriptural diction and traditional usage. This cha-

racter at least agrees with what we know of Cyril, though

it may be equally applicable to others ; and the expansion of

doctrine as compared with his earlier teaching answers well

to that moderated growth which seems to have distinguished

his career. Intimate affinities of belief
1

, too fundamental

to be obscured by different estimates of conflicting expe-

diencies, must have throughout attached Cyril in mind to

Athanasius, and thus disposed him to accept suggestions from

the great theologian's writings. Indeed the language on the

Holy Spirit already quoted from Cyril's own Lectures is sin-

gularly clear and emphatic for the time when it was spoken.

Much vacillation is attested by Gregory of Nazianzus and others

to have still existed a few years later, when the controversy

had already begun, as has often been noticed 2
.

We may next examine the other 'Constantinopolitan' phrases

which belong neither to the earlier Creed nor to the Nicene

insertion. No stress can be laid on so obvious an addition as

etc toov ovpavwv after /careXBovra : but it is not absent from

Cyril's summary exposition of the Incarnation, 8ia ra<> d/xaprlas

tffioov e£ ovpavoov KaTpjXdev eVt T179 yrjs (iv 9). The same

passage supplies a more important parallel to i/c 7rv6v/j,aTo<;

aytov teal Mapla? T17? irapdevov as added to aapKcodivra 3
, in the

1 Under this third division of the vld\ Kal vios peTadcdwinv dylcj) irvei-

Creed to irdvrwv ayiaariKov koi deoirot.- /tart.

6v (iv 16) may be compared with Ep. 2 See e.g. Gieseler K.G. i 2 69 ff.

ad St'r. i 25 p. 674 bc; and 6 wa.Trjp Miinscher (IIB. Dogmengesch. hi 485)

5t' viov o-vv dytix) irveij/xaTi rd iravra. justly observes that Hilary, though a

Xap'^erai (xvi 24) with various ex- Homoousian, shews less decision on
pressiona of the same thought by this head than Cyril : cf. Meier, Lehre
Athanasius, who substitutes ev for avv v. d. Trinitat i 192.

(as virtually Cyril likewise in xviii 29), 3 In extant Creeds this combination

e.g. ib. 14 p. 663 b; 24 p. 673 b; 28 is, I believe, unique : the revised Meso-

p. 676 f; hi 5 p. 694 d. In the same potamian Creed however contains the

chapter Cyril has ko.1 irar-qp /xtv Siowaiv more remarkable part of it, o-apKwO^ra
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words yevvrjdeU e'f dyta? irapOevov teal dylov irvev/xaTO<;, followed

after two lines by aapfccoOels e£ avrrj? akrjOous
1

: and the

longer exposition has e'« irapOevov teal irvevfxaTos dylov Kara

to evayyekiov evavOpwrrrjcravTa (xii 3). Nor can much be in-

ferred from the comparative prominence given by Cyril to the

first (iv 10 ; xiii 1 ff.) and third (xiii 4) elements of virep rjixwv

errl IT. II. Kal iraOovra following aTavpwOevra. It is more

worthy of notice that he devotes 19 out of his 23 chapters (xiv

2— 20) on the Resurrection to the illustration of Kara rds

jpacf)d<i in 1 Cor. xv 4. The change from KaOlaavra to fcaOety-

fxevov coincides exactly with his repeated contention (xi 17

;

it< irvevfACLTos ayiov. The form yev-

vtidivTa €K ... Kal ..., employed by

Cyril before be advances to o-apKwdhra

e£ avrrjs ak-qdws, occurs in Origen's Kule

of Faitb, in the problematical Greek

rendering of a Latin Creed sent by

Marcellus to Julius (Epiph. Haer. 836),

and a similar Creed in Athelstan's

Psalter (Heurtley II. 8. 79 ff.) ; in the

formulary of Nice (a. d. 359) repeated

at Constantinople in 360; and in the

confession of Julianus of Eclanum

(Hahn 201) : Paulinus of Antioch uses

it in assenting to the Tome of the

Council of Alexandria in 362 written

by Athanasius (Ath. Tom. ad Ant.

Ill b) ; as also virtually Athanasius

himself some years later (c. Apoll. i 20

p. 938 E, i£ dylas trapdevov Kal iic

TTvevfiaros dyiov ytvvqQivTO. vlov dvdpw-

vov, and ii 5 p. 943 d, yevvr)6els ck Ma-

pias TTfS irapBivov Kal irvtvuaTos dylov),

though he usually omits 4k irv. dylov.

In the natus de Sp. S. et (ex) V. M.

of the early Latin Creeds et, though

as old as Augustine (cf. Caspari ii

275 f., 279 f.), seems to be a corruption

of the at least equally well attested

ex. In Mat. i 20 all Latin versions have

de Sp. S., while ex ea is a not in-

frequent Old Lathi rendering of iv avrfj,

occurring as early as Cyprian ; so that

both parts of the combination were

derived from the same verse : the in-

fluence of e'£ rjs eyevvrjdr) in Mat. i 16 is

questionable, since after Tertullian

(De came Chr. 20) the Old Latin, ex-

cept in two of its later types, followed

a paraphrastic reading containing the

active eyhvijeev, as did other ancient

versions.

1 It is not necessary to suppose the

combination of aapKudels with in Mapl-

as in the Creed to have been directed

against any heresy. But if it were, an

obvious motive would be suggested by

Cyril's frequent warnings against Do-

cetic doctrines, and especially those of

the Manicheans, colonies of whom
were to be found in Palestine: see

Touttee's note on vi 20 p. 99 e. Another

possible but not probable occasion

has been found in the theory of a

heavenly origin for our Lord's body

which was sometimes associated with

doctrines resembling those of Apolli-

naris from 362 onwards, but for which

ApoUinaris himself was apparently not

responsible, and which he certainly

disclaimed (Waleh Ketzerhistorie hi

190 ff.; cf. Dorner Person ChrUti i

978 ff.). Indeed aapKudeh (o-dpKW<ns)

e'| aylas irapOivov Maplas occurs repeat-

edly in the epistles bearing the name
of Julius of Borne, but suspected to be

of Apollinarian origin.



AND OTHER EASTERN CREEDS 91

xiv 27—30), enforced by the constant use of the present tense

(even in such a phrase as u /caTaj3d<i teal avafids koX tc3 irarpl

avyKade^6fxevo<?, c. 30), that the Session did not begin at the

Ascension but was from eternity. In the clause of the future

Advent irahiv answers to the subject of the first two chapters

of the corresponding Lecture (xv 1 f.), and fiera Bo^, not iv

Bogy, is at least the form adopted by Cyril when he uses his

own words (xv 3)
1

. Lastly the substitution of ve/epcov for aapKos

with avaajaaiv is in striking agreement with the, I believe,

invariable diction of his 21 chapters on the future resurrection,

(xviii 1—21), confirmed by a final interpretation, teal ei<?

crap/cos avaa-jaaiv, tovt icrrl Trjv rwv ve/epwf (cf. 22, 28 2

).

The remaining ' Constantinopolitan ' changes in the contents

of the Creed, which find apparently no support in Cyril's

Lectures, are the insertion of eVl Uovtlov YiCkdrov (1) and

/cal cnroaToXiKrjv (2), the substitution of farjv rov fieWovro?

alooios for £a>r]v alwvtov (3), and the omission of rov nrapaKX-q-

tov (4) and /xeravoia^ (o) ; of which the first three might come

from the Creed of the Apostolic Constitutions (possibly the source

of e'/c rdov ovpavoov, inrep rjfxcou, 7ra06vra, ttoXlv, and fxera

86%r}? likewise)
3

, (5) is supported by the Mesopotamian Creed,

and (4) was almost necessitated by the form of the accom-

panying enlargement 4
. Of the introduced verbs, 6/io\oyov/j,ev

1 Still more trivial is the agreement prescribed by "the Symbol of our

between 6 \a\ij<ra,s ii> irvev^ari. aylop faith and hope, handed down by the

5:d tQv Trpo<t>T)T<3v in his last chapter Apostles," &c. (c. 28), i.e. by a Latin

on the Holy Spirit (xvii 38) with the Creed. However Cyril equally avoided

' Constantinopolitan ' variation from vapKos at a time when it was certainly

iv tols irpo<f>7)To.is. The Creed of Ire- in the Creed of his church and in that

nasus, following many Scriptural prece- of the Apostolic Constitutions; and

dents, has 5td : iv probably came from eapKos is absent (see p. 80) from all

Heb. i 1. known revised Eastern Creeds.

2 Cyril's successor, John of Jerusa- 3 Indeed (2) had probably Nicene

lem, is severely rebuked by Jerome authority, though not in this place:

(Lib. c. Jo. Jer. 25—28 pp. 430 ff . Vail.

;

see p. 79 n. 2.

cf. Caspari i 176 f .) because in his 4 It is also possible that the omission

Exposition of Faithhe nine times spoke of tov TrapaKk-qrov was partly due to the

of the resurrection of the body, never manner in which it was used in Arian

of the resurrection of the flesh, as was and ' Semiarian ' Creeds, dating from
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and irpocrZoKoyfjLev, the former occurs in the Mesopotamian

Creed. Thus the various coincidences suggest that the ' Con-

stantinopolitan' changes in the Creed of Jerusalem were due

to compilation, and that the predilections of the compiler bore

no little resemblance to those of Cyril.

On the supposition that he was the author of the revision

of the Creed, the incidents of his life give a clue to the pro-

bable date. His predecessor Maximus, by whom he had been

ordained presbyter (Hier. Chron. an. Abr. 2364), and as whose

deputy he apparently delivered his Lectures (Schrockh K. G.

xii 344 f.), had taken some part in the Synod of Tyre in 335,

at which Athanasius was deposed (Socr. ii 8 ; Soz. ii 25 20), but

afterwards repenting held aloof from the Dedication Synod of

Antioch in 341 (Socr. 1. c. ; Soz. iii 6 6), and eventually in a

synod at Jerusalem, about 349, welcomed Athanasius on his

return (Ath. Ap. c: Ar. 57; Socr. ii 24; Philostorg. iii 12;

cf. Ath. Hist. Ar. 25). This act evidently displeased his Arian

metropolitan, Acacius of Caisarea ; and there can be no reason-

able doubt that either on his death (Theodoret. ii 26 ; Hier. I.e.),

or by his expulsion (Soz. iv 20 1), Cyril succeeded him as Aca-

cius's nominee. It is equally clear that Cyril kept himself inde-

pendent of Acacius and his party. No reliance can be placed

on a phrase of doubtful genuineness as it now stands, ttjv aylav

zeal ojxoovcriov TpidSa, rov aXrjdivbv debv I'ficov, at the end of a

letter which he addressed to the emperor Constantius in 351.

341 to 360. It is the single term deno- on the other hand he claims the name

ting the temporal mission of the Holy Paraclete as belonging to the Son, and

Spirit, on which alone they lay stress, even implicitly to the Father, and so

observing silence as to His eternal or itself implying Deity. The criticism

even prior being. At a later time is not worth much, but it shews the

Gregory of Nyssa (c. Emu ii 485 ff. direction which suspicions might take :

[54'J f .]) censures the Eunomian pro- the form used by Eunomius is best

fession Tliarevofiev «s tov irapd.K\T)Tov illustrated by the Philadelphian Creed,

to Trvevfia Trjs &\r]delas, on the ground in which it is evidently a relic of

that it casts off the Divine associations older times. It is conceivable that

belonging to t6 iivevixa. to ayiov, and Gregory had in mind a Creed in which

divorces to irvev/na. T-ijs dXrjdeias from both the phrases from John xv 26

the words which our Lord subjoins, o were consecutively represented, as in

irapa tov irarpoj iKiropeveTai; though the revised Mesopotamian Creed.
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But during no small part of his long episcopate he was at war

with Acacius, partly no doubt on matters of jurisdiction or

precedence, yet also for doctrinal reasons 1
. Being deposed by

Acacius. apparently early in 358 2
, he joined the Homoeousian

chiefs in Asia Minor, Silvanus of Tarsus, Basil of Ancyra, and

George of Laodicea (Theodoret. ii 26; Soz. iv 25 1), who were

striving to make a stand against the Arian tyranny under

Constantius. After a short restoration
3
, which seems to have

followed on the deposition of Acacius by the Council of Seleucia

in the autumn of 359, he was again banished, like several of his

associates, and there is no trace of his return till after the

death of Constantius in November 361. Up to this time it is

highly unlikely that he had adopted the Nicene watchword

:

all indications mark him out as an unwavering Homoeousian of

the higher type, declining to adopt the one critical term, and

therefore divided from Athanasius, but as steadily refusing all

complicity with the dominant Arianism. Restored to his

bishopric by the accession of Julian, he ruled it prosperously

for some years
4
. Once more he was driven out, probably by

the edict of Valens in 367 for the expulsion of the bishops

released from banishment by the death of Constantius (Soz.

vi 12 5) ; nor was he allowed to return till the death of Valens

in 378. By that time the Ancoratus of Epiphanius was already

written ; so that if Cyril's acceptance of the ofxoovatov now

first took place, he cannot be responsible for the revision of the

Creed of Jerusalem. The language of the historians, in relating

1 'AXXtjXovs 5U(3a\ov o5? ovx vyiws ^P 1 nees of ^s m the see oi Caesarea ; first

6eov (ppovoiev kclI yap ko.1 irpiv iv virovoia- Philumenus, and then (after an inter-

€Ka.Tfpos r,v, 6 hIp rb. 'Apdov doy/JLarifuv, vening episcopate of another Cyril, a

KvpiXKos Se rots opoiovcnov t$ irarpl nominee of his rival Eutychius) his

top viov el<TtiyoviJ.evois eir6p.tvos. Soz. iv own nephew Gelasius (Epiph. Haer.

25 2. 885 cd). But all three terms of of-

2 Theodoret. ii 22; Sozom. iv 25. fice were evidently short, and for a

Compare Touttee Diss, i c. 7. while Euzoius came in by Arian influ-

3 Reasonably inferred by Tillemont ence, though ultimately Gelasius was re-

vhi 432. stored, and apparently justified Cyril's

4 On the death of Acacius about 366 choice (cf. Tillemont viii 438 f.).

he was even able to place two nomi-
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his appearance at the Council of Constantinople in 381, might

suggest that his change of position was then recent 1
: but as they

shew hardly any knowledge of his doings in the preceding 20

years
2
, and the peculiar recognition accorded to him probably

by the Council in 381, certainly by its leading members in 382,

would seem to need a word of justification in this place, their

vague statements cannot be taken to fix the date.

On the other hand, when the circumstances of the Church

at the accession of Julian are taken into account, it becomes

highly probable that Cyril's adoption of the Nicene language

belongs to this time, that is to about 362 or 3. The heavy

hand of the Arian emperor Constantius had accomplished a

great work. The faith and constancy shewn by the better

Homceousians were not lost upon Athanasius and men like him,

themselves purified and softened by endurance of the same

sufferings. To this period (late in 359) belong the often quoted

words of Athanasius, " Towards those who accept all else that

was written at Nicaea, but doubt about the oixoovaiov only, we

ought not to behave as though they were enemies ;...but we

argue with them as brethren with brethren, seeing they have

the same mind (Sidvocav) as ourselves but only question the

name," &c, Basil of Ancyra (see above, p. 93) being specially

mentioned (De Syn. 41 p. 755 DE). A few months earlier

Hilary had likewise written his treatise De Synodis with a

conciliatory no less than a doctrinal purpose. When the per-

1 2wrj\0ov ovv rrjs p.ei> 6fioov<rlov evidence, but merely copied Socrates

irluTeus €K fxev 'AXe^avdpelas Tt/j.6deos, en with modifications of language.

de 'lepoaokvixwv KvpiWos, r6re ck /xera- 2 Socrates mentions his interpreta-

fxeXeias t£ o/xooval^ irpo(XKeip.evos (Socr. tion of prophecy on the occasion of

v 8 3). Kal KvpiWos 6 'lepoao\v[xwv, Julian's attempt to rebuild the Temple

p.€Tap.eX7)9tls t6t€, oti trpdrepou ra Ma/ce- of Jerusalem in 363 (hi 20 7), and his

Sow'ou ecppbvei (Soz. vii 7 3). Macedo- possession of the see at Jovian's death

nius stands here of course as the in 364 (iv 1 13) : both historians briefly

representative of Semiarianism gene- record the successions in the episco-

rally, not of the particular doctrine pate (Socr. ii 45 17; Soz. iv 30 3).

associated with his name in later Casual statements of Epijmanius sup-

times. In this passage, as often, ply the rest of our knowledge (p. 97 n.

Sozomen had probably no independent 1; p. 93 n. 4).
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secution was stopped for a while by the accession of a heathen

emperor who had once been a Christian, the impressiveness of

the crisis must have powerfully quickened the desire of peace.

The Council assembled at Alexandria by Athanasius soon after

his return proposed with a view to this end, on which they

repeatedly insist, to admit all dissidents to communion without

any other requirement than that they should " anathematise the

Arian heresy, and confess the faith" of Nicsea, "and also anathe-

matise those who say that the Holy Spirit is a creature, and

divided from the substance of Christ" (Ath. Tom. ad Ant 3 p.

772 A: cf. 8f. p. 77o). In the Conciliar Tome or epistle the

express condemnation of this doctrine on the Holy Spirit is

accompanied by a censure of a wholly new doctrine akin to

what was afterwards called Apollinarianism. In order to carry

out the purposes of the Council Eusebius of Vercelli went first

to Antioch. There he found that during the sitting of the

Council Lucifer's intolerant zeal had frustrated the hope of

terminating a long standing schism ; for he had made Paulinus

bishop, refusing to acknowledge Meletius, because he had re-

ceived Arian ordination. This untoward event had lasting con-

sequences, for Athanasius did not feel himself justified in

repudiating Paulinus; and thus, in spite of the efforts of media-

tors like Basil the Great, Egypt continued divided from the

rest of the Catholic East. But the work begun by the Council

of Alexandria was not abandoned. We read in particular how

Eusebius of Vercelli left Antioch in sorrow, though he did not

venture to pronounce any judgement in his own name, and

travelled about the East " like a good physician ", winning back

many to the faith (Socr. iii 9 ; Soz. v 13).

Various indications in the following years point to this

juncture as the time when many relinquished the Homceousian

position. Among them was Meletius, the friend of Cyril as of

other greater men ; who early in 361 had been set over

Antioch by the influence of Acacius and Eudoxius, both of

them political Arians, as Cyril had been set over Jerusalem by

Acacius, but had soon been banished by Constantius in con-
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sequence of a sermon which proved his sympathies to be with

the Nicene faith
1

, though he had avoided the one watchword

(Epiph. Haer. 876 ff. ; Soc. ii 44 ; Soz. iv 28). Returning on

Julian's accession, he must have taken the decisive step in or

before
2
the autumn of 363, when the Nicene Creed was formally

accepted in a memorial to the emperor Jovian by a synod at

Antioch 3
, with an explanation of ofioovaiov which combined the

old Homoeousian formula with the e« t/}? ovalas of Athanasius 4

(Soc. iii 25; Soz. vi 4).

Thus we may reasonably take 362-4 as the most probable

date for Cyril's decisive adoption of the Nicene standard in its

integrity
5
. His return to his diocese under such circumstances

1 Socrates (ii 44 4) and Sozomen

(iv 28 6) speak as though he on this

occasion taught the 6/j.oovfftop : but the

sermon itself, as preserved by Epipha-

nius, proves them to be in error. See

Moller in Herzog R.E. ix 306 f. In

this twofold character the sermon of

Meletius affords an instructive parallel

to the Lectures of Cyril.

