The First Theological Oration
ORATION 27

An Introductory Sermon
against the Eunomians!

I shall address my words to those whose cleverness is in words. Let
me begin from Scripture: “Lo, I am against you and your pride.”?

There are people, believe me, who not only have “itching ears”:?
their tongues, also and now, I see, even their hands itch to attack my
arguments. They delight in the “profane and vain babblings and
contradictions of the Knowledge falsely so-called,”* and in “strife of
words”> which lead to no useful result. “Strife of words”—that is the
term given to all elaborate verbiage by Paul, who proclaims and con-
firms the “short and final account,”® Paul, the pupil and teacher of
fishermen. These people I speak of have versatile tongues, and are
resourceful in attacking doctrines nobler and worthier than their
own. I only wish they would display comparable energy in their
actions: then they might be something more than mere verbal trick-
sters, grotesque and preposterous word-gamesters—their derisory
antics invite derisive description.

2
But in fact they have undermined every approach to true religion by
their complete obsession with setting and solving conundrums.

They are like the promoters of wrestling-bouts in the theaters, and
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not even the sort of bouts that are conducted in accordance with the
rules of the sport and lead to the victory of one of the antagonists,
but the sort which are stage-managed to give the uncritical specta-
tors visual sensations and compel their applause. Every square in the
city has to buzz with their arguments, every party must be made
tedious by their boring nonsense. No feast, no funeral is free from
them: their wranglings bring gloom and misery to the feasters, and
console the mourners with the example of an affliction graver than
death. Even women in the drawing room, that sanctuary of inno-
cence, are assailed, and the flower of modesty is despoiled by this
rushing into controversy.

Such is the situation: this infection is unchecked and intolerable:
“the great mystery”” of our faith is in danger of becoming a mere
social accomplishment. T am moved with fatherly compassion, and
as Jeremiah says, “my heart is torn within me.”® Let these spies there-
fore be tolerant enough to hear patiently what I have to say on this
matter, and to hold their tongues for a while—if, that is, they can—
and listen to me. You can lose nothing by it, in any case: either I shall
speak “to them that have ears to hear,”® and my words will bear fruit,
and you will benefit (for, while he who sows the Word sows it in
every kind of mind, it is only the good and productive kind which
bears fruit);'® or else, if you spit on this speech of mine as you have
on others, when you go away you will take with you more material
for your mockery and attacks on me, and you will then feast your-
selves even better. But do not be surprised if what I say is contrary to
your expectations and contrary to your ways, since you profess to
know all and teach all—an attitude which is too naive and preten-
tious: I would not offend you by saying stupid and arrogant.

3

Discussion of theology is not for everyone, I tell you, not for every-
one—it is no such inexpensive or effortless pursuit. Nor, I would
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add, is it for every occasion, or every audience; neither are all its
aspects open to inquiry. It must be reserved for certain occasions, for
certain audiences, and certain limits must be observed. It is not for
all people, but only for those who have been tested and have found
a sound footing in study, and, more importantly, have undergone,
or at the very least are undergoing, purification of body and soul. For
one who is not pure to lay hold of pure things is dangerous, just as
it is for weak eyes to look at the sun’s brightness.

What is the right time? Whenever we are free from the mire and
noise without, and our commanding faculty is not confused by illu-
sory, wandering images, leading us, as it were, to mix fine script with
ugly scrawling, or sweet-smelling scent with slime. We need actually
“to be still”!! in order to know God, and when we receive the oppor-
tunity, “to judge uprightly”'2 in theology.

Who should listen to discussions of theology? Those for whom
itis a serious undertaking, not just another subject like any other for
entertaining small-talk, after the races, the theater, songs, food, and
sex: for there are people who count chatter on theology and clever
deployment of arguments as one of their amusements.

What aspects of theology should be investigated, and to what
limit? Only aspects within our grasp, and only to the limit of the
experience and capacity of our audience. Just as excess of sound or
food injures the hearing or general health, or, if you prefer, as loads
that are too heavy injure those who carry them, or as excessive rain
harms the soil, we too must guard against the danger that the tough-
ness, so to speak, of our discourses may so oppress and overtax our
hearers as actually to impair the powers they had before.

4

Yet I am not maintaining that we ought not to be mindful of God
at all times—my adversaries, ever ready and quick to attack, need
not pounce on me again. It is more important that we should
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remember God than that we should breathe: indeed, if one may say
so, we should do nothing else besides. I am one of those who approve
the precept that commands us to “meditate day and night,”!* to tell
of the Lord “evening, and morning, and at noon,”'* and to “bless the
Lord at all times,”!> or in the words of Moses, “when we lie down,
when we rise up, when we walk by the way,’!¢ or when we do any-
thing else whatever, and by this mindfulness be molded to purity. So
it is not continual remembrance of God I seek to discourage, but
continual discussion of theology. I am not opposed either to theol-
ogy, as if it were a breach of piety, but only to its untimely practice,
or to instruction in it, except when this goes to excess. Fullness and
surfeit even of honey, for all its goodness, produces vomiting;!7 and
“to everything there is a season,”'® as Solomon and I think, and
“what’s well’s not well if the hour be ill.” A flower is completely out
of season in winter, a man’s clothing is out of place on a woman, a
woman’s on a man, immoderate laughter!® is unseemly during
mourning, as are tears at a drinking party. Are we then to neglect
“the due season” only in the discussion of theology, where observ-
ing the proper time is of such supreme importance?

5

Certainly not, friends and brethren—I still call you “brethren,”
though your attitude is not brotherly—do not let us accept such a
view. We must not be like fiery, unruly horses, throwing Reason our
rider and spitting out the bit of Discretion which so usefully
restrains us, and running wide of the turning post. Let us conduct
our debates within our frontiers, and not be carried away to Egypt
or dragged off to Assyria. Let us not “sing the song of the Lord in a
foreign land,”?? by which I mean before any and every audience, hea-
then or Christian, friend or foe, sympathetic or hostile: these keep
all too close a watch on us, and they would wish that the spark of our
dissensions might become a conflagration; they kindle it, they fan it,
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by means of its own draught they raise it to the skies, and without
our knowing what they are up to, they make it higher than those
flames at Babylon which blazed all around.?! Having no strength in
their own teaching, they hunt for it in our weakness, and for this rea-
son like flies settling on wounds, they settle on our misfortunes—or
should I say our mistakes? Let us be blind to our doings no longer,
and let us not neglect the proprieties in these matters. If we cannot
resolve our disputes outright, let us at least make this mutual con-
cession, to utter spiritual truths with the restraint due to them, to
discuss holy things in a holy manner, and not to broadcast to pro-
fane hearing what is not to be divulged. Do not let us prove that we
are less reverent than those who worship demons and venerate
obscene tales and objects; they would sooner give their blood than
disclose certain words to non-initiates. We must recognize that as in
dress, diet, laughter, and deportment there are certain standards of
decency, the same is true of utterance and silence, particularly as we
pay especial honor to “The Word” among the titles and properties of
God. Let even our contentiousness be governed by rules.

