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PREFACE

THE former of these Dissertations is an attempt to examine
in some detail a single point of textual criticism, the true read-
ing of a phrase occurring in a cardinal verse of the New Testa-
ment. Once only has the evidence been discussed with
anything like adequate care and precision, namely in a valuable
article contributed by Professor Ezra Abbot to the American
Bibliotheca Sacra of October 1861. After having long had
occasion to study the matter pretty closely, I am unable to
accept the conclusions drawn by this eminent biblical scholar;
and accordingly it seemed worth while to place on record the
results of an independent investigation. My own opinion has
not been formed hastily. Some years passed before increasing
knowledge and clearness of view respecting the sources of the
Greek text of the New Testament convinced me of the incor-
rectness of the received reading ‘in John i 18, This conviction
did not however remove the sense of a certain strangeness in
the alternative phrase transmitted by the best authorities; and
for a considerable time I saw no better solution of the difficulty
than a conjecture that both readings alike were amplifications
of a simpler original. It was a more careful study of the whole
context that finally took away all lingering doubt as to the
intrinsic probability of the less familiar reading.

In all cases where the text of a single passage is dealt with
separately, a deceptive disadvantage lies on those who have

H. b
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learned the insecurity of trying to interpret complex textual
evidence without reference to previously ascertained relation-
ships, either between the documents or between earlier lines
of transmission attested by the documents. Their method pre-
supposes a wide induction, the evidence for which cannot be set
out within reasonable limits. Thus, so far as they are able to
go beyond that naked weighing of ‘authorities’ against each
other which commonly passes as textual criticism in the case
of the New Testament, they are in danger of seeming to follow
an arbitrary theory, when they are in fact using the only
safeguard against the consecration of arbitrary predilection
under the specious name of internal evidence.

" The exhibition of the documentary evidence itself needs
hardly any further preface. It will, I trust, be found more
completely and more exactly given than elsewhere: but the
additions and rectifications, though not perhaps without in-
terest, make no extensive change in the elementary data which
have to be interpreted, unless it be in some of the patristic
quotations. The decisiveness of the external evidence would
not be materially less if it were taken as it is presented in any
good recent apparatus: in other words, the legitimacy of an
appeal to internal evidence on less than the clearest and
strongest grounds would hardly be increased.

-It is however in internal evidence that the supposed strength
of the case against the less familiar reading undoubtedly con-
sists: and throughout this part of the discussion I have had to
break fresh ground. What is said about the relation of the
eighteenth verse of St John’s Prologue to preceding verses is
intended to meet the more serious of the two apparent difficul-
ties, that arising from supposed incongruity with the context
and supposed want of harmony with the language of Scripture
elsewhere, and is addressed equally to upholders of the received
reading and to those who distrust the originality of either



PREFACE vii

reading. The question of relative probabilities of change in
transmission, less pertinent in itself, finds, I have tried to shew,
in the actual phenomena of the biblical and patristic texts an
opposite answer to_the answer assumed by anticipation when
the manner in which ancient transcribers would be affected by
dogmatic proclivities is inferred from the crudities of modern
controversy. Here Professor Abbot’s original argument is sup-
plemented by an ingenious article in the Theological Review
for October 1871, written by Professor James Drummond, and
also by a short paper in the Unitarian Review of June 1875 by
Professor Abbot himself, for a separate impression of which I
have to thank the author’s courtesy. Had Professor Drum-
mond’s article come into my hands sooner, I might have been
tempted to follow his speculations point by point. As it was,
it seemed best to refrain from rewriting an exposition of facts
which, if true, was fatal to his very premisses. It was obviously
desirable that the comments on the evidence itself should be
encumbered as little as possible with controversial digressions,
though I have tried to do justice, in argument as well as in
mind, to every tangible suggestion adverse to my own conclu-
sions, whether offered in the articles already mentioned or else-
where. On the other hand against the verdicts of oracular
instinct I confess myself helpless: they must be left to work
their legitimate effect on such readers as find them impressive.

Since this Dissertation was set up in type as an academic
exercise some months ago, in which form it was seen by a few
friends, it has been revised and slightly enlarged under the
sanction required by the University Ordinances. The last three
of the appended Notes are likewise now first added. The two
longer of these supply illustrations of incidental statements in
the Dissertation rather than contributions to its argument.
Indeed I should be specially unwilling to seem to make the
principal issue in any way dependent on the theory propounded
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in the last Note. At the same time the history of the detached
phrase taken from the verse of St John cannot safely be
neglected in any thorough investigation of the text. Wet-
stein’s pardonable but misleading confusion between the text
and the phrase was unfortunately overlooked by Dr Tregelles, to
whom belongs the credit of recalling attention to the passage,
and pointing out the inferiority of the external evidence for the
received reading. But Professor Abbot’s warning against this
confusion carries us only a little way. The traditional use of
the phrase remains itself a part, though a subordinate part, of
the evidence; and the remarkable inverseness of its currency
with that of the parent reading invited, if it did not necessitate,
an enquiry into the true construction of the corresponding
clauses in the Nicene Creed.

The latter Dissertation grew out of the last Note accom-
panying the former. The ¢ Constantinopolitan’ modification of
the Nicene language needed explanation : and while the recent
researches of friends had disproved the direct responsibility of
the Council of Constantinople for the Creed which bears the
same name, it was unsatisfactory to rest without investigating
whatever evidence might lead to a positive conclusion respect-
ing the origin of this Creed and the motives of its authors. But
the results actually obtained were wholly unexpected, and it
was only by degrees that they presented themselves. The
‘main outlines are, I trust, established : but it will be surprising
if no frésh data are brought to light by those whose knowledge
of early Christian literature and history is wider and surer than
mine. Continental criticism is unfortunately silent, with a
single exception, on most of the questions which I have had to
raise : and it has been disappointing to find how little help was
to be obtained, even on conspicuous points, from the studies in
the history of doctrine which have been carried on for the last
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two or three generations. The exception is furnished by Pro-
fessor C. P. Caspari of Christiania, whose book on Ungedruckte,
unbeachtete, und wenig beachtete Quellen zur Geschichte des
Taufsymbols und der Glaubensregel is a mine of new texts and
original illustrations. Although the separate obligations are all,
I hope, acknowledged in the proper places, it is a duty to say
here how much the latter pages of the Dissertation owe to his
patient and conscientious labours; and the more since I have
been often obliged to dissent from his conclusions. Perhaps
it may be found a corroboration of the view here taken that it
serves to link together his scattered researches, so far as they
relate to Eastern Creeds. The publication of the Dictionary of
Christian Antiquities has given me the advantage of seeing
Mr Ffoulkes’s articles on the Councils of Constantinople and
Antioch while the last sheets were passing through the press,
I have thus been led to add in a note the Greek text of the
fifth canon of Constantinople; but have not found reason to
make any other change.

Both Dissertations are of a critical nature, and directed
solely towards discovering the true facts of history respecting
certain ancient writings. On the other hand I should hardly
have cared to spend so much time on the enquiry, had the
subject matter itself been distasteful, or had I been able to
regard it as unimportant. To any Christian of consistent belief
it cannot be indifferent what language St John employed on
a fundamental theme ; and no one who feels how much larger
the exhibition of truth perpetuated in Scripture is than any
propositions that have ever been deduced from it can be a
party to refusing it the right of speaking words inconvenient, if
80 it be, to the various traditional schools which claim to be
adequate representatives of its teaching. Nor again is it of
small moment to understand rightly the still living and ruling
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doctrinal enunciations of the ancient Church, which cannot be
rightly understood while their original purpose is misappre- -
hended. Even the best theological literature of that age, as of
every age, contains much which cannot possibly be true: and it
is difficult to imagine how the study of Councils has been found
compatible with the theory which requires us to find Conciliar
utterances Divine. But the great Greek Creeds of the fourth
century, and the ‘Constantinopolitan’ Creed most, will bear
severe testing with all available resources of judgement after
these many ages of change. Assuredly they do not eontain all
truth, even within the limits of subject by which they were
bappily confined. But their guidance never fails to be found
trustworthy, and for us at least it is necessary. Like other
gifts of God’s Providence, they can be turned to deadly use:
but to those who employ them rightly they are the safeguard
of a large and a progressive faith,
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ON THE WORDS

MONOTFENHC OEOC

IN SCRIPTURE AND TRADITION

'TYHE purpose of this Dissertation is to investigate the true

reading of the last verse in the Prologue to St Johu’s
Gospel (i 18). The result, I think it will be found, is to shew
that povoyerrjs feds should be accepted in place of the received
reading 6 povoyerijs vics, alike on grounds of documentary
evidence, of probabilities of transcription, and of intrinsic fit-
ness. The reading of three primary Greek MSS. has been
known only within the last half-century; so that naturally
this verse has not shared with other disputed texts of high
doctrinal interest either the advantages or the disadvantages of
repeated controversial discussion; and thus it offers a rare
opportunity for dispassionate study. The history of the phrase
povoyevjs fecs in early Greek theology, of which I have at-
tempted to give a rude outline, has also an interest of its
own.

The verse stands as follows in the better MSS. :
Ocov ovdels éwpaxev mdmwore® povoyevis feds 6 @y els Tow
KoNToY TOU TaTpos éxetwos éEnynoato,

77 B 1
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The Documentary Evidence for povoyevis Oeds consists of

Manuscripts: NBC*L 83 (X* omits the following ¢ dv;
N° and 33 prefix 6).

Versions: the Vulgate (‘Peshito’) or Revised Syriac; the
margin of the Harclean Syriac; the Memphitic; and one of
the two Athiopic editions (the Roman, reprinted in Walton’s
Polyglott), in accordance .with one of the two earlier British
Museum MSS,, a third of the MSS. yet examined having both
readings’. The article is prefixed in the Memphitic rendering.
The Thebaic and the Gothic versions are not extant here.

6 povoryerijs vids is found in

Manuscripts;: ACEFGHKMSUVXFAAII and all known
cursives except 33.

Versions : the Old Latin (q has . filius Der) ; the Vulgate
Latin; the Old Syriac; the text of the Harclean Syriac; the
Jerusalem Syriac Lectionary; the Armenian; and Mr Pell
Platt’s Athiopic edition, in accordance with many MSS.

The Patristic evidence, though remarkable on any possible
view, admits of various interpretation on some points. The
grounds for the chief conclusions here stated will be found in a
note at the end: it must suffice here to mark the limits of
doubtfulness as clearly as the circumstances permit.

- The reading povoyevrs feds, with or without ¢, in direct
quotations from St John or clear allusions to his text, is
attested as follows. Two independent reports of VALENTINIAN
doctrine furnished by Clement of Alexandria (Exzc. ex Theodoto,
P- 968 Pott.: a paraphrastic allusion a little later has viés by a
natural combination, see p. 32), and Irenzus (p. 40 Mass.: cor-
rupted in the inferior MSS. of both Epiphanius, who sup-
plies the Greek, and the old translation, which in this allusion
is faithfully literal). TRENZUS himself at least once (256), and
I strongly suspect two other times (255, 189): in all three
places the original Greek is lost. CLEMENT himself twice (695,
956: in the second place, where the language is paraphrastic,

. 1 It is imposeible to convey a true in few words. Some particulars will
impression of the thiopic evidence be found in Note C.
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Clement has 6. p. vids febs, as in & still looser paraphrase at.
p. 102 he has 6 g....\oyos Tiis wigrews). ORIGEN at least
three times (on John i 7 [the commentary on i 18 itself is
lost], iv. p. 89 Ru.; [on John i 19, p. 102, the reading of twa
MSS. only is reecorded, and they vary suspiciously between
6 p. vics Geos and & w. vics Ted feod; in an indirect reference
shortly afterwards 7év u. stands without a substantive;] on John
xiik 23, p. 439; c. Cels. ii 71, p. 440, certainly in two MSS,
apparently in all except two closely allied MSS., from which
De la Rue introduced viés). Eusebius twice, once as an alter-
native not preferred by himself (De Eccl. Theol. p. 67, é povorye-
mjs vids, § povayers Oeds), and in one other exceptional but
seemingly unsuspicious place, p. 174. EPIPHANIUS three or four
times (Ancor. p. 8 [the clear statement here confessedly leaves
no doubt as to the quotation at p. 7, hopelessly mangled in the
printed text]; Panar. 612, 817). BASIL at least twice (De Sp.
Sanct. 15, 17, pp. 12, 14 Garn., quotation and statement con-
firming each other, as the Benedictine editor notes, adding
that earlier editions, unsupported by any of his six MSS., read
uids ; the quotation with viés at p. 23, which has no note, may
therefore be only an unwary reprint). GREGORY OF NyssA
ten times, always somewhat allusively, as is his usual manner
in citing Scripture, (c. Eunom. ii p. 432 [469 Migne]; 447 [493];
478 [540]; iii 506 [581]; vi 605 [729]; viii 633 [772]; ix 653
[801]; x 681 [841}; De vit. Mos. 192 [i 336]; Hom. xiii in
Cant. 663 [i 1045]: on the other hand wids is printed twice,
¢. Eun. ii 466 [521]; Ep. ad Flav. 648 [iii 1004]). The (Ho-
meeousian) Synod of Ancyra in 358 (in Epiph. Pan. 851 ¢: the
allusion here is reasonably certain’). DIDYMUS three times (De
Trin. 126 p. 76; ii 5, p. 140 [cf. i 15, p. 27]; on Ps. Ixxvi 14,
p. 597 Cord. [with absolute certainty by the context, though
vids is printed] : an allusion on Ps. cix 3, p. 249 Cord. or 284
Mai, drops the substantive). -CYRIL OF ALEXANDRIA (ad I

. 1 The laxity of a reference to Prov. guarded by ample previous exposition
viii 25 (vié» for yervd ue) in the same (852 BC, 853 B—D): here it would
sentence was unavoidable, and it was  have been gratuitous and misleading.

1—2
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p. 103 [without 6] by Mr Pusey’s best MS. and repeated refer~
ences in the following comrhent), and in at least three other
places (Thes. 187, [without 6] 287; Dial. quod Unus, 768 : twice
(Thes. 8365 ; Adv. Nest. 90') Aubert’s text has vids, which will
probably have to give way, as it has had to do in the com-
mentary®. To these might perhaps be added the emperor
JULIAN (p. 833 Spanh.), for though the full quotation and one
subsequent reference haye wvids, another has @eds, which the
argument seems on the whole to require.

The patristic evidence for [6] wovoyeris vids has next to
be given. Irenzus twice, but only in the Latin translation
(see above), and exactly in the Old Latin form, with nis in-
serted before unigenitus, and once with Det added to Filius, so
that we seem to have the reading of the translator, as often,
not of Irenzus. HIPPOLYTUS (c. Noetum 5) without ¢: all
depends on Fabricius's editing of a modern copy of a single
Vatican MS., and the context is neutral. An EPISTLE from
certain bishops at ANTIOCH (260—270 A.D.) to Paul of Samo-
sata (Routh, R. 8. iii 297), again dependent on a single MS,,
unexamined for some generations, and with the detached
phrase Tov povoryevij viov Tob feod fedv occurring not long before.
The Latin version of the “AcTs” of the disputation between
ARCHELAUS and Mani, c¢. 32, where again the inserted nist
shews the impossibility of deciding whether author or trans-
" lator is responsible. EUSEBIUS OF CZESAREA six times, De
Eccl. Theol. p. 67 (with feds as an alternative, see above), 86,
92, 142; in Ps. lxxiv. p. 440 Mont.; in Es. vi. p. 874. Eu-

1 In this case thg text is also Pusey’s
(p. 170); but it rests on a single MS.
of the fifteenth century: it is followed
in a few lines by & ye uhp & xéAwy 700
Ocob kal waTpos povoyevis Beds Nbyos.

2 In the ¢ Dialogues’ of an unknown
Cxsarius (Inter. 4, post Greg. Naz. iv
864 Migne), probably of the fifth if not
a later century, the context implies
O¢bs, though vlés is printed. The ap~

parent conflict of text and context has
been lately pointed out by Prof. Abbot,
who still regards the reading as only
doubtful. The possibility of reconci-
ling with the actual language an infer-
ential argument from John i 18 con-
taining viés seems to me infinitesimal :
but I am content to leave Cesarius in
& note.
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STATHIUS, De Engastr. p. 387 All. ALEXANDER of Alexandria,
Ep. ad Alex. in Theodoret, H. E. i 3; but with the detached
phrase 700 povoryevois Geot on the next page. ATHANASIUS
seven times (Ep. de Decr. Nic. 18,214 Or. c. Ar. ii 62; iv
16, 19, 20, 26). GREGORY OF NAZIANZUS, Orat. xxix 17.
Basil of Casarea, Ep. 234, p. 358, besides one of the three
places in the De Spiritu Sancto already mentioned, where
at least one Moscow MS. has feés: but the evidence adduced
above casts doubt on both places. Gregory of Nyssa twice
(ses p. 3); but the reading is most suspicieus. TITUS OF
BosTRA (adv. Man. p. 85 Lag.: but p. 93 6 p. vios Oeds).
THEODORE OF MOPSUESTIA (ad l. bis in Mai, N. P. B. vii 397 f.).
CHRYsoSTOM ad I, and later writers generally. On Julian
seep. 4 .

It is unsatisfactory that so much of the patristic testimony
remains uncertain in the present state of knowledge; but such
is the fact. Much of the uncertainty, though not all, will
doubtless disappear when the Fathers have been carefully
edited. In familiar passages scribes, editors, and translators
vie with each other in assimilating biblical quotations to the
texts current among themselves; and from the nature of the
case the process is always unfavourable to ancient readings,
whether true or false, which went out of use comparatively
early. It would therefore be absurd to treat the uncertainty
as equally favourable to both readings. Where we have a
Greek original, ,without various reading noted, and without
contradictory context, vids has a right to claim the authority
provisionally, in spite of private suspicions: but it would be
unreasonable to concede to vids any appreciable part in Origen,
Gregory of Nyssa, Didymus, or Cyril—I ought to add, in Ire-
nzus or Basil—notwithstanding the variations already men-
tioned. Serious doubt must also rest on an isolated vios in a
neutral context, when, as in the case of the Epistles of the
Antioch bishops and of Alexander, povoyevis feds is found at
no great distance, though without any obvious reference to
John i 18: the doubt is not removed by the fact that one or
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two Latin Fathers' have unigenitus Filius in their quotation,
and unigenstus Deus often elsewhere. ,

To gather up the documentary evidence with the usual
abbreviations, we have

‘Geds NBC*L 33
Memph. Syr.vulg. '‘Syr.hclmg. [?Aeth.]
*VALENTINIANI. Iren. *CrLEM. *Oric. [Euseb.]
+Syn.Anc. *EpipH. *DID. *BAs. *GREG.NyYss. *CYR.AL.
Cf. Caes. '

vics AX &e. &e. [?D]
Latt.omn. Syr.vet. Syr.hcl. ‘Syr.hier. Arm. [Aeth.codd]
[?2 Iren.(lat.)] ?{Ep.Ant. ?+Act.Arch.(lat.) *EUSEB.
*AtH. +Eust. ?+Alex.Al. [??Bas.] Greg.Naz. [??Greg.
Nyss] 1Tit.Bost. *THEOD.MOPS. *CHRYS., &c.

Testimonies marked with * prefixed are clear and suffi-
cient: those marked with { depend on a single quotation,
with .a neutral context. The Latin Fathers, as almost
-always, attest only what was read in the Latin versions:
all Latin authorities have wunicus Filius or unigenitus
Filius, q adding Dex.

Against the four best uncials viés has no tolerable uncial
authority to set except A and X, of which even A is in the
‘Gospels very inferior to any one of the four, much more to
their combination, and it is here deserted even by Syr.vulg., its
usual companion, while 33 is approached by no other cursive.
Manifestly wrong readings of AX and their associates abound
hereabouts as everywhere: see i 16, 21, 26 bis, 27 quater, 30,
81, 89, 42, &c.: when D is added, wrong readings still recur, as
iii 84; iv 2, 21, 25, 36, 37, 39, 42, 52, &c. The solitary posi-
tion of 33 among cursives here arises from the peculiarity of its
position generally, and not merely from its comparative excel-
lence, great as that is. The good readings supported by the -

1 Hilary and Fulgentius. The latter  Deus, but doubtless not from a Latin
‘twice quotes the text with unigenitus copy of the Gospels,
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other good cursives of the Gospels are, with rare exceptions,
found likewise in the authorities called * Western’, such as
D and the early Latins; that is, their ancient element is
almost wholly ‘Western’, for good and for evil: the ancient
element in 33 on the other hand can be only in part ‘Western’,
for it abounds in true ancient readings which, as here, have
little or no ‘Western’ authority. That the Old Syriac has
vids is quite natural, when it has so many early ‘Western’
readings: what is really singular is the introduction of feds
at the revision, when few changes came in at variance with
the late Antiochian text (Theodore, Chrysostom, &c.); and as
Ocos is not an Antiochian reading, its support by the Syriac
Vulgate acquires especial weight. Among early versions this
and the invaluable Memphitic more than balance the Old -
Latin and Old Syriac, which so often concur against BCL
Memph. in wrong readings of high antiquity, as i 4, 24, 26,
38, 42; iii 8, 25; iv 9. In the later versions viés has no
doubt the advantage.

The Ante-nicene Fathers follow the analogy of the versions.
With the exception of the Antioch epistle, vi¢s occurs in writers
with a predominantly Western type of text, Hippolytus and
Eusebius (compare the gloss in iii 6 at p. 72 of the De Ecc.
Th.); while Irenaus leaves their company to join Clement and
Origen in behalf of feds. After Eusebius the two readings are
ranged in singular conformity with the general character of the
respective texts generally. Cyril of Alexandria, Didymus, Epi-
phanius, are almost the only Post-nicene writers in whom we
find any considerable proportion of the true ancient readings
of passages corrupted in the common late text, while Basil and
Gregory of Nyssa have also a sprinkling of similar readings, a
larger sprinkling probably than Athanasius or Gregory of
Nazianzus, certainly than Theodore, Chrysostom, or their suc-
cessors, Thus it comes out with perfect clearness that vids is
one of the numerous Ante-nicene readings of a ‘Western’ type
(in the technical not the strictly geographical semse of the
word) which- were- adopted into the eclectic fourth century
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text that forms the basis of later texts generally. As far
as external testimony goes, feds and vids are of equal anti-
quity: both can be traced far back into the second century.
But if we examine together any considerable number of read-
ings having the same pedigree as vids, certain peculiar omissions
always excepted, we find none that on careful consideration
approve themselves as original in comparison with the alter-
native readings, many that are evident corrections. No like
suspiciousness attaches to the combination of authorities which
read Oeds. Analysis of their texts completely dissipates the
conjecture, for it is nothing more, that they proceed from an
imagined Egyptian recension. The wrong readings which they
singly or in groups attest can be traced to various distant ori-
gins, and their concordance marks a primitive transmission
uncorrupted by local alterations. Such being the case, feds is
commended to us as the true reading, alike by the higher cha-
racter of the authorities which support it, taken separately, and
by the analogy of readings having a similar history in ancient
times.

External evidence is equally decisive against the insertion
of 6, omitted by the four uncials, one passage of Origen pro-
bably (c. Cels. ii 71), and two of Cyril (ad . and Thes. 257).
On such a point the evidence of versions and quotations is
evidently precarious.

Probabilities of Transcription will doubtless be easily re-
cognised as favourable to feds. Movoyerns feds is an unique
phrase, unlikely to be suggested to a scribe by anything lying
on the surface of the context, or by any other passage of
Scripture. Movoyevis vids (the reading of Hippolytus and of
Eusebius once, tn Ps.), and still more 6 wovoyevys vids, is a
familiar and obvious phrase, suggested by the familiar sense
of povoyeris in all literature, by the contrast to Tod mwarpés in
the same verse (and mapa watpos in 14), by two other early
passages of this Gospel (iii 16, dore Tov vidy Tov wovoyervs
&wrey, and iil 18, &rv un wemloTevker els T Gvopa Tod povo-
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yevods viod Tod feod), and by a passage of St John’s first
Epistle (iv 9, & 7ov viow avrod TOv povoyevi) améorakkev
0 Oeds eis Tov roopov). The always questionable suggestion of
dogmatic alteration is peculiarly out of  place here. To the
Momnogenes in the Ogdoad of the Valentinians, among whom by
a mere accident we first meet with this and other important
verses of St John, feds could be only an awkward appendage :
the Valentinians of Clement take it up for a moment, make a
kind of use of it as a transitional step explaining how St John
came to give the predicate es (in i 1) to Logos, whom they
anxiously distinguish from Monogenes (= Arche), and then pass
on to their own proper view, in which Sonship alone appears as
the characteristic mark of Monogenes; while the Valentinians
of Irenseus content themselves with reciting the bare phrase
(lwdvrns..’Apxiv Twa vmoriferar o mwpdTov yevwnben [sic] vmro
700 Oeodl, & &) ral Tiov xai Movoyevij Oebv xékhnkev, év ¢
7a wavra 6 llarip wpoéBane amepparikds) and leaving it, justi-
fying i 1 by the general remark 76 qdp éx Oeod ryevvnOév Oeds
éoriw, but not otherwise referring again to any feds except Him
whom St John, they say, distinguishes in i 1 from Arche (= Son)
and Logos. Neither in the Valentinian nor in any other known
Gnostical system could there have been any temptation to
invent such a combination as povoyerns fess. Nor is it easy
to divine what controversial impulse within the Church could
have generated it in the second century; for the various doc-
trinal currents of that period are sufficiently represented in
later controversies of which we possess records, and yet there
is, I believe, no extant writer of any age, except that very
peculiar person Epiphanius’, who makes emphatic controversial
appeal either to feds per se, or to feos as coupled with uovo-
wyevijs, or (with a different purpose) to uovoryevijs as coupled
with Oeds, whether in this verse or in the derivative detached
phrase mentioned hereafter. The whole verse, with either

1 Algo Ceesarius, if the printed vlos against St John in this verse, if I am
is wrong. The emperor Julian may be  right in surmising that povoyerys Geds
added, as finding matter of accusation  was the reading before him,
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reading, soars above the whole extant theology of the second
century antecedent to the great Catholic writers at its close:
but I could almost as easily believe that that age invented
St John's Gospel, as some learned persons say it did, as that
it invented povoyewis feés. Once more, assuming povoyeris
feés to have obtained a footing in MSS., we cannot suppose
that it would gain ground from o povoryevss viés in transcription,
unless we trust modern analogies more than actual evidence.
The single fact that wovoyerijs Geés was put to polemical use
by hardly any of those writers of the fourth -century who pos-
sessed it, either as a reading or as a phrase, shews how unlikely
it is that the writers of our earliest extant MSS. were mastered
by any such dogmatic impulse in its favour as would overpower
the standing habits of their craft.

The only other possible explanation is pure accident. The
similarity of YC to OC, though doubtless greater than that of
the words at full length, is hardly strong enough to support
a word forming a new and startling combination, though it
might be able to cooperate in a transition fo so trite a term
as povoyevis vids. But a still more serious objection to this
suggestion is the absence of the article in what we must con-
sider the primitive form of the reading, uovoyevis Geds. Sup-
posing for the sake of argument that YC might pass into OC,
the change would still have left 6 standing ten letters back,
and there would have been as little temptation to drop ¢ before
Oeds as before vigs, as is shown by the profuseness with which
the Fathers (and their scribes) supplied it subsequently. On the
other hand the known boldness of ‘ Western’ paraphrase would
have had little scruple in yielding to the temptation of in-
serting ¢ after changing vids to feds, whether immediately or
after an interval in which the article remained absent.

Thus, on grounds of documentary evidence and probabilities
of transcription alike, we are irresistibly led to conclude that
povoryeri)s Oeés was the original from which 6 povoyevys vids
and 6 povoyevijs proceeded. More than this no evidence from
without can establish: but in a text so amply attested as that
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of the New Testament we rightly -conclude that the most
- original of extant readings was likewise that of the author
himself, unless on full consideration it appears to involve a
kind and degree of difficulty such as analogy forbids us to
recognise as morally compatible with the author’s intention,
‘or some other peculiar ground of suspicion presents itself.

This is perhaps the best place to mention a third reading
4o which Griesbach was somewhat inclined (it must be re-
membered that BC were as yet assumed to agree with most
MSS. in reading vids, and & was unknown), and which at one
time seemed to me probable, namely 6 povoyerjs without either
substantive. It is supported however by neither MS. nor
version except the Latin St Gatien’s MS,, but by a few quota-
tions in Greek and Latin Fathers, almost wholly writers who use
one or other of the fuller readings elsewhere; the only con-
siderable exception being Cyril of Jerusalem (Cat. vii 11). It
18 doubtless common to find different authorities completing an
originally elliptic or condensed expression in different ways.
But the stray instances of 6 povoyewiis and Unigenstus are suffi-
ciently explained by the extreme frequency of this simple form
«of phrase in the theological writings of the fourth and fifth
-centuries. Nor, on an attentive scrutiny, does it commend
itself even as a conmjecture, these unsubstantial shreds of
authority being discarded. To those indeed who justly recog-
nise the conclusiveness of the evidence which shews that uavo-
yemjs Oeds cannot be a corruption of 6 povoyerijs viss, yet are
unable to believe that St John wrote it, 6 uovoyerjs affords the
‘best refuge. In sense it suits the immediate context, having
in this respect an advantage over ¢ povoyevis vids; though it
seems to me to fail in relation to the larger context formed by
the Prologue, and to lack the pregnant and uniting force which
I hope to shew to be possessed by povoyevijs fedés. But serious
«difficulties as to transcription have to be added to the want of
external evidence. It is as inconceivable that fecs should have
been supplied to complete 6 povoyerijs in the second century,
with the further omission of the article, as that 6 uovoyevjs vids
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should have been altered to povoyevijs Geds. Nor is the case
improved by supposing accidental errors arising out of simi-
larity of letters, CO becoming COCO, and O being lost after €.
It would be an extraordinary coincidence either that both slips
of the pen should take place at the same tramscription, though
separated by MONOIENHC; or that two corruptions of the
‘same clause should take place at different times, yet both before
the earliest attested text of the New Testament. And again to
suppose povoyerrjs without 6 to be the true reading would only
change one difficulty for another: wovoryevns without either
article or substantive, followed by 6 &», and caught up by
éxeivos, would be harsh beyond measure. Thus the conjectural
omission of the substantive produces no such satisfying results
as could for a moment bring it into competition with the best
-attested reading, except on the assumption that the best attest~
ed reading is impossible.

Accordingly the field of criticism is now in strictness nar-
rowed to the alleged impossibility of povoyevis feds. It will
however be well for several reasons to examine the readings on
their own positive merits, without reference to the strong asser-
tions of private and overpowering instinct by which criticism is
sometimes superseded. We have therefore, thirdly, to consider
Intrinsic Fitness.

St John’s Prologue falls clearly and easily into three
divisions:

(@) 1. The Word in His Divine relations in eternity ante-
cedently to creation.

(B) - 2—13. The Word in His relations to creation, and
especially to man, chiefly if not altogether antecedently to the
Incarnation.

(y) 14—18. The Word as becoming flesh, and especially
as thereby making revelation.

(The two digressions 6—S8, 15, in which the Baptist’s office
of witness is put forth in contrast, do not concern us here.)

The first division ends with the simple affirmation that the
Word, who was wpos 7ov Oedv, was Himself feés. In the
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second division, after the initial oiros which reintroduces the
second clause of verse 1, His original name is not repeateds:
He is presented as the universal Life, and as the Light of
mankind ; coming into the world, and ignored by it; visiting
His own special home, and receiving no welcome there, though
in a manner accepted elsewhere: so ends the history of the
old world. The third division pronounces at once the name
unheard since verse 1, but now as part of the single stupendous
phrase 6 Ndyos odpf éyévero, and adds the visible sojourning
of the Word ‘among us’, whereby disciples were enabled to
behold His glory. This glory of His is further designated, by
a single phrase which is a parenthesis within a parenthesis, as
being “a glory as of an only-begotten from a father”. Neither
the Son nor the Father, as such, has as yet been named,
and they are not named here: there is but a suggestion by
means of a comparison (the particle os and the absence of
articles being mutually necessary), because no image but the
relation of a uovoyerrs to a father can express the twofold
character of the glory as at once derivative and on a level with
its source. Then the interrupted sentence closes in its original
form with the description m\jpns yapitos xai dinleias, fol-
lowed, after the interposition of the Baptist's testimony, by a
notice of this fulness of grace as imparted to Christians, and
its contrast with the preceding Law. Finally verse 18 ex-
pounds the full height of this new revelation. Now, as truly
as under the Law (Ex. xxxiii 20; Deut. ix 12), Deity as such
remains invisible, although the voice which commanded has
been succeeded by “the Truth” which was “beheld”. Yet a
self-manifestation has come from the inmost shrine: One of
whom Deity is predicable under that highest form of deriva-
tive being which belongs to a wovoryersjs, not one of imperfect
Deity or separate and external place but He who in very
truth is els 7ov xoAmov Tob warpos,—He, the Word, inter-
preted Deity to the world of finite beings.

Part of this meaning is undeniably carried by the common
reading 6 povoyevis vios ; but incongruously, and at best only
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a part. Here as in v. 14 special force lies: in povoyevis in
contrast to the share possessed by one among many brethren ;
and for this. purpose vids adds nothing, if indeed it does not.
weaken by making that. secondary which was meant to be
primary, for other ‘children of God’ had just been mentioned
(vv.12,13). There would also be something strangely abrupt in
the introduction of the. complete phrase 6 povoyers vids, as a
term already known, which ill suits the careful progress of
St John: the leap from &s moveyevois mapa marpés would be:
too sudden; the absenee of any indication identifying 6 wvids-
with the Word would be dangerously obscure, while the article
would mar the integrity of the. Prologue by giving its crowning
sentence a new subject in place of 6 Adyos; and in any case
a designative name would serve the argument less than &
recital of attributes. This last point comes eut more. clearly
as we follow the exquisitely exact language of the whole verse.:
The ruling note is struck at once in fedy; set before ovlels in
emphatic violation of the simple order which St John habitu-
ally uses: and further feév has no article, and so comes vir-
tually to mean °One who is God’, “Ged as being God’,
and perhaps includes the Word, as well as the Father’, In
exact correspondence with feor in the first sentence is uewo-
evis feos in the second. The parallelism brings out the
emphasis which the necessary nominative case might other-
wise disguise, and a predicative force is again won by the.
absence. of the article. St John is not appealing to a recog-
nised name, as an inserted article would have seemed to imply,
but setting forth those characteristics of the Revealer, already
described (v. 14) as ‘the Word’, which enabled Him to bring
men into converse with ‘the Truth’ of God, though the be-
bolding of God was for them impossible. It needed but a
single step to give the attribute uovoyewrjs to Him whose glory
had been already called & glory as of a povoyevns from a father.
It needed no fresh step at all to give Him the attribute feds,
for He was the Word, and the Word had at the outset been

1 Cf. Greg. Naz. Ep, 101 p. 87 A, Oeérys yap xabd’ davrip ddparos.
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declared to be feds. The. two elements of the phrase having
thus been prepared, it remained only to bring them: together,
associating Deity with Him as Son (for that much is directly
involved in the single term wovoyerns) as expressly as it had
been already associated with Him as Word ; and then the com-
bination is. fixed and elucidated by the further description &
v els Tov KOATou Tod watpos’. It begins with the article, for
now that One has been called povoyerrs feés,—and in One alone
can both attributions. meet,—there is no longer need for gene-
rality of language ; we exchange “ One that is—” for “ He that
is—". In like manner now that He has been set forth as actually
povoyevys as well as Oeds, it has become right to speak defi-
nitely of 70 warpés. The connecting phrase &v els Tov xaAmon
is a repetition of 6 Ndyos Wy wpds Tov Oedv, translated into
an image appropriate to the relation of Son to Father.

Thus St John is true to his office of bringing to light hidden
foundations. The name ¢The Word’, in which he condenses
so much of the scattered teaching of our Lord and the earlier
apostles, leads gradually, as he expounds it, to the more widely
current idea of Sonship, which after the Prologue he employs
freely ; and yet is not lost, for égnynoaro suggests at once the
still present middle term of v. 1 through which wpovoyeris
has become linked to fess. The three salient verses of the
Prologue are 1, 14, 18, These by themselves would suffice to
express the absolute primary contents of St John’s ‘message’:
the intervening verses are properly a statement of the ante-
cedents of the Gospel, and of its meaning as illustrated by its
relation to its antecedents. Verse 1 declares the Word to have
been ‘in the beginning’ feés; verse 14 states that the Word,
when He became flesh, was beheld to have a glory as of a
povoyerys ; verse 18 shews how His union of both attributes
enabled Him to bridge the chasm which kept the Godhead
beyond the knowledge of men. Without wovoyewrjs feds the end

1 Cf. Cyr. Al. ad L p. 107 B, émedh) warpds, Wa vojrar Kxal vlds é& avrol
yap Epn Movoyevs xal Oedy, Tlfpow  Kal év avTE Puokds K. 7.\
etfvs ‘O dp» ép rols KkéAmwois ToOb



16 ON THE WORDS MONOIMENHC ©EOC

of the Prologue brings no clear recollection of the beginuning:
Oeos is the luminous word which recites afresh the first verse
within the last, and in its combination with wovoyerjs crowns
and illustrates the intervening steps.

It is therefore vain to urge against the phrase that it is
unique in the New Testament. The whole Prologue is unique,
and povoyeris feds seems to belong essentially to a single defi-
nite step in the Prologue. No writer except St John applies
povoyemjs to our Lord at all, and he only in the three other
closely connected places already cited. In each of them there
is a distinctly perceptible reason why wiés should be intro-
duced; and moreover there were obvious objections to the
employment by St John of the definite title 6 uovoyeris feds,
that is, with the article. If we examine the combination dis-
passionately, it is hard to see in it anything inconsistent with
the theology of St John, unless the idea of an antecedent
Fatherhood and Sonship within the Godhead, as distinguished
from the manifested Sonship of the Incarnation, is foreign to
him. This idea is nowhere enunciated by him in express
words; but it is difficult to attach a meaning to ¢ dv els Tov
KkOAov Tod waTpds on any other view, and it is surely a natural
deduction from the Prologue as a whole (with either reading)
except on the quaint Valentinian theory that the subjects of
vv. 14 and 18 are different, while it seems impossible to divine
how he can have otherwise interpreted numerous sayings of our
Lord which he records. The paradox is not greater than in the
other startling combination ¢ Aéyos oap§ éyévero, the genuine-
ness of which no one affects to question, though its force has
been evaded in different directions in all ages.

The sense of wovoyevrjs is fixed by its association with vids
in the other passages, especially v. 14, by the original and
always dominant usage in Greek literature, and by the pre-
vailing consent of the Greek Fathers. It is applied properly
to an only child or offspring; and a reference to this special
. kind of unicity is latent in most of the few cases in which
it does not lie on the surface, as of the Pheenix in various
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authors, the wovoyerrjs ovpavéds of Plato (Z%m. 31 B) as made by
the ‘Father’ of"all (28 c), and the uovoyerns xéopos of writers
who follow him. Instances are not entirely wanting in which
povoyers is used of things that are merely alone in their kind
(as if from ryévos, and in its widest sense); but this rare laxity
of popular speech, confined, if I mistake not, to inanimate
objects, cannot be rightly accepted here. It finds indeed some
_support from Gregory of Nazianzus (Oraf. xxx 20 p. 554 A)
and Ammonius (on iii 16 in the caten®): but Basil's simple
rendering (adv. Fun. ii 20 p. 256 A) 6 wdvos yevvnbeis, put
forward in opposition to Eunomius’s arbitrary invention é
mapa wovov ryevouevos, (compare Athanasius’s negative defini-
tion, Or. c. Ar.ii 62 p. 530 A, 6 ydp Tor povoyevis ovk SvTwy
d\wv adehpdy povoyevijs éativ,) expresses the sense of the
greater writers of different ages’, though they sometimes add
éx povov to wovos. While however the idea conveyed by the
verb itself in the paraphrase pudvos yevwvnfeis belongs essen-
tially to the sense, the passive form goes beyond it, as perhaps
even in unigenitus, and the narrower sense of the English verb
in ‘only-begotten’ departs still further from the Greek. If 6
. viés were the true reading, it would on the whole be a gain
to adopt ¢ the only Son’ from Tyndale in iii 16, 18, and from
the English Apostles’ Creed, where ¢ only’ represents the povo-
«yevs of this or the other like passages, as ‘only-begotten’ repre-
sents it in the ‘Nicene ' Creed of the EnglishCommunionService.
But no such expedient is possible with povoyeris feds; and so
the choice lies between some unfamiliar word, such as ‘sole-
born’, and the old rendering which certainly exaggerates the
peculiarity of the Greek phrase, though it may be defended
by imperfect analogies from other passages of the New Testa-

1 A few out of the many somewhat
later patristic illustrations of the true
gense are collected, not without con-
fusion in the appended remarks, by
Petau de Trin. i 10 10 ff.; vii 11
3 ff. Cyr.AlL Thes. 239 f. is specially
clear: movoyevds...5td 76 pévov TcbTow

H.

elvar Kkapmwov waTtpikéy: again s
pdvos puaik@s yevvnlels: again
@s uoves pvaik@s yevvnlels: again
el 8¢ undels wdmwore povoyevds T6 pdvov
&pyov kéxhyke, wds 0 vids bs yevbpe-
vos GAN’ ovx ds yevwvnlels povoyerhys
vonbroerac;

2
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ment. A change of a different kind however seems absolutely
required, either the insertion of ‘One who is’, or the resolved
rendering ‘An Only-begotten who is God, even He who &c.’:
without some such arrangement the predicative force of uovo-
ryevijs Beos is lost, and the indispensable omission of the English
article becomes perilous. '

But these matters of translation do not affect, though they
illustrate, the primary question as to St John’s own Greek
text. I have, I trust, now given sufficient reasons for con-
cluding not only that wovoyerijs Oeds presents no such over-
whelming difficulty as to forbid its acceptance notwithstanding
the weight of evidence in its favour, but that the whole
Prologue leads up to it, and, to say the least, suffers in unity if
it is taken away.

All these considerations are entirely independent of the
truth of any theological doctrines which have been deduced, or
may be deduced, from St John’s text. When it is urged that
certain words are incongruous with the context and with St
John’s teaching generally, it becomes legitimate and perhaps
necessary to discuss their genuineness on grounds of sensé;
and not the less legitimate where, as in this case, the sense is
manifestly theological, the criterion for the present purpose
being not doctrinal truth but doctrinal congruity. Since
however it is matter of fact that a fear of theological con-
sequences is acting in restraint of dispassionate judgement,
and that in opposite quarters, I feel justified in appending
to the critical discussion a few remarks on the treatment
of povoyevis Oeés in ancient times, which may at least sug-
gest some diffidence in relying on the infallibility of modern
instincts.

The list already given of Fathers who read [6] povoyevijs feds
in their text of John i 18 takes no account of the much more
widely diffused use of the phrase [6] wovoyers Geds without a
biblical context. Professor Ezra Abbot justly points out that
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the phrase in itself affords no sufficient evidence as to the
reading of St John followed by those who employ it, since it is
a favourite with one or two who undeniably read 6 povoyerijs vios
when they quote the Gospel'. Yet it is equally true that this
widely spread usage bears an indirect testimony which may be
fitly noticed here, partly by its mere existence, partly by its
probable connexion with public formularies.