2 Socrates indeed says, os fXLKpov

Zpnrpoadev clvtQv (the Acacians) x^P1--

crdels r<f afioovaiu) trpoaiOero: but he

may be only referring to the sermon

preached two years before. Philostor-

gius (v 1) evidently regards the change

as virtually synchronous with his going

to Antioch, but his language is vague.

The same must be said of Clrrysostom's

statement (Or. in Melet. p. 519).

3 The probable insincerity of Acacius

and perhaps others who signed the

document does not affect Meletius;

whose credit with the new emperor

Jovian is said to have induced them

to come to terms with him on this

occasion (Socr. I.e.).

4 With this explanation may be

compared Hilary's long exposition in

his book Be Synodis (67 ff.). A few

words may be cited. " Dicturus unam
catholicus substantia,™ Patris et Filii

non inde incipiat, neque hoc quasi

maximum teneat, tamquam sine hoc

vera fides nulla sit. Tuto unam
substantiam dicat cum ante dixerit,

' Pater ingenitus est, Films natus est,

subsistit ex Patre, Patri similis est

virtute, honore, natura, Patri subjectus

est ut auctori, nee se per rapinam

Deo cujus in forma manebat aequavit,

obediens usque ad mortem fuit'," &°-

(69). " Potest una substantia pie dici

et pie taceri. Habes nativitatem,

habes similitudinem. Quid verbi ca-

lumniam suspiciose tenemus rei in-

tellegentia non dissidentes ? Credamus

et dicamus esse tmavi substantiam:

sed per naturae proprietatem, non

ad significationem impiae unionis.

Una sit ex similitudine, non ex soli-

tudine " (71).

8 Tillemont (viii 433) comes virtually

to the same conclusion, chiefly on the

evidence of the undoubted fact that

Cyril was with Meletius in the peril-

ous days of Julian's stay at Antioch,

and accepted from him the charge of

conveying away into Palestine by night

a young convert, son of a heathen

priest high in favour with the emperor

(Theodoret. iii 10). Julian was at

Antioch from June 362 to March 363

(Clinton F.R. i 418). The incident is

of real importance as proving the
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would be a natural occasion for revising its public Creed by

skilfully inserting some of the Conciliar language, including

the term which proclaimed the restoration of full communion

with the champions of Nicsea, and other phrases and clauses

adapted for impressing on the people the positive truth the

denial of which was declared at Alexandria in 3G2 to be in-

compatible with Catholic communion. Of such conditions the

Creed which we call 'Constantinopolitan' might easily be the

result, and there would be ample time for it to be established

in use at Jerusalem long before Epiphanius placed a slightly

augmented form of it in his Ancoratus in 374 1
.

To these speculations about the origin of the Creed may be

added another respecting its possible recognition as a Creed of

Cyril by the Bishops assembled at Constantinople in 381 or

382. The Council as summoned together by Theodosius in the

spring of 381, " to confirm the Nicene faith and ordain a bishop

for Constantinople," was a signal triumph for men in Cyril's

position. The cause of 'Meletius was the cause of Cyril and

probably not a few others. The constancy with which the

Catholic chiefs of Asia, led by Basil in his lifetime and now by

the Gregories and their friends, upheld Meletius as the lawful

bishop of Antioch was a sore offence to the West. Yet the

emperor, imbued though he was with Western prepossessions'
2

,

friendship of Cyril and Meletius to favour with Constantius: of Meletius

have existed as early as this date. In nothing special is said.

359 and perhaps 360, if we may trust * The date 362—4, it will be ob-

Epiphanius (Haer.870i., 875), Meletius served, falls well within the time of

consorted with Acacius and a party Epiphanius's residence near Eleuthero-

said to have separated from Cyril's polis, the metropolis of the region to

friends Basil of Ancyra &c. on account the S.W. of Jerusalem ; for 367 is the

of an enmity between Cyril and one of probable date of his removal to Cyprus,

their number, Eutychius of Eleuthero- For the date of the Ancoratus see

polis, Epiphanius's own city. If the Tilleinont x 804 f. Athanasius's Epistles

two parties really differed theologically, to Serapion were written either during

the names shew Cyril to have been on his exile in the wilderness (356—362)

the side nearest to Nicene doctrine; or shortly after.

but Epiphanius seems to say that 2 In February 380, about a year after

Eutychius affected to be more Arian he had been raised to the throne of the

than he actually was, in order to win East by Gratian, Theodosius had set

H. 7
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had treated him with marked attention, and the honour which

his memory received, when he died during the session of the

Council, bore witness to the prevailing mind of that first great

gathering of the Catholic East after the long Arian desolation.

What followed proved that this demonstration was more than a

personal tribute to his virtues : in spite of the remonstrances of

Gregory of Nazianzus, it was decided to recommend that Fla-

vianus, one of his presbyters, should succeed at once to his see,

rather than that Paul inns, the bishop acknowledged by the

West, should be left in sole possession till his death 1
. The

Egyptian bishops, who held with the West, were out of har-

mony with the Council as to what had been done before their

arrival in the matter of the see of Constantinople, and probably

in other matters likewise. The only written monument of the

Council's work is a body of canons with an introductory

letter to the emperor 2
. The first canon decided that the Creed

up Damasus and Peter of Alexandria

as the standards of Catholicity in an

edict addressed " to the people of the

city of Constantinople": " cunctos

populos quos clementiae nostrae regit

ternperaineiitnm in tali volumus reli-

gione versari quain divinum Petrum

apostolum tralidisse Eomanis religio

usque nunc ah ipso insinuata declarat,

quamque pontificem Damasum sequi

claret et Petrum Alexandriae episco-

pum virum apostolicae sanctitatis."

Cod. Theod. xvi 1 2. Himself a Spa-

nish soldier, Theodosius had been just

receiving buptism and instruction from

Ascholius of Thessalonica, a Cappado-

cian by birth and a friend of Basil, but

at this time closely allied with Da-

masus and Ambrose.
1 It is beside our purpose to con-

sider the merits of this perjulexing

transaction, in which it was easy for

good and highminded men to take

different sides at the time. Whether
as a right act or as an accomplished

fact, it was accepted by nearly all the

Asiatic Churches (Soz. vii 11 2), and

maintained, as we shall see, by the

Council of the following year.

2 The letter sums up the proceed-

ings thus (Mansi iii 557). ZweXdovres

et? t))v Kwy aravrivov H6\iv Kara rb

ypdpp-a rrjs o"v}s evcrefidas, irpCoTov fxiv

avavewaantda. Tr\v 717)6? dAA^Xoi/s ofiovoi-

av' ic-kuto. hk koX (Twrofiovs 8p6vs e£e<pu--

vrjaa/nev, tt}v re twv warepuv w'lcxtiv twv

h> ~Ni.Ka.lq. Kvpuffavres, koI ras kclt' av-

TTJs €K<pveiaas aipecreis avadepLariaavTes'

irpb% 5£ tovtols Kai virkp rrjs eura£ias

tQv iKK\r]in<2i' prjTods Kavovas ilpicra-

fiev awep diravra ry5e TJfiwv ry ypd/j.-

fj.a.Ti VTrerd^a/jLev. It is possible that

the second head relates to the ' first

canon' and the third head to the

other canons. But the ' first canon '

is not naturally described by the term

otivTop.01 opoi, which better designates

a series of short dogmatic judgements

like the recent Anathematisms of Da-

masus, in which Pneumatomachian
doctrines were chiefly condemned.

Probably a somewhat similar docu-
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of Nica?a should not be set aside {aOeretaOai) but should re-

main valid (Kvpuav)
1

, and anathematised "every heresy", six

being named. The second at some length forbad the inter-

ference of bishops with distant dioceses to the "confusion of

Churches", citing the authority of the Nicene canons. The

third claimed for the bishop of Constantinople, as New Rome,

the second place after the bishop of Rome. The fourth repu-

diated the claims of Maximus "the Cynic" (an impostor) to be

bishop of Constantinople : the Egyptians had rashly committed

themselves to his cause, and for a while he was supported

by the West against Nectarius, whom the emperor and

Council had placed in the see on Gregory's final refusal. It is a

moot question, and of no great consequence for our purpose,

whether the next two canons found in the Greek MSS. (they

are wanting in the Latin) belong to 381 or 382. The fifth

says concisely, "As touching the Tome (synodical letter) of

the Westerns, we further accept those of Antioch who confess

one Deity of Father and Son and Holy Ghost" 2
: in other words,

they refused to discuss old Arian ordinations or even old Arian

opinions, and therefore recognised Meletius, his present ortho-

doxy being unquestioned. The sixth canon at great length

imposes restrictions on the accusation of bishops. The pre-

ment was composed by the Council were entreated to remember their own
(see also p. 101, n. 2), and then the proposals to Liberius in 366 (see p. 23)

result summed up in the first canon and to accept the present terms : but

for purposes of discipline. The ' Con- they gave a decided refusal, and left

stantinopolitan ' Creed, unlike the the Council (Socr. v 8 2-9; Soz. vii

Nicene, evidently differs from both 7 2-5). The ratification of the Nicene

the ffuvTo/jLoi 8poi and the first canon Creed was thus the act which defined

in containing no anathemas. the doctrinal position of the Council

1 There can be no doubt that both both positively and negatively. It is

the emperor and the leading bishops difficult to see how on such an occa-

sincerely desired to admit to com- sion an enlargement of the Creed as

munion every one who would now a standard of communion could have

.

acquiesce in the Nicene faith, subject been carried out without suicidal in-

to the Alexandrian interpretation of consistency.

the one clause on the Holy Spirit. 2 Uepl tov t6/j.ov tuv 5vtik<3i> Kal roi/s

Thirty-six bishops of the ' Semiarian

'

if 'Ai/rtoxe/a dtrede^d/xeOa toi>s /j-iaf

remnant assembled for the Council, and b/j-oXoyovvTas warpos k.t.X.

7—2
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amble states that "many purposing to confuse and subvert

ecclesiastical order (evragiav) in a hostile and frivolous (<tvko-

(pavTtKooi) manner fabricate certain charges against the ortho-

dox bishops who administer the Churches, having no other

endeavour than to stain the reputations of the priests (<epei9, i.e.

bishops
1

) and to excite disturbances among the flocks (Xaa.i')

that are at peace". Moreover when "heretics" are forbidden to

bring accusations against "the orthodox bishops about eccle-

siastical affairs", heretics are denned to be not only those who

have been formerly or lately banished from the communion of

the Church, but also, " in addition to these, those who claim to

confess the sound faith, but have separated themselves and form

congregations in opposition to our canonical bishops" (a7rocr^t-

crOevTas teal avTiavva^ovia^ to?? k. rj. e.). Such persons as are

qualified to act as accusers are to bring their charges before

all the bishops of the eparchy, and then, if need be, before a

larger synod of the bishops of the province (Sioifcr/aeajs), after

giving written security for the penalties of frivolous accusation.

At the end all right of accusation is taken away from any one

who in contempt of these decisions " shall dare either to trouble

{evoxkelv) the emperor's ears or to disturb (rapdaa-etv) the courts

of worldly magistrates or an oecumenical synod, thereby dis-

honouring all the bishops of the province" 2
. Finally in con-

firmation of the acts of the Council Theodosius published a

constitution addressed to the proconsul of Asia, dated July SO

381, in which he named eleven bishops, with Nectarius of Con-

stantinople and Timothy of Alexandria at the head 3
, as stand-

ards of Catholic communion, pronouncing " all dissentients from

the communion of their faith" to be manifest heretics
4
.

1 See Schweizer Thes. s. v. § 2

;

3 The silent substitution of Necta-

Hussey on Soz. ii 21 3. rius of Constantinople for Damasus
3 The seventh canon, wanting in of Rome (see p. 97, n. 2>, could not

some Greek as well as in the Latin be misunderstood. On tbe other hand

authorities, and referring to a different the inclusion of Timothy of Alexandria

subject, seems to belong to a later attested the absence of factiousness

time. See Beveridge Synod. Annot. in this construction of an independent

100 f . ; Hefele Conciliengeschichte ii Greek unity.

13 f., 27. 4 Cod. Theod. xvi 1 3.
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The proceedings at Constantinople in 381 caused no little

uneasiness in the West. Ambrose pleaded with the emperor

for the assembling of a " General Council " at Alexandria, or, he

subsequently urged, at Rome (Epp. 12 f.). When the greater

number of the bishops who had met in 381 met again at Con-

stantinople in the summer of 382, they received a synodical

epistle from the Western bishops 1

, exhorting them to come to

Rome and take part in a specially great {fxe^la-Ti)^) synod about

to meet there (Theodoret. H. E. v 8 ; Sozom. vii 114). It

matters little whether the ' Tome of the Westerns ' so curtly

referred to in the fifth canon was this letter or some unknown

document written at an earlier date, though the former

seems the more probable alternative. Fortunately Theodoret

(ib. 9) has preserved the answer of "the holy synod of the

orthodox bishops gathered together in the great city of

Constantinople to Damasus, Ambrose, &c. and the other holy

bishops gathered together in the great city of Rome". They

dwell much on the sufferings of the Eastern Churches and

the need of manifold restoration now : they declare their

inability to be absent from their dioceses without notice for a

protracted journey beyond Constantinople, but depute three of

their number to go to Rome on a friendly mission : they main-

tain their firm adherence to the Nicene Creed and to the faith

in the coequal and coeternal Trinity, and the perfect Incarna-

tion ; referring to a ' Tome ' written by the synod of Antioch,

and to another written " last year " by " the oecumenical synod
"

at Constantinople, in which they had more diffusely (ttXcltv-

Tepov) confessed their faith and recorded an anathematism of

recent heresies
2
. At the end comes the sting. "Touching partial

(or local) arrangements (j<2v oIkovo^lwv twv Kara /xe'po?) in the

1 According to Sozomen (vii 11 4) be the synod of 379 mentioned by

and the Eastern answer the emperor Gregory of Nyssa in a letter referred to

Gratian -wrote to the same effect. further on (p. 103 n. 1). By the con-
3 Both these documents are lost. fession and anathematism of 381 are

Indeed little is certainly known of the probably meant the aivrofioi opot re-

Council of Antioch, the historians be- ferred to in the epistle to Theodosius.

ing silent about it : but it appears to See p. 98, n. 2.
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churches", they simply state it as their practice, in accordance

alike with time-hououred custom and with the Nicene decree,

that the ordinations (of bishops) in each eparchy should rest

with those within the eparchy, though with the power of in-

viting the aid of neighbours. On these principles, they say,

they "have accepted the 'priests' (bishops) of the most dis-

tinguished Churches"; and they give three examples (odev...

K€x€ipoTovt]fca/jLev), Nectarius of Constantinople, Flavianus of

Antioch, and Cyril of Jerusalem. In the two former cases they

mention the various concurrences of support which confirmed

the appointment : in the third they say, " Of the Church of

Jerusalem, the mother of all the Churches, we recognise (yvco-

pi&fiev) the most venerable and pious (alSeaLficorarov ical deo<pi\i-

a-rarov) Cyril to be bishop, he having been canonically appointed

by them of the eparchy in former days, and having undergone

many contests (adXijaavTa) with the Arians in different places."

With this practice, founded on custom and canons, they invite

the Westerns to give cheerful concurrence {oh...av<y)(aipeLv

irapaKaXovixev), setting the edification of the churches above

individual preference. In this letter, remarkable alike for

charity, wisdom, and patient firmness, the association of the

three names cannot be accidental: Cyril must have been singled

out for mention because, next to Nectarius and Flavianus, he

was the bishop whose authority the Eastern bishops most cared

to uphold against Western cavils.

Nor is direct evidence wanting that about this time Cyril

had to undergo some such opposition. Two well known letters

of Gregory of Nyssa relate to a visit which he paid to Jerusalem.

In one of them (Ep. de adeunt. Hier.), while dissuading his Cap-

padocian brethren through a friend from undertaking a pilgrim-

age to the Holy Places, he explains how he came to make so long

a journey himself. It became his duty, he says, to go as far as

Arabia to help in correcting (Siopdcoa-ir) the state of the Arabian

Church 1
. He refers in the same sentence to "the holy synod",

1 Nothing is known with certainty extract is preserved (Beveridge Synod.

about the Arabian troubles: but an i 678 f.) from the acts of a synod held
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probably that of Constantinople in 381 *; but the loss of one or

more words in the text leaves uncertain the nature of the con-

nexion between the synod and the journey 2
. Since Arabia was

contiguous to the region of Jerusalem, he further undertook to

go and " consult with those who presided over the holy Churches

of Jerusalem, because their affairs were in confusion, and needed

a mediator" (iii 1013 A Migne). In the other letter (Ad Easta-

thiam t£c), written soon after his return, he pours out his

at Constantinople in 394, relating to a

dispute between two rival bishops of

Bostra the capital of Arabia. The dis-

sension was evidently of long standing.

One of the competitors had been de-

posed by two bishops now dead, but

was reinstated by the synod, which in-

cluded some of the chiefs of 381. Thus
Gregory's missions to Arabia and to

Jerusalem may be reasonably taken

tc illustrate each other.

1 This is the view to which' Casau-

bon inclines (on Greg. Ep. ad East.

43 ff.): it agrees best with the phrase

" the holy synod ", used absolutely,

and with a statement in the Ep. ad
Eust. (1017 c) about the true doctrine

being now preached openly throughout

the world. According to the other view,

best maintained, though with some
hesitation, by Tillemont (ix 734 ff.),

the reference is to the synod held at

Antioch in the autumn of 379 (Greg.

Nyss. Be vita Maer. 973 cd). Its

chief support is found in an appeal

made to Gregory a few weeks later by

his sister Macrina on the strength of

his fame being known to "cities and

peoples and nations ", and his being

" sent and invited by churches for

alliance and correction " (<rv/x/xaxLav re

/ecu oi'jpOojtnv, ib. 981 b). But the mode of

reference to the synod at Antioch im-

plies its comparative obscurity (twaros

7Jv.../tyv...Kal ffwoSos iiriffKOTrwv /caret

ttjv 'Avri6xov irdXiv qdpoLfcTo, 7,s ko.1

rjneh (AtTtaxo/J-tv); and the order of

events required by this view is at least

difficult of adjustment. The mission

cannot have rested on the joint autho-

rity given to Gregory, Helladius, and

Otreius in 381 (cf. Ep. adFlav. 1007 d,

Hcrr] irapa aw65ou \al /xi'cc yeyovev ap.<por£-

puiv [himself and Helladius] -f) wpovo-

Ltia), for that was limited to the Pon-

tica Dioccesis : but it need not have

preceded the 'canon' of 381 against

interference in other bishops' dioceses,

for it might be sanctioned by invita-

tion or by a special mandate from the

synod. Even however if Gregory's

journey to Jerusalem took place at the

earlier date, neither Cyril's difficulties

nor Gregory's readiness to obtain for

him synodical support were likely to

be at an end by 381 or 382.
2

'Ep,ol, 81a ttjv avayKi}v Tavrrjv iv ij

£rji> iraxdrju irapa, tov olxovofxovvTos tj/jiwi/

tj]v fwiji», tye'vero rijs ayias avvboov dtop-

OJxreuis ZueKev tjjs Kara ttjv 'Apafilav e/c-

KXrjaias M 6XP' Tl̂ v tottwv yeviadat. The
assumed commission from the synod

depends solely on the conjectural opt-

o-oVtjs inserted after crwodov, acce2)ted by

Tillemont from Casaubon ; which after

all only replaces impossible Greek by

halting Greek. The sentence woidd run

better with diaXvdeia-qs, which might be

easier lost before Siopdueews : this

correction would quite change the

sense, as would other possible but less

likely emendations. The next sentence

has no principal verb : but the mean-

ing seems free from doubt.
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anxieties to certain Christian ladies whom he had known at or

near Jerusalem. " Hatred " is the evil on which he especially

dwells as desolating the Church at Jerusalem. Two character-

istics of the chief disturbers of peace may be clearly dis-

cerned through his guarded language 1

: they went beyond all

reasonable bounds, Gregory thought, in exacting minute dog-

matic correctness as against whatever might be interpreted as

Semiarianism, and they set up rival ' altars ' against those of

the Church, treating Gregory and his friends as profane 2
. These

particulars, obscure as they are, certainly suggest that Cyril's

authority and orthodoxy were still disputed at Jerusalem 8
.