6

Why do we allow audiences hostile to our subject-matter to listen to
discussion of the “generation” and “creation” of God, or of God’s “pro-
duction from non-being,” and such dissections, and distinctions, and
analyses? Why do we appoint our accusers as our judges? Why do we
put swords into our enemies” hands? How, I ask you, will such a dis-
cussion be interpreted by the man who subscribes to a creed of adul-
teries and infanticides, who worships the passions, who is incapable
of conceiving of anything higher than the body, who fabricated his
own gods only the other day, and gods at that distinguished by their
utter vileness? What sort of construction will he put on it? Is he not
certain to take it in a crude, obscene, material sense, as is his wont?
Will he not appropriate your theology to defend his own gods and
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passions? If we abuse these terms ourselves, it will be difficult indeed
to persuade such people to accept our way of thinking; and if they
have a natural inclination “to invent new kinds of evil,”?2 how could
they resist the evil we offer them? This is what our civil war leads to.
This is what we achieve by fighting for the Word with greater violence
than is pleasing to the Word. We are in the same state as madmen who
set fire to their own houses, tear their own children limb from limb,
or reject their own parents, regarding them as strangers.

7

Once we have removed from our discussions all alien elements, and
dispatched the great legion into the herd of swine to rush down into
the abyss,?? the next step to take is to look at ourselves and to smooth
the theologian in us, like a statue, into beauty. But first we must con-
sider: what is this disorder of the tongue that leads us to compete in
garrulity? What is this alarming disease, this appetite that can never
be sated? Why do we keep our hands bound and our tongues armed?
Do we commend hospitality? Do we admire brotherly love,
wifely affection, virginity, feeding the poor, singing psalms, night-
long vigils, penitence? Do we mortify the body?* with fasting? Do we
through prayer, take up our abode with God? Do we subordinate the
inferior element in us to the better—I mean, the dust?> to the spirit,
as we should if we have returned the right verdict on the alloy of the
two which is our nature? Do we make life a meditation of death?
Do we establish our mastery over our passions, mindful of the nobil-
ity of our second birth? Do we tame our swollen and inflamed
tempers? Or our pride which “comes before a fall,””* or our unrea-
sonable grief, our crude pleasures, our dirty laughter, our undisci-
plined eyes, our greedy ears, our immoderate talk, our wandering
thoughts, or anything in ourselves which the Evil One can take
over from us and use against us, “bringing in death through the
windows,”?” as Scripture has it, meaning through the senses?
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No. We do the very opposite: we offer freedom to the passions of
others, like kings declaring an amnesty after a victory, on the sole
condition that they give their assent to us—and thus rush against
God more violently than before; for this discreditable purchase we
pay them a dishonorable price, license in exchange for impiety.

8

However, since you are so fond of talking and of the dialectic
method, I will address a few questions to you; and “you shall
answer,”2® as the voice speaking through the whirlwind and the
clouds said to Job.

Are there “many mansions” in God’s house,?® as you are taught,
or only one?

Many, you will of course concede, and not merely one.

Are all of them to be filled, or only some of them and not oth-
ers, so that these will be empty and prepared in vain?

Yes, all of them; nothing which God does is without purpose.

Could you explain what you understand by this “mansion”? Is it
that rest and glory reserved Yonder for the blessed, or is it something
other than this?

No, that is exactly what it is.

Since we are agreed on this, let us examine a further question. Is
there any meaning in the provision of these different mansions, as I
maintain, or is there none?

Certainly there is.

What is it?

It is that there are different patterns of life and avocations, and as
they lead to different places according to the proportions of faith,>® we
call them “ways.”

Must we travel along all these ways, or only some of them?

Yes, all of them, if one individual is able; if not, as many as
possible; failing that, some of them; failing even that, it is a great
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thing, at least in my opinion, to follow one way with distinction.

You have answered the questions correctly. Well now, when you
read “there is one road and that a narrow one,”3! what do the words
seem to you to indicate?

“One,” because it is the way of goodness: it is one way even though
there are many branches. “Narrow” because of the effort it involves, and
because it can be trodden only by few, compared with the numbers of
our adversaries, or those who travel by the way of wickedness.

I agree. Well then, my friend, if this is so, why is it that people like
you condemn our doctrine for its alleged “poverty,” reject all the
other ways, and rush, pushing and shoving, along one way only, the
road you think is that of Reason and Study, but I say is of Gossip and
Sensationalism? Accept the rebuke of Paul, who makes this bitter
reproach when, after enumerating the gifts of the Spirit, he says: “Are
all apostles? Are all prophets?”3? and so on.

9

Nevertheless, let us grant that you yourself have reached the heights,
gone beyond them higher if you like than the clouds, that you have
looked on things which are not to be seen, that you have heard
“words human lips may not utter,” that, a second Elijah, you have
been raised up into the sky;** that, a second Moses, you have been
judged worthy to see God;3® that, a second Paul, you have been
caught up into heaven.?¢ Even so, why do you then try to mold other
people into holiness overnight, appoint them theologians, and as it
were, breathe learning into them, and thus produce ready-made any
number of Councils of ignorant intellectuals? Why do yon try to
entangle your weaker brethren in your spiders’ webs, as if this were
some brilliant feat? Why do you stir up wasps’ nests against the
Faith? Why do you conjure up a crop of dialecticians to attack us,
like the Larth-born warriors in the old stories? Why have you gath-
ered together as though you were sweeping up rubbish into a gutter,
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all the weediest and most effeminate specimens of the male sex, soft-
ened them still further with flattery, and thus set up your revolu-
tionary Profanity industry, a shrewd exploitation of their silliness?

Do you continue to speak even after these charges? Can it be that
nothing else matters for you, but your tongue must always rule you,
and you cannot hold back words that, once conceived, must be deliv-
ered? Well, there are plenty of other fields in which you can win
fame. Direct your disease there, and you may do good.