Origen’s voluminous remains contain the detached phrase
wovoyevis Oeds eight or ten times, usually softened by the
addition of Adyos or in some other way. It lurks in one place
in the Antioch Epistle against Paul of Samosata (6v ovx dA\Aov
wemeiocuela 9 TOv povoyevi viov Tod Beod feov, p. 292), and
ought, I suspect, to be restored to another (rodrov 8¢ Tov viow,
yevvnTov povoyevy tuvidvt, eixova Tod doparov feod Tuyya-
vovra,...mpd alwvwy Svta oV mpoyvdoel dAN ovaia kai vmogTdoel,
Ocov Geod viow, p. 290), where the second vidy cannot be sus-
tained by any punctuation, but must either be omitted or, with
better reason, exchanged for feév. With these exceptions it
is, I believe, absent from the extant Ante-nicene literature,
notwithstanding the diffusion of the corresponding biblical text.
The absence of this reading from good secondary MSS. and
from almost all the later versions shews how rapidly it was
superseded in the fourth and fifth centuries; yet we encounter
the phrase itself on all sides in this period, and certainly not
least abundantly in the latter part of the fourth century.
Without attempting an exhaustive list, it may be useful to
set down the following names and references, partly taken from
Wetstein and other critics, partly from my own notes. Atha-
nasius (c. Gent. 41 p. 40 C, 80 ral 6 TovTov Adyos N Kai oU
auvbetos, aAN €ls rai povoyeviys Oecs, 6 xai éx mwatpos ola wyyis
dyalijs dyabds mwpoeNfawv ; ¢. Apoll. ii 5 p. 944 A, ovyi dvfparmov
mpds Tov Beov Svros, s Uueis auxopavrodvres Aéyete, Siacy-
povres T0 Tédv XpioTiavdy pvaTipiov, dAha Beod Tob poveyevois

1 The few Greek writers coming or otherwise doubtful, cannot properly

under this description, all of whose be taken into account.
quotations with vids are either solitary

2—2
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[i.e. One who is God, even & povoyevns feds] evdoxnaavros 76
mApdpare s GedTyTos avTod THY Tob dpyeTvmwov WAdow dv-
Bpwmov kai moinow kawiy ékx unTpas wapbévov avacTicasbal
éavre Puaiki yevmaer kal aAUTe éveoer); Arius (ap. Ath. de
Syn, 15 p. 728 E, Nowwov 6 vids...povoyevns Oeos éore; Epiph.
Haer. 732 A, 6 vids...0ehjpare kai Bovkyj vmréaTn mpd xpovev kal
7po alwvwy mApns Oeds wovoyevns avalloiwros'); Alexander
the bishop of Alexandria with whom Arius came into conflict
(L c. p. 734 Noess. 7 Tod povoyevods Geod avexdujynros vmwéoTa-
aus); Marcellus (ap. Eus. ¢. Marc. i 4 p. 19 ¢*); Asterius (ap.
Ath. Or. c. Ar. ii 37 p. 505 ¢ [v.1]; de Syn. 18 p. 732 B);
Theodorus of Heraclea (on Isaiah in Mai, N. P. B. vi 226);
Eusebius [of Emesa, by Thilo’s identification] (de fide &c. [ Latine]
in Sirmondi Opp.i 3B, 16 D, 22 A); Rufinus of Palestine (Latine
in Sirmondi Opp. i 274 ff. cc. 89, 52, 53, and with Ferbum often);
the Synod of Aneyra (ap. Epiph. Haer. 854 ¢); Epiphanius (Haer.
755, 817 ¢, 857 A, 912 A, 981 A); Cyril of Jerusalem (xi 3, fe
feod povoyevei); Eunomius (Apolog. 15, 21, 26; Expos. Fider
2 bis); Basil (Ep. xxxviii 4 p. 117 ¢; de Sp. 8. 19 p. 16 ¢; 45
p- 38 B; c. Eun.iilp. 238 c; also 6 p. vids xai feds, i 15 p. 228
26 p. 237 B); the Apostolic Constitutions (iii 17; v 20 § 5; vii
38§3; 43 §1; viii7§1, 35); the interpolator of the Igna-
tian Epistles (ad Philad. 6); Gregory of Nazianzus (Ep. 202
p- 168 ¢) ; Gregory of Nyssa repeatedly and in various writings
(Professor Abbot counts 125 examples in the treatise against

1 It has been urged that w\rfjpys in- pma 70 dyior kxal ¢now & 16w

validates the reference. On the con-
trary the sense is that before xpévww
and aldvwy the Son attained that full
height, subject to no change, which is

.expressed by uovoyevis Gebs.

2 Marcellus seems to be quoting a
Creed, but in such a manner as to
make its language his own. TI'éypace
ydp, says Eusebius (c. Marc. 19 c)
wiorebeww els matépa Oedv wavro-
xkpdropa, kal els 7év vidv adrod
TOv povoyevy Oedy, xal €ls 70 wyel-

felwy ypagoy pepabnkévar Tobrov Tow
7#is OcoceBelas Tpémov. Quite differ-
ent in form is the Creed presented by
him to Julius of Rome (Epiph. Haer.
836), the suspiciously Western cha-
racter of which is well known. In the
epistle to Julius (835 p) he uses the
phrase els Oeds xal 6 TovTov povoyerhs
vids Néyos, where the added Néyos pro-
bably implies feds, itself excluded b

TobTOV. :
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Bunomius alone); Didymus (de Trin. i 25 p. 68 Ming.; i 26
p. 72; with xai vios, 1 18 p. 53; 26 p. 76; with vids xas inter-
posed, i 16 p. 40; with Adyos, i 26 p. 75); the ‘ Macedonian’
interlocutor in an anonymous Dialogue on the Trinity (Ath.
Opp. ii 509 B"); Isaac ‘ex Judaeo’ (Sirmondi Opp. i 406 ABC);
Cyril of Alexandria repeatedly; Andrew of Samosata (ap.
Cyr. Al. Ap. adv. Or. p. 290 Pusey [ix 333 Migne]); Theodoret
(Repr. ziv Capp. Cyr. 12 with Aéyos®; c. Nest. iv 1047 Schulze);
Theodotus of Ancyra, once with Adyos, once without® (post Cyr.
Al x 1336 f. Migne); Basil of Seleucia (Hom.1ip. 5 A; cf. xxv
p- 139 D); Isidore of Pelusium (Ep. iii 95); even Jobn of
Damascus in compound phrases®, perhaps following the Heno-
ticon of Zeno (see p. 24 n. 1); Hilary in peculiar abundance in
different writings (a single typical instance will illustrate his
use: “Deus a Deo, ab uno ingenito Deo unus unigenitus Deus,
non dii duo sed unus ab uno,” de Trin. ii 11); the fragments
of a Latin Arian commentary on St Luke (in Mai S. V. N. C.
iii 2 191, 199) and of Latin Arian sermons (ib. 217: cf. per
filium unigenitum Deum in the Arian Primus capitulus fides
catholicae, ib. 233); the Latin Opus Imperfectum on St Mat-
thew a few times (e.g. i 20 bis, 25) &c. The chief apparent
exceptions are the later Antiochian school of Greek writers,
and Ambrose and his disciple Augustine among Latin writers.
Yet the subsequent theologians of North Africa by no means
eschew the phrase, and it is of frequent occurrence in the

1 The ¢ Orthodox’ interlocutor nei-
ther objects to the term nor uses it
himself.

? So in Pusey’s text of Cyril (4pol.
adv. Theodoret. p. 492) with (appa-
rently all) the Greek MSS. and the
Syriac and Latin versions. Prior edi-
tions (as Schulze of Theodoret v 66
and Migne of Cyril ix 449 c) substitute
To0 Oeoi for feds, apparently without
authority.

3 In his Ezposition of the Nicene
Creed, But the context leaves it

doubtful whether he assumed the
combination to be already in the
Creed, or only took its elements from
the Creed.

40 povoyerhs vids kal Néyos Tob Oeol
xal Geds (De fid. orth. i 2 p. 792 ¢
Migne; iii 1 p. 984 A); 6 . vids ToU
Oeov xal feds (iii 12 p. 1029 B); 6 w.
vios xkal Oebs (i 2 p. 793 B). In the
third passage 6eds might be independ-
ent of povoyeris; not so, I think the
context shews, in the others.
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writings of Fulgentius in particular. Even in the days of
Alcuin and Theodulphus it is not extinct.

In the later times the tradition doubtless passed directly
from writer to writer: but this explanation will hardly account
for the wide and various acceptance found by wovoyevis feds
in the fourth century, combined with the almost complete
absence of attempts to argue from it by any of the contending
parties. This remarkable currency arose, I cannot but suspect,
from its adoption into Creeds. We look for it of course in
vain in Latin Creeds’, for Latin Christendom from the earliest -
times known to us did not possess the fundamental reading in
the Gospel: Hilary must have learned it, as he learned much
else, from his Greek masters. Among the very few Greek
Creeds belonging clearly to the second or third century of
which we have any knowledge, we can identify povoyerns eos
only in that of Antioch, incorporated with the remarkable ex-
position of Lucianus (Sozom. H. E. iii 5 9; vi 12 4), who suffered
martyrdom about 311. Here we read «ai eis éva xipiov "Inaoiv
XpiaTéy, Tov vidv avTod ToV povoyevij Bedv, 8¢ od Td wdvra, TOV
‘yevimbévra mpo Thy alvvwv éx Tod watpds Oedv éx Beod, Ehov
¢t Shov kTN (Graece ap. Ath. de Syn. 23 p. 736 A; Socr. H. E.
ii 10; Latine ap. Hil. de Syn. 28 p. 478c: cf. Bull Def.
Fid. Nic. ii 13 4—7). The word Oeév after povoyer; was
perhaps not in the earliest forms of this Creed (see pp. 24, 26):
but there is no reason to doubt that it stood there in the time
of Lucianus, of whose amplifications there is no sign till further
on. In the passage of Marcellus of Ancyra referred to by
Eusebius (about 336), in which he apparently follows some
Creed (see p. 20), we have already found the identical An-
tiochian phrase Tév vidv avrod Tov povoyeriy Oedv. The expo-
sition of Lucianus was one of the four formularies brought
forward at Antioch in 341: another, perhaps a modification of
the local Crecd of Tyana, the see of Theophronius who recited

1 One elaborate private formulary, (Hieron. Opp. xi 202 Vall), has
long attributed to Jerome or Au- verum Deum unigenitum et verum Dei
gustine, the Confession of Pelagius filium.
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it, has in like manner, xal els Tov viov avrod TV povoyeis Gedv
Adyov, Stvauw kai codiav, Tov kipiov Hudy Incoiv Xpiordv, 8 od
Ta wavra, Tov yevvnbévra éx Tod maTpds wpd TGV aldvwv Oedv
TéNewov éx Beol Telelou, xal Svta wpds Tov Bedv év VmogTdaes
&7\ (ap. Ath. de Syn. 24 p. 737B). Once more the formulary
of the Synod of Seleucia in Isauria held in 359 declares, miorev-
opev 8¢ kal els Tov rvplov fudy Incody Xpiariv Tov viov adTod,
Tov €€ avrod yevvnlévra dmalds wpo wdvTwy TGV aldvey, Gedv
Aoyov, Oeov éx Beod povoyeviy, pds, {wiv, ajfeav, codiav, Svvauww,
8/ ob 7a mwavra éyévero k.. (ap. Ath. de Syn. 29 p: 746 C;
Epiph. Haer. 878 B, ¢; Socr. H. E. ii 40). The influence of the
two latter documents would probably be limited and temporary:
but the details of their language, so far as it was not shaped
by current controversy, must have been inherited directly or
indirectly from formularies now lost, matured before the out-
break of the Arian disputes. Nay the original Nicene Creed
itself appears to embody the phrase, though in a form which
admits of being interpreted either as a deliberate retention or
as a hesitating and imperfect obliteration of an earlier state-
ment of doctrine (see Note D). Indeed it occurs once without
any ambiguity, as a friend points out, in what purports to be a
copy of the Nicene Creed included in a memorial from Eusta-
thius of Sebastia and other representatives of the Asiatic Ho-
" meeousians proffering their communion to Liberius of Rome,
and expressly accepted by him as the Nicene Creed, shortly
before his death in 366. This copy differs in nothing but two
or three trivial particles from the usual ancient form except in
the words xal els &va povoyeviy fedv xvpiov "Inaodv Xpiordv, Tov
viov 70D Beod, and the omission of uovoyersj from its accustomed
place in the next clause (ap. Socr. H. E. iv12). In the familiar
Creed usually regarded as the Constantinopolitan recension of
the Nicene Creed uovoyevs eds was undoubtedly wanting,
for reasons explained in Dissertation IL But finally in
451 it stands included, though with the old Alexandrine addi-
tion Adyov, in the carefully chosen last words of the Definition
of Chalcedon: ovx eis dvo mpocwma pepilopevov 1) Saipolpevov,
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A\’ tva xal TOV avTdv, vidv kal povoyevij Oedv Aoyov, xvpiov
"Ingoiv Xpiarov (“sed unum eundemque Filium et unigenitum
Deum Verbum Dominum Jesum Christum,” in Mansi’s primary
old version), kafdmep dvwbev of mpodijtar wepi avTod xai avTos.
nuds 6 xipios "Inoois Xpiaros éfemaidevae, kal 70 Tév Tatépwy
Nudv wapadédwre avpBorov. It is true that Evagrius (H. E. ii
4), Agatho (in Mansi Conc. xi 256), and the third Council of
Constantinople in 680 omit xai so as to bring viov and povo-
wevi) into combination, as also most Latin versions omit et,
some further making transpositions: but the reading of the
best authorities is sustained not only by its less obvious cha-
racter but by the unquestionable separation of vidv from wovo-
yevi) a few lines above, in the sentence mpo alwvwv uév ék Tod
watpds yevvnlévra kata Ty OeoTnTa, én’ éoydTwy 8¢ TV uepdy
Tov avrov O 7juds Kxal dud Ty fuerépav cwrnplav éx Mapias
Tis mwapBévov Tis Beorirov kata Ty dvpwmérnTa, &va Kai ToV
avtov XpioTov, vid, kipiov, povoyeri'.

At this point a possible suspicion requires notice, whether
povoyevis Geos may not owe its origin to Creeds, and have
passed from them into the text of St John. The authority of
a Creed might doubtless succeed in importing a difficult and
peculiar reading, the introduction of which in any other way
would be inconceivable. But the facts already stated are as
fatal to this as to all other suggested explanations of a change
from 6 wovoyerns viés to movoyevis Oeis; and the evidence of
Creeds does but corroborate the other evidence. I do not press
the late date, the close of the third century at Antioch,at which
we first find povoyevrjs Geos actually standing in a Creed. The
Creed of Antioch in that form might be of earlier date: and the
same may be said of any Creeds which may have supplied ma-
terials at Nicaea in 325, at Antioch to Theophronius in 341, and
at Seleucia in 339, though these might also belong in their corre~
sponding form to Lucianus’s or even to the next generation. But

1 The Henoticon of the emperor Aoyoluev 3¢ Tov povoyevy 7ov Oeoli
Zeno, promulgated in 482, begins its  viov xal fedw, Tov x.7.\. (Evagr. H. E.
final confession with the words ‘Ouo-  iii 14).
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conjectures of this kind will not avail unless we are prepared to
go so far as to say that uovoyevis feds stood in several distant
Creeds towards the close of the second century, or that it stood
in some one leading Creed near the beginning of the second
century, for nothing less would account for its presence in such
various biblical texts. Ptolemsaeus (see p. 30) speaks either from
Italy for himself in the third quarter or at most a few years
later, or from Alexandria or Rome for his master Valentinus in
the second quarter of the century; Irenzus from Asia Minor or
(less probably) Gaul; Clement and the Memphitic version from
Alexandria; Origen a little later from Alexandria and probably
also Palestine. It would not be easy to trace these scattered texts
to Alexandria, the only imaginable single centre, at that early
period: but if it were, we should find ourselves still confronted
by two weighty facts. First, there is not a trace of theological
activity at Alexandria, except that of the ‘Gnostic’ chiefs, till
the Catechetical School of the Church (Athenagoras, Pantenus,
Clement) arose in the last third of the century, which is too late
for our purpose: if such existed, some record of it must have been’
preserved by Eusebius, who had a special interest in Alexandria,
and has given us a tolerable roll of contemporary writers from
other parts of the East. Secondly, little as we know of the Creed
of Alexandria, it happens that that little suffices to shew that it
did not contain povoyemjs feés. There is no trace of the words
in the rule of faith expounded in Origen’s early work De Princi-
puis (Preface to Book i § 3f), though in various places where
be speaks in his own name (as in i 2; ii 6) there are suspicious
signs that the translator Rufinus had them before him. But
even in the days of Arius povoyevijs feés is clearly absent from
the Alexandrian Creed as recited by Alexander, notwithstand-
ing his own use of the term; for the evidently ancient words
run xai els &va xipiov ‘Incodv Xpiorév, Tov viov Tod Beod Tow
povoyevi), yevvnfévra k.. Thus all external evidence fails to
sustain a derivation from Creeds in the second century: if we
are to consider intrinsic probabilities, it must be repeated that
the invention of the phrase in the first half (and more) of the
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century is at variance with all that we know of any of its
theologies: and as for the Creeds of the Church, that in those
early days of elementary simplicity they should admit such a
combination without direct Scriptural warrant would contradict
all that we know of their manner of growth. Whether it could
bave been so admitted in the third century, with the theology
of which it easily associates itself, is highly questionable; but
that is not the period with which we have to deal. Yet even
in the third century, as has been shown, the usage is cautious
and tentative, by no means such as we should expect with
words freely pronounced in Creeds. Origen quotes the verse
almost half as often as he employs the phrase, and in a majority
of cases he adds to the phrase some tempering word. At
Antioch, where alone else it appears, it is conceivable that the
Creed had an influence, though hardly if unsupported by Greek
MSS., in changing the reading of the Syriac version; but the
converse is equally possible. It is only in the fourth century
that the phrase pervades the greater part of the extant litera-
ture: and the cause surely is that, though povoyevs Geds as a
reading was being swept out of biblical MSS. by the same acci-
dental agencies of transcription which removed hosts of Ante-
nicene readings of no doctrinal moment, as a formula it
had at last established itself in widely known Creeds. We
cannot look to Creeds as the sources of the reading without
inverting history.

The one historical demerit then, if demerit it be, which
attaches to the combination povoyeris Geds is that each of the
great parties in the fundamental and necessary controversies
which began in the days of Constantine was willing to pro-
nounce it, and that it has never itself become a watchword of
strife,. It was not avoided by Arius or his successor in the
next generation, Eunomius, though neither of them inserted it
in his own shorter Creed (see the letter of Arius and Euzoius
to Constantine, in Socr. H. E. i 26; Sozom. H. E. ii 27, without
even povoyevns; and the Confession in Eunomius’s Apologeticus,
¢. 5, kal eis &va povoyeviy viov Tod Beod, Oeov Néyov), by the
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Latin Arian commentator on St Luke, or by the author of the
Opus Imperfectum, usually classed as an Arian. It appears
sporadically in various quarters in the intermediate movement,
commonly called Semi-Arianism, which, however inconsequent
in thought, retained much of the letter of Antenicene language;
while on the other hand it was not used spontaneously by
Eusebius, who habitually followed his MS. or MSS. in reading
viés in St John, It is uttered but sparingly and guardedly by
Athanasius, once in youth and once in old age, probably for a
similar reason'; for he seems hardly likely to have shrunk from
it on grounds of doctrine or feeling, when we remember that he
speaks of T Tod Oeod) yévrnow (Or.c. Ar.i28 p. 432 ) and
that the phrase in which he most loves to clothe his character-
istic teaching is Siov Tijs Tod martpos oloias cyévwnua. Once
more we find wovoyerijs Oeés in Marcellus, the blind violence of
whose antagonism to Arius conducted him to a position of his
own. Hilary, the wisest as well as the most successful cham-
pion of the cause of Athanasius in the West, employs it with
startling freedom, evidently as the natural expression of his
own inmost thought. Among the greatest of the theologians
who continued and developed the same line of tradition in the
East are confessedly Basil, Gregory of Nyssa, Didymus, and
Cyril of Alexandria; and to none of these, widely as they differ
from each other, is povoyevijs feos strange, while with two of
them its use is habitual. Finally, with an accompaniment
which guards but does not neutralise it, it obtains a place in
the definition of the last of the ‘four’ primary Councils.
This great variety of belief among those who have received
povoyerys Beds into their theological vocabulary suggests at
once that its utility is not that of a weapon of offence or de-
fence. Experience has shown that it is possible to affix a con-

1 Sometimes (as de Decr. 16 p.221 E;  passage of Origen quoted by him de
Or. c. Ar.ii 47 p. 515 £; Ep. ad Afr.  Decr. 27 p. 233 ¢, and is not rare else-
5 p. 895 A, c) he has the derivative form  where.

[6] povoyewis Néyos, which occurs in a
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siderable range of meaning to words which simply express
either Deity or Sonship, and even, as here, to a combination of
the two predicates in the same subject. But it is rarely by the
literal and apparent cogency of single texts that deliberate
convictions have ever been formed: power in producing belief
is not to be measured by convenience in argument. Under-
standing as I do both terms in the highest sense, and holding
that the doctrine of perfect and eternal Sonship within the
" Godhead, for which Origen and Athanasius contended, and
which the Nicene and *Constantinopolitan’ Creeds explicitly
set forth, is fundamental truth, I cannot affect to regret that
a reading of St John’s words which suggests it, though it does
not prove it, is established as genuine by a concurrence of
evidence which I could not disregard without renouncing ecriti-
cal honesty. Perhaps the words may prove in due time in-
structive, thus much may be said without presumption, both to
us who receive the doctrine and to those who as yet stumble
at it.

It does not however follow that good results would now
arise from a resuscitation of the ancient formula detached
from the context of the Gospel. To employ it with the article
prefixed would open the way to serious evil; while without the
article it requires arrangements of diction which could seldom
be contrived in common usage, and which incautious writers
would be perpetually tempted to discard. The danger of the
article is somewhat less in Greek than in English : nevertheless
it must have been a dread of possible misuse that induced the
Greek theologians so often to temper the article, as it were, by
adding afterwards Adyos, vids, or some other term which fixed
the denotation of feds without lowering its sense or suggesting
¢ division’,

Yet these considerations can have no place in determining
the text of St John. Taught by himself to “believe on the
name of the Only-begotten Son of God”, we do well to adhere
to the name thus entrusted to us: but we need not shrink
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from accepting and trying to interpret his other language in the
single instance when he is led—not to put forward another name
but—to join two attributes in unwonted union, that he may for

a moment open a glimpse into the Divine depths out of which
his historical Gospel proceeds.
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Nore A
The details of early Greek Patristic Evidence

The earliest known Greek reference to John i 18 occurs in
two independent accounts of Valentinian doctrine, furnished
by Irenzus and Clement respectively’. The Valentinianism
sketched by Irenzeus in his first book is commonly recognised
to be that of Ptolemaus, who apparently belongs to the genera-
tion succeeding the middle of the second century. He cannot
at all events be later than the episcopate of Eleutherus, about
175—190, under which Irenzus wrote (p. 176 Mass). “They
further teach”, Ireneus says (p. 40), “that the First Ogdoad
was indicated (ueunvukévas) by John the Lord’s disciple, these
being their words: ‘John, the Lord’s disciple’, intending to give
an account of the genesis of the universe whereby the Father
put forth (mpoéBalev) all things®, supposes a certain 'Apys, the
first thing gendered by God (v0 mwpdrov yevwnlév vmré Tod feov),
which he has also® called (réxAnier) Son and povoyeris feds, in

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

(Die Valentinianische Gnosis und die
heilige Schrift) and Lipsius (Protes-
he Kirch itung of Feb., 22
1873, pp. 182 ff.: cf. Quellen d. dlte-
sten Ketzergeschichte 90) have not
thrown so much light on the mutual
relations of these two accounts as
might have been hoped for from such
otherwise instructive investigations.
It seems clear that neither Clement
drew from Irensus nor Irensus from
Clement, nor both from a common
immediate source. More than this it
would be rash to assert at present.

2amti

is that of the Greek extract preserved
in Epiphanius (p. 196 Pet.), which
shews no sign of amplification here.
The old Latin version has omitted
some words, including those which
mark the quotation as verbal; while
at the end of the quotation it adds
¢ Et Ptolemaeus quidem ita,” omitted
by Epiphanius. But both texts imply
& Valentinian appeal to ‘“‘John the
Lord’s disciple” for what follows.

3 There is no reason to change quod
etiam nunc (al. q. e. me) of the MSS.
to quod etiam Nun with Erasmus,



IN SCRIPTURE AND TRADITION 31

whom (or which) the Father seminally put forth all things'.”
The Valentinian writer proceeds to treat St John’s Prologue,
clause by clause, as a commentary on his theory that Adyos was
derived from ’Apy7, and ’Apyn from @eds, all three being never-
theless intimately united; and endeavours to extract the per-
sonages of his Ogdoad from St John’s terms. From i 14 he
obtains the first Tetrad, Pater and Charis, Monogenes and
Aletheia; and there he stops, the second Tetrad having been
already found in i 1—4, so that i 18 is not quoted in so much
of the passage as Irenwus transcribes. But the simple term
Monogenes, required as a masculine synonym of Arche to
make a syzygy with Aletheia, is distinctly taken from i 14; so
that when the writer parenthetically attributes to St John two
other designations of Arche, Son and povoyeris feds, neither
of which is convenient for his present purpose, he cannot mean
only that they are fair deductions from language used in i 1—14,
but must have in view some literal use by St John elsewhere;
that is doubtless i 18; iii 16, 18.

The same result presents itself at once in the Valentinian
statements of doctrine, partly copied, partly reported by Cle-
ment of Alexandria in the Excerpta found at the end of the
Florence MS. of the Stromates, and now reasonably supposed
to belong to his lost Hypotyposes (Bunsen, Anal. Antenic. i
159 ff). “The Valentinians”, he says, (p. 968 Pott.; p. 210
Buns.) “ thus interpret” Jo. i 1: “they say that Arche is the
Monogenes, who is likewise called (wpocayopevesfar) Oecs, as
also in what follows he [Johu] expressly signifies Him to be

whose conjecture is adopted by later
editors. Quod etiamnunc (or etiamnum)
is & natural rendering of 8 8% xal: and
though Nois occurs in Clement’s pa-
rallel exposition, and has been noticed
already by Irensmus (p. 5), it could
have no place among the terms enu-
merated as taken from St John, and
it is absent from the context which
follows,

1 S0 in the Venice MS. (the best) of

Epiphanius 8 3% xal vidv xal povoyers
Oedv kéxAyxev ; the common text invert-
ing xaf and povoyery. The true order
is retained in the Latin, ‘‘et Filium
et Unigenitum Deum ", thoughin some
of the inferior MSS. and in the edi-
tions Domini (Dni) has been substi-
tuted for Deum (Dm), as read by others,
including the Clermont and Arundel
MSS., the two best, and representa-
tives of different families.
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Oels (s xal év Tols éEns dvrikpus Bedv avtov Sphoi), saying
¢ povoyeris Beds 6 dv els Tov KoAmoV TOD TaTpds éxetvos éfn-
onoaro.” The word ‘expressly’ was doubtless used because
the writer considered the Deity of Arche, though not explicitly
stated by St John, to be obviously included in the attribution
of Deity to Logos (feds 7v 6 Adyos), since Logos was derived
from feés not directly but through Arche’: but this preliminary
inference only throws into clearer relief the coupling of the
Monogenes with feos by the Evangelist himself in i 18%. When
then in what follows reference is made to the Father’s ¢ putting
forth’ of the Monogenes, who is further identified with the Son
(Tod7’ éaTiv 6 vibs, b1 8¢ vioD 6 waTyp éyvwabn), we have at once
in the combined designations a sufficient explanation of the
appearance of vids in a succeeding allusion to i 18 (xal ¢ pév
peivas povoyevns vios €is TOV kKOATov Tol waTpos TV
&biunaw ia Tis yrdoews éEnyeiTar Tols aldow, ws dv Yo
70D KOATOU avTod mwpoSAnbeis), without supposing vids to have
stood here in the writer’s text of St John. The Hypotyposes
were probably written in the early years of the third century,
certainly not later®. If all the Valentinian Excerpts belong to
the ‘Eastern School’ mentioned in the obscure title (cf. Hippol.
Haer. vi 35), the coincidence with the Valentinianism in Ire-
nzus would bring the evidence as to St John’s reading far
back, perhaps to the second quarter of the second century; for
Ptolemeeus is named by Hippolytus (L c.) as belonging to the

1 8o the writer in Irensus (p. 41).
'Ev y&p 7§ warpl xal é 10D warpds %
dpxh, & 8¢ T dpxd xal éx Ths dpxis &
Abyos. Kahds odv elwev 'Ev dpx § v 6
Néyos, v yap & 7 vi@® xal ‘O Néyos
Ny wpds TOv Oeby, xal yap ) dpx#* xal
Oe€ds 7v 6 Noyos drohovfuws, 70 yap éx
Ocol yevvnley Oebs éorw. oUTos v év
dpxf wpds rov Oeby, Eeate Ty Tijs
wpoPolis Tdw.

? The next sentence appears to con-
tain a retrospective argument justify-
ing the ascription of Deity to the
Logos, a8 in i, 1, by the subsequent

aseription of Deity to the Monogenes
(=Arche=Nois), as in i. 18, which
would imply the presence of feds in
each verse. But in other respects the
language is obscure, and probably cor-
rupt.

3 Without referring to the Hypoty-
poses, which must be a late work,
Heinrici (l.c. 12 f.) places the Ex-
cerpts and the cognate Eclogae Pro-
pheticae in Clement’s youth, about
170—180. His argument is not con-
vineing.
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other or ‘Italian’ School, and thus the coincidence would have
to be traced to Valentinus as the common source of both schools.
But this assumption cannot be trusted, and we must be content
to take Clement’s author as probably belonging to the same
period as Ptolemaus.

Irenzus himself thrice quotes i 18, “Deus qui fecit terram...
hic et benedictionem escae...per Filium suum donat humano
generi, incomprehensibilis per comprehensibilem et invisibilis
per visibilem, cum extra eum non sit sed in sinu Patris exsistat.
Deum enim, inquit, nemo vidit unquam misi unigenitus Filius
Dei qui est in sinw Patris, ipse enarravit. Patrem enim invisi-
bilem existentem ille quia in sinu ejus est Filius omnibus
enarrat” (p. 189). “Deus...qualis et quantus est, invisibilis
et inenarrabilis est omnibus quae ab eo facta sunt, incognitus
autem nequaquam, omnia enim per Verbum ejus discunt,...
quemadmodum in evangelio scriptum est, Deum nemo vidit
unquam niss unigenitus Filius qué est tn sinu Patris, ipse enar-
ravit. Enarrat ergo ab initio Filius Patris, quippe qui ab initio
est cum Patre, &c.” (p. 255). “Manifestum est quoniam Pater
quidem invisibilis, de quo et Dominus dixit, Deum nemo vidit
unquam. Verbum autem ejus...claritatem monstrabat Patris...
quemadmodum et Dominus dixit, Unigenitus Deus qui est in
sinu Patris, ipse enarravit” (p. 256). The Greek original being
lost, the text may be due either te Irenzus or to his translator,
who frequently transcribes an Old Latin version of the New
Testament when he comes to a quotation, even in cases where
the extant Greek shews that Irenzus had other readings.
Now the two former quotations coincide exactly (waiving De:*)
with most Old Latin authorities?, even to the insertion of the
characteristic nisi; the Deus of the third quotation is unknown
to Latin texts of St John, and therefore doubtless represents
the Greek. The only question that can reasonably arise is

1 Itself found in q. was known to Tertullian through the

* Not it is true the oldest. But this  translation. There is noreal evidence,
is of no consequence except on Mass. as Dodwell has shown, for an earlier
uet’s groundless theory that Irenmus  date than the fourth century.

H. 3



34 ON THE WORDS MONOIENHC OEOC

whether Irenzus followed different texts in different places, or
Filius was introduced by the translator. But the close prox-
imity of the two latter quotations is unfavourable to the suppo-
-sition of a variation in the original Greek, and the addition of
Dei after Filius in the first passage savours of a corrective
combination of a Latin Filius with a Greek feds’. In neither
case is the context available as evidence; for though it contains
references to sonship, they are such as might easily be founded
on the single word povoyevis. Irenzus therefore read povo-
evijs Beds at least once, and there is no solid evidence that he
ever read otherwise.

Hippolytus the disciple of Irenzus, in the fragment against
Noetus now generally recognised to be the close of a larger
- work, which is almost certainly the lost early Syntagma against
Heresies®, has the following sentence : ‘Opdv 8¢ Tiv fedv o8 els
€l un pcvos 6 mals xai Té\etos dvbpwmos Kal uévos Sinynodueves
v Bovhijy Tob mwatpos ANéyer ryap kal 'lwdvvns Belv ovdels
édparev woTOTE, pOvOyEVns vits 6 dv els TOv KCATov ToD TaTpos
avTos Supyreato (c. 5 p. 47 Lag.). It is to be regretted that
the text depends on Fabricius’s editing of a modern copy of ‘a
single Vatican MS.; and the context is neutral. There is how-
ever no sufficient reason for doubting that Hippolytus read
viés, but without the preliminary article. The Syntagma must
have been written in the last decade of the second century®:
the later Hippolytecan remains are barren of evidence.

Clement himself quotes the whole verse once only (Strom. v
p- 695), and then reads é povoyevis fess. He adds that St John
gives the name koAmos Geod to 76 alparov kai dppyrov, and this
remark explains the combination of 7év koAmov Tob waTpls with

1 Compare the similar case of O:i-

gen, pp. 35 f., 88.

2 See especially Lipsius Zur Quellrn-
kritik d. Epiphanios, 37 ff.; Die Quel-
len d. ilt. Ketzergesch. 128 ff.

3 So Lipsius, Q. Ep. 33—43, and
much better Q. Ketz. 137 ff. Har-
nack (Zditschrift f. d. hist. Theol.

1874 191 fi.) places it in the following
decade : but, after Volkmar, he refers
the fragment against Noetus to a
supposed treatise against all Monarchi-
ans, for which, if I understand him
rightly (p. 183), Le accepts the date
assigned by Lipsius to the Syntagma.
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ényioaro’ in a sentence in his tract De diwte salvando (p. 956),
Ocd 7Ta Tijs ayamns puotipia, kal TéTe émomTeloels TOV KONV
ToD maTpis, ov 6 povoyevis vios Becs wévos éénynaaro’ EoTi 8¢
xal avtds 6 Oeds dyamn kal 8 ayamny Nuiv dvekpdly kal To
uév dppnrov avrod mwatip k7. Here viss and feds stand side
by side, and it may be that the two readings are combined :
but it is more likely that viés was inserted simply to soften the
peculiar combination 6 povoyerrs fels; just as elsewhere Clement
(Ezc. Theod. p. 969), in controverting the Valentinian inter-
pretation already cited, inserts Adyos, perhaps from the familiar
Alexandrine form feés Aoyos founded on John i 1: 7jueis 8¢
70V év TavToTyTL Noryov Beov év Oe@ Ppauéy, os kal els Tov k6Amwov
70D warpos elvar Méyerat, abidarartos, auépiatos; els feds' mwdvta
8. atTod éyévero kata Tiv mpoceyi) évépyeiav Tob év TavtiTyTL
Adyov...olTos Tov xb\Toy Tob waTpos éEnyioaro, 6 cwtip. And
the process is carried a step further in an allusion which drops
Oeos but retains Aoyos (Paed. 1 p. 102): wds ydp ov deheitar
8 ov 6 povoyeris ék kONTwY TaTpés rataméumwerar Aéyos Tis
wioTews; It will be observed that there is no trace of vios
except in the passage from the tract De divite, where the sub-
ject, ayamn, would have rendered the introduction of Acyos
inappropriate.

Origen’s extant quotations of the verse are confined to his
commentary on St John’s Gospel and his treatise against Celsus.
Commenting on John i 7, he transcribes the whole passage
15—18 (iv 89 Ru.), reading 6 povoyevss fess. Unfortunately
we do not possess his exposition of the passage itself, his third,
fourth, and fifth tomes being lost. The sixth tome begins, after
the preface, with i 19, treating the ‘witness of John’ as a
second witness of his, that is, of the Baptist, and arguing
against Heracleon who had attributed v. 18 (though strangely
not 16, 17) to the Evangelist. He thus sets up a former witness
of John, as dpEapévns dmo ot OdTos v oy elmov ‘O dwicw
pov épxbuevos, kai AMyolans els 76 ‘O povoyevrs vios Tod

1 The same combination occurs, as we shall see (pp. 43 f.), in early Latin
authorities.

3—2
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Ocoi (or vios Oeds) 6 @y els Tov KOATOY ToD waTpds éxelvos
éénynaaro (iv 102). The variation of reading is here signi-
ficant. The Benedictine text adopts wids Tod feod from the
Bodleian MS.!, while Huet reads vios feés® with the Paris MS.
It is hard to believe that in a verbal citation of this kind Origen
would have inserted the superfluous 7oi feod, and viés Tod
Geov is quite like a scribe’s correction of vits Gess; while this
phrase is too peculiar to have been substituted for viés Tob feod,
yet might easily be written by Origen, either as a combination
of the two alternative readings which certainly existed in his
time, or to provide against possible misinterpretation. No
inference can be drawn from the loose form of expression a
few lines further down, when he pleads for the consistency of
supposing T6 TOv povoyevi} eis Tév KOAmoV SvTa Tob TWaTpos THV
jynaw avrg (the Baptist) kal wdou Tois ék Tod mMANpwuaTos
el\npoae mwapadedwrévar. In his 32nd tome the description of
St John as reclining év 7@ xéAmep Tod 'Ingod occasions the
rerark that he avérerro év Tols KéAmois Tob Aéyov, avdhoyov
T® Kal avtév elvar év Tols KOAmols Tod matpds, kata 7o ‘O
povoyevys Beds 6 dv els Tov kOATOV ToD mwaTpos ékelvos
éfnynaaro (iv 438), where the selection of the term Adyos
confirms what appears to be the reading of all the MSS. Again
in the second of the books against Celsus (c. 71 i 440 Ru.),
which are transmitted in a different set of MSS. from those of
the commentary on St John, we find : ’Edida&e 8¢ rjuas o "Inoois
kal daTis v 6 méuyras év 74 Ovdeis Eyvw Tov maTépa €l
py 6 vids kai 79 Oeov ovdels édpake mEToOTE O povo-
yevijs ye dv Oeds 6 dv els Tov KéAwOv TOD TaTpds
éxeivos éEnyfocaTo’ éxewos Georoydv dmiyyeihe Ta mepi Oeod
Tois yymaiors avtov padnrais. Such is the reading of one of

1 Prima facie the lost Venice MS.
used by Ferrari for his Latin version
might appear to have read the same,
as Ferrari has Filius Dei. But it is
morally certain that he would have
rendered ulds Oess likewise by Filius
Dei; since in the two other quotations,
where there is no vids to help him,

he gets rid of feds by simple omission,
adding nothing after Unigenitus.

2 The silence of the collator of the
Barberini M8. favours this reading, as
he can have had no other standard
than Huet's edition. But the colla-
tion is evidently too imperfect to be
trusted negatively.
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Hoschel's two MSS,, confirmed by Gelenius’s Latin version,
Unigenitus quippe Dei Deus; Hoschel's other MS. merely sub-
stituting xal povoyevns for 6 movoryevsis. The Benedictine text
has the received reading o6 wovoyewijs vics, but only on the
authority of the Basel and Paris MSS., two closely related
representatives of a single archetype, abounding in excellent
readings but also in manifest corruptions. The silence of
De la Rue as to his other MSS. (about six) implies the absence
of at least any recorded difference from Hoschel's readings.
The combination of feoroydv with 7a wepi feod in the closing
paraphrase moreover suggests the presence of feds following on
the initial feov’. To these four quotations may be added the
following places,—the list is doubtless not exhaustive,—where
the detached phrase is used. Tdév reryunuévar amd Oeod
8ua Tod povoyevods Geod Moyov peroyii Oedtnros Sia ToiTo 8¢ Kal
dvépare (Cels. iii 37 p. 471 Ru.). Ilds Sl drovew mepi povoye-
vois feod viod Tob Oeod, Tod WpwToTOKOY TagHS Kricews (Cels.
vii 43 p. 725). To mpwréTumor wavTwY dyaludTwy, TV €ikova
70D feod ToD GopaTov, Tov povoyevij feov (Cels. viii 17 p. 755).
“Thivovs yap els uovov Tov éwi waaL Néyopev Oeov xal Tov povo-
yevi] alTol Noyov xai Oedv * kal Vuvoduév® ye Oedv kal Tov wovoryevi
avTob ds kal nhios Kal geljvn kal doTpa kal wdea 1) olpavia
atpatia* Tuvobor ydp wdvres ovroi, Oeios Svres yopds, perd
TQv év avbpdmois Swcaiwy Tov émi mwaoe Oedw xal Tov povoyevi

1°0...4¢ v singles out u. or u. 6.

2 Origen can hardly be introducing
here the language of an actual hymn,
as the context shews. Celsus has been
rebuking the Christians for their seru-
ples against consenting to join in a
pezan to a heavenly body or a goddess,
dav 8¢ kekely mis ebppuficac Tov fhiov
# iy "AGndv, wpofuubrara perd xahod
waidvos VP npuely: oiTw ToL oéBew pak-
Nov dotets Tov péyav Bedv édv xal Tobode
. opviis. The reply is Q0 wepiuévouer
evpnuiicac 7o Aoy TOv Kehevovra, ol
palovres ob uovov Tods 1§ dardier Vrro-
Teraypubvous eVpnueiv, dANL xal ToUs

éxOpovs® evpnpuotiuev oy v ws ka-
Aoy @eol dmuiolpynpua, xal Tods véuous
¢bAacoor Beod, xal &xovor Tou AlvelTe
Tov kUptov, fAtos xal geXhvy (Ps.
cxlviii 3), xal oy ddvaus buvoly Tov Te
(80 read for duveire rov and Vuvoirra
7oy of the MSS.) rarépa kal Tov dnmm-
ovpyov Tol wavrés' "A@mydy uévror perd
7\lov Tacoouévny K.T.\....TOANNP udAAov
oV xph duvijaat kal ws Oedv dofdaar THy
'Afyvdy, elye ovde Tdv THAkolTOY FfAiov
wpookuvely fuly Géuis, xdv eVpnudper
avrov. Then follows the passage in
the text, as an answer to Celsus's
second sentence.
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avtod (Cels. viii 67 p. 792): for Aéyov xai Oeév Hoeschel has
Oedv Aoyov, probably rightly. “Qui enim &c., et qui in medio
etiam nescientium se consistit, Unigenitus Dei est Deus Verbym
et sapientia et justitia et veritas &c.: secundum hanc divinitatis
suae naturam non peregrinatur &c.”: and after a few sentences,
“Speciem autem dicimus Verbi et sapientiae et veritatis et
justitiae et pacis et omnium quidquid est Unigenitus Deus” (In
Matt. Com. Ser. 65 iii 883). “Unigenitus ergo Deus' Salvator
noster, solus a Patre generatus, natura et non adoptione filius
est. ... Sed [Deus]... factus est Verbi pater, quod Verbum in
sinum Patris requiescens annuntiat Deum quem nemo vidit
unquam, et revelat Patrem quem nemo cognovit nisi ipse
solus, his quod ad eum Pater caelestis attraxerit” (quoted from
the second book on St John in Pamph. Apol. pro Orig. c. 5).
Lastly the most plausible instance of a seeming testimony to
the reading vios in any form of Origen’s writings is in Rufinus’s
version of the commentary on Canticles: “Possumus...etiam
hoc addere quod promurale (Cant. ii 14) sinus sit Patris, in quo
positus unigenitus Filius enarrat omnia et enuntiat ecclesiae
suae quaecunque in secretis et in absconditis Patris sinibus
continentur: unde et quidam ab eo edoctus dicebat Deum nemo
vidit unquam : Unigenitus Dev Filius qui est in sinu Patris
ipse enarravit” (iii 81). Yet here too the.evidence doubly
breaks down. Had Filius stood alone, the Greek quetations
would have suggested that, as in many undoubted cases of
doctrinal phraseology, the translator's very free hand intro-
duced the Latin reading. But we have De: Filius, that is, one
more instance of a disguised feds.

1 Two pages earlier Pamphilus quotes
from the fifth book on St John the
single sentence, ¢ Unigenitus Filius
Salvator noster, qui solus ex Patre
natus est, solus natura et non adop-
tione filius est.” If, as seems probable
(for the manifestly incomplete state of
our second book renders superfluous
the natural suggestion that 11 may be
a corruption of v), the two passages

are distinct, ne allusion to John i 18
is perceptible here. If they are identi-
cal, the words that follow in the longer
quotation suggest that Unigenitus Deus
rather than Unigenitus Filius is the
true reading, though & wovoyevys vids
Oebs is also possible; in any case their
own reference to i 18 contains not
Filius but Verbum, which implies feés.
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The first five books of Origen on St John were written about
the second decade of the third century, the sixth not long after-
wards, the later books, including the 22nd and therefore doubt-
less the 32nd, after 235, the treatise against Celsus between
244 and 249. Thus our quotations cover a long period, and
proceed alike from Alexandria and from Palestine.

The epistle addressed to Paul of Samosata by certain bishops
assembled at Antioch between 260 and 270" quotes the verse
with vids and the article (ap. Routh R. 8. iii 297). The doubts
which have been raised as to the genuineness and age of the
epistle appear to be unfounded. Its theology fits well into
the third century; while the text of its quotations from the
New Testament is mostly good, and entirely free, John i 18
excepted, from carly ‘Western’ readings. As in the case of
Hippolytus, the text of the epistle appears to rest on a single
Roman MS. Two other passages probably contain the phrase
povoyevis Oeds, as has been already noticed (p. 19): but it has
become detached from John i 18; and there is at present no
sufficient reason to doubt that ¢ povoyevns vios was read there.

