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THE HISTORY AND THEOLOGY OF THE NEW TESTAMENT CANON (1)
(FAXL) MER: FHRRKBESERKEMILS (—)

Part One. HISTORY OF THE CANON
E—#: ERMTE

170-220 A.D.
FJ5 170-220 4

1. Factors which were instrumental in forcing the church, in a formal way, to reflect
and decide upon what is Scripture for the church.

HREER: EEAS LM SEREAN (EL) TR E.

a. Marcionism. Marcion went to Rome in 140 AD.
%, 140 2 5,
Marcion taught that the Old Testament God is not the same as the New
Testament God.
B 2T (IHZA) M G4 B, AR,
The Old Testament God is fickle, cruel, a despot.
CIHZ)) HIpp RS, .
The New Testament God is a God of mercy and love.
CHre)) MR — D%, RIrs.
Marcion rejected the Old Testament entirely.
i atids (IHZ)) K.
The Evangelists (authors of the gospels) and the apostles were blinded by
Jewish influence.
N DUAE = BIVEE AT SAEAEAT, AR TRIME R B Fersem, iR
i T .
Marcion’s own Canon included: 10 of Paul’s letters (not including the
Pastoral Letters), and a drastically edited Gospel of Luke.

L 2y “IE s B R TEE (AR GREXEH)
(R4 ), 5 AMERRZHMEE BINREED .

b. Gnosticism.
VAT 32 3
Gnosis — secret knowledge of God.
WIS = XM AT, B FR R .
The Gnostics produced a body of literature with equal authority and
revelatory importance as the orthodox New Testament canon.

VEHRIR AT, g 7 — B30k, 5 CrgEa) A RFERBUE,
AR A R s 1



c. Montanism.
L Y
Montanus and his followers taught that a new and copious outpouring of
the Holy Spirit began with Montanus himself.
A AMB R EREE 20 0, ERAESS CAN) A — O IBRRE,
w B IR
Similar to a “second blessing.”
B A28 R BIR A58 —IRAUAR .
A widespread movement in the late 2" century, and early 3" century.
B IRAE 2 2R 5 58 =t DT AR IR R
Montanists received new revelation, and wrote them down.

FASSIRE SR RS, RREZ T,

2. Response by the Church.
Fo I e 8] 3K 2 55 i o

a. The view of Adolf VVon Harnack (a liberal view). Marcion and the New
Testament, John Knox Press 1942.
F AL IR RGN (Harnack) E. SR, (BEHw
5, T 1942 AR
Primitive Christianity is a religion of the spirit, not of the letter.
JRAG R FE B HOE RIEZHL ARTFAIRZEB(TERRER 1 ).
Primitive Christianity thrived on oral tradition.
JRIGI B BARZ I A G (114E) , BRI g
Heretics took up the idea of a collection of authoritative writings.
S i A AR HE SR — B BB Y SRR oK
Marcion created the New Testament canon!
R, S22 A8 AR OB 20 B IR MR
The church then borrowed from Marcion the idea of a canon, but with
different results.
JEK, BTS2, WAL —EIEM - MR, He
IESPT BRI PSR AR .
Oral tradition became confused.
MR IE OO, DSk IEE IREL.
Written tradition increased in number, and the quality is different.
M AEHEGERRE, TTRRRSZEAT.
Therefore the church must distinguish between true and false.
PRI, o w2 BAR -
It is lamentable that Christianity became bound by a book — it became a
religion of the book. (Harnack’s view)

BB, S5 R# s GEBH) B M A E” HISRH - A2
W, B RARE (KRNI, 2 S IR IR
Mo )



b. The orthodox view.
B4 (EEIUR) KB,
(e.g. Ned Stonehouse, Herman Ridderbos)
(At e i, R3Ol R 2= Bt #9% Ned Stonehouse, a7 == #it
5% Herman Ridderbos j2& /% #)
The origin or existence of the New Testament canon is not identical with
the recognition of the New Testament by the church.
ey 62) B, CHAXR) BPFEEL—HEH AL
eie2) , &5Hh—EH,
From the very beginning — in the Apostolic Age — the church had a New
Testament. The church had the Word of God!

MW, B, MAERERTY, Howiiila —A& (E&) . AN
KA FHRITE !

3. Sources for 170-220 AD.
170-220 XN B, FATTH BT A 1) SCHk

a. The Muratorian canon.
(BhLZ FIEIGR) .
Muratori, an 18" century Italian, discovered this canon.
Bhi 2 MR —NAa it L m KRN . At A B 73 SR .
180 AD, written in Latin.
21180 £ HIK), il 3o
It is the earliest list of canonical documents by someone on behalf of the
church.
EH e N EREH AN CRAEL) BErE R 0k.
It listed: all of the New Testament except: Hebrews, James, 2 Peter.
X IEMBGRAI TR AREE, R Rk . (%
HY . (EARER) .
Not sure whether | Peter is mentioned or not.

(BARHTH) ARAPIIH, FAIAEE.

b. Irenaeus, 130-200. He is a prominent spokesman for both the Eastern
church and the Western church (the Greek church and the Latin church).
RAT4l, 130-200,

MR T #s, ST ASINE N GRHTBAAR, B
WA, Al BAEE BB B &R, db3E
M, EEE. )

Wrote Against the Heresies, against Gnosticism and Montanism.
FATAE P I b - SRR S, 055 32 3

c. Tertullian, 160-220 AD. Represented the Western church. Lived in North
Africa.

Frt R, 160-220. PUJ5HHIARE. EEILARM



d. Clement of Alexandria, 150-215 AD.
ME S R 2R 4, 150-215,

e. Origen, 185-254 AD. Clement’s student — became dominant church
theologian in the 3" century. Profoundly influenced the Eastern church.

WA, 185-254. ERIGI)AESHRN . MATPIALHRE 5 = e
HREMIES . W TR R M mARE K.

4. The Attestation to the New Testament, 170-220 AD.
IXEE SRR CGrAIE4) W WAIE, 170-220 4,

a. The Gospels
SCHERXS 8 & 15 10 WAL«

Irenaeus — contrasted with Marcion (single gospel). With Gnostics
(5th Gospel of Truth). With those who rejected the Gospel of John.

FATA - RS E % (BRAF—AEE) . WRBREREIR
(BEA—A& (REEE) , 2MeERiAmst. )
The Logos, who created the world, has given the church the perfect
gospel in its 4-fold form.

ﬁﬁ% B, MeaiEHRnE, GeE TS EY - 2 E
HIHa

Standard practice during this period to refer to the gospel as “the
gospel” (to euaggelion), then “according to” (kata).

FEIX BN ], —MAITEEH AR S B & (), A)E
LR S B (%8 - according to, 75 i X kata) o

Tertullian, Muratorian canon mentioned forgeries (attributed to
Paul). No mention of other gospels competing for a place in the
canon.

FERES (BRZMIEMAR) 28—y, BRfPs
K. BEARBIAMAES B SRS 4, RS

(A

Clement of Alexandria — broad minded. But distinguished the 4
gospels “entrusted to the church.”

Y3 R B R 4 - SE R AT 1. BRI, A2
fib 7 F s DU A A H L By AR &

Others who wrote or used apocryphal Gospel transformed the
gospel.

HABWIANS 7 55%, sS4, it EoCkm 1.



V. Irenaeus knew of no time when another gospel, other than the 4,
were used in worship. Nor when one of the four was disputed
regarding its rightful place in worship.

FALALUE AT FE S FE N P (U BER), R DUAES, #h HAh
WS MRS AT — 2, MOREA NREE 15 N AEMUFE
A8

Vi. Irenaeus used Revelation 4:6-9 — the four living beings, 4
covenants, the four directions (E, W, S, N) and the 4 winds to
explain why there are 4 gospels. A 4-fold collection.

RIEAM REMEE, WRRRY 4: 690D, &a M4
29, WA (R, B, PEdb), DUREESERAMERE, it atE
HoE G

vii.  Tatian. Syrian church. Diatessaron — “through four” — document
at the end of the 2" century. To replace 4 gospels with one. Four
— no others — were to be the source of proposed product.

g 2z RUMINE 2 Witde “PUAL TSI - 255 28RS
i, EEVUXARRACDIE S . R A Rm & B s
KL AR B WUAEE, B AR SRR A

viii.  Origen. “The church of God recognizes only 4 gospels.”

AR YL “F ) H RN A g . 7

. Paul’s Epistles
SCRRRT DR Z 1545 B WALE -

All 13 were universally received. As a unit.

B B H TR B SR . AN —ER R E.
Pseudo-Pauline literature existed, but never posed threat to the church.
4%, HEAE R BHME s (BRER AR s (B
B BB AMEREERE S5H, SRR X L. )

. Acts was universally acknowledged as the work of Luke. On the list after
the Gospels, before Paul.

(EREATAR) B WA BN S K. SIENEESZ )5,
RE 4515 Z i«

. Indisputable books:
B BE W (BT B St g, AN HI1515:

4 Gospels VY48 =
13 Pauline letters G =AY E
Acts CEFEATAED

Revelation CRnTD



1 Peter (A3 aTH)
1John (2 &3John  (ZEgEH) (BF (L@ _1) ,
were associated with (A =1) 5 (L#—H) 35, 5%

1 John) RAE — LA 4 2)
Jude CIARARD
Challenged:

A B IR 155

Hebrews CEEPSLY
James CHERT5)

2 Peter (P15 E 1)
Shepherd CiUNSEDi
Didache CAEAEB I

1 Clement CHEF R —1)
2 Clement CHEF )

. Summary: There was central agreement, with some disagreement.

SR, A ERSKFEIRKE O 155, A0 21

The boundaries were fluid — this disproves the theory of the church
responding to Marcion.

PN ) IR, Fead 7 (8 ) AR, Aotk X
AN NI I B 44 e ((Harnack ) B8

Free, organic development; idea was not coerced by ecclesiastical decision
or authority.

IESLEIBE RN, 2N, AV R RS . ERXD RS, A2
TPk, M EHETRM.

Therefore: the church was conscious of a collection of documents. It was
not thrust upon the church 150-170.



THE HISTORY AND THEOLOGY OF THE NEW TESTAMENT CANON (2)
(FAEL) PER: HERREES KNEMLYE (2)

140-170 AD. FEJ5 140-170 4

The young church was struggling for its existence.

b E R, IR

There were two directions in the writings of this period:

KRS A, XI5 -

Inward — against heresies.

FUo N, TR i o

Outward — apologetic writings, aimed at heathen authorities and the masses.
I T A SCEAP 0, TN 7 2805 KA BB S e 1] .

No extant evidence of canon.

XN, VAR H X7 T A SCHR

With apologetic concern, there was naturally little reason or opportunity to reflect upon
the canon.

W B AMER, Bl E BN RNEF . BREER T, Bibls, Kk
A 1EBIXA A T

The most helpful writings for our study of this period, are those from the heretics.

FTEA, IZANE AR SCER, 6 AT T I X AN R e T, 02 S AR

1. The Gospel of Truth. (EH AR -
Gnostic writing. Author was Valentinus (Rome). In Latin.
e AR HRIRAIES . EE RERIRE (FY), HHT CER.
Used the 4 gospels, Paul, Hebrews, Revelation.
ARSI H T EE, REBE, EIkRB) . OBms) .
Acts? | John? | Peter?
(ABEARAIIH: ) (ERETE) , (Lmsh) . (EERTH) .
No use of extra-canonical writings.
BRI RAFmNT, %A LRSS
Documents convey “Good News” which Valentinus sought to reproduce.
XL R - S, R IR ISR
Even Hebrews and Revelation were included.
B (R M ERs>. #HET !
Therefore: 140-150 Canon was used in Rome.
PRI FATT AT DA U £ 140-150 If 3, B b 1548, 2% B
Written well before Marcion was condemned.
XA A AL 5y T AT N S I A T

2. Marcion’s Canon. 5 & Z ) 1E L,
Marcion worked on the Canon — trimmed it down for his own interests.
s b EsIX R @, A T HORER, T GRAEA) BT .



He used the same structure as New Testament Canon.

A, AREIESEH (RF) b (GrAE4) 1—F.

Gospel (Luke) — he incorporated elements from the other 3 gospels.
Pauline corpus.

FEE T (B 00) - A g H T A=A S BRI R R T S
No evidence of incorporation of apocryphal materials.

BAH I HBENITR .

He rejected the General Epistles — also rejected all of the Old Testament.
O AR 15 - FINTEL T &5 (HAXE) .

Therefore: Existence and structure of canon can be seen from Marcion.

PRI BATTAT DA, 35 22 I g b, & IR 20 2 e R B

. Justin Martyr, 100-165 AD. Apologist.

FE T . 100-165. & — i HE .

Described Christian worship. “Remembrances of the apostles and writings of the
prophets were read.”

P TR T I EORRE L. M, BEREATRIIRMZ, AN e A TR AR
WmTL. 7

He quoted Matthew, Mark, Luke — recognized them as the apostles’ writings.

W TSI T (SREEY , (SamEE) ,  EIEE) , dR R
TS

Also quoted extra-canonical writings.

el TSI 7 IES DA A

Prophets = Old Testament.

P sesn - &4a (IHAEZL) .

Apostles = on a par with prophets.  (synecdochic reference)

BRI, AEGEATRIVE S, S5E5MT (IHZ) ~FHEH21.

Gospels = included.

XA T

By use and indirect inference, these included (Zahn):

FTRIE T, BRI, R

Romans (F' 545

| Corinthians (EFRZ A0 F)
Galatians Chndr K45
Ephesians CLLFB )
Colossians R PE)

2 Thessalonians Qg EPES IR
Hebrews (AAARAD

1 Peter (A HT)

Acts CEfEAT AR

Didache EfEEID



THE HISTORY AND THEOLOGY OF THE NEW TESTAMENT CANON (3)

(FrHX&) MIER: HRRESIES NEWRALE (Z)

Before 140 AD.
*J5 140 4EZ /T

By 140 AD, the 4 gospels and 13 Pauline letters were seen as equally authoritative as the
Old Testament.

B 7 140 Ry, PUARFMREH) 13 1515, AN 5 IRLA 2L R AU .

1. Sources before 140 AD.
140 SERT 1 STk

a.

b.

1% Clement. Bishop of Rome, 95-100 AD .

FH G- P H K, 35 95-100,

7 Letters of Ignatius (church at Antioch) ca. 115 AD to churches in Asia
Minor.

ZIPTIIEZ, Ignatius, £ 115 F5H-LEME 5 S5 A%
I

Z~ o

Letters of Polycarp (Smyrna) to Philippi. Ca. 110 AD.

WA - LR A - SEMLILEENE. A3 110.

Papias, 60-130 AD. More confident about oral tradition.

Papias, 5 60-130. *f T &S LLEAE O

The New Testament itself.

WL LB AR .

2. Attestation.
XSRS 1E S ) ILAIE
a. Attestation to Paul’s Letters. Clement, Ignatius and Polycarp —all 13

Pauline letters existed as authoritative, ca. 90-100. The New Testament —
2 Peter 3:14ff. v. 15 —a letter. 16 — all letters — put on the same level as
the other Scriptures, i.e., the Old Testament.

X ORZ 545 1 WALE .

HH 4, Ignatius, FIPEERR . HRAIN, REM 13 4515 & A PUE
[1: BN JE 90-100 4,

W% WAEET 3 14-16. 157 - RO H—EE. 16T %
i HIME . MRS, SIHAXEMNER.

. Attestation to the Gospels. Clement — the words of Jesus were at least

equal (if not more) in authority as Old Testament prophets. “The gospel”
(to euaggelion) — used before 140 AD to refer to the Gospels with
authority. Quotes of the gospels were introduced by the formula: “legei
ho kurios” (the Lord says), “he graphe” (it is written), “gegraptai” (it is
written). Silent agreement as to what makes up the Gospel.



X VYA & ) IAIE o

R G HRERITE, SIHLRAATRE, RIFERH AR, R INE
B o

“HEE” — JE3L: the Gospel — A /i 3C: to euaggelion — BL%. IX AN
(RE—MEE) £ 140 BT CAEA, FRIEDUAE & AL .

MEH 5 RS B, AU “FE i - The Lord says — legei ho
kurios ; 3“4 i i — it is written — he graphe. 3: “iCF&H UL - it
is written — gegraptai. ZRERHIAKIN T, #AE JILADUAE & AR

3. Conclusion. There were two collections recognized in this period.

g fEXN], HSCRIANERE(RY, #4) .



11

THE HISTORY AND THEOLOGY OF THE NEW TESTAMENT CANON (4)
(FrAaxz) KIER: ERKBRSES BEMWEILE ()

3rd and 4t Centuries =, {4

The basic contour of the New Testament canon was clearly seen by the church, 180-220.
CHreu262) MEAFER, 7£ 180-220 R &AM,

After this, there were two processes:

220 FZ Ja, APIJTTHHIR R :

Fixing of limiting lines of the canon, with increasing exclusiveness;

and (based on this),widespread recognition toward universal recognition.

By IR (WRLEE5) BORBIS 2, I
B, MORZ(EAZIR) Az Ciraxs) ik,

1. Origen. 185-254 AD. He is an overlap figure.

R, 185-254. At — A JERTIHAY).

He traveled widely, and was well respected.

fib WS, AR H A

a. He made a distinction between the “homologoumena” — those confessed,
agreed upon, and the “antilegomena” — those disputed, spoke against.
fib o R LR, RIS, SIREHEE, RO,

b. The homolegoumena were: 4 gospels, 13 letters of Paul, 1 Peter, 1 John, Acts,
Revelation.
ArEASE: MiEEH, R 1B3EBE, (AR . (L=
H) . EREATIEY . (BaRxD) S
The antilegoumena were: Hebrews, 2 Peter, 2 John, 3 John, James, Jude;
Letter of Barnabas, Shepherd of Hermas, Didache (The Teachings of the
Apostles), Gospel of the Hebrews.

JaEERE: (R . (EREHR) . (A . (D=
Ty, CESY , GERBY  &f: (BEER) , (BEHhA
F) o, GBI, (AR ARIRES) .

2. Eusebius. 260-340 AD.
RS, 260-340.
Bishop of Caesarea. Made the same distinction as Origen.
AL EH . SERAR —FE X 7 IR .
Homolegoumena — 4 gospels, Acts, 14 letters of Paul (including Hebrews), 1
Peter, 1 John (perhaps Revelation).
A PUEE S, (T fe) . R 114 H0/E (B k) ),
(eAEaTHY , (Qmst) (mase Jaas) ).
Antilegomena — (a) to be accepted — James, Jude, 2 Peter, 2 John, 3 John. (b) to be
rejected: Shepherd, Barnabas, Didache, Apocalypse of Peter (perhaps Revelation).
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JE B AR (—) MR CHERHY . ORK) , (REHD)
(A —4) , (AEm=4) . (&) MR A . (BEEE
Y . GBI, EEREREDY (= UERED) ).
Homolegoumena and antilegomena (to be accepted) together = 27 of our New
Testament canon.

A, 55 NN E, Ik = 27 ARATHR A H1E.

. Athanasius. 296-373 AD. Bishop of Alexandria.

Bl A%, 296-373, 71 KRFHL.

Athanasian Creed — stated clearly the doctrine of the Trinity endorsed by the
council of Nicea.

BT A FRAE IS £ - 35 At U 8 PR VR A 2 BT IT T = — R .
Easter Letter of 367. Pastoral-official open communication to the church.
367 FERIETHHHAE. REBEHHBIXINATHE.

There is a section on the problem of the continued use of the apocrypha in his
district.

5 A —BUCERAEZIX A NIk FH 55 4 1 ) @l

What makes up Scripture? Canonical — the 27 books of the New Testament.
W, CHeIER) BIEMEHEENE @ Bt 27 4.

This is the first instance of maintaining only the 27 as the New Testament canon.
First formal ecclesiastical decree.

RXRBEE L, B-RESIEXWEA, (FAXL) MLER 27 4.
There is a sharp line here, then:

21 B G HERRAMW, RE:

Books worthy of reading: Old Testament apocrypha, Shepherd, Didache.
BB IHAFE, WA, il

Then, a line not as sharp here, then:

G XA =D FBR AL IRAT BT PRI 275 2, 7 H) -

Books to be fully rejected.

LA AR 266 ) 454

Athanasius’ letter took the status of a decree in the Eastern church.

HERTTHET, P EBRREE, AT 7 e KA.

. Council Decisions.

2 WIIRIE o

Church councils in the western church: Synod of Rome, 382. 27 NT books.
P B =W BB, 382. 2754

Church councils in the eastern church: Synod of Hippo, 393; Synod of Carthage,
397.

RITBRM W A, 393, MRFESIN, 397,
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THE HISTORY AND THEOLOGY OF THE NEW TESTAMENT CANON (5)

(FrAXL) MIER: BRERSIESNEMWIE (f)

Part Two. WHAT WE BELIEVE CONCERNING THE CANON
B BAT IR EE

The Bible’s inspiration is necessary for canonicity and its authority.
(ER) RMTBURE s BN RZ (L4 A (E4) BUBIRATHE (5
fll) , WK

But: it

A

B.

C.

The church has not been able to establish criteria of canonicity.
BEAEGIKR) @ geihE (&) RS AHEN]

The church cannot establish criteria for canonicity.

B AT REELRERE (R IEMAJHEN]

God is canon.

PG IESL.

The Structure of the Office of the Apostle.
FEREXANBRAL ) 4544 o

Redemptive history and the history of revelation.

OB 7 525 JR 7 R 3 5

The church has not been able to establish criteria of canonicity.
B AEGIKR) #Eard geihE (&) RS EHEN],

1. Apostolicity — as a criterion for canonicity.
AT LA “fEAE 1R SR e IR 2 (BN — AP RIS
), HURAE IESL . )
Difficulties — Mark, Luke, Acts; Hebrews?, Jude, James?
XA YR U R -
], B, {EREITE « (FTHE) A EoRAS, KA, (FTRE) MERD -
These books were not (may not have been) written by apostles.
X LA (B AT REAN ) fEAES RS Y
The idea of “apostolic men” weakens the criterion of apostolicity for
canonicity.
et RA U, A4 ATE R BINEMNGHATLL T - B4, il
FEPE IXAE NI SS T .
| Corinthians 5:9 — Paul’s letter to Corinthians;
MAT 5 : 9—RTIA (—H 2) B5 TG AR AN
Colossians 4:16 — Paul’s letter to Laodicea —
Pi4 . 16— R GEHEEIRFAEHE
These were apostolic, but not in the canon.
XUHRALAET B, (HRIEA FIFE L (Fre)) B
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2. Antiquity. This criterion cannot stand.
i IHABERNAZSAE E B IX N AS RS

3. Public lection (Zahn).
— AR FEH B BN IR -1X 2 Zahn $2 HEJAEN
Difficulty — Didache, Shepherd ... were used in the church; read publicly.
XAHEM A . LG u,  (EERERIID ,  CBON) fEH e Bk
i, BAITHImHEL !
2 Peter, 3 John, Jude were used before they were recognized.

i CEARED) » (L =1) EREPRINZHT, S 1.

4. Inspiration.
BRI R HET o
Inspiration is necessary to canonicity, but the two ideas do not coincide.
Fel, BOURM T IERGE DA . AT BUR S IEHGE AR W
Inspiration is necessary. But just inspiration is not sufficient.
BRI AR BORIEANE .
I Corinthians 5:9 — apostolic communications were inspired; but some are
not extant in the canon.

MRHT 5+ 9 -fHAENTA — L e R RIEI S, B A .

B. The church cannot establish criteria for canonicity.
S AT REFSLREDE (EZ) LML
Attempts to establish criteria must fail.
A T NP EN, AR RI
They threaten to undermine the authority of Scripture.
BRUOAIXAMEAE, stEl, HIgS (E2) BIRUE.
They destroy the New Testament as canon.
KRR, BUEIR T G E4) iR,
They subject canon to the relativity of historical study.
PR PEAERE, JRATH (EZR) TBHEMRAE N, FEXF I S22 AR T .
They attempt to control the canon by fallible human insight.
KRR, I ( (L) ) IRE), TR Ay B 4EEd] 1.
It is rationalization: we generalize upon a unique historical entity.
PRV AL FRATHE— A8 ERAT4 5 IR ( (L) ZAF),
H— M E S & i
We try to get at the canon from above it.

FATZ IS ( (E2) YR ETE TR DAREIN

The canon is self-establishing.
(E2) RIEHZ B RE LK.
The canon is self-attesting.
(E2) MR E R IIER .
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The canon is self-validating.
<<EZ) WIEMEBHRAEENT.

. God is canon.

(VAN

God is the origin and author of the New Testament.
Corga) JEEM : g CRAaEs) s
The canon is not some impersonal process.
IESAR — DB P s .
God is personally involved in the process.
MEEMZSYS, HMARZHRE.
[ We must guard against some abstract view of history, as if God is not involved. ]
BATLAHRERT, AREROEMARI 7 LW AR I P SE R 2 A S
5.

Abstract view of history:

AN (E2) BUBI P S, AR R AP 20, FIER AR

A priori idea of canon —AMBR A (BB M N) BI«IE 8 W&

N N N N AN

| | | | |
Apostolic church history {4 i # 73 5

X X X X X X X X
(historical phenomenon) (AN 7 SR 544, BLR)

Canon is not just some brute fact, hanging on the horizon of our past, i.e., on just
pure contingency.

IESARFEAN IR Py sh s, RIS LRpK-FL s SEEN, EAA
FEAEIRT

Biblical view of history:
& (L) WM
History is the realization and expression of God’s eternal, predetermined plan.
NEI TP, TiRMKIER, TERTHRIR SE I 5 %08 .
The Bible is not a human anthology (collection).
(EZR) AR —ENNHE.
Therefore the Bible does not need to be verified.

Rk,  (E2) HFATE BN (Bx) KiE/fEeaittt.
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The canon is closed — it is closed for our times, from the Apostolic Age to the
Second Coming of Christ.

B g RA(ERRZ: (ER) Ca5ER ), MERERAENTE = K.
Canon is not some abstract, timeless idea/process.

IERFH KN (CELD) IR S, Al 8] O RE SR .

Therefore: GOD IS CANON.

PRI AT AP 8. (RSN, R datnik. JRSCORIE— (M. )
But — we must do justice to the fact that the New Testament is a historical
phenomenon, with a historical origin.

o, PATHRNAZIEM —HESE, . CRraxs) mE, 22— M
S, (=) B e LR,

(See above diagram: abstract view of history.)

Apostolicity is not a (sufficient) criterion for canonicity.
FEAEPEIX AN, ) I SR 2 A R 05 1
But canonicity cannot be asserted without apostolicity.

Ao, WA RRENE, BATRAREEINIE M.

. The Structure of the Office of the Apostle.
FELE R IRAL 254

Apostolos — Hebrew shaliach.

fagE (A5 1 S0) - A 5 95 {H R SCHY shaliach 2X A4

A technical term in intertestamental Judaism.

FEAERTIHL) L2 2Z [ ], PR NI —A> % H] 44 40«

Itis a legal term. A representative, with legally empowered authority.

e —/MER Ear A, R MR AR, AROIRAER N .
In carrying out his commission, a shaliach is identified with his commission.

—> shaliach AT AL, At HALEIAESS RN —.

Talmud (5" — 4" century, BC) — a man’s shaliach = man himself.

findh B (K&, F0T 4, 5H4) -— A AN K shaliach & T H .

John 13:12ff, esp. v. 16 — Authority is derived. Identification with the sender.
VAR 13: 1245, JUH 16797 BUBRBHR THI. BEAHIIBAL, SR
HIIRALINE 1o

Apostolic authority is unique and full authority.

FERESRBURL, MR IR . (EHE BB, & 584 (Fet) HIBUE .

The apostles were the foundation of the church.

FEAEA e o B S A

Apostolic gifts did not operate in isolation.

fEAE 1 & R B AN BEFEIRAL B D H



17

The church is the result of God’s house-building activity in the exalted Christ.
BB NT, ZRE OrE G R - AR PR EIE, PR
The church is realized between Christ’s resurrection and Christ’s return.
BB, RAEFHSREIRE LG, HRZH.

Apostles were the foundation of the church.

AT R B R AL .

Ephesians 2:19, 20.

LABRRT TS 2: 19-20.

The ultimate foundation is Christ, but the foundation involves others (apostles and
prophets).
Hx BANMRIE R IRORIEE . AR FE AN AAEAT, ASERIMT.

Prophets were mentioned with the apostles, as the foundation of the church.
ST SAERENTFR, N IR EE.

There were New Testament prophets.

Hr 2 A SN

There was variety of offices and functions —

Hr LA AN F B IRAL, AR ERA, AN [E ) Th g

But the apostles were primary.

AR A B A i EE IR

Apostles had a specific function within the context of redemptive history.

FERR RO, g g sy, (EAERI DR R . IR E SR 5 1
BN, AR i, Bi%, Tk,

The office of the apostle was not perpetuated.

MASAE IR A % T 25,

Apostolic witness = witness to the resurrection of Jesus Christ.

fERER) WAE S HEBR NS 1

Acts 1:21; 2:32; 3:15; 4:33; etc.
'/T}:E 1: 217 2: 32’ 3: 157 4: 33 /:Y—J‘é:/:r—,]‘é:o

1 Thess. 2:13 Apostolic proclamation is equated with the Word of God.
WEAT 2. 13 AEGERTE U, SHETESER. ol iX R AT .

1 Cor. 11:23 Christ himself is the bearer of apostolic tradition.
MRAT 11 23 BB RS E NS WA

John 15:26,27 The Spirit’s coming is for the purpose of apostolic witness.
21 15: 26, 27 XREOR, HAEYREAEAENTRENE WAL

Therefore from the apostolic matrix, new revelation is given.
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PRI, 3 3 A P RS (R A AT B A [R) ATT) 5 #1138 ) (R 20 ) 340)
JA7Ro

Apostolic witness = the foundation of the church.
HAEATIT VR WLAIE = U AR 2 .

Apostolic witness = preserved in the church, by the church.

BAEIFTE R WA = fEH e AR AT, B RAT

Apostolic concern for preservation:

FEAEANTAS B KON RAF AR G A 2

Apostolic witness = viewed as tradition, paradosis.
FEGEATTRRARAT T WAE A e, A SC: paradosis.

2 Thess. 2:15
WijE 2: 15- 0, JESORIESR.

2 Thess. 3:6
Pij5 3: 6

1Cor. 11:2
MRAET 11: 2

Apostolic tradition = both oral and written

fEAE LG e g, Mttt

2 Thess.2 :15
PijE 2: 15

2 Thess. 2:2
Mhj5 2. 2

Paul to Timothy: Guard the paratheke — the thing entrusted.
RD B FEE R : B4 T Pl FRa b i) — A 5 ST paratheke.

1 Tim. 6:20
$RHT6: 20
2Tim. 1:14
#iE 1. 14
2Tim. 2:2
’E2: 2

A more technical, stereotyped term — a specific entity.

XA AT Pt A€ mnRE.