1 He calls them ol to. irepurcra ao<pi.^6-

fievot, ... axi-fovTes rbv xLT&va rov &P~

pr]KTov, ... Kal tov irpoaeyytafiov tQiv tov

XPWTOV irpOGKVVOVVTWV ftdeXl'KTOV O.TTO-

<paivovres, fxovov oi epavepws eKelvo (3owi"

res toTs p^p-acri, H6ppw air' i/xov, /at)

eyylays fJ.01 6'ri Ka0ap6s elfii. Aedocrdo}

5e, he adds, /ecu v\iov tl avrois Kara tt\v

yvQaiv rjuirep avTol oiovtoli irpoaeCKyfcpivat

TTpGCtivac p.7) ir\£ov tov Triareveiv d\?/-

6wbv dvai Oeov tov tov deov d\y]6ivov vlov

iX0Vfflv y TV 1&P T°v d\i]0ivov deov 6fxo-

Xoylq. wdi'TO. o~vfj.irepi\afi(3dveTai to, ev-

o-efirj Kal aw^ovTa iffias vorffiaTa (1017 D,

1020 a) . The earlier part of the pas-

sage is quoted p. 88 n. 2. Towards

the end he repeats, El ovv Tavra fioQfiev

Kal diafji.apTvp6fj.e6a, ... tI d5t.Kovfj.ev Kal

irckp t'ivo% fucrodfJ-eOa ; Kal tI {SovKeTai t\

tCiv Kaivdv dvcnacrTTfpioiv dvTe^aywyif ; ...

Tt toiovtov ?xWTes eyKaXeTadai (pevKTol

ivofu.o-9TffJ.ev, Kal dXXo trapd tivwv avre-

ydperai Tfplv dvaiaarrfpiov, ws TjfiQv

fiejirfKovvTwv to. dyta ; (1024 Ab)

2 Gregory's accompanying exposition

of doctrine points to the existence of

an Apollinarian leaven among these

persons (cf . Tillemont iv 583 f.) ; which

is not inconsistent with the other

facts. Gregory of Nazianzus had a

similar emharrassment in his own dio-

cese about the same time.

3 About five years before this time

we have traces of an earlier stage of

what were probably the same troubles

in the Church of Jerusalem in a letter

(Ej). 258) of Basil to Epiphanius, ap-

parently belonging to 376 or 7 (Tille-

mont ix 272 ff. ; Prud. Maranus Vita

S. Bas. xxxvi 6). It refers to a dis-

sension among "the brethren" on the

Mount of Olives, and records an an-

swer given by Basil to two of their

number, Palladius and Innocentius an

Italian. He had disclaimed all power

to add any thing, however small (Kal to

(3paxvTaTov), to the Nicene faith except

the doxology to (els) the Holy Spirit,

justifying the exception by the cursory

treatment given to this article atNicaa,

the controversy on the subject not hav-

ing yet been stirred. He had refused

either to scrutinise or to accept certain

additions (irpoo-v<paiv6fj.eva. . .Soy/xaTa) to

that faith, relating to the Incarnation,

as being too deep for comprehension

;

knowing, he says, " that, as soon as we

have once disturbed the simplicity of

the faith, we shall find no end to the

arguments when we are urged per-

petually forward by contradiction ; and

moreover we shall harass the souls of

the simpler sort by the introduction of

matters that bewilder men " (393 d).

It is hard to distinguish the voices of

Bai;il and Gregory of Nyssa.
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This glimpse into Cyril's difficulties at home confirms the

obvious inference from the manner in which he is named with

Nectarins and Flavianus in the synodical epistle of 382. At

one or both the synods of 381 and 382 at Constantinople his

authority must have been impugned and must have been

vindicated. The language cited from the 'fifth canon' agrees

closely with his case, though it was doubtless applicable to

others; and the warning against 'disturbing an oecumenical

synod 1
' must have been called forth by some actual incident of

381. Yet more, the responsibility of the Council of 381 for

Nectarius and Flavianus was quite peculiar, for owing to a con-

currence of external events they were in fact the nominees of

the Council
2

; and accordingly it is reasonable to suppose that

the Council had performed some equally definite act on behalf

of Cyril. The records of the Council are too slight to cause

1 The allusion, in itself sufficiently

obvious, is confirmed by a pointed

reference to the Council of 381 as

7-77$ olKov/jLevii(i)s awddov made twice

over in the Constantinople letter of

382. In the phrase otKoufxeviKT] avvofos

the adjective here, as probably always,

follows the political sense of t\ okov-

ixtvri as the orbis Romanics or Empire,

and means "imperial", partly as

coextensive with the Empire, partly

as summoned by the emperor's au-

thority. Under Constantine the em-

pire was undivided, and so it was

easy for Athanasius to appropriate the

term (already used by Eusebius, V.

Comt. iii G, apparently in the twofold

sense) to express simply the (theoreti-

cal) universality of the Nicene Council,

which he regarded as contributing to

its unique and inimitable character:

and even he shews, by the language

which he once employs (ol iv rrj Nt-

Kaia <rvue\9JvT€S diro ird<rr]s rrjs KaO' -q-

/jlcLs oiKoviJ.ivr)s Ad Afr. i p. 891 b),

that he recognised the oIkou/j.<!vt) of the

Council to be the Empire, not the

world at large. In 381 Theodosius

ruled one oUovp.4vr], and Gratian

another; and the Council of Con-

stantinople was not the less oiKovp.evi.Kri

because it was independent alike of

Western emperor andWesternbishops.

In like manner Theodoret (H.F. iv

12, cited by Ducange) says that Nes-

torius ^rj<pifi tQv irepl ra fiaffiKeta Kal

roiis dpovovs Kal avrou tov TTjviKavTa

ttJs otKov/j.4vr]s ra OKrjwTpa SUwovtos

was entrusted with the irpoedpla of the

Church of Constantinople, ovfiev de

TjTTOv Kal rrjs olKovp.ivr]s awd<rt}$,

though certainly his patriarchate did

not extend to the "West.

2 In both cases the epistle empha-

sises both the local and the oecumenical

responsibility with much elaborateness.

Thus QXafiiavbv o'i re rrjs eirapxias Kal

rrjs dvaro\iKr}s SioLK-qaews o~vv5pap.6vTes

KavoviKws e'xf'poro^ijcrac, irdo-rjs (Tvpuprjcpov

rrjs €KK\t]<xtas diinrep did puds <f>wvr)s tov

dvdpa Tip.r]o-do-r]s, rjvwep ?vSeo-p.ov xel '

poTovlav e5^£aro Kal to tt}s awodov

KO'.lOf.
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surprise at their silence on this point : a transaction that seemed

to be only of local interest might easily be passed over among

the proceedings that concerned the imperial see or the whole

Church, more especially if it lacked the dramatic accompani-

ments under which the new bishops of Constantinople and

Antioch assumed office. The charges against Cyril may have

been preseuted either by envoys from Jerusalem or by the

Egyptian bishops on their arrival : the latter alternative would

account for the emphasis with which the Asiatic bishops in 382

vindicate Cyril to the Western allies of the Egyptians. That

Gregory of Nyssa maintained his cause in the Council is at least

not unlikely, when we remember the intimacy of both with

Meletius, and the readiness of Gregory to attempt to reconcile

to Cyril his opponents at Jerusalem : the fruitless mission of

peace is a testimony of good will whether it preceded or followed

the Council ; but in the latter case it would be a natural sequel

to a public release from unjust accusations.

However this may be, it seems tolerably certain that a

vindication of Cyril took place at Constantinople either in 382

or, more probably, in 381. If so, the hypothesis already sketched

as to the author of the 'Constantinopolitan* Creed may be car-

ried a step further. If Cyril some twenty years before had

provided his Church with an enlarged form of its ancient

Creed, what more likely than that it should be produced before

the Council when his own faith and authority were in question?

And supposing the Council, in giving judgement in his favour,

to have expressed their approval of his Creed, can it be held

improbable that in the course of time, when the attendant

circumstances were forgotten, the stately Creed so read and

approved should be vaguely represented in tradition as the

Creed of the Council itself? Nay, even the further tradition of

a much later time 1

, which makes Gregory of Nyssa the author

1 In Nicephorus's compilation (xii Council of Florence, but probably by

13), made in the fourteenth century, a confusion of name. If Gregory of

Gregory of Nazianzus is said to have Nyssa had really been the author of

been named as the author at the the clauses on the Holy Spirit, it is
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of the new clauses on the Holy Spirit, may have had its origin

in some appeal of his to their testimony on Cyril's behalf, if

indeed he stood forth as Cyril's defender. No stress however

can be laid on these bare possibilities. The supposition that

Cyril had at least a principal share in the enlargement of the

Creed has much greater probability, as on the one hand it

stands in close relation with the Jerusalem base of the Creed,

and on the other it agrees in several distinct points with what

is known of Cyril, without, as far as I see, being liable to any

objection. But of course it is by no means entitled to the same

confidence as the fundamental fact that the 'Constantinopolitan'

Creed is the old Creed of Jerusalem enlarged and revised ; about

which there can I think be no reasonable doubt.

It follows by necessary inference that the Creed long known

as the Nicene Creed has no other title to the name than

such as is given by the appropriation of a single passage of

thirty-three words 1 from the true Creed of Nicasa. This result

is negative only in form. It not merely nullifies the residue

of the historical difficulty mentioned at the outset (pp. 73 f.),

but justifies the usage of Christendom for many centuries. The

liturgical or baptismal confession of faith recited in the con-

gregations of East and West not only derived its first obscure

elements from a popular Creed, for thus far all or nearly all

are agreed, but was itself the Creed of the Mother Church of

Christendom, to all appearance deliberately enlarged and

hardly credible that they should have it all the more significant that he gives

left no trace in the many passages them no clear verbal prominence even

of his writings which deal with the individually, still less brings them into

same subject. He dwells much on combination.

the Scriptural epithet frowoiow (e.g. 0. 1 Out of 178: that is, less than a

Eun. i 351 ab [349 b Migne] ; Ep. fifth of the whole. This reckoning of

ad Sebast. [1032 b] ; Ep. ad Hcracl. course excludes words found in both

[1093 a]), and on the conglorification the Nicene and the Jerusalem Creeds,

(see p. 88 n. 2) ; but these are just the but proved by the preceding compavi-

least characteristic points. The cer- son not to have been in fact derived

tainty that the other ' Constantino- from the Nicene Creed,

politau ' terms express his belief makes
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fashioned into its present shape with an intention corresponding

to its present popular mode of employment ; incorporating

indeed such terms as were thought needful for the guidance of

faith in the midst of error under one or two fundamental heads,

but studiously restrained within the bounds set by fitness for

congregational use.

Such was not the function of the true Nicene Creed. By

an unhappy necessity we have to use the one word "Creed" to

express different purposes and to a certain extent different

instruments. Indeed the Nicene Creed itself has a twofold

character, arising out of the circumstances of its construction;

and this twofold character exercised a confusing influence in

the subsequent revision of Creeds, and still more in their use,

as well as in its own use. External and internal evidence

alike proclaim the Nicene Creed to be in intention a dogmatic

standard, constructed for a particular emergency; much more

than a popular Creed, if indeed a popular Creed at all. This

is partly attested by the elaborate sentence on the Son-

ship ; but emphatically by the Anathematism, that is, the

recital of certain contemporary doctrinal propositions, the affir-

mation of which the Church pronounced to involve exclusion

from her communion 1
. The circumstances already recounted

explain why in other respects the Nicene Creed retained a

popular form. It is enough here to refer to the political con-

servatism of Constantine, the risk of bringing into sight the

latent differences among the majority of the Council, the

widely prevailing dread of going beyond Scripture or inno-

vating on existing tradition, and not least the wise instincts

of Athanasius, too profound a theologian himself to be blind to

the danger of strangling faith by overmuch theologising.

At length not only the crisis for which the Nicene Creed

1 The absence of the clauses which responds in the one characteristic to

probably followed the clause on the the exposition in which Eusebius en-

Holy Spirit in the Creed of Cassarea veloped his native Creed, in the other

might probably be added. It is to be to the Cassarean Creed itself. Seep,

observed that the Nicene Creed cor- 58 n. 1.



AND OTHER EASTERN CREEDS 109

was framed passed away, but the period of deadlier conflict

under Constantius in which it acquired a sanction which no

Council could bestow. The short and antagonistic reigns of

Julian and Jovian alike ushered in a time of reconstruction,

invigorated if also checked and delayed by the renewed adver-

sity under Valens. The last years of Athanasius forbid the

dissociation of the two periods. The new work was set in

motion by his own hands ; and though his never wholly dissi-

pated coolness towards the Antioch of Meletius might be truly

read as a sign that another generation was beginning to need

other chiefs, his blessing rested on their difficult enterprise.

Asia now took the lead, as in earlier ages of the Church; and

the Asiatic leaders were heirs of a double tradition, Homceou-

sian as well as Nicene. On the one hand they had received

their nurture and the substance of their faith from the associates

or successors of Eusebius of Csesarea, and they never disowned

the debt: on the other they owed to Athanasius and the Nicene

Creed a more perfect interpretation of their unaltered belief
1
.

Time had proved the apprehensions of the middle party at the

great Council to have had a true foundation. The dreaded

inclination towards Sabellianism among some of Athanasius's

allies had taken an ominous shape in Marcellus, and Photinus

had opportunely shown what a disciple of Marcellus might

come to at last : from a less suspected quarter among the

stoutest champions of Nicene orthodoxy Apollinaris and his

friends were fast occupying a position which would make the

Incarnation of none effect. Time had not verified the fears of

325 respecting doctrinal dangers inherent in the term 6/jlooi-

<rio$, and it had amply justified the course chosen then and

afterwards by the Church, in so far as it had to elect between

two diverging ways.

1 Ovtu XoylfofJiai /ecu i/xol rbv avrbv irpoKovrjs ru>a av^-qenv eiriOewpuaOai rots

\byov Sia rrjs wpoKowris 7\v^ria9ai, ovxl && \eyop.£vois, Sirep oi>-)(l /J.eTa(Bo\ri £<ttlv in

dvrl tou e£ apxW cSj'tos rbv vvv virapxovTa rod x e
'<-P

0V°s vpbs rb {HXtiov, dWa avix-

yeyevrjadat. Bas. Ep. 223 p. 338 E (see irXripwcris rov XdirovTos Kara f;p wpoa-

the whole passage) : cf. .p. 340 b, c'k Qi]Kt\v ttjs yv&asm.
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It was to all appeai-ance in this season of reconciliation and

attempted restoration that several, possibly many, of the local

popular Creeds underwent revision. Four of them are extant

in their revised state, and a large part of a fifth
1

: but the

greatest and most consummate among them is the revised Creed

of Jerusalem. None carries such ample enrichment from

Nicene and other sources with such an elastic and easy move-

ment, and in none are the new phrases selected with such

hapj>y discernment. The formulary which approaches it most

nearly in these respects is the Syriac Creed of Mesopotamia,

now used by the Nestorian Churches. This highly eclectic

formulary merely interweaves Nicene with the other materials

which it introduces into the revised Creed of Antioch. The

Cappadocian Creed, now used by the Armenian Churches,

is constructed on a different plan. Here too the bulk of the

local Creed is probably retained, but the Nicene Creed forms

the base, the Anathematism being retained with the rest and

itself enlarged. One evidently new clause on the Incarnation

is somewhat elaborate, but neither here nor elsewhere is any

technical term introduced without Nicene sanction, unless

clktl(7tov ought so to be called
2

. The desire to keep the Creed

popular is manifest, but it is thwarted by the precedence yielded

to the Nicene structure. On the other hand the controversial

spirit sheAvs itself in Epiphanius's dealings with both the

Creeds which he transcribed and recommended to his Pamphy-

lian correspondents. The Cappadocian Creed reached him, as

we shall find presently, somewhat overladen with doctrinal ad-

ditions, and he encumbered it still further in the same manner,

1 It is worthy of notice that the acceptance of the Nicene Creed, was

Fathers of Nicasa are claimed as the the excommunication of those who
authors of all the three Creeds which held the Holy Spirit to be a creature

have come into permanent ecclesiasti- and divided from the substance of

cal use, the Cappadocian and Mesopo- Christ. The latter words do not seem

tamian as well as the ' Constantino- to have been long retained in practice

:

politan '. the condition as simplified by their

2 The one condition of communion omission meets us often, and here it is

sanctioned by the Council of Alex- introduced into the body of a Creed by

andria (p. 95), over and above the a single negativo term.
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unless, what is by no means likely, he received it already twice

augmented. In like manner it was probably he who appended

to the Creed of Jerusalem the Nicene Anathematism, perhaps

under the influence of the Cappadocian precedent, besides rein-

serting two other Nicene clauses. The two other revised Creeds

are much shorter than the. .three already mentioned. The

revised Antiochian Creed, most of the latter part of which is

lost, apparently borrows but three brief Nicene phrases, which

it arranges in its own way : alone among these late formularies

it retains an Antenicene type. The Creed read by Charisius at

Ephesus is hardly longer in those parts in which comparison is

possible; but it has drawn more freely on the Nicene store,

though always keeping itself studiously simple and concise in

diction. These last two Creeds, like that of Mesopotamia 1

,

have of course no Anathematism.

The history of the 'Constantinopolitan' Creed in the Eastern

Churches has not yet been sufficiently investigated
2

. For the

present purpose it will be enough to say a few words on certain

facts which bear, or might be thought to bear, on the preceding

enquiry. Subsequently to its early transcription by Epiphanius,

the Creed, as has been already mentioned, first becomes visible

70 years after the Council of Constantinople. Apparently it

then relapses into total obscurity for 85 years more : and 172

years have passed since the Council, so far as can be gathered

1 Strictly speaking the inferior limit Zeitschrift f. Lutherische Theologie

for the date of these three Creeds can- for 1857 pp. 634 ff. This essay shews

not be fixed earlier than about 431. that the 'Constantinopolitan' Creed,

But it is highly improbable that they the traditional origin of which it does

are appreciably later than the two not occur to the writer to question,

Creeds which Epiphanius transcribed did not immediately succeed the an-

into his work of 374. cient local Creeds as a baptismal

2 Considerable materials will be confession, the original Nicene Creed

found in Dr Swainson's and Mr Lum- having intervened till apparently some

by's books ; as also in an essay by time in the sixth century. There is

Caspari on the history of the bap- however but little evidence for the

tismal confession in the Eastern beginning of the period, and the final

Church from the fourth to the sixth transition is not clearly marked,

century, in Eudelbach and Guericke's
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from any clear evidence yet adduced, before it is found identified

with the Nicene Creed, that is, treated as an improved recension

of it
1
. There are however some obscure phenomena in the

first half of the fifth century which cannot be passed over.