The Acts of the disputation alleged to have been held in
Mesopotamia between Archelaus and Mani should perhaps be
noticed here, though it is doubtful whether they belong to the
last quarter of the third century or the first quarter of the
fourth. The ancient Latin translation has (c. 32) “ Dominum
nemo vidit unquam nisi unigenitus Filius qui est in sinu
Patris”; where once more the presence of the Latin insertion
nist throws some doubt on the whole reading: elsewhere the
quotations shew clear traces of modification, though not of
transcription, from Latin texts of the New Testament. This
part of the Acts has been printed only from a Vatican copy
of a Monte Cassino MS. :

In Eusebius of Cesarea we have the last virtually Ante-
nicene writer, that is, whose training belongs to the days before

1 Tt is unnecessary here to attempt the proceedings against Paul being
greater definiteness, the chronology of  singularly difficult.
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Constantine. The clearest evidence for our purpose is fur-
nished by two of his latest treatises, those against Marcellus,
written in 836. Both treatises abound in the detached phrase
0 povoyeris vits; but there is no reference to John i 18 till
a few pages after the beginning of the second and longer
work, De ecclesiastica theologia, where Eusebius says Tod 7e
evayyehioTod Siappdny alTdv viov povoyevi) elvar Suddoxovros,
8/ dv épn Oedv ovdels édpaxe TwTOTE 6 povoyevrs vios,
% povoyevis Oebs, éxeivos éEnynaarto (p. 67D). No one
can doubt that Eusebius here adopts the reading wvios: but
it is wholly arbitrary to reject the clause % povoyerijs feds as
a gloss of scribes’. It would be difficult to find any similar
interpolétion of theirs in a scriptural quotation, especially if
it introduced for once a reading which elsewhere they perse-
cute. It is more likely that Eusebius, familiar as he must
have been with the reading feés through his Origenian lore,
took advantage of this first quotation to indicate in passing
that, while he adhered to bis own reading, he did not care:
to rest his case upon it®. Accordingly, having thus appealed
to “the evangelist”, he goes on at once to claim the yet
greater authority of “the Saviour Himself” whom he sup-
poses to have spoken Jobn iii 16, which contains Tév viow
avTod Tov poveyevi.. At p. 86 A he again quotes the verse,
with a context which confirms viés, and again at p 142 ¢,
with a ncutral context; and wvios recurs for the fourth time
in a clear allusion atp. 92D. On the other hand in a solitary
passage the sentence ¢ 3¢ éméxewa Tdv Ghwy Oeds kal warip
Tob kuplov fuev "Inaod Xpiorol...uivos elkotws 6 émi TavTww

1 It has been urged in favour of
this conjecture that in a quotation of

‘1 Tim, i 15 by Origen (c. Cels. i 63

p. 378 Ru.), Hoeschel's text has wiwords
6 Adyos o7 'Inoovs Xpwsros o Oeds
GNfev els TOv Kdouov duaprwhods sooal.
Such a wild collocation as the sup-
posed ¢ gloss ” is evidence of nothing.
It can be only a blunder of a scribe

or the editor, probably 0 6C HABEN
for EICHABEN.

2 Marcellus (see pp. 20, 22) used the
plirase Tov povoyevy Bedv (Eus. c. Mare.
p- 19 c); and his theological tendency
was to evade the idea of Divine Son-
ship. On both grounds there would
be force in a refusal of Eusebius to
haggle about the various reading.
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xal Sica k.. Oeds dvelpprar mapa v amoaTihe davre (Eph.
iv 6) is continued by kal pdvos pév avros els Geds kal waTnp
Tod xvpiov fudv ‘Incod Xpiatod ypnudrilor dv, 6 8¢ vids
wovoyevijs feds 6 dv els TOV KOATOV ToD mwaTpos, To O¢
wapdak\yTov mwvedpua olre Oeds ovre vids (p. 174f). It is vain
to urge that ypnuarifor dv is not the same as avelpyrat wapd
T® umooTcA, where the title maintained for the Son is found
verbally in a single verse of Scripture, and where the pre-
ceding title is likewise transcribed from Scripture (2 Cor.i 3
&c.) with the exception of the word els used just above.
Corruption of text is also unlikely, as viés could hardly stand
here in both subject and predicate, to say nothing of intrinsic
improbability®.  Doubtless therefore Eusebius did on this
occasion for a special purpose .avail himself of the read-
ing® to which he habitually preferred another. It probably
never occurred to him that one of the two must be right,
and the other wrong: an inability to part absolutely with
either of two respectable traditions is not unusual in his
writings. Lastly vios stands, with neutral contexts but pro-
bably -rightly, in two of Eusebius's Commentaries, on Psalm

1 Indeed els has so little force hers,
as an adjunct, that it becomes suspi-
cious. It may represent 6 (EICOC for
06C); or Eusebius may have written
els Oeds 6 marhp [1 Cor. viii 6, quoted
p. 93] xal 6 0eds xal waThp Tol Kv-
ptov x.r.\., the intervening words ¢
watip kal ¢ Oeds being lost by ho-
maeoteleuton.

3 The concluding words ofire Oeds
offre vlés are probably all in antithesis
to the second clause ¢ 8¢ vids...warpds;
and, if so, they imply feds, whether
they refer to the alternative readings
(as at p. 67 p), or simply take up viés
from the beginning of the clause. But
it is not impossible to take ofre eds
as in antithesis to the first clause xal
pbvos...xpudrido dv.

3 Passages like the following shew

that it could not have been a stumbling-
block to his own mind on the score of
doctrine, though ¢ uovoyerys viés had a
sharper edge against Marcellus: indeed
the first (on which more hereafter) sub-
stantially contains it. Kal 7¢ warpl ds
vllv 8ud wavros owdvra, kal ovx dyév-
vyrov 8vra yewdpevov & €& dyevmiTov
warpds, povoyevij Bvra Néyov Te kal Gedw
éx Oeol (Dem. Ev. 1v 3 p. 149 4). Aud
o els Oeos T éxxkNqolg Tob Oeol KmpiT-
Tera, kal ovk &rTw ¥repos WA avrol*
els 8¢ xal povoyevl)s Tob Beod vids, elxdw
Tijs waTpikis Oebryros, kal S ToiiTo Peds
(Eccl. Th, p. 62 a). Té yap mpbowmor
To0 Oeol Noyov kai 7 Oebrns Tob povo-
yevols vloh 7ol Oeol Ovyry ¢Ploer ovk
v ~yévoro xarakyrry (Com. in Es,
375 o).
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Ixxiv (Ixxiii) 11* without the article, and on Isaiah vi 1 with

the article.

1 In Montfaucon, Coll. No. Patr. 1
440. A freely condensed extract in
Corder’s Catena, 11 535, has the ar-
ticle. .

2 In Montfaucon, ib. 11 374. The

comment of Procopius, p. 91, founded
here chiefly on Eusebius but perhaps
also on Origen, has 6 uovoyers ol feod
Adyos 6 &v k.T.A.
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Note B
The detuils of Latin evidence

The Latin patristic evidence is properly speaking only a
branch of the evidence of Latin versions. So far as it refers
clearly to St John’s own text, it supports wviés exclusively.
Tertullian’s citations, all occurring, as is not unnatural, in the
single treatise against Praxeas, are in no case quite verbal; but
they leave no reasonable doubt. He says (not to quote refer-
ences to the first clause only), “Apud nos autem solus Filius
Patrem novit, et sinum Patris ipse exposuit, et omnia apud
Patrem audivit et vidit”, &c. (c. 8); “Deum mnemo vidit un~
quam : quem Deum? Sermonem? Atquin, Vidimus et audi-
vimus (et contrectavimus] de sermone vitae, praedictum est: sed
quem Deum? scilicet Patrem apud quem Deus erat Sermo,
unigenitus Frlius qui sinum Patris ipse disseruit” (c. 15, some
early editors for sinum reading est in sinu, and Rigaut [1634,
? on MS. authority] simply ¢n sinum); “Hujus gloria visa
est tanquam unict a patre, non tanquam Patris: hic unius
(3 Unicus") sinum Patris disserust, non sinum suum Pater, pra-
cedit enim, Deum nemo vidit unquam” (c. 21). Cyprian does
not quote the verse; but had he read Deus, he would probably
have used it in his Testvmonies (ii 6) under the head Quod
Deus Christus, the texts of which from the New Testament are
Matt. 1 23; Jo.i1l; (x 34—38;) =xx 27ff.; Apoc. xxi 6f.
The same may be said of Novatian (de Regula Fidei 11, 13,
14, 18, &c.), and is probably to be inferred from the only pas-

1 Pamele’s reading unus, which is  mext note): but Unicus makes as good
probably likewise conjectural, deserves  sense, and was more likely to be altered.
mention, as it might represent els (see
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sage in which he alludes to this clause, being part of an argu-
ment to shew that Christ is idem Angelus et Deus : “Manifeste
apparet non Patrem ibi tunc loquutum fuisse ad Agar, sed
Christum potius, cum Deus sit; cui etiam angeli competit
nomen, quippe cum magnt consilit Angelus factus sit, angelus
autem sit dum exponit sinum Patris, sicut Joannes edicit: si
enim ipse Joannes hunc eundem, qui sinum exponit Patris,
Verbum dicit carnem factum esse, ut sinum Patris possit expo-
nere, merito Christus non solum homo est sed et angelus;
nec angelus tantum sed et Deus per scripturas ostenditur, et a
nobis hoc esse creditur” (c. 18). It will be observed that to
both Tertullian and Novatian the last words of tlie verse must
have stood as sinum Patris [ipse] exposuit (Tert.! Nov.?) or sinum
Patris ipse disseruit (Tert.?, perhaps his own rendering, as it
occurs nowhere else), and we have the same construction with
a different Latin verb in @, the oldest of existing Old Latin
MSS., which reads “Deum nemo vidit umquam nisi unicus
Filius solus sinum Patris ipse enarravit'.” These primitive
forms of the Old Latin rendering were smoothed away by
degrees. The inserted nisi®, probably derived from vi 46,
vanishes only in the Vulgate and one or two other late revi-
sions (fq). Unicus® is exchanged for unigenitus, and sinum for
qut est in sinu, with hardly an exception. Solus lingers only in

1 Tischendorf calls attention to the lators. As we have seen, Clement

coincidence of this part of the render-
ing of a (he might have added Ter-
tullian and Novatian) with the omis-
sion of ¢ ¥» in N*, suggesting that els
was read as els: and apparently with
good reason, for N* has readings here-
abouts in common with what must
have been the original of the Old Latin
in an early form, and solus stands for
els in many authorities in Mark ii 7,
and several in x 18, both passages
having a similar turn. The correction
wag probably suggested by étnyrjearo,
for transitive verbs used absolutely are
always a distress to scribes and trans-

likewise supplies 7oy kGAwov Tob warpds
in interpretation.

3 There is no Greek authority of any
kind, as far as I am aware, for nisi:
it might of course be introduced from
vi 46 in Latin as easily as in Greek.

3 Retained only, it would seem, by
the Manichean Adimantus as cited by
Augustine (¢. Adim. vir 2 t. viii p. 120
bis). Sinum Patris gives place alto-
gether to in sinu Patris (in Patre c).
But negative statements as to the
Latin quotations could not be made
quite confidently without dispropor-
tionate labour, .
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mm, and probably other revised MSS. of the same group. The
final verb is represented pretty constantly' by enarravit, vary-
ing occasionally (after ¢pse, it will be remembered) into narra-
vit. The final form, as it stands in the present MSS. of the
Vulgate, answers exactly to the prevalent Greek text: “ Deum
nemo vidit umquam; unigenitus Filius, qui est in sinu Patris,
ipse® enarravit.” This statement includes the Latin Fathers of
the fourth and following centuries, and it is needless to give
references: various types of Old Latin are represented, as the
names of Victorinus, Vigilius, Hilary, Ambrose, and Augustine
will sufficiently shew.

1 Adimantus (1. ¢.) has adnuntiavit: ix 87, and in scattered authorities
Victorinus once (adv. Ar. i 2) exposuit  elsewhere. Like airds, which is to be
with Tertullian and Novatian, else- found in Greek quotations but not
where enarravit. MSS., it was evidently suggested by the

? Ipse similarly represents éxelvos in  apparent sense.
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Nore C
Some details of Athiopic evidence

Dr Wright has most kindly ascertained the texts of the two
MSS. at Cambridge, and of the nineteen in the British Museum.
They singularly illustrate the truth of Dr Tregelles’s account of
the Althiopic version (Horne’s Introduction iv 319 f), which
has been questioned of late, being all paraphrastic, and exhibit-
ing no less than 12 combinations of readings, owing in part to
the addition of pronouns, and the insertion of conjunctions in
various places. Nineteen MSS. are of the 17th century or
later: of the remaining two, ascribed to the fifteenth, one (B.M.
Or. 523) agrees prima manu with the Polyglott. The accusa-
tive particle is here prefixed to uovoyevis feds, doubtless owing
to a misinterpretation natural in a language incapable of ex-
pressing povoyevijs otherwise than by a word like wunicus
(wahed), since it was not to be supposed that “the only God”
denoted the Son. To povoyevns fecs (or -vij -6v) six other MSS.
add viés followed by wahed, which in this second place probably
stands for udvos or els; two of them (including the other 15th
century copy, B.M. Or. 507) having wovoyeryjs feds, the other
four the accusative form. This interpolation supplied another
possible construction for the accusative unicum Deum : it could
be taken either simply in apposition to the previous feév (Deum
nemo vidit unquam, unicum Deum : [Filius unicus] quv &c.), or
as the object of éfnynaaro (unicum Deum [Filius unicus] qui
est tn sinu...enarravit), or as the object of an intermediate
clause (unicum Deum [sc. vidit] Filius unicus (or unus): qui est
&c.): all three constructions seem to be indicated by purc-
tuation and conjunctions in different MSS. An eighth MS.



IN SCRIPTURE AND TRADITION. 47

omits povoyevis, retaining feds vios wahed. The remaining
thirteen likewise omit fess. The probable sequence was as
follows, the position of the second wahed in all known MSS.
being fatal to other interpretations of the facts which might be
suggested. The original text (preserved now, as far as the
MSS. yet examined shew, only with the accusative modifica-
tion) had wovoyevys Oeds, the Memphitic reading. With this
was next combined the alternative reading wviss, accompanied
by wahed, either a relic of the early reading mentioned in
Note B or a like but independent interpolation: similar cou-
plets of readings originally alternative are not uncommon in this
version®, The first waked would then be dropped as a need-
less superfluity in MSS. which escaped the accusative prefix:
and lastly the further omission of fedés would reduce the phrase
to a familiar shape. The evidence is not very important; but
its history is instructive.

The verse is closed by a gloss from Heb. i 2 in one of the
seventeenth century MSS. which omits povoyevs feds (B.M.
Or. 521).

11t is possible, but much less likely, double reading, and that viés wahed
that the Athiopic had originally the was then omitted in some MSS.
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Nore D

Unicus and unigenitus among the Latins

The varieties in the Latin rendering of povoyevys in the
New Testament are sufficiently interesting to be given in full.
Sabatier’s references have of course been freely used.

I Passages referring to our Lord

John i 14 86£av ds povoyevois mapa watpds.
A unici (a patreé) Tert (Praz. 21) Fr.Arian.(Mai, S.V.N.C.
iii 2 228) Hil3(Trin. i 10 in comment.).
unict (patris sic) e.
unics filii (a patre) a.
unict nats (a patre) Oros.(Ap. de arb, Ib. 613 Hav.).
B unigeniti (a patre) bef vulg. Tert}(Praz.16) Novat.
(Reg. Fid. 13) Hil}(Trin. i 10 text) Amb.!(i 1204 F)
Iren. lat’(42, 315) Aug.(ad Il. &c.) Hieron.!(Eph. v
33) &e.
John i 18 6 povoyevss vids 6 dv els Tov KoNTOY TOD TaATPGS.
A unicus (filius) a Adimant.'(ap. Aug. viii 120).
unigenitus (filius) beef Tert.(Praz.15: cf.7) Hil.(Ps.
138 § 35 &c.) Victorin. Irenlat. Amb. Aug. &c.
John iii 16 7v vidy adrod Tov povoyeri Ewrev.
A (filium suum) unicum abdem g' gat mm mt Tert.!(Praz.
21) Rebapt.!(13) Fr.Arian.(226) Lucif.’(151 Col.)
Hil.cod. al.?
B (filium suum) unigenitum cfffvulg. Hil'(Trin. vi 40 cd.)
Amb.(ii 406, 626) Aug. &c.

” . A ¢ on
John iii 18 76 vopa Tob povoyevois viob Tod Oeod.



IN SCRIPTURE AND TRADITION 49

A unici (filii Dei) a d Tert.(lc) Cyp.(Test.i7; iii 31) (Fr.
Arian. 226) Lucif.(lc.) _
B umigenite (filiv Dev) beefffm vulg. Irenlat.(825) Amb.
(i762) Aug.(ad 1) Vig.(7rin.218 Chif) &e.
1 John iv 9 7ov vilv adrod Tév povoyevij dméorarkey & Beds.
A (filium suum) unicum m Lucif.(140).
B (filium suum) unigenitum vulg. Aug.(ad 1.)

II Other passages
Luke vii 12 povoyevis vios (or v. p.) T4 unTpl avrob.
A (filius) unicus all, including Amb. (waiving order).
Luke viii 42 Quydrnp povoyevis v avrg.
A (filia) unica all, including Amb. (waiving order).
Luke ix 38 1dv vidv pov, 87 povoyerrjs pol éariv (or é. pod).
A umicus (mihi est) all (waiving order).
Heb. xi 17 1ov povoyevij wpooépeper 6 Tas émwayyehias dvadefd-
Jevos. ,
A unicum (without filium or suum) d Ruf.[Orig.](In Gen.
Hom. i 1, ii 81 Ru.) Aug.(C.D. xvi 32). -
B unigenitum vulg.
In the canonical books of the Old Testament 1R}, the

only Hebrew original of povoyevis, is uniformly rendered by uni-
genitus in the Vulgate where an only son or daughter is meant
(Gen., xxii 2, 12, 16; Jud. xi 34; Prov. iv 3; Jer. vi 26;
Am, viii 10; Zech. xii 10). Singularly enough the LXX has
ayamnrés (dyamwduevos Prov.) in all cases but that of Jephthah’s
daughter, though povoyerijs was used by one or more of the
other translators in at least five of tbe other places (no record
being known for Gen. xxii 16; Zech.). But at least some form

of the LXX must once have

1 Gregory of Nyssa (De Deit. F. et
Sp. S. iii 568 Migne) has Gen. xxii 2
AaBé poi, ¢pnot, Tov vidv oov Tdv dyawy-
T0v, TOVv povoyer), where movoyevy, if
only a gloss on dyaryrdy, must at least

H,

had povoyevijs for Isaac' (the

have been found by Gregory in his
MS., for he remarks in his comment
x&s dveyelper 70 PpiNTpov kal vidy dya-
xToy kal povoyevi) kaAdv, s dv dd
Ty TowovTwy dvopdrwy k.7 \. This case

4
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Vatican MS is wanting here), for we have clear Old Latin
authority accidentally preserved for unicus in Gen. xxii, 2, 12
and Judges, though most Old Latin quotations follow ayamn7ds.
Unicus is also the Old Latin word in three of the four remain-
ing passages, all peculiar, Ps. xxii (xxi) 21; xxxv (xxxiv) 17
(solitarvus Hier.); xxv (xxiv) 16 (solus Hier.). In the Apocry-
pha the uniform unicus of the Old Latin was not disturbed by
Jerome; Tob. iii 15; vi 10 cod.; viii 17 or 19 (duorum unico-
rum, Tobias and Sarah) ; and even Sap. vii 22.

Thus throughout the Bible unicus is the earliest Old Latin
representative of povoyevijs; and unigenitus the Vulgate render-
ing of *TM!, however translated in Greek, except in St Luke
and the Apocrypha, where Jerome left unicus untouched, and
the four peculiar verses from the Psalter (Ixviii [lxvii] 7, and
the three already mentioned), in which he substituted other
words, But unicus had been previously supplanted by unigeni-
tus in one or more forms of the Old Latin in all the five pas-
sages where it has reference to our Lord, all occurring in St
John’s writings; and in the Prologue of the Gospel the change
took place very early.

These facts would prove, if any proof were needed, that
vids was the reading of the MS. or MSS. from which the Old
Latin version was originally made; for unicus Deus' could never

renders it not unlikely that Irensus is
following & similar double reading
when he speaks of Abraham (283) as
70y 8oy povoyeri) xal dyaryrov wapa-
xwphoas Ouolav 7. Oed, Wa xal & feos
evdoxrfoy...Tov Biov povoyevi kal dya-
myrov viov Ovolav wapasxew x.7.\. In
Jud. xi 34 the Alex. and other MSS
add to uovoyerfs without a conjunction

air@ dyawyry, and others avrd dya-

w7y, weplpukros avT.

1 In Dr Swainson’s History of the
Creeds attention is called to a “‘not
infrequent punctuation” of MSS. by
which unicum is strangely separated
from the preceding Filium ejus and

joined to the following Dominum nos-
trum (pp. 163, 166, 365). He points
out that this construction occurs in
two sermons wrongly attributed to St
Augustine: in one (240 in t. v p. 394
Ap.) it is at variance with the interpre-
tation, and must be due to & seribe ; in
the other (t. vi p. 279 Ap.), & very late
cento, it belongs to an extract from
Ivo of Chartres, a pupil of Lanfrane.
It is indeed, I find, as old as Rufi-
nus, for he labours (Com. in Symb. 8
p. 71) to justify it, though evidently
preferring (6 ff.) to take unicum with
Filium. But unicum Dominum nos-
trum can hardly be more than a Latin-
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have been a designation of our Lord, and moreover it was actually
applied to the Father in the Creed of Carthage in Tertullian’s
time (De Virg. vel. 1; Adv. Prax. 2 f). But they also give
additional interest to the almost uniform rule that wunmicus
belongs to native Latin Creeds, unigenitus to comparatively late
Greek Creeds translated into Latin, both alike having but one
original, the upovoyerijs of St John’s third chapter, if not also
his first. It is needless to enumerate the various forms of what
we call the Apostles’ Creed, which have been several times
collected. They all have unicus’, (mostly in the order Filium
ejus unicum as John iii 16, but the Aquileian form given by
Rufinus® unicum Filium ejus as iii 18, and the Poictiers form
used by Venantius Fortunatus [Hahn, Bibl. d. Symb. 33;
Heurtley, Harm. Symb. 55] wunicum Filium only) with
the exception of two peculiar Gallican documents, closely
related to each other, which have wunigenitum sempiternum
(Hahn, 35f.; Heurtley, 68f)°%. In Tertullian we have scen
unigenatus (cf. De An. 12; Scorp. 7), possibly a word of his own
coinage, side by side with wunmicus. But the influence of the
Creed remained strong: a century and a half later Lucifer
seems to have only wunicus, which he repeats incessantly.
Augustine vacillates between the Creed and his Latin MSS
of the ‘Italian’ revision. Writing de Fide et Symbolo in 393
he puts unigenitus into the Creed but promptly explains it by
the equivalent to which his hearers were more accustomed

blunder, arising from the separation of
unicum from Filium by the genitive
¢jus and the immediate proximity of
Dominum, together with the latitude
of sense in unicus. In some Spanish
Creeds the insertion of Deum et before
Dominum (Swainson 164, 823) brings
unicum and Deum into contact: but the
resemblance to uovoyerij} Gebv can be
only fortuitous.

1 8o also the Latin original of the.

Sirmium formulary of 357 (Hil. De
- Syn. 11 p. 466 ), notwithstanding the

Greek cast of its language.

? This order cannot be safely as-
sumed for the Roman and ‘Eastern’
forms to which he sometimes refers.

3 In the Te Deum we have verum et
unicum Filium in the common text,
probably rightly : but in the present
state of knowledge unigenitum must be
admitted as an alternative reading.
The Gloria in excelsis has Domine Fili
Unigenite Jesu Christe, without appa-
rent variation.

4—2
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(“credimus etiam in Jesum Christum Filium Des, Patris uni-
genitum, id est unicum, Dominum nostrum : c. 3 t. vi p. 153 A),
and twice afterwards repeats unigenitus. Nearly thirty years
later in the Enchiridion he employs unicus (34, 35, 36 bis) till
he has to quote John i 14, when he takes up for a moment the
untgenitus of his version (36 s.f.), but in the next sentence slips
back to the Creed by again combining both words, unigenitus
. id est unicus: and in the rest of the treatise he uses only
unicus when commenting on the Creed (38, 56), unigenitus only
with Verbum (41) or else absolutely (49, 56, 103, 108). But
the influence of the Greek controversies of the fourth century
upon Latin theology, the convenience of the antithesis to
ingenitus, and the revision of Latin biblical texts secured the
ultimate victory for the more explicit term unigenttus, except
in the Creed itself. It is the word adopted in several private
formularies, all imbued with the results of Greek thought;
those of Pelagius (but with Deum, Hieron. Opp. xi 202 Vall.),
Auxentius of Milan' (Hil. Lb. ¢. dux. 14: cf. Caspari, Quellen
u. 8. w. ii 301), and Ulfilas (in Caspari 303)". And from the
fourth century onwards it is the constant rendering of wovo-
nyevijs in all the Latin translations of Greek Creeds or other
formularies, with hardly any exceptions and those in secondary
authorities. Thus ten out of the eleven versions, or recensions
of versions, of the original Nicene Creed collected by Walch
(Bibl. Symb. 80 ff)) have natum ex Patre unigenitum, the
eleventh® omitting the word: and five* out of the seven ver-

1 The closely related formulary of genitus by Augustine in the De fide et

Germinius of Sirmium has however
unicus (Hil, Op. Hist. xui—xv: cf.
Caspari 302). .

3 Another attributed to Damasus
and several other Fathers (Hahn 185)
has unigenitus, but it appears to be &
translation.

3 As given by Lucifer (De non parec.
P- 204 Col.). Singularly enough uni-
cus ocours in what can be only a
quotation from the Nicéne Creed fol-
lowing on the already cited use of uni-

symbolo (6 p. 1564 E): “ naturalis ergo
Filius de ipsa Patris substantia unicus
natus est, id exsistens quod Pater est,
Deus de Deo, lumen de lumine.” 8o
also Gregory of Eliberis, if he is the
author of the treatise De fide ortho-
doza in the Appendix to’ Ambrose’s
works (ii 345).

4 Dionysius Exiguus omits; the
Code of Canons &c. of the Roman
Church printed with Leo’s works sub-
stitutes unicum,
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sions or recensions of the ‘Constantinopolitan’ Creed, as quoted
by Hahn (113), have Filium Dei unigenitum. The two
renderings of povoyevijs were unconsciously retained by Latin
-Christianity in the two Creeds throughout the Middle Ages,
and the double tradition is still preserved by corresponding
renderings in our own tongue.
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NotE E
On monorenHc 0eoc wn the Nicene Creed

The second part of the original Nicene Creed begins thus:—
xai els &a ripiov ‘Inooty Xpiorly, Tov vity Tob Beod,
yevwnOévra éx Tob mwatpds povoyevij, TovT éoTiv ék THS
ovclas Tob watpds, Beov éx Oeod, pis éx PwTds, Beov
aAbwov éx Oecod dAnbwod, yevimbévra, ov monbévra,
ouoovaioy T watpl.

Then follows the recital of the Incarnation.

If now we withdraw the parenthetic clause Tod7 éoriv éx
s ovolas Tob -watpés, the words povoyevij and @edv become
contiguous. Is this contiguity accidental, so that wovoyevs)
alone goes with yevvnfévra, and a new clause in apposition is
formed by fedv éx Oeod, or should the eight words yevry-
Oévra éx Tod maTpds povoyevii Oedv éx Oeod be all read con-
tinuously, so that wovoyevij belongs to feov? Neither alternative
presents any grammatical difficulty; and thus the question
must be decided by analogy and sense. The first step evidently
is to investigate the probable origin of the passage. The en-
quiry must occupy a space disproportionately great if povoyevrs -
Oeds alone be considered: but it has to do with matters of
sufficient historical interest to reward minute examination on
other grounds.

Tt is certain (1) that the bulk of the Nicene Creed was taken
from earlier formularies, one or more; and (2) that the three’
clauses Toi7 éoTiv éx Tiis ovalas Tod mwarpds, . yevwnbévra ov
wombévra, and dpoovziov T¢ maTpl were novelties introduced by
the Council with the special purpose of excluding ambiguity.

! Three for some purposes, howsoever the sccond and third may be gram-
matically related.
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Athanasius in his old age, nearly half a century later, explained
how the introduction of the new phrases had arisen (De Decr.
Nic. Syn. 19 ff.; Ad Afr. 51.), and justified them, as he or others
had evidently done at Nicaa, by reference to similar language of
Theognostus, Dionysius of Rome, and Dionysius of Alexandria
respectively (De Decr. 25f.) : and this anxious appeal to theolo-
gical writers sets in strong relief the absence of authority de-
rived from public Creeds. In a different quarter the unwonted
language of the three clauses elicited from Eusebius a some-
what reluctant apology in the epistle which he addressed to his
own diocese shortly after the Council (Ep. ad Caes., preserved
by Athanasius De Decr. pp. 238 ff. and Socrates H. E. i 8). The
testimony thus doubly borne renders it highly unlikely that the
Nicene Creed contained other novelties not mentioned ; and
however modified in arrangement, the whole of its remaining
contents may be assumed to have been taken from Creeds
already in use.

The scattered and confused memorials of the Council afford
little information as to the Creeds brought forward in the course
of the discussions. Theodoret (H. E.i 6) mentions an expo-
sition (Vmayopevoavres 8¢ mwiorews Sidackaliav) which was pre-
sented to the assembly by the small group of bishops compara-
tively friendly to Arius, led by Eusebius of Nicomedia; and
which was at once torn up. Eustathius of Antioch, an eye-
witness, cited in Theodoret’s next chapter, tells the same story
of “the writing (ypauua) of Eusebiug’s blasphemy,” meaning
evidently the same document’; which was probably an elaborate
private statement of doctrine. From the above-mentioned
pastoral letter of Eusebius of Cewesarea, the leader of the middle
party, we learn more. Its purpose is to explain the circum-

1 Jdentical also, it would seem, with
the * epistle” of Eusebius of Nicome-
dia from which Ambrose (De Fide iii
125) cites a sentence as having fur-
nished the term duootaios to his oppo-
nents. What is said by Philostorgius

(H.E.i 7), or rather by Photius abridg-
ing his words, about the winning over
of Hosius and other bishops by Alex-
ander at Nicomedia before the Council
has no necessary reference to the term
itself.
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stances which had led him after some hesitation to subscribe
the Conciliar Creed, as he was afraid that incorrect rumours
might cause misunderstanding®. “We first,” he says, “transmit
“to you the writing concerning the faith which was put forward
“by us, and then the second, which they have published after
“putting on additions to our expressions®. Now the writing
“presented by us, which when read in the presence of our most
“religious emperor was declared to have a right and approved
“character (e0 Te éyew ral doxipws dwopavfév), was as follows.
“‘As we received from the bishops before us both in our first
“‘catechetical instruction and when we were baptized, and as
“‘we have learned from the Divine Scriptures, and as
“‘we both believed and taught in the presbyterate and in the
“‘office of bishop itsclf, so now likewise believing, we offer to
“‘you our faith; and it is this’” Eusebius then transcribed
a Creed, to which he added a few lines of explanation and pro-
testation®, When “ this faith”, he tells his diocese, had been sct

1 This is not the place to examine
the characters and beliefs of the actors
in the great Council. But it is worth
while here to observe that though Eu-
sebius differed on a grave point of doc-
trine from Athanasius, and probably yet
more from Athanasius’s non-Alexan-
drine allies, the difference which de-
termined the attitude of the two men
respectively in regard to the proceed-
ings of the Council was not of doctrine
but of policy. When the policy of
Eusebius had at length been clearly
overruled, he had to decide how he
could most nearly conform to its spirit ;
by giving in his adhesion to the con-
clusion of the majority, or by record-
ing his protest against it. He decided
that the former course was the best
now open, provided that he could re-
ceive sufficient assurance that the new
terms were not meant to carry a sense
inconsistent with his own belief, mis-
givings having perhaps been raised in

his mind by wild language on the part
of such men as Marcellus. The assu-
rance was given, his conscience was
relieved, and the accession of his name
furnished a guarantee that the new
Creed was not to be understood as a
rejection of the elder theology. It was
quite consistent with this decision that
he should desire, on public and on
private grounds, to be known as still
regretting the eclipse of the policy
which he represented.

? Aemeuyducla Upulv wplror pév T
V¢’ udv wporaleicar wepl s wloTews
ypagiv, Erera Thy devrépav, jv Tals
Tmerépass puwvals wpoohikas émBakbvres
éxdeddkaow.

3 The defensive tone of this docu-
ment implies accusations flung about
in the previous debates. The later
controversy with Marcellus may well
have had a prelude at Niceea ; nor is it
likely that the animosity of Eustathius
(Socr. i 23) began after the Council.
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forth by him (radrys o¢’ fudy éerebelans ‘tiis wioTews), there
was no room for gainsaying. The emperor, followed apparently
by others’, declared his entire agreement with it, and “urged
all the bishops to give their assent to it and to subscribe to its
articles and to express concurrence with them in this very form,
with the insertion of the one single word éuoovoios”; which
word he proceeded to interpret by rejecting various erroneous
senses”. Such, Eusebius says, was the wise discourse of the
emperor ; “but they, under pretext of the addition of duoodaoros,
have made the following writing®” i.e. the Nicene Creed. He
then relates how, as soon as the Creed had been propounded, he
or his party (the pronouns ‘we’ and ‘they’ are throughout
ambiguous) enquired minutely about the intended meaning of
the new phrases, and on receiving satisfactory answers thought
it right to give consent, having peace always in view.

From this narrative it plainly appears that Eusebius pre-
sented a declaration of his own faith as his namesake of Nico-
media had done; that the kernel of this private declaration was
a public Creed, the same with which he had been conversant in
his own Church at all stages of his life; the Creed therefore of
Ceesarea from at least the latter part of the third century; that

1 This seems to be involved in the
words alrds Te wpdTos I...Bac\eds,
although no second corresponding
clause is extant. The shape of Con-
stantine’s proposal was probably sug-
gested by the debates which had fol-
lowed the reading of the exposition
by Eusebius of Nicomedia. But much
may have been due to the advice of
Hosius, who enjoyed his special confi-
dence, and who, whatever may have
taken place at Nicomedia (see p. 556 n. 1),
had doubtless not returned without
instruction from his previous confi-
dential mission to Alexandria (Eus.
V. Const. ii 63—73; Socr.i71; Soz.i
16 5).

2 Such must be the force of the evi-
dently careful though ungainly lan-

guage, xal Talry Tols wdvras gvyxara-
Oéofar Vmoypdpew Te Tois Sbypast xal
guudwrely Tobrols alrols rapexelevero,
&vds ubvov wpooeyypadévros puartos roi
duoovaiov. Following iwoypdgew, and
joined with rotrois adTols, cuudwrely
maust as usual denote some express act
of agreement or compact.

3 Kal § uév gopdraros Hudv xal edoe-
Béoraros Pacikeds Tolade épihosboer ol
8¢ wpogpdoel Tiis Tol duoovalov xpoobihxns
Tivde Thy ypagly wemovjkacw. Late
usage would allow xpdpacis to express
the mere connexion of facts without
implication of motive: but the equally
common stricter sense is suggested by
the context, as also by the form of the
sentence.
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Constantine advised the Council to be satisfied with adopting
this Creed as it stood, inserting only the term ouoodaios, this
addition being evidently proposed in consequence of a previous
discussion; that the Council, under colour of following the
advice, did in effect go much further in the way of composition,
so that the resulting document could be called a “writing”
which they “made”; and yet that it might with equal correct-
ness be described as the Creed of Cemsarea with additions.

The truth of the principal statements is confirmed by historie
probability and by internal evidence. An appeal to a venerable
existing document, such as the traditional Creed of Cesarea,
was exactly in the spirit of the conservative policy espoused by
Eusebius; nor could he easily find a better resource in en-
deavouring to draw to his side the greater part of the Council.
In like manner the adoption of this Creed as a basis by the
Council would naturally ensue, in approximate compliance with
the emperor's recommendation. The Creed which Eusebius
transcribes is simple in form, unlike the personal profession
which encloses it'. Echoes of its phrases can moreover be dis-
tinctly identified in references made by Eusebius elsewhere to a
testimony of “the Church [of God]”, which must be a public
Creed, and is not the Nicene?, Its verbal coincidences with

1 By a ourious oversight Hahn (46
ff.) has included in the Creed part of
this personal profession, and so been
led to unfounded doubts as to the pub-
lic character of the Creed as it stands.

3 These coincidences appear to have
been overlooked. The variations are
only of order, and that among com-
plete clauses, and they have no percep-
tible significance, The passages are
as follows: OUs éxrpameioa 3 éxxAnola
700 Oeol 7§ Tiis dAnbelas edayyehkd
knpbypare oepviverai, &va uédv Tov émwl
wdvrwy Qedv Exew avxoloa Eva ¢ xal
vidv povoyerd, Oedv éx Ocod, Inooiy
X pioTdv émvypapouévy (De Eccl. Theol,
p. 620). Aud Tor TOVTWY amdvrwy dro-

~

xabalpovoa Thy whdvypr 3 éxx\qola Tov
Eva Oedy kmpirrer, alrdv elvat xal Ta-
Tépa-xad wavrokpdropa dddoxovoa,
..oUrw kal vildy Oeod povoyervy
"Incodv XpioTdy wapadldwae, Tov wpd
wdvroy aldvwr ék Tol wartépos
yeyevvquévoy, oV o avTdv Brra TY
warpl, kad’ éavrdy 5¢ vra kal fdvra, Kal
d\y0ds vidv guvdvra, Bedv éx Oecod, xal
@ds éx Pwtés, kal fwhr éx {wis
(p. 66 4, B). AW wmicTebew wapel-
Anper [§ éxAnola 70 Oeol] els Eva
fedv mwarépa wavroxkpdropa, Kail
els Tov kb prov Nuwv 'Inceiv Xpuoroy,
TOv povoyery Tob Oeod viéy (p. 108
B). Another probable trace occurs in
the Demonstratio Evangelica, p. 215 B,
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the Nicene Creed, as is well known, are at least too large to be
accidental'.

But it is equally certain that one or more other Creeds fur-
nished their quota to the result. Prominent among the leaders
of the.majority were the representatives of important sees, as
Eustathius of Antioch, Hellanicus of Tripolis, Macarius of
Jerusalem® and Marcellus of Ancyra, not to speak of Alexander
of Alexandria; and there would be an obvious fitness on such
an occasion in combining with the Casarean confession well
chosen forms of language consecrated by the use of other great
churches. Indeed two of these sees possessed rights which their
bishops could not willingly compromise by allowing Ceesarea to
furnish alone a standard for universal use, merely because
Eusebius was in favour with the emperor: all Palestine was
subject to the supremacy of Antioch; and the metropolitan
jurisdiction of Ceesarea over the rest of Palestine was balanced
by privileges peculiar to Jerusalem, which were ratified by the
seventh canon of the Council. The silence of Eusebius as to
the employment of any additional Creeds by the Council is of
little moment, for his narrative is palpably incomplete, though
sufficient for his purpose of shewing first how he had made the
best stand he could for the old Creed of his church, and then
how it was that he had nevertheless in good faith subscribed
the Conciliar Creed. It is at least possible that the omission of
certain phrases used at Cmsarea, as elsewhere, mwpwréroxor
maans krloews (Col i 15) and mpo wavrwr 1év alwvwr (1 Cor.

dAN’ &s movoyevds vids ubvos wpo
TdvTwy TAY aldvwy éx Tol Tarpds
yeyevynpuévos: and doubtless others
might be found.

1 At the end of these Dissertations
will be found the Creed of Cmsarea in
full, and also the Nicene Creed printed
8o a8 to shew its coincidences with the
Ceesarean base by diversity of type.
The concordances and differences are

exhibited in another way by Dr Swain-

son, pp. 651.

* The prominent part taken by Ma-
carius against the Arians in the Council
is attested by Theodoret (H.E.i18;
cf. 2, 4) and Sozomen (H. E.i132;
ii 20): he was moreover apparently on
terms of friendship with Constantine
and Helena (Sozom. ii 1 7; 4 7;
Theodoret i 15£.; Euseb. V. Const. iii
29 f1.), )
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ii 7: cf. Eph. iii 11; Heb. i 2), arose from a dread of their lending
themselves too easily to suspected interpretations. But the
insertions and alterations in the latter half of the Creed all
correspond with fair exactness to extant phraseology of Syrian
and Palestinian Creeds', though they cannot be traced to any
one of the very few extant formularies. It is of course possible
that other lost formularies of a similar type may likewise have
supplied materials®.

These facts enable us to understand the manner in which
the Council changed those articles of the Creed that touched
on the immediate subject of controversy. The Casarean Con-
fession ran,

xal eis &a xvpiov ‘Inoodv Xpiotov, Tov Tod Geod Ndyov,

Oedv éx Geod, pds éx Pwrds, Ly éx Lwijs, viov povoyevs,

mpOTOTOKOY TdONS KTioEWS, WPd TdVTWY TAY aldvwy éx

ToD TaTpos yeyevvnuévo,

Not only were the phrases mentioned above omitted, and

1 Apostolic Constitutions and Jeru-
salem (compare Antioch in all forms)
78 wdvra éyévero for kal éyévero Td
wdvra; Ap. Const. insertion of 7d 7e
& 7@ ovpavd kal T4 éxd Tis vijs; An-
tioch (at least Cassianus and Eusebius
of Dorylsum have &’ 7uds) inser-
tion of 8’ %uds Tods dvfpdimovs; Ap.
Const, and Antioch (Lucianus and Eus,
Doryl.) insertion of xareNfévra; Jeru-
salem évavbpwmhoavra for év dvbpdmois
wo\wrevoduevor ; Ap. Const., Jerusalem,
and Antioch (Lucianus and Cassianus)
els Tods ovpawods for wpds Tov warépa;
Jerusalem épxduevor for sfovra wdw
(év 56¢p being likewise omitted by Cas-
sianus); and Ap. Const. and Antioch
(Lucianus) 70 &ywor wredua (at least
these Creeds have 76 wvedua 70 dyiov)
for & dywov mvebpa. In the above
enumeration ¢ Eusebius of Doryleum’
means the author of the Awuaprvpla
against Nestorius, printed in the Acts
of the Council of Ephesus (Mansi Conc.

iv 1109): see Caspari, Quellen u.s.w.
i 78, 80; and Dissertation 1r.

2 It would be rash to assume that
there were no clauses on the Church,
Baptism, &, in the Cesarean or other
similar formularies. It is more likely
that Eusebius presented only so much
of his native Creed as related to the
Persons of the Godhead, as sufficient
for the special purpose of the Council;
and that the Council kept within the
same lines. Compare the language of
the ¢ First’ Formulary of the Synod of
Antioch in 341 (ap. Ath, De Syn. 22 p.
785 E), €l 8¢ §et mwposhelvar, moTel-
ouer kal wepl caprds dvacrdoews kal fwis
alwvlov. The Anathematism (doubtless
suggested by & precedent in the closing
exposition of Eusebius, as Mr Lumby
points out, p. 50), being evidently in-
tended as part of the Creed, rounds off
what would otherwise be an abrupt
termination.
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with them 7év To0 feod Noyov and {wijv é Cwis, but the
surviving language reappeared in a different arrangement,
including a new phrase’ fedv aAnfuwov éx Oeod dAybivod, in ad-
dition to the three clauses which were the special creation of
the Council. This arrangement bears no trace of having been
- devised with the sole purpose of carrying the new clauses. The
rather loose and clumsy order of the Caesarean Formulary might
seem to invite the substitution of a compact and methodical
paragraph supplied out of other existing Creeds: and such a
procedure would be in analogy with the course seen to have
been pursued in the later articles. The first step would be to -
set the simple fact of our Lord’s Divine Sonship® in the fore-
front immediately after His name, in accordance with most
precedents. Next would follow the declaration of the nature of
His Sonship. Here even our imperfect evidence suffices to
exhibit in outline what probably took place. The construction by
which qyevwbévra éc 100 matpds is followed by a predicate,
in this case wovoyevij [fedv], is borrowed from the Jerusalem
Creed, which has in like manner 7év yevvnévra éx Tob marpos
Gedv dApbwiv mpd mdvtwy TV aidvev’. Probably the con-

1 New, that is, in relation to the
Cemsarean Creed, but doubtless taken

3 Touttée, the editor of Cyril of Jeru-
salem, in an excellent dissertation on

wholly or in part from another source,
for otherwise it would probably have
been mentioned as new by Athanasius
and Eusebius. The complete phrase

occurs in the Ezpositio Fidei of Atha-

nasius himself (c. 1 p. 99 B: cf. Or. c.
Ar. iii 9 p. 558 0, 87 T0f dA0wol warpds
d\nuwby éare yéwnpa); but so do simi-
lar forms not adopted at Nicea, as
drpemros & drpémrov, yéwnua ék Tekelov
Té\etov, TOv ék Tob pbévov uévov. On the
presence of fedv dAnfiwiv in the Jerusa-
lem Creed at this time see note 3.