There was clear anticipation that:
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FATAT AL (ERER AR F %18, A 3,
As the apostles die off, as oral witnesses cease,

LT LS, B RE IR,

As apostolic control of oral tradition is no longer available,
LAEAEA T P AN Re ) AR X AN AR

The written apostolic witness will come into prominence,
i N B S BN,

It will function as the foundation of the continuing church.

EANBZ T PGS 2 BAREE B

Complementary fact: Foundational significance of written apostolic witness =
recognized.

SULFE Y, AAAR R SRS Rk, BN, RERSEE, AR
A AR 1 E B

. Redemptive History and the History of Revelation.
OB S5 JE 7= P

Redemptive revelation = verbal revelation.

PR R 7R, TR A 7R o

Correlation between redemptive deed and revelatory word.

RO IR, SR RIS (B ZIAAZE VIR R,

Focus of verbal on the act.

ARG TE IV E R TRAEAR AROBEAE D

Verbal revelation = parallel of, part of redemptive history.

MR R 78 = S5 R0B 77 ST, RO B S —

Highpoints of redemptive history = associated with full outpouring of verbal
revelation.

PR, R I sk B W B I, AR IS TE IS s 2 ih B el
(Exodus; rebuilding of Temple — Haggai, Zephaniah, Malachi)

(ltn. iR K s EEER - i, VUEME, ShiE)

The history of revelation is closed for us, until the Second Coming of Christ.

PR 7S 7 S2AE H TSR T 5 FHIE K.
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THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE DOCTRINE OF THE TRINITY
=R R S

E—Ep
HERTURE X (#EIR)
GNOSTICISM

HEERIREEH X
The Main Teachings of Gnosticism
(Louis Berkhof, A History of Christian Doctrines, 47-49 ; {H7 &, (FEBEHICCE) , 7 30-32. HEEE. )

BATHE AT 1R 1 i 32 &R 22, 40 Valentinus 5 Basilides 45 5 31417
T B VR VAT T SR AT B “ o017 (dualism) HU%RFAE. 28
AP RLE RN, B, A EY, — s TR, HE T &
R, RISERR, SO RTINEE FRIN . e B S A IR BOE e, & 17— %
()7 24745 # (middle beings, B aeons: RAK), #B2& MAHPEBER I (emanations of the
divine) , XEERIE A H HPF M. B ERXE MG E R, PR i
(pleromay), #ft 2 #4144 57 1 33 (fullness of the divine essence) . 2 /& I H AEHE X
g o HRGEVIRA R R WHRIAREFMIE, TR ROy AT
BEV s BTUAHE R — AR, AIREHIBCS I RITIE o RALARBI RN <&
F” (Demiurge), RIJ2IHZHJHRANAE, J&—ArBdRny, AR, H#MiEH, A
SIMERFEE. JMNEVTEEEHAMZE, FHEBAXE  2eEHEE
%, B, RHZJE AR R ERECEK.

We cannot discuss the various Gnostic systems, such as those of Valentinus and
Basilides, but can only briefly indicate the teachings of Gnosticism in general. A trait of
dualism runs through the whole system and manifests itself in the position that there are
two original principles or gods, which are opposed to each other as higher and lower, or
even as good and bad. The supreme or good God is an unfathomable abyss. He
interposes between Himself and finite creatures a long chain of aeons or middle beings,
emanations from the divine, which together constitute the Pleroma or fullness of the
divine essence. It is only through these intermediate beings that the highest God can
enter into various relations with created beings. The world is not created by the good
God, but is the result of, probably, a fall in the Pleroma, and is the work of a subordinate,
possibly a hostile, deity. This subordinate god, is called the Demiurge, is identified with
the God of the Old Testament, and is described as an inferior, limited, passionate, and
vengeful being. He is contrasted with the supreme God, the source of goodness, virtue,
and truth, who revealed Himself in Christ.

Yo it 5 BE e X — L ARAE I, AT RESE <Wph Frid, DUk A B e Ak
1. SR A RAKIRF, HUE AR, R—AEPER TR —E)E. X
RMERESYIRIEE R, TAREMR . RIEMM, ARSI 1
ok, B AEE WAL B 2238 2 SR At Aok BB B iR 3 SOa
IWNFIEE AR H . RTEE, AT AR A gl oy — )8 R A7
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A, DML R A I AR — A s N, S A s
JIEBRARFIE . PIFTREIRA I & 1K), XA il 1 RAS AT REA — R A

The world of matter as the product of a lesser and possibly an evil god, is
essentially evil. There is found in it, however, a remnant from the spirit-world, namely,
the soul of man, a spark of light from the upper world of purity which in some
inexplicable way became entangled in evil matter. Its deliverance can be obtained only
through some intervention of the good God. A way of deliverance has been provided by
the sending of a special emissary from the kingdom of light into the world of darkness.
In Christian Gnosticism this emissary is regularly identified with Christ. He is variously
represented, either as a celestial being appearing in a phantasmal body, or as an earthly
being, with whom a higher power or spirit temporarily associated himself. Since matter
is in itself evil, this higher spirit could not have an ordinary human body.

RO Ay, B R, RS INEHRIR, S N Z R A
o BB BB FHUT KD HEN GBS A, RePRmPesl, MR
T LRRR A E R . IXFEA B SRKAE IR EE KR (secret knowledge of Being). A
RTWE, WHRE SOP—MEE 7. AR = BRIOAN, RAA=TE
R RN, BREASF—ROSK BYRBIN, BFTERINEN. RAHE
—RA BB EEPFIR, R EE . 353G O BTV REESR, i
MR BRI IRE NG . 3B =TT E, Kz A

Participation in redemption, or victory over the world, was gained only through
the secret rites of the Gnostic associations. Initiation into the mysteries of marriage to
Christ, of peculiar baptism, of magic names, and of special anointing, by which the secret
knowledge of Being was secured, formed the path of redemption. At this point
Gnosticism became more and more a system of religious mysteries. Men are divided into
three classes: the pneumatic who constitute the elite of the Church, the psychic consisting
of the ordinary Church members, and the hylic or the Gentiles. Only the first class is
really capable of higher knowledge (epignosis) and thus obtains the highest blessedness.
The second class may be saved through faith and works, but can only attain to an inferior
blessedness. Those belonging to the third class are hopelessly lost.

VA S0 IS 2 SRR B AT PR SO 28 2R AT T AR A0 B A 55 Al A7 ) BB W
AR AN EREBEL, BEHNAABRINGEE 7 ERPUE, WD
T RIS R T ROR, BT DAAEE (R AR RIS, I35 0 AR . W R
XHIB L 5E BRI, AT ASENZIE L AT N R SLE )
JRH SRR, kR <58 BT, RN .

The ethics, or moral philosophy, accompanying these views of redemption, was
dominated by a false estimate of sensuousness, which resulted either in strict ascetic
abstinence or in low carnality, born of the assurance that nothing could really hinder
those who were favoured of heaven. There was asceticism on the one hand and
libertinism on the other. The ordinary eschatology of the Church had no place in this
system. The doctrine of the resurrection of the dead was not recognized. When the soul
was finally released from matter, it returned to the Pleroma, and this marked the end.



22

BfsR: SEHTRIRIBCF

- M EME - MAZRIAR - R - 211, 2142550, M, 2Ih
- B MR A B S ARANE
—~ R AR R (8 RA) BeX

[ B2 0 T ARAEE AR AAR ORI, Yl W, IRAARCLALF AR LW, R
(5 5E T RBOM RIS SR L W, 8 7 i P SR W AR T g L W, IR T R AL T2
MBI Z BB W, T KBE R TE R I L T, IR 36 40 Rk 2 RIS L ],
IR W I BRI INAE B AME AR & RE 5 | ARIE R T 2 AT B BRR V)L 2 ()
PP ARASKLE BRI Y, PR e PIMARRIER (B
B IREORURARE A E R B JEAR MR LS 5E E AT 32 550K, AARATT
FREAE, AT, MARATI R 2, MARATR S A, MARATTRIAT 9, AATTi &
W ARATEIEREE, MABATTRO AR, AR ATRIEME, A AR RS, WERERZE T R

A, MWAATTRI AR VRREAS BT 20 2 (0 BH AR E R, AABATTROAE AT, A8 #%, M

e, M, MWD W, WA, WE, WEBL ML, WS AIX—

17 1% 155 & NS 0F 3 1= P whey = 0 /N P () oy 178 = VA A0 IR (B SE G Y
RN A, RAEURITACL T i B — DB i 22K 1. | (AT

fo>, %84T, (HEHFWICHIEE) , 1465, )

iR IRN H  HE AK

B AR TG SR

mOLENTE, B = 205 25 BrEe

LR E = MR, BN
(Zorit) Axsh ol BOCESRRNT 7 — Rz . JITR LM, R A
oA PR B AR, T 53— IR B 1Ak, X SR SGRARYI R, TR Z A AE
HIFET o B AR ZEATE G SO VF 5 OIS i, BRATTER 7/, 2 A
P AN L — R, bR —FE52 17— 3 Bl 7ol —ok,
AT E R4 78N B D NEANBANOEIZE 7, mEITTA R #A
Mz PRI B AR A R T G BRUURMM F A, A8 i B2 5 B A T
DRUONIE fl ol B it MG WA RS . Aot b, FE U TARMTXLEEE, Oy
KR ST A s BOSEATA H AR K Be M & 24E )y, BFef]
SKETLAF U, Araek, st \IHEsSIr 2. (<A@iTie>, 293 &, (I
B AR LR) L T 467, )
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5 E
Ve B 2 SR EALATT
The Anti-Gnostic Fathers
(Louis Berkhof, A History of Christian Doctrines, 62-69 5 {70 E, (EE#EHCEY , T 43-50. HEEE. )

PHAR B, AR BRSNS — A, g ARMATR T S
JEE T XA ] (Anti-Gnostic Fathers) o H:H &% 5 3 (A =17,

From the Apologists we naturally pass on to the anti-gnostic Fathers who
succeeded them. Three of these stand out with great prominence.

FAE4 (Irenaeus)

LRGN 2 B SR AT . AT AT, Ja R R
B, B — R N AL P T o A4S — LA 2 (presbyter, RIHUM), )& R
N H & (Lyon) B E o fEE AR Bon — SR BRAOSEEGERG M, At i) AR T 2050 i
L, B AR O S e ARG . AR EE R () (Against
Heresies) — 45, JLrRe it HIVE R 32 Lo WA AT DLE Bl )4+, b FTie
R AU AE S AR A, A

The first one that comes into consideration here is Irenaeus. He was born in the
East, where he became a disciple of Polycarp, but spent the main part of his life in the
West. At first a presbyter, he afterwards became bishop of Lyons. He evinces a practical
Christian spirit in his writings, and represents a Johannine type of Christian doctrine,
though not without some traces of a more sensuous conception. In his chief work,
Against Heresies, he takes issue particularly with Gnosticism. It is a work marked by
ability, moderation, and purity in its representation of Christianity.

ZF AL (Hippolytus)

AR BANE, BRI, Abr) E4ER ARG AR Z . i
g A AEFE A, g, LKA EAMREAEAING KA, AR
A MR EAEY SRS, YRR EE . R EEREERE (BT R
i) (The Refutation of All Heresies). fth &K BLFTA # X _ERIBR, 2 FEE % EK
Fii 0 o
The second of these Fathers is Hippolytus, who is said to have been a disciple of
Irenaeus and greatly resembled his teacher in mental make-up, being simple, moderate,
and practical. Less gifted than Irenaeus, he gives evidence of a greater fondness for
philosophical ideas. After labouring in the neighbourhood of Rome, he seems to have
suffered martyrdom in that city. His principal work is entitled The Refutation of All
Heresies. He finds the root of all the perversions of deoctrine in the speculations of the
philosophers.
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¥t KB (Tertullian)

AB P B RH AR R s AAMEA R AR BN E R, X
AFIRIBR T AR AR S, SCHBERIE ). el KA (),
BRI AR IR R AR . SR B TEAR AR BN, B DA g 5B e i 2
I ) S T o AR, X2 Bk AR AR, bR rh A iR 4
WM& SR IEAE R, INFTA 85524 TS R, B2 s )
BN 5o BRI ANE, e AR BOG RE AR IR, e R RN T
PRAEA) Al 35 3 X (Montanism) o A5 R im B A 2 R AETIRL IO AL E
S5 Uity B T ERL PRI 7 V25 B0 A2 Tl At AT T S At T 7 7 o 2 SRR S el B IR () S

The third and greatest of the famous trio was Tertullian, a man of profound
intellect and deep feeling, of a vivid imagination, and distinguished by acuteness and
great learning. As presbyter of Carthage he represents the North African type of theology.
Due to his violent temper he was naturally passionate in his representation of Christianity
and somewhat given to extreme statements. As a lawyer he was familiar with Roman law
and introduced legal conceptions and legal phraseology into theological discussions.
Like Hippolytus he, too, was inclined to deduce all heresy from the philosophy of the
Greeks, and therefore became a zealous opponent of philosophy. His native fervour
reacted strongly against the lax spirit of the age, and even induced him to embrace
Montanism in later life. Convinced of the futility of arguing with heretics, he said it was
best to meet them with a simply demurrer. He influenced Western theology more than
any of the others.

ik, A, KRB
Their Doctrines of God, Man, and the History of Redemption

Lk 9V
Doctrine of God

ATV ORI R 32 R R, TR B 583 30 N ihc. AT
VA S0 IS 2 SR T R 285 5 A AT A A — AL, A ER AE T,
R RO . AEA G, EE MR R, AR =—EM s =M
¥ (three persons), 1H XA —/74A5 (a single essence). 45+ R E#ofish F&—4
fa i =AMk, Wt E el “=AL—1K" (Trinitas) THHIN. N T EZRFH
F&ME—JR (Monarchianism), Al B S —FAr, (HE=ZMuts s RAE—NAER
(one substance) . HAEET bt =47, HMPARKLTL SR, BEMIL, FFERM
= MARAKIER, B =0k A IR 58

They regarded the separation of the true God and the Creator as the fundamental
error of the Gnostics, as a blasphemous conception suggested by the devil, and stressed
the fact that there is but one God, who is both Creator and Redeemer. He gave the law
and also revealed the Gospel. This God is triune, a single essence subsisting in three
persons. Tertullian was the first to assert the tri-personality of God and to use the word
“Trinity.” In opposition to the Monarchians he emphasized the fact that the three Persons
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are of one substance, susceptible of number without division. Yet he did not reach the
proper Trinitarian statement, since he conceived of one Person as subordinate to the
others.

PN:IE: 8

Doctrine of Man

MATIHE NS B RO W 32 3 s AR TRl He Y, AE N BT, IR R
RIRPIAYER (natural endowments) o EAEY)i 210, A NFIARMZER, A
BN BB A IR B NA7 A (a free moral being). AT A 2% # AL M
i, JEEAR (BRI JFAETE4A) s HERNE MR, WIATRe3RS AT . JR )53,
SRR IR 25 R AT . ARV G EIRFAESLT-Z R o I
FOADERA VEANE HIRA T AR ERE S E ) TRA ¢, MEA R £ R G R 2K —
o A AN NHEA, B ANRANER, XML SRS B EE N X
e i 2 R AR BOCER R BT K

In the doctrine of man they also opposed the Gnostics by stressing the fact that
good and evil in man do not find their explanation in different natural endowments. If
evil is inherent in matter, and therefore in man as such, he can no more be regarded as a
free moral being. Man was created in the image of God, without immortality indeed (i.e.
without perfection), but with the possibility of receiving this in the way of obedience.
Sin is disobedience and brings death, just as obedience brings immortality. In Adam the
whole race became subject to death. The connection of our sin with that of Adam is not
yet clearly apprehended, though Tertullian makes some suggestive statements on the
subject. He says that evil became, as it were, a natural element in man, present from birth,
and that this condition passes over through generation upon the whole human race. This
is the first trace of the doctrine of original sin.

B 52
History of Redemption

Irenaeus has something special on the history of redemption. He says that god expelled
man from paradise and suffered him to die, in order that the injury sustained might not
remain for ever. From the start God was deeply concerned for the salvation of the race,
and sought to win it by three covenants. The law written in the heart of man represented
the first covenant. The patriarchs were righteous before God because they met its
requirements. When the knowledge of this law faded away, the Decalogue was given,
representing the second covenant. On account of Israel’s sinful disposition the law of
ceremonies was added, to prepare the people for following Christ and for friendship with
God. The Pharisees made it of none effect by robbing it of its chief content, namely, love.
In the third covenant Christ restored the original law, the law of love. This covenant is
related to the preceding as freedom to bondage, and requires faith, not only in the Father,
but also in the Son, who has now appeared. It is not, like the preceding, limited to Israel,
but is universal in its scope. Christians received a stricter law than the Jews and have



26

more to believe, but they also receive a greater measure of grace. To these three periods
Tertullian, while an adherent of Montanism, still added the era of the Spirit.

B RIARS TR

Their Doctrine of the Person and Work of Christ

XPTHEBEAME I EL, BAFA G R KA EE 5 B DLIRAT T2 75 73 70 018
Irenaeus and Tertullian differ considerably in their doctrine of the Person of
Christ, and therefore it may be well to consider them separately.

1. ZF4

Irenaeus’ Christology

FAT AL E B By b RN IR AT B IR, At ) BB R s e 1 7 )ik
A ARF BR8] Bdmill, PROYIRAE R ok B 2 fdmill . flt Rfat T8 2
FKAFH), WRAEEE A A B k. Al BLPy s E SR B LT N E IER &
Mo fEE [ERWE] , BN P ERHRER 5 MR Rt Foa, g F A
b oS v RS T SCH) e, AR IR AN BE 328 R B AE A+ BRAT AL 1T 5 IR AL g
TR ER T 1o ARENTE iR 5 NI G R BN B, NSRAESE A B
BREMEKES. NE, T ERER RN, 7 5B mA 3 k=
(recapitulation), XMk EZAE NN YEER GBS L 2 @i mlid K. X2 R TR
WHIH L B4 AR B RREREL & B A0 R, (HIA KR, FE TAFR R EE R R
s MR, At B AR 1 3T 2 B AN UK -

The Christology of Irenaeus is superior to that of Tertullian and Hippolytus and
influenced the latter to a greater extent. He is averse to speculations about the Logos,
because these lead at most to probable guesses. He merely asserts that the Logos existed
from all eternity and was instrumental in revealing the Father; and then takes his real
starting-point in the historically revealed Son of God. Through the incarnation the Logos
became the historical Jesus, and thereafter was at once true God and true man. He rejects
the heresy of the Gnostics that in His suffering and death the passible Jesus was separated
fro the impassible Christ, and attaches the greater significance to the union of God with
human nature. In Christ as the second Adam the human race is once more united to God.
There is in Him a recapitulation of mankind, which reaches backward as well as forward,
and in which mankind reverses the course on which it entered at the fall. This is the very
core of the Christological teaching of Irenaeus. The death of Christ as our substitute is
mentioned but not stressed. The central element in the work of Christ is His obedience,
whereby the disobedience of Adam is cancelled.

2. FeLR
Tertullian’s Christology
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Rt RIEERLL THE] AMAR, KEMAED S FREZERE . .
B (18] A9EbrRIAT (a real subsistence), & —fiASLIAIFE (Person), &
PRTAE, BT H 5 AN, JiZE3IEK (self-projection), AR A MR
AKHR—RE . HIFERA A (There was a time when he was not). 4%+ R i
W 18] 5A[FFi(substance) , HAEAFHIIEZ (mode of existence) 1 55CANFE] . At
A H ORIk . #RAFAEA S BT A HH 7p Ba Tk (partitioning), J3:2#E H i 2
(self-unfolding) . S RAEFBHIAST, WF REARFK—& 0, BT EEREHRD
(derived). #Ft RIFEA 2 TRIKT RIS R EZENE, Jik
IR At 2 58 — 2 B HH AN (substance) S 4A74% (person) iX AN 5 Jfa k1T JE 7E E
{54 ( Nicene Creed) I, mifRIXEM &, AT AT KT T[] HZCL,
RIENZAL— RIS T BT HREME—IR, et R o i) =Mtk R
KRBT SRS I, EE A ATEAR I A e U = — R L
WRER (& BEHETGE [EAFEEH] (impersonal reason), 7EGIERN 74
BRI . —MAART 53— MM XS, X UCRHBE 7 NS Ak 2 Sl
PERIA A (substance) LLAZ, T ER AL IS 55D

Tertullian takes his starting-point in the doctrine of the Logos, but develops it in a
way that became historically significant. He stresses the fact that the Logos of the
Christians is a real subsistence, an independent Person, who was begotten by God and
thus proceeded from Hi, not by emanation, but by self-projection, just as a root projects a
tree. There was a time when He was not. He emphasizes the fact that the Logos is of the
same substance with the Father, and yet differs from Him in mode of existence as a
distinct Person. He did not come into existence by partitioning but by self-unfolding.
The Father is the whole substance, but the Son is only a part of it, because He is derived.
Tertullian did not entirely get away from the idea of subordination. His work is of lasting
significance in connection with the introduction of the conception of substance and
person into theology, ideas that were utilized in the construction of the Nicene Creed. It
may be said that he enlarged the doctrine of the Logos into a doctrine of the Trinity. In
opposition to the Monarchian theory he stressed the fact that the three persons in the
Godhead are of one substance, susceptible of number without division. Yet he did not
succeed in reaching the full Trinitarian statement. He too conceived of the Logos as
originally impersonal reason in God, become personal at the time of creation. And
subordination of the one person to the other is presented in the crude form of a greater
and lesser participation of the first and second persons in the divine substance.

KT IE PN, Fr b RE/NTAIR SEAE R AL T 385
I, BR T ZRIES (Melito) 241, At b HA B SATERUFAS SEIE M Ath i A 73 7%
FE R, MR ANTEEA & B KR A e Ik IR A R R
(fusion), A —PEAE I L AE 2 (conjunction). fib/R B AR ERERIL B HIFE, {HI%
A VAT, RO AR 9 A MR R 52 0 & AU SR A T 1 o At SRV B i A6 75 K
OiR. MBI A SCERTTRIRIE, (BRI s 28ie . [F, fhi#s:
WA R T R . NN N2 G0 E, AU SEGATE, A R 2R
R A XN FEEEE S AR VAL TR (self-mortification), A& RY A PEREK I o

Relative to the God-man and His two natures Tertullian expressed himself very
much as the School of Asia Minor did. He surpasses all the other Fathers, except Melito,
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in doing justice to the full humanity of Christ, and in his clear distinction of the two
natures, each one retaining its own attributes. According to him there is no fusion, but a
conjunction of the human and the divine in Christ. He is very emphatic on the
importance of the death of Christ, but is not entirely clear on this point, since he does not
stress the necessity of penal satisfaction, but only that of penitence on the part of the
sinner. While he does recognize a punitive element in justice, he exalts the mercy of God.
At the same time a certain legalism pervades his teaching. He speaks of satisfaction
made for sins committed after baptism by repentance or confession. By fasting and other
forms of mortification the sinner is able to escape eternal punishment.

3. RAEAWRHIBK T

Irenaeus on the Work of Redemption

FE SO HTRIR T, FARAXS T 3B RO KT8 5 g, (BARR)TE
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Of the Anti-gnostic Fathers Irenaeus gives the fullest description of the work of
redemption, but his representation is not altogether consistent. While he is regarded as
one of the most orthodox of the early Church Fathers, there are two lines of thought
present in his writings which are hardly Scriptural, the one moralistic and the other
somewhat mystical. According to the former, man regains his destiny when he
voluntarily chooses the good which he is still able to do. The real significance of Christ’s
work lies in the fact that He brought the sure knowledge of God and thus strengthened the
freedom of man. According to the second Christ recapitulates the whole human race in
Himself, and thus establishes a new relation between God and man and becomes the
leaven of a new life in humanity. The Logos identifies Himself with humanity in His
sufferings and death, and becomes instrumental in raising it to a higher level by
sanctifying and immortalizing it. He recapitulates in Himself the whole human race and
reverses the course which derives its impetus from the fall of the first Adam. He
communicates to it the leaven of a new and immortal life. This may easily be, and has
frequently been interpreted as teaching atonement by a mystical process begun in the
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incarnation and resulting in the deification of man. The emphasis on this idea in the
writings of Irenaeus may be due to the fact that he was influenced by the Johaninne
writings more than by the Pauline Epistles. It is quite evident, however, that Irenaeus did
not mean to teach a purely mystical or hyper-physical redemption. While he strongly
emphasizes the necessity of a living union of Christ with the subjects of his redemption —
something which Anselm failed to do — he associates this with other ideas, such as that
He rendered for us the obedience required by God, that He suffered in our stead, paying
our debt and propitiating the Father, and that He redeemed us from the power of Satan.

B, #HE, KieHX
Their Doctrines of Salvation, of the Church, and of the Last Things

Irenaeus is not altogether clear in his soteriology. He emphasizes the necessity of
faith as a prerequisite for baptism. This faith is not only an intellectual acceptance of the
truth, but also includes a self-surrender of the soul which issues in a holy life. By
baptism man is regenerated; his sins are washed away and a new life is born within him.
He evidently has no clear conception of the Pauline doctrine of justification by faith, for
his representation of the relation between faith and justification is different. Faith
necessarily leads on to the observance of the commandments of Christ, and is therefore
sufficient to make a man righteous before God. The Spirit of God endows the Christian
with new life, and the fundamental characteristic of the new life is that it brings forth the
fruits of righteousness in good works.

The works of Tertullian marks no particular advance in the doctrine of the
application of the work of Christ. Moralism again appears in the view that the sinner by
repentance earns for himself salvation in baptism. His representation of the doctrine of
penance is of special interest, however, since he introduces legal terms here which were
in later theology applied to the redemptive work of Christ. He regards God as a
Lawgiver and Judge, who looks upon sin as transgression and guilt, and therefore
demands satisfaction, and in lieu of satisfaction inflicts punishment. Sins committed after
baptism require satisfaction by penance. If this is rendered, the punishment is warded off.
In this representation we find the foundation for the Roman Catholic sacrament of
penance. The legal terms employed, such as “Judge,” “guilt,” “punishment,” and
“satisfaction,” were transferred to the work of Christ in the theology of the Church.

2 ¢C

In their teachings respecting the Church these fathers reveal a tendency to yield to
Judaism in substituting the idea of an external community for that of a spiritual
fellowship. They sowed seeds which bore fruit in the Cyprianic or Roman Catholic
conception of the Church. They do indeed still retain the idea that the Church is a
spiritual community of believers, but represent this as coinciding with an external
fellowship. In fact, they represent the visible organization as the channel of divine grace,
and make participation in the blessings of salvation dependent on membership in the
visible Church. They who separated themselves from the external communion of the
Church, which was of Apostolic origin and had its head the sedes apostolicae, thereby
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also renounced Christ. Due to the influence of the Old Testament the idea of a special
mediating priesthood also came to the foreground.

The Anti-gnostic Fathers in general championed the doctrine of the resurrection
of the flesh, and based it on the resurrection of Christ and on the indwelling of the Spirit.
The end will come when the devil has succeeded in giving the entire apostate throng a
new head in Antichrist. Then Christ will appear, and the six thousands yeas of the world
will be followed by the first resurrection and the sabbatic rest of the millennium. In
Palestine believers will enjoy the riches of the land. After the millennium there will be a
new heaven and a new earth, and the blessed will live in graded order in the mansions
prepared for them.
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THE ALEXANDRIAN FATHERS
(Louis Berkhof, A History of Christian Doctrines, 70-76 5 {70 &, (B #EECEY , T 51-57. MEEE. )
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Just as in a former century Jewish religious learning and Hellenistic philosophy
combined to produce the type of thought represented by Philo, so in the second and third
centuries Hellenistic learning and the truths of the Gospel were combined in a rather
astonishing way to give birth to the Alexandrian type of theology. The attempt was made
by some of the leading theologians to utilize the profoundest speculations of the Gnostics
in the construction of the Church’s faith. In doing this they resorted to the allegorical
interpretation of the Bible. The truths of the Christian religion were turned into a science
couched in literary form. The most important representatives of this form of Christian
learning were Clement of Alexandria and Origen.

VIATIIPN: . 8%

The Alexandrian Fathers

DIATIPN:LE 25

Clement of Alexandria

o 5 SR EARR A DT B, IXUREL PO 7 B AP s A . P2 M g L K3
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Clement and Origen represent the theology of the East, which was ore speculative than
that of the West. Both were influential teachers of the school of the catechetes at
Alexandria. Clement was not an orthodox Christian in the same measure as Irenaeus and
Tertullian. He did not adhere to the Rule of Faith as much as they did, but followed in
the path of the APologetes in seeking to wed the philosophy of the day, as he understood
it, to the Christian tradition, and sometimes practically substituted the former for the
latter. In distinction from Tertullian he was friendly to philosophy, and insisted on it that
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the Christian theologian should build a bridge between the Gospel and Gentile learning.
He found the sources of the knowledge of divine things in Scripture and reason, exalted
the latter unduly, and by his allegorical interpretation opened wide the door for all kinds
of human speculation. His estimate of Greek philosophy is not altogether consistent.
Sometimes he ascribes it to a partial revelation, and sometimes he stigmatizes it as
plagiarism from the Hebrew prophets.

BAE
Origen

A CRER B AE, N REE BT . AR B2 R IR R
B GR. MakK T AR — Y27 (LR B R S, HARBOUE R, N T 3% E
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Origen was born of Christian parents and received a Christian education. He was a
precocious child, and from early childhood practiced a rigorous asceticism. He
succeeded his teacher, Clement, as catechist at Alexandria. To fit himself for the work he
made a thorough study of Neo-Platonism, which was then coming into favour, and of the
leading heretical systems, especially Gnosticism. His fame soon spread and large
numbers attended his lectures. He was the most learned and one of the profoundest
thinkers of the early Church. His teachings were of a very speculative nature, and in later
life he was condemned for heresy. He battled against the Gnostics and also struck a
decisive blow against Monarchianism. But this was all incidental to his main purpose,
that of constructing a systematic body of Christian doctrine. His principal work, De
Principiis, is the first example of a positive and well-rounded system of theology. Part of
his teachings were afterwards declared heretical, but he had an enormous influence on the
development of doctrine. It seems that he desired to be an orthodox Christian: he took
his stand squarely on the Word of God and the Rule of faith as a standard of
interpretation; and maintained that nothing should be received that was contrary to
Scripture or to a legitimate deduction from Scripture. Yet his theology bore the earmarks
of Neo-Platonism, and his allegorical interpretation opened the way for all kinds of
speculation and arbitrary interpretation.
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Their Doctrine of God and of Man

8
Doctrine of God

WEP AT, BAG YO AE Y, AR, AR, ARSI
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Ff 7k Iz 138 B2 (eternal creation) .
Like the Apologetes, Origen speaks of God in absolute terms, as the incomprehensible,
inestimable, and impassible One, who is beyond want of anything; and like the Anti-
gnostic Fathers, he rejects the Gnostic distinction between the good God and the
Demiurge or Creator of the world. God is One, the same in the Old and in the New
Testament. He ascribes absolute causality to God, and since he can conceive of such
attributes as omnipotence and justice only as eternally in action, he teaches the doctrine
of eternal creation.