The existence of "additions" to the Nicene Creed, apparently

in its second division, is acknowledged in a dialogue on the

Trinity, of unknown authorship, written evidently before the

Nestorian troubles of 429—431 (in Ath. Opp. ii 507 Montf., or

Theodoreti Opp. v 991 f. Schulze). About 430 Nestorius in.

several places
2
quotes on his own behalf aapfcooOevra etc irvev^a-

To? dylov teal Mapias T17? nrapdevov as from the Nicene Creed 3
,

to the bewilderment of Cyril, who knew no such reading, what-

ever he might think of its doctrinal merits, and who took the

1 Caspari interprets the Chalcedo-

niau Definition as identifying the two

Creeds, because, after reciting both,

it refers to one only, and because

that one Creed is said to teach the

perfect doctrine (rb reXeiov) concerning

Father, Son, and Holy Ghost and to

establish the Lord's Incarnation for

those who receive it faithfully. But

the one Creed meant can be only the

Nicene, and that in one form. The

150 stand in the same position to-

wards the doctrine of the Holy Spirit

as Cyril and Leo towards that of the

Incarnation, as the subsequent con-

text shews. Both appear merely as

sound and now authorised interpreters

of what the Nicene Creed contained

already (it is even said, ovx ws ti

Xtiwov rots Trpo\a3ovaiv etreKrayovrei)
;

and in ratifying (Kvpoi) the Creed of

the 150, the Council describes it sim-

ply as an " Instruction " (diSa<TKa\iav),

having just before " laid down as the

primary matter " (uipiae irponyovfiivdis)

that the "Faith" of the 318 is to

remain "inviolate" (airapeyx^pnTov).

The whole passage falls into confu-

sion if the single Creed is taken either

as the " Constantinopolitan " or a3

that and the Nicene considered as

one.

8 Oration cited by Cyril of Alex-

andria (Adv. Nest. pp. 82, 84 Pusey= 22

Aubert = ix 45 bc, 49 a Migne) and

Warius Mercator (770 a, 897a, 925 b

Migne); and again Cyril, p. 85, allu-

sively, but M. Mercator completely,

771a, 897 a; also (Latin only) Nest.

Ep. ad Caelest. in Mansi Cone, iv

1022 c. This last passage, the refer-

ence to which I owe to Dr Swainson,

p. 102, is worth quoting: "cum sancti

illi et supra omnem praedicationem

patres per (?) Nicaeam nihil amplius

de Sancta Virgine dixissenfc nisi quia

Dominus noster Jesus Christus incar-

natus est ex Spiritu Sancto et Maria

Virgine."
3 The words iK tuv ovpavuv likewise

6tand in one of the two places whero

Cyril quotes the first passage (p. 82),

but not in the other, nor in any of

M. Mercator's quotations of either pas-

sage. Still they may possibly have lost

their place in these texts merely by

being unimportant to the argument.

Movoyevij is likewise oixt of its true

position; but the quotations hereabout

are very lax.



AND OTHER EASTERN CREEDS 113

pains to transcribe into his reply the whole Nicene Creed before

discussing Nestorius's inferences from the words alleged (p. 85

Pusey). When Eutyches appealed to the Nicene Creed at the

first session of the Council of Chalcedon, the same quotation

was urged against him by Diogenes of Cyzicus, who accused him

of omitting the last seven words on Apollinarian grounds 1

, and

stated that they had been added by " the holy fathers of a later

time" to elucidate the Nicene iaapKwOt] 2
: the charge was not

however allowed by the Egyptian bishops, who maintained that

Eutyches had quoted the Creed rightly
3

.

It is obvious at onoe that no oecumenical Symbol, in the

large modern or Latin sense of the word, or even according

to its proper Greek usage, can have contained the disputed

words at this time : Cyril in 430 and his successors in 451 could

never have been ignorant of its existence and contents, or have

refused its authority. If Nestorius and Diogenes were quoting

1 The printed text Ao\epQs irpooi-

Ta^eTT]v...<Tvvcdov cannot be right. The
verb is doubtless vpoira^e: "It was

crafty of him to set the Council in the

front array," covering himself "behind

it.

2 01 ya,p dyioi iraripes ot /xera ravra

to ''Eo-apK&dr), & elwov ol ayioi iv

'NiKatq, wartpes, e<ra<p^viffav elirovres

k.t.\. It will be observed that the

designation of the ' Fathers ' is per-

fectly vague. It might mean the 150

:

but it might as easily mean the con-

jectured authors of observed additions,

which would be assumed to have pro-

ceeded from some venerable aiithority.

3 See Mr Lumby, pp, 78 f. and Dr
Swainson, pp. 118 f. Caspari ((561 ff.)

uses this altercation at Chalcedon and

the total silence about either the Coun-

cil or the supposed Creed of Constan-

tinople at Ephesus both in 431 and in

449 as evidence for a strange theory

of his that the whole section of the

Church who inclined to the Eutychian

side were resolved to ignore altoge-

ther the Council of 381 and its Creed,

partly on account of the addition to

GapKuBivra, partly (after 451) as af-

fording too good a precedent for the

hated Definition of Chalcedon ; and

that the high esteem in which the

' Chalcedonian ' section were similarly

led to hold the ' Constantinopohtan

'

Creed eventually brought about the

confusion of name with the proper

Nicene Creed, and the substitution of

the one for the other. It is difficult

to represent to the imagination such

a conspiracy of silence throughout a

large proportion of Eastern Christen-

dom; and not less difficult to under-

stand why the other party should

neither have exclaimed against the

contumacious silence nor made ap-

peal by name to the Creed and Council

which they are supposed to have

cherished. The Chalcedonian Defini-

tion puts them forward indeed for the

interpretation of the doctrine of the

Holy Spirit, but not for that of the

doctrine of the Incarnation.

8
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from the 'Constantinopolitan' Creed, it can have had only a

very limited circulation. We have already seen (p. 75) that

the circumstances under which it was presented at Chalcedon

lead to the supposition that it had some kind of local currency

at Constantinople. Now Nestorius was patriarch of Constanti-

nople, and Cyzicus, the see of Diogenes, was brought practically

near to Constantinople by the waters of the Propontis. Thus it

is reasonable to look to the 'Constantinopolitan' Creed as the

source of the phrase to which they appealed. But it by no

means follows that the 'Constantinopolitan' Creed was the

immediate source. The manner in which Nestorius and Dio-

genes treat their phrase as part 'of the Nicene Creed is dim-

cult to reconcile with the recitation and acceptance of the

"Creed of the 150" as a distinct document by the Council of

Chalcedon, if the Council had the 'Constantinopolitan' Creed

in view 1
. It would be at least easier to suppose that they were

quoting from some local form of the Nicene Creed, into which

under the influence of neighbourhood some phraseology of the

longer Creed had informally crept.

This explanation is strikingly confirmed by the copy of the

Nicene Creed embedded, with the "Creed of the 150" following

it, in the " Definition" which the Council of Chalcedon put forth

in its fifth session. This copy is conspicuously encrusted with a

few of the 'Constantinopolitan' variations, including £k Trvev/xarof

ayiov /cal Maplas Tr}<s irapdevov
2
. There is thus little room for

doubt as to the conclusion, if the printed text of the Councils

can be relied on ; and there is no sufficient ground for impeach

-

1 No unquestionable trace of the 2 Special attention is drawn to this

' Constantinopolitan ' Creed has yet, fact by Dr Swainson, 129 f. It is also

as far as I am aware, been found in noticed by Walch (77), by Caspar!

the writings of theologians throughout (i 103 ff.), and by Mr Lumby (81). Cas-

this period. It is certainly unnoticed pari refers to it only in his Quellen;

and unused in numerous places where just as in his previous article in the

the results of an ' oecumenical' revision Zeitschrift filr Ltttherische ThcoJogle

of the work of 325 were not likely to be he mentions only the incident of

ignored. The contrast in the writings Eutyches and Diogenes,

of John of Damascus is significant.
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ing its integrity
1
. In any case it shews how easily the shorter

Creed might become partially assimilated to the longer, at a

time and place in which both were in use 2
. It was to all

appearance reserved for a later time than the age of Chalcedon

to confuse the "Creed of the 150 " with the enlarged Nicene

Creed, and thus to complete the fictitious history which was

begun when the 150 Fathers of Constantinople were first re-

puted to be the authors of the Creed of which we may well

believe that they had expressed approval.

Much more extensive confusions between a Creed proper

and a dogmatic standard were involved, first in the gradual

substitution of the Nicene for the local Creeds, and then in the

treatment of the Constantinopolitan Creed as nothing else than

a fuller and more precise statement of doctrine than the Nicene

Creed. The one confusion however was eventually neutralised

through the agency of the other, when the Nicene Symbol in

its turn gave place to a Creed of yet more venerable ancestry,

the worthiest of those that were called forth after a longer

experience by the wants of a more auspicious time.

These observations on the origin of the 'Constantinopolitan'

Creed may be fitly closed with a short account of the four other

1 On referring to a Cambridge MS. script sources of the conciliar texts are

(Ee 4 29) containing Greek conciliar unexplored. Baluze's chief Latin MSS.
documents, I have found Ik irve^fiaros of the Acts omit £k wvevfiaTos k.t.\.,

ayiov ko.1 Maptas ttjs wapdevou to be though they have other interpolations

absent from the Nicene text included wanting in the Greek text : nor can the

in the 'Definition', as well as four conformity of the printed Latin version

other substantial 'Constantinopolitan' with the Greek text be relied on, as it

interpolations standing in the printed has apparently been retouched by tbe

editions. On the other hand about as editors. But there is no evidence for

many more are retained: there are Caspari's supposition that the Latin

likewise several transpositions and text is purer than the Greek,

other changes from which the printed 2 Many scattered ' Constantinopoli-

text is free. I have no reason to sup- tan' interpolations in copies and ver-

pose this authority to be of any pecu- sions of the Nicene Creed are collected

liar value. Its existence merely sug- by Caspari, Quellen i 103 ff.

gests hesitation, so long as the manu-
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more or less similar Creeds which have been already noticed

for purposes of illustration.

In 1866 Caspari rendered good service by pointing out the

close resemblance between the Second Epiphanian Creed and a

piece called Interpretatio in Symbolum published by Montfaucon

(Ath. Opp. i 1278f.) from two MSS., in one or both of which

it is attributed to Athanasius. Caspari's enquiry into the

origin and mutual relations cf the two documents was less

satisfactory, though it contained much useful matter. In 1869

he called attention to two other documents differing so slightly

from each other that they may be treated as one, which corres-

pond verbally with a large part of the two other pieces : they

are the baptismal and eucharistic Creed of the Armenian

Church proper and that of the Uniat Armenian Church. Cas-

pari likewise quoted from two MSS. explored by himself at

Venice and the Escurial a doctrinal exposition (hiZao-icdkia),

attributed to Basil the Great in the Venice MS. and anonymous

in the other, containing several passages agreeing approximately

with language of the two other Greek expositions of faith.

The following results seem to me to suggest themselves

conclusively on a careful collation and analysis of these several

texts. The Armenian Creed 1
is a literal translation of a Greek

1 The Armenian Creed proper was by Caspari (lb.) from an evidently ac-

accessible to Caspari (ii 7 ff.) only in a curate German translation by Steck

;

somewhat loose dress, an English with which I have compared an

translation printed by Dr Neale (Hist. English version published by the

of the East. Church i 416 f . : cf . xvii, Venice Mechitarists in 1867. The

xxivf., 379), chiefly made by Mr original Armenian Creed may be re-

Blackmore from a Kussian translation covered almost incorrupt from the

by Archbishop Dolgorouky published at versions of Steck and Mr Malan, which

St Petersburg in 1799. I have had the usually confirm each other. The other

advantage of using the translation of versions are more or less altered,

The Divine Liturgy of the Armenian chiefly by assimilation to the current

Church (pp. 32 f.) by Mr Malan, who ' Constantinopolitan ' language. The

has kindly answered some questions Uniat Creed of course contains an in-

on doubtful points. His Armenian terpolated clause, "proceeding from

text is that printed at Constantinople the Father and the Son," without

in 1823, with the sanction of the which it must have lacked the Filio-

Catholicos of Etchiniadzin (p. iv). que, the badge of Latin communion.

The Uniat Armenian Creed was printed
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Creed of the fourth century. This Greek Creed, soon after its

composition, was enlarged and slightly modified, probably as the

exposition of faith of a synod 1

, and thus became the Interpreta-

tio in Symbolum. The Interpretatio was still further enlarged

and modified, apparently by Epiphanius 2 himself but perhaps

by some other theologian, and in this shape was transcribed by

Epiphanius into his Ancoratus, being what is called his Second

Creed. At some later time the Epiphanian Creed, either as it

1 Tkis seems the natural inference

from some of the words interpolated

into the Anathematism, tovtovs ava.de-

fj.aTifrofjt.ei> on avrovs dvadefj-arlfrei r)

KadoXtKT) fJ.lJTTJp TffXUV Kal dirO(TTO\lKT]

eKK\r)o-ia. Moreover tovt eo-riv is

twice introduced before Cappadocian

clauses which are not Nicene, so as to

exhibit them as interpretations of the

preceding Nicene clauses. It may be

added that the Nicene Creed is strictly

followed in the first case in which the

later Cappadocian Creed had departed

from it, the insertion of ovpavov Kal

777s. These characteristics, taken to-

gether, seem to indicate a public de-

claration on a particular occasion

rather than either a Creed intended

for repeated use or a private exposition

of belief : but it is impossible to speak

confidently.

2 Caspari (i 5, llff.) has collected

many striking coincidences between

the language of Epiphanius himself

and that of the Interpretatio and

Second Epiphanian Creed. They
chiefly concern the peculiarities of the

Epiphanian formulary, but certainly

comprise at least one important clause

on the Incarnation common to the

Armenian and both the Greek forms

;

and further there is a no less striking

coincidence (Haer. 900 b), with a clause

in the Interpretatio on the Holy Spirit,

which in the Epiphanian formulary is

replaced by totally different though

concordant phraseology. But there is

no difficulty in supposing that Epipha-

nius augmented his own stock of theo-

logical language from what he found

in either of the Greek texts. He
may have received the Interpretatio,

and enlarged and altered it him-

self; or he may have received the

later revision, and merely preserved

it. The coincidences lend no support

to the otherwise highly improbable

view of Caspari that the Epiphanian

Creed was composed as it stands by

Epiphanius,. and abridged into the

Interpretatio, and that again into the

Armenian Creed. Undoubtedly the

choice lies between the two orders

Arm. Interp. Epiph. and Epiph. Interp.

Arm.; but both the processes per-

formed seem to me to have been of

enlargement, not abridgement. On
the few cases in which the Epiphan-

ian Creed has less than the Interpre-

tatio, see next note : the change from

the Armenian ev 56£y irarpos to ev do^y

must be taken along with the addition

of a paraUel evdo^uis to the clause on
'

the Ascension. On any view the three

forms contain matter suggested by the

Apollinarian and Pneumatomachian

controversies : both Greek forms have

likewise a second anathematism evi-

dently suggested by such doctrines on

the Kesurrection as we learn from

Epiphanius (Ancor. 88 ff. ; cf. Haer.

lxiv, lxvii) to have been springing up

or prevalent in his time in various

quarters.
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stood in the Ancoratus or more probably through an indepen-

dent copy 1
, furnished language to the author of the lately dis-

covered exposition attributed to Basil. The Greek works thus

enable us to restore with approximate exactness the original of

the Armenian Creed.

Now the Armenian Church owed its origin at the beginning

of the fourth century to the Cappadocian Church, and long re-

tained the character of a daughter community. Till the end of

the century its patriarchs were consecrated at Csesarea the

Cappadocian capital
2

; and the Armenian Liturgy is said to

shew traces of a similar parentage by affinities to the Greek

Liturgy which bears the name of St Basil of Csesarea
3

. Thus

it is improbable that its Creed came from any other region than

Cappadocia, whether it originated in Cappadocia or not. The

1 The second alternative is

by the absence from the Epiphanian

Creed of certain phrases found in the

Interpretatio which are not likely to

have been intentionally omitted. They

are aXrjdivws /ecu ov doK-qaei (after %w/°' s

a/mapTlas) and rrj rplrr\ i]p.ipa, both used

in Caspari's Ai5a<TKa\la (which cer-

tainly rests on the Epiphanian Creed),

and Kal acplaeios d/xapriiSv after /3d-

TrTt.<jp.a fieravolas. But it is also

possible that the defect is in our de-

praved text of the Ancoratus, depend-

ing virtually on two bad MSS. The re-

maining omission, that of \rovr' earl]

aravpoidivra, racpivra, might easily be

intentional; and indeed the remo-

val of T7j rplrrj yp.e'pa, as Caspari

remarks (i 52 f.), would combine the

Resurrection and Ascension more dis-

tinctly under the one condition tv

avr$ rQi cra'/xctrt ; while so familiar a

phrase might have come back into the

AiSaa-KaXla from almost any source.

No controversial word or phrase of the

Interpretatio is absent from the Epi-

phanian Creed except dX-qOivus Kal 06

ooKTjaa ; and it is easier to explain its

presence in the AiSacr/eaX/a by suppo-

sing it to be absent from our text of the

Ancoratus by an error of transcription

than by supposing the AiSacr/caX/ct to

have used both the Greek formularies.

The only other possible trace of the

Interpretatio in the At5ct<7/caX/a, the

clause els tcplaiv aluviov, is quite uncer-

tain : indeed its position at the end

suggests that it is rather a fusion of

two Epiphanian clauses than a single

displaced clause of the Interpretatio.

2 Neumann, Versuch einer Gesch. d.

armen. Liter. 14 f., cited by Caspari.

The literary and the political emi-

nence of Cajsarea are alike asserted by

Gregory of Nazianzus (Or. 43 p. 779f.)

in language too definite to be ac-

counted for by his exuberant rhetoric :

Prud. Maranus (Vita S.Bas.iG) has

completely proved the Cappadocian

Caesarea to be intended.
3 Palmer Orig. Liturg. i 191ff. E.

Eanke in Herzog E. E. xi 382 f. draws

a similar inference from certain re-

markable coincidences between the

Armenian Lectionary and passages

in Basil's writings.
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Creed itself on dissection proves to be exactly analogous to the

'Constantinopolitan', with the difference that in this case the

true Nicene Creed does form the base. The Nicene Creed

has been combined and filled out with the language of one

or more traditional popular Creeds, and clauses have likewise

been inserted with a view to the two great recent contro-

versies, on the Incarnation (Apollinaris) and the Holy Spirit
1
.