2 The extrusion of the clause setting
Him forth as the Word, and the trans-
fer of the following clauses to the Son-
ship, would find justification in almost
universal precedent.

. the Creed of Jerusalem (p. 80), conjec-
-tures Oedv dAnfuwéy to have been intro-

duced into the Creed from the Nicene
Creed between 825 and the time, some
quarter of a century later, when Cyril’s
lectures were delivered. The suppo-
sition is surely gratuitous. The pre-
senoe of mpd wdvrwy Tdv aldvwy affords
no grammatical argument, as our
other evidence shews; the suggestion
is sustained by no other Nicene echo
in the Creed of Jerusalem; had any-
thing been interpolated from the work
of the great Council, it would hardly
have been a phrase so little con-
spicuous or characteristic; and any
early Creed might easily take it at
once from 1 Jo. v 20,
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struction is the same in the ‘Antiochian Creed of Lucianus’,
T0v yervmbévra mpd TV aldvwv ék Tod matpds Bedv éx Oeol.
But at all events the Antiochian diction passes with great
facility into the Nicene. It stands thus:—

Tov vidv avrtod, Tov povoyevi Oedv, 8 ob Ta mwavra, ToV

wevvmbévra mpo TdY aidvwy ék Tov maTpds Geov éx Oeod,

O\ov €€ Elov, uovov éx wdvov, Téetov éx TeNelov K. T. N.
When once the evidently premature clause &’ of Ta wavra
had been deferred till the place which it held at Ceesarea and
Jerusalem alike, and the inconvenient® phrase mpo Tév alovwy
had been omitted, it was an obvious gain to shift povoyevj Gedv
from its isolated position, now rendered doubly conspicuous by
the removal of 8’ od Ta wdvra, deprive it of its dangerous article,
and employ it, in strict analogy with St John’s own usage, as
the chief predicate to «yeumeéum éx Tob maTpds, combining it
with the already present fedv éx Oeod into the single phra.se
povoyevi] Beov éx Beod®,

The other alternative now claims attention. The simple
Tov povoyevn) of Jerusalem may have been preferred to the rov

The exact date of Cyril’s lectures
cannot, I think, be determined, but it
seems to lie shortly before 850: see
Pearson De Succ. ii 21 2; Tillemont
viii 779 f.; Touttée Diss. cxx ff. The
most probable year is 848, which is
preferred by Touttée, though partly on
untenable grounds.

1 The doubt of course arises from
the bare possibility of taking wps réw
aldvwy as the sole predicate (éx 700
warpbs being excluded from direct pre-
dication by the sense), in which case
Oeov éx Beod would become an addition
in apposition., But this construction
is virtually condemned, if I mistake
not, by the order of the words. In
both the local Creeds mpo Tév aldwwy
seems to hold a weak place, as a ge-
condary predicate only, though the
places are not identical, The omis-

sion of these words at Nicea, whether
suggested by dogmatic prudence or
not, was an undoubted gain as regards
grammatical clearness. It may also
be owing to & grammatical impulse
that Hilary omits them in his version
of Lucianus’ Creed (De Syn. 29 p.478¢c).

3 See last note.

3 What follows hardly needs com-
ment. ©edv éx feoi is succeeded by two
clauses of gimilar form, as in both the
Cmsarean and the Antiochian Creeds;
but no actual phrases are borrowed
from Antioch, and but one, ¢ds éx
¢wrbs, retained from Cewsarea. The
other, Oeov dN70wov éx Oeol &Anbivod,
whether then first put together or not,
had the advantage of taking up for
better use what at Jerusalem had stood
after yavnOévra éx o0 warpls.
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povoyevi Bedv of Antioch; and povoyevij may have been in-
tended, when transposed, to stand alone after yevwnOévra éx
Tob Tatpds, with fecv éx feod as a fresh clause in apposition.
It is impossible to disprove this rival supposition: but it is
weighted with several improbabilities. First, it involves a
somewhat wide departure from the real force of both the
assumed precedents: in both of them the primary predicate to
yevvnOévra éx Tob watpds is a strong term containing fedv, in
the one case fedv aAnfwov, in the other, fecov éx Oeod. It is
not likely therefore that both these phrases would be deposed
into a secondary position, and their room.occupied solely by an
adjective not in itself implying Deity. Secondly, the bare
phrase ryevwnOévra éx 1ol mwarpds povoyevi) is redundant and
artificial’, if povoyerrijs retains its true usual sense of an only
son or offspring. The rare secondary sense (see p. 17) in which
it casts off the idea of parentage, and comes to mean only
“unique”, receives no support from Athanasius or, as far as I
can discover, any writer of the Nicene generation®. Thirdly,
it is difficult to believe that a collocation so naturally suggest-
ing the combination wovoyevi @eov to the many ears already
familiar with it would have been chosen or retained except
with the deliberate intention that it should be so understood®,
On the other hand the one tangible ground for supposing the

1 The circamlocution would be all
the more improbable because the ob-
vious form 7d» vidv adrol (or Tob feol)
Tov povoyerij was not only directly
Scriptural (John iii 16; 1 Jo. iv 9) but
stood already in the Creeds of Jerusa-
lem and (by the easy omission of feév)
of Antioch. But in the case of wovo-
yevij Oeby there would be no circum-
locution, partly on account of the sense
and the weight of the phrase, partly
because of the need of introducing it
only in a predicative position.

% This seemingly stronger sense
would in effect have served the pur-
pose of the Council less; for no Arian

would have hesitated to affirm the
uniqueness of our Lord’s Sonship. The
point for which at least Athanasius
repeatedly contends, as involving all
else, is the strict and primary sense of
the terms Father and Son; and this
argument would have received no help
from povoyenis as a Scriptural desig-
nation of the Son, if it did not by
recognised usage imply actual parent-
age.

8 The transfer of unicum from Fi-
lium to Dominum by transcribers of
Latin Creeds (see p. 50 n. 1) can afford
no real analogy for the skilful Greek
theologians of Nicea.
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two words to have been intended to belong to different clauses,
namely the position of the Nicene parenthesis, requires careful
consideration. But first, a few more words must be said in
illustration of the continuous construction qevwnfévra éx Tod
watpds povoyevi Oedv éx Oeod.

Apart from the unfamiliarity of povoyevij fedv, the prevalent
habit of treating feov éc feoi as a complete and independent
formula may probably at first disincline a reader to accept its
suspension, so to speak, on a preliminary participle. The
absolutely independent use of felw ék feod has undoubtedly
sufficient authority in ancient theological writers; but on the
other hand this use is virtually unknown in Creeds; for popu-
lar intelligibility the help of yeyevimuévov éx Toi matpos or some
equivalent was apparently felt to be needed. Setting aside the
Creed of Ciesarea, where feov éx Oeod follows Tov Tod feod Noyov
with probably the same effect as to sense, and perhaps the
Creed recited by Charisius of Philadelphia at Ephesus in 431,
where Oeov éx Oeod follows Tov viow avTod Tov povoyerii’, I can
find no exceptions; for it is impossible to count as such the
highly technical Confession of Gregory Thaumaturgus (ed. Paris
1622 p. 1 A, els xvpuos, pdvos éx povev, Beds éx Beod, xapaxtip Kkal
elxov Tijs BeotnTos, Néyos évepyis x.T.\.), or the still more elabo-
rate Exposition of Athanasius (p. 99 B), in which fedv aAnfiviv
éx Oeod arnBuvo is isolated among texts of Scripture’. On the
other hand the rule is observed by the Antiochian baptismal
Creed in all its extant forms®; the ‘Third’ Formulary of the

1 It is at least equally probable that
here too 70v uovoyevij Gedv éx Beod should
be taken together ; and then uovoyery
would have the same effect as a parti-
ciple.

2 A similar Exposition of uncertain
authorship (ad cale. Greg. Naz. i 906
&e.: cf. Waleh, Bibl. Symd. 172 ff.;
Habn, Bibl. der Symbole 185 1i.), has
¢Patrem verum qui genuit Filium
verum, ut est Deus de Deo, lumen de
lumine, vita ex vita” &e. Yet here

too the aid is given by the context,
though not formally by the grammar.

3 As represented by Lucianus, Euse-
bius of Doryleum, Cassianus. The
last two writers doubtless represent
the same form, which shews signs of
Nicene.influence : see Dissertation 11,
I venture to cite Eusebius of Dory-
leeum, although the words in question
precede his express quotation from
the udOnua of Antioch. He certainly
began to interweave the diction of
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Synod of Antioch, by Theophronius®; the ‘Fourth’ of the same
(ap. Ath. De Syn. 25 p. 737 E, &c.; the ‘Fifth’ (A.D. 343),
known as "Exfeois paxpéorixos (ap. Ath. ib. 26 p. 738 ¢ &c.);
the Formulary of the Synod of Philippopolis, miscalled Sar-
dica’, in 347 (ap. Hil. De Syn. 84, p. 482 D: the only probable
construction in the lost Greek is a little disguised in the Latin
version); the ‘First’ Formulary of the Synod of Sirmium in 351
(ap. Ath. ib. 27, p. 742 A &c.); the ‘Second’ in 357 (ap. Hil.
ib. p. 466 A &c.); the ‘Third’ in 358 (ap. Ath. ib. 8 p. 721 ¢ &e.),
with the peculiar form yeyevvnuévov 8¢ povoyevs, udvov ék uévov
700 mwatpds, Oedv ék Beod, duotov TP tyevvicavri avrov matpi,
which was copied, with variations of perfect and aorist ouly, at
the Synod of Nicé in Thrace in 339 (ap. Theodoret. H. E. ii 16
[al. 21]) and at that of Constantinople in 360 (ap. Ath. ib. 30
P- 747 A)?; and lastly by what is known as the ‘Constantino-
politan’ Creed®. Hence abundant analogy leads to the conclu-
sion that feov éx Ocol, whether forming part of the direct
predicate to yevrnOévra éx 700 waTpés or not in the Nicene
Creed, is at least dependent on it, so that on either construction
éx Oeat presupposes yevvmbévra: and when thus much is esta-
blished, there can be no intrinsic difficulty, povoyevij and the
parenthesis apart, in the closer construction which makes Geov
éx Oeod part of the main predicate.

The chief external evidence for joining to yewwnfévra a

the Cret;d before he made formal follow at once. For the present pur-

appeal to it. The words are, dAN’ &va
Tov wpo wdvrwr aldvwy yewnbévra Oedv
éx Oeoi kal warpds, Beov dAnfwov éx Oeol
&\nfwob, k. 7.\

1 0f. pp. 22f. The words are, rév
yewwnfévra éx Tol warpds wpd T aldvwy
feov TéNetov éx Béol Telelov, xal Bvra
xpos Tov Oedv & Uwoordoet, éx’ éoxdTwy
8¢ 7y Huepiw xareNdovra x.7.\. The
position of wpé 7w aldvwy allows Geov
7é\etov k.7.\. to be taken either pre-
dicatively or in apposition, though the
former is the more probable construc-
tion, as two other participial clauses

H.

pose the difference is immaterial.

3 We are not here concerned with
the theological position of these va-
rious Synods, but solely with their
incidental testimony to & traditional
habit of language.

3 That is, in the eclauses ¢ds éx
Pwrds, Oedv dAnOwdy é Oeol dAnOewod,
a8 this Creed does not contain the
simple fedv éx feod. In all the other
Creeds cited, that of Theophronius ex-
cepted (note 1), feov éx Oeol stands
unmodified,
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predicate containing feév has been already given, namely the
probable analogy of the Creeds of Autioch and Jerusalem. To
this-must be added the Epistle to Paul of Samosata by the
bishops assembled at Antioch in 260—270, if the correction
already suggested isright'. The whole sentence must be quoted
here. TobTov 8¢ Tov vibw, yevvmrov povoyevij vidv (read Oedv),
elkova Tob dopdrov Oeol TuyydvovTa, TpwTéTOKOY TdTTS KTITEWS,
coplav xai Noyov kal Svvauiw Geod mpd aldvewv dvra, ol Tpoyv-
g€l AN ovola kal UmogTdgel, fedv Oeod viow, &v Te malaia kal
véa dialfnry éyvwroTes opoloyoduev Kal kmpvoaouey. As soon as
Oeév is substituted for the unmeaning second vidy, the two pre-
ceding words acquire a clear force, the verbal wyevwnrév being
equivalent to a passive participle. Possibly however this ought
not, to be accounted independent evidence, but only as a repro-
duction of the Creed of Antioch®. The second required combi-
nation, that of wovoyevs) with fedv éx feos, had undoubtedly an
actual existence. In the Demonstratio Evangelica (p. 149 A)
_Eusebius speaks of our Lord as 7¢ warpl &s viov da mavrds
ouwidvta Kal ovk ayévwyrov dvta yevvduevov & éE dyevviTov
waTpos, povoyevi dvra Néyov te xai Oeov éx Oeod. The posi-
tion of Te proves a reference to two distinct forms, the familiar
povoryevij Aéryov, not seldom used by Eusebius {as by Athanasius),
and povoyevyy Oedv éx feod: the only other grammatical con-
struction, that which makes povoyerij and Adyov two distinct
terms, would give Adyor an inappropriate position, imply an
arbitrary distribution of the conjunctions, and enfeeble the

1 See pp. 4, 19, 39, Even if vidr it will be observed that udvor éx udvov,

is right, which seems incredible, we
should still have as the predicate of
yevwyrdy & combination of povoyeriy
with a substantive.

2 The construction of the Nicene
Creed here advocated receives illustra-
tion, rather than direct confirmation,
from the language of the Third Sir-
mian Formulary (quoted above, p. 65),
adopted at Nicé in Thrace and at Con-
stantinople in the two following years:

an accepted gloss on wovoyeri (see Pp.
17), occupies the place of the Nicene
parenthesis. The parallel language of
Cyril of Jerusalem (iv 7) is instructive,
7oy €k Tob Ocol Oeov yemvnbévra, Tov éx
$wijs {wip yevwnbévra, v éx pwrds Ppds
yewnbévra, Tov Spowov kard wdvra T
yevwijgarre (iv 7): Guotos ydp év waow
vids T¢ yeyewynréry, $wn ek {wis yevy-
Oels, kal pds éx Ppwrds, divaus éx duvd-
pews, Oeds éx Oeodi (xi 18: cf. 4).
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whole of the last clause as a climax. The same form, slightly
resolved, occurs a little earlier (p. 147 B), xal éva Té\etov povov
yevvyTov Beov éx feod; and, slightly extended, in the Pane-
gyric on Constantine (xii 7: cf. Theophan. i 24), olros povo-
yevis Beds éx Geod ryeyevvmuévos Aéyos'. It reappears in the
Formulary of the Synod of Seleucia in Isauria (A.D. 359) fedv

Noyov, Oedv éx Beod wovoyevij, pas, fwny k.. \. (ap. Ath. De Syn.
29 p. 746 c; Epiph. Haer. 873 ¢). And in the next century
it is employed by Cyril in his commentary on St John, onueciov...
700 elvar Baailéa Kkal Seamérny Tév GAwv TV ék Ocol medmriTa
Oedv povoyevi (viii 35 p. 541 c), and again, émeimep vmrdpywv
[0 vids] éx Oeod Oeds wovoyevis dvBpwmos yéyover (x 15, p.
633 ¢); as also in his Third (Second (Ecumenical) Epistle to
Nestorius (p. 24 Pusey) 6 éx Oeod matpos yevvnleis vids xai
Oeds povoyevsjs. Itisimmaterial whether these forms of speech
were derived from the Nicene Creed or independent of it
In either case they shew the naturalness of the combination in
‘the eyes of theologians of the fourth and fifth centuries. Doubt-
less it was felt that each of the two elements associated with
Ocov in povoyevj Oedv éx Peod would sustain and illustrate the
other.

Thus far the discussion has left out of account the Nicene
parenthesis Todr éoriv ék Tis odolas Tod maTpos. Were it
absent, the evidence would all, as far as I can see, be clearly in
favour of taking uovoyevij Oedv éx Geod as an unbroken predicate
of yevwnbévra éx Tob mwatpos. It remains to consider whether
we are driven to a different conclusion by the position of the

1 The added yeyerrnuévos increases
the resemblance to the Nicene lan-
guage, though inverted in order,

3 Yet it can hardly be doubted that
at least Cyril had the Nicene Creed
definitely in view; for in his Ep. 55,
which is a commentary on the Creed,
he says that the Fathers of Nica®a, ris
Wdivos [the Paternity] ¢ yviouov ... eJ
pdha onualvovres, 0 edy Epacay éx Oeod

yeyevviofac Tdv vidy (p. 178): and
again, oV ydp Tor dwbxpn ... ppovely ws
Oeds éx Oeob yeyévynTas Tod warpds,
...dAX v dvaykalov eldévac wpos TouTols
ds Tis dwdvrwv qexa cwryplas KT
8d Tovré pact Tov 8¢ fuds Tovs dv-
0pwmovs k.. (p. 180). Both passages
lose their force if fedv éx feoi was not
part of the main predicate.

5—2
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parenthesis. It matters little for our purpose whether the
Nicene Fathers were here simply copying an earlier (lost)
Creed, or, as the extant language of Jerusalem and Antioch has
rather suggested, to a certain extent modifying in combination
and arrangement the traditional materials. In either case
the sense and the place of their own entirely new parenthesis
must be taken into account in order to ascertain the meaning
which they attached to their completed work.

A reader examining the passage merely as a piece of Greek,
unaided by extraneous knowledge, could hardly fail to take
povoyevy) as the one weighty word interpreted by the parenthe-
sis. Yet this supposition cannot be more than partially true at
most, if we are to trust the concurrent testimony of the two
men who had the best means of knowing the facts, who
moreover regarded them from different points of view. Eusebius
and Athanasius represent éx 7ijs ovaias Tod maTpos as the inter-
pretation of éc Tod marpds’. Eusebius passes povoyevij over
altogether, and Athanasius alludes to it with a slightness and
indirectness which throw it completely into subordination®

1 Kal 8% Tadrys Tijs ypagds O’ adrdv
Umayopevlelons, Swws elpprac abrols 16
'Ex 7s obalas 7ol mwarpds xal 76
T warpl dpooboiov, odx dvetéracTov
alrols xaTehiumwdvouer: émwepwricess Toi-
yapoiv xal dwokploeis évreifev dvekwoiv-
70, éBacdvi{éy Te & Nbyos Ty Oiudvorav
78w elpnpévwy xal 876 "Ex T7s ovalas
Gpohoyeiro mpds adrdy dnhwrikdy elvar
T00 éx uév Tob warpds elvar, ob iy ws
pépos Uxdpxewv Tob waTpbs: Tavry 8¢ xal
Mdv édbrer kaNds Exew ovyxararifeabal
77 dwavolg s ebaeBois Sidackallas k.7 \.
Eus. Ep. ad Caes. 5. Ol wepl EboéBiov

. [of Nicomedia]...éBotAovro 76 'Ex 700
Oecod kowdv elvac wpds fuds [i.e. man-
kind]...d\N’ ol warépes fewprioavres éxel-
vy iy wavovpylav...jvaykdednoay howrdy
Aevkorepor elmetv 76 "Ex 70D Oeol, xal
ypdyac éx Tiis obolas 7ol feod elvar
70v V3w, Umép Tob uh 76 'Ex Tol Oeo?
xowwov kal loov Tob e vlov xal TGy yevy-

T&v voplfesfai. Ath. De Decr. 19 p.
224 pE. And so in the parallel nar-
rative Ad Afr. 5 p. 895 B, A\’ ol énml-
aromo. Gewpioavres Ty K.7.\. NevkdTepoy
elptixaot 76 'Ex 700 Beod, xal Eypayar
éx Tijs ovolas 1ol feod elvas Tov vidw.
2 The possible allusions in the Ep.
de Decretis to povoyevi (represented by
povos) are in the two sentences § ¢
Adyos, éwel uh krlopa éoriv, elpyrac xal
ot pdvos éx Tob mwaTpds, THs &
TotavTys Siavolas yvipiopa 76 elvar Tov
viov éx T1s oﬁa’lqs 700 warpds, ov-
devl yap Oy yeryrdv Iwdpxe TobTo, and
81d TolTo yap xal 3 dyla oivodos Nevko-
Tepov elpyrev éx Ts ovalas avrTov elvar
700 warpds, Wa xal &\\os wapd THY
Tdv yernrdy plow & Néyos elvac mioTevly,
pévos @y &\yfds éx Tol Geod (225
A—c). The Ep. ad Afros has likewise
the word itself, but in an ambiguous
context, 6 3¢ vids uovos ldios THs Tol
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But the more the stress is shifted back from upovoyevi to éx Tod
mwaTpds, the less reason is there to regard the clause as so termi-
nating in uovoyevij as to make Oedv éx feod a fresh clause in
apposition. It would seem in fact that umovoyevij was put to
double duty, combined alike with é¢ Tod maTpés and with fedw
éx Oeoi; just as we have already found reason provisionally to
recognise feév as doing double duty, combined alike with povo- -
evij and with éx Oeod. Thus there would be no real pause
between the seven words ék Tod maTpds wovoyevij Oedv éx Oeob.
Yet the parenthesis had to be inserted somewhere. It could
not be placed at the end, for 700 maTpos was too distant; nor
before éx Geov, partly for the same reason, partly because feov
éc Beod could not be severed. If placed before wovoyevs, it
would have been close to éx 700 matpds, but at the cost of de-
priving éx Tod mwarpos of any additional force or clearness which
it could derive from association with povoryevs, including perhaps
the reminiscence of John i 14 (86fav «s povoyevois wapa watpés).
Placed as it actually was, the parenthesis, while chiefly limiting
the sense of éx To0 warpds, limited also the sense of povoyevi),
as against the Homceousians, and at the same time compelled
povoyevij into a subsidiary limitation of ék Tod matpds, as against
the Anomceans. No doubt in the process wovoyevns feés was
disguised: but it was not possible to introduce the parenthesis
without some sacrifice somewhere. Probably it was thought
that povoyeris Geés was too well known and accepted to lose
_instant recognition despite the parenthesis. But at all events
"its acceptance by Arius himself deprived it of controversial
value for the special purpose of the Council; whereas in the
eyes of at least Athanasius it must have been of primary im-
portance to secure to the interpretation éx 7ijs ovaias Tob mwaTpds

xatpds ovalas, Toiro ydp lSiov movo-
yevois kal &\nfwoi Néyov wpds warépa
(895 c). These incidental references
are of no force as compared with the
express statements of fact cited in the
last note. Indeed elsewhere (De Syn.
51), assuming éx 77s ovolas as the uni-

versal criterion of true parentage and
filiation, Athanasius argues from Jeph-
thah’s daughter and the son of the
widow of Nain that a child is not less
ouoobatos with its parent because it is
likewise uovoyerijs.
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the utmost possible force’. Thus wpovoyevis feds, though re-
tained like other traditional forms too little stringent for the
present need®, might have to suffer partial obscuration through
the necessity of the case.

No other explanation than this appears to account for all
the facts, and to do justice alike to the language of the Creeds
of Antioch and Jerusalem, to the statements of Eusebius and
Athanasius, and to the actual order of words in the Nicene
Creed. There is the less difficulty in accepting a single long
clause made.up of closely combined terms, if we remember the
evident purpose to give continuity of form to the entire decla-
ration respecting the nature of the Divine Sonship, the other
Creeds having been more or less disjointed hereabouts, the

Creed of Casarea to an extreme degree’,

1 Innumerable passages of his wri-
tings shew that the form of language
adopted in this clause was the test on
which he relied above all others for the
exolusion of Arianism. On the other
hand, loyally as he defends duootatos
when needful, he shews no great incli-
nation to use it when left to himself:
Dr Newman has noticed its almost
total absence from the great treatise
made up by what are called his first
three Orations against the Arians (Sel.
Treat. of Ath. 500, 210 d, 264 g), as
also his use of the term dpolas odolas
(210 e: cf. 186 g): cf. Tracts Theol.
and Eccl. 291, The finalresult in the
Creed may have been a combination of
the expedients proposed by different
sections of the majority in the Council.

2 Athanasius dwells on the desire
of the Council to use only scriptural
terms, till it was found that the party
of Eusebius of Nicomedia was ready
to accept them all (De Decr. 19 ff. p.
224 ff.; Ad Afr. 5 . p. 894 ff.). Among
such terms he includes the following,
evidently described somewhat vaguely,
81 ék TOU Oeol T Pice povoyevifs éoTey

Where all the clauses

8 ANdyos, Sdvaus, copla péry Tgb warpds
k.7.\. (895 4).

8 To this purpose must probably be
referred the omission of v before the
first yewwnfévra, and the emphatic re.
petition of yewwnbévra, first to set forth
the contrast oV wonférra, and then to
carry duooveiov T rarpl without another
participle. Then comes a fresh start
on the relation of the Son to created
things, 8’ of 74 wdvra éyévero; and
the added clause 7d 7€ év 7§ 0dparv xal
T4 éxl T7s ~yis, wanting at Casarea,
Antioch, and Jerusalem (it is found in
the Apostolic Constitutions), at once
gives weight to this division of the
second article of the Creed and con-
stitutes a parallel to the first article,
on the Father, wdvrwv dpardv 7e xal
dopdrwy woyrfv. The resumptive force
of the second yewwnfévra, as connect-
ing o¥ woun@évra with the earlier clause,
is distinctly recognised in the later
Antiochian Creed (Cassianus), which
has been modified by Nicene influence,
ex eo natum ante omnia saecula, et non
Sfactum, Deum verum ex Deo vero; as
also, by exactly the same collocation,
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bearing on a single subject are so carefully shaped into a whole,
it is only natural that the series of terms relating to one portion
of the subject should be knit together with unusual closeness.
The arrangement may be exhibited as follows: —
Kai eis &va xipiov "Ingoiv Xpiorov,
Tov viov Tov Geot
yevwnBévra éx Tob maTpds povoryevi -
TobT éoTiv éx Tis avTis ovolas -
Geov éx Beod,
b éx PwTos,
. Beov arnBuwov éx Beod dAnbivobd,
yevvnlévra, ov Toinbévra,
ouoovaioy T4 TaTpl,
8¢ o Ta wavra éyévero,
Td T€ év TP ovpavd Kal Ta éml Tijs s’

Tov 8 fuds Tovs dvfpemovs K.T.

We have, it is to be feared, no means of knowing with any
certainty how the sentence was understood in the following
years. The remarkable form of the Creed noticed above (p. 23)
as employed by Eustathius and others in 366 might be due either
to an attempt to express more clearly the assumed sense of the |
Nicene language, or to a conscious reintroduction of a combina-
tion assumed to have been set aside. The concise Philadelphian
Creed recited by Charisius, in borrowing the Nicene phrase-
ology, omits the Nicene parenthesis, and thus removes the only
hindrance in the way of reading tév viov avrod Tov povoyevi)
Oecdv éx Oeod continuously : but the other construction remains
possible; and again the authors of this Creed may have intended
to improve rather than to interpret. Yet the growing favour
of the phrase povoyevys feés with the friends and successors of
Athanasius, in spite of its controversial uselessness, during the
time that the distinctive terms of the Nicene Creed were the
watchwords of every struggle, suggests the operation of some

in the (Syriac) Mesopotamian Creed tion, which rests on an Antiochian
examined in the following Disserta- foundation.
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more potent and universal cause than the influence of scattered
local Creeds, or of Synods of doubtful orthodoxy which bor-
rowed their language. The Nicene Creed itself would evidently
be such an adequate cause, if it was understood as containing
povoyers feos: and if such was the retrospective view taken in
the fourth century, such also, we may not unreasonably believe,
was the intention of the Council.

Against this evidence there is, as far as I am aware, nothing
to set. A Cappadocian Creed formed on the base of the Nicene
Creed at a date not far from 370, of which some account will
be given in the next Dissertation, merely repeats this part of the
Nicene language unchanged. No other known Creed can be said
with any propriety to be a revised form of the Nicene Creed. That
the ¢ Constantinopolitan’ Creed had no such origin, it is easy to
shew: but & position so much at variance with commonly
received views requires to be illustrated in some detail, and
must therefore be treated separately. It is enough here to say
that the history of wovoyerns Oeds in ancient times virtually
closes with the gradual supersession of the Nicene Creed. As
its primary apostolic sanction had been lost long before through
the increasing degeneracy of biblical texts, so its ecclesiastical
sanction, such as it was, died out by an equally fortuitous
process. Neither in 381 nor at any other date was the phrase
povoyevns Oeés removed from the Nicene Creed. If it had a
place there from 325, as we have found good grounds on the
whole for concluding, it was never displaced while the authority
of the Nicene Creed was in force. It passed away only when
the Nicene Creed itself completely yielded place to another
Creed which never possessed it.



ON THE ‘CONSTANTINOPOLITAN' CREED
AND OTHER EASTERN CREEDS
OF THE FOURTH CENTURY

IN the last Note appended to the preceding Dissertation
the origin of the Nicene Creed was incidentally brought under
a fresh examination. The chief subject of the present Dis-
sertation is the origin of the Creed which has taken its place
and its name. Were the common account of the later history
of the Nicene Creed true, we should have to believe that
the 150 bishops who composed the Council of Constantinople
in 381 not only added new clauses to meet new doctrinal errors,
but revised the existing text in such a manner as to shatter
the most elaborate handiwork of their predecessors in 325.
To abolish the specially Athanasian definition Toi7 éoriv éx
Tijs ovolas Tol mwatpls, to erase the time-honoured form felv
éc Oeod’, and to remove povoryevqj from the post in which it

1 This single omission is usually
explained on the ground that feov éx
" Beoti is contained in fedy dAnOuwiv éx
Oeol dA\nbwob. Yet surely there is a
distinet force in the unaccompanied

substantives, especially as preceding

¢3s éx pwrds, though on other grounds
(see p. 83 n. 2) there is likewise force
in the close association of ¢pas éx pwrés

with the participial clause: nor could
the conciseness gained by dropping
three such words have seemed a com-
pensation for the loss of a form both
Nicene and Antenicene. But indeed
it is impossible to separate the loss of
this clause from that dissipation of
the whole sentence which the common
story implies,
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contributed to a careful exposition of the Divine Sonship into
its old place in less distracted days, as a simple Scriptural
affix (with 76v) to 7ov vicv 7ol Oeod, are operations which it
is difficult to understand as performed upon a formulary under-
going a dogmatic enlargement in the midst of fierce controversy
by men professing to guard the Nicene bequest with jealous
care. '

Part of the difficulty has been removed by recent criticism’,
starting from the well known fact that in his Ancoratus, written
about 374, Epiphanius transcribes under the name of the Nicene
Creed® a formulary differing only by the accession of two clauses®
from the Creed as alleged to have been renovated at Constanti-
nople seven years later. It is nmow certain that we have no
evidence of any public recognition of the ‘Constantinopolitan’
Creed before the Council of Chalcedon in 451, when it was read
by Aetius a deacon of Constantinople as the “Creed of the
1507, and accepted as orthodox, but not in any way placed on a
level with the Nicene Creed, the “Creed of the 318”, (which
was likewise read,) much less accepted as taking its place. The
short records of the Council of Constantinople illustrate indeed
the watchfulness with which the sufficiency of the Nicene Creed
was maintained ; but throw no direct light on the foundation of

1 See especially Mr Lumby, pp. 67
—84, and Dr Swainson, pp. 86—96,
111—131.

2 At the outset he calls it radryw rip
aylav wlorw s kafolkis éxxhnalas, bs
wapéaBev 3 dyla xal povy wdpbevos Tol
Beob dwd 7@y dylww drooTéAwy Tob kuplov
¢uhdrTew; and after an appended Ana-
thematism, a loose copy of the Nicene,
he adds Alry uév 4 wloris wapedddn dwo
7éy dylwv dwosTélwy, kal év éxxhyolg
7§ dylg wohe [sic] dwd wdvrww duob TOw
aylwy émwoxdrwy, Omép Tpiakoolwy Séka
T0v dpifuov. A strange statement: but
Epiphanius’s own remarks upon his
priceless materials are often strange.

3 In addition to the Anathematism,
They are both Nicene, 700’ éoriv éx

Tis ovolas 7ol warpds and 7d Te &
Tols oUpavois xal T& & T yfi: Tois ovpa-
vois is substituted for 7$ ovparg and év
79 1 for éml T7s y7s, the latter at least,
and apparently both, of these varia-
tions being found in ancient copies of
the Nicene Creed (see Hahn p. 106
n. 2, 108f. n. 8); indeed they both
stand in the Nicene text embodied in
Epiphanius’s own ‘Second’ Creed.
The only other Epiphanian variations
from the Chalcedon copy, both slight,
the insertion of re after ovpavos in the
first article and the change of 76 {wo-
wowy to xal {wowowdv, (together with
the omission of 7 before «xipiov, if
Petau’s text is right,) are probably in
like manner accidental.
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the tradition which seventy years later associated the new form
of Creed in some way with the 150 Bishops then assembled, and
which does not seem likely to have been a mere invention.
It is not however an unreasonable conjecture that the Creed
was submitted to the Council by some one of its members, and
accepted as legitimate®, without any idea of its becoming in
any sense an cecumenical Symbol, regulating the faith of
many lands. However this may be, it was certainly in exist-
ence some years before the Council met, and already in-
cluded those elauses which in a later age were specially said
to have been introduced by the Council®.

The responsibility for the ‘Constantinopolitan’ Creed is
thus shifted from the Council of 381, in which various dis-
tinguished men took part, to an unknown person, synod, or
church at an earlier date, possibly a much earlier date, than
374. Yet it would still be difficult to understand how the
Nicene Creed could be treated with such remarkable freedom
in a revision which, upon any view, bears marks of having

1 It is quite possible, as has been
suggested, that the presentation of the
Creed by Aetius was connected with
the efforts made by a Constantinopoli-
tan party in the Council of Chalcedon
to secure the supremacy of their city,
which had been maintained by acanon
of the Council of 381. But the Creed
would hardly haveserved their purpose,
unless it were already in some way
associated with the proceedings of 381.
That it had become the local Creed of
the imperial city is not likely. In a
homily preached at Constantinople in
899 (on Col. ii 14, p. 369 r) Chryso-
stom appeals to the words els {wiv ald-
vior a8 part of the Creed which his
hearers knew (cf. Caspari i 93 f.);
words absent from the ¢Constantino-
politan’ Creed but present in that of
Antioch. And a priori we should ex-
pect Constantinople to have received
its Creed from Antioch, its ecclesiasti-
cal mother. Reasons will however be

presently given for concluding that
the ‘Constantinopolitan’ Creed was in
some manner known or used at Con-
stantinople early in the fifth century;
and this ill defined currency may pos-
sibly date from 381, though we have
no evidence for the fact.

2 Its presentation and acceptance on
this occasion would thus bear a resem-
blance to what took place afterwards
with the same Creed at Chalcedon,
with the Creed of Cessarea on its first
presentation by Eusebius at Nicea (see
p. 56), and probably with the (Phila-
delphian) Creed presented by Charisius
at Ephesus. Some other indirect con-
firmations of this conjecture will be
noticed further on.

8 Not only the additional clanses on
the Holy Spirit, but o 7#9s Bagi\elas
ook ¥orar Té\os, which stands in the
Creed of the Apostolic Constitutions
as well as in that of Jerusalem,
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been conducted by men fully alive to theological requirements.
In the attempt however to trace the chief sources of the varia-
tions introduced, I have been led to observe that the Epipha-
nian or ‘ Constantinopolitan’ Creed is not a revised form of the
Nicene Creed at all, but of the Creed of Jerusalem®. A com-
parative exhibition of the Epiphanian Creed on the two bases,
marking those ‘words and clauses which occur already in the
Nicene and Jerusalem Creeds respectively, will dispense with
the need of lengthened argument®: but a few explanatory re-
marks may place the bearing of the evidence in a clearer light.

Whichever base is assumed, most of the changes and in-
sertions in the latter part may easily be explained by the
influence of the Creeds of Antioch and the Apostolic Constitu-
tions, or, it may be, lost Creeds of a similar type®: this feature
therefore must be taken as common to both theories. In all
other particulars the difference is striking. The first 6 lines,
ending with mpoé mavrev 7év alvvwy, are copied exactly from
the Jerusalem Creed, with the one exception that feov aryfuwiv
is omitted from the sixth, being reserved for its Nicene place

1 The confusion was the more natu-
ral, since the Nicene revision of the
Cmsarean Creed made considerable use
either of the Creed of Jerusalem or
of some closely allied formulary; and
moreover the Creeds of Cesarea and
Jerusalem not rarely coincide, both
being Palestinian. The similarity of
the Jerusalem and ¢Constantinopoli-
tan’ Creeds was noticed, I find, by
Gerard Voss (De trib. Symb. 32—38),
and evidently perplexed him much:
he took refuge in the crazy suggestion
that the Lectures of Cyril and the con-
tained Creed may have been interpo-
lated after 381, forgetting that the
supposed ‘interpolation’ would have

" involved not the addition or alteration

of words or sentences here and there,
but the total rewriting of large masses
of the Lectures.

2 See the comparison at the end of
the volume. The Creed of Jerusalem
is given nearly in accordance with
Hahn’s careful revision of Touttée’s
work.

3 The citations given in this para-
graph and elsewhere from the Cappa-
docian, Mesopotamian, or other late
Creeds are not intended to suggest
that these Creeds were themselves the
sources of any ‘Constantinopolitan ’
language. Conversely it is highly un-
likely that they owe anything to the
¢ Constantinopolitan’ Creed, as in that
case they would assuredly have bor-
rowed from it more freely. It follows
that, where they depart from Nicene
language, they supply evidence partly
for lost Creeds prior to Nicene admix-
ture, partly for new phrases analogous
to the new ‘Constantinopolitan’ clauses.
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lower down. At this point the scanty language of Jerusalem is
enlarged by a long insertion from the Nicene Creed; first (but
only in the Epiphanian copy) the parenthesis explanatory of
éx 7ol mwatpds; then above 7 lines without change and almost
without interruption’, from ¢ds éx Pwros to rareAfévra, to
which last word is added éx 7dv odpavdv nearly as in the
Apostolic Constitutions® and the Cappadocian and Mesopotamian
Creeds. Henceforward to the end there is not a trace of un-
questionable Nicene influence. It is true the wafévra of the
Nicene Creed is added to the gravpwfévra of Jerusalem; but
pera 10 mabeiv stands in the Apostolic Constitutions, the Creed
of which has apparently supplied the intervening words vmép
nudy éri Iovriov Ilidarov (é. II. TI. being in the Mesopotamian
Creed likewise), and mafovra itself was used at Casarea and
Antioch (Lucianus)®: and again 76 mvefpa 70 ayov is nearer to
70 drysov mvedpa (Nicene) than to & dayiov mvedpa (Jerusalem)*;
but it is supplied exactly by the Apostolic Constitutions, the
Cappadocian Creed, and at least the early or Lucianic Creed
of Antioch. Thus the ¢ Constantinopolitan’ Creed in its Con-
ciliar form owes nothing to the Nicene except one long extract,

1 The exception is the dropping of
7d Te &v 7Y obpavd xal Td éwl Tis yhs
in the ¢ Constantinopolitan’ recension,
though not in the Epiphanian, But
of this more presently.

3 1t stands also in the Latin Libellus
Fidei of Phoebadius (p. 49 ¢ Migne).

3 The following are the Eastern
forms used here, variations of articles
and conjunctions being neglected: ¢Sy.’
is prefixed to the synodical formularies
of 341—360. Ilafévra Cems.; Nic.;
Arius; Sy.Ant. 1 and 3: waf. Vwép
nudw Ant.(Luc.): waf. vwép 7év duap-
Ty jpdv Sy.Sel.: wad. éxlII. II. Iren..
Iafévra, dwofavirra Smyrn.; Orig..
Zravpwlévra Jerus.; ‘Adamantias’ (?):
oravp. éxl II. II. Ant.(Eus.Dor. and
-Cass.). Zravpwlévra, dwvbavévra Alex-
ander; Ath.; Sy.Ant.4 and 5; Sy.Phi.

lip.; Sy.Sirm.1 and 8; Sy.Nic.Thraoe.;
8y.CP. of 860: oravp. Umép uay,
drofavévra Philad. Ilafdrra, orav-
pwbévra Capp.: xal wabévra xal orav-
pwbévra éml II. II. Mesop, Kal orav-
pwiévra éxl IL II. kal dwobavévra vmép
by Kkal ... perd 16 wadelv_x.7.\. Ap.
Const. Zravpwlévra Te Vmwép fudy éml
II. II. kal wafdvra ¢ Constantinop.’ It
will be observed (1) that the combina-
tion of the participles mwafdvra and
oravpwdévra is confined to three late
Creeds, the Cappadocian, Mesopotami-
an, and ‘Constantinopolitan’, though
the Apostolic Constitutions append
uera 76 wafdeiv; and (2) that this irregu-
lar arrangement in Ap. Const. will ac-
count for the unique * Constantinopoli-
tan’ position of xal wafévra at the end.
4 See however p. 81, n, 1,
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with a single clause omitted ; this clause, and also the Atha-
nasian parenthesis and the Anathematism, being retained in the
Epiphanian recension. Moreover this long Nicene extract incor-
porates the whole parallel language of Jerusalem, namely feov
axnBivoy, as reserved from above, and 8 o Ta wdvra éyévero.

If on the other hand we start from the Nicene Creed as far as
it proceeds, we find changes at almost every point till we reach
¢&s éx pwTos; namely odpavod [ €] kai yijs inserted,and wavrwvand
momTiv shifted, yevvnlévra éx Tob matpos povoyevi exchanged
for Tov povoyevi) Tov éx Tob matpis yevwnbévra, and mwpd wavTwy
Tév alwvwy inserted to make a predicate to the denuded par-
ticiple. After xaterfovra, the end of the clearly Nicene pas-
sage, the contrast is even more striking. From a Nicene base
we should have to suppose the insertion of kai Tadévra (Jeru-
salem &c.), kai xafelopevov éx SeEidv Tob matpos (Jerusalem
&c., with rxal@icavra), pera Sofns after épyouevov (Jerusalem
év 8okn), and o Tijs Bacikelas ovx éoTar TéNos (Jerusalem and
Apostolic Constitutions): whereas from a Jerusalem base we
find nothing omitted, and nothing of any moment altered®
except & dyiov myeipa already mentioned®.

Comparison of course fails after the first words on the Holy
Spirit, what follows being entirely new to the Nicene Creed.
The Creed of Jerusalem is more altered here than elsewhere.
In place of Tov mapakAnrov after mwyveipa we have some im-
portant new clauses, to be examined in due time; and év 7ols
mpopnTais is exchanged for 8id 7@y mpodnrdv. The order of
the clauses on Baptism and the Church is inverted, 6uoroyotpey

1 The changes are from kablcavra
to xabefbuevor, and from & 86y to
perd 86fns: the probable motive for
the former change will be noticed in
another place (pp. 90 £.).