[E] KX

Doctrine of the Logos

WP R H R Gexs T WIREEANE . iy (18] A MARAFEER
(personal subsistence), 54[F— (oneness with the Father), i AXHHTE 7K IE H A= 1)
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Clement of Alexandria is by no means clear in his representation of the Logos. He
stresses the personal subsistence of the Logos, His oneness with the Father, and His
eternal generation; but also represents Him as the divine reason, and as subordinate to the
Father. He distinguishes between the real Logos of God and the Son-Logos who
appeared in the flesh. From the beginning the Logos mediates the divine revelation by
stamping divine wisdom on the work of creation, by imparting to men the light of reason,
by making special disclosures of the truth, and by His incarnation in Jesus Christ. The
light of the Logos serves the Gentiles as a stepping-stone to the fuller light of the Gospel.

WHewm - EEREL, EffiE [E] BRExR, BEE [1E] KITF.

(18] RHEMHKE, 5RFK (co-eternal), #&H M —KIEHITEAN (one eternal
act) ik, BFGI0F MATER, S8R4T & WAL R (emanation) B4t
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>k (division) ME . (HAh EAIN A TR E, (B R BT 2R TR
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Origen says that the one God is primarily the Father, but He reveals himself and works
through the Logos, who is personal and co-eternal with the Father, begotten of Him by
one eternal act. In connection with the generation of the Son every idea of emanation and
division is rejected. But though he recognizes the full divinity of the Son, he uses some
expressions that point to subordination. While he speaks of eternal generation, he
defines the phrase in such a way as to teach not merely an economic but an essential
subordination of the Son to the Father. He sometimes calls the Son Theos Deuteros. In
the incarnation the Logos united himself with a human soul, which in its pre-existence
remained pure. The natures in Christ are kept distinct, but it is held that the Logos by His
resurrection and ascension deified His human nature.

EZR
Doctrine of the Holy Spirit
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Clement does not try to explain the relation of the Holy Spirit to the other Persons of the
Trinity, and Origen’s view of the third Person is further removed from the Catholic
doctrine than his conception of the Second Person. He speaks of the Holy Spirit as the
first creature made by the Father through the Son. The Spirit’s relation to the Father is
not as close as that of the Son. Moreover, the Spirit does not operate in creation as a
whole, but only in the saints. He possesses goodness by nature, renews and sanctifies
sinners, and is an object of divine worship.

LR PN

Origen’s Doctrine of Man

TR NI AR MR B [/KiZfliEie ] (eternal creation) , Frlith
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T JEpi, ALEAATI 2 H, 43 AR (purgation).

Origen’s teachings respecting man are somewhat out of the ordinary. The pre-existence
of man is involved in his theory of eternal creation, since the original creation consisted
exclusively of rational spirits, co-equal as well as co-eternal. The present condition of
man presupposes a pre-existent fall from holiness into sin, which was the occasion for the
creation of the present material world. The fallen spirits now became souls and were
clothed with bodies. Matter was called into being for the very purpose of supplying an
abode and a means of discipline and purgation for these fallen spirits.

BN S TAERF X
Their Doctrine of the Person and Work of Christ
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Doctrine of the Incarnation
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Both of these Fathers teach that in the incarnation the Logos assumed human nature in its
entirety, body and soul, and thus became a real man, the God-man, though Clement did
not entirely succeed in avoiding Docetism. He says that Christ used food, not because He
needed it, but simply to guard against a denial of his humanity, and that he was incapable
of emotions of joy and grief. Origen maintains that the soul of Christ pre-existed, like all
other souls, and was even in its pre-existence united with the Logos. In fact, even before
the incarnation a complete interpenetration had taken place between the Logos and this
soul. The Logos-filled soul assumed a body, and then even this body was penetrated and
divinized by the Logos. There was such a mingling of the divine and the human in Christ
that by his glorification He became virtually ubiquitous. Origen hardly succeeded in
maintaining the integrity of the two natures in Christ.
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Doctrine of the Work of Christ
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There are different representations of the work of Christ, which are not properly
integrated. Clement speaks of the self-surrender of Christ as a ransom, but does not
stress the idea that He was a propitiation for the sin of mankind. He places far greater
emphasis on Christ as the Lawgiver and Teacher, and as the way to immortality.
Redemption does not so much consist in undoing the past as in the elevation of man to a
state even higher than that of unfallen man. The dominant thought in Origen is that
Christ was physician, teacher, lawgiver, and example. He was a physician for sinners, a
teacher of those who had been purified, the lawgiver of His people, requiring obedience
to God and faith in Christ, and the perfect example of a virtuous life for His followers. In
all these capacities He makes sinners, as much as possible, partakers of the divine nature.
At the same time Origen recognizes the fact that the salvation of believers is dependent
on the sufferings and death of Christ. Christ delivers them from the power of the devil,
and does this by practicing deceit on Satan. He offers Himself to Satan as a ransom, and
Satan accepts the ransom without realizing that he would not be able to retain his hold on
Christ, the Sinless One. The death of Christ is represented as vicarious, as an offering for
sin, and as a necessary atonement. The redemptive influence of the Logos extends
beyond this life. Not only men who have lived on earth and died, but all fallen spirits,
not excluding Satan and his evil angels, are brought under redemptive influences. There
will be a restitution of all things.
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Their Doctrine of Salvation, Of the Church, and Of the Last Things
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Doctrine of Salvation
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The Alexandrian Fathers recognize the free will of man, which enables him to turn to the
good and to accept the salvation that is offered in Jesus Christ. God offers salvation, and
man has the power to accept it. But while Origen represents faith as an act of man, he
also speaks of it as an effect of divine grace. It is a necessary preliminary step to
salvation, and therefore salvation may be said to depend on it. However, it is only an
initial acceptance of God’s revelation, must be elevated to knowledge and understanding,
and must lead on to the performance of good works. Faith saves because it ever has
works in view. These are the really important things. Origen speaks of two ways of
salvation, one by faith (exoteric), and another by knowledge (esoteric). These Fathers
certainly did not have the Pauline conception of faith and justification. Moreover, Origen
stresses the fact that faith is not the only condition of salvation. Repentance is even
more necessary, which consists in the confession of our sins before God. He ascribes to
it a more inward, and less legal, character than the Western Fathers, and particularly
Tertullian.

e
Doctrine of the Church

Origen regards the Church as the congregation of believers, outside of which there is no
salvation. He discriminates between the Church properly so called and the empirical
Church. And while he recognizes all believers as priests, he also speaks of a separate
priesthood with special prerogatives. Both he and Clement teach that baptism marks the
beginning of the new life in the Church, and includes the forgiveness of sins. Clement
distinguishes between a lower and a higher state of the Christian life. In the former man
attains to holiness under the influence of fear and hope, while in the latter fear is cast out
by perfect love. This is the life of real knowledge that is enjoyed by him to whom the
mysteries are revealed. The eucharist bestows participation in immortality, for through it
the communicant enters into fellowship with Christ and the divine Spirit. In Origen the
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sacraments are spiritualized. They are symbols of divine influences, though they also
represent gracious operations of the Holy Spirit.

ARtk

Doctrine of the Future

According to both Clement and Origen the process of purification, begun in the life of the
sinner on earth, is continued after death. Chastisement is the great cleansing agency and
cure for sin. Origen teaches that at death the good enter paradise or a place where they
receive further education, and the wicked experience the fire of judgment which, however,
is not to be regarded as a permanent punishment, but as a means of purification. Clement
asserts that the heathen have an opportunity to repent in hades and that their probation
does not end until the day of judgment, while Origen maintains that God’s work of
redemption will not cease until all things are restored to their pristine beauty. The
restoration of all things will even include Satan and his demons. Only a few people enter
upon the full blessedness of the vision of God at once; the great majority of them just
pass through a process of purification after death. Both of these Fathers were averse to
the doctrine of a millennium, and Origen has a tendency to spiritualize the resurrection.
He seems to have regarded the incorporeal as the ideal state, but did believe in a bodily
resurrection. According to him a germ of the body remains and gives rise to a spiritual
organism, conformed to the nature of the particular soul to which it belongs, whether it be
good or evil.
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MONARCHIANISM
(Louis Berkhof, A History of Christian Doctrines, 77-80 s A7 E, (EE#ECEY , T 58-61. M. )
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Rise of Monarchianism
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While the great heresy of the second century was Gnosticism, the outstanding
heresy of the third century was Monarchianism. The Logos doctrine of the Apologetes,
the Anti-gnostic Fathers, and the Alexandrian Fathers did not give general satisfaction.
Apparently many of the common people regarded it with misgivings, since it seemed to
impinge on their theological or on their Christological interests. Where the theological
interest was uppermost, the doctrine of the Logos as a separate divine Person appeared to
endanger the unity of God or monotheism; and where the Christological interest was in
the foreground, the idea that the Logos was subordinate to the Father seemed to
compromise the deity of Christ. In course of time men of learning took notice of the
misgivings of the people and attempted to safeguard, on the one hand the unity of God,
and on the other hand the deity of Christ. This gave rise to two types of thought, both of
which were called Monarchianism (a name first applied to them by Tertullian), though
strictly speaking it could justly be applied only to that type in which the theological
interest was uppermost. In spite of its partial impropriety, the name is generally used up
to the present time as a designation of both types.
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Dynamic Monarchianism
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This is the type of Monarchianism that was mainly interested in maintaining the
unity of God, and was entirely in line with the Ebionite heresy of the early Church and
with present-day Unitarianism. Some find the earliest manifestation of it in the rather
obscure sect of the Alogi, but Seeberg questions the correctness of this. In all probability
its earliest representative was Theodotus of Byzantium, who was excommunicated by
Victor, the bishop of Rome. After that Artemon, a Syrian by birth, tried to prove the
peculiar views of this type of Monarchianism from Scripture and tradition. His
arguments were effectively refuted, however, in the publication of an unknown author,
entitled the Little Labyrinth.
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Paul of Samosata
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The sect gradually dwindled away, but was revived again through the man who
became its most noted representative, Paul of Samosata, the bishop of Antioch, who is
described as a worldly-minded and imperious person. According to him the Logos was
indeed homoousios or consubstantial with the Father, but was not a distinct Person in the
Godhead. He could be identified with God, because He existed in Him just as human
reason exists in man. He was merely an impersonal power, present in all men, but
particularly operative in the man Jesus. By penetrating the humanity of Jesus
progressively, as it did that of no other man, this divine power gradually deified it. And
because the man was thus deified, He is worthy of divine honour, though He cannot be
regarded as God in the strict sense of the word. By this construction of the doctrine of
the Logos Paul of Samosata maintained the unity of God as implying oneness of person
as well as oneness of nature, the Logos and the Holy Spirit being merely impersonal
attributes of the Godhead; and thus became the forerunner of the later Socinians and
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Unitarians. Like them he was interested in the defence of the unity of God and of the real
humanity of Jesus. McGiffert asserts that the latter was his primary interest.
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Modalistic Monarchianism: Sabellianism
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There was a second form of Monarchianism which was far more influential. It
was also interested in maintaining the unity of God, but its primary interest seems to have
been Christological, namely, the maintenance of the full divinity of Christ. It was called
Modalistic Monarchianism, because it conceived of the three Persons of the Godhead as
so many modes in which God manifested Himself; was known as Patripassianism in the
West, since it held that the Father Himself had become incarnate in Christ, and therefore
also suffered in and with Him; and was designated Sabellianism in the East after the
name of its most famous representative. The great difference between it and Dynamic
Monarchianism lay in the fact that it maintained the true divinity of Christ.
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Tertullian connects the origin of this sect with a certain Praxeas of whom little is
known, while Hippolytus claims that it originated in the teachings of Noetus of Smyrna.
However this may be, both were evidently instrumental in propagating it. Praxeas was
absolutely inimical to personal distinctions in God. Tertullian says of him: “He drove out
the Paraclete and crucified the Father.” Praxeas, however, seems to have avoided the
assertion that the Father suffered, but Noetus did not hesitate at this point. To quote the
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words of Hippolytus: “He said that Christ is Himself the Father,and that the Father
Himself was born and suffered and died.” According to the same Church Father he even
made the bold assertion that the Father by changing the mode of his being literally
became His own Son. The statement of Noetus referred to runs as follows: “When the
Father had not yet been born, He was rightly called the Father; but when it pleased Him
to submit to birth, having been born, He became the Son, He of Himself and not of
another.”
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Sabellius
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The most important representative of this sect was Sabellius. Since only a few
fragments of his writings are extant, it is hard to determine in detail just what he taught.
It is perfectly clear, however, that he distinguished between the unity of the divine
essence and the plurality of its manifestations, which are represented as following one
another like the parts of a drama. Sabellius indeed sometimes spoke of three divine
persons, but then used the word “person” in the original sense of the word, in which it
signifies a role of acting or a mode of manifestation. According to him the names Father,
Son and Holy Spirit, are simply designations of three different phases under which the
one divine essence manifests itself. God reveals Himself as Father in creation and in the
giving of the law, as Son in the incarnation, and as Holy Spirit n regeneration and
sanctification.
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THE DOCTRINE OF THE TRINITY: THE TRINITARIAN CONTROVERSY
(Louis Berkhof, A History of Christian Doctrines, 81-93 5 {70 &, (B ECEY , T 63-72. HEEE. )
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The Background

=M —EFREE

Rise of the Trinitarian Controversy
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The Trinitarian controversy, which came to a head in the struggle between Arius
and Athanasius, had its roots in the past. The early Church Fathers, as we have seen, had
No clear conception of the Trinity. Some of them conceived of the Logos as impersonal
reason, become personal at the time of creation, while others regarded Him as personal
and co-eternal with the Father, sharing the divine essence, and yet ascribed to Him a
certain subordination to the Father. The Holy Spirit occupied no important place in their
discussion at all. They spoke of Him primarily in connection with the work of
redemption as applied to the hearts and lives of believers. Some considered Him to be
subordinate, not only to the Father, but also to the Son. Tertullian was the first to assert
clearly the tri-personality of God, and to maintain the substantial unity of the three
Persons. But even he did not reach a clear statement of the doctrine of the Trinity.
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Meanwhile Monarchianism came along with its emphasis on the unity of God and
on the true deity of Christ, involving a denial of the Trinity in the proper sense of the
word. Tertullian and Hippolytus combated their views in the West, while Origen struck
them a decisive blow in the East. They defended the Trinitarian position as it is
expressed in the Apostles’ Creed. But even Origen’s construction of the doctrine of the
Trinity was not altogether satisfactory. He firmly held the view that both the Father and
the Son are divine hypostases or personal subsistences, but did not entirely succeed in
giving a scriptural representation of the relation of the three Persons to the one essence in
the Godhead. While he was the first to explain the relation of the Father to the Son by
employing the idea of eternal generation, he defined this so as to involve the
subordination of the Second Person to the First in respect to essence. The Father
communicated to the Son only a secondary species of divinity, which may be called
Theos, but not Ho Theos. He sometimes even speaks of the Son as Theos Deuteros. This
was the most radical defect in Origen’s doctrine of the Trinity and afforded a stepping-
stone for Arius. Another, less fatal, defect is found in his contention that the generation
of the Son is not a necessary act of the Father, but proceeds from His sovereign will. He
was carefully, however, not to bring in the idea of temporal succession. In his doctrine of
the Holy Spirit he departed still further from the representation of Scripture. He not only
made the holy Spirit subordinate even to the Son, but also numbered Him among the
things created by the Son. One of his statements even seems to imply that He was a mere
creature.
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The Nature of the Controversy
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Arius and Arianism
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[a] Arius and Arianism. The great trinitarian strife is usually called the Arian
controversy, because it was occasioned by the anti-trinitarian views of Arius, a presbyter
of Alexandria, a rather skilful disputant, though not a profound spirit. His dominant idea
was the monotheistic principle of the Monarchians, that there is only one unbegotten God,
one unoriginated Being, without any beginning of existence. He distinguished between
the Logos that is immanent in God, which is simply a divine energy, and the Son or
Logos that finally became incarnate. The latter had a beginning: He was generated by the
Father, which is the parlance of Arius was simply equivalent to saying that He was
created. He was created out of nothing before the world was called into being, and for
that very reason was not eternal nor of the divine essence. The greatest and first of all
created beings, He was brought into being that through Him the world might be created.
He is therefore also mutable, but is chosen of God on account of his foreseen merits, and
is called the Son of God in view of His future glory. And in virtues of His adoption as
Son He is entitled to the veneration of men. Arius sought Scripture support for his view
in those passages which seem to represent the Son as inferior to the Father, such as, Prov.
8:22 (Sept.); Matt. 28:18; Mark 13:32; Luke 18:19; John 5:19; 14:28; | Cor. 15:28.
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[b] The opposition to Arianism.
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Arius was opposed first of all by his own bishop Alexander who contended for the
true and proper deity of the Son and at the same time maintained the doctrine of an
eternal sonship by generation. In course of time, however, his real opponent proved to be
the archdeacon of Alexandria, the great Athanasius, who stands out on the pages of
history as a strong, inflexible, and unwavering champion of the truth. Seeberg ascribes
his great strength to three things, namely, (1) the great stability and genuineness of his
character; (2) the sure foundation on which he stood in his firm grasp on the conception
of the unity of God, which preserved him from the subordinationism that was so common
in his day; and (3) the unerring tact with which he taught men to recognize the nature and
significance of the Person of Christ. He felt that to regard Christ as a creature was to
deny that faith in Him brings man into saving union with God.
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Athanasius on the Relation of the Son and the Father
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He strongly emphasized the unity of God, and insisted on a construction of the
doctrine of the Trinity that would not endanger this unity. While the Father and the Son
are of the same divine essence, there is no division or separation in the essential Being of
God, and it is wrong to speak of a Theos Deuteros. But while stressing the unity of God,
he also recognized three distinct hypostases in God. He refused to believe in the pre-
temporarily created Son of the Arians, and maintained the independent and eternally
personal existence of the Son. At the same time he bore in mind that the three hypostases
in God were not to be regarded as separated in any way, since this would lead to
polytheism. According to him the unity of God as well as the distinctions in His Being
are best expressed in the term “oneness of essence.” This clearly and unequivocally
expresses the idea that the Son is of the same substance as the Father, but also implies
that the two may differ in other respects, as, for instance, in personal subsistence. Like
Origen he taught that the Son is begotten by generation, but in distinction from the former
he described this generation as an internal and therefore necessary and eternal act of God,
and not as an act that was simply dependent on His sovereign will.
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It was not merely the demand of logical consistency that inspired Athanasius and
determined his theological views. The controlling factor in his construction of the truth
was of a religious nature. His soteriological convictions naturally gave birth to his
theological tenets. His fundamental position was that union with God is necessary unto
salvation, and that no creature, but only one who is Himself God can unite us with God.
Hence, as Seeberg says, “Only if Christ is God, in the full sense of the word and without
qualification, has God entered humanity, and only then have fellowship with God, the

foregiveness of sins, the truth of God, and immortality been certainly brought to man.”
Hist. of Doct. I, p. 211.
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=. BHIESI (Council of Nicea)
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The Council of Nicaea was convened in AD 325 to settle the dispute. The issue
was clear-cut, as a brief statement will show. The Arians rejected the idea of a timeless
or eternal generation, while Athanasius reasserted this. The Arians said that the Son was
created from the non-existent, while Athanasius maintained that He was generated from
the essence of the Father. The Arians held that the Son was not of the same substance as
the Father, while Athanasius affirmed that he was homoousios with the Father.
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Besides the contending parties there was a great middle party, which really
constituted the majority, under the leadership of the Chuch historian, Eusebius of
Caesarea, and which is also known as the Origenistic party, since it found its impetus in
the principles of Origen.

BT Rk E

B T WA IR, SO 22T 5 ERFFEH . ZIRE BRI S
BT —IEY], R AR T EIRZ A, —UIE S T AR SR AR IS AR A,
FEWH [flBi]  (homoi-ousios) —i#fX% [ (homo-ousios) , LAIL#(&
i, ETHERAMUAR. @AM )G, 2094 AR AU,
BB AEIR, BIMERE . ST iR /L RN T THIRAE:  [3RATH
f&—Aifd, SRR, ARELBZONEEE . G E, HUEHREREE
B, A mmAEgEE (begotten, not created), 52 [EJHE (homoousios) | %%, Xf&
AEHEW AR . TR —n, BR 17 2ETHARR 5 ECMHEI AL, ARERAE
FAb R R S XA e 7 A 5 2R AR, JFARgoE . JhkiAiA &t
P

This party had Arian leanings and was opposed to the doctrine that the Son is of
the same substance with the Father (homoousios). It proposed a statement, previously
drawn up by Eusebius, which conceded everything to the party of Alexander and
Athanasius, with the single exception of the above-named doctrine; and suggested that
the word homoiousios be substituted for homoousios, so as to teach that the Son is of
similar substance with the Father. After considerable debate the emperor finally threw
the weight of his authority into the balance and thus secured the victory for the party of
Athanasius. The Council adopted the following statement on the point in question: “We
believe in one God, the Father Almighty, Maker of things visible and invisible. And in
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one Lord Jesus Christ, begotten not made, being of one substance (homoousios) with the
Father,” et cetera. This was an unequivocal statement. The term homoousios could not
be twisted to mean anything else than that the essence of the Son is identical with that of
the Father. It placed Him on a level with the Father as an uncreated Being and
recognized Him as autotheos.

. BATSNFREER
The Aftermath

1. AR GE

[a] Unsatisfactory nature of the decision.
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The decision of the Council did not terminate the controversy, but was rather only
the beginning of it. A settlement forced upon the Church by the strong hand of the
emperor could not satisfy and was also of uncertain duration. It made the determination
of the Christian faith dependent on imperial caprice and even on court intrigues.
Athanasius himself, though victorious, was dissatisfied with such a method of settling
ecclesiastical disputes. He would rather have convinced the opposing party by the
strength of his arguments. The sequel clearly proved that, as it was, a change in emperor,
an altered mood, or even a bribe, might alter the whole aspect of the controversy. The
party in the ascendancy might all at once suffer eclipse. This is exactly what happened
repeatedly in subsequent history.
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Temporary Ascendancy of Semi-Arianism in the Eastern Church
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The great central figure in the Post-Nicene Trinitarian controversy was
Athanasius. He was by far the greatest man of the age, an acute scholar, a strong
character, and a man who had the courage of his convictions and was ready to suffer for
the truth. The Church gradually became partly Arian, but predominantly semi-Arian, and
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the emperors usually sided with the majority, so that it was said: “Unus Athansius contra
orbem” (one Athanasius against the world). Five times this worthy servant of God was
driven into exile and succeeded in office by unworthy sycophants, who were a disgrace to
the Church.
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Opposition to the decision of Nicaea
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The opposition to the Nicene Creed was divided into three different parties. Says
Cunningham: “The more bold and honest Arians said that the Son was heteroousios, of a
different substance from the Father; others said that He was anomoios, unlike the Father;
and some, who were usually reckoned semi-Arians, admitted that He was homoiousios,
of a like substance with the Father; but they all unanimously refused to admit the Nicene
phraseology, because they were opposed to the Nicene doctrine of the true and proper
divinity of the Son and saw and felt that that phraseology accurately and unequivocally
expressed it, though they sometimes professed to adduce other objections against the use
of it.” Historical Theology I, p. 290. Semi-Arianism prevailed in the eastern section of
the Church. The West, however, took a different view of the matter, and was loyal to the
Council of Nicaea. This finds it explanation primarily in the fact that, while the East was
dominated by the subordinationism of Origen, the West was largely influenced by
Tertullian and developed a type of theology that was more in harmony with the views of
Athanasius. In addition to that, however, the rivalry between Rome and Constantinople
must also be taken into account. When Athanasius was banished from the East, he was
received with open arms in the West; and the Councils of Rome (341) and Sardica (343)
unconditionally endorsed his doctrine.

(Z) ZENZTFER (Marcellus of Ancyra)
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His cause in the West was weakened, however, by the accession of Arcellus of
Ancyra to the ranks of the champions of the Nicene theology. He fell back on the old
distinction between the eternal and impersonal Logos immanent in God, which revealed
itself as divine energy in the work of creation, and the Logos become personal at the
incarnation; denied that the term “generation” could be applied to the pre-existent Logos,
and therefore restricted the name “Son of God” to the incarnate Logos; and held that, at
the end of his incarnate life, the Logos returned to his premundane relation to the Father.
His theory apparently justified the Origenists or Eusebians in bringing to charge of
Sebellianism against their opponents, and was thus instrumental in widening the breach
between the East and the West.

(Z) BRARE

Reconciling Efforts
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Various efforts were made to heal the breach. Councils were convened at Antioch
which accepted the Nicene definitions, though with two important exceptions. They
asserted the homoiousios, and the generation of the Son by an act of the Father’s will.
This, of course, could not satisfy the West. Other Synods and Councils followed, in
which the Eusebians vainly sought a western recognition of the deposition of Athanasius,
and drew up other Creeds of a mediating type. But it was all in vain until Constantius
became sole emperor, and by cunning management and force succeeded in bringing the
western bishops into line with the Eusebians at the Synods of Arles and Milan (355).

3. HIRHER
The Turning of the Tide.
RO 52

Disruption of the Opposition
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Victory again proved a dangerous thing for a bad cause. It was, in fact, the signal
for the disruption of the anti-Nicene party. The heterogenous elements of which it was
composed were united in their opposition to the Nicene party. But as soon as it was
relieved of external pressure, its lack of internal unity became ever increasingly evident.
The Arians and the semi-Arians did not agree, and the latter themselves did not form a
unity. At the Council of Sirmium (357) an attempt was made to unite all parties by
setting aside the use of such terms as ousia, homoousios, and homoiousios, as pertaining
to maters far beyond human knowledge. But things had gone too far for any such
settlement. The real Arians now showed their true colours, and thus drove the most
conservative semi-Arians into the Nicene camp.
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The Cappadocian Fathers
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Meanwhile a younger Nicene party arose, composed of men who were disciples
of the Origenist School, but were indebted to Athanasius and the Nicene Creed for a more
perfect interpretation of the truth. Chief among them were the three Cappadocians, Basil
the Great, Gregory of Nyssa, and Gregory of Nazianzus. They saw a source of
misunderstanding in the use of the term hypostasis as synonymous with both ousia
(essence) and prosopon (person), and therefore restricted its use to the designation of the
personal subsistence of the Father and the Son. Instead of taking their starting-point in
the one divine ousia of God, as Athanasius had done, they took their point of departure in
the three hypostases (persons) in the divine Being, and attempted to bring these under the
conception of the divine ousia. The Gregories compared the relation of the Persons in the
Godhead to the divine Being with the relation of three men to their common humanity.
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And it was exactly by their emphasis on the three hypostases in the divine Being that they
freed the Nicene doctrine from the taints of Sabellianism in the eyes of the Eusebians,
and that the personality of the Logos appeared to be sufficiently safeguarded. At the
same time they strenuously maintained the unity of the three Persons in the Godhead and
illustrated this in various ways.

4. RTERHFH
[d] The Dispute about the Holy Spirit.
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Early Opinions about the Holy Spirit
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Up to this time the Holy Spirit had not come in for a great deal of consideration,
though discordant opinions had been expressed on the subject. Arius held that the Holy
Spirit was the first created being produced by the Son, an opinion very much in harmony
with that of Origen. Athanasius asserted that the Holy Spirit was of the same essence
with the Father, but the Nicene Creed contains only the indefinite statement, “And (I
believe) in the Holy Spirit.” The Cappadocians followed in the footsteps of Athanasius
and vigorously maintained the homoousis of the Holy Spirit. Hilary of Poitiers in the
West held that the Holy Spirit, as searching the deep things of God, could not be foreign
to the divine essence. An entirely different opinion was voiced by Macedonius, bishop of
Constantinople, who declared that the Holy Spirit was a creature subordinate to the Son;
but his opinion was generally considered as heretical, and his followers were nicknamed
Pneumatomachians (from pneuma, spirit, and machomai, to speak evil against). When in
AD 381 the general Council of Constantinople met, it declared its approval of the Nicene
Creed and under the guidance of Gregory of Nazianzus accepted the following formula
respecting the Holy Spirit: “And we believe in the Holy Spirit, the Lord, the Life-giving,
who proceeds from the Father, who is to be glorified with the Father and the Son, and
who speaks through the prophets.”
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5. X=Ar—BH I TER
[3] Completion of the Doctrine of the Trinity
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Procession of the Holy Spirit from the Son
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The statement of the Council of Constantinople proved unsatisfactory in two
points: (1) the word homoousios was not used, so that the consubstantiality of the Spirit
with the Father was not directly asserted; and (2) the relation of the Holy Spirit to the
other two Persons was not defined. The statement is made that the Holy Spirit proceeds
from the Father, while it is neither denied nor affirmed that He also proceeds from the
Son. There was no entire unanimity on this point. To say that the Holy Spirit proceeds
from the Father only, looked like a denial of the essential oneness of the Son with the
Father; and to say that He also proceeds from the Son, seemed to place the Holy Spirit in
a more dependent position than the Son and to be an infringement on His deity.
Athanasius, Basil, and Gregory of Nyssa, asserted the procession of the Holy Spirit from
the Father, without opposing in any way the doctrine that He also proceeds form the Son.
But Epiphanius and Marcellus of Ancyra positively asserted this doctrine.
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Western theologians generally held to the procession of the Holy Spirit from both
the Father and the Son; and at the Synod of Toledo in AD 589 the famous “filioque” was
added to the Constantinopolitan Symbol. In the East the final formulation of the doctrine
was given by John of Damascus. According to him there is but one divine essence, but
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three persons or hypostases. These are to be regarded as realities in the divine Being, but
not related to one another as three men are. They are one in every respect, except in their
mode of existence. The Father is characterized by “non-generation,” the Son by
“generation,” and the Holy Spirit by “procession.” The relation of the Persons to one
another is described as one of “mutual interpenetration” (circumincession), without
commingling. Notwithstanding his absolute rejection of subordinationism, John of
Damascus still spoke of the Father as the source of the Godhead, and represents the Spirit
as proceeding from the Father through the Logos. This is still a relic of Greek
subordinationism. The East never adopted the “filioque” of the Synod of Toledo. It was
the rock on which the East and the West split.