At first sight there is no little resemblance in parts to the

'Constantinopolitan' Creed: but the resemblance is decep-

tive, for the phrases in which the Cappadocian Creed agrees

with the 'Constantinopolitan' against the Nicene Creed are all

extant in other sources, and especially in the Creed of Jerusalem,

while there is a significant absence of all the specially 'Constan-

tinopolitan' statements on the Holy Spirit
2

. Whether one

Creed or more was combined with the Nicene Creed cannot be

determined : but it is likely that the early Creed either of Cap-

padocia or of some neighbouring region supplied at least the

bulk of the supplementary matter; and it is interesting to find

how much this primary source probably had in common with

the Creed of Jerusalem. The following is an attempt to recon-

struct the Cappadocian Creed 3
, the evidence at all points where

1 The rare formula yevvr)OtvTa...eK fession, and in most of the formularies

Napias Trjs ayias wapdivov did irvev/xa- of 3-41—360.

tos dylov deserves notice. Dr Heurtley 3 Caspari on the whole supposes the

(p. 68) calls attention to per in two Armenian Creed to be a combination

Latin Creeds ; in Augustine, De Fide of the ' Constantinopolitan ' Creed

et Symb. 8, vi 155c (qui natus est per with an unknown Cappadocian Creed

Spiritum Sanctum ex Virgine Maria); closely allied to the Interpretatio (ii

and after the Gallican Sacramentary 40ff.); but he speaks doubtfully. He
in the Bobbio MS. (Muratori Lit. Rom. would, I feel sure, have judged other-

ii 967 or Migne lxsii 579 : natum de wise, had he not formed his theory

Maria Virgine per Spiritum Sanctum). about the relation of the Second Epi-

But Caspari (ii 264, 275) recalls Au- phanian Creed to the Interpretatio be-

gustine's own warning in the Retrac- fore he became acquainted with the

tations, "in quo [libro de Fide et Armenian Creed. He was also ham-

Symbolo] de rebus ipsis ita disseritur pered by the common belief as to the

ut tamen non fiat verborum ilia con- origin and currency of the ' Constanti-

textio quae tenenda memoriter.com- nopolitan' Creed,

petentibus traditur. " The clause bpard 3 A Greek original for the Armenian

Tt /cat dopara is found in Basil's Con- Creed has already been constructed by
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reasonable doubt seems possible, and some others, being sub-

joined in the notes
1
.

Yliarevo^ev ek eva Oeov irarepa TravroKpdropa,

iron)rr\v ovpavov /ecu 7>??
2

,

oparcov re tcaX dopdrtov.

Kal eh eva Kvpiov 'lrjaovv Xpicrrov,

rov vlov rov Oeov,

yevvijOevra e/c rov rrarpcx; p,ovoyevrj -

rovr iarlv etc rrj<; ovalas rov Trarpos
3

-

Oeov e/c 6eov,

<pw<i e/c <j>u>r6<t,

6ebv dXrjOivov e/c Oeov dXrjOivov,

yevvr/Oevra, ov rroirjOevra,

6/xoovaiov rd) rrarpi,

hi ov rd rrdvra eyevero,

rd re ev toS ovpavcp Kal rd eVt rf}$ 7/79,

6para re Kal dbpara'

rov hi rjP'Cl'i rovs dvOpanrovs Kal Bid rrjv rjfierepav o-corrjpiav

Kare\0ovra e'/c r&v ovpavoov
4

,

Caspari (ii 31ff.); but it lias needed written in the fourth century; and as-

much revision on account of errone- similation to CP. belongs to the com-

ous theory as well as imperfect evi- parati'vely modern corruptions of the

dence. Armenian forms
;

just as we should

1 At the end of the volume the Cap- expect.

padocian Creed is reprinted with the 3 So Malan (distinctly in lift.), with

elements common to it with the Nicene Int. and Ep., and with Nic. Steck,

Creed distinguished by uncial type. Neale, and Mech. substitute irpd -wiv-

2 So Malan and Steck, assuredly tuv twv aliivwv with CP., and the two

rightly. The Greek forms (Interpr., last likewise throw back fiovoyevrj to

Epiph.) omit ovpavov Kal yrjs and insert the preceding clause with Jer. and CP.

iravTwv, in both respects with Nicen.

:

The Vatican MS. of Int. has lost

the other Armenian forms (Neale, /j.ovoyevrj' tovt' io-rlv iic ttjs ovclas tov

Mechit.) have both ovpavov Kal yrjs and irarpos by homczotcleuton owing to the

tt&vtuv, with Jerus. and CP. (i.e. the preceding tov iraTpbs: tbe missing

' Constantinopolitan ' Creed). Thus words are retained in the Paris MS.

the corruptions by assimilation to Nic. 4 Int. and Ep. omit iK twv ovpavuv

present themselves in the Greek forms, with Nic.
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<rap/cco9ivTa, ivavOpannjaavTa, yevvrjOevra reXettw?
1
eV M.apta<;

T77? dyia<; irapBevov
2
Bid 7rv€v/iaro<; dyiov,

[e/c TavT7)<;
s

~\ croofxa /ecu ^v^rjv 4
koX vovv koX iravra ocra

earlv avdpcoTro<;(!)
s

d\r)8a)<i real ov So/cqaei

ioyrjKora,

iraOovra, crravpcodevTa 6
, racj>ivTa,

dvacTTovra rjj rplrr] rjfiepa'
',

avekdovra et9 [7-01)9]
8
ovpavovs iv avrco rco crobftaTi,

Kadiaavra iv he^la rod Trarpos,

epxpp-evov iv avrco ra> awpcarL [rcai]
9

iv rfj ho^rj rov ira-

Tpos tcpivai goovrwi nai ve/cpoi$,

1 So Malan. Steck omits yevvrjdivTa

:

Neale omits ivavOpuwri<ravTa : Int. in-

serts tovt iarb between ivavdpuirri-

cravTa and yewrjdivTa: Ep. reads aap-

Kuidivra. tovt' earl yevvrjdivra reXeiws e/c

k.t.X., deferring ivavdpuirrio-avTa till

after irve6p.a.Tos dyiov (where, with

tovt' eoTlv added, it is prefixed "to an

altered amplification of the following

explanatory clause) : Mech. both defers

ivavdpuTr^o-avTa and omits yzvvqdivTO.

TeXelws, thus following CP.
2 So Malan (in litt.) and Steck, as-

suredly rightly. Int. has Ik M. -njs

deiirapdivov, Ep. iic rrjs ayias M. rrjs

deiirapdivov : Neale and Mech. omit

dyias, with CP. , and invert the positions

of the Virgin and the Holy Spirit,

likewise with CP.
3 The presence of en tclvttis or some

equivalent is attested by Malan and

Steck (" from whom he ") and Mech.

("and who took from her"), though

omitted apparently by Neale (" as-

sumed ") as by Int. (iaxv^oWa) and by

Ep. : Ep. however likewise omits e-

axVKOTa, substituting t£\uov dvOpu-rrov

Aa/3<Wa before ^vxtjv ko1 crw/xa.

4 So Int. and as to the order all the

Armenian forms. Malan and Neale

have "body", Steck and Neale " flesh",

but apparently the Armenian is am-
biguous : Ep. has ipvxty «ai awfia.

6 So Ep. : Malan, Neale, Mech., and
apparently Steck have " in man": Int.

(if rightly printed) has avdpdiirois.

That dvOpunros is at least not a clerical

error is proved by various passages of

Epiphanius cited by Caspari (i 11) ; it

may have been substituted for dvOpdi-

irois in the second Greek (Epiphanian)

recension, but was more probably the

original reading changed by scribes

to an easier form. The Armenian
rendering might stand for either read-

ing: an original ev dvdpunry would
hardly have been altered.

6 This and other participles have

K0.1 prefixed in various authorities.

I have followed Malan and Steck.

7 Ep. omits rfj tp'it-q rinipq. : Malan
(also in litt.) prefixes it to dvao-Tavra.

8 So Ep. with Nic. and CP.. Int.

omits rots.

9 So Malan (also in litt.) and Neale.

Steck and Mech. apparently omit ko.1,

as do Int. and Ep. : but see next note.
10 So all the Armenian forms : cf.

Mat. xvi 27 ; Mark viii 38. Int. and
Ep. have only iv So'477, but they add

ivdoi;ws to the first iv o.vt$ t$ <rw-

lj.a.Tt (see p. 117 n. 2). The probably

Asiatic Creed of Irenasus (48 : cf . 206)

had iv t% 56£?7 tov ira.Tp6s, as also the

third formulary of Sirmium t% 86^-g

r§ irarpiKy, that of Nic6 fierd do^rjt
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ov T179 j3aatXeia<i ov/c earai TeXo?.

Kal iriaTevofxev et? to irvei)[xa to uytov to clktlcttov to reXeiov
1

,

to XaXrjcrav iv vo/xa) Kal iv irpocpyjTaL^ Kal iv evayyeXlots,

Karafidv eVt rlv
y

\ophdvr)v,

Krjpv^av tov cnroo-JoXov (or diroaToXoL<;)
2

,

olKrjcrav (or olkovv)
3
iv dytoa.

jrarpiKiis, and its Constantinopolitan

recension of 360 4v rrj vaTpiKTj 60^77.

1 So all the Armenian forms, the

Uniat adding the Latin CP. clause on

the Procession. So also virtually Int.

and Ep., but with various additions

and transpositions, [to] 7rapd\\??roe be-

ing the only added element common

to both. The critical phrase of Int. is

ouk d\XbTpiov...dXX' bfioovaiov, in this

place ; of Ep. 4k tov waTpbs eK-rropevbfie-

vov Kal 4k tov vlov Xd^avov (so rightly

Caspari, i 5 f., after John xvi 14 f., for

Xap.fiavbnevov, the whole phrase, as he

points oivt, being much used by Epi-

phanius), in a sentence added after

dyiois.

2 Malan (also in litt.), Steak, Neale,

and Mech. have K-qpv(av t6v dirbo-ToXov :

Ep. has XaXovp 4v anoaToXois, having

already inserted Kt}pvt,av before 4v rots

tt/so^tjtcus : Cod. Reg. of Int. (with the

Armenian form given by Nerses of

Lampron in the twelfth century, ac-

cording to Mr Malan) has Kijpv^av

diroaToXots, Cod. Vat. Krjpv^ofxevop diro-

ctoXols. Tbv dwoo-ToXov, if right, must

denote our Lord (Heb. hi 1 : cf. Just.

Mart. Ap. i 12 p. 60 a; 63 pp. 95 d,

96 ac ; Orig. on Jo. xiii 20 p. 430 Eu.;

Cyr. Al. Expl. xii Capp. p. 148 E= 245

Pusey), with reference to the Baptism.

The reading is difficult, especially

through the absence of ko.1 to connect

this clause with the descent on the

Jordan. '0 dirbcToXos is also a singu-

lar term to be selected for absolute

use; nor can it be explained by so

remote and isolated a rendering of

Shiloh in Gen. xlix 10 as Jerome's qui

mittendus est. Yet it has in its favour

the chief Armenian evidence, and it

was far more likely to be altered than

the other readings. It is moreover

supported by the injunction in the

Apostolic Constitutions (vii 22 1) for

baptism in the threefold Name tov

dwoo-TelXavTos TraTpbs, tov 4\66vtos XPL'

o~tov, tov /j.apTvprjcravTos TrapaKXrjTOV (cf.

26 1, 6 diroffTelXas 4irl yrjs 'Irjaovv tov

Xpio-rbv crov k.t.X.); and Cyr. Hier. xvi

3 (v irvevjxa dyiov, Sib. TrpotpT]Ti2p [x4v irepl

tov xP L0
~
T°v KTjpv^av, eXdovTos 84 tov

Xpi-0'TOV KtiTapdv Kal ernbel^av avTov.

For K-qpv^av cf. Clem. Strom, ii p. 449

jraptXKei 6 dtaKovos at/Tots [Basilidians]

Kal to Krjpvy/J.a Kal to /3d7rri(7/xa, where

the diaKovos, and therefore the Kr/pvy/xa,

is proved by Exc. Theod. 16 p. 972 to

belong to the Baptism. Yet Krjpv^av

diroo-ToXois, which is not without Ar-

menian as well as Greek authority,

cannot well be neglected. It is at

least less obvious than the somewhat

feeble K-npv^av 4v diroaToXois, and gives

an intelligible sense as a compendious

reference to John xvi 13 ff. , where the

truer but less pictorial word avayyeXel

is used three times.

3 OiKTjaav (Malan, Steck, and Mech.)

is probably right (cf. Ap. Const, to

4vepyTJ<rav 4v wdac toTs air' aluvos dylois),

but may be due to assimilation:

oIkovv (Neale, Int., and Ep.) gives a

more obvious sense.



AND OTHER EASTERN CREEDS 123

Kat Triarevo/xev el$ fiiav fiovr/v
1

Ka9o\iKr)v Kal airocrToXiKrjv

eKKKrialav,

et'? ev fiaTTTicr/jLa /Aeravotas,

et? iXaap-bv (?) Kal acpecriv
2

afiapTioov,

ei'9 dvdcnacnv vetcpwv,

eh Kplaiv alwviov y^v^cov re Kal acoficiTcov
3

,

64? /3acri\eiav oipav<Zv,

teal 64?
4

%(of)v alwvLov.

Toi)? 8e XiyovTas 'cm *Hi> irore ore ovk r\v 6 wo?, rj 'Hi*

7TOT6 ore ovk r)v rb aytop irvev/xa, rj ort 'E£ ovk ovtwv iyevero,

r) eg erepas VTTO<ndcreu)<; i) ovcrias <pdakovtcls elvat, rbv vibv rov

6eov i) to TTvevpLd to aytov, rpeirrbv rj dWoiwrov, tovtovs dva-

depLcni^ei r)
5
KadoXiKrj Kal dirocnoXiKr) eKKkrjala

6
.

The most marked feature of the Cappadocian Creed, as

distinguished from the revised Creed of Jerusalem, is the clear

and copious language by which Apollinarianism is precluded.

The doctrine itself, as we have seen (p. 95), had certainly arisen

before the Council of Alexandria in 362. On the other hand

it is in 371 and the following years that we begin to hear it

widely spoken of, and to find the name of Apollinaris attached

to it. This one indication would point to 371—3, while on

the other hand so late a date does not leave much time for

the modifications introduced before the Creed was transcribed

1 So Malan, Steck, and (with ravrriv missionem peccatorum justifies a like

added) Int. : Mech. and Ep. omit ixov-qv, separation here, and IXacr^ov almost

Neale substitutes dyiav, on which see enforces it. The ' Constantinopolitan

'

Mr Malan's note. analogy has little force on the other
2 So apparently Malan, Steck, and side, as peravolas is wanting there.

Mcch., the renderings of the first sub- 3 Nerses omits \j/vxui> re Kal <rw/xd-

stantive being expiation and Vergebung twc.

(followed by Nachlassung). Neale has 4 So Malan, Steck, Mech., and Ep.

:

only els d4>eaiv <x,it. ; Int. Kal d<pi<reus Int. omits els, as also Neale, who how-

dfi. ; and Ep. omits all after fitravolas. ever omits els throughout this division.

Notwithstanding Acts ii 38 it is best 5 Malan inserts dyla.

not to join this clause to the preceding, « Nerses of Lampron (Malan) omits

which the example of the early Jeru- the whole Anathematism, substituting

salem Creed shews to need no supple- Amen.

ment, while the separate Western Re-
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by Epiphanius in 374. From the autumn of 370 ! Basil was

bishop of Csesarea, and thus at the head of the Cappadocian

churches : but though the Creed is in harmony with his

doctrine, no such repetitions of its phrases are perceptible in

his writings as might have been anticipated if he were the

compiler 2
: so that we are led to look back to the preceding

years. Basil's immediate predecessor Eusebius, an unbaptized

civil official raised to the episcopate by popular acclamation

shortly after the accession of Julian, shewed some excellent

qualities in trying times, but evidently had neither the inclina-

tion nor the capacity for such a work. Among known names that

of Silvanus of Tarsus has the best claim to consideration. Next

to Basil of Ancyra, Silvanus held the chief place among the

Homceousian bishops of Asia Minor who suffered persecution

under Constantius, welcomed Cyril in his exile
3

, and gave Basil

his early training. He formed one of the deputation from the

East which sought communion with Liberius in 366 on the

basis of the Nicene Creed 4
. Eustathius, whose name stands

1 This is the date determined by 3 Cyril had indeed closer relations

Tillemont, Prud. Maranus, and Klose, with Silvanus than with the rest. On

in conjunction with Jan. 1 379 for the his expulsion by Acacius, it was at

death of Basil, and the following Tarsus that he sought and found

autumn for the synod of Antioch. refuge, and there he took part in the

Pagi and Clinton place all three events public services and teaching. Acacius

a year later; but on untrustworthy remonstrated; but failed to overcome

authority. Silvauus's personal respect (alSov/xevos)

2 What is said here refers to Basil's for Cyril and unwillingness to offend

writings generally, not merely to the the people, who delighted in his ser-

Confession of Faith included in the mons. Theodoret H.E. ii 22 (26).

piece Be Fide, which seems to have 4 Tarsus itself was to have been the

been written comparatively early, place of meeting for a great synod to

whether it properly belongs to the be held in the spring of 367, for which

preface to the Ethica or not (cf. Tille- the bishops chiefly concerned in this

mont ix 28, 634 1; Schrockh xiii 16). deputation sent forth invitations, its

The leading terms on the Holy Spirit purpose being the confirmation of the

in the Confession (Opp. ii 227 r>) are Nicene faith with a view to reconcilia-

Ka.1 iv novov Trpevfia ayiov rb (or rbv) tion. Difficulties were created by some

n-aP
6.K\T)Tov...,TbTrvediJLaTrisa.\ridda.<s..., dissentient Homceousians in Caria

;

rb iri>ivfxa ttJs vioffecrlas k.t.X. : two of and it was finally forbidden by Valens

them we shall meet in the Philadel- under the influence of Eudoxius. Socr.

phian Creed. iv 12 34 f
. ; Soz. vi 12 3 ff.
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first as his colleague, an erratic and unstable person, is known

to have receded afterwards from this position : but we hear no

similar tidings of Silvanus, and Basil always speaks of him

with unqualified reverence. Indeed as early as the end of 359

he had defended even the term o/moovatos at Constantinople, in

the presence of the indignant emperor 1

, and it is morally cer-

tain that he would not hold aloof in later years. He died

apparently in 369 2
. After an interval of some years, during

which the Arians had the upper hand at Tarsus, he was suc-

ceeded by his own pupil
3
Diodorus, probably the greatest theo-

logian, Gregory of Nyssa excepted, who took part in the Council

of Constantinople in 381, the cherished teacher of Chrysostom

and Theodore of Mopsuestia 4
. Supposing the revision of the

Creed to have been made by an eminent bishop of Tarsus, it

was likely to find ready acceptance in Cappadocia, with which

Cilicia was closely connected. The ancient fame for learning

was but one of the prerogatives of Tarsus ; bewailing the con-

dition of its church after the death of Silvanus, Basil described

the city as " having such happy opportunities that it was itself

a means of linking together Isaurians and Cilicians with Cap-

padocians and Syrians 5 ". Two other geographical contigui-

ties deserve mention. A sail of 120 miles across the Gulf

1 'AXXd avWoyuTTiKoos re Kal dXijdus 378 b): Ai&Swpov 5e ws 6pe"/xp.a rod fia-

6 2tX/3aj'6s irpbs re avrotis Kal rbv /3a- Kaplov Hihovavov rb e£ dpxys bireSej-d-

aiXia l<pi) Et i£ ovk ovtuv ovk 'ianv oiire fieda, vvv b~h kclI dyairiS/jiev Kal irepie'iro-

Krlafia oCre e£ ertpas ovaias 6 debs \6yos, fiev 5id rr\v irpocrovtrau aJry rod \6yov

bfxoouffios Sipa earl T<p yeyevvr)Kbrt 6e$ X'^fiLV> ^L
'

V* voWol rQiv evrvyxavovrwv

ws debs £k deov Kcd </>ws eV <pwros, Kal f3e\ricvs ylvovrau

r-ijv avTj]v ?xet T<? yevvf)Topi <pvaiv. 4 Two facts respecting Diodorus are

'AXXd ravra fiev Kal Svvarus Kal dX?y^cDs worthy of note for our purpose, that

elp-fjKeC tirelQero 5^ riov irapbvruv ovbeis, he owed to Meletius his elevation to

dXXd /3o?J re woWr) rwv irepl 'AkAkiov Kal the see of Tarsus, and that he shewed
Ev56£ioi> iylvero, Kal 6 /3acrtXei>s ixate- especial zeal against Apollinaris.

irrjve Kal r£v iKK\i)<ri£v ££e\d<reiv riwei- 5 Ep. 34 p. 113 A. By ' Syrians

'

Xr/o-ee. Theodoret II.E. ii 23 (27). Basil probably means here the Syri of
2 So Prud. Maranus Vita S. Bas. Cappadocia: but his language might

xii 6. Tillemont gives 373 (vi 592
;

be safely applied to the natives of

ix 211). The evidence is not decisive. Syria likewise, who had much inter-
3 Basil writes in 376 (Ep. 244 p. course with Cilicia.
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of Issus would conduct from Laodicea, the home of Apollinaris,

to Tarsus; and a sail of 150 miles, over almost the same waters,

from Tarsus to Constantia, the see of Epiphanius. It would

accordingly be no wonder if Apollinarian doctrine were known

and dreaded at Tarsus before it spread to more distant churches

:

and as Epiphanius appears to have brought with him to

Cyprus his shorter Creed from the neighbourhood of Jerusa-

lem, in like manner his longer Creed could reach him in

Cyprus from no nearer mainland capital than Tarsus, unless

Antioch be excepted. According to the conjecture here

hasarded, the probable date of the Creed would be 366—9 :

but neither time nor authorship admit of secure determi-

nation.