3.A passing word must suffice for
the not unimportant accompanying
additions new alike to the Nicene and
Jerusalem Creeds, as by the nature
of the case they do mnot concern us.
Besides éx 7dv obpavdv (see p. 77),

they are éx wveduaros dylov xal Maplas
Tis wapbévov after saprwhévra (see p.
89 n. 3, and for M. . . compare Ap.
Const., Antioch, and Mesop.), vwép
qudv éxl Movriov IliNdrov after oravpw-
0évra Te (see p. 77 n. 8), xard Tds
ypagpds after juépg (Antioch according
to Cassianus [followed by Mesop.] and
in an earlier place Lucianus), and
wd\w before épxbuevor (Cemsarea, Ap.
Const., Antioch, Mesop., Philad.).
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being prefixed to & Bdamrioua’: kal dmoarorikiy (Apost. Const.,
Ueltzen’s text®) is inserted after kafohieny, and peravoias omitted

1 The form taken by the clause on
the Church (els tH» x.7.\.) is not a
little surprising. 'We should have ex-
pected it either to come under duodo-
~yobuev or, a8 the last article under

wioredouer, and as following a group of

three clauses on the Holy Spirit, to be
introduced by xal. The combination of
this clause with Na\fjcar, which has
been defended, as a friend points out,
by M. Valetta, is too artificial to be con-
sistent with the diction of this or any
other known Creed. Moreover the cor-
responding clause in the earlier Creed
of Jerusalem to all appearance stands
independently, and certainly was so
taken by Cyril in his Lectures (xviii
22, 26). Yet the combined construc-
tion has the support of other formu-
laries. The Creed of the Apostolic
Constitutions, which has some remark-
able coincidences with the ¢ Constanti-
nopolitan’ Creed, ends its diffuse ar-
ticle on the Holy Spirit with the words
Kal perd Tods dwosTdhovs 5¢ [dwooTanér]
wdot Tols mioTebovow év T dylg Kxal
drogToy) éxkxAnolq, followed at once
by els capxés dvdoracw x.r.\. The
baptismal interrogation in the Coptic
(probably Alexandrian) Constitutions
(as translated by Botticher in Bun-
sen’s Anal. Antenic. ii 467), ends with
Ilwreves els 76 dyiov wvelua, 76 dyabé,
76 {wowoioly, 70 wdvra xabaipov év T
dylg éxx\qolg ; the previous jussive
form appends to the Names of the
Trinity ulav xvpiéryra, wlav Basikelay,
plav wloTw, & Bdrricna év 7§ xabokwky
droorohiky éxxhnola, xal els fwiy ald-
wov. The Creed of Seleucia (359) has
8¢ ol [sc. Tol dylov wyveduaros 8 cwrip]
Kal dyidle Tods év T ékxAnrlg moredor-
Tas xai Baxrifouévovs év dvbuare warpds
xal viov xal dylov xvebuaros, four of its
predecessors (Ant.3, Ant.4, Philippop.,

Sirm.1: ¢f. Sirm. 2) having had simply,
with hardly any variation, &’ od xal
dyidfovrar al TGV elhikpvids els avTow
wemoTevkdTwy Yuxal. Another com-
bined construction is supplied by the
Latin Creed of N. Africa, where per
sanctam ecclesiam follows vitam aeter-
nam at the end. The authorities are
Cyprian, Augustine (Serm. 215: he
usually expounds the Creed of Milan
or Rome, as Caspari has shown, ii
264 ff.), the unknown authors of three
sermons ascribed to Augustine (cf.
Heurtley H. S. 44 ff.), and Fulgentius
(Caspari ii 257). Tertullian's refe-
rences (De Bapt. 6, 11) suit this ar-
rangement at least as well as any other,
and it is implied in two Latin sermons
attributed to Chrysostom (Caspari ii
229 f., 241 f1.: cf. Pearson On the Creed
p. 334 notes). Thus a subordinate in-
troduction of the Church in the Creed
must have existed in various regions:
and in particular the Spirit was some-
times set forth as given to the be-
lieving or the baptized in the Church.
Any Creed of this form (and the
Creed of the Apostolic Constitutions
with peculiar ease) might give rise to
the ¢ Constantinopolitan ’ arrangement
if it were hastily assumed that the
previous article ended with mwrredovow
(virtually as in the four or five synodie
formularies cited above), and that é&
77 k.7.\. was a fresh beginning (going
back to the initial Iliorejouer), needing
only to be changed to the more correct
els 7w k.. On the history of the
subsequent removal of in from the
Latin ¢ Constantinopolitan’ Creed, re-
sulting from its absence in the Western
Creed and the distinction drawn be-
tween Credo in and Credo, much evi-
dence is given by Caspari i 220—234.
2 It occurs in the Nicene Anathe-
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after Bamrioua as in the Mesopotamian Creed. In place of
oapkos dvaoTacty we have dvdoTagw vexpdv(so theCappadocian,
Mesopotamian, and Philadelphian Creeds, vexpév dvdgracw the
Antiochian in Chrysostom'), with mpoo8oxduer prefixed; and
in place of kai els {wiv albviov we have xal Lwny Tod pwéAlovros
aidvos (Apost. Const.)?, followed by Aurv. Unfortunately only
a fragment of this part of the Antiochian Creed has survived,
and nothing of the Cesarean Creed, supposing it to have con-
tained corresponding clauses (see p. 60 n. 2); so that we know
very little of the source or sources of the changes. But notwith-
standing their number, which would have left the matter in
uncertainty but for the clear light cast by the earlier parts of
the Creed, there is no sufficient reason to doubt that the base
is still supplied by Jerusalem. None of the Jerusalem materials
are missing except Tév wapaxAnrov, replaced by the new clauses,
and itself absent from the Cappadocian and Mesopotamian
Creeds, and peravoias, absent from the Mesopotamian Creed:
and the only change of order places the Church naturally next
to the Holy Spirit. Thus, with these two exceptions of Tov
‘wapdrinTov and peravolas, the entire Creed of Jerusalem from
beginning to end is reproduced in the ‘Constantinopolitan’.
The new clauses on the Holy Spirit were doubtless inserted
in consequence of the Pneumatomachian controversy, as is
commonly said. For the present it is enough to observe their
simplicity of form. The adoption of the extended phrase 7¢
mvedua 76 drytov is accompanied by the addition of two adjec-
tives similar to dyiov, so as to make a triad of epithets desig-

matism in most of the early texts,
though not in that of Eusebius ap-
pended to Athanasius De Decretis as
edited by Montfaucon; and though
accordingly omitted in some reprints,
it is probably genuine. It stands in
the body of the Cappadocian, the
Mesopotamian, and apparently the
Alexandrian Creeds.

1 On 1 Cor. xv 29 p. 380 o (Heurtley
‘Harm. Symb.39; Casparii83fl.). 8o

also the Apostolic Constitations a
little further on in the Blessing of
the Water (vii 43), xkqpttac Baci\ela,
dpeow dpapridv, vexpdy dvdoTacw.
Nexpdv appears likewise to have been
the Alexandrian reading (Origen and
Alexander).

2 This peculiar phrase occurs like-
wise in the Confession of Arius and
Euzoius (ap. Soecr, i 26; Sozom, ii
27).
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nating the One Spirit within the Godhead, “the Spirit which is

Holy, which is Lord, which is Lifegiving”.

»1

Another clause

sets forth His relation to the Father; a third His equality with
the Father and the Son as confessed in worship. But the
clear purpose which may thus be traced was directed less to

1 The four copies of the Creed in
Mansi’s Concilia have severally 74
kupiov T8 fwomoiow (A) iii 565, 76 xvpioy
xal {wowowy (B) vii 111 and xi 633, 73
xUpiov kad 76 fwomwowdy (C) vi 957: Routh
(S.E. 0. i 454) cites two with A. The
Epiphanian copy in Dindorf’s text
(probably taken from the Jena MS.,
but perhaps due only to the editor) has
B, in Petau’s text (founded on the
Paris MS.) it has only xvpior xal wo-
wowy (D) : both MSS. arebad. Almost
all Latin copies have et (B, C, or D), as
was natural with the substantival ren-
dering of xUpor: A however stands in
. the Mozarabic Liturgy (p. 231=>557
Migne). D is virtually impossible, and
C must have been derived from A or
less probably B. Authority slightly
favours B: but on a small point so
liable to variation, and in the absence
of MSS. of ascertained excellence, one
authority is nearly as good as another.
B makes good sense, but was not like-
ly to be altered: A gives a better yeot
a less obvious sense, while familiarity
would tempt scribes to take 70 wreiua
70 dytov a3 & single name. On the
whole the original text seems likely to
have had three articles without a con-
junction : and if so, the true arrange-
ment is almost certainly that given in
the text. Had 70 xipiov 70 {womoidy
been intended to be taken apart from
what precedes, or had B been the true
reading, the form selected would sure-
ly have been 73 dyiov wvedpua, which is
nearer to the & dvywov wveiua of Jerusa-
lem, and actually stands in the Nicene
text. The Cappadocian Creed has a
similar triad of attributes, 70 wveiua

H,

70 dyiov 70 dkriorov 16 Té\ewr, ‘‘the
Spirit which is Holy, which is Uncre-
ate, which is Perfect”; confirmed by
three other triads occurring in other
clauses. All the chief writers of the
period dwell on dyior in a manner
which shews that they did not regard
it merely as part of a compound name.

Touttée (p. 83: of. Hahn, p. 11, and
Caspari Z8S. f. Luth. Th. 1857 p. 654)
notices the curious fact that several
late writers connected with Jerusalem
retain &, which he supposes to be a
remnant of the Creed as given in Cyril’s
Lectures. We might be tempted to
surmise rather that the purest text of
the revised Creed, as preserved at
Jerusalem itself, read xal els & wveiua
76 dytov T0 KUpiov 70 {wowawdy, in con-
formity with &a Gedv, &va xbpiov, plav...
éxxhnolav, & Bdwriopa, and 1 Cor, xii
13; Eph. iv 4, &c. Unfortunately
those who have & omit 7, and none
of them are quite clearly quoting the
Creed. It is not easy to see why &
should have been expelled from its old
place, to the loss of symmetry if not of
doctrine; and though & wvelua 70
dywov by itself might be pedantic, the
addition of the two other articles and
adjectives would restore simplicity by
clearly marking dytwr as an attribute,
not & name: the unfamiliar combina-
tion would naturally in transcription
succumb to grammatical smoothness
in two different ways, here becoming
& wvebpa dywov, and there 70 wrvetua 70
dywv. But in the absence of any ex-
ternal evidence for & mvelua 76 dyiov
the existing text must be allowed its
rights,

6
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accurate definition than to pregnant instructiveness'; and the
rhythm of devotional recitation is never lost.

These clauses inserted in the third division bear a close
analogy to the Nicene extract (with or without the parenthesis)
in the second division. The two cases taken together suggest the
probable origin of the ‘Constantinopolitan’ Creed. Either at
Jerusalem or in some neighbouring part of Palestine?, where the
old local Creed was still in use for ordinary ecclesiastical pur-
poses, a desire might be felt to furnish it with clauses, terse and
popular in form but effectual in statement, which would guard
the members of the local Church from the worst errors current
on two great doctrines of the faith. For the second division the
most obvious course was to appropriate so much of the Nicene
definition as could be introduced without incongruity®; and
the portion adopted would doubtless include éuoovoios as a
token of full Nicene communion, supposing such communion
to be either now sought or already enjoyed. For the third
division no such resource was available, and new clauses had
to be compiled or devised. The opportunity might be taken

1 Kipiov, {womowdy, and wopevéuevor  ces not otherwise recorded, relating to

come from Scripture, changed in in-
flexion only: owwwposkuvovuevor and
ouvdofaibuevor for all their cogency are
not technical. The consecration which
dpoovoios had acquired in the second
division of the Creed was not allowed to
introduce it into the third, though here
too the greatest theologians, from Atha-
nasius (Ep. ad Ser. i 27 p. 676 cp) on-
wards, attested its truth, and used it
where there was need with more or less
freedom: and so with other terms of
the schools. The third clause is not
unlikely to be original; hardly the
second, or any member of the first.

2 Epiphanius’s long residence in
Palestine, or even the proximity of
Cyprus, the seat of his episcopal ac-
tivity from about 367, may explain
how the Creed reached his hands. He
shews local knowledge of circumstan-

Jerusalem, Eleutheropolis (in Judsa),
and Cmsarea, the dates being about
359, 360 (p. 97 n. 1) and 366, 367 (p.
93 n. 4), both in the early period. But
there is reason to think that he always
kept up a connexion with his own
former monastery at his birth-place
near Eleutheropolis (see Tillemont x
498 f.). He has a list of bishops of
Jerusalem extending through the
troubled times to the date of his writ-
ing, 375 (Haer. 637). About 377 we
find him in correspondence with Basil
on the dissensions among the brethren
on the Mount of Olives (Bas. Ep. 258),
noticed further on for another pur-
pose.

3 If a single employment of olola
(as contained in duoovaios) could be
made to suffice, it was clearly better
to avoid a second. See also note 1.
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to effect other lesser improvements in the Creed, suggested
by intercourse with sister churches: but there would be a
natural desire not to obliterate the identity with the formulary
handed down from earlier generations. For such a purpose as
this the Nicene Creed itself would evidently have been useless®.
The requirements of a local congregational or baptismal Creed
will likewise account for the absence of the earlier part of the
Nicene definition. That carefully compacted sentence was not
in itself fitted for popular recitation, nor was it in rhythm and
diction in harmony with the existing Creed of Jerusalem.

The same consideration goes far towards shewing that
Epiphanius has preserved a less pure copy of the Creed, as origi-
nally formed, than that which was read at Chalcedon, and which
alone acquired general authority. It is doubtless possible that
the Athanasian parenthesis was from the first picked out of its
surroundings for insertion, to be followed immediately by the
longer extract: but it is hard on this view to explain the
omission of the intervening feov éx feod®, and the technical
form of the parenthesis itself agrees ill with the supposed use.
The presence of the Anathematism in the Epiphanian re-
cension points at least as strongly towards the same conclusion.
Moreover if the Chalcedonian recension was the original, the
Epiphanian variations are at once explained 'by the common
tendency to approximate more closely, especially by addition,
to a familiar verbal standard with which there is accordance

1 If the ‘Constantinopolitan’ Creed
was only the Creed of Jerusalem en-
larged and improved, we need no fur-
ther explanation of the absence of the
Anathematism which closes the Nicene
Creed. The trivial variations in the
Anathematism of the Epiphanian
¢ Constantinopolitan’ Creed, like its
previous insertion of 7¢, are evidently
accidental errors of transcription, due
either to Epiphanius’s habitual inac-
curacy of quotation or to discrepancies
in current eopies of the Nicene Creed,
such as certainly. existed: on pev-

orév see A, Jahn Method. Plotiniz.
p. 765.

3 If the insertion of the parenthesis
was not original, there would be no-
thing strange in beginning the extract
with ¢ds éx @pwrés, more especially as
the illustration of the eternal genera-
tion of the Son by the analogy of
light (dwadyacua 7fs 56¢ns Heb. i 3),
to which Origen had given currency,
would thus be brought into promi-
nence. Conciseness (see p. 73) would
justify non-insertion where it would
not justify excision.

6—2
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already: whereas no reason can be found here for a change in
the opposite direction. Analogous extensions of an originally
incomplete adoption of Nicene language took place, as will be

- shown further on, in contemporary enlarged Greek recensions
of the Cappadocian Creed. It may therefore be accepted as
reasonably certain that the explicit analysis of wdvra supplied
after 8 o Ta wdvra éyévero, the Athanasian parenthesis,
and the Anathematism formed no part of the original appro-
priation of Nicene language, but were secondary additions from
the same source’, made either by Epiphanius or by those from
whom he received the Creed.

So far as the ascertainment of the true character of the
¢ Constantinopolitan’ Creed is concerned, the investigation
might stop here. Yet a supplementary enquiry into its pro-
bable authorship and date, though unavoidably resting on
more doubtful grounds, will hardly be out of place. As the
¢ Constantinopolitan’ Creed took its origin from the Creed of
Jerusalem, conjecture naturally turns first to the Church of
Jerusalem as the body for whose use it may have been framed.
Now the legitimate bishop of Jerusalem, during the whole
period within the limits of which'the construction of the Creed
must of necessity be placed, was Cyril, to whose Lectures,
written in youth® we owe our knowledge of his Church’s Creed
towards the middle of the fourth century. His Lectures are
remarkable for the combination of Nicene doctrine with an
avoidance of the specially Nicene language; and similarly his
episcopate was more than once interrupted by expulsion at the
hands of Arians, while in its earliest years he chiefly associated
himself with men who were commonly regarded as Semi-
arians. On the other hand Le is distinctly stated to have sub-

1 They would thus constitute an
exact parallel to the late Latin Deum
de Deo of the Western form of the
¢ Constantinopolitan’ Creed; which
was indeed & more harmonious inter-
polation. On the other hand Filiogue,

in its primary character as intended
for Spanish use, bears some analogy
to the new clauses on the Holy Spirit.

3 «Extant ejus xarqyijoes, quas in
adolescentia composuit.” Hieron. De
vir, ill, 112.
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sequently accepted the term duoolaiov, though the time of
change is not clearly marked. Thus his personal history is in
some sort parallel to a transition from the Creed of Jerusalem
to that which we call Constantinopolitan; and the tone of the
later phrases is in harmony alike with bis firm hold of doc-
trine and with his dread of excessive definition in theological
statement. ‘

Again comparison of the ‘ Constantinopolitan’ phrases with
the language previously employed by Cyril of Jerusalem, in
expounding the earlier form of Creed, yields some interesting
though hardly decisive results. Of the three most distinctive
clauses, those on the Holy Spirit, the first, kai els 70 mvebpa
70 dyiov 70 kvpiov T {womoidy, is made up entirely of
Scriptural terms (Jo. xiv 26 &c.; 2 Co.. iii 6, 17, 18 ; Jo. vi
63; Rom. viii 11), and thus attests nothing more than selec-
tion. Té wvpiov, evidently inserted as an expression of the
truth denied by those who said u; wévov sxriopa dAAd kai
TGV AetTovpyikdy TrevpdTor & avTo elvas, xal Babud povov
avto Siapépewv TGy ayyéhwy (Ath. Ep. ad Serap.i1 p. 648 4A),
does not occur in Cyril or even, I think, in Athanasius; but
the idea expressed by it is set forth by Cyril with much force
more than once (iv 16 od xai ypeiav éyovar Opovor kai xvpioTn-
Tes, dpyai kal éfovoiar; xvi 23 at some length, ending kal T
pév éaTw els Aettovpylav dmoaTeN\dueva, To 8¢ épevvd Kal Ta
Babn Tov Oeod)'. Again, 70 {womoiév®, fully propounded by
Athanasius (ib., 23 p. 671: cf. 19 p. 668 4A), is indirectly anti-

1 Cyril's statement is happily con-
densed in a fragment interpolated into
his 16th Lecture in one MS. (p. 262
Touttée), 70 «xupielor xal PBagefor
wdans Tis yevwyrikqs (? yevqris) ololas
opardv Te xal dopdrwy ¢loewv, T 5é-
omofor dyyfAwy Te xal dpxayyéww,
éiovady, dpxav, KuptotHTwy, Opbrwy.
Cyril's use of 1 Cor. ii 10 finds an ex-
act parallel in Athanasius’s own Con-
fession (2 p. 100 B), in which it supplies
the only attribute assigned to the Holy

Spirit: IToredouer Spolws xal els 79
wvedua 10 dywv, 7O wdvra épewdr kal
Td PdOn Toi Oeot, dvaleuariforres Td
wapd TovTo Ppovoivra Sbypara.

3 Its force is given by Athanasius
l.c., 7d 8¢ krlopara...fworoioduevd éare
8¢ avrob, T 8¢ w1 uérexov fwis, GAN ad-
76 perexbuevor Kal {womoiotw Td KTl
ouara, wolav Exel ovyyévewav wpos Ta
yevnrd, 7 wds ONws dv elp 7Oy KTOMd-
Twy, dmep év éxelvy wapd ToU Abyou
SwomotetTac;
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cipated by Cyril in a doxology (& 7 8¢€a otv T& povoyevel k.T.\.
o 7§ dyley kai {womop mvevparti, vii 16)', as by earlier

writers®,

In like manner Cyril has nothing answering to

the second clause, 70 éx Tol maTpds éxmopevduevov, which is
undoubtedly Athanasian®: but he would probably have no
difficulty, in the presence of a new controversy, in adopting
a phrase which, in spite of the change of preposit‘ioh, might
pass as only a free quotation from Scripture*, and which had
long enjoyed some currency®. The third and weightiest clause,

1 80 also one of Cyril’'s answers to
the question why our Lord (John iv 14)
compared the Spirit to water is 'E-
weadi)... fwomooy éore 70 Udwp (xvi 12).

? The Coptic and Athiopic baptis-
mal confessions (given by Caspari ii
12 {. from Assemani Cod. Liturg. i 159
[see likewise the Coptic Constitutions
translated by Botticher in Bunsen’s
Anal. Antenic. ii 467, for both the
jussive and the interrogative'forms],
and Bibl. Maxz. Patr. [Lugd. 1677)
xxvii 636 a D) contain Spiritum Sanc-
tum vivificantem, which probably has
an ancient origin not ¢ Constantinopo-
litan’. The revised Mesopotamian
Creed also has 76 mveiua 70 fwomoidw.

3 Athanasius uses it often, but the
following passages are of primary im-
portance as fixing his meaning, 'Evds
ydp bvros Tob vlob, ToU {drros Aéyov,
plav elvar 8et Tehelav kal wAjpn T
dytaoTikiy kal guwrioTikgy {Osav évép-
yewav avTob kal dwpedy, fiTis éx TaTpos
Nyerai ékmopebeofar, émed) wapd Tob
Aoyov Tov éx mwaTpos OSuoloyouuévov
éx\dumrer xal dmwooré\erar xal 8ldorac
duéher & pév vlos wapd Tov warpos dmwo-
oré\\erat, ... 0 8¢ vlds 70 mwelpa dmwo-
oré\\et. Ep.ad Ser. i 20 p. 669 cp. Td
8¢ dyiov mveipa, éxmwbpevpa v Tob
warpds, del éorw év Tals xepol TOU
wéumovros warpds xal Tov @épovros vlov,
8’ ol éx\jpwoe Td wdvra. Ezxp. Fid. 4
p. 1024: the phrase év 7. xepol x.T.\.
comes from Dionysius of Alexandria

(ap. Ath. De sent. Dion. 17 or Routh
R.S. iii. 395, cf. Montf. Praef. xviii).

¢ Athanasins dwells so much on
éx Tob feol as applied to the Spirit in
Scripture (quoting 1 Cor. ii 12), and
connects it so distinctly with his
favourite idea of ultimate derivation
from the Father through the Son, that
he probably regarded 7o éx 700 mwarpos
éxropevouevov not as a free transeript of
Jo. xv 26 but as a combination of the
two texts; that is, he took 70 éx Tod
warpds as the  fundamental formula,
qualified by éxxopevduevor. See Ep. ad
Ser. i 22, 25; iii 2.

6 Athanasius writes of it as though
it were an old phrase that he was in-
terpreting rather than a new one that
he was inventing (Ep. ad Ser. i.
15 p. 663 E). It occurs 7 times in
a single short passage of Marcellus
(ap. Eus. E. T.iii 4 p. 168), who ap-
parently confuses it with the words in
St John, wapd To0 warpds éxmopelerar,
which he quotes once at the outset:
and Eusebius, in answering him, e-
qually assumes it as recognised (p.
169 ac), probably (Aéverar, elpyrar)
with the same confusion. This free
use in two different camps is hardly
consistent with a recent origin. On
the other hand the phrase is absent to
all appearance from Origen’s extant
writings : at least it is impossible to
determine whether he or Rufinus
wrote the sentence in the commen-
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\ \ \ en / ’ .
TO Uy mwaTpl Kal vipp cuvmpogKuvolpevoy Kal auvdofalopevov,

tary on Romans (viii 14 p. 593 Ru.),
‘‘sed unus est [spiritus] qui vere ex
- ipso Deo procedit.” It was probably
constructed by one of the Origenists
who adorned the latter half of the
third century. Dionysius of Alexan-
dria (ob. 264 or 5) might easily arrive
at it in his development of the doc-
trine of the Trinity due to his con-
troversy with Sabellius: a fragment
of his has already been mentioned
(p- 86 n. 8) as supplying Athanasius
with another peculiar phrase on the
Holy Spirit (the words being “Ev re
Tals xepolv avrdv [Father and Son]
éarl 1O mWvebua, pfdre Tob wéuwovros
phre To pépovros Suvduevov arépeafar),
and the same fragment has also the
sentence“Ayiov wvebpa wposéfnra, dAN
dua xal mdler xal && Tivos 7Kew
égpripuoga. The Exposition of Gregory
Thaumaturgus (p. 1), another con-
temporary Origenist, has Kal & mveiua
dytov, éx Beob Ty Uxaptw Exov kal
8id vlov mwepmrbs, Snhadh Tols dvfpdimous,
elcww Tob vlov, Tehelov TeNela, (wr {WvTwy
alrla x.7.\. Theognostus, a third
eminent Origenist of an apparently
somewhat later date, has also to be
roticed, as the subject of the third
book of his Hypotyposes was the Holy
Spirit (Phot. Cod. 106 p. 86 a 12). It
will be remembered (see p. 55), that
Dionysius was the authority cited by
Athanasius for the early acceptance of
6uoovatos, and Theognostus for éx s
ovglas Toi warpds. The conception
common to Dionysius, Gregory Thau-
maturgus, and Athanasius is ultimately
derived from Tertullian, for whom as
a Montanist the subject had especial
interest: the first of the two following
passages is likewise the source of éx
T7s ovglas Tod warpés. ¢ Ceterum qui
Filium non aliunde deduco, sed de
substantia Patris, nihil facientem sine

Patris voluntate, omnem a Patre con-
secutum potestatem, quomodo possum
de fide destruere monarchiam, quam a
Patre Filio traditam in Filio servo?
Hoc mihi et in tertium gradum dictum
sit, quia Spiritum non aliunde puto
quam a Patre per Filium.” Adv. Praz.
4, (Cf. 3, “in Filio et in Spiritu
Sancto, secundum et tertium sortitis
locum, tam consortibus substantiae Pa-
tris.”) ‘“Omne quod prodit ez aliquo
secundum sit ejus necesse est de quo
prodit, non ideo tamen est separatum.
Secundus autem ubi est, duo sunt,
et tertius ubi est tres sunt. Tertius
enim est Spiritus a Deo tett Filio
[surely the sense requires ez Filio],
sicut tertius a radice fructus ex
frutice, et tertius a fonte rivus ex
flumine, et tertius a sole apex ex radio.
Nihil tamen a matrice alienatur a qua
proprietates suas duecit. Ita trinitas
per consertos et conexos gradus a
Patre decurrens et monarchiae nihil
obstrepit et olxovoulas statum protegit.”
Ib. 8. (Cf. ib. ““Nam et istae species
[se. frutex, fluvius, radius] wpoSolal
sunt earum substantiarum ex quibus
prodeunt.”) It is unlikely that Ter-
tullian meant prodit to represent éx-
wopederas, though (written as prodiit)
it is the rendering in e (alone of Old
Latin authorities); for in that case he
must have at least made some clear
allusion to the original verse, which he
has done nowhere in his writings.
But his pregnant treatise against
Praxeas would naturally be studied by
those who had to controvert the more
refined ¢ Monarchianism ' of Sabellius.
Among these Dionysius of Rome, the
third authority for Nicene diction,
holds a place: and he may be in-
cluded among the possible authors
of the ¢ Constantinopolitan’ phrase.
Parely ¢ Constantinopolitan’ it is not,
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expresses ideas common to all stages of the controversy®, and
especially suits the comparatively late time when the evils
of excessive elaboration of doctrine came to be strongly felt®:
but it agrees likewise with what Cyril wrote when as yet
the controversy had not visibly risen. Thus he begins the
corresponding article in his preliminary summary of doctrine
(iv 16) with the decisive words, IlioTeve kai els 70 mvedpa
70 &ywv, kal Tiv avtiy &e mepl avTov Sofav fly wapéiaBes
Exew mepl mwatpos kal viod, and repeats after a few lines
bmep adv watpl kal vij) Th s OedTyTos 80fy Teriumrar, the last
word being explained by a similar passage in the fuller expo-
sition (xvi 4), 7@ pera mwarpos kxal viod TeTiumuéve, Kal év TE
kawp® Tob dylov Bamrlopares év Th dyia Tpidde cvumepihap-
Bavopéve : and again he says, mpogkvvodvres TOv dmocTarévta
Kkuplov kal Umép nudv ortavpwbévra, mpockvvolvres Kai TOL
damogTeilavra watépa Bedv odv dylp mvelpard® (xiii 41). The
impression produced by the three clauses taken together is,
that they were compiled under the influence of Athanasius’s

for it occurs in the revised Mesopota-
mian Creed, with 70 mvetua 75s dAnbelas
prefixed in accordance with John
xv 26.

1 For Athanasius see Ep. ad Ser. i
81 p. 679 (cf. 9 p. 657 AB), 76 owvdota-
$ouevoy warpl xal vig xal Oeoloyoluevoy
perd Tod Ndyov. In his Epistle to
Jovianus (a.n. 363), 4 p. 782 Bc, he
treats the inclusion of.the Spirit in the
Nicene Creed as amounting to ‘con-
glorification ’,

2 Bl 8¢ warip xal vids-xal dyiov wvetua
eloefds Sotdfoito xal wpoakuvoirTo
wapd TOv WoTEVoVTWY & doVYXUTY Kal
Staxekpiuévy 19 dylg Tpidde plav elvas kal
@Yo kal d6tav kal Bacikelav kal dbvauw
kal T éxl wdvrwy éfovolav, évraifa o
wéhepos Tlva edhoyor alriav Exet;..."Bws
ydp oiw é& \ys xapllas Te kal Yuxqs xal
dwavolas wpookvveirar (30 we must read
for wposxkuirar) o povoyevis Oeos, é-
kelvo elvar wemioreuuévos & wdow 8mwep

éotlv 6 warijp, WoatTws 5¢ Kal 70 wrelua
Todytov dporilu wpookvvioe dotd-
$erac (ed. -pprad), ol Td wepLoTd GopLis-
pevow wolay Tob worépov evrpbowmov Exov-
ow dgopuny, k.7.\. ; Greg. Nyss. Ep. ad
Eust. (iii 1017 cp Mi.), probably about
AD. 381: see p.103. In 372 Basil
had written to the Western bishops,
Aakelobw kal wap' fulv pers wappnolas
70 dyafov ékelvo kfpvypa T warépwy,
70 xaracTpépov uév v Svouwvvuor al-
peaw Thy "Apelov, olkodouoty 8¢ Tds éx-
x\qelas & 17 Uyiawovoy Sidackally, év
7 6 vios duooloios duokoyelTar TP warpl,
xal 70 wvelpa 76 dywov dpotluws ouv-
apifuetral Te kal cvllaTpedeTar
(Ep. 90 p. 182 BC).

3 Tweo MSS.have xal 76 dyiov mvebua,
but the sense is the same. To these
passages might be added others, e.g.
vi 6; xvi 24, which presuppose a
similar belief,
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Epistles to Serapion, or at least of Athanasian ways of
thought, by some one exercising a cautious and independent
judgement, and sedulous in confining the Creed within the
lines of Scriptural diction and traditional usage. This cha-
racter at least agrees with what we know of Cyril, though
it may be equally applicable to others; and the expansion of
doctrine as compared with his earlier teaching answers well
to that moderated growth which seems to have distinguished
his career. Intimate affinities of belief!, too fundamental
to be obscured by different estimates of conflicting expe-
diencies, must have throughout attached Cyril in mind to
Athanasius, and thus disposed him to accept suggestions from
the great theologian’s writings. Indeed the language on the
Holy Spirit already quoted from Cyril's own Lectures is sin-
gularly clear and emphatic for the time when it was spoken.
Much vacillation is attested by Gregory of Nazianzus and others
to have still existed a few years later, when the controversy
had already begun, as has often been noticed?

‘We may next examine the other ‘Constantinopolitan’ phrases
which belong neither to the earlier Creed nor to the Nicene
insertion. No stress can be laid on so obvious an addition as
éc T@v ovpavey after xater@ovra: but it is not absent from
Cyril’s summary exposition of the.Incarnation, &ia Tas duaptias
nudv €€ obpavdy rxariNfev émi Tis s (iv 9). The same
passage supplies a more important parallel to éx mvedparos
ayiov kai Mapias s mapB@évov as added to sapkwbévra’®, in the

1 Under this third division of the
Creed 76 wdvrwy dyiaorikov xal feowot-

vig, xal vios peradidwow dylp wved-
par.

é» (iv 16) may be compared with Ep.
ad Ser. i25 p. 674 Bc; and ¢ waryip
8 vlod ovv dyly wveluart 74 wdrra
xap!teras (xvi 24) with various ex-
pressions of the same thought by
Athanasius, who substitutes év for ot
(as virtually Cyril likewise in xviii 29),
e.g. ib. 14 p. 663B8; 24 p. 6738; 28
p. 676 F; iii 5 p. 694p. In the same
chapter Cyril has xai warqp uév didwaw

3 See e.g. Gieseler K.G. i 269 ff.
Miinscher (HB. Dogmengesch. iii 485)
justly observes that Hilary, though a
Homoousian, shews less decision on
this head than Cyril: cf. Meier, Lehre
v. d. Trinitit i 192,

3 In extant Creeds this combination
is, I believe, unique: the revised Meso-
potamian Creed however contains the
more remarkable part of it, capxwfévra



90 ON THE ‘CONSTANTINOPOLITAN’ CREED

words yevvnlels €€ dylas mapbévov rai dylov mvevparas, followed
after two lines by caprwfeis éf avriis arnfis': and the
longer exposition has éx wap@évov rxal mvedpartos dylov kata
70 evayyéhiov évavfpomijcavra (xii 8). Nor can much be in-
ferred from the comparative prominence given by Cyril to the
first (iv 10; xiii 1ff) and third (xiii 4) elements of Jmép fjudv
émi II. II. kai mwafovra following oravpwlévra. It is more
worthy of notice that he devotes 19 out of his 23 chapters (xiv
2—20) on the Resurrection to the illustration of xara tds
ypapds in 1 Cor. xv 4. The change from xaficavra to xabefs-
pevov coincides exactly with his repeated contention (xi 17;

é mvebparos dylov. The form yer-
vnbévra ék...«kal ..., employed by
Cyril before he advances to capxwfévra
&t avrijs dAnfas, occurs in Origen’s Rule
of Faith, in the problematical Greek
rendering of a Latin Creed sent by
Marcellus to Julius (Epiph. Haer. 836),
and a similar Creed in Athelstan’s
Psalter (Heurtley H. S. 79 ff.); in the
formulary of Nicé (a.p. 359) repeated
at Constantinople in 360; and in the
confession of Julianus of Eclanum
(Hahn 201): Paulinus of Antioch uses
it in assenting to the Tome of the
Council of Alexandria in 362 written
by Athanasius (Ath. Tom. ad Ant.
777 B); as also virtually Athanasius
himself some years later (c. Apoll. i 20
p. 938 E, ¢ dylas wapbévov kal é
wvedparos dylov yewwnbévra viov dvbpd-
mov, and ii 5 p. 943 D, yerwnlels éx Ma-
plas Tfis wapfévov Kxal mveduaros dylov),
though he usually omits éx mv. dylov.
In the natus de Sp. S. et (ex) V. M.
of the early Latin Creeds et, though
as old as Augustine (cf. Caspari ii
275 f., 2791.), seems to be a corruption
of the at least equally well attested
ex. In Mat. i 20 all Latin versions have
de Sp. S., while ex ea is a not in-
frequent Old Latin rendering of év avry,
occurring as early as Cyprian; so that
both parts of the combination were

derived from the same verse: the in-
fluence of é¢ 7js éyevvyfn in Mat. i 16 is
questionable, since after Tertullian
(De carne Chr. 20) the Old Latin, ex-
cept in two of its later types, followed
a paraphrastic reading containing the
active éyéwnaer, a8 did other ancient
versions.

1 It is not necessary to suppose the
combination of caprwlels with éx Mapl-
as in the Creed to have been directed
against any heresy. PButif it were, an
obvious motive would be suggested by
Cyril’s frequent warnings against Do-
cetic doctrines, and especially those of
the Manicheans, colonies of whom
were to be found in Palestine: see
Touttée's note on vi 20 p. 99 E. Another
possible but not probable occasion
has been found in the theory of a
heavenly origin for our Lord’s body
which was sometimes associated with
doctrines resembling those of Apolli-
naris from 362 onwards, but for which
Apollinaris himself was apparently not
responsible, and which he certainly
disclaimed (Walch Ketzerhistorie iii
190 ff.; cf. Dorner Person Christi i
9781f.). Indeed ocaprwleis (cdpxwats)
ét aylas wapfévov Maplas occurs repeat-
edly in the epistles bearing the name
of Julius of Rome, but suspected to be
of Apollinarian origin.
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xiv 27—30), enforced by the constant use of the present tense
(even in such a phrase as ¢ xaraBas kai avafBas rai T¢ watpl
avykabefopevos, c. 30), that the Session did not begin at the
Ascension but was from eternity. In the clause of the future
Advent wdAw answers to the subject of the first two chapters
of the corresponding Lecture (xv 1 f.), and uera 86fxs, not év
8ofp, is at least the form adopted by Cyril when he uses his
own words (xv 3)'. Lastly the substitution of vexpdv for caprss
with dvaoracww is in striking agreement with the, I believe,
invariable diction of his 21 chapters on the future resurrection
(xviii 1—21), confirmed by a final interpretation, xai eis
capkos dvaoTtagiy, To0T éoTl THv Tdv vexpdy (cf. 22, 287%).
The remaining ¢ Constantinopolitan’ changes in the contents
of the Creed, which find apparently no support in Cyril’s
Lectures, are the insertion of émi Ilovriov ILidtov(l) and
kal amootohikniy (2), the substitution of fwiv Tod wé\hovros
aiovos for {wiv alwviov (3), and the omission of Tov wapaxin-
Tov (¥) and peravolas (5) ; of which the first three might come
from the Creed of the Apostolic Constitutions (possibly the source
of éx Tdv ovpavdy, Vmép nudv, mwabovra, walw, and perd
8¢Ens likewise)?®, (3) is supported by the Mesopotamian Creed,
and (4) was almost necessitated by the form of the accom-
panying enlargement®, Of the introduced verbs, éuoloyoduev

1 8till more trivial is the agreement
between ¢ Aalfoas év mveuart ayly
8ca Ty TpogpnT@y in his last chapter
on the Holy Spirit (xvii 38) with the
¢ Constantinopolitan’ variation from
év Tois mpopirars. The Creed of Ire-
neeus, following many Scriptural prece-
dents, has dud: év probably came from
Heb. il.

2 Cyril's successor, John of Jerusa-
lem, is severely rebuked by Jerome
(L1bd. ¢. Jo. Jer. 25—28 pp. 430 ff. Vall.;
cf. Caspari i 176 f.) because in his
Exposition of Faithhe nine times spoke
of the resurrection of the body, never
of the resurrection of the flesh, as was

prescribed by ¢the Symbol of our
faith and hope, handed down by the
Apostles,” &e. (c. 28), i.e. by a Latin
Creed. However Cyril equally avoided
aapkés at a time when it was certainly
in the Creed of his church and in that
of the Apostolic Constitutions; and
gapxés is absent (see p. 80) from all
known revised Eastern Creeds.

3 Indeed (2) had probably Nicene
authority, though not in this place:
see p. 79 n. 2.

4 Tt is also possible that the omission
of Tov wapdx\yrov was partly due to the
manner in which it was used in Arian
and ¢ Semiarian’ Creeds, dating from
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and mposdokduev, the former occurs in the Mesopotamian
Creed. Thus the various coincidences suggest that the ¢ Con-
stantinopolitan’ changes in the Creed of Jerusalem were due
to compilation, and that the predilections of the compiler bore
no little resemblance to those of Cyril.

On the supposition that he was the author of the revision
of the Creed, the incidents of his life give a clue to the pro-
bable date. His predecessor Maximus, by whom he had been
ordained presbyter (Hier. Chron. an. Abr. 2364), and as whose
deputy he apparently delivered his Lectures (Schrockh K. G.
xii 344 f), had taken some part in the Symod of Tyre in 335,
at which Athanasius was deposed (Socr. ii 8 ; Soz. ii 25 20), but
afterwards repenting held aloof from the Dedication Synod of
Antioch in 341 (Socr. Lc.; Soz. iii 6 6), and eventually in a
synod at Jerusalem, about 349, welcomed Athanasius on his
return (Ath. Ap. c. Ar. 57; Socr. ii 24; Philostorg. iii 12;
cf. Ath. Hist. Ar. 25). This act evidently displeased his Arian
metropolitan, Acacius of Casarea; and there can be no reason-
able doubt that either on his death (Theodoret. ii 26 ; Hier. 1.c.),
or by his expulsion (Soz. iv 20 1), Cyril succeeded him as Aca-
cius's nominee. It is equally clear that Cyril kept himself inde-
pendent of Aeacius and his party. No reliance can be placed
on a phrase of doubtful genuineness as it now stands, T9v dyiav
kal opoovoiov Tpiada, Tov arnBwov Oeov Tudy, at the end of a
letter which he addressed to the emperor Constantius in 351.

e m— ——— = - ——— — e - 2

841 0 360. It is the single term deno-
ting the temporal mission of the Holy
Spirit, on which alone they lay stress,
observing silence as to His eternal or
even prior being. At a later time
Gregory of Nyssa (c. Eun. ii 485 ff.
[5491.]) censures the Eunomian pro-
fession Ilworelouev els Tov mwapdkAyroy
70 wvebua THs dAnbelas, on the ground
that it casts off the Divine associations
belonging to 70 wvelua 16 dyiov, and
divorces 1o mvevma T9s dAnfelas from

the words which our Lord subjoins, ¢

wapd 7o) warpds éxmopeberar; though

on the other hand he claims the name
Paraclete as belonging to the Son, and
even implicitly to the Father, and so
itself implying Deity. The criticism
is not worth much, but it shews the
direction which suspicions might take :
the form used by Eunomius is best
illustrated by the Philadelphian Creed,
in which it is evidently a relic of
older times. It is conceivable that
Gregory had in mind a Creed in which
both the phrases from John xv 26
were consecutively represented, as in
the revised Mesopotamian Creed.

B, S
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But during no small part of his long episcopate he was at war
with Acacius, partly no doubt on matters of jurisdiction or
precedence, yet also for doctrinal reasons’. Being deposed by
Acacius, apparently early in 858?% he joined the Homeeousian
chiefs in Asia Minor, Silvanus of Tarsus, Basil of Ancyra, and
George of Laodicea (Theodoret. ii 26; Soz. iv 25 1), who were
striving to make a stand against the Arian tyranny under
Constantius. After a short restoration®, which seems to have
followed on the deposition of Acacius by the Council of Seleucia
in the autumn of 359, he was again banished, like several of his
associates, and there is mno trace of his return till after the
death of Constantius in November 361. Up to this time it is
highly unlikely that he had adopted the Nicene watchword :
all indications mark him out as an unwavering Homceousian of
the higher type, declining to adopt the one critical term, and
therefore divided from Athanasius, but as steadily refusing all
complicity with the dominant Arianism. Restored to his
bishopric by the accession of Julian, he ruled it prosperously
for some years‘. Once more he was driven out, probably by
the edict of Valens in 367 for the expulsion of the bishops
released from banishment by the death of Constantius (Soz.
vi 12 5); nor was heallowed to return till the death of Valens
in 378. Ry that time the Ancoratus of Epiphanius was already
written ; so that if Cyril’s acceptance of the dJuoolcior now
first took place, he cannot be responsible for the revision of the
Creed of Jerusalem. The language of the historians, in relating

1 *AX\fhous SiéBadov s ovx Hyuds wepl  mees of his in the see of Casarea; first

Beot ppovoler: xal yap xal wplv év Vrovolg
éxdrepos Ty, 0 pév T& Apelov Soyuariiwy,
Kip\os 8¢ Tols Jpowobaioy T¢ warpl
Tov viow elomyoupévas éxdpevos. Soz. iv
25 2.

% Theodoret. ii 22; Sozom. iv 25.
Compare Touttée Diss. io. 7.

3 Reasonably inferred by Tillemont
viii 432.

4 On the death of Acacius about 366

* he was even able to place two nomi-

Philumenus, and then (after an inter-
vening episcopate of another Cyril, a
nominee of his rival Eutychius) his
own nephew Gelasius (Epiph. Haer.
835cp). But all three terms of of-
fice were evidently short, and for a
while Euzoius came in by Arian influ~
ence, though ultimately Gelasius was re-
stored, and apparently justified Cyril’s
choice (cf. Tillemont viii 438 £.).



94 ON THE ‘CONSTANTINOPOLITAN’' CREED

his appearance at the Council of Constantinople in 381, might
suggest that his change of position was then recent': but as they
shew hardly any knowledge of his doings in the preceding 20
years®, and the peculiar recognition accorded to him probably
by the Council in 381, certainly by its leading members in 382,
would seem to need a word of justification in this place, their
vague statements cannot be taken to fix the date.

On the other hand, when the circumstances of the Church
at the accession of Julian are taken into account, it becomes
highly probable that Cyril's adoption of the Nicene language
belongs to this time, that is to about 362 or 3. The heavy
hand of the Arian emperor Constantius had accomplished a
great work. The faith and constancy shewn by the better
Homceousians were not lost upon Athanasiusand men like him,
themselves purified and softened by endurance of the same
sufferings. To this period (late in 359) belong the often quoted
words of Athanasius, “ Towards those who accept all else that
was written at Nicaa, but doubt about the ouoovaior only, we
ought not to behave as though they were enemies;...but we
argue with them as brethren with brethren, seeing they have
the same mind (Siavoiav) as ourselves but only question the
name,” &c., Basil of Ancyra (see above, p. 93) being specially
mentioned (De Syn. 41 p. 755 DE). A few months earlier
Hilary had likewise written his treatise De Synodis with a
conciliatory no less than a doctrinal purpose. When the per-

1 SwwiNdov ov TiHs pév ouoovalov
wloTews éx uév’ANetavdpelas Tiubbeos, éx
8¢ Tepogonvuwy KupAhos, Tére éx pera-
ue\elas T dpoovaly mwpookeiuevos (Sbcr.
v 8 3). Kal Kipd\hos ¢ "Tepocoriuwy,
perauenlels Tére, 8¢ wpbrepov Td Maxe-
dovlov égpbver (Soz. vii 7 3). Macedo-
nius stands here of course as the
representative of Semiarianism gene-
rally, not of the particular doctrine
associated with his name in later
times. In this passage, as often,
Sozomen had probably no independent

evidence, but merely copied Socrates
with modifications of language.