REH T Rw=A—1
Augustine on the Trinity
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The western conception of the Trinity reached its final statement in the great work
of Augustine, De Trinitate. He too stresses the unity of essence and the Trinity of
Persons. Each one of the three Persons possesses the entire essence, and is in so far
identical with the essence and with each one of the other Persons. They are not like three
human persons, each one of which possesses only a part of generic human nature.
Moreover, the one is never and can never be without the other; the relations of
dependence between them is a mutual one. The divine essence belongs to each of them
under a different point of view, as generating, generated, or existing through inspiration.
Between the three hypostases there is a relation of mutual interpenetration and
interdwelling. The word “person” does not satisfy Augustine as a designation of the
relationship in which the three stand to one another; still he continues to use it, as he says,
“not in order to express it (the relationship), but in order not to be silent.” In this
conception of the Trinity the Holy Spirit is naturally regarded as proceeding, not only
from the Father, but also from the Son.
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BT HEF R =AL— BB
The Doctrine of the Trinity in Latin Theology
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Roscellinus on the Trinity
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Later theology did not add materially to the doctrine of the Trinity. There were
deviations from, and consequent restatements of, the truth. Roscellinus applied the
Nominalist theory that universals are merely subjective conceptions to the Trinity, and
thus sought to avoid the difficulty of combining the numerical unity with the distinction
of persons in God. He regarded the three Persons in the Godhead as three essentially
different individuals, which could be said to be one generically and in name only. Their
unity is merely a unity of will and power. Anselm correctly pointed out that this position
logically leads to Tritheism, and stressed the fact that universal conceptions present truth
and reality.
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Gilbert of Poitiers on the Trinity
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If Roscellinus gave a Nominalisitc interpretation of the doctrine of the Trinity,
Gilbert of Poitiers interpreted it from the point of view of a moderate Realism of the
Aristotelian type, which holds that universals have their existence in the particulars. He
distinguished between the divine essence of God and compared their relation to that
between humanity and concrete men. The divine essence is not God, but the form of God,
or that which makes Him to be God. This essence or form (Latin forma, i.e., that which
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makes a thing what it is) is common to the three Persons and in that respect they are one.
As a result of this distinction he was charged with teaching Tetratheism.

W HL = —4k
Abelard on the Trinity
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Abelard spoke of the Trinity in a way that caused him to be charged with
Sabellianism. He seemingly identifies the three Persons in the divine Being with the
attributes of power, wisdom, and goodness. The name of Father stands for power, that of
Son for wisdom, and that of Holy Spirit for goodness. While he also uses expressions
which seem to imply that the distinctions in the Godhead are real personal distinctions, he
employs illustrations that clearly point in the direction of Modalism.
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In Thomas Aquinas we find the usual representation of the doctrine of the Trinity,
and this was the prevailing view of the Church at the time.
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HERHRRE(): EERHFH
HISTORY OF THE DOCTRINE OF CHRIST (1):

The Christological Controversies
(Louis Berkhof, A History of Christian Doctrines, pp. 101ff.)
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Connection of Christological and Trinitarian Problems
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The Christological problem can be approached from the side of theology proper
and from the side of soteriology. Though the early Church fathers did not lose sight of
the soteriological bearings of the doctrine of Christ, they did not make these prominent in
their main discussions. Breathing the air of the Trinitarian controversies, it was but
natural that they should approach the study of Christ from the side of theology proper.
The decision to which the Trinitarian controversy led, namely, that Christ as the Son of
God is consubstantial with the Father and therefore very God, immediately gave birth to
the question of the relation between the divine and the human nature in Christ.
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The early Christological controversies do not present a very edifying spectacle.
The passions were too much in evidence, unworthy intrigues often played an important
part, and even violence occasionally made its appearance. It might seem that such an
atmosphere could only be productive of error, and yet these controversies led to a
formulation of the doctrine of the Person of Christ that is still regarded as standard in the
present day. The Holy Spirit was guiding the Church, often through shame and confusion,
into the clear atmosphere of the truth. Some claim that the Church attempted too much
when it tried to define a mystery which from the nature of the case transcends all
definition. It should be borne in mind, however, that the early Church did not claim to be
able to penetrate to the depths of this great doctrine, and did not pretend to give a solution
of the problem of the incarnation in the formula of Chalcedon. It merely sought to guard
the truth against the errors of theorizers, and to give a formulation of it which would ward
off various, palpably unscriptural, constructions of the truth.
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The Church was in quest of a conception of Christ that would do justice to the
following points: (a) His true and proper deity; (b) His true and proper humanity; (c) the
union of deity and humanity in one person; and (d) the proper distinction of deity from
humanity in the one person. It felt that as long as these requirements were not met, or
only partly met, its conception of Christ would be defective. All the Christological
heresies that arose in the early Church originated in the failure to combine all these
elements in the doctrinal statement of the truth. Some denied wholly or in part the true
and proper deity of Christ, and others disputed wholly or in part His true and proper
humanity. Some stressed the unity of the person at the expense of the two distinct
natures, and others emphasized the distinct character of the two natures in Christ at the
expense of the unity of the Person.

I. FRNE— R
First Stage of the Controversy

[a] & & The Background.
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This controversy also had its roots in the past. Ebionites, Alogi, and Dynamic
Monarchians denied the deity of Christ, and Docetae, Gnostics, and Modalists rejected
His humanity. They simply ruled out one of the terms of the problem. Others were less

radical and denied either the full deity or the perfect humanity of Christ. The Arians
denied that the Son-Logos, who became incarnate in Christ, was possessed of absolute
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Godhead. And on the other hand Apollinaris, bishop of Laodicea (d. ¢.390), denied the
true and proper humanity of Jesus Christ. He conceived of man as consisting of body,
soul and spirit, and sought the solution of the problem of the two natures in Christ in the
theory that the Logos took the place of the human pneuma (spirit). In his opinion it
would be easier to maintain the unity of the Person of Christ, if the Logos were simply
regarded as taking the place of the higher rational principle in man. Over against Arius
he defended the true divinity of Christ, and sought to safeguard His sinlessness by
substituting the Logos for the human pneuma, which he regarded as the seat of sin.
According to him a complete human nature would naturally involve sinfulness.
Moreover, he tried to make the incarnation intelligible by assuming an eternal tendency
to the human in the Logos Himself as the archetypal man. But the solution of Apollinaris
could not satisty, because, as Shedd says, “if the rational part be subtracted from man, he
becomes ether an idiot or a brute.” His purpose was praiseworthy, however, in that he
sought to safeguard both the unity of the Person and the sinlessness of Christ.
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Opposition to Apollinaris
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There was considerable opposition to the solution of the problem offered by
Apollinaris. The three Cappadocians and Hilary of Poitiers maintained that, if the Logos
did not assume human nature in its integrity, He could not be our perfect Redeemer.
Since the whole sinner had to be renewed, Christ had to assume human nature in its
entirety, and not simply the least important parts of it. They also pointed to a docetic
element in the teachings of Apollinaris. If there was no real human will in Christ, there
could be no real probation and no real advance in His manhood. Even the opponents of
Apollinaris, however, while stressing the complete humanity of Christ, conceived of this
as overshadowed by His divinity. Gregory of Nyssa even says that the flesh of Christ
was transformed and lost all its original properties by union with the divine.
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One result of this preliminary skirmish was that the Synod of Alexandria in 362
asserted the existence of a human soul in Christ. The word “Soul” was used by the
Synod as inclusive of the rational element, which Apollinaris called pneuma or nous.

[b] 48k &3 IR
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The Parties to the Controversy
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[1] The Nestorian Party.

Some of the early Church Fathers used expressions which seemingly denied the
existence of two natures in Christ, and postulated a single nature, “the incarnate and
adorable Word.” From this point of view Mary was often called theotokos, mother of
God. It was particularly the School of Alexandria that revealed this tendency. On the
other hand the School of Antioch went to the other extreme. This appears especially in
the teachings of Theodore of Mopsuestia.
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Theodore of Mopsuestia. He took his starting-point in the complete manhood of
Christ and the perfect reality of His human experiences. According to him Christ
actually struggled with human passions, passed through a veritable conflict with
temptation, and came out victoriously. He owed the power to keep himself free from sin
() to His sinless birth, and (b) to the union of His manhood with the divine Logos.
Theodore denied the essential indwelling of the Logos in Christ, and allowed only for a
mere moral indwelling. He saw no essential difference, but only a difference of degree,
between the indwelling of God in Christ and that in believers. This view really
substitutes for the incarnation the moral indwelling of the Logo sin the man Jesus.
Nevertheless, Theodore shrank from the conclusion to which his view would seem to lead
inevitably, that there is a dual personality in Christ, two persons between whom a moral
union exists. He said that the union was so close that the two might be spoken of as one
person, just as husband and wife can be called one flesh.

B H.
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Nestorius and Nestorianism.

The logical development of this Antiochian view is seen in Nestorianism.
Following in the footsteps of Theodore, Nestorius denied that the term theotokos could
properly be applied to Mary for the simple reason that she only brought forth a man who
was accoampnied by the Logos. Although Nestorius did not draw the inevitable
conclusion that followed from this position, his opponent, Cyril, held him responsible for
that conclusion. He pointed out (a) that, if Mary is not theotokos, that is, the mother of
one person, and that person divine, the assumption of a single human being into
fellowship with the Logos is substituted for the incarnation of God; and (b) that, if Mary
is not theotokos, the relation of Christ to humanity is changed, and He is no more the
effectual Redeemer of mankind. The followers of Nestorius did not hesitate to draw the
conclusion.
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Evaluation of Nestorianism.

Nestorianism is defective, not in the doctrine of the two natures in Christ, but in
that of the one Person. Both the true and proper deity and the true and proper humanity
are conceded, but they are not conceived in such a way as to form a real unity and to
constitute a single person. The two natures are also two persons. The important
distinction between nature as substance possessed in common, and person as a relatively
independent subsistence of that nature, is entirely disregarded. Instead of blending the
two natures into a single self-consciousness, Nestorianism places them alongside of each
other with nothing more than a moral and sympathetic union between them. The man
Christ was not God, but God-bearer, theophoros, a possessor of the Godhead. Christ is
worshipped, not because He is God, but because God is in Him. The strong point in
Nestorianism is that it seeks to do full justice to all the scriptural proofs for the unity of
the Person in the Mediator. It leaves the Church with an exalted example of true piety
and morality in the human person of Jesus, but robs it of its divine-human Redeemer, the
source of all spiritual power, grace, and salvation.

(=) EFZIR.
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[2] The Cyrillian Party.

The most prominent opponent of Nestorianism was Cyril of Alexandria.
According to him the Logos assumed human nature in its entirety, in order to redeem it,
but at the same time formed the only personal subject in the God-man. His terminology
was not always clear, however. On the one hand he seemed to teach simply that the
Logos assumed human nature, so that there are two natures in Christ, which find their
indissoluble union in the one Person of the Logos, without any change in the natures
themselves. But he also used expressions in which he stressed the unity of the two natures
in Christ by means of a mutual communication of attributes, and spoke of the Person of
Christ as if it were a resultant unity. His great significance lies in the fact that, over
against Nestorianism, he stressed the unity of the Person of Christ. The three points
which he emphasized above all were in perfect harmony with the catholic doctrine of the
day, namely: (a) the inseparable conjunction of the two natures; (b) the impersonality and
dependence of the manhood, which the Logos uses as His instrument; and (c) the unity
and continuity of the Person in Christ. Occasionally he used expressions, however,
which seemed to justify the later Eutychian error. He applied the term phusis (nature) to
the Logos only, and not to the humanity of Christ, thus using it as a synonym of
hypostasis. This gave some occasion to saddle on him the doctrine that, after the
incarnation, there was only one divine-human nature in Christ, and made it possible for
the Monophysites to appeal to him, when they wanted to prove that, as there was but one
Person, so there was also only a single nature in the Mediator. They continued their
appeal to him in spite of his strenuous denial of any mixture of the natures. The Council
of Ephesus effected a sort of compromise by maintaining on the one hand that the term
theotokos could be applied to Mary, and asserting on the other hand the doctrine of the
two distinct natures of Christ.
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[3] The Eutychian Party: Eutichus and Eutichianism. Many of Cyril’s
adherents were dissatisfied. They did not take kindly to the doctrine of the two distinct
natures. Eutyches, an aged monk of rather unbalanced convictions and with a strong anti-
Nestorian bias, espoused the cause of the Alexandrian theology at Constantinople.
According to Theodoret he maintained in effect, either an absorption of the human nature
in the divine, or a fusion of the two natures, resulting in a sort of tertium quid. He was of
the opinion that the human attributes were assimilated to the divine in Christ, so that His
body was not consubstantial with ours and He was not human in the proper sense of the
word. Condemned by the Council of Constantinople in 448, he appealed to Leo, the
bishop of Rome. After Leo received a full report of the case from Flavian, bishop of
Constantinople, and was urged to express his opinion, he addressed to Flavian his
celebrated Tome. Because this Tome profoundly influenced the Chalcedon formula, it
may be well to note its main points, which are as follows: (a) There are two natures in
Christ, which are permanently distinct. (b) The two natures unite in one Person, each one
performing its own proper function in the incarnate life. (c) From the unity of the Person
follows the communication of *attributes (communication idiomatum). [* this word was
missing in the English original.] (d) The work of redemption required a Mediator both
human and divine, passible and impassible, mortal and immortal. The incarnation was an
act of condescension on the part of God, but in it the Logos did not cease to be very God.
The forma servi did not detract from the forma dei. (e¢) The manhood of Christ is
permanent, and its denial implies a docetic denial of the reality of the sufferings of Christ.
This is really a compendium of western Christology.

[c] T3 WA TR
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[c] The Decision of the Council of Chalcedon.

After several Councils had met, some favouring and some condemning Eutyches,
the ecumenical Council of Chalcedon was convened in the year 451, and issued its
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famous statement of the doctrine of the Person of Christ. This reads as follows:
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“We then, following the holy Fathers, all with one consent, teach men to
confess one and the same Son, our Lord Jesus Christ, the same perfect in Godhead nad
also perfect in manhood; truly God and also truly man, of a reasonable soul and body;
consubstantial with the Father according to the Godhead, and consubstantial with us
according to the manhood; in all tings like unto us, without sin; begotten before all
ages of the Father according to the Godhead, and in these latter days, for us and for
our salvation, born of the virgin Mary, the Mother of God, according to the manhood;
one and the same Christ, Son, Lord, Only-begotten, to be acknowledged in two natures,
inconfusedly (asuggutos), unchangeably (atreptos), indivisibly (adiairetos), inseparably
(achoristos), the distinction of natures being by no means taken away by the union, but
rather the property of each nature being preserved, and concurring in one Person and
one subsistence, not parted or divided into two persons, but one and the same Son, the
Only-begotten, God the Word, the Lord Jesus Christ; as the prophets from the
beginning have declared concerning Him, and the Lord Jesus Christ Himself has
taught us, and the Creed of the Holy Fathers has handed down to us.”
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The most important implications of this statement are the following: (1) The
properties of both natures may be attributed to the one Person, as, for instance,
omniscience and limited knowledge. (2) The suffering of the God-man can be regarded
as truly and really infinite, while yet the divine nature is impassible. (3) It is the divinity
and not the humanity that constitutes the root and basis of the personality of Christ. (4)
The Logos did not unite with a distinct human individual, but with a human nature.
There was not first an individual man, with whom the Second Person in the Godhead
associated Himself. The union was effected with the substance of humanity in the womb
of the virgin.
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HEWHK KBS HISTORY OF THE DOCTRINE OF CHRIST(2)
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The Second Stage of the Controversy
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[a] Confusion after the Decision of the Council of Chalcedon
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The Council of Chalcedon did not put an end to the Christological disputes any
more than the Council of Nicaea terminated the Trinitarian controversy. Egypt, Syria,
and Palestine harboured many fanatical monks of Eutychian convictions, while Rome
became ever-increasingly the centre of orthodoxy. In fact, the process of dogmatic
development was fast passing from East to the West.
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The Monophysites.

After the Council of Chalcedon the adherents of Cyril and Eutichus were called
Monophysites, because they conceded that after the union Christ had a composite nature,
but denied that He had two distinct natures. As they saw it, two distinct natures would
necessarily involve a duality of persons. There was a lengthy and rather unseemly
struggle between the different parties. Even the Monophysites were not all agreed among
themselves. They were divided into several sects, of which the names alone, says Dr. Orr,
“are enough to give one a cold hsiver.” There were the Theopaschitists, who emphasized
the fact that God suffered; the Phthartolatrists, who came nearest to the formulation of
Chalcedon, and stressed the fact that the human nature of Christ was, like ours, capable of
suffering, and were therefore said to worship that which is corruptible; and the
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Aphthartodocetists, who represented just the opposite view, namely, that the human
nature of Christ was not consubstantial with ours, but was endowed with divine attributes,
and was therefore sinless, imperishable, and incorruptible.
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Leontius of Byzantium.

The ablest and most prominent defender of the Chalcedonian theology was
Leontius of Byzantium. He added an element to the dogmatical construction of the
doctrine of Christ, which was more fully worked out by John of Dasmascus. The point is
this: The rejection of Nestorianism might lead to the idea of an independent impersonal
existence of the human nature of Christ. This idea was apt to be fostered by the use of
the terms anupostasis and anupostasia. Therefore Leontius stressed the fact that the
human nature of Christ is enupostasia, not impersonal but in-personal, having its personal
subsistence in the Person of the Son of God from the very moment of the incarnation.
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In 553 the emperor Justinian summoned the fifth oecumenical Council at
Constantinople, which was favourable to the Monophysites in its condemnation of the
writings of Theodore, but unfavourable to it in so far as it anathematized those who
declared that the Council of Chalcedon countenanced the very errors which it condemned.
This did not satisfy the Monophysites, but rather sealed their separation from the Church
of the Empire.

2. HEE—FZRBFE
[b] The Monothelitic Controversy.
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It soon became evident that the attempted settlement of the Monophysite
controversy by the Council did not restore harmony. Several vital questions remained
unanswered. Not only did the how of the two natures in Christ remain unsolved, but the
additional question arose, How much is included in the person and how much in the
nature? In this connection the very important question was raised, whether the will
belongs to the former or to the latter. This is equivalent to asking, whether there is but
one will in Christ or two? To say that there is but one seems to rob Christ of true human
volition, and therefore to detract from the integrity of His humanity. On the other hand,
to say that there are two seems to lead right into the Nestorian camp.
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Monothelites. The result was that a new sect arose among the Monophysites,
called Monothelites. As the name indicates, they started from the unity of the Person and
asserted that there is but one will in Christ. This doctrine also took two forms: either the
human will was regarded as merged in the divine, so that the latter alone acted; or the will
was regarded as composite, resulting from the fusion of the divine and the human. The
opponents of the Monothelites were called Duothelites. These took their stand on the
duality of the natures and asserted the presence of two wills in Christ. The Monophysites
charged them with the destruction of the unity of the personal life of Christ.
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For a time the term energeia (energy) was used in this controversy in preference
to thelema (will), but soon the latter, as the more definite term, prevailed. It should be
borne in mind, however, that the word “will” was used in a broad sense. Strictly
speaking, we mean by “will” the faculty of volition, of self-determination, and of choice.
But the word is often used in a broader sense, as including the instincts, appetites, desires,
and affections, with their corresponding aversions. All this was covered by the term
“will” in the ancient controversy, so that this included the question, whether Christ was
capable of fear and of shrinking from suffering and death. The denial of the human will
in Christ would therefore give His humanity a somewhat docetic character.
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The sixth ecumenical Council of Constantinople (680), with the co-operation of
the bishop of Rome, adopted the doctrine of the two wills and two energies as the
orthodox position, but also decided that the human will must always be conceived as
subordinate to the divine. The established opinion was that the human will by its union
with the divine did not become less human, but was heightened and perfected by the
union, the two always acting in perfect harmony.

3. RKEBAWEER

[c] The Construction of the Doctrine by John of Damascus.
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In John of Damascus the theology of the Greek Church reached its highest
development, and therefore it is of importance to notice his construction of the doctrine
of the Person of Christ. According to him the Logos assumed human nature, and not vice
versa, that is, the man Jesus did not assume the Logos. This means that the Logos is the
formative and controlling agency, securing the unity of the two natures. The Logos did
not assume a human individual, nor human nature in general, but a potential human
individual, a human nature not yet developed into a person or hypostasis. Through the
union of the Logos with this potential man in the womb of Mary, the latter acquired an
individual existence. While the human nature of Christ has no independent personality of
its own, it nevertheless has personal existence in and through the Logos. It is not non-
hypostatic, but en-hypostatic.
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He illustrates the union of the two natures in Christ by the union of body and soul in man.
There is a circumincession of the divine and the human in Christ, a communication of the
attributes to the human nature, so that the latter is deified and we may also say that God
suffered in the flesh. The human nature only is thus affected, and is therefore purely
receptive and passive. The Son of God, now including His complete humanity, is an
object of worship for the Church. Though there is a tendency to reduce the human nature
of Jesus to the position of a mere organ or instrument of the Logos, it is admitted that
there is a co-operation of the two natures, and that the one Person acts and wills in each
nature. The will is regarded as belonging to the nature, but it is claimed that in Christ the
human will has become the will of the incarnate God.

4. TTTHEHIEE®R
[d] The Christology of the Western Church.
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The Western Church remained comparatively unaffected by the controversies that
were raging in the East. It seems that on the whole the western mind was not sufficiently
familiar with all kinds of fine philosophical distinctions to take an active part in the
discussion of questions that were so deep and subtle as those that divided the Eastern
Church.

it (Adoptionism).
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Adoptionism.

A new movement of Christological thought appeared in Spain, however, in the
seventh and eighth centuries, called the Adoptionist Controversy. The term “adoption”
was already familiar in Spain, since a Council of Toledo declared in 675 that Christ was
the Son of God by nature and not by adoption. The real champion of the Adoptionist
doctrine was Felix, bishop of Urgella. He regarded Christ as to His divine nature, that is
the Logos, as the only-begotten Son of God in the natural sense, but Christ on his human
side as a Son of God by adoption. At the same time he sought to preserve the unity of the
Person by stressing the fact that, from the time of his conception, the Son of Man was
taken up into the unity of the Person of the Son of God.
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This theory therefore makes a distinction between a natural and an adoptive
sonship, the former predicated of the divinity and the latter of the humanity of Christ.
Felix and his followers based their opinion: (1) On the distinction of natures in Christ,
which, according to them, implied a distinction between two modes of sonship. (2) On
passages of Scripture which refers to the inferiority of Christ as man to the Father. And
(3) On the fact that believers are sons of God by adoption, and are also called “brethren”
of Christ. This would seem to imply that Christ as to his human nature was a Son of God
in the same sense. In order to explain their meaning still further they distinguished
between a natural birth of Christ at Bethlehem and a spiritual birth, which had its
inception at the time of baptism and was consummated in the resurrection. This spiritual
birth made Christ the adopted Son of God.
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While the opponents of this view did not charge the Adoptionists with the explicit
error of teaching a dual personality in Christ, they asserted that this would be the logical
result of a dual sonship. Alcuin, the noted scholar of the days of Charlemagne, took issue
with Felix and charged him with dividing Christ into two sons. He maintained that no
father could have a son, who was such both by nature and by adoption. Undoubtedly, the
Adoptionists were in error, when they assigned to the human nature of Christ a sort of
alien position until He was made to partake of divine sonship by a special act of adoption.
This error was condemned by the Synod of Frankfurt in AD 794.
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THE DOCTRINE OF CHRIST IN THE MIDDLE AGES
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During the Middle Ages the doctrine of the Person of Christ was not in the
foreground. Other problems, such as those connected with the doctrines of sin and grace,
and with the doctrine of the work of redemption, became the centre of attention. A brief
indication of the most salient points of Thomas Aquinas’ construction of the doctrine of
Christ will be sufficient to indicate how the matter stood at the time of the Reformation.

e 2508 3
Christology of Thomas Aquinas
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As to the hypostatic union in Christ, Thomas Aquinas adhered to the received
theology. The Person of the Logos became composite after the union at the incarnation,
and this union “hindered” the manhood from arriving at an independent personality. A
twofold grace was imparted to the human nature of Christ in virtue of its union with the
Logos, namely: (a) the gratia unionis or the dignity that resulted from the union of the
human nature with the divine, so that the human nature also became an object of worship;
and (b) the gratia habitualis, the grace of sanctification which was vouchsafed to Christ
as man, sustaining the human nature in its relationship to God. The human knowledge of
Christ was twofold, namely, scientia infusa and scientia acquisita. In virtue of the
former He could know all things that can be so known by men and all that is made known
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to them by revelation, a knowledge perfect in its kind but yet subject to creaturely
limitation. And in virtue of the latter He knew all that can be known through the
intellectual faculties. There is no communication of attributes between the natures in the
abstract, but both human and divine attributes may be ascribed to the Person. The human
nature of Christ was not omnipotent, but was subject to human affections, such as sorrow,
sadness, fear, wonder, and anger. There are two wills in Christ, but ultimate causality
belongs to the divine will. The human will is always subject to the divine.
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THE HISTORY OF THE DOCTRINE OF THE ATONEMENT:

THE WORK OF CHRIST (1)
(Louis Berkhof, A History of Christina Doctrines, pp. 165-170.)

I. TR
The Atonement in Greek Patristic Theology
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Apostolic Fathers on the Work of Redemption.

The Apostolic Father speak in general, usually Scriptural terms, of the work of
Christ. The most significant statement is found in the Epistle to Diognetus. It combines
the ideas of man’s sin as deserving punishment, of God as giving His Son as a ransom for
sin, and of the resulting covering of sin by the righteousness of Christ. The Apologists
contain very little on the subject that is of importance. In so far as Christ is represented
as a Redeemer, it is usually as a Redeemer from the power of the devil. In the Gnostic
systems the redemption wrought by Christ is a redemption from the kingdom of darkness,
the world of matter. In Marcion the death of Christ is the price at which the God of love
purchased men from the creator of the world.
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Irenaeus on the Atonement. Irenaeus, who stands mid-way between the East
and the West, agrees with the Apologists in contemplating man as enslaved by the
powers of darkness, and looks upon redemption partly as deliverance from the power of

Satan, though he does not look upon it as a satisfaction due to Satan. His idea is rather
that the death of Christ satisfied the justice of God and thus liberates man. At the same
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time he gives great prominence to the recapitulation theory, the idea “that Christ
recapitulates in himself all the stages of human life, and all the experiences of these
stages, including those which belong to our state as sinners.” (Orr). By His incarnation
and human life he thus reverses the course on which Adam by his sin started humanity
and thus becomes a new leaven in the life of mankind. He communicates immortality to
those who are united to him by faith and effects an ethical transformation in their lives,
and by his obedience compensates for the disobedience of Adam.
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Clement of Alexandria and Origen on the Atonement.

In the Alexandrian School we find several representations. In one of his minor
works Clement of Alexandria represents the death of Christ as a payment of man’s debt
and as a ransom; but in his main works he gives more prominence to the thought that
Christ as Teacher saves men by endowing them with true knowledge and inspiring them
to a life of love and true righteousness. Origen presents several different views without
combining them into a synthetic whole. Christ saves by deifying human nature though
the incarnation; by giving the supreme example of self-sacrifice, thus inspiring others to a
similar sacrifice; by laying down his life as a sacrifice for the expiation of sin; and by
redeeming men from the power of Satan. In connection with the idea of man’s
redemption from the power of the devil Origen introduces a new idea, namely that Satan
was deceived in the transaction. Christ offered Himself as a ransom to Satan, and Satan
accepted the ransom without realizing that he would not be able to retain his hold on
Christ because of the latter’s divine power and holiness. Satan swallowed the bait of
Christ’s humanity, and was caught on the hook of His divinity. Thus the souls of all men
— even of those in hades — were set free from the power of Satan.
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Athanasius on the Atonement.

The first systematic treatise on the work of the atonement was Athanasius’ De
Incarnatione. This work also contains several different ideas. The Logos became
incarnate to restore to man the true knowledge of God, which had been lost by sin. The
incarnate Logos is also represented as man’s substitute, who pays his debt for him by
enduring the penalty of sin. The necessity of this satisfaction is base don the veracity
rather than on the justice of God. It is not said that the price was paid to Satan. The idea
of Irenaeus that the Logos assumed flesh in order to deify and immortalize it, however, is
made particularly prominent. At the same time the representation of Athanasius differs
from that of Irenaeus on two points: (a) the incarnation is connected up more directly
with the death and resurrection of Christ in the saving process; and (b) the emphasis is on
the ethical rather than on the physical element in the process. Christ operates by His
word and example on the hearts of man.
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Gregory of Nyssa and Gregory of Nazianzus on the Atonement.

The true successors of Athanasius are the three Cappadocians. Basil contributed
little to the doctrine of the atonement. His younger brother, Gregory of Nyssa, is of far
greater importance as the author of the second important systematic treatment o the work
of Chris, the Great Catechism. He repeats the idea of the deceit practiced on Stan, and
justifies the deceit on two grounds: (a) the deceiver simply received his due when he was
deceived in turn; and (b) Satan himself benefits by it in the end, since it results in his
salvation. The underlying thought of the Great Catechism is the idea, borrowed from
Athanasius, that in the incarnation God joined himself to our nature, in order to free it
from death. It is pointed out, however, that not only death but sin also was destroyed.
Gregory of Nazianzus repudiates with scorn and indignation the idea of a ransom paid to
Satan. But he also rejects the idea that God the Father required a ransom. For the rest he
virtually repeats the teachings of Athanasius. John Chrysostom and Cyril of Alexandria
stress the immense value of the death of Christ. The main contribution of the latter lies in
his emphasis on the infinite value of the death of Christ as the death of a divine Person.
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Baur finds that in him we have practically the full concept of satisfaction, except the
express reference of it to God and the divine righteousness.

6. KRG BEAMIBETE

WIRBOCHIM Y, AER SO IA T Beom A, Aok DT 10 R B 8 AR 1 R A8
HENEER, EARNAIFEEZEN TR v 1 RSt AR A R, AT BA
i, FERT A WD M AW EERI . (1) i, AR
RN S ERESE R, e N — D E R, B R mae N — A8 A b
(2) H—J5m, BEME HOE R AFA ISR, B e, e Mo
X, BTN AU . BRANFRATIE A A 3R, SRR3R B IS QI S 2 AR,
FATT A EE AR W S H AT R TP B I RE, X RIRE K — KT
e 1 IR S U B HUE AR BRI B A X AR [RE AL U (The esoteric
theory of recapitulatio) | .

John of Damascus on the Work of Redemption.

Greek patristic theology culminates in John of Damascus. He gathers up the
previous thoughts on the work of Christ, but adds no distinctive contribution of his own.
In summing up the development thus far, we may say that the doctrine of the work of
Christ appears under two main aspects in Greek theology. (a) On the one hand salvation
is contemplated as the direct result of the incarnation, as a new divine revelation given to
man, or as (along with Christ’s death and resurrection) communicating new life to
mankind. (b) On the other hand it is viewed as the result of the fulfillment of certain
objective conditions, such as that of a sacrifice to God, or of a satisfaction to the divine
justice, or of a ransom paid to Satan. If we were to name any theories that are
characteristic of the Greek patristic period, we would point to what Mackintosh calls “the
great exoteric doctrine of atonement in the Greek Church,” the doctrine of a ransom paid
to the devil; and to what he styles “the esoteric theory of recapitulatio.”