10

Attack the silence of Pythagoras, or the Orphic beans, or the extraor-
dinary pretentiousness of “Thus spake the Master”3” Attack Plato’s
Ideas, and the Re-embodiments and Cycles of our souls, and their
Recollections, and those distasteful love-affairs where the soul was
the object, but the beautiful body the route. Then there is Epicurus’
atheism, or his atoms, or his ideal of Pleasure, unworthy of a
philosopher; or Aristotle’s mean conception of Providence, his arti-
ficial system, his mortal view of the soul, and the human-centered
nature of his teaching. Or what about the superciliousness of the
Stoics, the greed and vulgarity of the Cynics?

Attack “the Void”—which is full of nonsense, or all the mumbo-
jumbo of gods and sacrifices, idols, demons beneficent or malig-
nant, of soothsaying, summoning the gods or the spirits of the dead,
and of the influences of the stars.

I, howwever, you reject these subjects as unworthy of your intel-
lect, heing petty and often vefuted, and you wish to move in your
own field, and fulfill your ambitions there: here also I will provide
you with broad highways. Speculate about the Universe—or
Universes, about Matter, the Soul, about Natures (good and evil)
endowed with reason, about the Resurrection, the judgment,
Reward and Punishment, or about the Sufferings of Christ.?® In
these questions to hit the mark is not useless, to miss it is not



34 GREGORY OF NAZIANZUS

dangerous. But of God himself the knowledge we shall have in this
life will be little, though soon after it will perhaps be more perfect,
in the same Jesus Christ our Lord, to whom be glory for ever and
ever.>® Amen.
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The Second Theological Oration
ORATION 238

On the Doctrine of God

Last time we used theology to cleanse the theologian. We glanced at
his character, his audience, the occasion and range of his theorizing.
We saw that his character should be undimmed, making for a per-
ception of light by light; that his audience should be serious-
minded, to ensure that the word shall be no sterile sowing in sterile
ground;® that the right occasion is when we own an inner stillness
away from the outward whirl, avoiding all fitful checks to the spirit;
and that the range should be that of our God-given capacity. These
truths were established last time and so we broke up our fallow-soil
with God’s furrows, not wanting to sow on thorns;> we leveled off
the face of the ground,® impressed and impressing it with Scripture’s
stamp. Well now let us go forward to discuss the doctrine of God,
dedicating our sermon to our sermon’s subjects, the Father, the Son,
and the Holy Spirit, that the Father may approve, the Son aid, and
the Holy Spirit inspire it—or rather that the single Godhead’s single
radiance, by mysterious paradox one in its distinctions and distinct
in its connectedness, may enlighten it.

2

I eagerly ascend the mount*—or, to speak truer, ascend in eager
hope matched with anxiety for my frailty—that I may enter the
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cloud® and company with God (for such is God’s bidding).® Is any
an Aaron? He shall come up with me.” He shall stand hard by, should
he be willing to wait, if need be, outside the cloud. Is any a Nadab,
an Abihu, or an elder? He too shall ascend, but stand further off, his
place matching his purity. Is any of the crowd, unfit, as they are, for
so sublime contemplation? Utterly unhallowed?—let him not come
near, it is dangerous.® Duly prepared?—Ilet him abide below. He shall
hear but the voice and the trumpet, true religion’s outer expressions;
he shall see the mount in smoke with its lightning-flashes,'® warn-
ing and wonder to those who cannot ascend it. Is any an evil,
untamed beast, quite impervious to thoughts of contemplation and
divinity? e shall not lurk in the woods, bancful and harmful, o
pounce out on some truth or utterance and rend “wholesome
thoughts”!! with his abuse. No, he shall stand still further off. He
shall quit the mount or “be stoned”!? and “crushed”!*—an evil
death for an evil man,!4 seeing that the brutish find real and solid
arguments to be stones. Is he a leopard? He shall die spots and all.1>
A predatory, roaring lion, seeking our souls!¢ or our phrases for
meat? A swine, trampling truth’s fair, clear pearls?!” A wolf, Ara-
bian!®—and foreign, or even sharper than these are at chop-logic? A
fox, a shifty, treacherous soul, matching its form to the hour’s need,
fed off stinking corpses or, avoiding the big ones, off little vine-
yards?'® Some other carnivore, rejected by the Law, unclean, useless
as food?2° Our sermon leaves these behind, meaning to be engraved
on solid tables of stone?! and on both sides of these because the Law
has an obvious and a hidden aspect. The obvious belongs to the
crowd waiting below, the hidden to the few who attain the height.

3

What experience of this have I had, you friends of truth, her initi-
ates, her lovers as I am? [ was running with a mind to see God and
so it was that I ascended the mount. I penetrated the cloud, became
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enclosed in it, detached from matter and material things and con-
centrated, so far as might be, in myself. But when I directed my gaze
I scarcely saw the averted figure of God, and this whilst sheltering in
the rodk, ™ G The Word incarmate for us.2® Peering in I saw not the
nature prime, inviolate, self-apprehended (by “self” I mean the Trin-
ity), the nature as it all abides within the first veil and is hidden by
the Cherubim,?but as it reaches us at its furthest remove from God,
being, so far as I can understand, the grandeur, or as divine David
calls it the “majesty”2> inherent in the created things he has brought
forth and governs. All these indications of himself that he has left
behind him are God’s “averted figure.”?¢ They are, as it were, shad-
owy reflections of the Sun in water, reflections which display to eyes
too weak, because too impotent to gaze at it, the Sun overmastering
perception in the purity of its light. Thus and thus only, can you
speak of God, be you Moses, Pharaol’s “God,”?” had you reached,
like Paul, the third heaven and heard ineffable mysteries,?® had you
even transcended it, deemed worthy of an angel’s or an archangel’s
station and rank. For were a thing all heavenly, all super-celestial
even, far more sublime in nature than ourselves, far nearer God, its
remoteness from him and from his perfect apprehension is much
greater than its superiority to our low, heavy compound.

4

So we must begin again with this in mind. To know God is hard, to
describe him impossible, as a pagan philosopher?® taught—subtly
suggesting, I think, by the word “difficult” his own apprehension, yet
avoiding our test of it by claiming it was impossible to describe.
No—to tell of God is not possible, so my argument runs, but to
know him is even less possible. For language may show the known
if not adeuaiely, at least faintly, to a person not totally deaf and
dull of mind, But mentally 1o grasp so great a matter is utterly
beyond real pissibility even o far as the very elevated and devout
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are concerned, never mind slack and sinking souls. This truth
applies to every creature born, to all beings whose view of reality is
blocked by this gloom, this gross portion of flesh. Whether higher,
incorporeal natures can grasp it, I do not know. They may, perhaps,
through their proximity to God and their illumination by light in its
fullness know God if not with total clarity, at least more completely,
more distinctly than we do, their degree of clarity varying propor-
tionately with their rank.