% Socrates mentions his interpreta-
tion of prophecy on the occasion of
Julian’s attempt to rebuild the Temple
of Jerusalem in 363 (iii 20 7), and his
possession of the see at Jovian’s death
in 364 (iv113): both historians briefly
record the successions in the episco-
pate (Socr. ii 45 17; Soz. iv 30 8).
Casual statements of Epiphanius sup-
ply the rest of our knowledge (p. 97 n.
1; p. 93 n. 4).
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secution was stopped for a while by the accession of a heathen
emperor who had once been a Christian, the impressiveness of
the crisis must have powerfully quickened the desire of peace.
The Council assembled at Alexandria by Athanasius soon after
his return proposed with a view to this end, on which they
repeatedly insist, to admit all dissidents to communion without
any other requirement than that they should ¢ anathematise the
Arian heresy, and confess the faith” of Niceea, “and also anathe-
matise those who say that the Holy Spirit is a creature, and
divided from the substance of Christ” (Ath. Tom. ad Ant. 3 p.
772 A: cf 8f. p.775). In the Conciliar Tome or epistle the
express condemnation of this doctrine on the Holy Spirit is
accompanied by a censure of a wholly new doctrine akin to
what was afterwards called Apollinarianism. In order to carry
out the purposes of the Council Eusebius of Vercelli went first
to Antioch. There he found that during the sitting of the
Council Lucifer’s intolerant zeal had frustrated the hope of
terminating a long standing schism ; for he had made Paulinus
bishop, refusing to acknowledge Meletius, because he had re-
ceived Arian ordination. This untoward event had lasting con-
sequences, for Athanasius did not feel himself justified in
repudiating Paulinus; and thus, in spite of the efforts of media-
tors like Basil the Great, Egypt continued divided from the
rest of the Catholic East. But the work begun by the Council
of Alexandria was not abandoned. We read in particular how
Eusebius of Vercelli left Antioch in sorrow, though he did not
venture to pronounce any judgement in his own name, and
travelled about the East “like a good physician ”, winning back
many to the faith (Socr. iii 9 ; Soz. v 13).

Various indications in the following years point to this
juncture as the time when many relinquished the Homeeousian
position. Among them was Meletius, the friend of Cyril as of
other greater men; who early in 361 had been set over
Antioch by the influence of Acacius and Eudoxius, both of
them political Arians, as Cyril had been set over Jerusalem by
Acacius, but had soon been banished by Constantius in con-
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sequence of a sermon which proved his sympathies to be with
the Nicene faith’, though he had avoided the one watchword
(Epiph. Haer. 876 ff.; Soc. ii 44; Soz. iv 28). Returning on
Julian’s accession, he must have taken the decisive step in or
before® the autumn of 363, when the Nicene Creed was formally
accepted in a memorial to the emperor Jovian by a synod at
Antioch®, with an explanation of 6uoovoiov which combined the
old Homeeousian formula with the éx Tijs odolas of Athanasius*

(Soc. iii 25; Soz. vi 4).

Thus we may reasonably take 362-4 as the most probable
date for Cyril's decisive adeption of the Nicene standard in its

integrity®.

1 Socrates (ii 44 4) and Sozomen
(iv 28 6) speak as though he on this
occasion taught the duooderwov: but the
sermon itself, as preserved by Epipha~
nius, proves them to be in error. See
Moller in Herzog R.E. ix 306 f. In
this twofold character the sermon of
Meletius affords an instructive parallel
to the Lectures of Cyril

2 Socrates indeed says, 0s uikpov
Eumposfev avrdy (the Acacians) xwpt-
o0els 7§ Spoovaly wpogéfero: but he
may be only referring to the sermon
preached two years before. Philostor-
gius (v 1) evidently regards the change
as virtually synchronous with his going
to Antioch, but his language is vague.
The same must be sald of Chrysostom’s
statement (Or. in Melet. p. 519).

3 The probable insincerity of Acacius
and perhaps others who signed the
document does not affect Meletius;
whose credit with the new emperor
Jovian is said to have induced them
to come to terms with him on this
occasion (Soer. Le.).

4 With this explanation may be
compared Hilary's long exposition in
his book De Synodis (67 ff.). A few
words may be cited. ¢ Dicturus unam
catholicus substantiam Patris et Filii
non inde incipiat, neque hoc quasi

His return to his diocese under such circumstances

maximum teneat, tamquam sine hoo
vera fides nulla sit. Tuto unam
substantiam dicat cum ante dixerit,
¢ Pater ingenitus est, Filius natus est,
subsistit ex Patre, Patri similis est
virtute, honore, natura, Patri subjectus
est ut auctori, nec se per rapinam
Deo cujus in forma manebat aequavit,
obediens usque ad mortem fuit’,” &o.
(69). ¢ Potest una substantia pie diei
et pie taceri. Habes nativitatem,
habes similitudinem. Quid verbi ca-
lumniam suspiciose tenemus rei in.
tellegentia non dissidentes? Credamus
et dicamus esse unam substantiam:
sed per naturae proprietatem, non
ad significationem impiae unionis.
Una sit ex similitudine, non ex soli-
tudine ” (71),

8 Tillemont (viii 433) comes virtually
to the same conclusion, chiefly on the
evidence of the undoubted fact that
Cyril was with Meletius in the peril-
ous days of Julian’s stay at Antioch,
and accepted from him the charge of
conveying away into Palestine by night
a young convert, son of a heathen
priest high in favour with the emperor
(Theodoret. iii 10). Julian was at
Antioch from June 362 to March 363
(Clinton F.R. i 448). The incident is
of real importance as proving the
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would be a natural occasion for revising its public Creed by
skilfully inserting some of the Conciliar language, including
the term which proclaimed the restoration of full communion
with the champions of Nicea, and other phrases and clauses
adapted for impressing on the people the positive truth the
denial of which was declared at Alexandria in 362 to be in-
compatible with Catholic communion. Of such conditions the
Creed which we call ‘Constantinopolitan’ might easily be the
result, and there would he ample time for it to be established
in use at Jerusalem long before Epiphanius placed a slightly.
augmented form of it in his Ancoratus in 374",

To these speculations about the origin of the Creed may be
added another respecting its possible recognition as a Creed of
Cyril by the Bishops assembled at Constantinople in 381 or
382. The Council as summoned together by Theodosius in the
spring of 381, “to confirm the Nicene faith and ordain a bishop
for Constantinople,” was a signal triumph for men in Cyril’s
position. The cause of Meletius was the cause of Cyril and
probably not a few others. The constancy with which the
Catholic chiefs of Asia, led by Basil in his lifetime and now by
the Gregories and their friends, upheld Meletius as the lawful
bishop of Antioch was a sore offence to the West. Yet the
emperor, imbued though he was with Western prepossessions®,

friendship of Cyril and Meletius to
have existed as early as this date. In
859 and perhaps 360, if we may trust
Epiphanius (Haer.870f., 875), Meletius
consorted with Acacius and a party
said to have separated from Cyril’s
friends Basil of Ancyra &c. on account
of an enmity between Cyril and one of
their number, Eutychius of Eleuthero-
polis, Epiphanius’s own city. If the
two parties really differed theologically,
the names shew Cyril to have been on
the side nearest to Nicene doctrine;
but Epiphanius seems to say that
Eutychius affected to be more Arian
than he actually was, in order to win

H.

favour with Constantius: of Meletius
nothing special is said.

1 The date 362—4, it will be ob-
gerved, falls well within the time of
Epiphanius’s residence near Eleuthero-
polis, the metropolis of the region to
the S.W. of Jerusalem; for 367 is the
probable date of his removal to Cyprus.
For the date of the dAncoratus see
Tillemont x 804f. Athanasius’s Epistles
to Serapion were written either during
his exile in the wilderness (356—362)
or shortly after.

3 In February 380, about a year after
he had been raised to the throne of the
East by Gratian, Theodosius had set

7
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had treated him with marked attention, and the honour which
his memory received, when he died during the session of the
Council, bore witness to the prevailing mind of that first great
. gathering of the Catholic East after the long Arian desolation.
What followed proved that this demonstration was more than a
personal tribute to his virtues: in spite of the remonstrances of
Gregory of Nazianzus, it was decided to recommend that Fla-
vianus, one of his presbyters, should succeed at once to his see,
rather than that Paulinus, the bishop acknowledged by the
West, should be left in sole possession till his death'. The
Egyptian bishops, who held with the West, were out of har-
mony with the Council as to what had been done before their
arrival in the matter of the see of Constantinople, and probably
in other matters likewise. The only written monument of the
Council’s work is a body of canons with an introductory
letter to the emperor®. The first canon decided that the Creed

up Damasus and Peter of Alexandria
as the standards of Catholicity in an
edict addressed ¢to the people of the
city of Constantinople”: ¢ cunctos
populos quos clementiae nostrae regit
temperamentum in tali volumus reli-
gione versari quam divinum Petrnm
apostolum tradidisse Romanis religio
usque nunc ab ipso insinuata declarat,
quamque pontificem Damasum sequi
claret et Petrum Alexandriae episco-
pum virum apostolicae sanctitatis.”
Cod. Theod. xvi 12, Himself a Spa-
nish soldier, Theodosius had been just
receiving baptism and instruction from
Ascholius of Thessalonica, a Cappado-
cian by birth and a friend of Basil, but
at this time closely allied with Da-
masus and Ambrose,

1 Tt is beside our purpose to con-
sidér the merits of this perplexing
transaction, in which it was easy for
good and highminded men to take
different sides at the time. Whether
as a right act or as an accomplished
fact, it was accepted by nearly all the

Asiatic Churches (Soz. vii 11 2), and
maintained, as we shall see, by the
Council of the following year.

8 The letter sums up the proceed-
ings thus (Mansi iii 557). ZvveNfovres
els ™y Kwvoravrivov II6Aw kxard 70
ypdppa Ths ofis eboeBelas, wpiTov upév
dvavewadpuela Thy wpds dA\NfAovs oudvor-
av: Erera 8¢ kal ourTopovs Bpovs éfepuw-
vioauey, Ty T€ TGy Tarépwy waTw TV
év Nwkalg kvpdoavres, kal Tas xar’ ad-
THis ékpueloas alpéosets dvabeparicavres
wpds 8¢ Toltoes kal Umép Ths evratias
Tdv ékkAnoudv pyrods kavévas Gploa-
pev: dmwep dwavra TPde Yudv 7@ ypdu-
part Omerdfapev. It is possible that
the second head relates to the *first

‘canon’ and the third head to the

other canons. But the ‘first canon’
is not naturally described by the term
abvropor Spot, which better designates
a series of short dogmatic judgements
like the recent Anathematisms of Da-
masus, in which Pneumatomachian
doctrines were chiefly condemned.
Probably a somewhat similar docu-
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of Nicea should not be set aside (dfereicfar) but should re-
main valid (evplav)’, and anathematised “every heresy”, six
being named. The second at some length forbad the inter-
ference of bishops with distant dioceses to the “confusion of
Charches”, citing the authority of the Nicene canons. The
third claimed for the bishop of Constantinople, as New Rome,
the second place after the bishop of Rome. The fourth repu-
diated the claims of Maximus “the Cynic” (an impostor) to be
bishop of Constantinople: the Egyptians had fashly committed
themselves to his cause, and for a while he was supported
by the West against Nectarius, whom the emperor and
Council had placed in the see on Gregory’s final refusal. It is a
moot question, and of no great consequence for our purpose,
whether the next two canons found in the Greek MSS. (they
are wanting in the Latin) belong to 381 or 382. The fifth
says concisely, “As touching the Tome (synodical letter) of
the Westerns, we further accept those of Antioch who confess
one Deity of Father and Son and Holy Ghost™*: in other words,
they refused to discuss old Arian ordinations or even old Arian
opinions, and therefore recognised Meletius, his present ortho-
doxy being unquestioned. The sixth canon at great length
imposes restrictions on the accusation of bishops. - The pre-

ment was composed by the Council
(see also p. 101, n. 2), and then the
result summed up in the first canon
for purposes of discipline. The ‘Con-
stantinopolitan’ Creed, unlike the
Nicene, evidently differs from both
the givronor 8por and the first canon
in containing no anathemas.

1 There tan be no doubt that both
the emperor and the leading bishops
sincerely desired to admit to com-
munion every one who would now
acquiesce in the Nicene faith, subject
to the Alexandrian interpretation of
the one clause on the Holy Spirit.

Thirty-six bishops of the ¢ Semiarian’ -

remnant assembled for the Council, and

were entreated to remember their own
proposals to Liberius in 366 (see p. 23)
and to accept the present terms: but
they gave a decided refusal, and left
the Council (Socr. v 8 2.9; Soz. vii
72-5). The ratification of the Nicene

' Creed was thus the act which defined

the doctrinal position of the Council
both positively and negatively, It is
difficult to see how on such an ocea-
sion an enlargement of the Creed as
a standard of communion could have
been carried out without suicidal in-
consistency.

3 Tlepl Tod Tépov Td¥ Suricdy Kal Tods
év Avrioxelg dmedetduefa  Tods ulav
duohoyolvras warpds K.7.\,

7—2



100 ON THE ‘CONSTANTINOPOLITAN' CREED

-amble states that “many purposing to confuse and subvert
ecclesiastical order (edraiav) in a hostile and frivolous (cuxo-
¢avrikds) manner fabricate certain charges against the ortho-
dox bishops who administer the Churches, having no other
endeavour than to stain the reputations of the priests (iepes, i.e.
bishops') and to excite disturbances among the flocks (Aacv)
that are at peace”. Moreover when “heretics” are forbidden to
bring accusations against “the orthodox bishops about eccle-
siastical affairs”, heretics are defined to be not only those who
have been formerly or lately banished from the communion of
.the Church, but also, “in addition to these, those who claim to
confess the sound faith, but have separated themselves and form
congregations in opposition to our canonical bishops” (amooy:-
obévras rai dvriovvdyovras Tols k.1). &). Such persons as are
qualified to aet as accusers are to bring their charges before -
all the bishops of the eparchy, and then, if need be, before a
larger synod of the bishops of the province (Sioiknoews), after
giving written security for the penalties of frivolous accusation.
At the end all right of accusation is taken away from any one
who in contempt of these decisions “shall dare either to trouble
(évox\eiv) the emperor’s ears or to disturb (rapagoew) the courts
of worldly magistrates or an cecumenical synod, thereby dis-
honouring all the bishops of the province”?. Finally in con-
firmation of the acts of the Council Theodosius published a
constitution addressed to the proconsul of Asia, dated July 30
381, in which he named eleven bishops, with Nectarius of Con-
stantinople and Timothy of Alexandria at the head®, as stand-
ards of Catholic communion, pronouncing “all dissentients from
the communion of their faith” to be manifest heretics*,

1 S8ee Schweizer Thes. s.v. § 2; . 3 The silent substitution of Necta-
Hussey on Soz. ii 21 3. rius of Constantinople for Damasus

2 The seventh canon, wanting in of Rome (see p. 97, n. 2), could not
some Greek as well as in the Latin  be misunderstood. On the other hand
authorities, and referring to a different  the inclusion of Timothy of Alexandria
subject, seems to belong to a later attested the absence of factiousness
time. See Beveridge Synod. Annot. in this construction of an independent
1001.; Hefele Conciliengeschichte ii - Greek unity.
13 £, 27, 4 Cod. Theod. xvi 1 8,
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The proceedings at Constantinople in 381 caused no little
uneasiness in the West. Ambrose pleaded with the emperor
for the assembling of a “ General Council ” at Alexandria, or, he
subsequently urged, at Rome (Zpp. 12f.). When the greater
number of the bishops who had met in 381 met again at Con-
stantinople in the summer of 382, they received a synodical
epistle from the Western bishops’, exhorting them to come to
Rome and take part in a specially great (ueyloms) synod about
to meet there (Theodoret. H. E. v 8; Sozom. vii 11 4). It
matters little whether the ‘Tome of the Westerns’ so curtly
referred to in the fifth canon was this letter or some unknown
document written at an earlier date, though the former
seems the more probable alternative. Fortunately Theodoret
(ib. 9) has preserved the answer of “the holy synod of the
orthodox bishops gathered together in the great city of
Const.imtinople to Damasus, Ambrose, &c. and the other holy
bishops gathered together in the great city of Rome”. They
dwell much on the sufferings of the Eastern Churches and
the need of manifold restoration now: they declare their
inability to be absent from their dioceses without notice for a
protracted journey beyond Constantinople, but depute three of
their number to go to Rome on a friendly mission : they main-
tain their firm adherence to the Nicene Creed and to the faith
in the coequal and coeternal Trinity, and the perfect Incarna-
tion ; referring to a ‘Tome’ written by the synod of Antioch,
and to another written “last year” by “the cecumenical synod ”
at Constantinople, in which they had more diffusely (m\atv-
Tepov) confessed their faith and recorded an anathematism of
recent heresies®. At the end comes the sting. “Touching partial
(or local) arrangements (7&v olkovouidy Tév kata uépos) in the

1 According to Sozomen (vii 11 4) be the synod of 379 mentioned by
and the Eastern answer the emperor Gregory of Nyssa in a letter referred to
Gratian wrote to the same effect. further on (p. 103 n. 1), By the con-

? Both these documents are lost. fession and anathematism of 381 are
Indeed little is certainly known of the probably meant the ciwrouoc 8por re-
Council of Antioch, the historians be- ferred to in the epistle to Theodosius.
ing silent about it: but it appears to  See p. 98, n. 2.
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churches”, they simply state it as their practice, in accordance
alike with time-honoured custom and with the Nicene decree,
that the ordinations (of bishops) in each eparchy should rest
with those within the eparchy, though with the power of in-
viting the aid of neighbours. On these principles, they say,
they “have accepted the ‘priests’ (bishops) of the most dis-
tinguished Churches”; and they give three examples (6fev...
xexetporovaper), Nectarius of Constantinople, Flavianus of
Antioch, and Cyril of Jerusalem. In the two former cases they
mention the various concurrences of support which confirmed
the appointment: in the third they say, “Of the Church of
Jerusalem, the mother of all the Churches, we recognise (yvew-
pltoper) the most venerable and pious (ai8ectudrarov kal feodiré-
ararov) Cyril to be bishop, he having been canonically appointed
by them of the eparchy in former days, and having undergone
many contests (dfAjoavra) with the Arians in different places.”
With this practice, founded on custom and canons, they invite
the Westerns to give cheerful concurrence (ols...cvyyaipew
mapaxalovuer), setting the edification of the churches above
individual preference. In this letter, remarkable alike for -
charity, wisdom, and patient firmness, the association of the
three names cannot be accidental: Cyril must have been singled
out for mention because, next to Nectarius and Flavianus, he
was the bishop whose authority the Eastern bishops most cared
to uphold against Western cavils.

Nor is direct evidence wanting that about this time Cyril
had to undergo some such opposition. Two well known letters
of Gregory of Nyssa relate to a visit which he paid to Jerusalem.
In one of them (Ep. de adeunt. Hier.), while dissuading his Cap-
padocian brethren through a friend from undertaking a pilgrim-
age to the Holy Places, he explains how he came to make so long
a journey himself. "It became his duty, he says, to go as far as
Arabia to help in correcting (8:6pfwowv) the state of the Arabian
Church’. He refers in the same sentence to “the holy synod”,

1 Nothing is known with eertainty  extract is preserved (Beveridge Synod.
about the Arabian troubles: but an i 678f.) from the acts of a synod held



AND OTHER EASTERN CREEDS

103

probably that of Constantinople in 381*; but the loss of one or
more words in the text leaves uncertain the nature of the con-
nexion between the synod and the journey® . Since Arabia was
contiguous to the region of Jerusalem, he further undertook to
go and “consult with those who presided over the holy Churches
of Jerusalem, because their affairs were in confusion, and needed

a mediator” (iii 1013 A Migne).
thiam &c.), written soon after

at Constantinople in 394, relating to a
dispute between two rival bishops of
Bostra the capital of Arabia, The dis-
sension was evidently of long standing,
One of the competitors had been de-
posed by two bishops now dead, but
was reinstated by the synod, which in-
cluded some of the chiefs of 381. Thus
Gregory’s missions to Arabia and to
Jerusalem may be reasonably taken
to illustrate each other.

1 This is the view to which Casau-
bon inclines (on Greg. Ep. ad Eust.
43ff.): it agrees best with the phrase
“the holy synod”, used absolutely,
and with a statement in the Ep. ad
Eust. (1017 ¢) about the true doctrine
being now preached openly throughout
the world. According to the other view,
best maintained, though with some
hesitation, by Tillemont (ix 734 ff.),
the reference is to the synod held at
Antioch in the autumn of 379 (Greg.
Nyss. De vita Macr. 973 cp). Its
chief support is found in an ‘appeal
made to Gregory a few weeks later by
his sister Macrina on the strength of
his fame being known to ‘ cities and
peoples and nations”, and his being
‘““sent and invited by churches for
alliance and correction ” (supuaxlay e
Kxal dibpfwow, ib.981 B). But the mode of
reference to the synod at Antioch im-
plies its comparative obscurity (#varos
.. ufv...kal dgvvodos émiokbmwy kard
Tiv "Avribyov wéAw 16poifero, s Kal
npels ueréoxouer); and the order of

In the other letter (Ad Eusta-
his return, he pours out his

events required by this view is at least
difficult of adjustment, The mission
cannot have rested on the joint autho-
rity given to Gregory, Helladius, and
Otreius in 381 (cf. Ep. ad Flav. 1007 o,
lon wapd ovwedov nal pia yéyovev dugoré-
pwv [himself and Helladius] 5 povo-
pa), for that was limited to the Pon-
tica Dioecesis: but it need not have
preceded the ‘canon’ of 381 against
interference in other bishops’ dioceses,
for it might be sanctioned by invita-
tion or by a special mandate from the
synod. Even however if Gregory’s
journey to Jerusalem took place at the
earlier date, neither Cyril's difficulties
nor Gregory’s readiness fo obtain for
him synodical support were likely to
be at an end by 381 or 382,

2 'Buol, &d v dvdyxpy Talrny év §
$hv érdxOny wapd Tob olkovopoivros Hudy
Thy Swiw, éyévero Tijs dylas swwidov diop-
0boews Evexev Tijs kard Ty "Apafiav éx-
k\qgias pexpl Tov Towwy yevésbar. The
assumed commission from the synod
depends solely on the conjectural dpt-
odons inserted after suvddov, accepted by
Tillemont from Casaubon ; which after
all only replaces impossible Greek by
halting Greek. The sentence would run
better with dcaAvfelons, which might be
easier lost before &wopfdgews: this
correction would quite change the
sense, as would other possible but less
likely emendations. The next sentence
has no principal verb: but the mean-
ing seems free from doubt.



104 ON THE ‘CONSTANTINOPOLITAN’ CREED

anxijeties to certain Christian ladies whom he had known at or
near Jerusalem. “Hatred” is the evil on which he especially
dwells as desolating the Church at Jerusalem. Two character-
istics of the chief disturbers of peace may be clearly dis-
cerned through his guarded language’: they went beyond all
reasonable hounds, Gregory thought, in exacting minute dog-
matic correctness as against whatever might be interpreted as
Semiarianism, and they set up rival ‘altars’ against those of
the Church, treating Gregory and his friends as profane®. These
particulars, obscure as they are, certainly suggest that Cyril's

authority and orthodoxy were still disputed at Jerusalem®,

1 He calls them ol 7d wepiocd aopiss-
pevoy, ... oxifovres Tov xirGva TOV dp-
PIKTOV, ... kal TO¥ WpPoTEYYIoNOY TGV TOV
X£loTov ®pooKkvvolvrwy BSeAvkTdv dmo-
galvovres, ubvov ob pavepds éxeivo Bodv+
Tes Tois pripace, Iléppw d&x éuob, uh
éyylops pou 87¢ xabapbs eluc. Aediobuw
8¢, he adds, xal ®\éov 7¢ adrols xard T
yvdaw fvxep abrol olovrar mpoce\ndévac
wpcoetvar: pi) whéov Tol wioTebew dAn-
Ouwov elvac Bedv Tow ToD Oeod dAnIwov vidy
&ovaewr 5 Y ydp 100 dA9fiwoi Beol Guo-
Aoylg wdvra cvumwep\apfdverar T4 ed-
oeBi kal cwfovra fpds vojuara (1017 o,
1020 4). The earlier part of the pas-
sage is quoted p. 88 n. 2, Towards
the end he repeats, El oiv ratra SBoduer
xal dapaprupbucba, ... vl ddixoiuer nal
Vzép Tivos woovpeba; xal vl Bovherar %
Tav kawdv Bvoasrnplwy dvreiaywyd; ...
T( Towotrov Exovres éyxaketobar pevkrol
dvoutoOipev, kal aG\\o wapd Twwv dvre-
~yelperae  Huiv  Ouoiacrhpiow, s Rudy
BeBnhobvrwy T4 dyia; (1024 AB)

? Gregory's accompanying exposition
of doctrine points to the existence of
an Apollinarian leaven among these
persons (cf. Tillemont iv 683 f.); which
is not inconsistent with the other
facts. Gregory of Nazianzus had a
similar embarrassment in his own dio-
cese about the same time,

3 About five years before this time

we have traces of an earlier stage of
what were probably the same troubles
in the Church of Jerusalem in a letter
(Ep. 258) of Basil to Epiphanius, ap-

. parently belonging to 876 or 7 (Tille-

mont ix 272 ff.; Prud. Maranus Vita

S. Bas. xxxvi 6). It refers to a dis-

sension among ¢ the brethren ” on the

Mount of Olives, and records an an-

swer given by Basil to two of their

number, Palladius and Innocentius an

Italian, He had disclaimed all power

to add any thing, however small (xal 70

Bpaxvrarov), to the Nicene faith except

the doxology to (els) the Holy Spirit,

justifying the exception by the cursory

treatment given to this article at Nicaea,

the controversy on the subject not hav-

ing yet been stirred.. He had refused

either to scrutinise or to accept certain

additions (wpocvpawdpeva...56yuara)to

that faith, relating to the Incarnation,

as being too deep for comprehension ;

knowing, he says, ¢ that, as soon as we

have once disturbed the simplicity of
the faith, we shall find no end to the
arguments when we are urged per-

petually forward by contradiction; and -
moreover we shall harass the souls of
the simpler sort by the introduction of
matters that bewilder men ” (393 o).

It is hard to distinguish the voices of
Basil and Gregory of Nyssa.



AND OTHER EASTERN CREEDS 105

This glimpse into Cyril’s difficulties at home confirms the
obvious inference from the manner in which he is named with
Nectarius and Flavianus in the synodical epistle of 382. At
one or both the synods of 381 and 382 at Constantinople his
authority must have been impugned and must have been
vindicated. The language cited from the ‘fifth canon’ agrees
closely with his case, though it was doubtless applicable to
others; and the warning against ‘disturbing an cecumenical
synod '’ must have been called forth by some actual incident of
381. Yet more, the responsibility of the Council of 381 for
Nectarius and Flavianus was quite peculiar, for owing to a con-
currence of external events they were in fact the nominees of
the Council®; and accordingly it is reasonable to suppose that
the Council had performed some equally definite act on behalf
of Cyril. The records of the Council are too slight to cause

1 The allusion, in itself sufficiently
obvious, is confirmed by a pointed
reference to the Council of 381 as
s olkovpewmxis ouvbdov made twice
over in the Constantinople letter of
882. In the phrase olxovuericd) otwodos
the adjective here, as probably always,
follows the political sense of 3 olxov-
wévn as the orbis Romanus or Empire,
and means *“imperial”, partly as
coextensive with the Empire, partly
as summoned by the emperor’s au-
thority. Under Constantine the em-
pire was undivided, and so it was
easy for Athanasius to appropriate the
term (already used by Eusebius, V.
Const. iii 6, apparently in the twofold
sense) to express simply the (theoreti-
cal) universality of the Nicene Council,
which he regarded as contributing to
its unique and inimitable character:
and even he shews, by the language
which he once ewmploys (ol év 7§ Ne-
xalg cuveNOévres dwo wdons Tis kad’ -
pas olcovpévys Ad Afr. i p. 891 B),
that he recognised the olkovuévy of the
Council to be the Empire, not the

LY

world at large. In 881 Theodosius
ruled one olxovuévy, and Gratian
another; and the Council of Con-
stantinople was not the less olxovuerxrp
because it was independent alike of
Western emperor and Westernbishops.
In like manner Theodoret (H.F. iv
12, cited by Ducange) says that Nes-
torius Yy 7dv wepl 74 Bacliea xal
Tods Opbvovs kal avrol Tol THvikaiTa
Tis olkovuérns Td oxiwTpa Siéwovros
was entrusted with the wpoedpta of the
Church of Constantinople, ovddr 5@
Frrov kal Tis olcovpévys dwdons,
though certainly his patriarchate did
not extend to the West.

% In both cases the epistle empha-
sises both thelocal and the cecumenical
responsibility with much elaborateness.
Thus ®Aafavov of Te riis éwapxlas xal
Tfis dvarohwkijs Siokdfoews ouvdpaubyres
Kkavovikds éxepoTovnoar, Tdons cupyridov
Tiis ékxhnolas dowep 8id puds Puwrijs Tov
&vdpa Tiwmodons, fvwep Edeapov xe-
porovlay ¢&5étato xal 76 Tis owédov
Kowbv,
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surprise at their silence on this point : a transaction that seemed
to be only of local interest might easily be passed over among
the proceedings that concerned the imperial see or the whole
Church, more especially if it lacked the dramatic accompani-
ments under which the new bishops of Constantinople and
Antioch assumed office. The charges against Cyril may have
been presented either by envoys from Jerusalem or by the
Egyptian bishops on their arrival : the latter alternative would
account for the emphasis with which the Asiatic bishops in 382
vindicate Cyril to the Western allies of the Egyptians. That
Gregory of Nyssa maintained his cause in the Council is at least
not unlikely, when we remember the intimacy of both with
Meletius, and the readiness of Gregory to attempt to reconcile
to Cyril his opponents at Jerusalem : the fruitless mission of
peace is a testimony of good will whether it preceded or followed
the Council ; but in the latter case it would be a natural sequel
to a public release from unjust accusations.

However this may be, it seems tolerably certain that a
vindication of Cyril took place at Constantinople either in 382
or, more probably, in 381. 'If so, the hypothesis already sketched
as to the author of the ‘ Constantinopolitan’ Creed may be car-
ried a step further. If Cyril some twenty years before had
provided his Church with an enlarged form of its ancient
Creed, what more likely than that it should be produced before
the Council when his own faith and authority were in question?
And supposing the Council, in giving judgement in his favour,
to have expressed their approval of his Creed, can it be held
improbable that in the course of time, when the attendant
circumstances were forgotten, the stately Creed so read and
approved should be vaguely represented in tradition as the
Creed of the Council itself? Nay, even the further tradition of
a much later time', which makes Gregory of Nyssa the author

1 In Nicephorus’s compilation (xii Council of Florence, but probably by
13), made in the fourteenth century, a confusion of name. If Gregory of
Gregory of Nazianzus is said to have Nyssa had really been the author of
been named as the author at the the clauses on the Holy Spirit, it is



AND OTHER EASTERN CREEDS 107

of the new clauses on the Holy Spirit, may have had its origin
in some appeal of his to their testimony on Cyril’'s behalf, if
indeed he stood forth as Cyril's defender. No stress however
can be laid on these bare possibilities. The supposition that
Cyril had at least a principal share in the enlargement of the
Creed has much greater probability, as on the one hand it
stands in close relation with the Jerusalem base of the Creed,
and on the other it agrees in several distinct points with what
is known of Cyril, without, as far as I see, being liable to any
objection. But of course it is by no means entitled to the same
confidence as the fundamental fact that the ‘ Constantinopolitan’
Creed is the old Creed of Jerusalem enlarged and revised ; about
which there can I think be no reasonable doubt.

It follows by necessary inference that the Creed long known
as the Nicene Creed has no other title to the name than
such as is given by the appropriation of a single passage of
thirty-three words® from the true Creed of Niceea. This result
is negative only in form. It not merely nullifies the residue
of the historical difficulty mentioned at the outset (pp. 73 f.),
but justifies the usage of Christendom for many centuries. The
liturgical or baptismal confession of faith recited in the con-
gregations of East and West not only derived its first obscure
elements from a popular Creed, for thus far all or nearly all
are agreed, but was itself the Creed of the Mother Church of
Christendom, to all appearance deliberately enlarged and

hardly credible that they should have
left no trace in the many passages
of his writings which deal with the
same subject. He dwells much on
the Scriptural epithet {wowotoiw (e.g. C.
Eun. i 851 aB [349 B Migne]; Ep.
ad Sebast. [1032 B]; Ep. ad Heracl.
[1093 a]), and on the conglorification
(see p. 88 n. 2); but these are just the
least characteristic points. The cer-
tainty that the other ¢Constantino-
politan’ terms express his belief makes

it all the more significant that he gives
them no clear verbal prominence even
individually, still less brings them into
combination.

1 Out of 178: that is, less than a
fifth of the whole. This reckoning of
course excludes words found in both
the Nicene and the Jerusalem Creeds,
but proved by the preceding compari-
son not to have been in fact derived
from the Nicene Creed.
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fashioned into its present shape with an intention corresponding
to its present popular mode of employment; incorporating
indeed such terms as were thought needful for the guidance of
faith in the midst of error under one or two fundamental heads,
but studiously restrained within the bounds set by fitness for
congregational use.

Such was not the function of the true Nicene Creed. By
an unhappy necessity we have to use the one word “Creed” to
express different purposes and to a certain extent different
instruments. Indeed the Nicene Creed itself has a twofold
character, arising out of the circumstances of its construction;
‘and this twofold character exercised a confusing influence in
the subsequent revision of Creeds, and still more in their use,
as well as in its own use. External and internal evidence
alike proclaim the Nicene Creed to be in intention a dogmatic
standard, constructed for a particular emergency; much more
than a popular Creed, if indeed a popular Creed at all. This
is partly attested by the elaborate sentence on the Son-
ship; but emphatically by the Anathematism, that is, the
recital of certain contemporary doctrinal propositions, the affir-
mation of which the Church pronounced to involve exclusion
from her ccmmuuion®. The circumstances already recounted
explain why in other respects the Nicene Creed retained a
popular form. It is enough here to refer to the political con-
servatism of Constantine, the risk of bringing into sight the
latent differences among the majority of the Council, the
widely prevailing dread of going beyond Scripture or inno-
vating on existing tradition, and not least the wise instincts
of Athanasius, too profound a theologian himself to be blind to
the danger of strangling faith by overmuch theologising.

At length not only the crisis for which the Nicene Creed

1 The absence of the clauses which responds in the one characteristic to
probably followed the clause on the the exposition in which Eusebius en-
Holy Spirit in the Creed of Cmsarea veloped his native Creed, in the other
might probably be added. It is to be to the Cemsarean Creed itself. See p.
observed that the Nicene Creed cor- 58 n. 1.
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was framed passed away, but the period of deadlier conflict
under Constantius in which it acquired a sanction which no
Council could bestow. The short and antagonistic reigns of
Julian and Jovian alike ushered in a time of reconstruction,
invigorated if also checked and delayed by the renewed adver-
sity under Valens. The last years of Athanasius forbid the
dissociation of the two periods. The new work was set in
motion by his own hands; and though his never wholly dissi-
pated coolness towards the Antioch of Meletius might be truly
read as a sign that another generation was beginning to need
other chiefs, his blessing rested on their difficult enterprise.
Asia now took the lead, as in earlier ages of the Church; and
the Asiatic leaders were heirs of a double tradition, Homceou-
sian as well as Nicene. On the one hand they had received
their nurture and the substance of their faith from the associates
or successors of Eusebius of Ceesarea, and they never disowned
the debt: on the other they owed to Athanasius and the Nicene
Creed a more perfect interpretation of their unaltered belief®,
Time had proved the apprehensions of the middle party at the
great Council to have had a true foundation. The dreaded
inclination towards Sabellianism among some of Athanasius’s
allies had taken an ominous shape in Marcellus, and Photinus
had opportunely shown what a disciple of Marcellus might
come to at last: from a less suspected quarter among the
stoutest champions of Nicene orthodoxy Apollinaris and his
friends were fast occupying a position which would make the
Incarnation of none effect. Time had not verified the fears of
325 respecting doctrinal dangers inherent in the term 6uoot-
auos, and it had amply justified the course chosen then and
afterwards by the Church, in so far as it had to elect between
two diverging ways.

1 Odrw Noyljopac xal éuol Tdv alrdy  wpoxoxijs Twa alfnow éxifewpeiobar Tols
Aéyor 3id Tiis wpoxoxfis NOEfoOas, olxl 8¢  Aeyopévois, Sxep ouxl uerafolsh éorwv éx
dorl Tob € dpxfis Bvros Tdv viv Swdpxovra  Tob Xxelpovos Tpds TO PékTiov, dNNG guu-
yeyeviicba:. Bas. Ep. 223 p. 838 £ (868  w\ipwots Tob Aelworros xatd Ty wpoo-
the whole passage): cf. p. 840 B, éx Oy Tijs Yvdoews.
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It was to all appearance in this season of reconciliation and
attempted restoration that several, possibly many, of the local
popular Creeds underwent revision. Four of them are extant
in their revised state, and a large part of a fifth': but the
greatest and most consummate among them is the revised Creed
of Jerusalem. None carries such ample enrichment from
Nicene and other sources with such an elastic and easy move-
ment, and in none are the new phrases selected with such
happy discernment. The formulary which approaches it most
nearly in these respects is the Syriac Creed of Mesopotamia,
now used by the Nestorian Churches. This highly eclectic
formulary merely interweaves Nicene with the other materials
which it introduces into the revised Creed of Antioch. The
Cappadocian Creed, now used by the Armenian Churches,
is constructed on a different plan. Here too the bulk of the
local Creed is probably retained, but the Nicene Creed forms
the base, the Anathematism being retained with the rest and
itself enlarged. One evidently new clause on the Incarnation
is somewhat elaborate, but neither here nor elsewhere is any
technical term introduced without Nicene sanction, unless
éxrioTov ought so to be called®. The desire to keep the Creed
popular is manifest, but it is thwarted by the precedence yielded
to the Nicene structure. On the other hand the controversial
spirit shews itself in Epiphanius’s dealings with both the
Creeds which he transcribed and recommended to his Pamphy-
lian correspondents. The Cappadocian Creed reached him, as
we shall find presently, somewhat overladen with doctrinal ad-
ditions, and he encumbered it still further in the same manner,

1 It is worthy of mnotice that the
Fathers of Nicea are claimed as the
authors of all the three Creeds which
have come into permanent ecclesiasti-
cal use, the Cappadocian and Mesopo-
tamian as well as the ¢ Constantino-
politan’.

2 The one condition of communion
sanctioned by the Council of Alex-
andria (p. 95), over and above the

acceptance of the Nicene Creed, was
the excommunication of those who
held the Holy Spirit to be a creature
and divided from the substance of
Christ. The latter words do not seem
to have been long retained in practice :
the condition as simplified by their
omission meets us often, and here it is
introduced into the body of a Creed by
a single negative term,



AND OTHER EASTERN CREEDS 111
unless, what is by no means likely, he received it already twice
augmented. In like manner it was probably he who appended
to the Creed of Jerusalem the Nicene Anathematism, perhaps
under the influence of the Cappadocian precedent, besides rein-
serting two other Nicene clauses. The two other revised Creeds
are much shorter than the three already mentioned. The
revised Antiochian Creed, most of the latter part of which is
lost, apparently borrows but three brief Nicene phrases, which
it arranges in its own way : alone among these late formularies
it retains an Antenicene type. The Creed read by Charisius at
Ephesus is hardly longer in those parts in which comparison is
possible; but it has drawn more freely on the Nicene store,
though always keeping itself studiously simple and concise in
diction. These last two Creeds, like that of Mesopotamia’,
have of course no Anathematism.

The history of the ‘Constantinopolitan’ Creed in the Eastern
Churches has not yet been sufficiently investigated®. For the
present purpose it will be enough to say a few words on certain
facts which bear, or might be thought to bear, on the preceding
enquiry. Subsequently to its early transcription by Epiphanius,
the Creed, as has been already mentioned, first becomes visible
70 years after the Council of Constantinople. Apparently it
then relapses into total obscurity for 85 years more: and 172
years have passed since the Council, so far as can be gathered

1 Strictly speaking the inferior limit  Zeitschrift f. Lutherische Theologie

for the date of these three Creeds can-
not be fixed earlier than about 431.
But it is highly improbable that they
are appreciably later than the two
Creeds which Epiphanius transcribed
into his work of 374.

3 Considerable materials will be
found in Dr Swainson’s and Mr Lum-
by’s books; as also in an essay by
Cagpari on the history of the bap-
tismal confession in the Eastern
Church from the fourth to the sixth
century, in Rudelbach and Guericke’s

for 1857 pp. 634 fi. This essay shews
that the ¢Constantinopolitan’ Creed,
the traditional origin of which it does
not occur to the writer to question,
did not immediately succeed the an-
cient local Creeds as a baptismal
confession, the original Nicene Creed
having intervened till apparently some
time in the sixth century. There is
however but little evidence for the
beginning of the period, and the final
transition is not clearly marked.
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from any clear evidence yet adduced, before it is found identified
with the Nicene Creed, that is, treated as an improved recension
of it'. There are however some obscure phenomena in the
first half of the fifth century which cannot be passed over.

The existence of “additions” to the Nicene Creed, apparently
in its second division, is acknowledged in a dialogue on the
Trinity, of unknown authorship, written evidently before the
Nestorian troubles of 429—431 (in Ath. Opp. ii 507 Montf., or
Theodoreti Opp. v 991 f. Schulze). About 430 Nestorius in
several places® quotes on his own behalf caprwfévra éx mrevua-
Tos ayiov kai Maplas Tijs wapfévov as from the Nicene Creed®,
to the bewilderment of Cyril, who knew no such reading, what-
ever he might think of its doctrinal merits, and who took the

1 Caspari interprets the Chalcedo-
nian Definition as identifying the two
Creeds, because, after reciting both,
it refers to one only, and because
that one Creed is said to teach the
perfect doctrine (70 Té\ewor) concerning
Father, Son, and Holy Ghost and to
establish the Lord’s Incarnation for
those who receive it faithfully. But
the one Creed meant can be only the
Nicene, and that in one form. The
150 stand in the same position to-
wards the doctrine of the Holy Spirit
as Cyril and Leo towards that of the
Incarnation, as the subsequent con-
text shews. Both appear merely as
sound and now authorised interpreters
of what the Nicene Creed contained
already (it is even said, ovx ds Tt
Aetwov Tols wpoaBolow émetocdyovres);
and in ratifying (xvpo?) the Creed of
the 150, the Council describes it sim-
ply as an ‘¢ Instruction” (idaoxallar),
having just before “laid down as the
primary matter ” (dipioe wporyyovpévws)
that the “Faith® of the 318 is to
remain ¢ inviolate” (dwxapeyxelpyrov).
The whole passage falls into confu-
sion if the single Creed is taken either
as the ¢ Constantinopolitan” or as

that and the Nicene considered as
one.