Next in order must be named the revised Antiochian Creed,

which has unfortunately reached us imperfect. The first two

divisions have been preserved in a Latin dress by Cassianus 1

, as

has been well known since the days of Ussher. Caspari has

pointed out (i 73 ff.) that a few clauses of the same portion sur-

vive in Greek in a Contestatio comparing Nestorius to Paul of

Samosata, dating from 429 or 430, which is said by Leontius

{Contra Nest, et Eutych. iii, t. 86 p. 1389 Migne) to have been

attributed to Eusebius afterwards bishop of Dorylseum 2
. Other

clauses near the end have been recovered by Dr Heurtley and

Caspari from Chrysostom's Homilies 3
. I have thought it worth

while to try to restore the original of this Creed so far as the

evidence goes (see p. 148) : but some points must be left

doubtful
4
. We do not possess any direct evidence as to the

1 De incarnatione Domini vi 3 f., 3 See pp. 75 n. 1; 80 n. 1.

with some repetitious in the following 4 The Credo of Cassianus is possibly

chapters. a reminiscence of the Latin singular.

2 Printed among Ephesine docu- The same may be said of Dominum

ments in Mansi Cone, iv 1109. An nostrum, which indeed loses nostrum

ancient Latin version is also extant in cc. 6, 7, 9: Eus.Dor. refers with

(Theodoreti Opp. v 624 Schulze). The apparent emphasis to Zva, which is

quotation extends from debit aXyOivov moreover present in the Lucianic

to ILAdroi/: some earlier words are Creed. Not KareKObvra of the Greek

cited freely (see p. 64 n. 3). text of Eus.Dor. (so also Luc. and
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Creed of Antioch in the early part of the fourth century, that

is, in its condition intermediate between the Lucianic and the

later forms
1

. It is thus impossible to say what changes, if

any, were made at the final revision, beyond the insertion of

Nic.) but e\96i>ra (venit Eus.Dor.

Latine and Cass.) seems to be right:

so Caspar L 79. Again the printed text

of the Greek E as.Dor. has ex Mapias

tt)s ayias rijs aeiirapOevov, the Munich

MS. and the Latin e/c M. r. aylas irap-

diuov, Cassianus ex Maria Virgine;

Lucianus having had merely £k irapOi-

vov: doubtless £k rrjs dy/as ir. is right.

Though distrusting the order in Cas-

sianus, I have not ventured to write

avaaravra rrj Tpirrj 7}p.ipq. or dve\-

66vra eh robs ovpavovs. Speculation as

to the missing clauses after veKpovs

must be precarious. The clauses on

the Holy Spirit most likely to have

been present are rbv irap6.K.XriTov and

rb irvedfia 7-77S aXrjdeias, both found in

various formularies of 341—3 GO in

which Antiochene language would be

gladly adopted, (among which that of

Nice" has an identical beginning, the

Third Sirmian almost the same, and

also the characteristic 5t' ov oi alQives

Ka.Tr)pTt<rdr)<rav,) the former title occurs

moreover in the early Creed of Jeru-

salem, in that of the Apostolic Con-

stitutions, and in a Creed used by

Lucifer (see next note); and both in

the rhiladelphian Creed, as also in

Basil's Confession (Opp. ii 227 d). Yet

further, rb irvevp.a rrjs aX-qdeias stands

in the daughter Creed of Mesopotamia,

some of the other language of which

on the Holy Spirit, and in the clauses

following, may likewise be Antiochian.

1 This is perhaps the best place

to mention a form of Creed used by

Lucifer in 358 (Pro Ath. ii p. 132

Coleti), which has apparently escaped

the notice of editors. It exhibits

a combination of Nicene with other

Eastern language, but is unfortu-

. nately imperfect: "...qui catholicam

damnaveris fidem, qui Deum Patrem

negaveris verum Patrem, qui unicum

ejus Filium dixeris non esse verum

Filium, Spiritum quoque Sanctum

Paracletum asseveraveris non esse ve-

rum Dei Spiritum; cum te contra et

contra omnes Dei mimicos clamet

sanctae ecclesiae fides credere se in

Deum verum Patrem innatum, et in

unicum Filium ejus natum ex innate- et

vera Patre, hoc est, de substantia Patris,

Deum de Deo, lumen de lumine, Deum
verum de Deo vero, natum, non factum,

unius substantiae cum Patre, (quod

Graeci dicunt omousion,) per quern om-

nia facta sunt, et sine quo factum est

nihil ; et in Spiritum Paracletum, ver-

um Dei Spiritum.'''' The transcription

of the Greek term, with an explanatory

parenthesis added, is common in early

Latin copies of the Nicene Creed.

Elsewhere about 360 (De non pare, in

D. delinq. p. 204) Lucifer gives the

Nicene Creed pretty exactly, (omitting

however /xovoyevT},) as the " belief of the

Holy Church ;
" cf . Mor. esse pro D. F.

p. 245 : so that the combination quoted

above may possibly have been un-

conscious and extemporaneous. But

the peculiar phrases were certainly

derived from some Creed, for that of

the Apostolic Constitutions has eh

Zva ayevvr)Tov p.6vov dXrjdivbv 6e6i>, that

of Alexandria according to Alexander

has dy£vvr)Tov, and that of Antioch ac-

cording to Cassianus verum Deum
Patrem omnipotentem : the explanation

subjoined to the Lucianic Creed like-

wise combines d\?70d)swith each Person

of the Trinity.
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the three Nicene phrases, ov 7roir)divTa, Oebv dXrjdivbv Ik Oeov

d\r]0ivov, o/ioovcnov t&> irarpi Judging by internal evidence,

we might suspect these to have been the only innovations. It

has been suggested that the revision took place at the synod

held at Antioch under Meletius late in 363 (see p. 96). A
gathering however of scattered bishops, including men like

Acacius, assembled to express acquiescence in the terms of

communion arranged by Meletius, was hardly a body to which

he would commit the revision of the Creed of Antioch, and

there is no evidence or probability that the later Antiochian

Creed was intended for any such purposes as the formularies

of 341—360. To regard either this or any other of the five

known revised Creeds as lowerings of the Nicene standard for

the sake of dogmatic compromise is to mistake their whole

nature : the process in each case consisted in the enrichment

of a local Symbol for local use. That Meletius was responsible

for the Antiochian revision, and that it took place in one of

the early years of his episcopate, is likely enough.

We come next to a Creed which has for its base the revised

Antiochian Creed, into which it introduces some fresh Nicene

elements, with other additions of unknown origin. Our know-

ledge of it is again chiefly due to Caspari (i 113 ff.), who has

for the first time published it entire in Syriac from a Munich

MS. 1

, accompanying it with some useful illustrations, in which

he points out some of the Antiochian affinities. Dr Wright has

been good enough to examine two MSS. in the Cambridge Uni-

versity Library, and two others in the British Museum ; and has

enabled me to introduce some corrections into Caspari's Greek

rendering. This Creed is no other than the Creed in general

use among the Nestorians. Some particles of it
2 were given

1 Orient. 147 : the extract was fur- Library at Paris, Suppl. 56, No 24 in

nished to him by Schonfelder. Dr Zotenberg's catalogue.

Wrigbt observes that there is another 2 I find irpuiroroKov Trdcrrjs KTlaews

MS. of this Creed in the National mentioned as in the " Nicene Creed "
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by Renaudot (L. 0. i 219) from a tract by Severus of Ashmouin

against the Nestorian metropolitan of Damascus, and the

clauses on the Holy Spirit by Dr Badger (The Nestorians and

their Rituals ii 78 £: cf. 92): but it has not been printed as

a whole till 1866, and then only at Christiania. As might be

expected, it has nothing to do with distinctive Nestorian doc-

trine, but is simply a monument of the days before 431, pre-

served by the independence of the Nestorian Communion

from being superseded by the 'Constantinopolitan' Creed, just

as the Cappadocian Creed was preserved by the Armenian in-

dependence. Its home was doubtless Mesopotamia and the

neighbouring countries, the great inland region where the

Syriac language was supreme, and the decrees of emperors and

Greek councils were not readily accepted. Over this region no

Greek capital exercised such influence as Antioch; and it is

natural that we find the Mesopotamian Creed to be a careful

enlargement of the revised -Creed of Antioch 1
. The analogies

with the revised Creed of Jerusalem only illustrate the mutual

independence of the two documents. There is enough of

verbal coincidence to establish a limited community of ma-

terials : but it is incredible that the Mesopotamian compiler

should have had the other composition in his hands without

making larger use of it
2
. There is little variation of text

on which the Nestorian Elijah of Nisi- auvra, ical crvWrjcpdevTa, and ical icadl-

bis wrote a commentary in the eleventh aavra i£ Se^tuiv rov irarpbs [avrov]. In

century (Assemani B. 0. hi 271 f.)

;

the first, second, and fifth there is a

and this and other distinctive phrases coincidence with 'CP.' language, and

are similarly recorded as given in the absence of Mapias rrjs irapOevov in

another anonymous commentary (ib. the second might be due only to its

280). presence in a later Antiochian clause.

1 A few Antiochian words are drop- But Kadicravra is the form which pre-

ped in the process. They are /cat p.6vov ceded the 'CP.' Kade£op.evov ; dvdpuirov

a\i)dti>6u, KTHJn<iTwv, and ayias. yevofievov is probably ancient, certainly

2 The Mesopotamian phrases nei- not 'Constantinopolitan'; and <rv\\r]-

ther Antiochian nor Nicene in the <pOhra, comparatively late (replacing

first two divisions (neglecting hrladij crapKuOivra) in Latin Creeds (first at

and particles) are « [tQv] oi/pavwv, iic Ariminum in 359 [Hier. Dial, in Lucif.

irvev/jLaros 07/01; after oapKuBivra., dv- 17, cited by Caspari ii 203 f.], this

Opuiirov yevo/xevov {sic) for fravOpwirr)- part of the Creed being apparently

H. 9
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in the MSS. 1 except as to the presence or absence of the

Conjectures as to authorship are even more hasardous here

than in the case of the Cappadocian Creed 3
. If however, as

Western, though what precedes fol-

lows the formulary of Nice), seems to

he unique in Greek Creeds. From Kal

ei's h> dyiov irvevpa to hi (3a,TrTio-p.a the

Antiochian text is not extant for com-

parison. The three ' CP. ' phrases rb

etc tov irarpos €K7ropev6p,evov, rb ^uottoiov,

and bp.okoyovjj.ev £i> j3d.TTTi.o-/Aa [eh a<pe<nv

d,uapTiuiv] cannot have come together

by accident. But the collocations of

the two former are altogether different

in the two Creeds; and the 'CP.' sen-

tence would assuredly have been used

to better purpose if used at all. An
inversion of the process is conceivable

:

but it is far more likely that both

compilers used a common document,

now unknown, and that it provided

them likewise with the additions in

the first two divisions. Except the

three Nicene phrases selected at An-

tioch, the Mesopotamian Creed does

not contain a word which distinctly

savours of the controversies of the

fourth century.

1 One London MS. has " the Spirit

our Life-giver." The suffix translated

by avrov after warpos in two places

cannot be relied on, such pronominal

supplements being congenial to Syriac

usage. There is perhaps some confu-

sion in the clause on the Church ; but

the MSS. give no help: Alexander's

paraphrase of the Alexandrine Creed

(p,Lav Kal p.6vqv Kado\iK7)v tt\v d7roffToXt-

K-qv) suggests that ttjh should possibly

be inserted before Ka6o\iKrji>.

2 It is absent altogether from the

elder London MS., and prima manu
from the Munich MS. and the Cam-
bridge MS. next mentioned : it is pre-

sent in the two other MSS. Whether

the phrase on the Procession of the

Holy Spirit retained the relative and

finite verb of St John or, as at Jerusa-

lem, assumed a participial form, can-

not be determined from the Syriac

;

the preposition seems to be iic, not

irapd: but in either case this phrase

must certainly be taken with the pre-

ceding to Trvevp.a ttjs dXij0e/ay, as in St

John (xv 26) : the repetition of to

irvevp.a before to t;uoiroiop removes all

possible doubt.

3 Nothing, I fear, of importance as

to the early history, much less the

origin, of the Creed can be elicited from

the title given in one of the Cambridge

MSS., which came from Malabar, and

was probably written in the fifteenth

century. It runs '
' The orthodox Faith

of the Church which was composed

[or 'ordained'] by the 318 Fathers

and Bishops who were assembled at

the city of Nicaea : and it is to be said

at the time of the mysteries : Joseph,

who was dismissed from the patri-

archate, ordained it to be said at the

time of the mysteries." The Joseph

intended is Joseph I, patriarch of the

•Nestorians in 552—5. His name,

though just legible, has been erased,

as often occurs, Dr Wright tells me,

in Syriac MSS. with names of evil

repute. He was a physician, made

patriarch for curing the Persian king

Chosru ; but, breaking out after three

years into acts of strange violence

towards other bishops, was deposed by

a synod. It is said that in the dis-

turbed state of the Church he held a

synod by request of the bishops to

confirm the canons, when a confession

of faith (certainly not our Creed, as
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seems likely, the Creed of Mesopotamia attained its present

form not many years before or after the beginning of the last

third of the fourth century, it is at least easy to single out

the greatest and most honoured name among the heads of sees

to the East of Antioch throughout the period. Eusebius of

Samosata first comes into view at the election of Meletius in

361, when the two parties, having united in a common vote,

concurred in depositing the subscribed instrument in his hands.

When the Arians, repenting of their choice, endeavoured with

the support of Constantius to substitute Euzoius for Meletius,

no threats of personal violence could induce Eusebius to sur-

render the deposit, and his courage, we are told, won even the

emperor's admiration (Theodoret H. E. ii 27 f. [31 f.]
x

). In 363 he

took part in the synod at Antioch which subscribed the bfioovaiov

with an explanation ; and in the memorial to Jovian his name

stands second, next to that of Meletius (Socr. iii 25 16). On

the death of Eusebius of the Cappadocian Csesarea in 370 he

was invited by the elder Gregory of Nazianzus to assist him

in providing a worthy bishop for so important a see, and by his

efforts and influence Basil was placed in the vacant throne in

the face of a vigorous political agitation (Greg. Naz. Epp. 42,

44 ; Or. 18 p. 356 f. : cf. 43 p. 799 ; Bas. Ep. 145). Basil's cor-

the description shews) was agreed to. Creed into the Eucharistic service may

This statement receives some illus- have been one of the ordinances. The

tration from the fact that his prede- Liturgical history of the 'Constanti-

cessor Aba, a convert from the Magi- nopolitan' Creed in the Greek Church

ans, a vigorous patriarch of much seems to be hardly less obscure. The

literary activity, author of " Synodical above particulars about Joseph and

Epistles", "Canons", and "Constitu- Aba come from Assemani J5.0.ii 411 ff.,

tions " on Church matters, and co- 434 ; iii 36, 75 ff., 432 ff. The title of

translator of the Old Testament and the Creed in the Munich and other

of a "prolix Liturgy of Nestorius", MSS. merely describes it in elaborate

suffered persecution at the king's language as the Creed of the 318 as-

hands for his faith, and died in prison. sembled at Nicaea.

Joseph may thus have consented in 1 Theodoret seems to have been

the beginning of his episcopate to especially glad to collect particulars

complete and consolidate Aba's work, concerning Eusebius. Cyrrhus, his

interrupted and suspended by the per- own episcopal seat, lay between Antioch

secution ; and the introduction of the and Samosata.

9—2
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respondence throughout his episcopate shews Eusebius as his

most intimate and trusted friend : the twenty-two extant letters

addressed to him attest at once the sympathy which met all

Basil's private cares, and the counsel and laborious help which

Basil was accustomed to expect from him in public affairs,

whether local or affecting the whole East. At one time of

desolation he is said to have put on a military dress and tiara,

and to have traversed Syria, Phoenicia, and Palestine, ordaining

clergy, and otherwise providing for the wants of the churches

(Theodoret H. E. iv 12 [13]). In 372 his name stands second,

between those of Meletius and Basil, in a letter from the

Eastern bishops asking the help of their brethren of Italy and

Gaul (Bas. Ep. 92) : and five years later Basil had the grief of

learning that in a conference between Peter of Alexandria and

Damasus of Borne Meletius and Eusebius had been reckoned

among Arians (Ep. 266), in evident reference to their early

associations, with which in spite of Athanasius's counsels of 362

the West and its allies were determined to brand them for life.

In the persecution of Valens, memorable for Basil's successful

resistance at Csesarea, Meletius, Eusebius, and Pelagius of

Laodicea were selected for banishment to different countries

(Theodoret H.E. iv 12 [13]); and the story of Eusebius's de-

parture for his exile in Thrace bears equal witness to the vene-

ration with which he was regarded and to his own generous

patience (ib. 13f. [14 f.]). Being restored on the death of

Valens in 378, he ordained bishops to several important sees,

including Edessa ; but perished by the fanaticism of an Arian

woman who threw down a tile upon his head as he was entering

a petty town to instal its bishop, and in his last moments he

bound his attendant friends to exact no retribution for the

murder (ib. v 4). As bishop of Samosata, Eusebius was well

placed for exerting influence over Mesopotamia. Samosata was

the capital of Commagene, situated at the bridge over the

Euphrates on the road from Edessa into Cappadocia and the

interior of Asia Minor, and apparently on the frontier of Greek

and Syrian civilisation, about 25 miles from Edessa the Christian
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metropolis of Mesopotamia : it was thus favourably situated for

introducing a formulary of Greek origin into the regions to the

East of the Euphrates. Other sees in the same region had

bishops of some distinction during at least the latter years of the

reign of Valens, as Edessa itself, Batnoe, and Carrhse ; and the

possibility of the Mesopotamian Creed having been framed in

some one of them is not to be overlooked. But in the total

absence of direct evidence the personal qualities, the associates,

and the reputation of Eusebius of Samosata mark him out as a

fitter provisional representative of the Creed than any of his

contemporaries.