5

But enough of this! For our part, not only does God’s peace pass all
thought and understanding® with all the things stored up in prom-
ise for the righteous—things unseen by the eye, unheard by the ear,?!
unthought, or at least but glimpsed by the mind—but so does exact
Igrowledge of the creation as well. You can be sure that we possess but
the bare outline of the creation when you hear the words: “I shall see
the heavens, the works of thy fingers, the Moon and the Stars™? and
the fixed order they contain. He does not see them now, but there is
a time when he shall see them. Yes, far more than these things does
their transcendent cause, the incomprehensible and boundless nature
pass understanding. I mean understanding what that nature is, not
understanding that it exists. Our preaching is not vain, our faith

| empty;?? it is not that doctrine we are propounding. Do not take our

frankness as ground for atheistic caviling and exalt yourselves over
against us for acknowledging our ignorance. Conviction, you see, of
a thing’s existence is quite different from knowledge of what it is.

6

That God, the creative and sustaining cause of all, exists, sight and
instinctive law inform us—sight, which lights upon things seen as
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aubly fxed i their courses, Borne along in, so to say, motionless
R s T ffeim(o
moverment; instinctive law, which mfers their anthor through the 7L
things seen in their orderliness. How could this universe have had
foundation or constitution, unless God gave all things being and

sustains them? No one seeing a beautifully elaborated lyre with its
harmonious, orderly arrangement, and hearing the byre's music willy w51
fail to form a notion of its craftsman- plaver, to reécur o him in 1A e
thought though ignorant of him by sight. In this way the creative,
power, which moves and safeguards its tsjects, b clear to us, thiong i
it be not grasped by the understanding. Anvone who refuses to ¥
progress this far in following instinctive proofs must be very want-
ing in judgment. But still, whatever we imagined or figured to our-
selves or reason delineated is not the reality of Goxd. If anyone ever
did compass this in any degree of thought, where is the prooft Who
was it who reached this ultimate in wisdom? Who was it who was
sometime counted worthy of so great a gift? Who was it who thus
opened his mind’s mouth?¥ and drew in the Spirit, that by the Spirit
which searches out and knows God’s depths?® he might comprehend
God, might stand in no need of further progress as owning already
the ultimate object of desire towards which speeds all a lofty soul’s
thought and conduct?
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7

What can your conception of the divine be, if you rely on all the
methods of deductive argument? To what conclusion will closely-
scrutinized argument bring you, you most rational of theologians,
who boast over infinity? Is it corporeal? How then can it be bound-
less, limitless, formless, impalpable, invisible? Can bodies be such?
The arrogance of it! This is not the nature of bodies. Or is it corpo-
real but without these properties? The grossness of it, to say that
deity has no properties superior to ours! Hivw ¢omlsd it b worth war-
ship were it bounded? How could it escape elemental composition
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and disintegration or even total dissolution? For composition is
cause of conflict, conflict of division, division of dissolution. But
dissolution is utterly alien to God the prime nature. So no dissolu-
tion means no division; no division means no conflict; no conflict
means no composition, and hence no body involving composition.
The reasonings stand so, mounting from consequences to first
conditions.

8

How, again, can justice be done to the scripturai fact that God per-
vades and fills the universe (“ ‘Do not I fill heaven and earth?’ says
the Lord,”¢ and, “The spirit of the Lord fills the world™7) if part of
it limits him and part of it is limited by him? It cannot, for he must
either occupy a complete vacuum and our universe vanish—involv-
ing the blasphemy that God has been rendered corporeal and does
not possess the universe he made; or his body must be contained by
bodies—which is impossible; or he must be knit through them as a
contrasted strand, like liquids in mixture, parting some, parted by
others—which is a more absurd old wives’ tale*® than even Epicurus’
atoms. It follows, then, that talk of God’s body has no solid body to it
and must collapse. What if we call God “immaterial,” the fifth ele-
ment®® envisaged by some, borne along the circular drift? Let us
assume that he is some immaterial, fifth body, incorporeal, if they
want it so to suit their free-drifting, self-constructing argument—I
will not quarrel over the point. What place will he have in the mov-
ing drift of things—leaving out of account the blasphemy of identi-
fying the creatures’ motion with their creator’s, the mover’s (if they
will concede the term) with that of the moved? What moves this fifth
element? What moves the whole? What moves that which moves the
whole? and so on ad infinitum. Must not this moving fifth element be
in space? Suppose that they call it something other than the fifth ele-
ment, an angelic body, say. What grounds have they for asserting that
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angels are bodies? What are these bodies? How far will God transcend
angels who are his ministers?4° If supra-angelic, a countless swarm of
bodies will be fetched in, an abyss of nonsense with no halting place.

9

So we have proved that God is not a body. No divinely inspired*!
teacher has asserted or accepted that idea; the verdict of our fold4? is
against it. He can only be incorporeal. But the term “incorporeal,”
though granted, does not give an all-embracing revelation of God’s
essential being. The same is true of “ingenerate,” “unoriginate,”
“immutable,” and “immortal,” indeed of all attributes applied, or
referred, to God. For what has the fact of owning no beginning, of
freedom from change, from limitation, to do with his real, funda-
mental nature? No, the full reality is left to be grasped, philosophi-
cally treated, and scrutinized by a more advanced theorist of God.
Just as predicating “is body” or “is begotten” of something or other
where these predicates are applicable is not enough clearly to set out
the thing but you must also, if an object of knowledge is to be dis-
played with adequate clarity, give the predicates their subject; (men,
cows, and horses, you see are “corporeal,” “begotten,” and “mortal”)
s0, in the same way, an inquirer into the nature of a real being can-
not stop short at saying what it is not but must add to his denials a
ositive affirmation (and how much easier it is to take in a smgle
thing thant6 run the full gamut of particular negations!). The puaint
of this is that comprehension of the object of knowledge shauld be "'- i III C
effected both by negation of what the thing is not and also by pusi |' HobAle
tive assertion of what it is. A person who tells you what God isnot
but fails to tell you what heis, is rather like someone who, asked what
twice five are, answers “not two, not three, not four, not five, not
twenty, not thirty, no number, in short, under ten or over ten.” He
does not deny it is ten, but he is also not settling the questioner’s
mind with a firm answer. It is much simpler, much briefer, to
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indicate all that something is not by indicating what it is, than to
reveal what it is by denying what it is not.