* Oration cited by Cyril of Alex-
andria (4dv. Nest. pp. 82, 84 Pusey =22
Aubert = ix 45 Bc, 49 A Migne) and
Marius Mercator (7704, 8974, 9258
Migne); and again Cyril, p. 85, allu-
sively, but M. Mercator completely,
7714, 897 4; also (Latin only) Nest.
Ep. ad Caelest. in Mansi Cone. iv
1022c. This last passage, the refer-
ence to which I owe to Dr Swainson,
p. 102, is worth quoting: ¢ cum sancti
illi et supra omnem praedicationem
patres per (?) Nicaeam nihil amplius
de Sancta Virgine dixissent nisi quia
Dominus noster Jesus Christus incar-
natus est ex Spiritu Sancto et Maria
Virgine,”

3 The words éx T@v odpavwr likewise
stand in one of the two places where
Cyril quotes the first passage (p. 82),
but not in the other, nor in any of
M. Mercator’s quotations of either pas-
sage. Still they may possibly have lost
their place in these texts merely by
being unimportant to the argument.
Movoyevj is likewise out of its true
position; but the quotations hereabout
are very lax,
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pains to transcribe into his reply the whole Nicene Creed before
discussing Nestorius’s inferences from the words alleged (p. 85
Pusey). When Eutyches appealed to the Nicene Creed at the
first session of the Council of Chalcedon, the same quotation
was urged against him by Diogenes of Cyzicus, who accused him
of omitting the last seven words on Apollinarian grounds’, and
stated that they had been added by “the holy fathers of a later
time” to elucidate the Nicene ésapxwdn®: the charge was not
however allowed by the Egyptian bishops, who maintained that
Eutyches had quoted the Creed rightly®.
Tt is obvious at once that no cecumenical Symbol in the
large modern or Latin sense of the word, or even according
-to its proper Greek usage, can have contained the disputed
words at this time: Cyril in 430 and his successors in 451 could
never have been ignorant of its existence and contents, or have
refused its authority. If Nestorius and Diogenes were quoting

1 The printed text Aohepds mpocé-
Tafe Thy...c0vcdov cannot be right. The
verb is doubtless wpoérate: *It was
crafty of him to set the Council in the
front array,” covering himself behind
it.

2 Ol yap dywoe warépes ol perd raira
76 'Ecapxdby, 8 elmov ol dyio &
Nukalg warépes, écadivicar elwdvres
x.7.\, It will be observed that the
designation of the ¢Fathers’ is per-
fectly vague. It might mean the 150:
but it might as easily mean the con-
jectured authors of observed additions,
which would be assumed to have pro-
ceeded from some venerable authority.

3 See Mr Lumby, pp. 78 f. and Dr
Swainson, pp. 118 f. Caspari (661 ff.)
uses this altercation at Chalcedon and
the total silence about either the Coun-
cil or the supposed Creed of Constan-
tinople at Ephesus both in 431 and in
449 as evidence for a strange theory
of his that the whole section of the
Church who inclined to the Eutychian
side were resolved to ignore altoge-

H.

ther the Council of 381 and its Creed,
partly on account of the addition to
gapkwlévra, partly (after 451) as af-
fording too good a precedent for the
hated Definition of Chalcedon; and
that the high esteem in which the
¢ Chalcedonian’ section were similarly
led to hold the ¢Constantinopolitan’
Creed eventually brought about the
confusion of name with the proper
Nicene Creed, and the substitution of
the one for the other. It is difficult
to represent to the imagination such
a conspiracy of silence throughout a
large proportion of Eastern Christen-
dom; and not less difficult to under-
stand why the other party should
neither have exclaimed against the
contumacious silence nor made ap-
peal by name to the Creed and Council
which they are supposed to have
cherished. The Chalcedonian Defini-
tion puts them forward indeed for the
interpretation of the doctrine of the
Holy Spirit, but not for that of the
doctrine of the Incarnation,

8§
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from the ‘Constantinopolitan’ Creed, it can have had only a
very limited circulation. 'We have already seen (p. 75) that
the circumstances under which it was presented at Chalcedon
lead to the supposition that it had some kind of local currency
at Constantinople. Now Nestorius was patriarch of Constanti-
nople, and Cyzicus, the see of Diogenes, was brought practically
near to Constantinople by the waters of the Propontis. Thus it
is reasonable to look to the ‘Constantinopolitan’ Creed as the
source of the phrase to which they appealed. But it by no
means follows that the ‘Constantinopolitan’ Creed was the
immediate source. The manner in which Nestorius and Dio-
genes treat their phrase as part of the Nicene Creed is diffi-
cult to reconcile with the recitation and acceptance of the
“Creed of the 150” as a distinct document by the Council of
Chalcedon, if the Council had the ‘Constantinopolitan’ Creed
in view'. It would be at least easier to suppose that they were
quoting from some local form of the Nicene Creed, into which
under the influence of neighbourhood some phraseology of the
fonger Creed had informally crept.

This explanation is strikingly confirmed by the copy of the
Nicene Creed embedded, with the “Creed of the 150” following
it, in the “Definition” which the Council of Chalcedon put forth
in its fifth session. This copy is conspicuously encrusted with a
few of the ‘Constantinopolitan’ variations, including ék mvevuaros
aylov kai Maplas tis mapfévov®. There is thus little room for
doubt as to the conclusion, if the printed text of the Councils
can be relied on ; and there is no sufficient ground for impeach-

1 No unquestionable trace of the
¢ Constantinopolitan’ Creed has yet,
a8 far as I am aware, been found in
the writings of theologians throughout
this period. It is certainly unnoticed
and unused in numerous places where
the results of an ‘®cumenical’ revision
of the work of 825 were not likely to be
ignored. The contrast in the writings
of John of Damascus is significant.

2 Special attention is drawn to this
fact by Dr Swainson, 129f. It is also
noticed by Walch (77), by Caspari
(i 1031.), and by Mr Lumby (81). Cas-
pari refers to it only in his Quellen;
just as in his previous article in the
Zeitschrift fiir Lutherische Theologie
he mentions only the incident of
Eutyches and Diogenes.
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ing its integrity’. In any case it shews how easily the shorter
Creed might become partially assimilated to the longer, at a
time and place in which both were in use®. It was to all
appearance reserved for a later time than the age of Chalcedon
to confuse the “Creed of the 150" with the enlarged Nicene
Creed, and thus to complete the fictitious history which was
begun when the 150 Fathers of Constantinople were first re-
puted to be the authors of the Creed of which we may well
believe that they had expressed approval.

Much more extensive confusions between a Creed proper
and a dogmatic standard were involved, first in the gradual
substitution of the Nicene for the local Creeds, and then in the
treatment of the Constantinopolitan Creed as nothing else than
a fuller and more precise statement of doctrine than the Nicene
Creed. The one confusion however was eventually neutralised
through the agency of the other, when the Nicene Symbol in
its turn gave place to a Creed of yet more venerable ancestry,
the worthiest of those that were called forth after a longer
experience by the wants of a more auspicious time.

These observations on the origin of the ‘Constantinopolitan’
Creed may be fitly closed with a short account of the four other

1 On referring to a Cambridge MS.
(Ee 4 29) containing Greek conciliar
documents, I have found éx mwveduaros
dylov xal Maplas Ts wapbévov to be
absent from the Nicene text included
in the ¢Definition’, as well as four
other substantial ‘Constantinopolitan ’
interpolations standing in the printed
editions, On the other hand about as
many more are retained: there are
likewise several transpositions and
other changes from which the printed
text is fr8e. I have no reason to sup--
pose this authority to be of any pecu-
liar value. Its existence merely sug-
gests hesitation, so long as the manu-

seript sources of the conciliar texts are
unexplored. Baluze’s chief Latin MSS.
of the Acts omit éx wveduaros x.T.\,,
though they have other interpolations
wanting in the Greek text: nor can the
conformity of the printed Latin version
with the Greek text be relied on, as it
has apparently been retouched by the
editors. But there is no evidence for
Caspari’s supposition that the Latin
text is purer than the Greek.

2 Many scattered ¢ Constantinopoli-
tan’ interpolations in copies and ver-
sions of the Nicene Creed are collected
by Caspari, Quellen i 103 ff.

8—2
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more or less similar Creeds which have been already noticed
for purposes of illustration.

In 1866 Caspari rendered good service by pointing out the
close resemblance between the Second Epiphanian Creed and a
piece called Interpretatio tn Symbolum published by Montfaucon
(Ath. Opp. 1 1278f) from two MSS,, in one or both of which
it is attributed to Athanasius. Caspari’s enquiry into the
origin and mutual relations c¢f the two documents was less
satisfactory, though it contained much useful matter. In 1869
he called attention to two other documents differing so slightly
from each other that they may be treated as one, which corres-
pond verbally with a large part of the two other pieces: they
are the baptismal and eucharistic Creed of the Armenian
Church proper and that of the Uniat Armenian Church. Cas-
pari likewise quoted from two MSS. explored by himself at
Venice and the Escurial a doctrinal exposition (8i8acxalia),
attributed to Basil the Great in the Venice MS. and anonymous
in the other, containing several passages agreeing approximately
with language of the two other Greek expositions of faith.

The following results seem to me to suggest themselves
conclusively on a careful collation and analysis of these several
texts. The Armenian Creed® is a literal translation of a Greek

1 The Armenian Creed proper was
accessible to Caspari (ii 71f.) only in a
somewhat loose dress, an English
translation printed by Dr Neale (Hist.
of the East. Church i 416 f.: of. xvii,
xxiv f., 879), chiefly made by Mr
Blackmore from a Russian translation
by Archbishop Dolgorouky published at
St Petersburg in 1799. I have had the
advantage of using the translation of
The Divine Liturgy of the Armenian
Church (pp. 821f) by Mr Malan, who
has kindly answered some questions
on doubtful points. His Armenian
text is that printed at Constantinople
in 1823, with the sanction of the
Catholicos of Etchmiadzin (p. iv).
The Uniat Armenian Creed was printed

by Caspari (ib.) from an evidently ac-
curate German translation by Steck;
with which I have compared an
English version published - by the
Venice Mechitarists in 1867. The
original Armenian Creed may be re-
covered almost incorrupt - from the
versions of Steck and Mr Malan, which
usually confirm each other. The other
versions are more or less altered,
chiefly by assimilation to the current
¢ Constantinopolitan’ language. The
Uniat Creed of course contains an in-
terpolated clause, *proceeding from
the Father and the Son,” without
which it must have lacked the Filio-
que, the badge of Latin communion,
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Creed of the fourth century. This Greek Creed, soon after its
composition, was enlarged and slightly modified, probably as the
exposition of faith of a synod’, and thus became the Interpreta-
tio in Symbolum. The Interpretatio was still further enlarged
and modified, apparently by Epiphanius® himself but 'perhaps
by some other theologian, and in this shape was transcribed by
Epiphanius into his Ancoratus, being what is called his Second
Creed. At some later time the Epiphanian Creed, either as it

1 This seems the natural inference
from some of the words interpolated
into the Anathematism, roVrovs drvafe-
patliopey 671t adrods dvabeparife.
Kkabohexd) wpiryp Wby xal dwooToNikd
éxx\nola. Moreover toir éorly is
twice introduced before Cappadocian
clauses which are not Nicene, so as to
exhibit them as interpretations of the
preceding Nicene clauses. It may be
added that the Nicene Creed is strictly
followed in the first case in which the
later Cappadocian Creed had departed
from it, the insertion of ovpavel ral
v#s. These characteristics, taken to-
gether, seem to indicate a public de-
claration on a particular occasion
rather than either a Creed intended
for repeated use or a private exposition
of belief : but it is impossible to speak
confidently.

2 Caspari (i b, 11ff.) has collected
many striking coincidences between
the language of Epiphanius himself
and that of the Inmterpretatio and
Second Epiphanian Creed. They
chiefly concern the peculiarities.of the
Epiphanian formulary, but certainly
comprise at least one important clause
on the Incarnation common to the

Armenian and both the Greek forms;’

and further there is a no less striking
coincidence (Haer. 900 B), with a clanse
in the Interpretatio on the Holy Spirit,
which in the Epiphanian formulary is
replaced by totally different though
concordant phraseology. But there is

no difficulty in supposing that Epipha-
nius augmented his own stock of theo-
logical language from what he found
in either of the Greek texts. He
may have received the Interpretatio,
and enlarged and altered it him-
self; or he may have received the
later revision, and merely preserved
it. The coincidences lend no support
to the otherwise highly improbable
view of Caspari that the Epiphanian
Creed was composed as it stands by
Epiphanius, and abridged into the
Interpretatio, and that again into the
Armenian Creed. Undoubtedly the
choice lies between the two orders
Arm. Interp. Epiph. and Epiph, Interp.
Arm,; but both the processes per-
formed seem to me to have been of
enlargement, not abridgement. On
the few cases in which the Epiphan-
ian Creed has less than the Imterpre-
tatio, see next note: the change from
the Armenian & 3¢y warpés to év dotp
must be taken along with the addition
of a parallel évdofws to the clause on
the Ascension. On any view the three
forms contain matter suggested by the
Apollinarian and Pneumatomachian
controversies : both Greek forms have
likewise a second anathematism evi-
dently suggested by such doctrines on
the Resurrection as we learn from
Epiphanius (dncor. 88ff.; cf. Haer.
Ixiv, Izvii) to have been springing up
or prevalent in his time in various
quarters.
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stood in the Ancoratus or more probably through an indepen-
dent copy’, furnished language to the author of the lately dis-
covered exposition attributed to Basil. The Greek works thus
enable us to restore with approximate exactness the original of
the Armenian Creed.

Now the Armenian Church owed its origin at the beginning
of the fourth century to the Cappadocian Church, and long re-
tained the character of a daughter community. Till the end of
the century its patriarchs were consecrated at Caesarea the
Cappadocian capital’; and the Armenian Liturgy is said to
shew traces of a similar parentage by affinities to the Greek
Liturgy which bears the name of St Basil of Cesarea®. Thus
it is improbable that its Creed came from any other region than
Cappadocia, whether it originated in Cappadocia or not. The

1 The second alternative is suggested
by the absence from the Epiphanian
Creed of certain phrases found in the
Interpretatio which are not likely to
have been intentionally omitted. They
are d\nfwds kal ob doxfoes (after xwpis
auaprias) and r3 Tplry fuépg, both used
in Caspari’s AwackaNla (which cer-
tainly rests on the Epiphanian Creed),
and xal d@éorews duapridv after Bd-
wrwopa  peravolas,  But it is also
possible that the defect is in our de-
praved text of the Ancoratus, depend-
ing virtually on two bad MSS. There-
maining omission, that of [rofr’ éori]
oravpwlévra, Tagérra, might easily be
intentional; and indeed the remo-
val of 7§ 7plrp %uépg, as Caspari
remarks (i 52f.), would combine the
Resurrection and Ascension more dis-
tinctly under the one condition év
atr§ 7§ odupare; while so familiar a
phrase might have come back into the
AdaoxaNla from almost any source.
No controversial word or phrase of the
Interpretatio is absent from the Epi-
phanian Creed except d\nfwds kal ov
Soxtfoer; and it is easier to explain its

presence in the Aiudackalia by suppo-
sing it to be absent from our text of the
Ancoratus by an error of transcription
than by supposing the Awackarla to
have used both the Greek formularies.
The only other possible trace of the
Interpretatio in the Awaoxalia, the
clause els xplow alwviov, is quite uncer-
tain: indeed its position at the end
suggests that it is rather a fusion of
two Epiphanian clauses than a single
displaced clause of the Interpretatio.

2 Neumann, Versuch einer Gesch. d.
armen. Liter. 141., cited by Caspari.
The literary and the political emi-
nence of Cmsarea are alike asserted by
Gregory of Nazianzus (Or. 43 p. 7791.)
in language too definite to be ac-
counted for by his exuberant rhetoric :
Prud. Maranus (Vita S. Bas. i 6) has
completely proved the Cappadocian
Cemsarea to be intended.

3 Palmer Orig. Liturg. i 191ff. E,
Ranke in Herzog R. E. xi 382{. draws
a similar inference from certain re-
markable coincidences between the
Armenian Lectionary and passages
in Basil’s writings.
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Creed itself on dissection proves to be exactly analogous to the
‘Constantinopolitan’, with the difference that in this case the
true Nicene Creed does form the base. The Nicene Creed
has been combined and filled out with the language of one
or more traditional popular Creeds, and clauses have likewise
been inserted with a view to the two great recent contro-
versies, on the Incarnation (Apollinaris) and the Holy Spirit’,
At first sight there is no little resemblance in parts to the
‘Constantinopolitan’ Creed: but the resemblance is decep-
tive, for the phrases in which the Cappadocian Creed agrees
with the ‘Constantinopolitan’ against the Nicene Creed are all
extant in other sources, and especially in the Creed of Jerusalem,
while there is a significant absence of all the specially ‘Constan-
tinopolitan’ statements on the Holy Spirit’. Whether one
Creed or more was combined with the Nicene Creed cannot be
determined: but it is likely that the early Creed either of Cap-
padocia or of some neighbouring region supplied at least the
bulk of the supplementary matter; and it is interesting to find
how much this primary source probably had in common with
the Creed of Jerusalem. The following is an attempt to recon-
struct the Cappadocian Creed®, the evidence at all points where

1 The rare formula ~yevwnbfévra...éx
Maplas 7ijs dylas wapfévov 58 wrvedpa-
Tos dylov deserves notice. Dr Heurtley
(p. 68) calls attention to per in two
Latin Creeds; in Augustine, De Fide
et Symb. 8, vi 155¢ (qui natus est per
Spiritum Sanctum ex Virgine Maria);
and after the Gallican Sacramentary
in the Bobbio MS. (Muratori Lit. Rom.
ii 967 or Migne lxxii 579: natum de
Maria Virgine per Spiritum Sanctum).
But Caspari (ii 264, 275) recalls An-
gustine’s own warning in the Retrac-
tations, “in quo [libro de Fide et
Symbolo] de rebus ipsis ita disseritur
ut tamen non fiat verborum illa con-
textio quae tenenda memoriter com-
petentibus traditur.” The clause épard
7€ kal ddpara is found in Basil’s Con-

fession, and in most of the formularies
of 341—360. ’

2 Caspari on the whole supposes the
Armenian Creed to be a combination
of the ¢Constantinopolitan’ Creed
with an unknown Cappadocian Creed
closely allied to the Interpretatio (ii
40ff.); but he speaks doubtfully. He
would, I feel sure, have judged other-
wise, had he not formed his theory
about the relation of the Second Epi-
phanian Creed to the Interpretatio be-
fore he became acquainted with the
Armenian Creed. He was also ham-
pered by the common belief as to the
origin and currency of the ¢ Constanti-
nopolitan’ Creed.

8 A Greek original for the Armenian
Creed has already been constructed by
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reasonable doubt seems possible, and some others, being sub-
joined in the notes’.

Iiorevoper eis &va Oeov matépa mwavrokpdropa,
oY ovpavod kal yis®,
opatdv Te xal dopdTwy.
Kai eis &a ripiov "Ingoiv Xpiariv,
\ e\ "~ ~
T0v viov Tob Beod,
! ~ ~
yevrn@évra éx Tod matpds povoyevi -
A Y -~ y 7 ~ % ]
TodT éoTlv ék Tis olalas Tod mwatpos® -
Beov éx Beod,
dds éx PwTds, .
Ocov aAnOiwov éx Oeod arnbivod,
yevmbévra, ov mwonbévra,
opoovoiov TG mwatpl,
8’ oF 7d mdvra éyévero,
Ta Te év TP olpavy kai Td émwi Tis TyNs,
opata Te kal dpara
Tov & fjuds Tovs dvlpdmovs kai Sid TV fuerépav cwrnpiav

’ ) ~ » " g
sateNovta éx Tov ovpavev’,

Caspari (ii 31ff.); but it has needed
much revision on account of errone-
ous theory as well as imperfect evi-
dence.

1 At the end of the volume the Cap-
padocian Creed is reprinted with the
elements common to it with the Nicene
Creed distinguished by uncial type.

2 80 Malan and Steck, assuredly
rightly. The Greek forms (Interpr.,
Epiph.) omit odpavoi xal y#s and insert
wdvrwy, in both respects with Nicen.:
the other Armenian forms (Neale,
Mechit.) have both ovpavei xal y7» and
wdvrwy, with Jerus. and CP. (i.e. the
‘ Constantinopolitan’ Creed). Thus
the corruptions by assimilation to Nie,
present themselves in the Greek forms,

written in the fourth century; and as-
similation to CP. belongs to the com-
paratively modern corruptions of the
Armenian- forms ; just as we should
expect.

3 80 Malan (distinetly in litt.), with
Int. and Ep., and with Nic. Steck,
Neale, and Mech. substitute xpé wdv-
7wy 7@y aldvwr with CP., and the two
last likewise throw back uovoyersj to
the preceding clause with Jer. and CP.
The Vatican MS. of Int. has lost
povoyery Tovr’ éorlv éx Tis obolas Tob
warpds by homeoteleuton owing to the
preceding 7oi warpbs: the missing
words are retained in the Paris MS.

4 Int. and Ep. omit é 7dv odpavdv
with Nie,
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caprwdévra, évavbpwmicavra, yevmbévra tekelws' ée Maplas

- [ ’ 2 \ [ ¢ 7
Tis dylas mapfévov® Sia mvevuatos aryiov,

» ’ 8 - \ \ 4 ~ ’ [4
[éx TavTys®] odpa xai Yy kal vodv kal wdvrta doa
éoriv dvbpwmos(%)® a\nbis kal ov doxroe

éoxnrora,

wabovra, oravpwlévra’, Tadévra,

dvagrdvra T§ Tpity Npépa’,

averfovra els [Tovs]® ovpavols év alTd TH owuary,

xabicavra év defia Tod maTpos, :

éoxbpevov év abrd 19 odpars [kai]® év Tj Sofp Tob ma-
Tpos™® Kpivar {dvras kal vexpols,

1 8o Malan. Steck omits yerwnférra:
Neale omits &avfpwrfoavra: Int. in-
serts 7o0r éorlv between évavfpwmi-
gavra and yewnfévra: Ep. reads oap-
xwhévra Tobr’ éorl yervnbévra TeNelws éx
x.7.\., deferring &avfpwrjoarra till
after wveduaros dylov (where, with
rovr’ éorlv added, it is prefixed to an
altered amplification of the following
explanatory clause): Mech. both defers
dvavfpwmijsarra and omits yewwnbévra
TeAelws, thus following CP.

3 8o Malan (in litt.) and Steck, as-
suredly rightly. Int. has éx M. 77s
derrapbévov, Ep. éx s dylas M. 79
deurapfévov: Neale and Mech. omit
dvylas, with CP., and invert the positions
of the Virgin and the Holy Spirit,
likewise with CP.

3 The presence of éx Talrns or some
equivalent is attested by Malan and
Steck (“from whom he”) and Mech.
(“ and who took from her”), though
omitted apparently by Neale (‘as-
sumed ”) as by Int. (éoxnxéra) and by
Ep.: Ep. however likewise omits é-
oxnxéra, substituting réhewov dvfpwmor
AaBévra before Yuxiw xal sdua.

4 S0 Int. and as to the order all the
Armenian forms, Malan and Neale
have “body”’, Steck and Neale * flesh”,
but apparently the Armenian is am-
biguous: Ep. has ywxiw xad odua,

6 8o Ep.: Malan, Neale, Mech., and
apparently Steck have ¢in man”: Int.
(if rightly printed) has d&vfpdmors.
That dvépwros is at least not a clerical
error is proved by various passages of
Epiphanius cited by Caspari (i 11); it
may have been substituted for é&vbpd-
wois in the second Greek (Epiphanian)
recension, but was more probably the
original reading- changed by scribes
to an easier form. The Armenian
rendering might stand for either read-
ing: an original é dvfpdre would
hardly have been altered.

6 This and other participles have
xal prefixed in various authorities.
I have followed Malan and Steck.

7 Ep. omits g 7plry juépe : Malan
(also in litt.) prefixes it to dvacrdrra.

8 8o Ep. with Nic. and CP.. Int.
omits robs.

9 So Malan (also in litt.) and Neale,
Steck and Mech. apparently omit «al,
as do Int. and Ep.: but see next note.

10 8o all the Armenian forms: cf.
Mat. xvi 27; Mark viii 38. Int. and
Ep. have only & 3é¢p, but they add
&dotws to the first & adr§ 7§ ov-
pare (see p. 117 n. 2). The probably
Asiatic Creed of Irenwus (48: cf. 206)
had & 7 36y Tob marpbs, as also the
third formulary of Sirmium 7§ 3b¢p
7§ warpup, that of Nicé uerd ogns
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ob s PBagileias ovx ErTar TéNoS.
Kai miarebouer els T mvebpa 16 drytov TO drriaTov TO Téhewov”,
\ ~ ) ’ 3 4 A\ J A ’
70 Maljoav év voue Kal év wpodriTais Kai év evaryyeliois,
xataBav émwi 1iv "lopdavny,
knpvav Tov dmécTolov (or dmooTéhois)?,
oikfigav (or oikodv)® év dyloss.

warpwcijs, and its Constantinopolitan
recension of 360 év T§ warpucy ddkp.

1 8o all the Armenian forms, the
Uniat adding the Latin CP. clause on
the Procession. 8o also virtually Int.
and Ep., but with various additions
and transpositions, [7] wapdx\nrov be-
ing the only added element common
to both. The critical phrase of Int. is
o0k dANéTpLov...dAN’ dpoovoior, in this
place; of Ep. éx Tob marpds éxmopevbue-

vov xal éx Tof vlod NduSavov (so rightly-

Caspari, i 5 {.,, after John xvi 14 {., for
AapSavépevoy, the whole phrase, as he
points out, being much used by Epi-
phanius), in a sentence added after
dylots.

2 Malan (also in litt.), Steck, Neale,
and Mech. have knpvtay Tdv dwéorolor:
Ep. has Makoiv év dwosridois, having
already inserted xnpttav before év rois
wxpogrrais: Cod. Reg. of Int. (with the
Armenian form given by Nerses of
Lampron in the twelfth century, ac-
cording to Mr Malan) has xppvéar
dmooréras, Cod. Vat. xnputduevor dmo-
oréhois. Tdv dméarohay, if right, must
denote our Lord (Heb. iii 1: cf. Just.
Mart.. 4p. i 12 p. 604; 63 pp. 95,
96 ac; Orig. on Jo. xiii 20 p. 430 Ru.;
Cyr. AL Ezpl. zii Capp. p. 148 =245
Pusey), withi reference to the Baptism.
The reading is difficult, especially
through the absence of «xal to connect
this clause with the descent on the
Jordan, ‘O dwéorolos is also a singu-
lar term to be selected for absolute
use; nor can it be explained by so

remote and isolated a rendering of
Shiloh in Gen, xlix 10 as Jerome’s qui
mittendus est. Yet it has in its favour
the chief Armenian evidence, and it
was far more likely to be altered than
the other readings. It is moreover
supported by the injunction in the
Apostolic Constitutions (vii 22 1) for
baptism in the threefold Name rod
dwoorel\avros watpds, Tol éNObvTos Xpi-
o100, Tob paprupficavros wapakirov (cf.
261, 6 dmwogreias éml s 'Inoolv Tov
xpordy gov k.7.\.); and Cyr. Hier. xvi
8 & wvebua dyiov, Sk wpopnTdY pév wepl
T00 XpioTol Kknpviav, éNOdvros ¢ Tol
xpioTol karaBdv xal émdettay airéy.
For xqpbtav cf. Clem. Strom. ii p. 449
wapéhxet 6 didrovos alrots [Basilidians]
xal 7 kfpvypa kal 70 Bdwriona, where
the didxovos, and therefore the xfpvyua,

-is proved by Ezc. Theod. 16 p. 972 to

belong to the Baptism. Yet snptfar
dwooréhows, which is not without Ar-
menian as well as Greek authority,
cannot well be neglected. It is at
least less obvious than the somewhat
feeble xnpitav & dwosrolas, and gives
an intelligible sense as a compendious
reference to John xvi 13 ff., where the
truer but less pictorial word drayyehet
is used three times.

8 Olxfioav (Malan, Steck, and Mech.)
is probably right (cf. Ap. Const. 70
évepyfioav év wdot Tols d’ aldvos dylois),
but may be due to assimilation:
olxovv (Neale, Int., and Ep.) gives a
more obvious sense.
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Kal mioreloper els pilav povqy' xabohijy xai dmooroMkny

ékx\nalav, ’

els & PBdmwricua peravolas,

els iNaguov (?) xai dpeaiw’ apapTidv,

€ls dvdoTacw veKpoY,

els Kplow aldviov Yuxdy Te xal copaTwr®,

eis Bagilelav olpavey,

xal eis* Lonv aldviov.

"Hy
ToTe 0Te oVK T TO drytov wyebua, % otv EE ovk SyTwv éyévero,
1) é¢ érépas mooTdaews 1) ovolas paarovras elvar Tov vidy Tod
Ocod % T0 mvedpa TO dyiov, TpewTor 1) dANOLWTOV, TOUTOUS dva-
Ocpatiter 1" xabohiky) xal amoorohiky) éxkinoia’.

The most marked feature of the Cappadocian Creed, as
distinguished from the revised Creed of Jerusalem, is the clear

_and copious language by which Apollinarianism is precluded.
The doctrine itself, as we have seen (p. 95), had certainly arisen
before the Council of Alexandria in 362. On the other hand
it is in 371 and the following years that we begin to hear it
widely spoken of, and to find the name of Apollinaris attached
to it. This one indication would point to 371—3, while on
the other hand so late a date does not leave much time for
the modifications introduced before the Creed was transcribed

Tods 8¢ Néyovras ér¢ "Hv mote bte ovk v 6 vids, 1)

1 8o Malan, Steck, and (with radryw
added) Int.: Mech. and Ep. omit uévy,
Neale substitutes dylav, on which see
Mr Malan’s note.

2 8o apparently Malan, Steck, and
Mech., the renderings of the first sub-
stantive being expiation and Vergebung
(followed by Nachlassung). Neale has
only els dpeow du.; Int. xal dpéoews
au.; and Ep. omits all after ueravolas.
Notwithstanding Acts ii 88 it is best
not to join this clause to the preceding,
which the example of the early Jeru-
salem Creed shews to need no supple-
ment, while the separate Western Re-

missionem peccatorum justifies a like
separation here, and {\acuov almost
enforces it. The ¢Constantinopolitan’
analogy has little force on the other
side, as peravolas is wanting there.

3 Nerses omits yuxdv e xal owud-
TWY.

4 8o Malan, Steck, Mech., and Ep.:
Int. omits els, as also Neale, who how-
ever omits els throughout this division.

8 Malan inserts dyla.

¢ Nerses of Lampron (Malan) omits
the whole Anathematism, substituting
Amen.
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by Epiphanius in 374. From the autumn of 370' Basil was
bishop of Ceesarea, and thus at the head of the Cappadocian
churches: but though the Creed is in harmony with his
doctrine, no such repetitions of its phrases are perceptible in
his writings as might have been anticipated if he were the
compiler®: so that we are led to look back to the preceding
years. Basil's immediate predecessor Eusebius, an unbaptized
civil official raised to the episcopate by popular acclamation
shortly after the accession of Julian, shewed some excellent
qualities in trying times, but evidently had neither the inclina-
tion nor the capacity for such a work. Among known names that
of Silvanus of Tarsus has the best claim to consideration. Next
to Basil of Ancyra, Silvanus held the chief place among the
Homdeeousian bishops of Asia Minor who suffered persecution
under Constantius, welcomed Cyril in his exile®, and gave Basil
his early training. He formed one of the deputation from the
East which sought communion with Liberius in 366 on the

basis of the Nicene Creed*.

1 This is the date determined by
Tillemont, Prud. Maranus, and Klose,
in conjunction with Jan. 1 379 for the
death of Basil, and the following
autumn for the synod of Antioch.
Pagi and Clinton placg all three events
a year later; but on untrustworthy
authority.

8 What is said here refers to Basil’s
writings generally, not merely to the
Confession of Faith included in the
piece De Fide, which seems to have
been written comparatively early,
whether it properly belongs to the
preface to the Ethica or not (cf. Tille-
mont ix 28, 634 f.; Schrockh xiii 16).
The leading terms on the Holy Spirit
in the Confession (Opp. ii 227Dp) are
Kal & pévov wvedpa dyov 78 (or 7dv)
wapdkNyrov..., 8 wvedua Tijs dAybelas...,
70 mvedpa Tis vioBealas x.r.\.: two of
them we shall meet in the Philadel-
phian Creed.

Eustathius, whose name stands

3 Cyril had indeed closer relations
with Silvanus than with the rest. On
his expulsion by Acacius, it was at
Tarsus that he sought and found
refuge, and there he took part in the
public services and teaching. Acacius
remonstrated ; but failed to overcome
Silvanus’s personal respect (alSoduevos)
for Cyril and unwillingness to offend
the people, who delighted in his ser-
mons. Theodoret H.E. ii 22 (26).

4 Tarsus itself was to have been the

‘place of meeting for a great synod to

be held in the spring of 367, for which
the bishops chiefly concerned in this
deputation sent forth invitations, its
purpose being the confirmation of the
Nicene faith with a view to reconcilia-
tion. Difficulties were created by some
dissentient Homceousians in Caria;
and it was finally forbidden by Valens
under the influence of Eudoxius. Soecr.
iv 12 34 f.; Soz. vi 12 311



AND OTHER EASTERN CREEDS 125

first as his colleague, an erratic and unstable person, is known
to have receded afterwards from this position: but we hear no
similar tidings of Silvanus, and Basil always speaks of him
with unqualified reverence. Indeed as early as the end of 359
he had defended even the term Suocovaios at Constantinople, in
the presence of the indignant emperor?, and it is morally cer-
tain that he would not hold aloof in later years. He died
apparently in 369". After an interval of some years, during
which the Arians had the upper hand at Tarsus, he was suc-
ceeded by his own pupil® Diodorus, probably the greatest theo-
logian, Gregory of Nyssa excepted, who took part in the Council
of Constantinople in 381, the cherished teacher of Chrysostom
and Theodore of Mopsuestia®. Supposing the revision of the
Creed to have been made by an eminent bishop of Tarsus, it
was likely to find ready acceptance in Cappadocia, with which
Cilicia was closely connected. The ancient fame for learning
was but one of the prerogatives of Tarsus; bewailing the con-
dition of its church after the death of Silvanus, Basil described
the city as “hawing such happy opportunities that it was itself
a means of linking together Isaurians and Cilicians with Cap-
padocians and Syrians®”. Two other geographical contigui-
ties deserve mention. A sail of 120 miles across the Gulf

1 °ANNY ouNNoywrTikds Te xal EAnfds
6 ZiA\Bavds wpbs Te alrols xal Td¥ Sa-
aiNéa Epn El ¢ ovk dvrwv ovk EoTw ofire
xrloua obre ét érépas ovalas & Oeds Néyos,
duoovaios dpa édorl T yeyewwnrbre 0e
Os Oeds éx Ocob xal ¢pds éx Ppwrds, xal
Ty authy Exet TG yewiTopt Puuw.
'ANNG 7adra pév xal Suvards xal dAnfos
elpter émelfero 8¢ TV wapbyrwy ovdels,
AGA\NQ Bor Te woNNY) T wepl 'Akdkior kal
Ebd6¢iov éylvero, xal 6 Bacieds éxalé-
e xal Tov éxxAnady éfehdoew frel-
Apoev. Theodoret H.E. ii 23 (27).

? So Prud. Maranus Vita S. Bas.
xii 6. Tillemont gives 873 (vi 592;
ix 211). The evidence is not decisive.

3 Basil writes in 376 (Ep. 244 p.

878B): Awbdwpor 8¢ &s Opéupa Tob pa-
kaplov Zhovavod 70 é£ dpxFis Vwedetd-
pela, viv 8¢ xal dyawduey xal wepiéro-
uev 34 T wposoioar aiT@ Tod Néyov
xdpw, 8 7s woAkol 7@v évruyxavdvrwy
Belrlous ylvovrac,

4 Two facts respecting Diodorus are
worthy of note for our purpose, that
he owed to Meletius his elevation to
the see of Tarsus, and that he shewed
especial zeal against Apellinaris.

6 Ep. 34 p. 113A. By ¢Syrians’
Basil probably means here the Syri of
Cappadocia: but his language might
be safely applied to the natives of
Syria likewise, who had much inter-
course with Cilicia.



126 ON THE ¢<CONSTANTINOPOLITAN’ CREED

of Issus would conduct from Laodicea, the home of Apollinaris,
to Tarsus; and a sail of 150 miles, over almost the same waters,
from Tarsus to Constantia, the see of Epiphanius. It would
accordingly be no wonder if Apollinarian doctrine were known
and dreaded at Tarsus before it spread to more distant churches:
and as Epiphanius appears to have brought with him to
Cyprus his shorter Creed from the neighbourhood of Jerusa-
lem, in like manner his longer Creed could reach him in
Cyprus from no nearer mainland capital than Tarsus, unless
Antioch be excepted. According to the conjecture here
hasarded, the probable date of the Creed would be 366—9:
but neither time nor authorship admit of secure determi-
nation.

Next in order must be named the revised Antiochian Creed,
which has unfortunately reached us imperfect. The first two
divisions have been preserved in a Latin dress by Cassianus’, as
has been well known since the days of Ussher. Caspari has
pointed out (i 73 ff.) that a few clauses of the same portion sur-
vive in Greek in a Contestatio comparing Nestorius to Paul of
Samosata, dating from 429 or 430, which is said by Leontius
(Contra Nest. et Eutych. iii, t. 86 p. 1389 Migne) to have been
attributed to Eusebius afterwards bishop of Doryleeum® Other
clauses near the end have been recovered by Dr Heurtley and
Caspari from Chrysostom’s Homilies®. I have thought it worth
while to try to restore the original of this Creed so far as the
evidence gdes (see p. 148): but some points must be left
doubtful®. We do not possess any direct evidence as to the

1 De incarnatione Domini vi 8 f.,
with some repetitions in the following
chapters.

2 Printed among Ephesine docu-
ments in Mansi Cone. iv 1109. An
ancient Latin version is also extant
(Theodoreti Opp. v 624 Schulze). The
quotation extends from @edv dAnOwby
to IIi\drov: some earlier words are
cited freely (see p..64 n. 3).

3 Bee pp. 75 n.1; 80 n. 1.

4 The Credo of Cassianus is possibly
a reminiscence of the Latin singular.
The same may be said of Dominum
nostrum, which indeed loses nostrum
in ce. 6, 7, 9: Eus.Dor. refers with
apparent emphasis to &a, which is
moreover present in the Lucianic
Creed. Not xareN@évra of the Greek
text of Eus.Dor. (so also Luc. and
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Creed of Antioch in the early part of the fourth century, that
is, in its condition intermediate between the Lucianic and the
later forms'. It is thus impossible to say what changes, if
any, were made at the final revision, beyond the insertion of

Nic.) but éN@évra (venit Eus.Dor.
Latine and Cass.) seems to be right:
so Caspari 79. Again the printed text
of the Greek Euas.Dor. has éx Maplas
Tis dylas 7is dewrapfévov, the Munich
MS. and the Latin éx M. 7.. aylas wap-
0évov, Cassianus ex Maria Virgine;
Lucianus having had merely éx wapé-
vov: doubtless éx 74s aylas x. is right.
Though distrusting the order in Cas-
sianus, I have not ventured to write
dvasrdvra Tf Tplry NHuépg Or dveh-
Ocvra els Tods ovpavovs. Speculation as
to the missing clauses after vexpovs
must be precarious. The clauses on
the Holy Spirit most likely to have
been present are 7dv wapdxAnrov and
70 wvelpua THs dAnbelas, both found in
various formularies of 341—360 in
which Antiochene language would be
gladly adopted, (among which that of
Nicé has an identical beginning, the
Third Sirmian almost the same, and
also the characteristic &’ od ol al@ves
xarnpricOnoay,) the former title occurs
moreover in the early Creed of Jeru-
salem, in that of the Apostolic Con-
stitutions, and in a Creed used by
Lucifer (see next note); and both in
the Philadelphian Creed, as also in
Basil’s Confession (Opp. ii 227 p). Yet
farther, 70 #xvebpa 7is dA\ypfelas stands
in the daughter Creed of Mesopotamia,
some of the other language of which
on the Holy Spirit, and in the clauses
following, may likewise be Antiochian.

1 This is perhaps the best place
to mention a form of Creed used by
Lucifer in 358 (Pro Ath. ii p. 132
Coleti), which has apparently escaped
the notice of editors. It exhibits
a combination of Nicene with other

Eastern language, but is unfortu-
nately imperfect: ¢...qui catholicam
damnaveris fidem, qui Deum Patrem
negaveris verum Patrem, qui unicum
ejus Filium dixeris non esse wverum
Filium, Spiritum quoque Sanctum
Paracletum asseveraveris non esse ve-
rum Dei Spiritum; cum-te contra et
contra omnes Dei inimicos clamet
sanctae ecclesiae fides credere se in
Deum verum Patrem innatum, et in
unicum Filium ejus natum ex innato et
vero Patre, hoc est, de substantia Patris,
Deum de Deo, lumen de lumine, Deum
verum de Deo vero, natum, non factum,
unius substantiae cum Patre, (quod
Graeci dicunt omousion,) per quem om-
nia facta sunt, et sine quo factum est
nihil; et in Spiritum Paracletum, ver-
um Dei Spiritum.” The transcription
of the Greek term, with an explanatory
parenthesis added, is common in early
Latin copies of the Nicene Creed.
Elsewhere about 360 (De non pare. in
D. deling. p. 204) Lucifer gives the
Nicene Creed pretty exactly, (omitting
however povoyer,) as the ¢ belief of the
Holy Church;” cf. Mor. esse pro D. F.
p. 245: so that the combination quoted
above may possibly have been un-
conscious and extemporaneous. But
the peculiar phrases were certainly
derived from some Creed, for that of
the Apostolic Constitutions has els
&va dyévmrov pdvoy d\ylwdv Gebv, that
of Alexandria according to Alexander
has dyéwwyrov, and that of Antioch ac-
cording to Cassianus verum Deum
Patrem omnipotentem : the explanation
subjoined to the Lucianic Creed like-
wise combines d\7f&s with each Person
of the Trinity.
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the three Nicene phrases, ob momnfévra, Oeov arnbiwdv éx Oeod
arnBwod, 6poovaiov T mwarpi. Judging by internal evidence,
we might suspect these to have been the only innovations. It
has been suggested that the revision took place at the synod
held at Antioch under Meletius late in 363 (see p. 96). A
gathering however of scattered bishops, including men like
Acacius, assembled to express acquiescence in the terms of
communion arranged by Meletius, was hardly a body to which
he would commit the revision of the Creed of Antioch, and
there is no evidence or probability that the later Antiochian
Creed was intended for any such purposes as the formularies
of 341—360. To regard either this or any other of the five
known revised Creeds as lowerings of the Nicene standard for
the sake of dogmatic compromise is to mistake their whole
nature: the process in each case consisted in the enrichment
of a local Symbol for local use. That Meletius was responsible
for the Antiochian revision, and that it took place in one of
the early years of his episcopate, is likely enough.

We come next to a Creed which has for its base the revised
Antiochian Creed, into which it introduces some fresh Nicene
elements, with other additions of unknown origin. Our know-
ledge of it is again chiefly due to Caspari (i 118 ff.), who has
for the first time published it entire in Syriac from a Munich
MS.!, accompanying it with some useful illustrations, in which
he points out some of the Antiochian affinities. Dr Wright has
been good enough to examine two MSS. in the Cambridge Uni-
versity Library, and two others in the British Museum; and has
enabled me to introduce some corrections into Caspari’s Greek
rendering. This Creed is no other than the Creed in general
use among the Nestorians. Some particles of it* were given

1 Orient. 147: the extract was fur- Library at Paris, Suppl. 56, No 24 in
nished to him by Schonfelder. Dr  Zotenberg’s catalogue.
Wright observes that there is another 21 find mpwréroxov wdans xrloews
MS. of this Creed in the National mentioned as in the ‘ Nicene Creed ”
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by Renaudot (L. 0. i 219) from a tract by Severus of Ashmonin
against the Nestorian metropolitan of Damascus, and the
clauses on the Holy Spirit by Dr Badger (The Nestorians and
their Rituals ii 78 f.: cf. 92): but it has not been printed as
a whole till 1866, and then only at Christiania. As might be
expected, it has nothing to do with distinctive Nestorian doc-
trine, but is simply a monument of the days before 431, pre--
served by the independence of the Nestorian Communion
from being superseded by the ‘Constantinopolitan’ Creed, just
as the Cappadocian Creed was preserved by the Armenian in-
dependence. Its home was doubtless Mesopotamia and the
neighbouring countries, the great inland region where the
Syriac language was supreme, and the decrees of emperors and
Greek councils were not readily accepted. Over this region no
Greek capital exercised such influence as Antioch; and it is
natural that we find the Mesopotamian Creed to be a careful
enlargement of the revised Creed of Antioch'. The analogies
with the revised Creed of Jerusalem only illustrate the mutual
independence -of the two documents. There is enough of
verbal coincidence to establish a limited community of ma-
terials: but it is imcredible that the Mesopotamian compiler
should have had the other .composition in his hands without
making larger use of it% There is little variation of text

on which the Nestorian Elijah of Nisi-
bis wrote a commentary in the eleventh
century (Assemani B. Q. iii 2711);
and this and other distinctive phrases
are similarly recorded as given in
another anonymous commentary (ib.
280).