1. BT FA
The Atonement in Latin Patristic Theology
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Tertullian’s View of Redemption.
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Though the doctrine of the work of Christ in Latin patristic theology has several
points in common with that of early Greek theology, yet even in this early period
important differences begin to emerge. The distinctively Latin type of theology begins
with Tertullian. To a certain extent he adopts Irenaeus’ recapitulation theory, but
conceives of the incarnation as affecting mankind chiefly through precept and example.
Yet this whole idea recedes somewhat into the background. He stresses far more than
Irenaeus the central significance of the death of Christ on the cross, regarding it as the
culminating point in, and as the real end of, the mission of Christ. It cannot be said that
he went far beyond Irenaeus in the definite formulation of the doctrine of the death of
Christ. His real significance lies in the fact that he introduced the use of several legal
terms into theology, such as “guilt,” “satisfaction,” “merit,” and so on, which were
destined to play a great part in the theological development of the doctrine of the work of
Christ. It should be noted, however, that he did not yet apply these terms to the sacrificial
work of Christ, but to the repentance and good works that should follow sins committed
after baptism. He laid the foundation for the development of the doctrine of penance in
the Roman Catholic Church.
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Hilary and Ambrose on the Work of Redemption.

From Tertullian we pass on to Hilary of Poitiers and Ambrose, who interpreted
Greek thought to the West. The former represents more than any other the Greek
conception of the restoration of humanity by the incarnation. But this does not prevent
him from ascribing the most definite significance to the death of Christ. In distinction
from Tertullian he even views it as a satisfaction rendered to God. Christ did voluntarily,
in order to satisfy a penal obligation. He infers the necessity of this satisfaction, like
Athanasius, from the veracity rather than from the justice of God. Ambrose also shares
the view of Irenaeus, and in addition repeats the idea of Origen that Christ paid a ransom
to Satan and practiced deceit on him. At the same time he strongly stresses the fact that
the death of Christ was a sacrifice to God, and regards this sacrifice as a satisfaction o the
divine sentence of death pronounced on sinful humanity. However, he does not explain
why this sacrifice was necessary.
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Augustine on the Work of Redemption.

We naturally feel inclined to expect that Augustine, the greatest Church Father of
the West, added greatly, both materially and formally, to the doctrine of the work of
Christ. But this is not the case; his main accomplishments lie elsewhere. Summing up in
himself the previous development, he presents a variety of views. There is the idea of the
deification of human nature by the incarnation, though only in an ethical manner; and
there is also the notion that Satan had a claim on man, complemented, however, by the
thought that the claim of Satan was annulled by the death of Christ. But in what may be
considered as his main line of thought Augustine is far removed from Greek theology.
Both his presuppositions and his conclusions are different. The central ideas are those of
original sin, of justification by grace, and of reconciliation by the sacrifice of Christ. The
new Western type of thought is asserting itself and we find ourselves moving in a Pauline
circle of ideas. Man is contemplated as subject to the wrath of God, and the sacrifice of
Christ as placating this wrath and reconciling man to God. Augustine does not work out
these thoughts into a complete system; his statement falls far short of Anselm’s well
articulated theory of the atonement. He does not sharply distinguish between the judicial
and the renovating side of redemption. Justification is sometimes made to rest, not upon
the removal of the guilt of sin by Jesus Christ, but on the sanctifying influence of the
Holy Spirit. Again, he sometimes teaches that, though the atonement by Christ was the
most suitable way of salvation, God might have saved sinners in some other way, thus
making the atonement only relatively necessary. This really means that God’s power
might have gone against His wisdom.
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Gregory the Great on the Work of Redemption.

Of the theologians that were strongly influenced by Augustine only one calls for
special mention, namely, Gregory the Great. His writings contain a passage which has
been called “the completest synthesis of ancient Latin theology on the atonement.” Its
thought runs as follows: Man voluntarily fell under the dominion of sin and death, and
only a sacrifice could blot out such sin. But where was the sacrifice to be found? An
animal could not serve the purpose; only a man would do, and yet no man could be found
without sin.  Therefore the Son of God became incarnate, assuming our nature, but not
our sinfulness. The Sinless One became a sacrifice for us, a victim that could die in
virtue of his humanity, and could cleanse in virtue of His righteousness. He paid for us a
debt of death which He had not deserved, that the death which was our due might not
harm us. This statement of Gregory may be regarded as a distinct advance in the
development of the doctrine of the atonement.
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HISTORY OF THE DOCTRINE OF ATONEMENT:
THE WORK OF CHRIST (part 2)
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The theological discussion in the five centuries between Gregory the Great and
Ansem were of such a nature that they did not contribute much to the development of the
doctrine of the atonement. With Anselm the systematic study of the doctrine of the
atonement began. He opens a new era in the history of this doctrine.

l. ZRRHRETE L
THE DOCTRINE OF THE ATONEMENT IN ANSELM

1. BB RRESE.

PR A B Az B, ERARIS B Sk— R ANE . — BRIk iR iy
Ne [ #2917/~ A | (Cur Deus Homo) & % KRR — At 244 %, MAEA P
R E B2 BRI S R TS, &b mie . % B E BAEAES T 24,
AIRZ AN AT EA BRI, WA ABIRREA A SR S B gRS
ZRRMNFEE R — TR, BIEE RN S 2 DBV R R 18, B AL
AR (1) FREEA eI A BERIRBE ), R BiE KM SRR 5
HI T ERIRANE?  (2) ZARHIAH BT NER e NHIFR, AZSRAT 2 K 2w 5
oe? (3) WERFE AR, MOy MEE R TR R TAE, AR
ORI AIE? — B AR VFERSRIE RN S, MR —HFH AR ANRSFHS, 46
Ui TE R BB . SC TIE R B IR A )RR, SRR T 2B e T O RO
N1 HIREH B H 8.

Anselm on the Atonement.

Anselm of Canterbury made the first attempt at a harmonious and consistent
representation of the doctrine of atonement. His Cur Deus Homo is an epoch-making
book, a masterpiece of theological learning, in which the author combines metaphysical
depth with clearness of presentation. The opening portion of the work testifies to the fact
that at the time of its writing many minds were occupied with the question of the nature
and necessity of the atonement. It also indicates that the problem of the atonement was
generally approached from the Christological side as a question respecting the necessity
of the incarnation. Several questions were raised at the time, such as the following:
Could not God have saved man by a mere act of His omnipotence, just as easily as He
could create the world? Could not He, the merciful God, simply have pardoned the sin of
man, without demanding satisfaction? And if a mediator was necessary, why did He
chose His only-begotten Son for the work of mediation, and not some other rational being?
Once the incarnation was admitted, it was felt that it could only find its explanation in
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some stupendous exigency. This question respecting the incarnation explains the title of
Anselm’s work.
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The alpha and omega of the position of Anselm is the absolute necessity of the
atonement for the redemption of man. He deliberately rejects as unsatisfactory the
Recapitulation Theory, the Ransom-to-Satan Theory, and the idea that the death of Christ
was merely a manifestation of the love of God to man, since these do not explain the
necessity of the atonement adequately. In his opinion the absolute necessity of the
atoning sacrifice of Jesus Christ must be grounded in an immanent and necessary
attribute of the divine nature. He finds the ultimate ground for it in the honour of God.

LR IERALY, R ae LMt SR 52 KIS T 7. NRMIRIER, M
LR EHOWEE T ERMMEEE, SIS RO AR 4R e, ARt %
M, JFH TR TMERE . MRS o, A AT, XA R
WA IE R, ABERFHI AR SR Z 1 R, BONXEE—RARG AL [Eik. 215
KA M HARA L S RA A7 IR B 2R AR ) 4P, mi A5 R 5
52 . MIFRARAMTTIE, FOYXFEMSseR 7 3, mHeLS A
WHP - 22N, TRiEM. TrRMEs Ve L, KI7EadE 7 mirtsE.
(L NI AE T TR EEGAR (EiE. RSB0t BT MAF IR
(20 NRLBAME 7 R R T, i abise 2 w2 ZAT bl T sehs bR
REMRMERIGT.  (EBE AR BB IROTE R FY), RAMEXS b
W5 Ko D BRI/ R - 598 7 — AL ERREH (EE: PONREREE T 1k
BREJHRD  — S W e i A ek in oM . B — 2B 2 o — ML
AN — N — B 7 —VIE e T, R eg ek, RAHAREEOX AR IE
MO, MM, ARG HE LT, REUEEE: . R ft XA 2 e,
EDIEAN, WRARNR TG N — G, (ARSI, il L3608
ARANMEC, RAEMMANIZ AL, A B X ER, I HE R .

The exact position of Anselm can be understood only in the light of his
conception of sin and satisfaction. As a creature of God man was under obligation to
subject his will absolutely and entirely to the divine will, and when he refused this in a
spirit of revolution, he dishonoured God and thus contracted a debt. God was robbed of
His honour and this must be restored in some way. His mercy could not simply overlook
sin, for this would be an irregularity and an injustice. There were two and only two ways
in which the divine honour could be vindicated, namely by punishment or by satisfaction.
God did not pursue the way of punishment, since this would have spelled ruin for the
human race and would have defeated His very purpose. He chose the way of satisfaction,
which included two things: (a) that man should now render to God the willing obedience
which he owed Him; and (b) that he should make amends for the insult to God’s honour
by paying something over and above the actual debt. But since even the smallest sin, as
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committed against an infinite God, outweighs the whole world and all that is not God,
and the amends must be proportionate, it follows that these are beyond the power of man.
A gift — and Anselm looks upon satisfaction as a gift rather than as a punishment —
surpassing all that is not God can only be God. God only could make true reparation, and
His mercy prompted Him to make it through the gift of His Son. It was not sufficient that
the one rendering satisfaction should be God; He had to be man as well, one of the human
race that contracted the debt of sin, but a man without sin, who was not himself burdened
with debt. Only the true God-man could satisfy these requirements and thus do justice to
the honour of God.
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It was necessary for the God-man to render the obedience which man failed to render
to God. But this was not sufficient to maintain the honour of God, for in doing this He
did nothing more than His duty as man, and this could not constitute merit on His part.
However, as a sinless being He was not under obligation to suffer and die. This was
entirely voluntary on His part, and by submitting to bitter sufferings and a shameful death
in the faithful discharge of his duty to His Father, He brought infinite glory to God. This
was a work of supererogation, which could accrue to the benefit of mankind, and which
more than counter-balanced the demerits of sin. Justice required that such a free gift
should be rewarded. But there is nothing which the Father can give the Son, for He needs
nothing. Therefore the reward accrues to the benefit of man and assumes the form of the
forgiveness of sins and of future blessedness for all those who live according to the
commandments of the Gospel.
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Evaluation of Anselm’s Contribution.

The theory of Anselm makrs an important advance in the development of the doctrine
of the atonement. Its real value lies in the fact that it establishes the objective character
of atonement and bases its necessity on the immutable nature of God, which makes it
impossible that He should permit the violation of His honour to go unpunished. It is
defective, however, as compared with the later penal substitutionary doctrine, in several
points: (a) It erroneously represents punishment and satisfaction as alternatives from
which God could choose. (b) It has no place for the idea that in His suffering Christ
endured the penalty of sin, since it regards the sufferings of Christ as a voluntary tribute
to the honour of God, a superfluous merit which served to compensate for the demerits of
others. This is really the Roman Catholic idea of penance applied to the work of Christ.
(c) It is inconsistent in so far as it starts out with the principle of “private law” or custom,
according to which the injured party may demand whatever satisfaction he sees fit, and
then, in order to establish the absolute necessity of the atonement passes over to the
standpoint of public law. (d) It is one-sided in basing redemption exclusively on the
death of Christ, and denying the atoning significance of His life. And (e) it represents the
application of the merits of Christ to the sinner as a merely external transaction. There is
no hint of the mystical union of Christ and believers.
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Abelard on the Atonement.

Abelard’s theory has little in common with that of Anselm, except the denial that a
price was paid to Satan. The death of Christ is not regarded as a ransom, not even as a
ransom offered to God. Abelard rejects the Anselmian view that God was reconciled by
the death of His Son. God could not take such pleasure in the death of His only-begotten
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Son as to make it the ground for the forgiveness of sins. Moreover, no such ground was
needed, since God is love and is quite ready to forgive irrespective of any satisfaction.
All He requires is penitence in the sinner; and He is ready and even eager to pardon the
penitent. At the same time it may be said that we are justified and reconciled to God by
the blood of Christ. Christ revealed the love of God by assuming our nature and by
persevering as our teacher and example even unto death. This great love calls for and
awakens a responsive love in the heart of the sinner, and this is the ground for the
forgiveness of sins, Luke 7:47. The newly awakened love redeems us by liberating us
from the power of sin and by leading us into the liberty of the sons of God, so that we
obey God freely from the motive of love. Thus the forgiveness of sins is the direct result
of the love kindled in our hearts, and only indirectly the fruit of the death of Christ.
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Evaluation of Abelard’s View.

In distinction from Anselm’s doctrine of the atonement, this theory of Abelard is
thoroughly subjective. It is sadly lacking in that moral depth and inner coherence that is
so characteristic of Anselm’s view. We have in it a typical representation of what is
today called the Moral, or Moral Influence Theory of the atonement. It proceeds on the
false principle that love is the central and all-controlling attribute in God, and ignores the
demands of His justice and holiness. Moreover, it furnishes no adequate reason for the
sufferings of Christ. If God could have forgiven sins without demanding satisfaction,
why did He give up His Son to bitter sufferings and a shameful death? Was this not a
very dubious revelation of love, seeing that He could have awakened the sinner’s love in
many other ways? This theory robs the sufferings of Christ of their redemptive
significance and reduced Him to a mere moral teacher, who influences men by His
teachings and by His example.
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Bernard of Clairvaux criticized Abelard’s theory, but did not present one of his
own. Neither did he accept the view of Anselm. He took Abelard to task especially for
his rationalistic interpretation of Christianity, and maintained that the example of Christ
makes us saints just as little as the example of Adam made us sinners. He was quite
willing to admit the greatness and importance of the example of the love of Christ, but
only as founded in His redemptive work. In fact, it may be said that he had this in
common with Abelard, that he stressed the love of Christ manifested in His human life
and passion; but he saw in this not merely a revelation of the love of God, but the saving
manifestation of Christ’s own divinity.
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This idea of Bernard may be regarded as the Western counterpart of the doctrine
of Irenaeus and Athanasius, that the incarnation was the transforming entrance of God
into humanity. It should be observed, however, that he did not emphasize the physical
result of the incarnation, as bringing life and immortality, but its psychological effect, as
inspiring a patience and love similar to that of Christ. At the same time he did not rest
satisfied with this purely subjective idea, but firmly believed in an objective redemption
as the basis for the subjective. The Father did not require the death of His Son, but
accepted it as an oblation; and now it serves to redeem us from sin, death, and the devil,
and to reconcile us to God.

V. BRBHKLEE LR
SYNCRETISTIC VIEWS OF THE ATONEMENT
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In such Schoolmen as Peter the Lombard, Bonaventura, and Thomas Aquinas, we
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find traces of the influence of both Anselm and Abelard. They adopt elements from
both, but do not succeed in combining them into an inner unity.
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Peter the Lombard on the Atonement.

Peter the Lombard takes his starting-point in the merits of Christ. By His pious life
Christ merited for Himself freedom from suffering and glorification, and when he entered
into sufferings and death, He did it voluntarily, not for Himself but for sinners. He
thereby merited for them redemption from sin, punishment, and the devil, and admittance
to paradise. Up to this point the train of thought is Anselmian. But when the question is
asked, how the death of Christ effects this deliverance, the answer is that it reveals to us
the love of God. By so great a pledge of love to us, we are moved and prompted to love
God, and are thus released from sin and made righteous. And when we are free from sin,
we are also free from the devil.
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Bonaventura on the Atonement.

According to Bonaventura it was the required satisfaction that made the incarnation
necessary. A simple creature was not able to make satisfaction for the whole human race,
and it was nor proper that a creature of another race should be taken for that purpose.
Hence it was necessary that the person rendering satisfaction should be both God and
man. This satisfaction was rendered by the merits of Christ, which He won by acting and
suffering. To make satisfaction is to pay the honour that is due to God, and this is done
by the sufferings of Christ as the most appropriate means for placating God. Thus the
righteousness as well as the mercy of God is displayed. With this Anselmian idea,
however, the Abelardian is combined, that the passion of Christ was also the most fitting
means, since it was best suited to arouse in man a responsive love to God. By developing
the thought of Christ’s relation to the Church as that of the Head to the members of the
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body, Bonaventura explains far better than Anselm had done, how the blessings of Christ
are transferred to believers.

3- PTG 2 iR SR
2B AR BT R I 2 X USR8 2 5, Al P AR AT h oty i B R A 22 K
XA 2E [ AR SR e 4, DR SRAT TR Al (1 AR R o I 223548 5 I LUz R A0

BRALAEH, 1 HRSIEEEERNE R L, s S .

Thomas Aquinas on the Atonement.

The greatest of the Schoolmen was Thomas Aquinas. He absorbed the thoughts of
his predecessors more completely than any other mediaeval theologian. In view of this it
IS not surprising that we find in him traces of both the Anselmian and Abelardian views,
and that there is no unity in his representation of the work of Christ.
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There is a representation that reminds us of both Irenaeus and Abelard. The fullness
of all grace dwells in the human nature of Christ, and because He is now the Head of the
human race, His perfection and virtue overflow to the members of the body in so far as
they are willing to belong to the head. Christ as the new man is the principle and the
leaven of the new humanity. The work of redemption is thus considered from the point
of view that makes Christ the teacher and pattern of the human race by His teachings,
acts, and sufferings. These sufferings reveal more particularly the love of God and
awaken a responsive love in the hearts of men.
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However, there is also a more Anselmian line of thought, and this is generally
followed in the Roman Catholic Church. Aquinas maintains that redemption was not
absolutely necessary, since God might have permitted mankind to perish in its sins; yet
he regards it as most fitting in view of all the attributes of God. Again, he is of the
opinion that God could have redeemed man without demanding any adequate satisfaction.
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He admits that a human judge could not simply overlook a violation of the law, but
asserts that God could do this in the case of sinful humanity, since He is Himself the
source of justice and also the injured party in the case under consideration. He Himself
determined by an act of His will what was right in this case, and could very well have
remitted sin without satisfaction, since this would have wronged no one. God chose to
demand satisfaction, however, and this made the incarnation of the Son of God necessary,
because a mere man could not atone for sin committed against an infinite God.
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The merits of Christ extended throughout the whole time of His earthly existence,
so that every action of His life contributed to the atonement of man’s sin. And this was
really all that was necessary to render to God condign satisfaction. The passion and death
of Christ were, strictly speaking, not needed. There were special reasons of congruity,
however, why God wanted full redemption to be wrought by the passion and death of
Christ, namely, that this was in keeping with both His mercy and justice, and at the same
time ensured the greatest possible effect. The death of Christ reveals the great love of
God, sets man an example of obedience, humility, constancy, and so on; it not only
delivers from sin, but also merits justifying grace and eternal bliss, and offers a strong
motive for refraining from sin.

BB TN AR NASFRCE TN R REm . (1) (558 A BB AR S s 45
FEN: () MR REAEE L, Bl THREERE, EEFEZER: 3 N
—HIRERAE, e 5 (4 RO N RN T . BAR N EE TR 5% Ak
N R, AE S B R BN ESRIEAY, BT DUt A 15 2R e . AT
AR VALFIANEAL, B2 SR E R B E 20, AR, B JIET
158 5 7 HR SR B AR I 0 00 B

The passion of Christ effects the salvation of sinners in four different ways: (a) by
meriting the blessings of salvation, which are passed on to sinners; (b) as a superabundant
satisfaction well-pleasing to God, the benefits of which are communicated to the faithful
in virtue of the mystical union; (c) as a voluntary sacrifice with which God was delighted:;
and (d) by redeeming sinners from slavery and punishment. Though man was reduced to
spiritual slavery by the devil, the latter had no rightful claims, and therefore did not
receive the ransom. The superabundant satisfaction of Christ does not save man,
however, apart from baptism and penance; and the reason for this lies in the necessary
“configuration”of the members to the Head in the mystical body of Jesus Christ.
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Evaluation of Thomas Aquinas’ views.

While these views of Thomas Aquinas reveal considerable similarity to those of
Anselm, they are in some respects inferior and in others superior to them. They are
inferior, since they not manifest the same logical coherence and fail to ground the
necessity of the atonement in the divine nature, making it dependent simply on the will of
God, which might have chosen another way and might even have dispensed with
satisfaction altogether. This element of arbitrariness readily became a bridge to the
acceptilation theory of Duns Scotus. They are superior, however, in their approach to the
idea of penal satisfaction, that is, of satisfaction through punishment; in their greater
emphasis on the merits of Christ, in which the later distinction between the active and
passive obedience of Christ is anticipated; and in the introduction of the idea of the
mystical union to account for the transmission of the merits of Christ to believers.

V. HEFHRAERRTE
DONS SCOTUS ON THE ATONEMENT
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Duns Scotus on the Atonement.

While Aquinas represents the Dominican theology, which is the official theology of
the Church of Rome, Duns Scotus may be regarded as the founder of the Franciscan
theology. His work is primarily critical and negative. He wrote no Summa like Aquinas,
but incorporated his views on the atoning work of Christ in his Commentaries on the
Sentences of Lombardus. We may proceed on the assumption that he shares the views of
Lombardus where he does not correct them. In this way it is possible to obtain a
somewhat more positive construction of his view of the atonement than would otherwise
be available. He differs in some important points from his predecessors.
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He makes the atonement itself, the character it assumes, and the effect which it has,
depend altogether on the arbitrary will of God. He asserts that there was no inherent
necessity for rendering satisfaction. This was necessary only because God willed it; a
contingent act of God. Furthermore, he holds that, even if the necessity of satisfaction
were granted, it would not follow that it had to assume the exact form which it actually
took. It was not necessary that the one rendering it should be God, or should be greater
than the whole creation. One pious act of Adam might have served to atone for his first
sin. Again, he does not consider it capable of proof that satisfaction had to be rendered
by a man. God might have accepted the deed of an angel as a sufficient atonement. It all
depended on the arbitrary will of God.
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However, God foreordained from eternity the passion of Christ as the means for the
salvation of the predestinated. This passion has a peculiar value and a special efficacy
only because it was foreordained as the means of salvation, and because God was willing
to accept it as effectual. Duns denies the infinite value of the merits of Christ, because
they were merits of the human nature, which is after all finite. By an act of His will,
however, God determined to accept them as sufficient. A merit that is not at all
commensurate with the debt owed is willingly accepted by God. This theory is generally
called the Acceptilation Theory, but according to Mackintosh (Historic Theories of the
Atonement, p. 110 f.) should really be called the Acceptation Theory of the atonement.
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THE HISTORY OF SOTERIOLOGY (part 1):
THE DOCTRINE OF THE APPLICATION OF GRACE
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It is natural to pass from the doctrine of the atonement, or of the objective work of
redemption through Christ, to a discussion of the method in which believers obtain a
share in its benefits, or of the subjective application of the merits of Christ through the
operation of the Holy Spirit.

I. B = C R B
THE SOTERIOLOGY OF THE FIRST THREE CENTURIES
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It would be unreasonable to look for a common, definite, well integrated, and
fully developed view of the application of the work of redemption in the earliest Church
Fathers. Their representations are naturally rather indefinite, imperfect, and incomplete,
and sometimes even erroneous and self-contradictory. Says Kahnis: “It stands as an
assured fact, a fact knowing no exceptions, and acknowledged by all well versed in the
matter, that all of the pre-Augustinian Fathers taught that in the appropriation of salvation
there is a co-working of freedom and grace.”
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Faith in the Early Fathers.

In harmony with the New Testament statement, that man obtains the blessings of
salvation by “repentance toward God, and faith in our Lord Jesus Christ,” the early
Fathers stressed these requirements. This does not mean, however, that they at once had
a full and proper conception of faith and repentance. Faith was generally regarded as the
outstanding instrument of the reception of the merits of Christ, and was often called the
sole means of salvation. It was understood to consist in true knowledge of God,
confidence in Him, and self-committal to Him, and to have as its special object Jesus
Christ and His atoning blood. This faith, rather than the works of the law, was regarded
as the means of justification. These ideas are repeatedly expressed by the Apostolic
Fathers, and re-occur in the Apologetes alongside of the idea that the new knowledge of
wisdom revealed by the Logos has saving significance. Later Fathers, such as Irenaeus
and Origen, share the idea that man can be saved by faith, while the Latin Fathers,
Tertullian, Cyprian, and Ambrose, even surpass them in stressing the utter depravity of
man and the necessity of justification by faith. It cannot be said, however, that a clear
conception of faith emerged in the thinking of the first three centuries. In their emphasis
on faith the Fathers largely repeated what they found in the Bible. It is not altogether
clear just what they meant when they spoke of faith. The prevalent idea seems to be that
of a merely intellectual assent to the truth, but in some cases it apparently includes the
idea of self-surrender. Yet it generally falls far short of the full and rich conception of it
as saving trust in Jesus Christ. The Alexandrians sometimes contrast faith and
knowledge, representing the former as the initial stage, the acceptance of the truth in a
general way, and the latter as the more perfect stage in which its relations and bearings
are fully understood.

Moreover, in spite of all their emphasis on the grace of God and on faith as the
appropriating organ of salvation, the early Fathers reveal a moralism that is not in
harmony with the Pauline doctrine of salvation. The Gospel is frequently described as a
new law (nova lex). Faith and repentance are sometimes represented as being simply
dependent on the will of man. Salvation is made to depend now on the grace of God, and
anon on the voluntary co-operation of man.
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Repentance in the Early Fathers.

Alongside of faith repentance was also regarded as a preliminary condition of
salvation. There is some doubt as to the exact connotation of the term “repentance,” as it
is found in the early Fathers. It is uncertain, whether they conceived of it merely as an
act or condition of the mind, or regarded it as including amendment of life. At the same
time it is quite evident that, when they speak of it in the former sense, they attach great
importance to its external manifestations in penitential deeds. These deeds are even
regarded as having expiatory value in atoning for sins committed after baptism. There is
a tendency to stress the necessity of good works, especially works of self-denial, such as
liberal almsgiving, abstinence from marriage, and so on, to attach special merit to these,
and to co-ordinate them with faith as a means of securing the divine favour. The view
taken of good works is legal rather than evangelical. This moralistic perversion of New
Testament Christianity found its explanation in the natural self-righteousness of the
human heart, and opened a doorway through which a Judaistic legalism entered the
Church,
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Ceremonialism and Work-Righteousness in the Early Fathers.

These is another point that deserves notice. The Church Fathers of the first three
centuries already reveal an initial drift towards ceremonialism. The idea is widely
prevalent among them that baptism carries with it the forgiveness of previous sins, and
that pardon for sins committed after baptism can be obtained by penance. Moreover, the
thought is gradually gaining ground that the good works of some, and especially the
sufferings of martyrs, may serve to atone for the sins of others. Towards the end of this
period an excessive value is ascribed to the intercessions of confessors and martyrs,
though some of the Church Fathers discourage this idea. Sohm finds the explanation for
this departure from the teachings of Scripture in the fact that “the natural man is a born
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Catholic.” It was inevitable that in course of time these two fundamentally different
types of thought should come into conflict with each other.

1. #BREHRERES
THE SOTERIOLOGY OF THE REMAINING CENTURIES OF THE
PATRISTIC PERIOD
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Pelagius on the Grace of God.

Pelagius deviated much further from the Scriptural representation of the
application of redemption than any of the earlier Church Fathers. It may even be said
that he forsook the biblical foundation which was sacred to them, and re-asserted the self-
sufficient principle of heathen philosophy. His conception of sin and its results led him
to deny the absolute necessity of the grace of God in Christ unto salvation, and to
consider it quite possible for man to obtain salvation by obtaining the law. He did not
altogether despise the “help of grace” or “divine assistance,” but even considered this
desirable “in order that what is commanded by God may be more easily fulfilled.” But
the grace of which he speaks is not the gratia interna, the regenerating grace of God by
which the mind is enlightened and the will is inclined to goodness and holiness. It
consists only in: (a) “the good of nature,” that is, man’s endowment with a free will, so
that he can do either good or evil; and (b) the preaching of the Gospel and the example of
Christ, both of which are directed to the mind of man and teach the way of salvation. The
grace of nature is universal and absolutely essential or necessary, though rendering it
easier for men to obtain salvation. It is given only to those who make a proper use of
their natural powers. This grace does not operate directly and immediately on the will of
man, but only on his understanding, which it illuminates, and through this on the will.
Moreover, it is quite possible for man to resist its operation. Christianity is regarded as a
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new law and, in comparison with the Old Testament, as an enlarged law. The real
Christian is one who knows God, believes that he is accepted by God, obeys the percepts
of the Gospel, and imitates the holiness of Christ rather than the sin of Adam.
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Augustine on the Grace of God.

Augustine takes his starting-point in a radically different view of man’s natural
condition. He regards the natural man as totally depraved and utterly unable to perform
spiritual good. He also speaks of grace in the objective sense, consisting in the Gospel,
baptism, the forgiveness of sins, and so on, but realizes that this is not sufficient, and that
sinful man has need of an internal, spiritual grace, a supernatural influence of the Spirit of
God by which the mind is enlightened and the will is inclined to holiness. This grace,
which is the fruit of predestination, is freely distributed according to the sovereign good
pleasure of God, and not according to any merits in man. It is a gift of God that precedes
all human merits. It renews the heart, illuminates the mind, inclines the will, produces
faith, and enables man to do spiritual good. Up to the time of man’s renewal its operation
is strictly monergistic. Augustine at one time thought it was in the power of man to
believe, but was taught otherwise by Paul in | Cor. 4:7.
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He distinguishes between a gratis operans and a gratis co-operans. The former
“goes before man when unwilling, that he may will”; the latter “follows him when
willing, that he may not will in vain.” This grace is irresistible, not in the sense that it
consrains man against his will, but in the sense that it inevitably renews the heart, so that
the will voluntarily chooses the right. Man receives the first blessings of grace through
baptism, namely, regeneration or the initial renewal of the heart and the forgiveness of
sins. Both of these blessings can be lost; in fact, neither of them can be retained unless
the grace of perseverance is also received.
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Augustine on Faith.

Great significance is attached to faith as marking the beginning of the Christian
life and as the source of all good works. Augustine conceives of faith primarily as an
intellectual assent to the truth, though in some passages he evidently rises to a higher
conception. He distinguishes between faith in general and Christian faith, between
believing Christ and believing in Christ. One really believes in Christ only when one
loves Him and fixes one’s hope on Him. Christian faith is a faith that works by love. His
conception of faith does not yet give due prominence to that childlike trust in Christ
which is the crowning element of saving faith. He does regard faith as functioning in the
justification of the sinner, for he says that man is justified by faith, that is, obtains
justification by faith. But he does not conceive of justification in a purely forensic sense.
While it includes the forgiveness of sins, this is not its main element. In justification God
not merely declares but makes the sinner righteous by transforming his inner nature. He
fails to distinguish clearly between justification and sanctification and really subsumes
the latter under the former. The notable feature of Augustine’s doctrinal system is that he
refers everything to the grace of God.
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Semi-Pelagians on the Grace of God.