This is all common sense, surely, [10] but now that we have
proved deity incorporeal, we shall take the examination a stage fur-
ther. The problem is this: is deity located in space or not? If it is not,
then your shrewd critic might ask how it can even exist at all.
Granted that what does not exist has no spatial location, it may well
be the case that what has no spatial location does not exist. But if
deity is spatially located there are two possible consequences: either
the universe contains it, or it is located above the universe. Taking
the first alternative then, it is either contained in a part of the uni-
verse or the whole of it. Supposing deily is coniained ina pari of the
universe, it will be delimited by something smaller; if in the whole,
by something larger, quite different in relative scale, I mean, as
between deity inside and the surrounding universe, granted the uni-
verse is going to be contained by the universe and all spatial location
to have its bounding line. These consequences follow the hypothe-
sis that the universe contains God. Again, where was it before the
universe was created? This produces a considerable problem, you
see. If, on the other hand, deity is located above the nniverse, what is
the dividing line between it and the universe? Where i this | higthier
|11.1-.r’" Howareh |glu.' 7 and lower levels to be recognlzed where there
is no dividing line between to separate them? There will have, surely,
to be something in between, something to bound the universe off
from what lies above it. In that case this something in between must
have the very spatial location we rejected. I do not now insist upon
the fact that deity must be delimited if it be mentally comprehended,
for comprehension is one form of delimitation.

11

Why have I made this digression, too labored, I dare say, for the
general ear but in tune with the prevalent fashion in discussions, a
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fashion which despises noble simplicity and substitutes tortuous
conundrums? I did it to make the tree known by its fruits,*> to make
the darkness which activates dogmas like these, I mean, known by
the obscurity of their expression. I did not do it to gain a reputation
for startling oratory or extraordinary wisdom as a marvelous Daniel
for “showing hard sentences and dissolving doubts.”** No, I wanted
to make plain the point my sermon began with, which was this: the
incomprehensibility of deity to the human mind and its totally

“umimagimable grandeur, Not that deity resents our knowledye:
Tesentment is a far cry from the divine nature, serene as it is,
uniquely and properly “good,” especially resentment of its most
prized creation. What can mean more to the Word than thinking
beings, since their very existence is an act of supreme goodness? It is
not that he treasures his own fullness of glory, keeping his majesty
costly by inaccessibility. It would be utterly dishonest, utterly out of
character not merely for God but for an ordinary good man with
anything of a proper conscience about him to get himself the senior
place by keeping others out.

12

There may be other reasons known to those nearer God, “eyewit-
nesses and spectators of his unsearchable judgments,”*> beings, if
such there are, of so high excellence that they walk, as Scripture has
it, “in the footsteps of the abyss.”#¢ Yet so far as we have understood
it, we with our limited gifts for hard speculation, a possible reason is
to avoid a too ready loss of the lightly gained. What is gained by
effort is usually kept; what is lightly gained is quickly spurned
because it can be gained anew. So for men of sense at least, the
scarceness of some benefit is itself of benefit, saving us, perhaps,
from sharing Lucifer’s fate of falling*’ into stubborn disobedience
against the Lord Almighty*® as a result of taking in the light in its
fullness (the most wretched of all falls which pride precedes!)*® and
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perhaps so that those who have in this world been cleansed, may
look forward in patience to some greater prize for the brilliant labors
of their lives. That may be the reason this corporeal gloom stands
barrier between us and God like the cloud of old time between
Hebrews and Egyptians,>® being, it may be, too, the “darkness which
he made his hiding-place,”>! meaning our grossness, through which
few but briefly peer. Let those whose business it is discuss the mat-
ter, let them take their philosophical investigation as high as they
can. Yet we “prisoners of the earth,”>? in divine Jeremiah’s phrase,
pent in this gross portion of flesh, know this: you cannot cross your
own shadow however much you haste—it is always exactly ahead of
your grasp. Sight cannot approach its objects without the medium
of light and atmosphere; fish cannot swim out of water; and no,
{_more can embodied beings keep incorporeal company with things

j_l.lﬂﬁ.“SOme corporeal factor af ours will ;Ilw:-l.y'!-..il:lrrlll:t'l.' sl even
if the mind be most fully detached from the visible world and at its
most recollected when it attempts to engage with its invisible kin.
Here is your proof.

13

“Spirit,”>* “fire,”>* and “light,”> “love,”® “wisdom,”>” and “right-
eousness, >® “mind,”>® and “reason”® and so forth, are titles of the
prime reality, are they not? Can you think of wind without move-
ment and dispersal? Of fire without matter, with no rising motion,
no color and shape of its own? Or light unmixed with atmosphere,
detached from what shines to give it birth, so to say? What of mind?
Something else contains it, surely; its thoughts, silent or uttered, are
movements. How can you think of reason other than as our inner
discourse, unspoken or expressed—I shrink from saying “dis-
solved”? As for wisdom, how can you think of it except as a state
involved in investigations human or divine? Justice and love are
commended dispositions, surely, the opposites of injustice and
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hate, now intense, now slack, now present, now absent; in short
they make us and change us, as complexions do our bodies. Or
must we abstract, using the words to take, if we can, a view of deity
in the absolute, making partial images yield some mental picture?
Then what scheme will they yield, which is not just themselves? How
can the simple, unpicturable reality be all these images and each in
its entirety? This way our mind tires of getting past bodily condi-
tions and companying with things sheerly incorporeal, and mean-
while it gazes in impotence at what lies beyond its powers. Because
though every thinking being longs for God, the First Cause, it is
powerless, for the reasons I have given, to grasp him. Tired with the
yearning it chafes at the bit and, careless af 1he cost, it tries a second
tack. Either it looks at things visible and makes of these a god-—a (dc/aﬁ
gross mistake, for what visible thing is more sublime, more godbike,
than its observer, and how more so, that it should be the object,
he the subject, of worship?—or else it discovers God through
the beauty and order of things seen, using sight as a guide to whatﬁé
transcends sight without losing God through the grandeur of what
1t sees.

14

So it comes about that some men have reverenced the Sun, others
the Moon, others the host of stars, others again include the heaven
itself. To these they ascribe a universal sway in virtue of their speed
and type of motion. Some men have worshipped the elements—
earth, water, air, and fire—because of their necessity to the mainte-
nance of human life. Others again have taken as patronal deities
whatever objects of special beauty happened to strike their sight.
There are yet others, more emotional, more sensual, who have paid
divine reverence to pictures and statues. At first these were of their
kin; men honored the departed with memorials. Later they were of
strangers too. Men remote from these strangers in time and space
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and ignorant of the primal nature, followed the traditional rule of
honoring them. They took that honoring for right and essential,
when the practice had been hardened by time into an established
law. Flatterers of power too, surely, who praised and admired phys-
ical strength and beauty, in course of time made a god of the man
honored, fastening on some tale to aid the deception.