The fifth revised Creed is that known as the Creed of

Charisius, and is preserved in the Acts of the Council of Ephesus

(Mansi iv 1348). At the sixth session of the Council, when

the Nicene Creed was being read and entered in the Acts, a

certain Charisius, presbyter and oeconomus of Philadelphia in

Lydia, came forward and made a statement, which he supported

by a formal memorial and some other accompanying documents.

It seems that a little knot of Quartodecimans and Novatians in

Philadelphia and the neighbourhood had resolved to join the

Church. They had been instructed and admitted by two men
called presbyters, Antonius and Jacobus, and by their direction

had subscribed an exposition of faith somewhat in the form of

a Creed 1
. Antonius and Jacobus had commendatory letters to

the bishops of Lydia from Anastasius and Photius, men likewise

called presbyters, who were at that time consorting with Nesto-

rius at Constantinople 2
; and the exposition, Charisius said, was

full of heretical blasphemy. He prayed that the exposition

might be read, and also the letters in which the orthodoxy of

Jacobus was attested, and himself, Charisius, a man of pious

1 JlpoffeKofjuaav &cf?ecrtV riva Soy/xdruv with an onslaught on various heretics,

dcreflQv, ws h r6.£ei <rv/j.j36\ov Tedei/iivqv. among -whom the Quartodecimans of

The resemblance is slight enough, but Lydia and Caria and the Novatians are

in the first few lines it is perceptible. specially named (Socr. vii 29). Chry-
2 Nestorius began his episcopate sostom had set the example (vi 19 7).
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belief (eycre/3c3? (f>povovvra), was excluded from the communion

and services of the Church as a heretic. The memorial is fol-

lowed by the exposition, of which Theodore of Mopsuestia was

the author 1

, and by the subscriptions of the converts at full

length 2
. When all had been read, the Council decreed that

no one should present or write or compose any other faith than

the Nicene Creed, specially forbade the inculcation of any such

faith upon new converts, and anathematised those who believed

or taught the contents of the exposition or the doctrines of

Nestorius. The place where the Creed stands is at the end of

the memorial, followed only by the formal signature of Charisius

to the whole document (tou9 XifieWovs), after which came the

exposition and the subscriptions. It is headed 'OficiXoyia iri-

orecos ~Xapialov irpea-fivTepov, and is not accompanied by a word

of explanation 3
. None of the Constantinople letters are pre-

served in the Acts ; and as they are said to have contained an

i Reprinted by Walch 203 ff., and

Hahn 202 ff. Both editors neglect to

detach the last two sentences, which

must have been added at Philadelphia

for the abjuring Novatians and Quar-

todecimans : 7ras 6 /it) dex-bpevos- ttjk

aurripLov jj-erivoiav duddefia £gtw 7ras 6

ixr] iroiGiv ri]i> aylav ij/j.e'pa.v rod irdffxa

Kara top tt)s dylas nal KaOoXacrjs €K-

KXrjcrlas deo-jxbv avddefia 'iatw. In-

deed it is not improbable that the

preceding anathema in general terms

was added at the same time, though

unlike the others it is found in Marius

Mercator's version : avr-q tQv iiac\T)<na.-

ffTiKuv Soy/J.drui' i) 8iSa<TKa\ia, ical was 6-

ivivria toijtois <ppovwv dvddep.a 2<ttu.

The exposition itself, an interesting

monument of the Antiochian contest

with Apollinarianism, apparently sup-

plied the ultimate original of a familiar

Latin formula : at least perfectus homo
ex anima rationali et humana came
subsistens is nearer to dvdpuirov rtXeior

rrjv <p6ffiv, iK fi/x^s re voepas (rationali

M. Merc.) kclI o-apKos avveariJoTa dvOpw-

irlvrjs than to the riXeiov tov airbv lv

dvdpcoTroTi]Ti,...eK ipvxys XoytKrjs xal o~w-

fiaros of Chalcedon, or the plena in-

qaam humanitas, qulppe quae animam

simul habcat et carnem, sed camera

veram, nostram, maternam, animam

vero intellectu praeditam, mente ac

ratione pollentem of Vincentius (Com-

mon. 13). But the formula may have

passed though several hands as well as

changed its context.

2 These subscriptions disclose (1)

that nearly all the converts in abjuring

their heresies had made application to

(wapaKaXio-as passim) Theophanes the

holy bishop of Philadelphia, (2) that

three of them had thus made applica-

tion to Charisius himself along with

Theophanes, and (3) that Jacobus, to

whom two of these three, and tbese

alone, had likewise made application,

was chorepiscopus. Evidently the

zealous oeconomus of Philadelphia did

not choose to tell the whole story.

3 Reprinted at p. 150; also by

Walch, p. 215, and Hahn, p. 191.
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imputation against Charisius's orthodoxy, the Creed may have

been imbedded in some lost accompanying reply of his, which

would have made known its purpose. That he composed it is

on every ground improbable : analogy suggests that he recited

it as the Creed in which he had been baptised, and which he

still accepted as a true statement of his faith. It may then be

reasonably taken as the Creed of Philadelphia about the begin-

ning of the fifth century.

The general brevity of the somewhat numerous clauses of

this Creed has been already noticed. The second clause has an

Antiochian sound 1

, as have also the first two on the Holy Spirit,

to Trveu/xa T7J<i akr)6eia<; to irapaKXr^rov (see p. 126 n. 4) ; but

from such coincidences
2

it is impossible to infer immediate

connexion : of the revised Antiochian Creed there is not the

slightest vestige. On the other hand several phrases have

been copied from the Nicene Creed. In two respects the

article on the Holy Spirit is unique: it omits ayiov and inserts

ofLoovaiov
3

.

1 Printed kti<tti)v dirivTUv oparuv re

ical dof&Twv iroir]T-qv: but ktI(ttt)v in

this arrangement is harsh, and pro-

bably a corruption of ktiotwc or ktkjjxo.-

tuv, though ktI<ttt)v km. ttoitjt^v occurs

in several formularies of 341—360.

The Antiochian Creed in Cassianus

has Crcatorcm omnium visibilium et

invixibiUum creaturarum.

2 To which yevvqdivra e/c rrjs dylas

irapdhov might be added, were it not so

obvious : the omission of Mary's name

is probably due to the studied brevity.

3 The presence of this epithet in one

of the interpolations made in the Cap-

padocian Creed by the Interpretatio in

Symbolum is not a true exception. It

had been used in the first instance by

Athanasius (Ep. ad Ser. i 27 p. 676 c),

ovk &5rfkov 8ti ovk to~Ti t<Sv 7roXXc<5;> to

wvevpia, dXX' ovde &yye\os, dXX' £v "OX.

udWov 8e tov \6yov evds 6vtos tSiov

ko.1 tov Otov evos Svtos tdiov Kal 6/j.o-

oiaiov eo-Tiv: compare his alternative

language on the part of the Council of

Alexandria (Tom. ad Ant. 5 p. 773 d),

Kal vlov fiev 6/J.oovaiov t<£ irarpl,

ws etwov oi waTipes, to 8e ayiov

irvev/j.a ov KTlap-a ov8e ££vov dXX' tdiov

Kal ddialpeTov ttjs ovfflas tov vlov

Kal tov iraTpos. The Nicene phrases

and 6/xoovaiov irarpl Kal vlQ are the only

elements of the Philadelphian Creed

apparently due to recent controversy.

It is on the whole best to take the rest

of the articles on the Holy Spirit as a

single clause, ko.1 els to irvevfia ttjs

d\r)8eias to irapaKXrjTov, as John xv 26

might suggest the combination of its

two members, and an adequate motive

is thus foimd for the neuter to irapd-

k\t)tov, which sometimes occurs, but

always I think with a distinctly adjec-

tival force. The neuter may however

be a corruption here, and in that case

tov vapdKXrjTov might stand separately,
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Hardly any historical associations exist, which it is possible

to attach, however doubtfully, to the Creed of Philadelphia. We
know little of the affairs of Western Asia Minor during the

time when the revisions appear to have taken place. At Smyrna,

the nearest maritime city, was held one of the synods by which

the often mentioned deputation to Liberius was sent in 366

(Socr. vi 12 8, 10, 17); and Heortasius bishop of Sardis, the

immediate metropolis, was one of those to whom Liberius's

answer was addressed (ib. 20). He was previously acting in

conjunction with Silvanus of Tarsus, and like him and Cyril of

Jerusalem was deposed by the Acacians at Constantinople in

360 S ostensibly on grounds of discipline, but undoubtedly from

doctrinal motives- (Hil. Op. Hist. Fr. 10 p. 693 C ; Soz. iv 24 3,

11, 13 ; 25 1}. It is- thus certain that Lydia had a share in the

Homceousian adoption of the Nicene faith in the period with

which we are concerned : but this is all that can be said.

No exact determination of authorship or locality is needed

for ascertaining the more essential facts respecting the origin

and purpose of the later Eastern Creeds. The obvious uncer-

tainty as to details cannot lessen the interest of the particulars

brought together in the last few pages,- in so far as they

illustrate the distinctive features of the time which gave birth

to these formularies, and the temper and policy of its represen-

tative bishops in Syria and Asia Minor. A simple scrutiny of

the language which distinguishes the "Revised Creed of Jeru-

salem from its predecessor affords some insight into the counsels

of those from whom it proceeded. When however it is set side

by side with the contemporary Creeds of somewhat similar

composition, its true intention becomes yet clearer. The tradi-

as in the earlier Creed of Jerusalem. tion,) was probably derived from some

The Eunomian formula cited before Creed allied to the Philadelphian.

(p. 91 ii.4), Uiareijofiev els rov ira.pa.K\r)- 1 In the preceding autumn Theo-

tov to irvev/xa tt}s d\r]9eias, (in which dosius bishop of Philadelphia itself

the absence of dyiov is proved by vari- had been deposed at Seleucia as an

ous passages of Eunomius, Apol. 5, Acacian (Socr. ii 40 43).

26 ff., to have had no doctrinal inteii-
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tion which invested it with associations borrowed from Nicsea

has already been independently negatived by historical evi-

dence: but comparison with the revised Creeds of other

churches clothes it afresh with new and better associations,

belonging to peaceful life and growth renewed after tragical

interruption. The short age of Cappadocian and Antiochian

supremacy stands out in welcome contrast between the devas-

tating strifes on either hand : and its opening years have left

no more characteristic monument than the one Creed which

unites East and West by the confession of a true faith as read

by the light of the highest Greek theology.

The Creeds in the following pages are arranged with a view

to shewing asfar as possible their relation to each other. Coin-

cidences with an earlier Creed assumed as the basis are marked

by larger type where the order remains the same: coincident

tuords which have changed their place retain the smaller type, but

are spaced. In the Cappadocian, Antiochian, Mesopotamian,

and Philadelphia!! Creeds uncial type designates coincidence

with Nicene language. The threefold notation in pp. 144, 148

explains itself

It must be remembered that the Creeds of Capjmdocia, An-

tioch, and Mesopotamia owe the Greek form in which they are

exhibited here to a critical reconstruction. The Earlier Creed of

Jerusalem is put together from fragments scattered through

Cyrils Lectures. The other Creeds are preserved in continuous

Greek texts, ivhich in the case of the Nicene Creed differ much in

minor details. The Nicene text here given, in which some points

are unavoidably left doubtful, has been constructed by a com-

parison of the primary ancient autJiorities.
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THE CREED OF OESAREA

Jliarevofxev et? eva 6ebv irarepa 7ravroKpdropa,

tov tcov airavTwv oparoov re Kal dopdjoov Troirjrtjv.

Kat et? eva Kvpiov 'Irjaovv XpiaTov,

rov tov 6eov \6yov,

6ebv e'/c Oeou,

<£c3? i/c (pctiros,

^corjv i/c far}?,

vibv fjiovoyevrj,

irpcoroTOKov irdari<i Kriaews,

nrpo iravroiv rwv acoovcov e/c tov irarpo^ yeyevvrjfievov,

Bi ou Kal eyeveTO rd iravra'

tov hid ri)v rjfierepav crcoTrjpiav crapKcodevra,

Kal iv dv6pct)iroi<; 7ro\iT6vad/j,evov,

Kal 7ra06vTa,

Kal dvaaravra rfj rplrrj rjfjiepa,

Kal dveXdovra 7rpo? rev -narepa,

Kal rj^ovra irdXiv ev Bci^y Kplvai £&Wa? Kal veKpovs.

[YItaTevop.ev Be] Kal et? ev 7rvevp,a ayiov.***************
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THE NICENE CREED,

exhibited with the Creed of Ccesarea as its base

nicrrevojULev eh eva 6eov irarepa TravroKparopa,

TTCLVTltiV OpctTWV T€ KCtl dopaTOJV TT01Y\TY\V.

Kal eis eva Kvpiov 'hjaovv Xpi&Tov,

tov viov tou Beov,

ryevvrjdevTa Ik tov irarpb^ fiovoyevf} -

tovt icnlv i/c ttjs overlap tov TraTpos -

6eov e/c Oeody

(pCOS 4k (pWTOS,

debv dXrjOcvdv etc 6eov d\r)0ivov,

<yevvT]0evTa, ov iroirjOevTa,

OflOOl/aiOV TW TTCLTfiL,

ZC ov tcc iravTa eyeveTO+,

to. T€ iv to!) ovpavw Kal to, iv Ty
<yf)

(or eVl tv;? 7^v)'

tov Be ->)fia<i tou? dvOpwiTovi Kal ota Tt}v ruieTepav o~cu-

Trjpiav KaTeXdcvTa Kal o~apKa)6evTa,

evav0pio7Tf]o-avTa, iradovra, Kal dvacrravra ty\

TpWr] t]fiepa,

dveXoovTa eh [toi)?] ovpavovs,

epyop,evov Kpivai (tovTas Kai veicpovs.

Ka* eU to ayiov 7rvevfJLa.

ToC'9 Be XeyovTa? *Hy ttot€ ot€ ovk r\v Kal irplv <yevvr]d?]va,L

ovk r\v, Kal otv 'E£ ovk ovtoov eyeveTO, i) e£ eTepas virocrTaaeo)^

rj ovaia<i (jxicrKovTa? elvai [rj ktlo-tov] rj TpeirTov rj uXXokotov

tlv viov tov $eov, [tovtovs] dvade/xaTt^et r\ KadoXtKr) [Kal diro-

CToXiKrj] eKKkricria.

t Denotes plirases Laving an unimportant deviation from the order

of words in the Creed taken as the base.
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THE NICENE CREED

Tltarevofiev et<? eva Otbv nrarepa iravTOKpcnopa,

ITUVTWV OpdTOOV T6 KCl\ aOpCLTWV TT011)TT]V.

Kat eh eva Kvpcov 'Irjaovv XptoToi/,

tci/ vlbv tov Oeov,

jevvrjOevTa e/c tov irarpcs p-ovoyevlj -

tovt iarlv ifc tv]? ovaLa? tov iraTpos -

debv e/c Oeov,

<pa><; etc (pcoTos,

6ebv dXrjOivbv e/c 0eov aXrjOivov,

<yevvr)6evTa, ov iroirjQevTa,

bp,oovcriov tg> 7ra,Tpl,

$i ov to, irdvTa eyeveTO,

to, Te ev T<p ovpavu) Kal to, ev Ty yr) (or eirl Tr}$ 7^?)'

tov hC r)pbd<; tovs dv0pd)7rov<; Kal Bid Tr)v rjfxeTepav awTTjpiav

KaTe\dbvTa Kal aapK(oOevTa,

evavO'pooTrrjcravTa, iraObvTa, Kal dvaaTavTa tij Tp'nr) r)p,epa,

dveXOSvTa eh [toi)<>] ovpavois,

ip-^bjxevov icpivai £ftWa? Kal ve/cpovs.

Kal eh to ayiov irvev^a.

Tot)<? 8e XeyovTa<; 'Hy ttotc ore ovk r)v Kal irplv yevvrjOPjvat

ovk r)v, Kal otl 'E£ ovk ovtwv eyeveTO, rj ef eTepas VTroaTaaeco^

rj oialas (pdcrKOVTas elvai,
[fj

kti&tov] rj TpeirTov rj dXXoia>TOV

tov vlbv tov Oeov, [tovtovs] dva0efitvr%ei r) KaQoXiKrj [/cat diro-

oroXi/o}] eKKkrjcria.

Continued from the opposite page

[The Anathcmatism added to the ' Constants nopolitan'1 Creed in the

Epiphanian recension]

Toi>s 5£ \e"yovras ''Up wore 8re ovk r\v Kal irplv yevvrjO^pai ovk tjv,

rj tin 'E£ ovk 6vru)v eyivero, r} e£ eripas brrocsr dcrews rj ovalas (pd-

o~Kovras elvat, pevarbv rj dWoaord v, rbv rod Oeov vlbv, rovrovs dva-

de/j.arl£et 77 KaQoXiKrj Kai air oar oXikt) eKKXyjaia.
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THE ' CONSTANTINOPOLITAN ' CREED
OR REVISED CREED OF JERUSALEM,

exhibited with the Nicene Creed as its assumed base

Yli(TT6vofj.€v els eva 6eov iraTepa iravroKparopa,
TTOtrjTrjv ovpavov

1
Kal 7/J9,

OpCtTWV T€ TTaVTCOV KCtl CtOpaTCOl/.

Kal els eva Kvpiov 'Inorovv XpiarTov,

TOV VlOV TOV 6eou tov /xovoyevr],

tov i/c tov irarpos yevvr] Oevra irpb irdvrwv twv
aloovoov

2

,

(puis e'/c (pcoTos,

6eov dXt]6ivov eic 6eov dXrjdivov,

yevvridevTci, ov 7roit]6evTa,

6/ULOOVCTlOV TW TTCLTpi,

hi ov to. irdvTa eyevero •

tov Zi tj/mas tovs dvOpunrovs Kal did ty\v r\\xeTepav cria-

Tripiav KaTe\66vTa i/c tcov ovpavoov,

Kai o~apK(i)6evTa e/e 7rvev/j,aTos djiov Kal M.apias tt}s

TvapQkvov,

Kal evavOpcoTTtjcavTa,

aravpcoOivra re virep r)p:wv eVt Uovtlov TliXdrov, Kal

TraQoVTa, Kal Tacpevra,

Kai dvao~Tavra Tt] TpiTf] Yjfjiepa Kara to? ypacpds,

Kal dveXdcvTa els tovs ovpavovs,

Kal KaOe^cfievov e/c 8e%ia>v tov irarpbs,

Kal ttclXlv ep^o/Jievov fiera ho^-qs Kplvai Qjovras Kal

veKpovs,

ov rrjs fiaaiXei'as ovk carat, TeXos.