The Semi-Pelagians took an intermediate position, denying the total inability of
man to do spiritual good, but admitting his inability to perform really saving works
without the assistance of divine grace. The grace of God illuminates the mind and
supports the will, but always in such a manner that the free will of man is in no way
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compromised. In fact, the two co-operate in the work of redemption. While the grace of
God is universal and intended for all, it becomes effective in the lives of those who make
a proper use of their free will. Strictly speaking, it is really the will of man that
determines the result. It is up to man to believe and to continue in faith, and grace is
needed only for the strengthening of faith. There is no such thing as irresistible grace.
Pelagianism was condemned by the Synod of Carthage, by the Council of Ephesus, and
again by the Synod of Orange, which also rejected Semi-Pelagianism; and, in a fashion,
Augustinianism appeared triumphant in the Church.
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Modification of Augustine’s View.

This does not mean, however, that the doctrine of Augustine did not undergo
certain modifications. The teachings of this great Church Father himself contained some
elements that were in conflict with the idea of man’s absolute dependence on the grace of
God, and pointed in the direction of ceremonialism and work-righteousness. The
following points may be mentioned: (a) Participation in the grace of God is sometimes
made dependent on the Church and its sacraments. (b) It is considered regeneration may
be lost again. (c) The doctrine of justification by faith, so vital to a true conception of the
way of salvation, is represented in a way that can hardly be reconciled with the doctrine
of free grace. The grace of God freely given, does no consist primarily in the forgiveness
of sins — which is in fact a minor point in Augustine’s system — but in regeneration, in the
infusion of a grace which enables man to do good works and to merit everlasting life.
Faith justifies, not because it appropriates the righteousness of Jesus Christ, but because it
works by love. Man, it is true, has no merits antecedent to the operation of grace and the
gift of faith, but when the grace of renewal and faith is wrought in the heart, his works are
indeed meritorious. Fundamentally, therefore, grace merely serves the purpose of
making it possible for man once more to merit salvation.
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Now these elements are certainly foreign to Augustine’s main line of thought, but
were early seized upon by some in the Church and gave countenance to teachings that
were more Semi-Pelagian than Augustinian. There was a protracted struggle between
Augustinianism and Semi-Pelagianism, which revealed a strong opposition to the
doctrines of predestination, the total inability of man to do spiritual good, and irresistible
grace. And the position that was finally sanctioned by the Church was that of a moderate
Augustinianism. Seeberg says that “the doctrine of ‘grace alone’ came off victorious; but
the doctrine of predestination was abandoned. The irresistible grace of predestination
was driven from the field by the sacramental grace of baptism. The doctrine of grace was
hereby brought into closer relationship with the popular Catholicism, as also by the
exaltation of good works as the aim of the divine impartation of grace.” History of
Doctrines, I, p. 382.
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Contrary Influences in the Church.

There were influences at work in the Church that were contrary to the doctrine of
grace as the source of all spiritual blessings and of faith as the principle from which good
works proceed; influences which induced many to exalt outward works, to insist on their
meritorious character, and to stress them at the expense of the great subjective conditions
of salvation. The following should be noted particularly: (a) There was a tendency to
confound faith with orthodoxy in the assumption that to believe was simply to hold an
orthodox creed. The attention was focused on a list of doctrines that required assent, and
was diverted from faith as an attitude of the soul to God, productive of the fruits of
righteousness. (b) Works of mercy and self-discipline were highly commended and often
described as the proper way of making satisfaction for the sins of believers. (c) Many
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Church Fathers distinguished between divine commands and evangelical counsels, of
which the former were absolutely binding on all Christians, while compliance with the
latter was a matter of choice, but brought greater reward to those who observed them.
This distinction was made in the interest of monasticism, and tended to make eminent
holiness the prerogative of a class that was diligent in the performance of certain
externals. (d) The increasing practice of saint-worship and dependence on the
intercession of saints, and especially of the virgin Mary, proved detrimental to spiritual
conceptions of salvation. It led to externalism and to reliance on the works of man. The
underlying idea was that the saints had a superabundance of good works, and could
simply transfer some of them to others. (e) There was a growing tendency to make
salvation dependent on baptism, which marked the entrance into that Church outside of
which there is no salvation. In the East the possibility of being saved without baptism
was doubted, and in the West it was absolutely denied. Even Augustine taught that
children which die unbaptized are lost.
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When we come to the scholastic period, we meet with a variety of opinions
respecting the main elements of the saving process, such as grace, faith, justification,
merit, and good works On the whole the position of the Church was that of a mild
Augustinianism, though there appears in the Schoolmen a drift in the direction of Semi-
Pelagianism. We shall briefly consider some of the main concepts.
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THE SCOLASTIC CONCEPTION OF GRACE
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The Scholastics on Grace.

There was one point on which the prevailing opinion among the Scholastics was in
agreement with Augustinianism rather than with Pelagianism and Semi-Pelagianism.
While the latter asserted that it lay in the power o the natural man to originate and
increase faith, the Scholastics generally maintained that man could not do this without the
aid of sufficient grace. But this is about as far as the agreement with Augustine went.
And even here the agreement was not complete, for Augustine asserted the necessity of
efficient grace. There was no general agreement on the subject of grace among the
Schoolmen. The views of Peter the Lombard, which show an unmistakable affinity with
those of Augustine, were rather widely accepted. He considered it difficult to define the
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exact nature of grace, but preferred to think of it as a supernatural quality or power
wrought in man, and distinguished between a gratia operans, which enables man to turn
to God in faith, and a gratia co-operans, which co-operates with the will and is effective
in bringing about the desired result. Only the former, and this merely as it is first
bestowed on man, is wrought in him without any action on his part, and is purely a gift of
gratuitous mercy. All further communication of grace to man is dependent on the active
consent and co-operation of the will. The free will of man acts, but divine grace assists it
as a co-operating principle, and thus secures the desired effect.

The representation of Alexander of Hales is in general agreement with that of
Peter the Lombard, but he introduced another division, which is characteristic of
scholastic theology, when he spoke of a gratia gratis dans, a grace giving freely
(referring to the gracious activity of God), a gratia gratis data, a grace given freely
(designating all actual graces and infused virtues), and a gratia gratum faciens, a grace
making gracious (grace as a permanent quality of the soul, making it well-pleasing to
God). Thomas Aquinas uses these terms in a somewhat different sense, and thereby
determined their later usage. While he employs the term gratia gratum faciens as a
designation of all the supernatural helps intended for the recipient’s own sanctification,
he restricts the term gratis gratis data to those gratuitous gifts that aim at the good of
others rather than at that of the recipient. In connection with the gratia gratum faciens he
distinguishes between prevenient or operating and subsequent or co-operating grace. The
former renews the will, and the latter assists it in its operations; the former may be called
sufficient and the latter efficacious.
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1. ZBE2EIRES LM
THE SCHOLASTIC CONCEPTION OF FAITH
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The Scholastics on Faith.

There was a general tendency in the scholastic period to distinguish between faith
as a form of knowledge, a mere assent to the truth, and faith as a spiritual affection,
productive of good works. Peter the Lombard makes a threefold distinction here, namely,
Deum credere, Deo credere, and in Deum or Christum credere. The first two mean
practically the same thing, that is, to accept as true what God says; but the last denotes
faith in a deeper sense, by which we enter into communion with God. He says that it is
one thing to believe God, to believe that what He says is true, and quite another to believe
in God, that is, to believe so as to love Him, to go to Him, to cleave to Him, and to be
joined to the members of the body of Christ. He also makes a distinction between the
faith which is believed, that is, the creed or dogma, and the faith by which one believes
and is justified.
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After his day it became customary to distinguish a fides informis, consisting in a mere
intellectual assent to the truth, and a fides formata (charitate), a faith which is augmented,
vivified, and determined by the power of love, and of which love is therefore the
formative principle. Moreover, it was emphatically declared that, while the fides informis
was one of the preparations for justification, only the fides formata, which includes the
right inward disposition and works by love, is the faith that justifies. At the same time
the priesthood considered it advantageous to stress the idea that unquestioning
submission to the authority of the Church was the main characteristic of faith, and some
of the theologians rather encouraged that notion.

11 - ZERSFIRIFR S THEMN
THE SCHOLASTIC CONCEPTION OF JUSTIFICATION AND MERIT

B I TORER S ERIR G, AMEARINPAETS, RN E R IR 5 9 N5 .
AT —REBOIL R U, MO R 2 BIEA B O, 55 NN o TEMIR T
EFE N EZ BENEANSHEE, AR HE/mEERECSHRE, KAEBCKEH
BARE R, R, BEJa ) AL, OSSR e a2 M E) T
T, e —K, BEUSEFR A5 B B E N5 TR AR R e -

Augustine’s confusion of justification and sanctification was not rectified but rather
intensified by the Schoolmen. Their common teaching is that justification is effected
through the infusion of sanctifying grace into the soul by God. It includes on the part of
God the infusion of sanctifying grace and the forgiveness of sins, and on the part of man
the turning of his free will to God through faith and contrition. Naturally, the last
elements are not included in the case of infants, for in them justification is entirely the
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work of God, and as such comprises only the infusion of grace and the remission of
original sin.

1. ZEFEIRBIR L.

The Scholastics on Justification.
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The Scholastics were generally agreed as to what was included in justification,
and never conceived of it as a mere imputation of the righteousness of Christ to the sinner.
They differed, however, in their determination of the logical order of the various
elements in justification. According to Thomas Aquinas there is first of all the infusion
of grace, then the turning of the free will to God next the turning of the free will against
sin, and, finally, the remission of guilt. Alexander of Hales and Bonaventura, however,
contend for a different order, namely, attrition or turning from sin, infusion of grace,
remission or expulsion of sin, and the turning of the free will to God. The moment grace
is infused, however, attrition becomes contrition, and then sin is expelled by grace.
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Duns Scotus has an altogether different opinion. He conceives of justification as
consisting of two divine operations, namely, the forgiveness of sins and the renovation of
the soul through sanctifying grace. While the two are simultaneous in time, in the order
of nature the forgiveness of sin precedes the infusion of grace.
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The Scholastics speak of justification as an instantaneous act, but the Council of
Trent makes mention of a progressive increase of justification. With respect to the
assurance of possessing the grace of justification, Aquinas maintains that this is not the
common privilege of believers in general. These must be satisfied with a reasonable
conjecture, based upon the signs of grace. Absolute assurance is given only to those who
have accomplished or suffered much for the sake of religion, and then by means of a
special revelation.
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2. &FFEIRRTHIE

The Scholastics on Merit.
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Alongside the doctrine of free grace, and in connection with that of justification,
the doctrine of merit came to the foreground. The meritoriousness of virtue, especially
as expressed in good works, was generally taught in the Middle Ages, and was hardly
opposed by any scholastic theologian of note. Thomas Aquinas distinguished between
two kinds of merit, namely, “merit of condignity,” which in strict justice deserves reward
and belongs to Christ alone, and “merit of congruity,” which is fit to be rewarded and can
be acquired by men. However, his followers, the Thomists, went so far as to assert that
after justification a man may by the aid of divine grace acquire a merit of condignity, that
is, can do something that gives him a claim on God. The followers of Duns Scotus
denied this, but maintained that good works done before justification might obtain a merit
of congruity and on this basis receive an increase of grace. They held that the perfection
of the divine character would impel God to bestow on man the grace thus merited.

3. REHEMLBRAR/EUS

Final Form of Roman Catholic Soteriology.
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The Roman Catholic doctrine of the application and appropriation of divine grace
finally assumed the following form. Children born within the pale of the Church receive
the grace of regeneration, including an infusion of grace and forgiveness of sin, in
baptism. Others, however, who come under the influence of the Gospel in later years,
receive sufficient grace, that is, an illumination of the understanding and a strengthening
of the will by the Holy Spirit. They can resist but also yield to this work of God and
follow the promptings of the Spirit. By yielding to it and co-operating with God they
prepare themselves for the grace of justification (gratia infusa). This preparation consists
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of the following seven elements: (a) Assent to the truth taught by the Church; (b) insight
into one’s sinful condition; (c) hope in the mercy of God; (d) the beginnings of love to
God; (e) an abhorrence of sin; () a resolution to obey the commandments of God; and (g)
a desire for baptism.
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It is quite evident that faith does not occupy a central place here, but is co-
ordinated with the other preparations. It is merely an intellectual assent to the doctrines
of the Church (fides informis), and acquires its justifying power only through the love
that is imported in the gratia infusa, by which it becomes a fides caritate formata. It can
be called justifying grace only in the sense that it is the first of the seven preparations,
and in that sense the basis and root of justification.
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After this sevenfold preparation justification itself follows in baptism. It consists
in the infusion of grace (super-natural virtues), followed by the forgiveness of sins. The
measure of this forgiveness is commensurate with the degree in which sin is actually
overcome. It is given freely and is not merited by the preceding preparations. And it is
preserved by obeying the commandments and by doing good works. In the gratia infusa
man receives the supernatural strength to do such works, and thus to merit with a merit of
condignity all following grace and everlasting life. The grace of God, therefore, serves
the purpose of enabling man once more to merit salvation. But it is not certain that the
precious gift of justification will be retained. It may be lost, not only through unbelief,
but by any mortal sin. It may be regained, however, by the sacrament of penance,
consisting in contrition (or attrition), confession, together with absolution, and works of
satisfaction. Both the guilt of sin and eternal punishment may be removed by absolution,
but the temporal penalties of sin can only be cancelled on the basis of works of
satisfaction.
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HRREL
HISTORY OF THE DOCTRINE OF THE CHURCH

L BRI #ER
IN THE PATRISTIC PERIOD

1. BRERXMBEN
The Church in the Early Church Fathers.
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The doctrine of the Church also has its roots in the earliest literature of the
Christian era. In the Apostolic Fathers and in the Apologetes the Church is generally
represented as the communio sanctorum, the people of God, which He has chosen for a
possession. While it is spoken of as the true Israel, its relation to its historic preparation
in Israel was not always well understood. But even in the second century a perceptible
change came about in the conception of the Church. The rise of heresies made it
necessary to designate some external characteristics by which the true Catholic Church
could be known. The result was that the Church began to be conceived as an external
institute, ruled by a bishop as a direct successor of the apostles, and in possession of the
true tradition. The idea became prevalent that the universal Church was the historical
“prius” of all local churches. The local churches were not conceived as SO many separate
units, but as parts of the universal Church with the episcopacy; and they were regarded as
true churches only as long as they were loyal and subject to the catholic Church as a
whole.

2. HAIRFFESN
The Church in the Sects.
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In the sects, however, another tendency manifested itself, namely, to make the
holiness of its members the real mark of the true Church. It was represented by
Montanism in the middle of the second, by Novatianism in the middle of the third, and by
Donatism in the beginning of the fourth century. These sects were born of a reaction
against the gradual secularization and the increasing worldliness and corruption of the
Church. The Montanist leaders inveighed with prophetic authority against the laxity and
worldliness of the churches, and insisted on ascetic practices. They spoke of gross sins
committed after baptism as beingun pardonable; but also of the possibility of atoning for
the mortal sins by martyrdom. The Novatians did not share the prophetic claims of the
Montanists, but followed their example in striving for the purity of the Church. They
held that the Church had no power to forgive those who had denied the faith during the
Decian persecution and sought readmission to the Church. Finding that many bishops
readmitted such members, and that the churches in general were lax in discipline, they
rebaptized those who joined their circle. The Donatists represented the same tendency
during the persecution of Diocletian. They insisted on rigorous ecclesiastical discipline
and pure church-membership, rejected unworthy ministers, and protested against State
interference in religious matters; but at the same time themselves courted the favour of
the emperor.

3. BERKESM
Cyprianic Conception of the Church.
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The Church Fathers took issue with all these sectaries and emphasized ever
increasingly the Episcopal institution of the Church. Cyprian, the disciple of Tertullian,
has the distinction of being the first to develop the doctrine of the Episcopal Church. He
regarded the bishops, chosen by the Lord Himself, as the real successors of the apostles,
and maintained on the basis of Matt. 16:18, that the Church was founded on the bishops.
The bishop was regarded as the absolute lord of the Church. It was up to him to decide
who could belong to the Church and who might be restored to its fellowship. He
conducted the worship of the Church as a priest of God, and in that capacity offered
sacrifices. Cyprian was the first one to teach an actual priesthood of the clergy in virtue
of their sacrificial work. According to him the bishops constituted a college, called the
episcopate, and as such represented the unity of the Church. He based the unity of the
Church on the unity of the bishops. At the same time he maintained the parity of the
bishops and ascribed no primacy to the bishop of Rome. Rebellion against the bishop
was regarded as rebellion against God. Anyone who refused to submit to the rightful
bishop thereby forfeited his fellowship with the Church and consequently also his
salvation. True members will always obey and remain in the Church, outside of which
there is no possibility of being saved.
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This conception of the Church logically caused Cyprian to deny the validity of
baptism administered by heretics. To him it was perfectly evident that one who was
himself outside the Church could not induct others into it. Moreover, he believed that
only the leaders who received the Spirit — and He was received only in the Church —
could impart the forgiveness of sins. Thus Cyprian was the first to bring out clearly and
distinctly the idea of a catholic Church, comprehending all true branches of the Church of
Christ, and bound together by a visible and external unity. This is what Cunningham
calls “Cyprian’s grand contribution to the progress of error and corruption in the
Church.” Historical Theology, I, p. 169.

4. BEHTRHAS
Augustine on the Church.
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Augustine moved in the same general circle of thought. It was his struggle with
the Donatists that compelled him to reflect more deeply on the essence of the Church.
Sad to say, his conception of the Church does not altogether harmonize with his doctrine
of sin and grace. As a matter of fact there is a certain dualism in his idea of the Church.
On the one hand he is the predestinarian who conceives of the Church as the company of
the elect, the communio sanctorum, who have the Spirit of God and are characterized by
true love. The really important thing is to belong to the Church so conceived, and not to
be in the Church in a merely outward sense and to partake of the sacraments. It is
through the intercession of this community that sins are forgiven and that gifts of grace
are bestowed. The real unity of the saints and therefore of the Church is an invisible one.
At the same time it exists only within the catholic Church, for it is there only that the
Spirit works and that true love dwells.
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On the other hand he is the Church-man, who holds to the Cyprianic idea of the
Church, at least in its general aspects. The true Church is the catholic church, in which
the apostolic authority is continued by Episcopal succession. It is spread throughout the
world, and outside of it there is no salvation, for it is only within its pale that one is filled
with love and receives the Holy Spirit. Its sacraments are not merely symbols, but are
also accompanied with an actual exertion of divine energy. God really forgives sins in
baptism, and in the Lord’s Supper actually gives spiritual refreshment to the soul. For the
present this Church is a mixed body, in which good and evil members are present, but it
is destined for perfect unity in the future.
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The Donatists criticized Augustine by saying that he split the Church into two
Churches, the mixed Church of the present and the pure Church of the future in heaven.
In answer to them he maintained the purity of the one catholic Church also in the present,
but sought it more particularly in the objective institution with its offices, sacraments, and
ministrations. In addition to that, however, he also defended a certain subjective purity.
While he admitted that good and evil members were commingled in the Church, he held
that these two were not in it in exactly the same sense. While the wicked cannot be
outwardly excluded, they are nevertheless inwardly separated from the pious: they
belong to the house, but are not in the house; they are the evil tumours in the body of
Christ that are destined to be sloughed off. Thus Augustine effected in thought the purity
which the Donatists sought to realize in real life.

5. WEHTRME
Augustine on the Kingdom of God.
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Another point to be taken into consideration here, is Augustine’s doctrine of the
Kingdom of God. The earlier Church Fathers used the term “Kingdom of God” to
describe the result and goal of the Church’s development, that is, as the designation of the
eschatological Kingdom. But Augustine says: “The Church is even now the Kingdom of
Heaven.” By this he means primarily that the saints constitute the Kingdom of God,
though he also applies the term to the leaders of the Church collectively. While the
Kingdom is essentially identical with the pious and the holy, it is also the episcopally
organized Church. The contrast between the city of God and the city of the world (or, of
the devil) is regarded as equivalent to that between Christianity and heathenism, between
the good and the bad (including angels and devils), between the saints and the wicked
even within the Church, between the spiritual and the carnal, between the elect and the
non-elect. The evil world is never represented as equivalent to the State, but since the
civitas Dei may be and is frequently conceived as the empirical Church, it is possible that
— as is frequently said — he thought of the civitas mundi as finding its concrete
embodiment in the State.

REH T HRSRZZEE.

Want of Synthesis in Augustine’s View.
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Augustine did not effect a true synthesis of his divergent views respecting the Church,
and it may well be questioned whether such a synthesis is possible. Harnack calls
attention to the fact that in Augustine “the externa societas sacramentorum, which is
communio fidelium et sanctorum, and finally also the numerus praedestinatorum are one
and the same Church.” Outlines of the History of Dogma, p. 362. Consequently a
threefold answer may be given to the question, Whoa re in the Church? It may be said:
(A) all the predestinated, including those who are still unconverted; or (b) all believers,
including those who will relapse; or (c) all those who have part in the sacraments. But
then the question arises, Which is the true Church, the external communion of the
baptized, or the spiritual communion of the elect and the saints, or both, since there is no
salvation outside of either? Moreover, how is the Church, as constituted of the number of
the elect, related to the Church as the communion of the faithful? They are clearly not
identical, for some may be of the faithful who are not of the elect and are finally lost.
And when Augustine says that no one has God for a Father, who does not have the
Church, that is the one visible catholic Church, for a mother, the question naturally arises,
What about the elect who never join the Church? Again, if the one visible catholic
Church is, as he maintains, the true body of Christ, does not this prove the contention of
the Donatists that wicked persons and heretics cannot be tolerated in it? Once more, if
the Church is founded on the predestinating grace of God, how is it possible that they
who have once received the grace of regeneration and the forgiveness of sins in baptism,
should lose this again and thus forfeit salvation? And, finally, if God is the only absolute
source of all grace and dispenses it in a sovereign way, can it be considered proper to
ascribe this power to the visible Church with its sacraments, and to make salvation
dependent on membership in that organization? In connection with this point it may be
said that Augustine’s predestination views kept him from going as far as some of his
contemporaries did in the direction of sacramentalism.
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IN THE MIDDLE AGES
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It is a striking fact that, while the theologians of the Middle Ages have very little to
say about the Church, and therefore contribute but few elements to the development of
the doctrine of the Church, the Church itself actually developed into a close-knit,
compactly organized, and absolute hierarchy. The seeds for this development were found
in the writings of Cyprian and in the teachings of Augustine respecting the Church as an
external organization. The other and more fundamental idea of the great Church Father,
that of the Church as the communio sanctorum, was entirely disregarded and thus
remained dormant.
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Two ideas became very prominent during the Middle Ages, namely, that of the
primacy of Rome, and that of the identity of the Church and the Kingdom of God.

1. FEUSKKRRE.

Development of the Papal Idea.
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The tradition gained currency in the fourth and fifth centuries that Christ had
given Peter an official primacy over the other apostles, and that this apostle had been the
first bishop of Rome. Furthermore, it was asserted that this primacy was passed on to his
successors, the bishops of the imperial city. This idea was not only fostered by
successive bishops, but also appealed to the popular imagination, because at the fall of
the Western Empire it seemed to contain a promise of the renewal, in another form, of the
ancient glories of Rome. In the year 533 the Byzantine Emperor Justinian recognized the
primacy of the bishop of Rome over the occupants of the other patriarchal sees. Gregory
the Great still refused the title “Universal Bishop,” but in 607 it was conferred on his
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successor, Boniface 111, who had no scruples in accepting it. From this time on the
spiritual primacy of the succeeding bishops of Rome was generally honoured in the Wes,
though strenuously resisted in the East. It marks the beginning of Popery. The Church
thus received an external and visible head, who soon developed into an absolute monarch.

2. HEBINFIAFHERIE .
Identification of the Hierarchical Church with the Kingdom of God.
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Alongside of this the idea developed that the Catholic Church was the Kingdom
of God on earth, and that therefore the Roman bishopric was an earthly kingdom. This
notion was greatly encouraged by two notorious forgeries, the “Donation of Constantine”
and the “Forged Decretals,” both of which were foisted upon the people in the ninth
century to prove that the authority then claimed by the Popes had been conferred upon,
and exercised by, their predecessors as early as the third century.
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The identification of the visible and organized Church with the Kingdom of God
had important and far-reaching consequences. If the Church alone is the Kingdom of
God, then all Christian duties and activities must take the form of services rendered to the
Church, for Christ speaks of the Kingdom as the highest good and as the goal of all
Christian endeavour. Natural and social life thus assumed a one-sided churchly character.
All that did not come under the control of the Church was considered as purely secular,
and its renunciation became a work of special piety. The life of hermits and monks stood
out as a grand ideal.
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Another result was that an undue significance was ascribed to the outward
ordinances of the Church. The Kingdom of God is represented in the New Testament, not
only as the aim of the Christian life, but also as the sum-total of Christian blessedness.
Consequently, all the blessings of salvation were thought of as coming to man through
the ordinances of the Church. Without their use salvation was considered to be
impossible.
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And, finally, the identification of the Church and the Kingdom led to the practical
secularization of the Church. As an external kingdom the Church felt in duty bound to
define and defend its relation to the kingdoms of the world, and gradually began to pay
more attention to politics than to the salvation of souls. Worldliness took the place of
other-worldliness. It was but natural that the Roman Pontiffs, in view of the superior
character of the Kingdom of God and of its all-comprehensive destiny, should seek to
realize the ideal of the Kingdom by demanding of the emperors subjection to the rule of
the Church. This was the consuming ambition of such great Popes as Gregory VII
(Hildebrand), Innocent 11, and Boniface VIII.

3. BGREHWIEBESM.

Roman Catholic Doctrine of the Church.

FERBSEZHT, FHREBNBASU, SCEWAFRHE 7, J5RERR
W, AHOTRESHIE X, THRE BB G- IE S B R ARG hiTie
B U E AN A FIBURIRA B & T A 2K, AR\ E BN RSP, H
TR FHBR B ERMAARE . KRR WM, AT 2 B SOk ) E 2K
KB X BN 4.  (ERF: PEHREBWBMN, ERREHSCEZ G4 ERXH
E MK WOE, TR EBWBSN, &I IEMXENHE M &EER, Bl
HEFRHBNECER NS CEFAEAEREANN: B, G2 T REEHNHEMN,
RIFRARTFBHSIAENE R RESUWKANBSEE —DE X XeR
N, BARH s e B IR B RN BRI B, AR AN T BT R4 IR
Ja B ANBBANAS A RIBN EEZEAEHNETH, FEBWREHE: R,
IX L HON 9 IR T B R 3B . IR PRI i 5, (N H e X
AMEES . D

It was not until after the Reformation that the Roman Catholic conception of the
Church was officially formulated. Yet it is best to call attention to the form it finally
assumed at this point, because the idea already found actual embodiment in the Church of
Rome before the Reformation, and because the Protestant conception is best understood
when seen against the background of the Roman Catholic idea of the Church. The
Council of Trent did not venture upon a discussion of the proper definition of the Church.
This was due to the fact that, while the highest officials of the Church desired recognition
of the papal system, a great number of the bishops were thoroughly Episcopal in their
ideas. They were not ready to admit that all ecclesiastical authority belongs primarily to
the Pope, and that the bishops derive their authority from him; but held that the bishops
derive their authority directly from Christ. This clashing of views made it imprudent to
attempt the formulation of a definition of the Church.
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The Tridentine Catechism, however, defines the Church as “the body of all the
faithful who have lived up to this time on earth, with one invisible head, Christ, and one
visible head, the successor of Peter, who occupies the Roman see.” Cardinal Bellarmine
(1542-1621) surpasses all others of his day in giving a clear representation of the Roman
Catholic conception of the Church. According to him the Church is “the company of all
who are bound together by the profession of the same Christian faith and by the use of
the same sacraments and are under the rule of legitimate pastors and principally Christ’s
vicar on earth, the Roman Pontiff.” The first clause of this definition (profession of the
same Christian faith) excludes all unbelievers; the second (use of the same sacraments),
catechumens and those that are excommunicated; and the third (obedience to the Roman
Pontiff) all schismatics, such as the Greek Christians.

WEIR EHIASW, NIERTHJLA:
The following particulars should be noted in connection with the Roman Catholic
conception of the Church:

a. BFEWBERER
1. Visible Nature of the Church.
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The visible nature of the Church is strongly emphasized. The ultimate reason for
the visibility of the Church is found in the incarnation of the divine Word. The Word
did not descend into the souls of men, but appeared as a man among men, and in
harmony with this appearance now carries on His work through a visible human medium.
The Church can even be regarded as a continuation of the incarnation. Christ Himself
provided for the organization of the Church by appointing the apostles and by placing one
of them (Peter) at the head of the apostles. The Popes are the successors of Peter, and the
bishops, of eh apostles in general. The former possess direct and absolute authority,
while the latter have only a limited authority derived from the Popes.
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b. HEWMHZFERM (E&F: HFNHS, HENHED)
2. Teaching and Hearing Church.
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A very important distinction is made between the teaching church (ecclesia
docens) and the hearing, learning or believing church (ecclesia audiens, discens, or
credens). The former consists of the whole clerus with the Pope at its head; the latter, of
all the faithful who honour the authority of their lawful pastors. It is primarily to the
ecclesia docens that the Roman Catholic ascribes the attributes which he applies to the
Church. She is the one only, catholic, apostolic, infallible, and perpetual Church, which
denies all others the right of existence, and therefore assumes an intolerant attitude over
against them. The ecclesia audiens is altogether dependent on it, and has part in the
glorious attributes of the Church only in a derivative manner.

c. BEMEARERA
3. Body and Soul of the Church
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The Church is made up, like a human person, of body and soul. The soul of the
Church consists at any particular time of “the society of those who are called to the faith
of Christ, and who are united to Christ by supernatural gifts and graces.” Not all the elect
are in the soul of the Church; neither are all those whoa re in it elect, since there are
always some that fall away; and some of those who are not in the body of the Church
may be in the soul, such as catechumens possessing the necessary graces. The body of the
Church is the society of those who profess the true faith, whether they be just or sinners.
Only baptized persons belong to the Church; but some baptized persons, such as
catechumens, do not yet belong to it.

d. HSHTEHE
4. The Church Dispenser of Grace
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In the Church Christ distributes the fullness of those graces and blessings which
He merited for sinners. He does this exclusively through the agency of the clergy, that is,
through the legitimate officers of the Church. Consequently, the institute of the Church
logically precedes the organism, the visible Church precedes the invisible. The Church is
a mater fidelium before she is a coetus fidelium. The ecclesia docens precedes the
ecclesia audiens, and is far superior to it.

e. ASRYBHYIH
5. The Church Institute of Salvation.
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The Church is exclusively an institute of salvation, a saving ark. A s such she has
three functions: (1) to propagate the true faith by means of the ministry of the Word; (2)
to effect sanctification by means of the sacraments; and (3) to govern believers according
to ecclesiastical law. But it is only the ecclesia docens that can do all this. Strictly
speaking, therefore, she constitutes the Church. She is (under Christ) the only Mediator
of salvation, the depository and distributor of grace for all men, and the only ark of safety
for the entire human race. The order in the work of salvation is, not that God by means
of his Word leads men to the Church, but just the reverse, that the Church leads men to
the Word and to Christ.
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HISTORY OF THE DOCTRINE OF THE SACRAMENTS
(from Louis Berkhof, A History of Christian Doctrines, pp. 242-256.)