15

Men of worse passions even made gods of their emotions, or gave
divine honors to anger, murdet, iust, drunkenness, and I know not
what else of the same kind. They found here no fair, no just excuse
for their own sins. Some gods they unleashed in the world, others
they hid underground (their only wise act!), and yet others they took
up to heaven. What a ludicrous allocation of territory! Next, error
took its own sweet way and they gave each counterfeit god or devil
a name. They put up statues whose very costliness made them bait,
and periodically saw fit to honor them with reeking blood and with
vile acts of frenzied human slaughter. Such honors suited such
gods. They insulted themselves; they took God’s glory and attached
it to monstrous animals, four-footed beasts and reptiles,®! the vilest
and most ludicrous of their kind. They make it hard to tell which
was the more contemptible, the worshippers or the worshipped;
perhaps the worshippers by far, since they as rational beings, recip-
ients of God’s grace, chose their inferior for patron and better. This
was the Evil One’s trick, to use good for a bad end, as so many of his
schemes do. He caught at their unguided longing to search for God,
meaning to divert power to himself and cheat that desire of theirs—
it was like taking a blind man’s hand when he is eager to find the
road. He pushed them headlong down a variety of cliffs, but the
pieces he had made of them went into just one pit of death and
destruction.
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This was their fate. But reason took us up in our desire for God, in
our refusal to travel without guide or helmsman. Reason looked on
the visible world, lighted on things primeval yet did not make us
stop at these (for reason will grant no superiority to things as much
objects of sense as we are) but leads us on through them to what
transcends them, the very means of their continued existence. For
what gave order to things heavenly and earthly and to all that pass
through air and live under water, and more than that to what came
before them—I mean heaven, earth, air, and the element of water
themselves? Who combined these elements and divided them out?
What common factors have they of nature and purpose? I commend
the man, non-Christian though he was,5? who asked: “What set
these elements in motion and leads their ceaseless, unimpeded
flow?” It was surely their designer, who implants in all things reason
whereby the universe is conducted and carried along. And who is
their designer? Surely he who made them and brought them into
existence. Great power like this cannot be ascribed to chance. Sup-
posing chance created them, what gave them order? Granting this
possibility too, if you like, to chance, what preserves and guards
them in the conditions of their first constitution? Chance again, or
something else? Clearly something beyond chance. What can this
“something” be if not God? Thus God- derlved reason, bound up,
connected, with the whole af mature, v, TS TS| and anélent [aw, Tias led
us LI|1 Fronmn 1] ||1|ll,1't of sight to ' to God. Lel fust make a fresh start here, |

17

No one has yet discovered or ever shall discover what God is in his
nature and essence. As for a discovery some time in the future, let
those who have a mind to it research and speculate. The discovery
will take place, so my reason tells me, when this God-like, divine
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thing, | mean our mind and reason, mingles with its kin, when the
copy returns to the pattern it now longs after. This seems to me to
be the meaning of the great dictum that we shall, in time to come,
“know even as we are known.”® But for the present what reaches us
is a scant emanation, as it were a small beam from a great light%*—
which means that anyone who “knew” God or whose “knowledge”
of him has been attested in the Bible, had a manifestly more brilliant
knowledge than others not equally illuminated. This superiority was
reckoned knowledge in the full sense, not because it really was so,
but by the contrast of relative strengths.

18

It is for this reason that Enosh “hoped to invoke the Lord.”s> His
accomplishment consisted in hoping not, mark you, for knowledge
but invocation of the Lord. Enoch was “transferred”®6—yes, but it is
quite unclear whether this was a consequence or a pre-condition of
his comprehending God’s nature. Noaly’s distinction lay in his being
“well-pleasing” to God,” and to him was entrusted the task of res-
cuing the whole world, or rather the world’s elements, from the
waters, when he escaped the deluge in a small boat.®® Abraham,
mighty patriarch that he was, was “justified by faith.”6® The sacrifice
he offered was unusual in its foreshadowing of the great one to
come.”? He saw God but not as God. No, he gave him food as man
and was commended because his reverence matched his compre-
hension.”! Jacob dreamed of a lofty ladder and of angels ascending
it.”2 His anointing a pillar had a hidden meaning perhaps,” a reve-
lation of the rock anointed for our sakes.”* He gave a place the name
“vision of God” in honor of what he dreamed.” He wrestled as man
with God”6—whatever “wrestling” between God and man may be
(the comparison of human excellence with God, perhaps?)—and
bore on his body the tokens of the wrestling, tokens which displayed
a worsting of the created nature. As prize for his true religion he
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earned a change of name. From being called “Jacob” he was called by
the great and precious title “Israel.””” Yet neither he, nor any other
after him to this day from the twelve tribes, whose Father he was,
could boast this: that he had taken in the nature, the total vision,
of God.

o7
ydm g
For Elijah, so the narrative tells us, it was not the mighty wind or the
fire or the earthquake but a light breeze which gave outline to the
presence, but not the nature, of God.”® Elijah? Yes, the man whose
more than human devotion to duty was manifested by a chariot of
fire bearing him up to heaven.”® Must you not show respect for
Manoah, the Old Testament judge, and Peter, the New Testament
disciple: Manoah was overwhelmed by the sight of God in a vision?
“Wife,” he said, “we are lost, we have seen God”®*—meaning by this
that even a vision of God is too much for men let alone God’s nature.
Peter would not let the apparition of Christ on board the boat and
so bade him depart,8! despite the fact that Peter was more fervent
than the rest for knowledge of Christ. For this fervor he was blessed,
and entrusted with the greatest powers.82 What will you say of Isa-
iah, or Ezekiel, eyewitness of things most mighty, and of the rest of
the prophets? Isaiah saw the Lord Sabaoth seated on his throne of
glory, surrounded, enveloped, by six-winged seraphim praising him.
Isaiah himself was purged by the coal and equipped for his prophetic
function.®? Ezekiel describes God’s chariot of cherubim, the throne
above them, and beyond the throne the firmament. He describes the
visionary figure he saw in the firmament, certain sounds, move-
ments, and actions t00.8* Was this a day-time appearance, the kind
seen only by saints? A veridical vision of the night? An impression
upon the reasoning mind of companying with future, as though
they were present, realities? Some other mysterious form of
prophecy? I cannot say. The God of the prophets—he knows; so

19
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do the prophetically inspired. But none of those I talk of, nor any
other of their sort, stood within the essential “basis,” as Scripture has
it, “of the Lord.”® None saw, none told, of God’s nature.