1 A few Antiochian words are drop-
ped in the process. They are xal uévov
d\nfwdr, kTiopdrwr, and dylas.

% The Mesopotamian phrases nei-
ther Antiochian nor Nicene in the
first two divisions (neglecting ékrio6y
and particles) are é [7&v] olpavdv, éx
wvedparos aylov after capkwhévra, dv-
Opwwoy ~yevopevov (sic) for évavfpwmi-

H.

cavra, kal cuA\npdévra, and xal xabi-
gavra & deidv Tov warpds [arod]. In
the first, second, and fifth there is a
coincidence with ‘CP.’ language, and
the absence of Maplas r7js wapfévov in
the second might be due only to its
presence in a later Antiochian clause.
But xafloavra is the form which pre-
ceded the ¢CP.’ xalfefduevov; dvlpwmoy
yevopevoy is probably ancient, certainly
not ‘Constantinopolitan’; and ocvA\y-
¢Oévra, comparatively late (replacing
gapkwlévra) in Latin Creeds (first at
Ariminum in 859 [Hier. Dial. in Lucif.
17, cited by Caspari ii 203 f.], this
part of the Creed being apparently

9
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in the MSS.' except as to the presence or absence of the

 Filioque®.

Conjectures as to authorship are even more hasardous here
than in the case of the Cappadocian Creed®. If however, as

Western, though what precedes fol-
lows the formulary of Nicé), seems to
be unique in Greek Creeds. From Kal
els & &yiov wvebpa to & Bdwrioua the
Antiochian text is not extant for com-
parison. The three ¢ CP.’ phrases 7o
éx 700 warpds éxwopevdpevor, TO fworoidy,
and duoloyoiuev & Bdwrioua [els dpeaw
duapridv] cannot have come together
by accident. But the collocations of
the two former are altogether different
in the two Creeds; and the ‘CP.’ sen-
tence would assuredly have been used
to better purpose if used at all. An
inversion of the process is conceivable:
but it is far more likely that both
compilers used a common document,
now unknown, and that it provided
them likewise with the additions in
the first two divisions, Except the
three Nicene phrases selected at An-
tioch, the Mesopotamian Creed does
not contain & word which distinctly
savours of the controversies of the
fourth century.

1 One London MS, has ¢ the Spirit
our Life-giver.” The suffix translated
by airof after warpds in two places
cannot be relied on, such pronominal
supplements being congenial to Syriac
usage. There is perhaps some confu-
sion in the clause on the Church; but
the MSS. give no help: Alexander’s
paraphrase of the Alexandrine Creed
(ulav xal povyy kaBohwhy Tiw drooToNe-
x#v) suggests that i should possibly
be inserted before xafolixiiv.

2 It is absent altogether from the
elder London MS., and prima manu
from the Munich MS. and the Cam-
bridge MS. next mentioned : it is pre-
sent in the two other MSS, Whether

the phrase on the Procession of the
Holy Spirit retained the relative and
finite verb of St John or, as at Jerusa-
lem, assumed a participial form, can-
not be determined from the Syrisc;
the preposition seems to be éx, not
wapd: but in either case this phrase
must certainly be taken with the pre-
ceding 76 mvelua 7ijs dAnbelas, as in Bt
John (xv 26): the repetition of 7¢
wveipa before 78 fwomwowy removes all
possible doubt.

3 Nothing, I fear, of importance as
to the early history, much less the
origin, of the Creed can be elicited from
the title given in one of the Cambridge
MSS., which came from Malabar, and
was probably written in the fifteenth
century. Itruns ¢ The orthodox Faith
of the Church which was composed
[or ¢ordained’] by the 318 Fathers
and Bishops who were assembled at
the city of Nicma: and it is to be said
at the time of the mysteries: Joseph,
who was dismissed from the patri-

‘archate, ordained it to be said at the

time of the mysteries.” The Joseph
intended is Joseph I, patriarch of the
Nestorians in 552—5. His name,
though just legible, has been erased,
as often occurs, Dr Wright tells me,
in Syriac MSS. with names of evil
repute. He was a physician, made
patriarch for curing the Persian king
Chosru; but, breaking out after three
years into acts of strange violence
towards other bishops, was deposed by
a synod. It is said that in the dis-
turbed state of the Church he held a
synod by request of the bishops to
confirm the canons, when a confession
of faith (certainly not our Creed, as
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seems likely, the Creed of Mesopotamia attained its present
form not many years before or after the beginning of the last
third of the fourth century, it is at least easy to single out
the greatest and most honoured name among the heads of sees
to the East of Antioch throughout the period. Eusebius of
Samosata first comes into view at the election of Meletius in
361, when the two parties, having united in a common vote,
concurred in depositing the subscribed instrument in his hands.
When the Arians, repenting of their choice, endeavoured with
the support of Constantius to substitute Euzoius for Meletius,
no threats of personal violence could induce Eusebius to sur-
render the deposit, and his courage, we are told, won even the
emperor’s admiration (Theodoret H. E.1i 27 £. [311.]"). In 363 he
took part in the synod at Antioch which subscribed the éuootaiov
with an explanation; and in the memorial to Jovian his name
stands second, next to that of Meletius (Socr. iii 25 16). On
the death of Eusebius of the Cappadocian Cesarea in 370 he
was invited by the elder Gregory of Nazianzus to assist him
in providing a worthy bishop for so important a see, and by his
efforts and influence Basil was placed in the vacant throne in
the face of a vigorous political agitation (Greg. Naz. Epp. 42,
44; Or. 18 p. 356 f.: cf. 43 p. 799 ; Bas. Ep. 145). Basil’s cor-

the description shews) was agreed to.
This statement receives some illus-
tration from the fact that his prede-
cessor Aba, a convert from the Magi-
ans, & vigorous patriarch of much
literary activity, author of ¢Synodical
Epistles”, ¢ Canons”, and * Constitu-
tions” on Church matters, and .co-
translator of the Old Testament and
of a “prolix Liturgy of Nestorius”,
suffered persecution at the king’s
hands for his faith, and died in prison,
Joseph may thus have consented in
the beginning of his episcopate to
complete and consolidate Aba’s work,
interrupted and suspended by the per-
secution ; and the introduction of the

.Creed into the Eucharistic service may

have been one of the ordinances. The
Liturgical history of the ¢Constanti.
nopolitan’ Creed in the Greek Church
seems to be hardly less obscure. The

.above particulars about Joseph and

Aba come from Assemani B.O. ii 4111f.,
434 ; iii 36, 75 ff., 432 ff. The title of
the Creed in the Munich and other
MSS. merely describes it in elaborate
language as the Creed of the 318 as-
sembled at Nicea.

1 Theodoret seems to have been
especially glad to collect particulars
concerning Eusebius. Cyrrhus, his
own episcopal seat, lay between Antioch
and Samosata.

9—2
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respondence throughout his episcopate shews Eusebius as his
most intimate and trusted friend: the twenty-two extant letters
addressed to him attest at once the sympathy which met all
Basil's private cares, and the counsel and laborious help which
Basil was accustomed to expect from him in public affairs,
whether local or affecting the whole East. At one time of
desolation he is said to have put on a military dress and tiara,
and to have traversed Syria, Pheenicia, and Palestine, ordaining
clergy, and otherwise providing for the wants of the churches
(Theodoret H. E.iv 12 [18]). In 372 his name stands second,
between those of ‘Meletius and Basil, in a letter from the
Eastern bishops asking the help of their brethren of Italy and
Gaul (Bas. Ep. 92): and five years later Basil had the grief of
learning that in a conference between Peter of Alexandria and
Damasus of Rome Meletius and Eusebius had been reckoned
among Arians (Ep. 266), in evident reference to their early
associations, with which in spite of Athanasius’s counsels of 362
the West and its allies were determined to brand them for life.
In the persecution of Valens, memorable for Basil’s successful
resistance at Ceesarea, Meletius, Eusebius, and Pelagius of
Laodicea wére selected for banishment to different countries
(Theodoret H. E. iv 12 [13]); and the story of Eusebius's de-
parture for his exile in Thrace bears equal witness to the vene-
ration with which he was regarded and to his own generous
patience (ib. 13f [14f.]). Being restored on the death of
Valens in 378, he ordained bishops to several important sees,
including Edessa; but perished by the fanaticism of an Arian
woman who threw down a tile upon his head as he was entering
a petty town to instal its bishop, and in his last moments he
bound his attendant friends to exact no - retribution for the
murder (ib. v 4). As bishop of Samosata, Eusebius was well
placed for exerting influence over Mesopotamia. Samosata was
the capital of Commagene, situated at the bridge over the
Euphrates on the road from Edessa into Cappadocia and the
interior of Asia Minor, and apparently on the frontier of Greek
and Syrian civilisation, about 25 miles from Edessa the Christian
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metropolis of Mesopotamia: it was thus favourably situated for
introducing a formulary of Greek origin into the regions to the
East of the Euphrates. Other sees in the same region had
bishops of some distinction during at least the latter years of the
reign of Valens, as Edessa itself, Batne, and Carrhe; and the
possibility of the Mesopotamian Creed having been framed in
some one of them is not to be overlooked. But in the total
absence of direct evidence the personal qualities, the associates,
and the reputation of Eusebius of Samosata mark him out as a
fitter provisional representative of the Creed than any of his
contemporaries.

The fifth revised Creed is that known as the Creed of
Charisius, and is preserved in the Acts of the Council of Ephesus
(Mansi iv 1348). At the sixth session of the Council, when
the Nicene Creed was being read and entered in the Acts, a
certain Charisius, presbyter and oeconomus of Philadelphia in
Lydia, came forward and made a statement, which he supported
by a formal memorial and some other accompanying documents.
It seems that a little knot of Quartodecimans and Novatians in
Philadelphia and the neighbourhood had resolved to join the
Church. They had been instructed and admitted by two men
called presbyters, Antonius and Jacobus, and by their direction
had subscribed an exposition of faith somewhat in the form of
a Creed’. Antonius and Jacobus had commendatory letters to
the bishops of Lydia from Anastasius and Photius, men likewise
called presbyters, who were at that time consorting with Nesto-
rius at Constantinople®; and the exposition, Charisius said, was
full of heretical blasphemy. He prayed that the exposition
might be read, and also the letters in which the orthodoxy of
Jacobus was attested, and himself, Charisius, a man of pious

1 Mpocexémioay Exbeolv Twa Soypdrwy  with an onslaught on various heretics,
doefav, ds v TdEel quuBoNov Tefauévny. among whom the Quartodecimans of
The resemblance is slight enough, but  Lydia and Caria and the Novatians are
in the first few lines it is perceptible. specially named (Soer. vii 29). Chry-

* Nestorius began his episcopate sostom had set the example (vi 19 7).
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belief (edoeBos ppovoivra), was excluded from the communion
and services of the Church as a heretic. The memorial is fol-
lowed by the exposition, of which Theodore of Mopsuestia was
the author’, and by the subscriptions of the converts at full
length®. When all had been read, the Council decreed that
no one should present or write or compose any other faith than
the Nicene Creed, specially forbade the inculcation of any such
faith upon new converts, and anathematised those who believed
or taught the contents of the exposition or the doctrines of
Nestorius. The place where the Creed stands is at the end of
the memorial, followed only by the formal signature of Charisius
to the whole document (rods MiBéANows), after which came the
exposition and the subscriptions. It is headed ‘Ouooyla i-
orews Xapiaiov mpeaPBurépov, and is not accompanied by a word
of explanation®. None of the Constantinople letters are pre-
served in the Acts; and as they are said to have contained an

1 Reprinted by Walch 203 ff., and
Hahn 202ff. Both editors neglect to
detach the last two sentences, which
must have been added at Philadelphia
for the abjuring Novatians and Quar-
todecimans: wds 6 uy Odexbuevos THY
gwripiov perdvoiay. dvdOepa €oTw- wds
uh wodv Thy dylav Huépav 1ol wdoxa
xard 7o Tis dylas xal xaBolucdjs éx-
k\qolas Oeoudv dvdOepa Eorw. In-
.deed it is not improbable that the
preceding anathema in general terms
was added at the same time, though
unlike the others it is found in Marius
Mercator’s version : airy rév ékxk\yoia-

oy Soypdrwy 4 SlackaNa, kal wés o-

évdvria ToUTots Ppoviy dvdBena Errw:
_ The exposition itself, an interesting
monument of the Antiochian contest
with Apollinarianism, apparently sup-
plied the ultimate original of a familiar
. Latin formula: at least perfectus homo
exr anima rationali et humana carne
subsistens is nearer to dvfpwrov Té\ewoy
Tiw plow, éx Yuxiis Te voepds (rationali
M. Mero.) kal gaprds uverrdra dvfpw-

«lvys than to the 7é\ewov 7ov abdrdv éw
dvOpwmbryre,...éx Yuxds Noywds kal cd-
pnaros of Chalcedon, or the plena in-
quam humanitas, quippe quae animam
simul habeat et carnem, sed carnem
veram, mnostram, maternam, animam
vero intellectu praeditam, mente ac
ratione pollentem of Vincentius (Com-
mon. 13). But the formula may have
passed though several hands as well as
changed its context.

2 These subscriptions disclose (1)
that nearly all the converts in abjuring
their heresies had made application to
(wapaxaléoas- passim) Theophanes the
holy bishop of Philadelphia, (2) that
three of them had thus made applica-
tion to Charisius himself along with
Theophanes, and (3) that Jacobus, to
whom two of these three, and these
alone;. had likewise made application,
was chorepiscopus.. Evidently the
zealous oeconomus of Philadelphia did
not choose to tell the whole story.

3 Reprinted at p. 150; also by
Walch, p. 215, and Hahn, p. 191,
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imputation against Charisiug’s orthodoxy, the Creed may have
been imbedded in some lost accompanying reply of his, which
would have made known its purpose. That he composed it is
on every ground improbable: analogy suggests that he recited
it as the Creed in which he had been baptised, and which he
still accepted as a true statement of his faith. It may then be
reasonably taken as the Creed of Philadelphia about the begin-
ning of the fifth century.

The general brevity of the somewhat numerous clauses of
this Creed has been already noticed. The second clause has an
Antiochian sound?, as have also the first two on the Holy Spirit,
70 wvedpa Tis dAnbeias 16 mapaxAyTév (see p. 126 n. 4); but
from such coincidences® it is impossible to infer immediate
connexion: of the revised Antiochian Creed there is not the
slightest vestige. On the other hand several phrases have
been copied from the Nicene Creed. In two respects the
article on the Holy Spirit is unique: it omits &ywor and inserts

3 , 8
opoovatov”,

1 Printed srioryy dwdvrwy dpardr Te
xal dopdrwy woriv: but xrloryy in
this arrangement is harsh, and pro-
bably & corruption of xkrwerdw or krwwud-
7wy, though xrloryw xal wouprfy occurs
in several formularies of 341—360.
The Antiochian Creed in Cassianus
has Creatorem omnium visibilium et
invistbilium creaturarum.

2 To which yerwnfévra éx T9s dylas
wapBévov might be added, were it not so
obvious : the omission of Mary’s name
is probably due to the studied brevity.

8 The presence of this epithet in one
of the interpolations made in the Cap-
padocian Creed by the Interpretatio in
Symbolum is not a true exception. It
had been used in the first instance by
Athanasius (Ep. ad Ser. i 27 p. 676 ¢),
odx 83n\ov 81 ovk &L TGY WOANGY TO
wveoua, dAN ovdé dyyelos, dAX & "ON.
uGN\ov 3¢ 7ol ANdyov évds Bvros ldiov
xal 7ol Ocod évos dvros toiov kal dpo-

obaudv éorw: compare his alternative
language on the part of the Council of
Alexandria (Tom. ad Ant. 5 p. 773 v),
xal vlov pév opoovaior T warpl,
s elwov ol warépes, 70 8¢ dyiow
xvevpa ol xrlopa oudé Eévor dAN 15iov
xal ddialpeTov Tiis ovolas Tod viov
xal rod warpds. TheNicene phrases
and duoodaior warpl xal vl are the only
elements of the Philadelphian Creed
apparently due to recent controversy.
It is on the whole best to take the rest
of the articles on the Holy Spirit as a
single clause, xal els 70 wveiua Tis
dA\qbelas 73 wapdk\yrov, a8 John xv 26
might suggest the combination of its
two members, and an adequate motive
is thus found for the neuter ¢ wapd-
xAnrov, which sometimes occurs, but
always I think with a distinctly adjec-
tival force. The neuter may however
be a corruption here, and in that case
70v wapdehgrov might stand separately,
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Hardly any historical associations exist, which it is possible
to attach, however doubtfully, to the Creed of Philadelphia. We
know little of the affairs of Western Asia Minor during the
time when the revisions appear to have taken place. At Smyrna,
the nearest maritime city, was held one of the synods by which
the often mentioned deputation to Liberius was sent in 366
(Socr. vi 12 8, 10, 17); and Heortasius bishop of Sardis, the
immediate metropolis, was one of those to whom Liberius’s
answer .was addressed (ib. 26). He was previously acting in
conjunction with Silvanus of Tarsus, and like him and Cyril of
Jerusalem was deposed by the Acacians at Constantinople in
360", ostensibly on grounds of discipline, but undoubtedly from
doctrinal motives (Hil. Op. Hest. Fr.10 p. 693 C; Soz.iv 24 3,
11, 13; 25 1). It is thus certain that Lydia had a share in the
Homaeousian adoption of the' Nicene faith in the period with
which we are concerned : but this is all that can be said.

‘No exact determination of authorship or locality is needed
for ascertaining the more essential facts respecting the origin
and purpose of the later Eastern Creeds. The obvious uncer-
tainty as to details cannot lessen the interest of the particulars
brought together in the last few pages, in so far as they
illustrate the distinctive features of the time which gave birth
to these formularies, and the temper and.policy of its represen-
tative bishops in Syria and Asia Minor. A simple scrutiny of
the language which distinguishes the Revised Creed of Jeru-
salem from its predecessor affords some insight into the counsels
of those from whom it proceeded. When however it is set side
by side with the contemporary Creeds of somewhat similar
composition, its true intention becomes yet clearer. The tradi-

as in the earlier Creed of Jerusalem.
The Eunomian formula cited before

tion,) was probably derived from some
Creed allied to the Philadelphian.

(p. 91 n. 4), Ilioretouer els Tov wapdk\n-
Tov 10 mwvebpa THs dAnbelas, (in which
the absence of dy:ov is proved by vari-
ous passages of Eunomius, Apol. 5,
26 ff., to have had no doctrinal inten-

1 In the preceding autvmn Theo-
dosius bishop of Philadelphia itself
had been deposed at Seleucia as an
Acacian (Socr. ii 40 43).
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tion which invested it with associations borrowed from Nicea
has already been independently negatived by historical evi-
dence: but comparison with the revised Creeds of other
churches clothes it afresh with new and better associations,
belonging to peaceful life and growth renewed after tragical
interruption. The short age of Cappadocian and Antiochian
supremacy stands out in welcome contrast between the devas-
tating strifes on either hand: and its opening years have left
no more characteristic monument than the one Creed which
unites East and West by the confession of a true faith as read
by the light of the highest Greek theology.

The Creeds in the following pages are arranged with a view
to shewing as far as possible their relation to each other. Coin-
cidences with an earlier Creed assumed as the basis are marked
by larger type where the order remains the same: coincident
words which have changed their place retain the smaller type, but
are spaced. In the Cappadocian, Antiochian, Mesopotamian,
and Philadelphian Creeds uncial type designates coincidence
with Nicene language. The threefold notation in pp. 144, 148
explains itself. ‘

It must be remembered that the Creeds of Cappadocia, An-
tioch, and Mesopotamia owe the Greek form in which they are
exhibited here to a critical reconstruction. The Earlier Creed of
Jerusalem s put together from fragments scattered through
Cyril's Lectures. The other Creeds are preserved in continuous
Greek texts, which tn the case of the Nicene Creed differ much in
manor details. The Nicene text here given, in which some points
are unavoidably left doubtful, has been constructed by a com-
parison of the primary ancient authorities.
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THE CREED OF CASAREA

Iiorelouer els éva Beov marépa wavrokpdropa,
TOV TGV dwdvTwy Opatdy TE Kal GopdT®Y TolnTIV.
Kai eis &a xipiov "Incodv Xpioriv,
Tov 10D Beold Aoryov,
Oedv éx Oeobd,
Pds éc PwTds,
Loy éx Lwis,
viov povoyevi,
TPWTOTCKOY TATNS KTITEWS,
7pod mwavTwy TeY aldvey ék Tod matpds yeyevvnuévov,
8 od kal éyévero Ta mwavra
Tov 8id Ty Nuerépav cwTnpiav capkwléivra,
xai év dvBpamois mo\iTevaduevov,
kal mabovra,
kal avagravra Tj Tpity Nuépa,
xal dvée\dovra mpds TOv TaTépa,
xal Hfovra mwalw év 86fn Kpivar Lévtas kal vexpovs.

[Mioredouer 8¢] kal eis & mvedua dyiov.
* * * * »

* * * * *
* * * * *
* * * * *
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THE NICENE CREED,
exhibited with the Creed of Cmsarea as its base

’ ’ e/ \ ’ 4
IlioTevouey eis éva Oeov maTépa mavTokpaTopa,
-~ ’
wdyTwWY OpaT@y TE kal dopaTwy TONTHY.
’ -~ 14
Kal eis éva kvpiov "Inaovv Xpiorov,
\ ~ ~
Tov vidv Tou Oeov,
yevvnBévra ék Tod TaTpds povoyevi-
7007 éaTiv ék Tiis obaias TOU waTpPos -
\ . ~
Ocov éx Oeov,
~ 1] 7’
Pws éx pwTos,
Oeov arnbiwov éx Beod dAnbivod,
yevwnbBévra, ov mTonbévra,
opoovaiov TG TaATEl,
< \ U 4
3 ov Ta mavTa éyéverot,
[ 9 ~ 2] ~ . \ 3 ~ ~ ) \ ~ ~
Ta 7€ év 79 ovpave kal Ta év T wf (or émi Tis yis)
~ \ \
Tov 8 #pds Tovs dvbpdmovs kal dia TNV fueTEpay ow-
: -rnpt'av kate\divra kai O'apxwee'VTa,
’ . ~
évavbpwmnoavra, mabovra, kal dvacTavra ™
’ [ 4
TPLTN NUEPZ,
’
dveAlovTa els [rods] evpavols,
v -~ -~ ’
épxopevor Kpivar {wyvTas Kkai VeKpovs.
\ ~
Kai! eis 16 dyiov mredua.
Tovs 8¢ Aéyovras "Hy more 1e oUk v ral wpiv cyevvnbOivas
9y hd \n ’ k] v 3y /. A ) Sy 4 (4 ’
ovk 7y, kai ott "BEE ovk dvrwv éyévero, 1) €€ érépas vmogTacews
A A\ ’ 2 A A A \ A 9. \
7) ovolas ¢ackovras elvar [1) kTiaTOV] ) TPEWTOV 7 aANoiwTOY

TCv vidv Tob Beod, [TovTous] dvalbepatilés 1 xabohwey) [kal dmo-
aToMikr)] éxkAnaia.

1 Denotes phrases having an unimportant deviation from the order
of words in the Creed taken as the base.
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THE NICENE CREED

Ilioredopev eis &va Oeov mwatépa mavroxpdropa,
TAVTWY 0PaTAY TE Kal dopATWY TOInTNY.
Kail eis &a ripiov "Incodtv Xpioriv,
T viov Tod Beod,
yevwnBévra éx Tod mwatpds povoyevi) -
7007 éaTiv ék Tis ovaias Tod mwaTpls -
Beov éx Beod,
dos ék pwTos,
 Gedv dApBuwov éx Oeol drnbOivod,
yevvnbévra, ov mwonbévra,
opoovatov TG TaTpl,
8 ob Ta mwavra éyévero,
7a 1€ v TG ovpavp kal Ta év Th &f (or émi Tis y7is)
Tov 8 nuds Tods dvBpwmovs- kai Sid T TjueTépay cwTnplav
_ _ ,  kateNbovta kal capkwlévra,
&vavbpormicavra, mabovra, kal dvactavra TH TPiTH Nuépa,
aveNfovra els [Tovs] ovpavols,
épxbuevor Kpivar {bvras Kal vexpovs.
Kal els 16 aryiov mvebua.

Tovs 8¢ Méyovras "Hy mote b1e ovk 7y kai mpiv yevvnfivar
ovk v, kai 61¢ 'EE odk Svrwv éyévero, 1) €€ érépas vmooTdoews
4 olalas ¢pdokovras elvar [ krioTov] § TpemTdv 4 d\Nowwrdy
Tov viov Tob feod, [TovTouvs] avabepatiler 7 xabohiky [kai dmro-
aTolky) ékxnoia.

Continued from the opposite page

[The Anathematism added to the ¢ Constantinopolitan’ Creed in the
Epiphanian recension]

Tods 8¢ Néyovras "Iy wore 81e olk 5v xal mply yevvnlivar ok v,
7 87¢ 'Ef obk Svrwy éyévero, % éf érépas Vmoordoews % ovolas ¢d-
grovras elvat, pevordy % dANowwrdw, Tdv 70D Ofeol vidy, ToVTOUS dVa-
Oeparliel 7 kafoXikd kal dwooTohiky) éxkAqola.
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THE ‘CONSTANTINOPOLITAN’ CREED
OR REVISED CREED OF JERUSALEM,

exhibited with the Nicene Creed as its assumed base

Hto"reuopev €is eua Oeov 7ra'repa TayToKpaTopa,
1rocmnv ovpavov® kai iy,
’
opaT@yv TE€ mivrtwv kal dopaTwy.
\ / ’ ~
Kal ets éva kvpov 'Incovv Xpiorov,
\ \ -~ -~ "
Tov viov Tou Oeov Tév povoyevd,
Tov ék Tob mwartpos yevvnlévra mwpd mavrev Tov
alwver?®,
~ 3 4
Pws €k PwTos,
\ \ ~ -~
Oeov dAnOwov éx Oeov dAnbwou,
4
7euuneev7a, ov 7rom0éwa,
ouoouo‘tov ) 7ra"rpt,
o’ o Ta 7rav*ra éyéveto’
‘ \ \ /.
Tov 8 juds Tovs dvBpwmovs kal dua THY NuETEPRY Ow-
’ ~ ~
Tnpt'av kaTeNOovTa éx Tév olpaviy,
Kkal o‘apkweeu'ra éx mvevpatos dylov xal Maplas tijs
wapBévov,
Kal euav@pwwnaau-ra,
oravpwlévra Te Umép fudy émi Ilovrlov Ildrov, kal
7ra00v-ra, Kal m¢ev-ra,
kal dvacTavra 'rn 'rpw'n mtepa kata Tas rypadds,
xal dveNOovra eis Tovs oupavous,
xal xaeetcpeuov éc dekidv Tov 7ra.'rpos‘,
xal wd\w épyomevoy p.e-ra Sogns kpvar {wvras kal
VeKpoUs,
ob Tis Bagikelas ovk EoTal TéNos.
\ 0 \ ~ N \ ’ L4

Kai ets 10 TVEVMA TO Gyiov TO KUpiov 70 fwomorov’,
T éx Tol waTpds éxmopeviuevov,

70 ov matpi xal vip ovvmpookuvouuevoy kal ouvdofa-
Sopevov,
'ro Ma\fjoav dua Tdv mpodnTv.

Eis p.uw aylay xaﬁo?umyu xal a7roa‘ro7\.uc17v e/cch)o'cau
ouohoyoiuev & Bamriopa els dpeow apapTidy’
wpoaSoxwp.eu dvdoTacw Vekpdv,

U
kal Loy Tob pé\hovtos aidvos. Aunv®.

1 Epiphanius inserts re. 3 E. adds 707’ dorlviénTis obalas Tod 1ra.rpos.
3 E. adds 7d e év Tols oVpavols kal 7a év 7 yh. ¢ E. [70] kipiov kal g'wotro;ov.
5 E. adds an Anathematism, for which see the opposite page.



THE EARLIER CREED OF JERUSALEM

Iioreloper els &va Oedv marépa mavroxparopa,

Kal

woLTIY oUpavod Kai yis,

0paT@y TE TAVTWY Kai d0PATWV.

b} [.4 U 2 ~ 4
eis &va xvpov "Inaoiv Xpiarov,
Tov vitw Tob Qeod Tov povoryevi,

\ 3 ~ \ ! 9. A \ 14

Tov éx ToD mwaTpds yevvnbévra Bedv dAnbiwov wpd wavTwy
: T@Y alwvwy,
&’ of Ta wavra éyéveror

’ \ 3 4
cgapkwbévra kai évavbpwmicavra,

Kai

Kai

/4 \ ’
agravpwlévra kai Tadévra,
dvacravta T§ Tpity TKépa,
\ k] ’ 1) \ A s 7
xal aveNfovra els Tovs ovpavovs,
xal xabicavra éx Sckidv Tob matpds,

b ’ 3 ’ ~ ~ \ 7
xal épyduevov év 86En xpivar {dvras kal vexpovs,
ob Ths Baci\elas ovk éoTar TéNos.
els & aywov mvedua,

TOV TapaK\nTov,
\ -~ 2 ~ ’
T0 Aalfjoav év Tols wpodrTaLs.
els & BamTiopa uetavolas els ddeaw auapTidy,
kal els plav daylav kabo\ikny éxxAnoiav,
Kal €ls capkds dvdoTtaciy,
ral els Lony aidviov.
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THE ‘CONSTANTINOPOLITAN’ CREED
OR REVISED CREED OF JERUSALEM,

exhibited with the earlier Creed of Jerusalem as its base

IlicTevouey eis éva Oeov watépa mavrokpaTopa,
o Ty ovpavoy' kal s,
6pa7'¢3v Te TavTwy Kal a’opa'-rwu.
Ka! ets eva KUplOV Ina'ouv Xpw"rov,
Tov viov Tou Beov 'rov JLOVOYEVT],
TOV éx TOU mwaTpos yevvnbévra 7rpo wav'rwv
TOV alwvey’,

das éx qbw-ros',

Oedv arnnfivov éx feod drybuvod,
fyevmyeevra, ov 'n'omeeu-m,

op,oovo-:.ou 'rq) 'n'a'rpc,

o ou Ta TavTa e«yeue‘ro"

Tov 8 nuds Tovs dvBpomovs kai Sia T mu.e'répau cwrplay
xateNovra ék ToY ovpavwv,

Kai trapkweell‘ra éx mvedpatos dylov xal Maplas Tis
wapfévov,
ka! évavBpwmicavra,
oravpwbévra Te Smép Hudv éml Iovrlov Ilidrov, Kal
-rraeévm, Kal Tagbe'v'ra,
kal dvacTavra 'rr) Tpl.‘Tﬂ ruuepa xata Tas ypadds,
Kat dveNOovTa €is TovUs ovpavonfs,
xac xaeego,u.euou éx Beftwu TOU 7ra‘rpos-,
kal mwikw €épXOMEVOV petd doEns xpwat {wvras‘
Kal Vekpovs,
ov Tis Bacilelas ovk éxTar TéNos.

Kal ets 75 wveapa 70 dyiov TO KUptov TO {womoidv®,

1’0 ElC TOU 'ﬂ'anO? GKWOPGUOl/LGI/Ol‘,

T0 ot waTpi kal vip ovwmpookwvolpevoy xai cuvSofa-
Louevoy,

70 AaAfoay 8id Tdv mPOPNTGY.

Eis uiav dylav kxaBoAwny xai dmoaTohiy émc}\na't'aw
opooyoduey 811 Ba'n"rwp,a. els dpeow apap'rl.aw
wpoaSoxwpev dvaoTacy vexpiv,

Kal {wm/ Tod pé\hovtos alévos. ‘Aunqy’.

1 Epiphanius inserts Te. 2 E. adds Tobr * dorlv &k THs owlas ToU warpds.
8 E. adds 7d Te év Tois olparols kal 7& v 7 yfi. - ¢ E. [73] xvpiov xal {wowoid.
5 E. adds an Anathematism, for which see p. 140
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THE ‘ CONSTANTINOPOLITAN’ CREED
OR REVISED CREED OF JERUSALEM,

exhibited with the earlier Creed of Jerusalem as its base, and
with the Nicene insertion distinguished from the other alterations

Hto"reuo;uev eis éva eeov 7ra-repa TayTokpaTOopa,
7rourrnu ovpavov kal 'yns‘,
’
opa'rwv T€ TAVTWY Kai aopava.
Ka! GlS‘ eua KUptOll Imrow Xpur'rou,
Tov viov Toi Oeov Tov muovoyery,
\ ~ \ ’ c . \ 4
Tov ék ToU matpos yevwnbevta wpo wavTwy
~ ’
TOV alwvwy,
ddc €k pwTdc,
6e0N AAHOINON €k 0e0f AAHOINOT,
reNNHeéNTA, oy nomeéNn\,
OMOOYCION TG TraTP,

Ar 0Y TA WANTA ereneTo

TON A HmAC ToYC ANOPDMOYC Kal Ald THN HMETEPAN COTHPaN

KATEABONTA €k T@Y ovpavwv,
xal O'apkweel/Ta éx mvevpatos avyiov xai Maplas Tis
wapBOévov,
’

Kai évavﬂpwrno'awa,
O'TavaOGV‘ra Te vmép fudv émi Ilovriov HlJ\.a'rou, Kai
meom, Kat —raq)ev-ra,
xal dvaoTavra Tn Tprrn n,uepa xata Tas vypadds,

Kal dvefovTa eis Tovs ovpauous,

14
kal kafelopevov ék defiwv TOU maTpos,
’ -~ ~
kal wakw épxOmevov pera 86Ens kptvar {dvtas
Kkal vekpous,
< ~ ’ ’ ! ’

o0 Ths Bacikeias ovk €rTar TEMos.

Kai eis 7o 7rV(:‘l7,ua 70 fifywv T0 xvpuy 76 {womoiow

'TO GI‘ TOU 'ﬂ'aTPOQ GKTOPGUO[LGVOV,

T0 ovv matpl Kal vig ouvmposkuvovpevov kal aguvdofalé-
pevoy,
‘ro Aa?\naav dta TdY rpo(PnTa)v. :
Eis piav dylav kabolikny rai a7r00'1'o7um]v ékkAnaiay

opoNoyoduey &v Ba'n"no-p,a els dpeoiv dunpTidy

7rp00'8oxw/.cev AVATTAGY verpav,

Kal {wm/ Tov pé\lovtos aldvos. ‘Auiv.
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THE INTERPOLATED NICENE CREED
AS RECITED IN THE DEFINITION OF CHALCEDON,

exhibited with the interpolations distinguished from the
Original Creed

l'Iw"reuopev els éva Oeov 7ra~repa 7rav1'oxpa7'opa,
7rawwv opa'rwv Te Kal aopa'rwv wOoNTHY.
Kal eis éva KUptOlI *Inoovy XptO"TOV,
Tov viov Tou Oeov,
v yewwnbévra ék ToU TaTpos movoyevi —
TouT éoTiv éx THS obolas ToU waTpPos —
Oeov éx Beov,
Qs ék PwTos,
Oeov dA\nbwov éx Oeov dAnOwoi,
yevvnﬂéwa, ov 7rom€érra,
o;uoova'tov T 7ra1'p¢,
o ob Ta 7rav'ra éryévetor
Tov O rjuds Tovs auepwvrous kai dia THY ﬁpefe'pau ow-
'rnptav kaTeNOovTa ék rév ovpavav,

xal O'apKwOGV’Ta éc mvebpatos dylov xal Maplas Tijs
mapbévov,
xal évavﬂpwvrn'o'awa,
oravpwlévra Te Vmép nudv éml Tlovriov HLMTOU, xal
raeowa, xal Tadévra,
kal dvacTdvTa 'Tn -rpt—rn nuépa xata Tds ypadds,
xal dveNOovTa €is Tovs oupauo:fs',
xai /caﬂe;‘opevov év defia Tod matpds,
xkal wihiy épxomevov pera Sofnps kpwvar {wvras xou
VeKpoUs,
o s Pacielas ovx Errar TéNos.
Kal eis 70 mvebpua 1o &yiov 70 rdprov 70 Lwomoiby.
\ \ ’ L 174 9. k4 \ \
Tous 8¢ Aéyovras "Hv mote dTe ovk nyv kai mpiv
7evmoﬁuat OUK 1V, Kau‘ 2)'1'& ’EE ovk OvTwy éfye'ue'ro,
n éE e'repas Voo TATEWS n ouo'ms ¢ao’xou-ras~ ewat
7 "rpe'rr*rov 7 dANolwTov 'rov viov Tou Oeou, TOUTOVS
dvabepatiler ij kabolikn kal drooTohikn ékkAnaia.

H. 10
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- THE CREED OF CAPPADOCIA -
NOW USED BY THE ARMENIAN CHURCHES,

exhibited with the Nicene Creed as its base

TlicTeyomeN €ic €Na BEON TIATEPA TIANTOKPATOPA,

wToLnTNY ovpavod Kal s,
OpaTON Te Kal B0pATWN.

Kai eic éna kYpion ’lucoIn XpicTon,

TON YiON TO¥ 6e0?,
reNNHOENTA ék TOT TATPOC MONOreNd —
To3¥ écTin €k TAC oyciac Tof maTpdc —
0e0N ék 6eo?,
ddc ék Pwrdc,
0eON AAHOINON €k 6eof AAHBINOT,
FENNHOENTA, OY TIOIHOENTA,
6Moofcm~ T$ maTpi,
0Y TA TIANTA éréneto,
T4 Te éN TG OYPAND Kal Ta éN T ri (or em Thic rAc),
opata Te Kai ddpata’

Al

TON A HMAC Toyc &NBPOTIOYC Kal Ald THN HMETEPAN CWOTHPIAN

KATEAOONTA éx TdV oUpavdy,
CAPKWOENTA, ENANOPWITHCANTS, yevwnDévra Téleiws éx Ma-
plas s dylas mapBévov 8ia myelpatos dyiov,
[éx TavTys] odpa kal Yvxiy xai voiv kal wdvra oa é-
otiv dvbpwmos(?) dAnfds xal ob Soxrjael éoymrira,
TAB0NTa, waupm@éwa, Tadpévra,
ANacTdNTa TH TPITH Fimépa,
ANeAOONTa €ic [Tovc] oYpanoYc év avrd TP cwpars,
xallcavra év Se&'a ToD TaTpos,
épyOmeNoN év alTd TG odpaTi [mi] & -ry 8okn Tob watpds
KPINAI ZONTAC Kai NGKPOYC,
oV Tis Pacilelas ovx &ras TéMos.
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Kai mioredoper eic 76 nnetma 70 dvyiov T dxTicTov TO Té-
Aetov,
70 NaNijoav & voup xal & wpodrirais kal &v edayyellos,
karaPBav émi Tov lopSavyy,
snptéay Tév dmdaTohoy (or dmoaTilois),
oilcﬁo'av (or oixoﬁu) & dyloss.
Kal miorelouey eis paw uovy xabolikjy xal dmooTohikny
éxx\qolav,
els & PBdmrioua peravolas,
els D\aa‘y.ov(?) xal a¢ea'w auapTidy,
eoe avdoTacLy Vvexpdy,
els xplow alwvioy #rvxaﬁv Te Kxal couarwy,
els Baa’t)\.elav ovpavwv,
xal eis Loy aldviov.

Tevc a8 Aérontac &re "HN mote Gte oyk AN & Yide, 7 "Hy
arote 7€ ovk v TO dryiov mvedua, % 6T "EZ 0¥k ONTWN éréneto,
H €2 érépac YmocTacewc H ovciac ACKONTAC €INal TON YiON Tof
0eof % TO mvebpa TO Gyov, TPEMTON A SANOIWTON, TOYTOYC dNA-
OEMATIZEl H KABOAIKH KAl ATTOCTOAIKH EKKAHCIA.
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THE REVISED CREED OF ANTIOCH,

exhibited with the Nicene elements distinguished from the rest,
-and the three phrases of certain Nicene origin specially marked

il'hctefa: (?Thcreyomen) eic éna xal uovor anbiwdv 6edN TaTépa

TIANTOPATOPA,
x‘rw-rr)v TIANTON 6p1mi’>~ Tel Kol AOpPATON KTITHdTOV.

Km €ic Tov KYPION n,uaw (Peic éna KYPiON) *lucoyN XpicTon,

TON YiON avrod Tov p,ouo'yem;,
Kal TOV TPWTOTOKOY TATNS KTITEWS,
é£ avToD [ENNHOENTA Tpod TdvTwYy TGV alwvwy,
xal OY TIOIHOENTA,
OEON AAHOINON EK OEOQY AAHOINOY,
OMOOYZION TQ TIATPI,
Al of kal oi aldves katnpricOnoav xal T& maNTa éréneto’
A" HmAc éMBévTa (or KATEAOONTA),

- xal yevvmBévra éc Maplas Tijs dylas mapBOévov,

«al oravpwlévra émi Iovriov Ii\drov,
kal Tadévra,
[} ~ ' e > » I d \ ’

Kal TH TPITH HMépa ANACTANTAY kaTd Tds fypadds,
>

kal €iC TOYC OYPANOYC ANEABONTAT,

xkal mwd\w EpYOMENON KPINAI ZONTAC KAl NEKPOYC.
. . .

* *

* * * * *
* L * * L ]
* * * L L

[kai] [els] dpapridy dpeow,
[kai] [els] vexpdv dvdoTasw,
[kai] [eis] Swnv aidviov.
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THE CREED OF MESOPOTAMIA,

NOW USED BY THE NESTORIAN CHURCHES,
exhibited with the Revised Creed of Antioch as its base, and the
additional elements of Nicene origin distinguished from the rest
o Tevoper* eis éva Oeov matépa mavrokpdTopa,

KTIGTNY TavTwy OpaT@v Te Kal dopaTwy.
Kal eis &na* kvpiov “Incoiv Xpiorov,
TOV Viov To? 0eof 7611 povo'yew'i,
[Tov] 7rpw'ro'roxov waons KTioEws,
[ror] €k 0¥ matpic [avrod] 7ewn0ewa 7rpo 7rau-
TWY TOV alwvey,
Kal ov 7rom0€u'ra,
Oeov a)\newov ék Geou ainOwou,
omoovaiov TG TaTpi,
o’ ov [xai] lca'rnp'no'er)a'au ol aiwyest xat xriotn
Ta mavrat
'TOV 8‘ n’lag TOYC ANGP(.OUOYC KA' Ala THN HMGTGPAN CO)T}"PIAN
- kateNOovTa ée [riv] olpavdy,
Kal CapkwOENTA €k TyeduaTos dryiov,
Kal ANBpwTTOY 'yevnp.evov,
xkal auAMpbévra kal cyevwnbévra ék Maplas Tis
7rap0€vou,
xal maBONTa Kal oTavpwleévTa émi l'Iowt'ou HaTov
xou -raqbev‘ra,
kal dvacTavra TH TPiTH riuépat kaTd Tas 7pa-

(Pac,

Kal ANEAOONTA elc ToYC oYPANoyc,

xal xa@(cmwa ex Sekvdv Tod 'n'a.'rpoe [av'rov],

kal makw epxo,uevov (or #fovra) Kpivar uercpous Kal
‘ (wvTast.

Kai eic & &'rlon nNe?MA,

70 wvedpa Tis dinbelas To (or o) elc Tod maTpos éxmo-
pevépevoy (or -pederas),
76 vruev/m TO {‘wo'n'owv.

Kal eis play éxxrnoiav dylav kal a7roa'1'o7um)u [Tnv] kaborucny
opokoryou;m: & PBammiopa eis*® aPecw duapTiov?,
Kai* avao"'rao'w vekpwyt,
xal* {wnv alwviov.

* Denotes words which may possibly be Antiochian, the reading in the
Revised Creed of Antioch being doubtful.
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THE CREED OF PHILADELPHIA,
AS RECITED BY CHARISIUS AT EPHESUS,

exhibited with the Nicene elements distinguished from the rest

Thcreyom €eic €na BeON TaTépa TIANTOKPATOPS,

ktiorny (1 KTIGTGY) GTIANTON OPATAN T€ KAl AOPATWN TIOIH-

THN.

Kai eic éna kypion *lucoin XpicTon,

TON YION avTod TOV povoryevd,

0e0N €k 6eof,

ddc ék dpwrdc,

0eON SAHOINON €K Beof AAHOINOT,

GMOOYCION T TATPI'

TON A7 HMAC KAl THN HMETEPAN CWTHPIAN KATEAOONTA ék TdV
ovpaviv, '
CAPKWOENTS, :
yevwnbévra éx Tis aylas wapbévov,
ENANBPWITHCANTS,
aravpwbévra mép fudv,
amofavévra,

ANACTANTA TH TPITH HMEPa,

ANEABONTA €ic TOYC OYPANOYC,

Kal Takw EPXOMENON KPINAI ZONTAC KAl NEKPOYC.
Kai €ic 70 nneYma Tiis d\nlelas 16 wapdrhyTov,

opoovaioy mwatpl Kal vig.
Kal eis aylav xabolxny éxxnaiav,

els dvdaTacw vekpdv,

els Loy aloviov.
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