- ELe
THE SACRAMENTS IN GENERAL

1. FHEBERMELE R E

[a] Development of the Doctrine before the Reformation
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The term “sacraments” is derived from the Latin sacramentum, by which the

Vulgate rendered the Greek musterion, which is used in the New Testament to designate
something that was not revealed in the Old Testament, but later on it acquired another
connotation. It became the designation of all that was mysterious and incomprehensible
in the Christian religion and in other religions, including mysterious actions or things.
This meaning of the term was also transferred to the Latin word sacramentum, which
originally designated an oath required of a soldier, or a sum of money deposited as
security in cases of litigation and forfeited to the State or to the gods, if the case was lost.

a. BHIHESHIEALN

Sacraments in the Early Church.
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This accounts for the fact that the word “sacrament” had a rather wide application
in the early Christian centuries. It could be used of anything to which the idea of sanctity
could be attached. Tertullian applies it to the works of the Creator, and to the work of the
incarnate Son, particularly His death. The sign of the cross, the salt that was given to the
catechumens, the ordination of the priests, marriage, exorcism, the celebration of the
Sabbath — they were all called sacraments. At the same time the term was applied
predominantly to baptism and the Lord’s Supper. The same loose usage of the term is
found in the writings of Augustine, Hilary, Leo the Great, Gregory the Great, and others.
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b. LB MRIEAL WD

The Saraments in the Scholastic Period.
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On the whole it may be said that the Scholastics followed the Augustinian
conception of the sacraments as visible signs and mediums of an invisible grace. There
was no unanimity as to their number which ranges all the way from five to thirty (Hugo
of St. Victor). Peter the Lombard was the firs to name the well-known seven of he
Roman Catholic Church. In virtue of the fact that his Sententiae became the general
handbook of theology, his private opinion soon became a communis opinio, and finally
the Council of Florence officially adopted these seven in 1439: baptism, confirmation,
eucharist, penance, priestly consecration, marriage, and extreme unction.
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This restriction of the number of sacraments naturally led to the delimitation of
the concept. A doctrine of the sacraments was still a desideratum: the relation of the
sensible to the spiritual element was not clearly defined; neither was there a clear
representation of the manner in which the sacraments work. Augustine had occasionally
made the operation of the sacraments so dependent on faith in the recipient, that the
external sacrament became only an image of what God works in the soul. This notion
was also clearly reflected in one of the views that was prevalent in the scholastic period
and which, in fact, was dominant for some time, namely, that the sacraments do not
contain but only symbolize grace, though God has covenanted to accompany the use of
the sacraments with a direct operation of His grace in the souls of the recipients. This
view is found in Bonaventura and Durandus, and became the prevailing one in the
Middle Ages through the advocacy of Duns Scotus.
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Alongside of this view, however, there was another, namely, that grace truly
resides in the visible sacrament. This does not mean that it resides in the visible elements
as a permanent power, but that “the words of the institution effect a spiritual virtus
(efficacy) in the external sign, which resides in the latter until this virtus has
accomplished its end.” Hugo of St. Victor and Thomas Aquinas advocated this view,
which was finally adopted by the Church.
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In connection with the question, whether the operation of he sacraments depends
in any way on the worthy or unworthy reception or administration of them, Scholasticism
gravitated to the opinion that they are effectual ex opera operato, that is, in virtue of their
objective administration. This means, of course, that the reception of sacramental grace
is not dependent on the spiritual devotion of the recipient, nor on the character of the
officiating priest, though a spiritual preparation for the reception of the sacrament will
certainly bring its reward. The working of the sacraments ex opera operato was
considered to mark the superiority of the New Testament sacraments over those of the
Old Testament.

c. RfpE<idZEAl

The Council of Trent on the Sacraments.
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The Council of Trent passed several decisions respecting the sacraments, of which
the following are the most important: (1) The sacraments are necessary unto salvation,
that is, they must be received or at least desired by those who would be saved. It cannot
be said, however, that they are all necessary for every man. (2) They contain the grace
which they signify, and confer this ex opere operato, or through the act performed, upon
one who does not present an obstacle to their operation, such as a mortal sin or some
other obstacle. (3) The intention of the officiating priest to administer the sacrament in
all sincerity, doing what the Church intends, is essential to its validity. He must intend to
do what the Church does, but for the rest may be in mortal sin. (4) The sacraments of
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baptism, confirmation, and order (or, ordination) impress an indelible character on the
soul of the recipient, and therefore are not repeated. (5) The priests, and the priests only
are the legitimate administrators of the sacraments. However, confirmation and
ordination can be administered by bishops only, and baptism may in cases of necessity be
administered by laymen.
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Besides baptism and the Lord’s Supper the following sacraments are recognized:
confirmation, penance, extreme unction, ordination (orders), and marriage. These may be
briefly described as follows: (1) Confirmation is the sacrament in which, through the
bishop’s laying on of hands, unction, and prayer, those already baptized receive the
sevenfold grace of the Holy Spirit, so that they may steadfastly profess their faith, and
faithfully live up to it. (2) Penance is the sacrament by which forgiveness for post-
baptismal mortal sins is obtained by those whoa re heartily sorry for their sins, sincerely
confess them, and are willing to perform the penance imposed upon them. (3) Extreme
unction is the sacrament in which those who appear to be near death, by the anointing
with holy oil, and by the prayer of the priest, receive special grace to confide in the mercy
of God and to resist the final attacks and temptations of the devil. (4) Ordination or Holy
Orders is the sacrament which communicates to those who receive it the full power of the
priesthood, together with a special grace to discharge their duties well. (5) Marriage is
the sacrament by which a man and a woman are joined in holy wedlock, an receive the
necessary grace to discharge the duties of their state faithfully until death.
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The following points deserve attention here: (1) Rome conceives of the grace
communicated in the sacraments exclusively as an infused sanctifying grace that raises
man to the supernatural order and makes him a partaker of the divine nature. It is
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regarded as a supernatural gift that comes to man from without. The forgiveness of sins,
which is generally connected with baptism in Scripture, occupies a relatively unimportant
place in the system of Rome. (2) The connection of the sacraments with the Word is
practically ignored. The Word has some, but only a preparatory significance in that it
works a purely historical faith, which cannot really save, except when it is informed by
love, that is, by a gratia infusa. Since this love is communicated only by the sacrament,
the latter acquires an independent significance alongside of the Word and really surpasses
it in value. (3) Faith is not an absolute requirement for the reception of the sacrament.
Sanctifying grace is present as a material element in the sacrament, is communicated by it
ex opere operato, and presupposes at most that the recipient places no insuperable
obstructions in the way.

I1- %4l BAPTISM

1. FREAEMEALBRIARE

Development of the Doctrine before the Reformation.

a. RHHERBEAL.
Baptism in the Early Church.
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Baptism was foremost among the sacraments as the rite of initiation in to the
Church. Even in the Apostolic Fathers we find the idea that it was instrumental in
effecting the forgiveness of sins and in communicating the new life of regeneration. In a
certain sense it may be said, therefore, that some of the early Fathers taught baptismal
regeneration Yet this statement requires some limitations: (1) They held baptism to be
efficacious in the case of adults only in connection with the right inner disposition and
purpose, though Tertullian seemed to think that the very reception of the rite carried with
it the remission of sins. (2) They did not regard baptism as absolutely essential to the
initiation of spiritual life, or the life of regeneration; but viewed it rather as the
completing element in a process of renewal.
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Infant baptism was evidently quite current in the days of Origen and Tertullian,
though the latter opposed it on the ground of the inexpediency of placing young children
under the heavy responsibility of the baptismal covenant. The general opinion was that
baptism ought in no case to be repeated; but there was no unanimous opinion as to the
validity of baptism administered by heretics. The bishop of Rome asserted that it could
be regarded as valid, but Cyprian denied this. The former finally gained the upper hand,
and it became a fixed principle not to re-baptize those who had been baptized according
to the Trinitarian formula. The mode of baptism was not in dispute. While immersion
was practiced, it was not the only mode, and certainly was not considered to be of the
essence of baptism.

b. REHTT R,

Augustine on Baptism.
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From the second century on, the conception of baptism gradually changed. The
idea gained ground ever increasingly that the sacrament works more or less magically.
Even Augustine promoted this view to some extent, though he considered faith and
repentance as the necessary conditions of baptism in the case of adults. In the case of
infants, however, he seems to have assumed that the sacrament was effective ex opere
operato. He held that children which die unbaptized are lost, and that in the case of those
who are baptized, the faith of the Church, represented by the sponsors, can be accepted as
that of the child. Moreover, he maintained that baptism in every case impresses on the
child a character indelibilis, in virtue of which it belongs by right to Christ and His
Church. He defined the effect of baptism more specifically than was customary by
stating that, while it wholly removes original sin as a matter of guilt, it does not wholly
remove it as a corruption of nature. In general, baptism was now considered as
absolutely necessary, though martyrdom was regarded as a full equivalent for baptismal
washing. In view of these facts, it stands to reason that infant baptism was generally
practiced.

c. LFFEIRBHEAL.

The Scholastic Conception of Baptism.
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The Scholastics at first shared the view of Augustine, that baptism in the case of
adults presupposes faith, but gradually began to consider the sacrament as effective ex
opere operato, and to minimize the importance of subjective conditions. Thus the way
was paved for the Roman Catholic conception of baptism, according to which it is the
sacrament of regeneration and of initiation into the Church. It contains the grace which it
signifies and confers it ex opere operato on all those who do not put an obstacle in the
way. The grace so conferred is of the utmost importance, since it includes: (1) the
character indelibilis, which brings one under the jurisdiction of the Church. (2)
Deliverance (a) from the guilt of original sin and form the guilt of sins committed up to
the time of baptism; (b) from the pollution of sin, though concupiscence remains as the
fomenting agent of sin; and (c) from eternal punishment and also from all temporal
punishments, except in so far as these are the natural results of sin. (3) Spiritual renewal
by the infusion of sanctifying grace and of the supernatural virtues of faith, hope, and
love. (4) Incorporation into the communion of the saints, and into the visible Church of
believers. Because of this importance of baptism, it was deemed quite essential that it
should be administered as soon as possible, and in cases of necessity by laymen or even
by non-Christians.

111 - X4 THE LORD’S SUPPER

1. FREECEMERFNR R

Development of the Doctrine Before the Reformation.

a. BB LRER
The Lord’s Supper in the Early Church.
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At first the Lord’s Supper was accompanied with a common meal, for which the
people brought the necessary ingredients. These gifts were called oblations and sacrifices,
and were blessed by the bishop with a prayer of thanksgiving. In course of time names
derived from this practice, such as prosphorai (oblations), thusiai (sacrifices), and
eucharistia (thanksgiving), were applied to the Lord’s Supper itself. This was rather
harmless in itself, but led to a dangerous development, when the clerical idea was
strengthened and the bishop became a priest. Then the thanksgiving was regarded as a
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consecration of the elements in the Lord’s Supper, and the Supper itself assumed the
character of a sacrifice brought by the priest (bishop). This, in turn, affected the
representation of the sacramental union. The symbolical or spiritual conception found in
Origen, and essentially also in Eusebius, Basil, Gregory of Nazianzus, and others, was
supplanted by the doctrine that the flesh and blood of Christ were in some way combined
with the bread and wine in the sacrament (Cyril, Gregory of Nyssa, Chrysostom, John of
Damascus), and this again passed into the doctrine of transubstantiation.

b. REHTRER
Augustine on the Lord’s Supper.
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In the West the development of the doctrine of the Lord’s Supper was slower, but
led to the same result. Augustine admitted that the sacrament was in a sense the body of
Christ, and in the language of Scripture often spoke of bread and wine as the body and
blood of Christ. At the same time he clearly distinguished between the sign and the thing
signified, and asserted that the substance of bread and wine remains unchanged. He
stressed the commemorative aspect of the rite, and maintained that the wicked, though
they may receive the elements, do not partake of the body. He even protested against the
superstitious reverence that was paid to the ordinance by many in his day. In fact, the
views of Augustine retarded the full development of the realistic theory for a long time.

c. ZfEAIRIRER
Scholastic Development of the Doctrine of the Lord’s Supper.
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During the Middle Ages the doctrine as taught by Augustine gradually gave way
for the doctrine of the Roman Catholic Church. In AD 818 Paschasius Radbert formally
propounded the doctrine that the material elements in the sacrament are by divine power
literally changed into the very body that was born of Mary, the outward appearance of
bread and wine being, after consecration, a mere veil that deceives the sense. This
doctrine was opposed by the foremost theologians of the day, and particularly by
Rabanus Maurus and Ratramnus, who points out that the new teaching confounds the
sign with the thing signified and replaces faith by a gross materialism. The new doctrine
was defended, however by Gerbert (1003), and shortly after that became the subject of a
furious controversy. About the year 1050 Berenger of Tours affirmed that the body of
Christ is indeed present in the Eucharist, not in essence, by in power; that the elements
are changed but not in substance; and that, in order to secure this change and power, not
merely consecration, but faith on the part of the recipient as well is needed. His views
were strenuously opposed by Lanfranc (1089) and Humbert (1059), who made the crass
statement that “the very body of Christ was truly held in the priest’s hand, broken and
chewed by the teeth of the faithful.” This view was finally defined by Hildebert of Tours
(1133), and designated as the doctrine of transubstantiation. It became an article of faith,
when it was formally adopted by the fourth Lateran Council in 1215. This doctrine
suggested a good many problems to the Schoolmen, such as those respecting the duration
of the change effected, the relation of substance and accidents, the manner of Christ’s
presence in both elements and in every part of them, the adoration of the host, and so on.

d. RERSRER
The Council of Trent on the Lord’s Supper.

RFFESR R B, RICBIERRGE L H T =R BGlk P 2B\ E R+ —
Fokak, EEMTN: HRSREEEEALT, HSCHEARHIRAE . ARYEIEE 0 5 A TE R
I SE N, A AR REAEAE T T R B, BARIRAI TR AR X A R, (H 23R
AN ge FiE M BARHImAE AL, A FTRER). MK DF MBI G, XA
VESMHIA BT AR R 1 B B SRR, B DAL DR SIS, st 52 1A
R AR UIEIN A AR, WSRO SARET, RS 2 RN
e T, PONEERENE L, R DFESHETIHERT, SFBUERME 1A 7.
THBAE RPN, PO SRR 5O S EALT, JINaRzH. £
BALT IR THEZ BRI SEhrke il )R — NRZ B, UK
gk USRI BRI EE .

The Council of Trent dealt with the subject of the eucharist as recorded in Sessio
X1 of its Decrees and Canons. The gist of what is contained in eight Chapters and
eleven Canons may be stated as follows: Jesus Christ is truly, really, and substantially
present in the holy sacrament. The fact that He is seated at the right hand of God
according to the natural mode of existence does not exclude the possibility that He may
be present in several other places at the same time according to a higher, spiritual and
supernatural mode of existence. We may not be able to explain how, but we can
conceive of the possibility of His substantial and sacramental presence in several places
simultaneously. By the words of consecration the whole substance of bread and wine is
changed into the body and blood of Christ. The entire Christ is present under each
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species and under each particle of either species, so that he who receives one particle of
the host receives the whole Christ. he is present not only in the moment of the
administration, but even before the reception of the elements by the communicant, since
the Lord called the bread his body even before the disciples received it. In view of this
presence of Christ in the eucharist the adoration of the host and the festival of the Corpus
Christi are but natural. The chief effects of the sacrament are: “increase of sanctifying
grace, special actual graces, remission of venial sins, preservation from grievous (mortal)
sin, and the confident hope of eternal salvation.”
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THE LOGOS DOCTRINE

(Early Apologists: Justin Martyr et al)
(Reinhold Seeberg, A Text-book of the History of Doctrines,
1895 /1952, pp. 112-115).
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There is one God, the Creator, Adorner, and Preserver of the world. The invisible
God is an unbegotten, nameless, eternal, incomprehensible, unchangeable Being, without
any needs and free from all passions. He created the world out of nothingness and gave
form to matter. (“That in some way matter was begotten, created by God, from which
God made and formed the world™). Yet, with all this, the true nature of the living God
does not find expression. There is no advance beyond the mere abstract conception that
the Divine Being is absolute attribute-less Existence.
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In both operations, God employed the Son as a mediator. This is not to be
understood in a mythological sense. He is the Logos of God. This was a favorite term of
the cultured classes. Whenever it was mentioned, the interest of all was at once secured.
But that precisely this term was chosen proves how entirely the thoughts of the church
were centered in the exalted Christ. If they had thought chiefly of the man Jesus, they
might have easily characterized him as a second Socrates. But they thought of him as
God, in God, and with God, and hence selected a term such as “Logos,” in order to make
the matter plain to the heathen.
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Originally God was alone, but by virtue of the reasoning faculty
(Aoyixn Svveuio) belonging to him he had in himself the Logos. By a simple exercise
of his will, the Logos sprang forth (zpozxnde). He is the first-born work of the Father.
“The first begotten thing ... not as coming into being, for from the beginning God,
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being eternal intelligence, vooo, had in himself the Logos, being eternally Logos-
natured, Aoyikoo™.
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Of the manner in which the Logos originated, it is said: “This power was
begotten from the power of the Father and his counsel; but not by a separation, as
thought the nature of the Father were distributed,” i.e., somewhat as a fire does not
diminish another by which it is enkindled, “and that which is taken away from it appears
to be also the same and does not diminish that from which it was taken”. He is not an
angel, but divine; divine (fgoo), but not God himself (o fcoo). In respect to the Father,
he is something else (ezgpov 71) and another (aAdoo 710), and is such in number but
not in mind, yvaun: “And that which is begotten is other in number than that which
begets, as everyone must confess”). Thus the Logos is God together with the Father,
and to him alone, as to the Father, is worship due.
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Through the Logos, God has revealed himself. He it is who in the Old Testament
period appears to men. He is the messenger of God, “our teacher and apostle,” God
revealed, yvopilopevos. When God determined to create the world, he begat the word
which he had in himself (loyoo evoiaberoo) as the word uttering itself in speech

(logos mpogopixoo).
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For the use of the terms by the Stoics and Philo, cf. Heinze, Die Lehre vom Logos, p. 140
ff., 231 f;; Orig. c. Cels. vi. 5: “... the Logos always existing resident in the heart of
God. For before anything was created, he had this counselor, which was his own
reason (vooo) and purpose (¢povnoio). But when God determined to make whatever
he desired, he begat this Logos as the word (zpogopixoo), the first-born of the whole
creation, he himself not being emptied of the Logos, but begetting the Logos, and
always remaining associated with his Logos.” ... Christ is, therefore, the Reason
imminent (sic: immanent) in God, to which God granted a separate existence. As the
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divine Reason, he was not only operative at the creation and in the Old Testament
prophets, but also in the wise men of the heathen world.
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The philosophical conception of the Logos here determines Christian thought, although
the important difference must not be overlooked, that the Logos of the Christian writers
in an independent personality. The divine person of Christ is acknowledged without any
limitations; and when the Johannine conception of the Logos is presented as parallel with
that of the Stoic philosophy, it must be understood merely as an outward clothing of the
thought (momentous indeed in its consequences) in such grab as to commend it to the
heathen world.
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Along with the “Word” is mentioned also the Wisdom of God, or the holy
prophetic Spirit; but comparatively little prominence is given to the latter. But the Trinity
is certainly an article of the common faith. The term, Tpwao, occurs first in Theoph. ii.
15. Although the Apologists find little occasion to speak of this mystery, the
apprehension of it constitutes for them the profoundest problem and the supreme desire
of their hearts: “Carried with this desire only, to see God and the Logos with him. What
is the unity of the Son with the Father? What the fellowship of the Father with the Son?
What the Spirit? what the union and the difference of those who are thus united — the
Spirit, the Son, and the Father?”
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THE WORK OF CHRIST. The Logos of God, who, before the incarnation,
was only a holy spirit (rvevpa ayiov), became man, born of the Virgin Mary. The full
reality of his bodily human nature is firmly held: “He became a man, truly subject to

suffering, made incarnate,” cecouatonoimacOat, yet he was not by any means on that
account only a man in the ordinary sense, but God and man; his divinity was concealed in
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his flesh (tnv avtov kekpovpuevnyv ev capkt Beotnta) and he attested both in his life
and work. “For, being alike both God and perfect man, he placed his two natures over
us.” It is said of him: “God suffered” (o terovbwo Beoc). Accordingly, he is now not a
man executed upon the cross, but the Son of God, whom Christians honor next to the
Father (ev devtepa yopa exovtes), and together with the prophetic Spirit. This view is
supported by quotations from the prophets.
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In defining the work of Christ, it is first of all emphasized that he became the
teacher of the race (koivoo vopoBetne), as he had already shown himself before his
incarnation. The content of his teaching is found in the ideas of the One God; the new
law, requiring a virtuous life; and immortality (apbapoia), more strictly speaking, the
resurrection, bringing with it rewards and punishments. Aristides thus reports to the
Emperor what is contained in the Christian Scripture: “But you may learn from their
writings, O King, to know their words and their commandments, and the glorious
character of their service, and the expectation of compensating reward according to the
deeds done by each of them, which they expect in the other world.”

NERET B IREiar, KOy EwiE R H B . BAN, SEBEE LA
WA MR, ZRZAETS, fhiLRH B ke, [ b, [E% L.

Man has the ability to keep these commandments, since God created him free.
Although man, by disobeying the commandments of God, fell and became subject to
death, he is, nevertheless, still free to decide for God through faith and repentance....
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BEHASLASMEA#E THE FAITH OF THE EARLY CHURCH

GOD, THE FATHER, AND THE SON: WHAT WE BELIEVE

l. _t;rﬁ: _"ﬁzﬁy E/ﬁz*ﬁ
GOD: ONE, PERSON, PERSONAL, THREE PERSONS

RE—FMIEM. FHARERMMN BlIEE + ZEREM: HHKIE0 .

There is only one God. There aren’t two gods (creator-demiurge, plus the highest God:
Gnosticism).

Sk Y VA < S o AP ¥ L) =R D SV 1 S

God is a person. God is not just a bunch of attributes.

A RAAAE . A E BRI ANE N, 5 ANES (D KR

God is personal. He planned (decreed) to create man and to establish a relationship
(covenant) with man.

b BEA AR, R TCRRE.

God is both personal and infinite.

b AR, AR AT RAAITE, AT BLAGRE — 555 5 7R

God is incomprehensible, but knowable, through revelation.

AR A

God is 3 persons.

bR AR (AR, gD, R =AM .

God is both one person (one substance, one godhead), and three persons.

2. XF: EHPJLTF, EFH [E]
GOD THE SON (LOGOS)

BATRRES Ny T A ) o FATWRR=0— Ak Bagy [ EAg ] .

By “God” we mean the Father; by “God” we also mean the 3 persons.

TR, MUGE— M. 2T 5ELXF .

The Son is God, not a god. The Son is of the same substance as the Father.

A, ETRRER. AIRETRET. MgtBET, MULEKKIER, AU
XA, &7 H RN, MR,

While the Son reveals (mediates) the Father, the Son is the Son. He is himself, not just a
revelation (image) of the Father.

ZTFAMUGE R EE . EFRA H AR .

The Son is not just “divine Reason.” The Son is personal.

T, AMUGEZ IR TRE — M. EAR S, AR REFE R
The Son is God (ho theos), not just a god (theos): definitely not “a second god.”

T HERFA MMM &7 ARAZ —MRER I,

The Son is equal with the Father in divinity. The Son is not a lower god.
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Xt AL, BEE, 38k « X AME A Es. fEil [+
B 3 7E 7K B BAFAEH]

The Son is the Son (not daughter, mother, father...): He has his own “mode of
subsistence”.

3. RAT: [MAE] RUA (LR B, FRAERE, FRLEWH [BR]
THE FATHER BEGETS THE SON: GENERATION IS NECESSARY,
NOT FREE, SOVEREIGN DECREE

AL KCE BRI 2T R A

The Father is always, in eternity, the Father of the Son.

A ACE BRI A T

The Son is always, in eternity, the Son of the Father.

MREH —I %, ET AP

There never was a moment when the Son did not exist.

XK ERAET, PREXMHB ERUTH AR BRI —5H40.

The eternal generation of the Son (the Father begets the Son) is not a free sovereign act of
the Father; it isn’t part of God’s plan.

FRAEAE AT, AR B AR T R T RFEKI.

The eternal generation of the Son is the very way in which god the Trinity exists.
FAAEAKIERAET, 20O (B 1, AREHET. FEBH.

The eternal generation of the Son is necessary, not free/contingent.
EAAEAE AT, AR .

Eternal generation is not emanation.

EARAEAE AT, AR AR (R BIarEl.

Eternal generation is not division of a part of the Father.

RET, AETFU, FHREEDHEFAIAR; FHACHE DR L& E®.
Eternal generation does not make the Son have less divine substance, or less attributes,
than the Father.

4., EF: HIkg
SON: A PERSON

XMk A LA KR

The Son is a person — with (God’s) attributes.

R —Y ik, 7#HA, ERHEH.

Every attribute which the Father has, the Son has, the Spirit has also.
XMk AR, . mEL L KRR,

The Son is a person — with his mind, will, emotions, plan, relationship.
TRk ERASIFRAEETRNEZA, J—A [E] (7).

The Son is one person; incarnation doesn’t make him a 2" logos.
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5. BRAH
THE INCARNATION

ETERNES: EHRAERRNS .

The Son became incarnate; the Father didn’t become incarnate.

T8RP B (1) 502 100% #, 100%A .

The incarnate Son is 100% divine, and 100% human.

T ERAN S R, ARAFREM, AR AR .

The Son does not stop being 100% God, the 2" person of the Trinity, after the
Incarnation.

ERA S ET 2 100% N: S5 R XTHFE B, 2— A%, AE—1
N> A=k

The incarnate Son’s human nature is 100% human: body and soul.

T8 RS £,

T A B 22T NP2 100% N : A5k A Stk

The incarnate Son’s human nature is 100% human, but not sinful whatsoever.
SRR AL HCT 1000 A\ 1 fIEAN R R BT N B i

The 2" person of the Trinity took on this 100% human nature; he didn’t just take on the
body alone.

AR EE AT 100% A, AR AN RS : XARKAEAKER, TiRK
AR ETE RSP B BRI A%

The 2" person of the Trinity took on this 100% human nature, including the soul; this
happened at the Incarnation, not in eternity.

ERA SR — A%, N k%, — AL HRBREES

The result of the incarnation is one person, one divine-human person, Jesus Christ.
HRERELE b It 5 AMEIFA IR S, MBS, 46, BE (united).

In Jesus Christ the divine and human nature are not just co-mingled, but united in a
perfect union.

XA 100% bdg.  100% AR HREREE WAL LW, THR, SRR b ZA7ERL
DA B H) B BR B AT — R ZEAE 7 S2 45 AR AR I fie AN 1k — A A Bk

It is this 100% God and 100% man, Jesus Christ, who rose from the dead, ascended into
heaven, and is in heaven today. This incarnate Jesus Christ will return one day at the end
of history: two natures (100% God, 100% man), one person — Jesus Christ.
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B ESB U E
JETEIE S (325 AD) ATHI B8, B
TRUTH AND ERRORS IN THE EARLY CHURCH:
THE DOCTRINE OF GOD AND THE DOCTRINE OF CHRIST
BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF NICEA (325 A.D.)

F=Falseir T=TruelE

EHREXL: E%, A, 5FHKEM
GNOSTICISM: GOD, MAN, AND THE UNIVERSE

Lo GEERFE TR « FEHAR =M Ee i e ]
CAAFA) o MRS CBORFIDGEEN ) SR R Ak, 5 R ARG
[F0 ] .

F (worldview of Gnosticism): There are many gods. The highest good is pure
divinity (pure Being). His divine nature is emanated (like sun rays from the sun)
from him to other spiritual beings. He + all other spiritual beings = pleroma.

1B R, RER) « T RA A i A 5 AR Al &) 7>
i AERMEASE. AL, B N2EEECRERIEGR: AL By
W s R T AR . NRAIRE: EARKNEEE, B GEEEN, &
WY, RS XA AR R A O T R AR EE VR Sk, 32 TS
Geo BHRUL, bR IR AN .

T (Irenaeus, Tertullian): There is only one God. His divine nature is not shared
with anyone, not angels, not humans. Man, however, is created in God’s image —
certain attributes are “communicable”, in the sense that man, on our finite level,
was holy, righteous, wise, powerful, etc.; all these were marred by sin after
Adam’s sin. But God’s nature is not emanated to us.

2. e NBAME, ERAESHERZERAR, AR,

F: There is (a spark of) divine nature in man. Therefore man’s nature and God’s
nature are different only in degree, not in essence.

1E: G 3 580G A5 L0 TR X . A PEiA R pf: .

T: There is an absolute, infinite distinction between the Creator and the creature!
Human nature simply IS NOT divine nature.

3. R GEERIRMESHE) & ESRL IS A
F (Gnosticism church rites): Salvation requires secret ceremonies.
1E: BASRAAUE SRR, R BeAL2 ARG, B E WIEA .
T: Salvation requires faith and repentance. Baptism is not secret, but a public
testimony in the company of the whole church.

4. vk CHEHEREN, —B5RH, FMARERE) « PRGN .

F (Gnosticism, some religions, some Christians): Matter is evil.
1E: YIBipas F 2 4 i) . YIBRLFIY;  bam ZEIRA 1= 2 M G 45 FATT Y
B (. g¥) , DERERER (EHD o AT AU
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ARG, BT S AR A E S O o MEF IEFR T
m\ﬁ%\ﬁ%tm%ﬁ&,ﬁ%@%¢%£x5#¢%£xo
T: Matter was created good. Matter is good; we are to enjoy the good gifts God
has given us (e.g. food), in the way God wants us to enjoy them (in moderation).
If we regard matter as evil, we either become ascetic or lawless. Only if we
properly understand, use and submit to the law of God, can we avoid legalism and
lawlessness (antinomianism).

5. & GEERFESD « WA B £2FAM COERMERD , ffligd (H

20, JEERAEAE, S
F (Gnosticism): There are two gods: the highest good God (a bottomless abyss),
and the Demiurge = Creator = God of the Old Testament. The latter is a lesser
god who has passions.

RA A, MRehEd, W2EBrRET.

T: There is only one God — He is the Creator and the all-holy Redeemer.

2B (EEH 58%
CHRIST (CHRISTIANITY) AND PHILOSOPHY

6. iR: AT HARS TR, SR GRE, HEMUT SRR,
REH . GERGR, B, )

F: Christians want to share the gospel with intellectuals; out of this motive, they
often take philosophy and tag it onto the truth. They use philosophy as a bridge.
They end up interpreting truth according to philosophy, or even substitute the
truth with philosophy. (Clement of Alexandria, Origen.)

1B Pl B A, R e HHREGE Y 7, RO .

T: Philosophy needs to be critiqued by the truth. Then the truth (from Scripture)
transforms, re-shapes philosophy, and in this way truth redeems philosophy.