20

Had Paul been able to express the experiences gained from the third
heaven,® and his progress, ascent, or assumption to it, we should,
perhaps, have known more about God—if this really was the secret
meaning of his rapture. But since they were ineffable, let them have
the tribute of our silence. Let us give this much attention to Paul
when he says: “We know in part and we prophesy in part.”®” This and
the like is the confession of one who is no mere layman in knowl-
edge, of one who threatens to give proof of Christ speaking in him,?®
of a great champion and teacher of truth. Yet he counts all knowl-
edge in this world as nothing more than “puzzling reflections in mir-
rors,”8 because it has its basis in small-scale images of reality. I hope
I may not seem to some of you to be laboring the matter if I say that
it may be this that the Word himself was hinting at, when he said that
some things, which could not be borne, would at some future time,
be borne and made plain.*®® Perhaps it is those things which John,
the Word’s messenger and great voice of truth, affirmed to be
beyond the present world’s power to contain.”!

21

All truth, all philosophy, to be sure, is obscure, hard to trace out. It
is like employing a small tool on big constructions, if we use human
wisdom in the hunt for knowledge of reality. We do not abandon the
senses, they go with us, when we look at supra-sensible realities. But
by these same senses we are perplexed and led astray. We cannot get
nearer the truth by meeting things in their naked reality with naked
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intellect. Our minds cannot receive direct and sure impressions.
Now theology is fuller, and so harder, with more counter-argu-
ments, tougher solutions, than other philosophy. Every slightest
objection bars, hinders, the course of the argument, and checks its
progress. It is like applying the reins suddenly to galloping horses,
making them veer round with the surprise of the shock. So it was
with Solomon, the superior of his predecessors and contemporaries
in education,”? gifted by God with breadth of heart and an expanse
of vision ampler than the sand.?® The more he entered into profun-
dities, the more his mind reeled. He made it a goal of his wisdom to
discover just how far off it was.”* Paul tries to get there—1I do not
mean to God’s nature (that he knew to be quite impossible) but only
to God’s judgments. Paul found no way through, no stopping-place
in his climb, since intellectual curiosity has no clear limit and there
is always some truthtefttc dawn on us. The marvel of it all—I share
his feelings as he closes his argument with impassioned wonder at
the sort of things he calls “the wealth and depth of God”% in
acknowledgement of the incomprehensibility of God’s judgments.
His language is almost the same as David used. David at one point
calls God’s judgments a “great abyss” fathomless by sense;*¢ at
another point he says that the knowledge even of his own make-up
was “too wonderful” for him, “too excellent” for him “to be able to
grasp.”®’

22

If, he says, I discount the rest to look at myself, the whole of my
nature and construction as a man, I ask what combination of forces
sets us going.”® In what way was the immortal mixed in with the
mortal? How do I drift down, yet am borne up? What causes the
soul’s instability? Why does the soul give life, yet have its share of
pain? What makes the mind both confined and boundless, both at
home in us and touring the universe in rapid, flowing course?*®
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In what way is mind conveyed and communicated by speech? How
does it go through the air and enter along with objects? What makes
it share in sense-perception, whilst isolating itself from sense-per-
ception? There are questions still more basic than these. What was
the first stage in the process of molding and bringing us together in
nature’s workshop? What is the final stage of formative develop-
ment? What is the urge to get and provide food? What is the instinct
which brings us to the first springs and materials of life? What makes
food nourishment for the body and speech for the soul? What is
nature’s spell, binding parents and children together? What goes to
make stable variations of appearance, when an infinitely large num-

hov af enarial factave ic invahrad? oy dnac it cama abhaiit that tha
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same living thing is both mortal and immortal? Changing its state,
it dies; giving birth makes it immortal. Now it goes away, now it
comes back in again, channeled like a constant, flowing river. There
are many more aspects you can reflect on, facts about our limbs and
parts, about their mutual adaptation, about how they are coordi-
nated and differentiated with a view to practical utility combined
with beauty, about how they are dove-tailed together, how they are
parted yet function as one, how some act as containers of others—
and all this by an in-built condition of their nature. There are many
facts about speech and hearing, how sounds are produced through
the vocal organs and received by the ears, how sounds and ears are
knit together by the imprinted impulse transmitted by the interven-
ing air. There are many facts about sight and its mysterious com-
munion with objects. It is set going along with, and only by, the will.
Sight is in the same case with mind, for it joins its objects with just
the same speed as does the mind its thoughts. There are many facts
about the rest of the senses, which act as receivers ot external impres-
sions unseen by the eye of reason. There are many facts about rest in
sleep, about our imagination at work in dreams, about memory and
recollection, about calculation, anger and desire—to be brief, about
all that runs the affairs of this little world called Man.
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Would you like me to enumerate the points at which animals differ
from us and from one another, differences in natural constitution,
production and diet, differences in habitat, behavior and social
structure, so to say? What makes some animals gregarious, others
solitary? Some eat grass, others are carnivorous. Some are fierce, oth-
ers gentle. Some are friendly and domesticated, others wild and free.
Samie comme gpuile ..'I:_._m.' to what ome might call regson and leaming-
.'irrll[ir:r, others are totilly deviid of these capacities. They vary in the
“number of their senses, in their powers of movement. Some are very
swift, others very gross. Some have a superiority in size and beauty
or in one of these qualities; others are minute or hideous or both at
once. Some have strength, others are weak. Some make a quick
response to attack, others are treacherous and not to be trusted.
Some you must watch out for, others you need not. Some like work
and can cope, others are lazy and do not look ahead. Why should all
this be? And there are questions prior to these. What makes some
animals crawl and others go upright? Why are some attached to a
habitat, others amphibious? Why do some take pride in their
appearance, others shun adornment? Why do some have mates, oth-
ers not? Why are some in control of their appetites, others not? What
makes some animals fertile, others have few offspring? Why are
some long-lived, others short-lived? To argue it through in detail
would tire us out.