Kai eis TO 7rvevfJ.a to ayiov to Kvpiov to ^coottoiov
4

,

to eK tov irarpbs eKiropevo/xevov,

to avv traTpl Kal via) avvTrpocrKwov/xevov Kal crvvSo^a-

fyfievov,

to XaXrjaav Bid tu>v 7rpocpr)TG0V.

E19 fiiav dyiav KaOoXiKrjv Kal diroaroXiKrjv eKKXrjalav'

ofioXoyovfiev ev ftaTTTio-fia et? acpeaiv dp,apTioov'

irpoo-hoKoofxev dvdaTaaiv veKpatv,

Kal £o)T]i> tov /xiXXovros alcLvos.
,

Apir>i/
5

.

J Epiphanius inserts re. 2 E. adds tovt £<tt1i> £k ttJs ov<rlas tov irarpos.
3 E. adds t6. re iv tois ovpavols Kal to. Iv rfj 777.

4 E. [to] Kvpiov Kal {worroiov.
8 E. adds an Anathema-tism, for which see the opposite page.
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THE EARLIER CREED OF JERUSALEM

UicrTevo/xev eh eva Oebv irarepa TravTOfcpdropa,

7TOL7)T?)v OVpaVOV Kal 7>}?,

oparcov re iravrwv Kal aopdrcov.

Kal eh eva Kvpiov 'Iqaovv ~Kpiarov,

tov vlvv tov deov tov jiovoyevr),

top €K tov 7raTpo<i yevvrjdivTa deov oXtjOlvov Trpb irdvrcov

Twv aucvoiv,

Bi ov to, iravTa eyeveTO'

aapKwOevTa Kal evavOpwirrjcavTa,

crTavpcoOevTa Kal Ta<pevTa,

dvaaTavTa tj) TptTrj rjfxepa,

Kal dve\06vTa els toi><; ovpavovs,

Kal KaQlaavTa eK Be^iwv tov iraTpos,

Kal epxo/xevov ev Bo^rj Kplvai %covTas Kal veKpovs,

ov ttjs (3acrikeia<; ovk eaTai Te'Xo?.

Kal eh ev dyiov irvevfia,

tov irapa.KkT}Tov,

to \a\rjaav ev Toh irpo^Tais.

Kal eh ev ^dirTLa^a ueTavoia? eh afaaiv a^iapTioov,

Kal eh ftiav dyiav KaOoXiKr/v eKKXrjalav,

Kal eh o~apKo$ avdaracnv,

Kal eh ^co))v alooviov.
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THE 'CONSTANTINOPOLITAN' CREED
OR REVISED CREED OF JERUSALEM,

exhibited ivith the earlier Creed of Jerusalem as its base

YlKTTEvofjLev eU eva Beov irarepa iravroKparopa,

iroDiTriv ovpavov
1

Kal yijs,

OpClTCOV T6 7TaVT(i3V KCIL UOpaTVOV.

Kal eh eva Kvpiov 'hjo-ovv Xpio-Tov,

tov vlov tov Beov tov /movoyevfj,

TOV €K TOU 7TaTpO£ yeVVtjBtVTa TTpO TTaVTWV

tcov aicovwv*,

<J>a)<; i/c (Jxotos,

Oebv dXrjdivbv etc 6eou dXrjdivov,

<yevvr}6evTa, ov iroi^devra,

o/jloovctiov tcS vrarpi,

$1 OV TCC TTCLVTa eyeVero 3 *

tov Si 7Jfj,a<; roii<i avOpcoirowi Kal Sid rr/v r]p,erepav acoTrjpiav

KareXOovra e'/c tgov ovpavoov,

Kal capKCuBeVTa Ik irveu[xaTO<i ayiov Kal Mapta? t?}<?

irapdevov,

Kal evavBpuiirricravTa,

CTTavpcodeVTa re virep r)p,wv eVt Hovriov Tlikdrov, Kal

iraQLvra, Kal Ta(pevTa y

Kal dvaorTavTa TH TpiTr\ rj/uepa Kara ra? ypacpds,

Kal dveXBovra eh toi)s ovpavovs,

Kal Ka0e%6p,evov e'/c Se^iuiv tov 7raTpos,

Kal ttoKiv ep^o/uevov perd B6£r)<; KpTvai ^wi/ras

Kal veKpovs,

ov Ttjs fiacriXeias ovk eo~Tai TeXos.

Kai eis to 7rvevjua to ayiov to Kupiov to ^coottocov*,

to €K tou iraTpbs eKTropevbp,evov,

to guv iraTpl Kal via) auvirpoaKuvovpievov Kal avvBo^a-

%6fj,evov,

to XaXrjo-av Sid t£v 7rpo(prjTol)P.

Eh fJLiav dyiav KaBoXiKrjv Kal diroo-To'KiKTJv eKKXt]o~iav

6fj,o\oyov/u,ev ev ^diTTicrpia et<? dcpeaip dp,apTioov'

7rpocrBoKa)fj,€v dvao~Tao~iv veKpuv,

Kai (^corjv tou fieWovTos alwvos. 'AfJiTjv
5
.

1 Epiphanius inserts re. 2 E. adds tout iarlv e'/c rrjs ovalat rod irarpoz.
3 E. adds t<£ re iv rois ovpavois Kal to. eV rrj yy. 4 E. [to] Kvpiov Kal fwoTroiov.
5 E. adds an Anathcmatism, for which see p. 140.
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THE ' CONSTANTINOPOLITAN' CREED
OR REVISED CREED OF JERUSALEM,

exhibited with the earlier Creed of Jerusalem as its base, and
with the Nicene insertion distinguishedfrom the other alterations

Hi(TT6vofj.ev els eva deov iraTepa iravTOKpaTopa,

7roir}Tt]V ovpavov Kal yrjs,

OpctTGdV T6 iraVTUOV KCLL dopdlTCOV.

Kal els eva Kvpiov 'h]o-cvv Xpio~TOV,

tov vlov tov deov tov jjiovoyevij,

tov etc tou iraTpos yevvrjdevTa Trpo TravToov

tcov alwvu)v,

4>OOC fcK CJXJOTOC,

6eoN aAhGinon £K 6eoY aAhSinoy,

reNNHBENTA, of TTOIHGeNTA,

OMOofciON TO) nATpi,

A I' of TA TTANTA ereNGTO*
TON Al

1

HMAC TOfc ANBpdoTTOYC KAI AlA THN HMeTepAN CWTHpiAN

KAT6A60NTA €K TWV OVpaVWV,

Kal 0~apK(t)6eVTCt e/c TrvevfiaTos ayiov Kal Map/a<? Tr?<?

irapQkvov,

Kal evavOpcoTrricravTa,

CTTavpcodeVTa re virep i]/j,oov eirl Uovtlov UiXdrov, Kal

iraOovra, Kal TacpevTa,

Kal dvaCTavTa Trj TpiTrj fj/uiepa Kara ras <ypa<f>ds,

Kal dveXdovTa els tovs ovpavovs,

Kal KaOe^ofievov e'/c depicov tov iraTpos,

Kal iraXiv epxo^vov fierd Bo^vs KpTvai fwi/Tas

Kal veKpous,

ov Tt\s /3ao~i\eias ovk eo~Tai Te\os.

Kai els to irvev\xa to ay tov to Kvpuv to ^wottolov

to eK tov iraTpbq eKiropevopLevov,

to aiiv iraTpl Kal v'uo avvKpoaKwovfJievov Kal avvBo^a^o-

fievov,

to \a\f]0~av Bid twv 7rpo<pr\Ta)V.

Ek fi'iav dyiav KadoXiKiji Kal diroaToXiKrjv eKK\t]0-'iav

ofioXoyov/xev ev ftdirTiajia els dcfjeaiv d fiapTiwv'

TrpoaSoKoofiev dvaCTTacriV veKpwv,

Kal (^cv>)v tov jxcXXovtos alwvos. 'A/ntjv.
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THE INTERPOLATED NICENE CREED
AS RECITED IN THE DEFINITION OF CHALCEDON,

exhibited with the interpolations distinguished from the

original Greed

TiuTTevofiev eh eva 6eov irarepa iravTOKpaTopa,

TTCLVTUiV OpOLTCOV T6 KCtl dopaTOJV 7T0U]Tr,V.

Kal eh eva Kvpiov 'h]o~ovv Xpio~Tov,

tov v'idv tov Oeov,

tov yevvrfievra e'/c tov TraTpos fiovoyevri —

tovt ecTTiv e'/c tt/5 oCcrias tov iraTpos -

6e6v e'/c 6eov,

<pws e'/c (pvoTOs,

Beov dXtjdivdv e'/c deov dXt]6ivov,

yevvri6evTa, ov 7roit]6evTa f

dfxoova-iov TM waTpi,

ZC ov to. irdvTa eyeveTO'

tov Bi tjiuas toi)s dv6p(a7rovs Kal did ty\v npeTepav o~w-

TY\p'iav KaTe\6ovTa £k tu>v ovpavcov,

Kai 0~apK(t)6eVTa Ik irvevpaTos ayiov Kal Maplas rrjs

irapOhov,

Kai evav6pco7niG-avTa,

a-ravpcoOevra re V7rep i]pwv itrl JJovriov Ti.tX.drov, Kal

7ra66vTa, Kal racpevra,

Kai dvaarTavTa ty\ TpiTf] r\\iepa koto. Ta$ ypacpds,

Kal dveXQovTa eh toi)s ovpavovs,

Kal KaOe^opevov iv &e%la tov irarpos,

Kal iraXiv ep^ojuevov perd Sof^r)? KpTvai FwvTas Kai

veKpovs,

ov t^? ftaaiXelas ovk e<nai Te'A.05.

Ka* e'lS TO TTVeVfJLa TO ayiOV TO KvpiOV TO ^OOOTTOIOV.

Toi)s Ze XeyovTas 'H// iroTe otc ovk tjp Kai irplv

yevvt]6rjvai ovk t)v, Kal oti 'E£ ovk ovtcov eyeveTO,

i) e'£ eTepas lyVocrTaVews 77 ovo~ia<i (pdo-KOVTas eivai

rj TpeirTov i) dXXolcuTov tou viov tov deov, tovtovs

dvadefiaTi^ei r\ KadoXiKtj Kal diroo~ToXiKt] eKKXrjcria.

h. 10
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THE CREED OF CAPPADOCIA
NOW USED BY THE ARMENIAN CHURCHES,

exhibited with the Nicene Creed as its base

TTlCT6Y0M€N eiC 6NA 6£ON TTATtpA TTANTOKpATOpA,

Trotrjrrjv ovpavov teal 7*79,

OpATCON T6 KAI AOpATCON.

Kai eic Ina KypiON 'Ihcoyn XpicTON,

TON YION TOY 0£O?/

TENNHGeNTA €K TO? TTATpOC MONOrCNfi —

TOYT 6CTIN 6K THC OYCIAC TOY TTATpOC —
6eoN 6K Geo?,

(JXjOC 6K 06OTOC,

GeoN aAhGinon Ik Geo? aAhGinoy,

rCNNHGeNTA, OY TTOIHGeNTA,

OMOOYCION TCp TTATpi,

Al' OY TA TTANTA If-eNeTO,

TA T€ €N TCp OYpANCp KAI TA £N TH |"H (or fcTTI THC THc),

opard re ical dopara'

TON Al' HMAC TOYC ANGptOTTOYC KAI AlA THN HM6T6pAN CCOTHpiAN

katgAGonta i/c toov ovpavwv,

CApKOiGeNTA, eNANGpconHCANTA, 'yevvrjOevra T€kel(D<; i/c Ma-
plm rrj<; a<yia<; irapOevov Sid irvevfiaro^ dylov,

[e*: TavTT}<i] aw/xa /cat tyujfrjv ical vovv ical irdvra oaa i-

crlv avdpcoTTOsCl) akr)9a)<i fcal ov BoKrjaet ia^y/coTa,

ttaGonta, aravpcoOevra, racpevTa,

ANACTANTA TH TpiTH HMepA,

ANeAGoNTA eic [toyc] oypanoyc iv avT<p tu> awfiaTi,

Ka6laavra iv he^ia rov irarpo^,

IpXoweNON iv avroj ra> aco/jbari [kcu\ iv rfj So^rj rov 7rarpb<;

Kp?NAI ZCONTAC KAI NGKpOYC,

ov TJ79 fiaaiXela*; ovk carat re\o?.
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Ka TTKTTeVOfiev 6IC TO nN6yMA TO ajLOV TO CUCTIGTOV TO T€-

Xetov,

to Xdkrjcrav ev vojxco teal ev irpo^rjTaL^ teal ev evayyeXiois,

KdTafiav 67Ti tov 'lopSdvrjv,

Krjpvgav top diroaToXov (or aTroo-ToXotf),

oUi}aav (or oikovv) ev dyLOis.

Kal 7rio~T€vo/j.ev eh p*iav \ibvt\v tcadoXifcrjv /ecu aTrocrToXifcrjv

etacXr)aiav,

eh ev (SaTniaixa fieTavola?,

eh lXaa/jb6v(J) Kal a<peo~iv afiapTCwv,

eh dvdcrTacnv ve/cpoov,
.

eh Kpiaiv alooviov ^v^wv Te koX cra>p,dT(ov,

eh (SaaiXeiav ovpavcov,

Kal eh ^wrjv aloovtov.

Teyc Ae AeroNTAC otl *Hn hotc otg oyk hn 6 yioc, rj *Hy

TTOTe uTe ovk r\v to dyiov irvevfia, rj oti 'El oyk ontcon ereNGTO,

h el eTepAC ynocTAcecoc h oyci'ac (})ackontac cTnai ton y'on to?

Geoy rj to irvev/ia to dyiov, TperrTON h aAAoiooton, toytoyc ana-

06MATIZ6I H KA0OAlKH KAI ATTOCTOAlKH eKKAHCIA.



148

THE REVISED CREED OF ANTIOCH,

exhibited with the Nicene elements distinguished from the rest,

and the three phrases of certain Nicene origin specially marked

TTicTeVo) (?TTicT€YOAAeN) eic £na teal jxovov aKqOtvbv GeoN nATepA

nANTop<yrop<\

KTiarrjV TTANTOON OpATOON Tet KAI AOpATOON KTl<r/jL<iT(6V.

Kai eic rbv KypioN rjfxccv (?eic Ina KypiON) Mhcoyn XpiCTON,

ton yion avTov rov fiovoyevrj,

Kal rbv irpccroTOKOv irdarj<i Kricreco^,

e'£ avrov reNNHGeNTA rrpo ttcivtcov rcZv alcevcov,

Kal OY T70IH0ENTA,

OEON AAH0INON EK 0EOY MHOINOY,
OMOOYIION TQ TTATPI,

if of Kal oi alcoves KarrjpTLcyOvcrav Kal ta ttanta ereNeTO*

ton hi hmac ekdovra (or katgAGonta),

Kal <yevv7)$ivTa €K Mapta? tj;? ayta? nrapOevov,

Kal crravpcod&vTa eVi WovtIov UiXarov,

Kal racpevra,

KAI TH TpiTH HMepA ANACTANTAt KOTO, TO* ypacpds,

Kal eic toyc oypanoyc angAGontaJ,

Kal irakiv epxoMeNON Kp?NAi zcontac ka'i NenpoYC******
* * * » *

* * * * *******
\jcaC\ [etY] apbapTitov acpeaiv,

[/cat] [et<?] veKptlv dvdaraaiv,

[koX] [ek] fyorjv alwviov.



149

THE CREED OF MESOPOTAMIA,
NOW USED BY THE NESTOEIAN CHUBCHES,

exhibited with the Revised Creed of Antioch as its base, and the

additional elements of Nicene origin distinguished from the rest

TiKTrevo/xev* eis eva 6eov irarepa iravroKpaTopa^

KTKTTtjV 7ra.VTV0V OpCtTWV T6 KOLl dopCLTVOV.

Kal ek £na* Kvpiov 'h](rovv Xpi&Tov,

tov vlov toy ©eoY tov movoyevfj,

[tov] TrpwTOTOKOv ird(Tt]<i KTicrecos,

[tw] e'/c toy nATpoc [avTov] yevvrjdevTa irpo irav-

TOJV TU)V aiOJVOJV,

KCCl OV 7TOir]6€VTCt,

6eov dXridivov e'/c 6eov dXrjOivov,

dfJLOOvcriov tw irarpi,

$i ov [Kal] KaTrjpTL(r6r]a'au 61 aiwves't Kal i/criadr}

Ta 7rdvTaX %

TOV dl* rj/ilds TOYC ANGpdiTTOYC KAI AlA THN HM6T€pAN COOTHpiAN

KiKieXvovTa e'/c \ru>v\ ovpavwv,

KAI CApKOoGfcNTA €K 7TVeVfiaT0<i djlOV,

Kal ANGpoorroi/ yevofjbevop,

Kal crvXXnj>dkvTa Kal yevvrjOevTa e'/c Maplas Trjs

irapQevov,

Kal ttaGonta Kai o~Tavpu)6evTa iirl Hovtlov YliXaTOV

Kai Ta<pevTa>

Kal dvaaTavTa Trj TpiTy tj/mepaX Kara Ta<s ypa-

(pds,

Kal angAGonta eic toyc oypanoyc,

Kal Kadlaavra £k 8etjia>v tov iraTpos [clvtov],

Kal iraXiv ep^ofxevov (or '^ovra) Kplvai veKpovs Kal

t^wvTast.

Ka'i eic ev ahon ttn€Yma,

to irvevfia tt}<; aXndeia? to (or o) Ik tov iraTpbt eKiro-

pevcfievov (or -peveTai),

to wvevpa to ^coottocov.

Kat €49 fiiav ifCKXrjaiau dyiav Kal diroa-ToXiKrjv [rrjv] KaOoXtKrjv'

6/j,oXoyovp,£v ev ^dirTio-p-a eh* d<pecriv djJ.apTl<x)V$,

Kal* dvdo~Tacn.v veKpojv^,

Kal* ^ojtjv aicoviov.

* Denotes words 'which may possibly be Antiochian, the reading in the
Revised Creed of Antioch being doubtful.
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THE CREED OF PHILADELPHIA,
AS RECITED BY CHARISIUS AT EPHESUS,

exhibited with the Nicene elements distinguishedfrom the rest

TTicTeyo) eic €na GeoN nATepA ttantokpatopa,

fCTLOT7]V (? KTtardlv) aTTANTCON OpATCON T6 KAI AOpATCON TTOIH-

THN.

KAI eiC 6NA KypiON 'IHCOYN XpiCTON,

ton Y'ON avrov tov fiovoyeprj,

6eoN Ik Geo?,

<))ooc Ik (f>ooTdc,

6eoN aAhGinon Ik Geoy aAhGinoy,

OMOOYCION TO) nATpr

TON Al' HMAC KAI THN HMGTfepAN CCOTHpiAN KATeAGONTA €K TWV

ovpavoov,

CApKOOGlNTA,

ryewndevra Ik rf}<i dyla? irapOevov,

ENANGpOdTTHCANTA,

cravpcodevra virep rjfiwvy

airodavovra,

ANACTANTA TH TpiTH HMe'pA,

ANeAGoNTA eic toyc oypANoyc,

KOi irakiV epXOM€NON Kp?NAI ZCONTAC KAI NeKpOyX.

Kai eic to TTNefMA T/79 aXrjdeia? to irapaickriTov,

op,oovariov irciTpl /cat vlw.

Kal et? ay/av Ka9o\iicr)v itacKrjalaV)

ei? dvaaracrLv veicpwv,

et9 ^(orjv alwPLOv.
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