7. R (EL) SEMELVGREMARIE, B, CGENS%G, BHE. D
F: Reason and Scripture are both paths to understanding truth. Reason and
Scripture are two sources of truth. (Clement of Alexandria, Origen.)
iE: MEA B R EIEARE. JOREE, SO EWIER, BRI S s
HRR (X2 JAm. ANEVMCEER, FER kUG, 6, A6
i R A L
T: God only is the source of truth. To understand truth, man needs God’s
revelation, including general revelation and special revelation (=Scripture).
Man’s reason is fallen, man needs God to re-make his reason, enlighten his reason.

8. R BRIy [EMEAEN ] C (ER) BB , AR R
e (PG, 20t k2 d. 10 THEEIR] M%50 .

F: Some theologians submit to “the rule of faith™ (the authority of the Bible), yet
they are deeply influenced by secular philosophy (Origen, numerous so-called
“evangelical” theologians in the 20" century, both western and Chinese).

1B R (L) BB, BN (EL) WALkt .



10.

11.
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137

T: When a Christian confesses that he/she submits to the authority of the Bible,
then secular philosophy must be critiqued.
W [ KRBT A, [HE] KOG BIAMNEAGREEE, ]
REFE S I ATERIAA . CRAE. D
F: The Logos imparts to men the light of reason. The light of the Logos serves as
a stepping stone for Gentiles to come to the fuller light of the gospel. (Origen.)
1 3] BRI NS, PR AR 7 EE, BMERER T BERE Y
HARNIEABER IEf SR, TR R BIE R . Rl N A B 5 22
Eapele, BEMEFREMS R LA AT IR R N . B A
i%:. (Eé)ﬂ 12: 2: ‘D‘%E%ﬁﬁﬁ’f&) °
T: The Logos (Christ) indeed gave reason/mind to man at creation. But man has
misused his reason. Reason has fallen. Philosophy today is not the use of man’s
original reason, but the misuse of it. Therefore man’s reason needs a fresh
illumination by God. Man’s reason needs to repent, needs to come to God and
submit under him, and be transformed by him (Rom. 12:2).
e MUEEFAETT T, W FriadhiE S CRAIED o REE RGMT,
AT 2B EHEEZN RG M. (. SRPuAZHYR. )
F: Christians study philosophy (e.g. Origen studied neo-Platonism), then they
write their systematic theology. As they do so, they write ideas from secular
philosophy into their theology.
1B BRRE RN T T HAE . ERGMANERE DY, fitH
JLE A = P N
T: We study philosophy for the purpose of apologetic, so that we can critique
philosophy. When we write systematic theology, we must distinguish between
truth and error, and critique secular philosophies.
e FBE (EmRJLT) = [P GE =A% [E] .

(A THERICL ) MBI T B A0 R D
F: Christ (the Son of God) = the Logos = the “Logos” of Greek philosophy.

(This “Logos doctrine” began with the period of Justin Martyr.)
1E: B = GRIAGERNE, it Bl A S, AR DN TR
o, e TEXNEI], SEEER E], ShE GEEs) B [E] .
T: Christ is the self-attesting Lord who is truth. He is not a man-made concept
like “absolute truth,” the Greek “Logos,” or the Chinese Taoist “Tao.”
e BN EAWHJLT = MER TIE ] = TR BN ] = JEARs B R L
REJ). IR NHREMEMA, bataRErE GE, 7 MR (ER) .
F: Christ/the Son of God = the Divine Logos = “divine reason” = an impersonal
attribute and power. Just as man has a mind and spirit, so God has his reason
(Logos) and his spirit (Holy Spirit).
1B &, bEaply = b, WERAEXH R, A ERKEE.
L%E@ET@@%&' ﬂij‘%j“:y 7_‘}("\5‘1 %BE: K%; %]%3\1 *Xﬁl%y %ﬁ%’ /A\Xy
RE (%, Ay, B , 5.
T: Christ/the Son = God, who has all the attributes of the Father and of the Spirit.
Attributes of God include: Lordship; God is eternal, infinite, unchangeable; wise,
powerful/sovereign, holy, just/righteous, good/gracious/loving, truth.
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ATH B, A2 (E2) rEdim By, RIEREK, XEAMER. 7
. ARREE A By, Ep R ICRREARAR R (e w ST R B B
@1, ] D), ARFRAREACEE (g Ers b reiag, PER
SR BIA: %n, W, sORMEE) .

Our God, the God of the Bible is both infinite and personal. Pagan/non-Christian

99 6

gods are either infinite but impersonal (e.g. Greek “form,” “idea,” “Logos”), or
finite and personal (the gods and goddess of Greek mythology and Chinese folk
religion, e.g. Guan Gong, Guan Yin. Wong Tai Sin, etc.).

13. 4% FE (B TE] ) = —PIARREE, BRI, Bt AR
AR A E L. W, GO, SCRRIBCREE A RN
F: Christ/the Logos of God = source of all enlightenment, source of all truth in
men. Therefore: All truth is God’s truth. All philosophy, psychology, literature,
etc. = God’s revelation.
1B FEE CEWE T3E] D) = Fra S PORIE. b Al A B i (g N\
B, A¥, XES5A X (00 1: 26-28, # 4: 24) . wRAJEEE, MR E
RE, AN, EWEEEVR 7. B, BUEAPTESRE), KA B,
VAR A OMRRT 1. 18-31) , Rt B/ (18 2: 8) o AJrREi& 2
— B, LY, 2R, ¥ - #HAR ERRER, ATRER EAEE R,
1112 BRI AR AR Ear B e 5 s RN o FEB R A 9 gR NI 5 5 50 v
X S5 B PR fhh R R 2 B Bt !
T: Christ/Logos = source of all truth. Man was endowed with wisdom, truth,
holiness and righteousness (Gen. 1:26-28, Eph. 4:24) when he was created; but
man fell from his original wisdom, righteousness and holiness. Therefore what
man seeks, without God’s help, is ultimately foolishness (I Cor. 1:18-31). Thus
what man arrived at, in philosophy, psychology, art, literature, etc. is NOT God’s
revelation. It CANNOT possibly be God’s revelation. Rather, these are sinful,
fallen man’s responses to God’s general revelation. Christ is not responsible for
the errors and twisted “truths” in fallen sinners’ philosophy and culture!

EREAT S A
THE INCOMPREHENSIBILITY OF GOD AND THE KNOWABILITY OF GOD

14.4%: baw = SEEATH, TRAERN. Eag Te2Rfhd] o IARE
C [ Pk | CGESFIMSFERAEENEE S D
F: God = all unknowable, unfathomable; God is the “Wholly Other.” Only
Christ/Logos reveals God (All kinds of irrationalism, ancient to modern).

1E: BRI, HWMAKEERE CHRINTRKE. TR, bagd
LAY, BROvAttR) T BB, BAEAHED (—) ZiEzY CKH
), (2D ARG, (=) (E£) BRERT. F Bl mm.
N EZEREDEEA BINR (L) HEH,

T: God is unknowable to us if he didn’t reveal himself to us. But God decided to,
and did, reveal himself through (a) nature, (b) our hearts, and (c) Scripture.
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Therefore God is knowable through revelation. The illumination of the Holy
Spirit is needed to understand God’s revelation in Scripture.

EmrAZESE
GOD IS UNCHANGEABLE, GOD IS DYNAMIC

15.

we EATEARSNMER . (AL, AAREEEREM . O

F: God is always (eternally) in action. (Origen, today’s process theology.)

1B EWRARN . a7 e, EEFHpL, R, A, Eit
A ASWTHAT AR TR, IR SE, TIRMELES . | /£ EAz)
73, AENFFBRA L RATE, thh), SRS

T: God does not change. However God in eternity planned to (a) create the world,
(b) rule over history/the universe, (c) save sinners, and (d) judge the world. And
he continues to implement his eternal plan. Thus “My Father has worked till
now.” But God is not active in a sense that He changes his being, plan, or
promises.

NH
MAN’S PREDICAMENT

16.

17.

18.

e ANPERMEER, DNRRWMAAME. 2AEERIENERRIAYR, A
NI A

F: Good and evil in man are not divine endowments. Since some spiritual beings
sinned and fell in eternity, therefore matter exists (was created), therefore man’s
body exists.

1 NBOERI SR (RS, R o SRV NIESRA A
N (%'5: 12) .

Man was created good (body and soul). Evil exists in man’s world because of
man’s sin. (Romans 5:12)

R NHIEE, N AT ERE = BOY NGZRH IR, k.

F: Man’s problem, man’s need for salvation = because man is finite, life is short.
e NRRE, N ARERR = N T . AR E 2 Sk
W, JwRAM (5 LEwmrRR, B LA o MEEER CORTsE, 1T
NSO o [AE, A (P 1 18-2D)

T: Man’s problem, man’s need for salvation = because man has rebelled against
God. Man’s problem is spiritual (his relationship with God, rebellion against God)
and moral (his heart is polluted, and his conduct is unrighteous). Man is “godless,
unrighteous” (Rom. 1:18-21).

e JRIREE BHEA R ANE.  (FRGRFHECO

F: Original sin was transmitted to all mankind through procreation (traditional
Roman Catholic teaching).



140

1E: POy BT o N3RSk, ARIAEE, Btk BB 2 3R 15
e NE. GR, BHAERER - NMEH R BZHA L A s e k.
T: God treated Adam as the head and representative of all mankind. Therefore
God “charged” (reckoned, imputed) Adam’s sin/guilt on all mankind. The result
is: all babies born into this world have the imputed sin of Adam.

HER B
CHRIST IS GOD

19.

20.

21.

22.

we AWM TIE] .

F: There are two Logos’es. (Origen.)

1k TiE], BEERE AL

T: There is only one Logos, only one Christ.

we AW T1E] . B HEERRE s, MERASKE CEAME) .

F: There are two Logos’es: (1) the “divine reason” or energy which is immanent
in God (inside the Godhead); and (2) the incarnate Logos (Arius).

1B ZA AR (5T B Mg ERNSIFARRIXEL.
T: The 2" person of the Trinity is one person; the incarnation doesn’t alter this
fact.

e FE Chmm (@], EWEILT) = NER B, AT (]
& .

F: Christ/the Logos/the Son of God = subordinate to the Father in being. (Origen)
1B BEE (CEWMRJLTY = 5 EwmRESE, 2B, FAER, FZK
65, WAEIE EWRETE. Hi, EaEgstRit, FHER., K
i, fERET R, TR

AJi B/ (ontological) —f7—4k: A&, ¥, RFS; &L, Fr bW,
R L.

Rost-% E (Economy) FI=1—4k: ¥, RIFAR

T: Christ/the Son of God = equal with the Father in deity, glory, eternity, and in
all their attributes.

However in the plan of salvation, which the Father, Son and Spirit planned
together in eternity, the Son decided to obey/submit to the Father. Thus in the
plan of salvation the Son is subordinate to the Father.

Ontological Trinity: the 3 persons are equally God. The Father is God, the Son is
God, the Spirit is God.

Economic Trinity: in the plan of salvation, the Son and Spirit submit to the Father.
3 TR FiI4T B (necessary act), T A& [ B I4T3) (free act) (BLF
&) .

F: The Son’s eternal generation (the Father begetting the Son) is not a necessary
act, but a free and sovereign act of the Father. (Origen)

1B TR = ARAE AR A AAAE AR R, ARE| (F
BO BjgeE Rl 17380,
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24,

25.
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T: The Father begetting the Son (eternal generation) is the very mode of existence
and relationship of the 3 persons of the Trinity; it is necessary, not a free,
sovereign plan/decision/act.

fik: ETRIEERR GEME) .
F: The Son is mutable (changeable) (Arius).
1k 2THXER, ER—F, —RAZKM.
T: The Son, like the Father and the Spirit, is God. He is unchangeable.
we [HE] HEGR (N WRIAKERLS S CRAME) .
F: The Logos and the human soul of Jesus = united in eternity (Origen).
1k TIE] CHRSREEE R, =60 —RH5E 00 HHREREE B A1
(SR, R BN RIS 28RBS 5T H IR
T: The Logos/divine nature of Christ (the second person of the Trinity) united
with the entire human nature of Christ (soul and body) at the Incarnation — when
the Holy Spirit came upon the Virgin Mary.
e FEEHRE S AMERE, MRS W, WIS .
F: The divine nature and human nature of Christ was composite. There is no
union, no fusion between the two natures.
1B FEBRRE 5 AR 58 A& (union).
T: The divine and human nature of Christ united in perfect union.

EERAM: TRXEKERER
CHRIST IS PERSON; THE SON IS ETERNALLY BEGOTTEN OF FATHER

26.

217.

28.

we B SRER, AlMARME. RA Mg, asl. AR
HUERPE, By CRe bR, ShufkgME—id: MM R .

F: Christ is of the same substance as the Father, but he is not a person. God is only
one person, i.e., the Father. He is divine power or divine reason (Tertullian,
Dynamic Monarchianism: Paul of Samosata).

iE: BB EER. MR, TasRaitg. CORZEE Tk ] 4
JEYRER! ) THRAEFEESEERAR R .

T: Christ is of the same substance as the Father. But he is a person just like the
Father is a person. But the Son has a mode of existence which is different from
the Father’s (Tertullian). (But don’t treat “person,” “personhood” as attributes.)
e [E] PRI, B0NEEFRAEAH L.

F: Logos is impersonal divine reason; only becomes personal at creation.

1k T (7)) AEKE RN

T: Logos (Son) is person in eternity, from eternity.

W THRXAR, "ERAREEHMNAR FER) .

F: The Son and the Father have the same substance, but only God the Father has
all the substance (Tertullian).

1E: THERFER, F5RFEGIA LAt

T: The Son and the Father are of the same substance. Each has full divine nature
(complete divine substance).
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R REET EAE) o TRXATH G KRR GEFZIR, (£E T
O

F: The Son is created (Arius). The Father created the Son. The Father created the
Son out of nothing (Arians, at Council of Nicea).

k. FHERREGIETFEH. KETF, AT,

T: The Son is Co-Creator with the father of the universe. The Father begets the
Son, the Father did not create the Son.

we AT, RAKERIERN (BRE . FHFBAERRZ]; A B
[T IHAFE RERD .

F: The Father begets the Son as an eternal act (Origen). The Son has a beginning;
there was a time when the Son/Logos was not (Tertullian).

1B RAEAMERAE T TERATEAAENN 2. e Eapr [tk , etk
W TEN ], =R R 5 TR .

T: The Father begets the Son in eternity; the Son has no beginning. Every “plan”
and “act” of God, is the plan/act of the three persons in the Trinity together.
MREH —Z, TAZ (AFE) 1,

There was never a moment when the Son was not.

ANHIAE; EERAE
CREATION OF MAN; CHRIST’S HUMAN NATURE

31.

32.

33.

iR NRAEKIE B aER .

F: Man was created in eternity (eternal creation).

1 NRAE-CHBEN BAIER: AL [ BT a6 s /Y .

F: Man was created on the 6" day of 7 days; man was created at the beginning of
time.

Bk REARIEZN. WEEKRN, JFASMEIERERY, MmSEkt
ARSI AN GRS

F: Christ is not really a man. Jesus ate food, not because he needed food, but
simply to guard against a denial of his humanity (Clement of Alexandria.)

1E: AANBESIAFERE AN, Byt ER 2 A

T: We cannot deny the humanity of Christ, because Jesus Christ was/is fully
human.

W [HE] remi RSB 7 — D5k, IDSEY TE ] FAmAl
(divinized) CBLF<E:, ZhjkgME— Ui MUERAZ R, o RILEH#
Hh SO AL — AR HIER) .

F: The soul, which was filled with the Logos, assumed a body. This body,
penetrated by the Logos, is divinized (becomes divine) by the Logos (Origen,
Dynamic Monarchianism: Paul of Samosata, Socinians, Unitarians).

e [ (ZA—RgsE =60 B A (RS . SR/RARAN
WA, Ty E R B RO HRER AL B R — AN, AL HR BRI E . b
100%##, & 100%A .
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T: The Logos (The 2" person of the Trinity) took on human nature (both body

and soul). The result is not that the human nature of Jesus Christ becomes divine.

Rather, Jesus Christ incarnate is ONE person, ONE Jesus Christ: he is 100% God,

100% man.

e BRERHACIN (W3R LT, BN EHON Bl (ERS)

F: Jesus is recognized/adopted by the Father as Son, therefore men esteem him as

God’s Son (Arius).

1E: FAEKIE B2 S AE o DRI F P B I st 1 RO R T, Rk

WAL, A, AN BN E T ARRE MR AR B LA

JUTHIR A, T 21 50 BRSO K TR 22 5

T: The Son was the only-begotten Son of the Father in eternity. When the

incarnate Christ finished his work of redemption, the Father chose to glorify him,

exalt him, and “adopt”/declare him to be Son of God. This declaration is not the

reason why Jesus Christ is God’s Son; rather it is the reward for the Son’s

completion of the work of redemption.

we HRBR (N BT TD4E] , . &3, X EfmEIR (REHD

&, Rt sy B LT, MRy ERg LT .

F: The man Jesus took on “meritoriousness” such as: holiness, consciousness of

God (Friedrich Schleiermacher), etc. Therefore he became the Son of God.

1B B LTARIEKIE B e B LT, S5, #h7EE s &
(ERIBRZAGRNED Wbz b7 A,

T: The Son of God was always God in eternity, and equal with the Father. He

took on human nature at the Incarnation, when the Holy Spirit came upon Virgin

Mary.

ERAS. AR R E
CHRIST, THE INCARNATE GOD-MAN, IS THE REDEEMER

36.

37.

38.

39.

1k BB b, BafbkBME], ml bar ks iE.

T: If Christ is God, and only if He is God, in the full sense of the word, without

qualification, God has entered humanity. (Reinhold Seeberg.)

e B FURHUN, BikE, WMHEEE .

F: Christ is only a teacher, an example, the lawgiver.

1k FEECORFE JydR S ar. MgRE.

T: Christ came mainly to die for sins as a substitute. He is the Redeemer.

B FEEMEE BN (ransom) 25 JBE FRORFRRIRAT: BT 1 BE R .

F: Christ rescued us by paying the ransom to the Devil. Christ deceived the devil.

1B FEB RS, WL T EATHIA SUMA SCHIER, BRI E T A7
(= HEERRE SO .

T: Christ’s death satisfied the justice and just requirements of God the Father, thus

removed his wrath. (= propitiation)

e BEERPE, FEHRERGCEEAE T T AR, CARITHER (D .
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41.

42,
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F: Christ’s divine nature left the human Jesus when the man Jesus hung on the
Cross.

1B AN AR ERSRIE B AE - b . IR SRR BAR

T: Jesus Christ, the God-man, died on the cross (this is a profound mystery).

e BUBLR M AG—: ANRERL (24D .

F: Salvation involves the union of man and God. Man is deified (Irenaeus).

1k BB B 5 A . ANARCH B!

MAFEMHECD: A HOHE LW, Faefidkils bawiks Op
Bl =2

T: Salvation is God reconciling himself with man. Man doesn’t become God!
And, only one who is himself God can unite us with God (Athanasius).

R FEERMPE S ANER S, BRI R AR, H055 T B8 AE
(unibiquitous). C(ELFI4, TS, )

F: The Divine and the Human in Christ was so co-mingled, that by his
glorification, he became virtually ubiquitous. (Origen, Martin Luther.)

1B JEE S5 N B EE . BE BRIt MR TE T ANE R . Tt
REJEHE, ZPMN B S0 TR SR, ERA S B TEE
fER L.

T: Christ’s divine nature was perfectly united with his human nature at the
Incarnation. Christ’s divine nature includes omnipresence; the 2" person of the
Trinity was always omnipresent. When Christ ascended into heaven, he ascended
as 100% God and 100% man. The God-man, Incarnate Christ is in heaven today.
e HRBREEE I NME, FETH RIS R T .

F: The human nature of Jesus Christ disappeared when he ascended into heaven.
1E: A RIER B2 AN PR HRER RS

T: Today Jesus Christ, in both his divine nature and human nature, is in heaven.

=hi—%
THE TRINITY
43.3%: MBI =AL, IFEORBIEBRE R, A, BREGEA. OBk R

44,

45,

A ME—Y, B WU E NG 2 B, (B . O

F: The three persons of the Godhead are like three actors/roles in a drama, or one
actor wearing three masks.  (Modalism, or Modalistic Monarchianism, i.e.,
Sabellius; cf.: Rev. Chow Lien-hwa.)

1 =R =L, LA, AN AR IAL, B LA
T: There are three distinct persons in the Trinity, but there is only one God.

R EXEHRANS, #EETFRE (GERZE . )

F: The Father became Incarnate, hung on the cross. (Patripassianism.)

1E: ETIERRNES,

T: The Son became Incarnate.

e bW R=A R, [ 8 THB giglet, &, ), Kk—#.

F: God is three persons in one substance: substance is like clay, gold, silver, wood.
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1B =AM TAzA% |, A—Akiy TR /i), XD 2.
PATAT A bagd =Aud, A& — Mk . AR NiZFed, R
1828 /R (Cornelius Van Til, 20 tH 40 & (1 K AUH B X FEDL

T: “Person” (persona, hypostatis) and “substance” (ousia) mean “something” —
God is “three of something” and “one of something.” We can say God is three
persons and one person. Very few people say it this way, only Cornelius Van Til,
the greatest apologist in the 20" century, says it this way.

(BESTRMEME ) B=F wERE5=—&
Westminster Confession of Faith Chapter 3~ On God and the Trinity

=, B — b, EMEE =AM, FE— A, BEEMRE, [FREK
18, X=EAMEEE: R Fv ZRES—EKE) B (0). KAET. A%t

T WA FARATHANSRIR; FAEAKE BN AT A (p)s 35 R AEKE B A1
th (9)-

3. In the unity of the Godhead there are three persons, of one substance, power, and
eternity: God the Father, God the Son, and God the Holy Spirit (0). The Father is of none,
neither begotten nor proceeding; the e Son is eternally begotten of the Father (p) ; the
Holy Spirit eternally proceeds from the Father and the Son (q) .

FNE WHREE Chapter 8  On Christ the Mediator

Z. BEWRILT, ST A, IERKIER B, SREF. R 4
F R 2 I, w7 AR (k) R AE— DDA R PR s s, Ak
g8 (1) : AR ERRKAEE, X UL BA R RA, A MRIA R (m). FHr LALEER
R 2 A SR TeERE, HARSRRIVER GitMrES AR, Al rthai &
T—hid B, WA Gl RE (). XM REIER B, HWREIER
N, FR A, N ZZ 1B R — R (0).

2. The Son of God, the second person in the Trinity, being truly and eternally God,

of one substance and equal with the Father, did, when the fullness of time had come, take
upon Him man’s nature (k), with all its essential properties and common frailties, yet
without sin (I). He was conceived by the power of the Holy Spirit in the womb of the
virgin Mary and of her substance (m). In this way two whole natures, the divine and the
human, perfect and distinct, were inseparably joined together in one person without being
changed, mixed, or confused (n). This person is truly God and truly man, yet one Christ,
the only mediator between God and man (Romans 1:3-4).

The Nicene Creed
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| believe in one God, the Father Almighty, Maker of heaven and earth, and of all
things visible and invisible.

And in one Lord Jesus Christ, the only-begotten Son of God, begotten of the
Father before all worlds; God of God, Light of Light, very God of very God; begotten,
not made, being of one substance with the Father, by whom all things were made.

Who, for us men for our salvation, came down from heaven, and was incarnate by
the Holy Spirit of the virgin Mary, and was made man; and was crucified also for us
under Pontius Pilate; He suffered and was buried; and the third day He rose again,
according to the Scriptures; and ascended into heaven, and sits on the right hand of the
Father; and He shall come again, with glory, to judge the quick and the dead; whose
kingdom shall have no end.

And | believe in the Holy Ghost, the Lord and Giver of Life; who proceeds from
the Father and the Son; who with the Father and the Son together is worshipped and
glorified; who spoke by the prophets.

And | believe one holy catholic and apostolic Church. I acknowledge one baptism
for the remission of sins; and | look for the resurrection of the dead, and the life of the
world to come. Amen.

The Definition of the Council of Chalcedon (451 AD)

Therefore, following the holy fathers, we all with one accord teach men to
acknowledge one and the same Son, our Lord Jesus Christ, at once complete in Godhead
and complete in manhood, truly God and truly man, consisting also of a reasonable soul
and body; of one substance with the Father as regards his Godhead, and at the same time
of one substance with us as regards his manhood; like us in all respects, apart from sin; as
regards his Godhead, begotten of the Father before the ages, but yet as regards his
manhood begotten, for us men and for our salvation, of Mary the Virgin, the God-bearer;
one and the same Christ, Son, Lord, Only-begotten, recognized in two natures, without
confusion, without change, without division, without separation; the distinction of natures
being in no way annulled by the union, but rather the characteristics of each nature being
preserved and coming together to form one person and subsistence, not as parted or
separated into two persons, but one and the same Son and Only-begotten God the Word,
Lord Jesus Christ; even as the prophets from earliest times spoke of him, and our Lord
Jesus Christ himself taught us, and the creed of the fathers has handed down to us.
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BEHASLASMEA#E THE FAITH OF THE EARLY CHURCH

A&, JER, B
DOCTRINE OF MAN, SIN AND GRACE

BRE&EHBEL

1- % [KEEEER ]« AREEN (BFAE) .
1B ThisEmehE] o NRIERTEREY] GESK) #aEn.

2 - R mAINAEERTIER, REXEERE GYERAE , 5 EwTrs
1, 5 B FRFERAR (BRIED .
1E: W ErehEr, RS GIRE SN (8] 1: 26-28, 2: 7) , 4
WA B g0 B —FEkAF. NARE (A& ZD .

3. iR HSRANFHEENIR, 2RELAWEE (RIKMER) - BR 4.
1E: A RNEEERMG S, RS (BREFFG T2 G E4EEE.

CR: WHEEAL: WM BRI R eE, WA EERSE A

- IF: AHMEA L, AN, HEE (g 1. 28, #H4: 24, 153 10) .

© R WEEAL: WM N EIEME B et

COR: WMACRER ST AN, HEMELWNER ORRMNFER) , mtel L
AIZTEEIE B e 4 (B3, A, 5D .

8- R: WIEHSL: WK RAEPINORMES S (HEARG A SR, "ATA
KIEEaREE

1E: 5B (GREE) BR— NS ANBIHS; kbt AR, BOSTHEAFIE T
(EY4— AR 8 (5. 12, 15-21) .

c R W NRERYHERE LXK R.

1E: ANREWHYER THRK LR, &F (4] PR R; WEEAR,
ANFERkL, NEMAK.

10 - % WHEMEAL: NREARREL, RS5RAESBERAER R fEA
PEEC B = MR T, ANER S TN SR Ek
1B SB. AL 53, H— ARE AN BER AR, BRITENAN: R
B, Bk, #AEEIEEERF (2 D .

11 - % WHIEMEL: NRERAMER, SEERAXRR.
1E: ANSRTEW Y EIEEY, WA N B, 8&, B, Sk,

12 - 3% FREMESC: S, BERBTARNE B EEEREm K.
1E: 8B, BEAR A EIERS:, (HREFEMIMRIELTEMNE: A (R0 W
We H, FEAMUEZERIEFE.

13 - R WAEESL: BEAREEA IR,
1E: RAVEREEEBZTEN (FF 139K -

14 - R BAIE. NOZRM, EAfANBEHEL, MEEFREML,
1E: BAVERIEATR, EEE (3 2: 8-9) ; fae bR,

15 - % BAG. AHEEIE TEAERNLE R LwEBA, LaiEs
H5AWMEBEESE, FEREEREE, T LR ENERNE,

~N o o1 b~
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1E: EWHRBEERARESE (I EEREENLE , MAKNEEHO
5B P ARAE_Ean AT, AR, [FEERE.

16 - ®: FFER: EWANE PRI AT RE B FE AT A AR
% (God individualizes generic human nature by procreation).
E: (EZ4) W ERENE TN, (L) WARY [ERHAE] .

17 - w®: b5 AAEHEAEASAE (synergism).
ke A, EMESh Fag i TAE (monergism).

BRAUERERHT
NIz

18 - ®: fHfug: WM EARTIE, FERR T IR S . YRR 2
SCA, BEAESEE, HAREA R
1E: MY TG, AR, AN A IR
19 - i WU AATHREERR TR (ERFRUE) .
1E: WHAEL DN Ay Wi RPN RS, A, MR,
20 - R: AR WHHE—NHEE, BEAERERESE (free, un-determined
will).
1E: AWELSER EWHERRYE () B mEwmAEr T E
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S8 JRAVESEALEUCRE B AW, SEERE (—) WEAELT /E Rk B
it (=D B B A, A SRR (=D AR S JUFRRI
s (PO FRATHRAT . EFRWSCR B MA] , RIS EMSR .

37 - vk BT FERUMRVEAE T H % (self-love) HUAR 1 X F47 ()%
1E: GRS AR OIS By, REC, ZHA. s ETIE LT
k. SRR L, AE L. B4R NAECRESE: (—)
M B (5O O % () Hiw: ® by, #0F B,

BT T AR TRE/ANRE] ATHEQRAE GXat [BmEES] EAEL)

38 - IE: BT NS RARER 252 E0E (concupiscence): B E
A IE 2 s B 2 A ) R 23
BIE: AR, ARIBCEEESIRZE, ANPIRZBARIEFIEE. A B (8
2, Y, B, #EER T . BIhgeMEflz o R E . WOk,

39 - 1E: BEHIT: ABUERLAFN  MARASZILHIEW, T tha Sk
AP AT RE . Al IER B SRR, e 7E 25T B LR SE (confirmed in
holiness) ; s M [REAIBIE] 5 [REAIE] MBEALH, S¥ER] [AngE
VIR 5 [AATRESE ] BN . (HRMIBIE T, ZRMBENT [ AufE
AR 5 [ATTREASE] MIBEHLH
BiE: [Re) 5 [ARe) JUgE, #7E Larpumeed, #AM LR (4]
I RERE -

40 - 1E: BHHTT . ANBFCAFEEAEEVE, SRS MTHEMESR. T, &
EAAE AR E i (natural freedom) , ABSREEATH S A INE, Ak A
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43 - 1E: BAEHETT. ANWMEGEFEWEN: WG S AMMUE By B R TAE.
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B o MR EHAET N E B BAT8hF (free agent) IAYE, L7
AsE N E. B AR, i HEiEEE. AMEEE
T, WMETHHIEER. EWAHREANNEERET, UBANESE
HHbIE R, i,
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RIVBITRDTFR, MUBENNE AR, 1H S H AN GRS,
PAECN I R 58 4 1 50k B Bk
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BT #e, EAl
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48 - % BAEHTT. WeALfE N E A (baptismal regeneration). {H g B4 B4
WAk, REMEEAMIRTY, KEEGERENFKE, TRELER.

BT B TE

49 - 1E: bAFENA AR NIRRT, TR KR T LT R S

50 - i%: FIHMEEHTT . LA e & 7E T (contingent upon) A T .
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