24

Look at fish too. They glide through the water, flying, you might say,
under the liquid element. They absorb in water their own special
atmosphere, dangerous to us as ours is to them. In behavior and
temperament, in the way they couple and produce offspring, in their
range of size and beauty, in the way they congregate in particular
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habitats and roam in migration, here they have almost as many spe-
cial characteristics as land animals. With these they have many fea-
tures in common, as well as opposed characteristics of their own,
both in their appearance and in their names. Look, again, at the
types of birds, with the manifold varieties of design and color all of
them, including song-birds, possess. How are we to account for their
music, and where did they get it? Who puts a sounding-board in the
cicada’s chest with the chirping songs it makes in the branches?
‘Whenever the Sun sets them going they make mid-day music, stir-
ring the groves and giving the traveler an escort of sound. Who wove
the web of song for the swan, when it spreads out its wings to the

brecze, turning its hissing into mclody? I forcbear to speak of all the
unreal and artificially induced vocal noises. How comes it that the
pretentious Median peacock is so proud, so fond of admiration for
his conscious beauty, that he shows off to his hens or on sight of an
approaching male? He lifts up his neck, fans out his plumage and
gives his admirers a stage-show of beauty as he struts about. Then
again Holy Scripture shows admiration for feminine skill at weaving
cloth. “Who,” it says, “gave to women skill at weaving cloth and
knowledge of embroidery?”1% This faculty belongs to a living,
thinking being, one with more wisdom than any other and on the

way to being something heavenly.

25

But, I beg you, admire the instinctive intelligence of unthinking
beings and present your explanations. How is it that birds make
rocks, trees and roofs their bowers, equipped to be secure and hand-
some as the nurslings require? Where do bees and spiders get the
ingenious industry that makes bees devise honeycombs which hold
together with hexagonal, matching cavities, made elaborately firm
by a partition and by the subtlety of alternate straight lines and
angles, in hives too dark for them to see the structure of the comb?
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How are spiders able to weave complex webs with such light and
almost ethereal threads of manifold extension, threads you cannot
see the ends of, to make precious homes as well as hunting-grounds
for weaker prey? Could any Euclid copy these threads, investigating
them with non-existent lines and flagging in his proofs? Could a
Palamedes have produced the tactical movements and formations of
cranes, which move, so we are told, through the same drills without
breaking rank, in intricate flight-patterns? Did they have any kind of
Phidias, Zeuxis, or Polygnotus, any Parrhasius or Aglaophon with
science enough to draw or sculpt their extravagance of beauty? Did
they have their Daedalus with that superbly beautiful bridal-gift he
wrought, his “Chorus of Knossus,” or his Cretan labyrinth “so hard
to travel, so hard to unravel,” to use the poetic phrase, and cunningly
devised to run so frequently into itself? I forebear mentioning ants
with their stores and stewards, their treasures of good in match with
the season, and all the rest we know to be on record as to their routes,
their leaders, and the orderliness found in their works.

26

If you have understood the intelligence at work here and can explain
it, turn your attention to the different kinds of plants, to the artistry
displayed in their foliage, affording at once the maximum of pleas-
ure to the eyes and of advantage to their fruit. Consider too the rich
variety, the lavish abundance of fruits, the special beauty of the par-
ticularly important kinds. Examine the potentialities the juices of
their roots and the scents their flowers have, not just the pleasant but
the medically useful ones too, with their charming qualities of color.
Their value shines through clearer than gems, since nature has made
a sort of open banquet and served you with all you need to live and
enjoy life. The purpose of this is to make you recognize God at least
from the benefits you receive, and more conscious of your position
if you lack them. Leave here and range over mother earth’s length
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and breadth, her bosom of sea bound round by land, her noble
groves and rivers. Traverse her abundant, ever-flowing fountains of
cool drinking-water above ground, besides all those which flow
underground. Under caverns these flow, till forced out by the pres-
sure of the wind, their temperature raised in the vehemence of the
struggling-match, they burst out at slight opportunity. This way they
provide us all over the world with the hot baths we need, and,
through the force of the contrast they make, with a free, natural cor-
rective. Tell me the cause of all this, explain the nature of this spon-
taneous fabric, as commendable in its details as in their relationship.
What makes the world stand steadfast? On what does it ride, what

wto it anrmd
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no explanation of what upholds the world except the will of God.
And again, how comes it that part of the earth has been elevated to
make mountain peaks, part settled into plains, in this variety of
shapes? What causes it to have its gradual alternations, which make
for more unstinting usefulness and render it pleasanter by variety?
Part of the earth is apportioned for habitation, part—the whole area
consecrated as mountain heights—is unoccupied, and sundered
from one another they come to different boundaries. Is not this the
clearest mark of God’s mighty hand at work?

27

As for the sea, if I had felt no wonder at its size, I should have felt
it for its stillness, at the way it stands free within its proper limits,!%!
If its stillness had not moved my admiration, its size must have
done. Since both aspects move me, I shali praise the power invoived
in both. What binding force brought the sea together? What causes
it to swell yet stay in position, as if in awe of the land its neighbor?
How can it take in all rivers and stay the same (how can I put it?)
through sheer excess of quantity?!%2 Why does so great an element
have sand as its frontier?!°3 Can natural philosophers, with their
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futile cleverness, give any account of it, when they actually take the
sea’s vast measurements with pint-pots of their own ideas? Or shall
1 give you the short answer from Scripture, the one more credible,
more real, than their long arguments? “He made his command a
fence for the face of the waters.”1%4 This command is what binds the
elemental water. What makes it carry the sailorman in his little boat
with a little wind—do you not find it a marvelous sight, does not
your mind stand amazed at it*—to bind land and sea with business
and commerce and unify for man such very different things? What
springs do the first springs have? Look for them and see if you, a
man, can discover or track one down. Who parted plains and hills
with rivers and gave them free course? How do we get a miracle from
opposites—from a sea with no outlet and rivers that do not stand
stille195 What feeds the waters, what different kinds of food do they
get? Some are nourished with rain, others drink with their roots—
if 1 may use a rich metaphor wo describe the '.*iﬁltm..-.ﬁ al G 100
A R
{:.'..f:f;_l
v
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But now leave earth and earthly themes, soar up into the air on the
wings of your mind, letting the argument move forward on its path.
From here I shall bear you up and on to themes heavenly, heaven
itself and what lies above heaven. As for the further stage beyond,
words shrink from approaching it; yet approach it they will, so far as
they can. Who poured out the air so unstintingly? Its vast riches are
not counted out by rank or fortune; they have no frontiers to hold
them in; their distribution takes no account of age. No, like the divi-
sion of the manna, there is enough to go round and all shares are
equal.’®” Winged creatures ride on it, the winds have it for their
throne. It gives the seasons their timeliness and life to animals—or
rather preserves the life in their bodies. It contains our bodies.
Speech takes place with its aid. Light and what light makes known
are found in it and through it flows the current of sight. Yet see what

24
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comes next after air—I cannot yield to air entire dominion over all
it is reckoned as owning. What of the “storehouses of the winds,”%
of the “treasuries of the snow”?1%° Who “gave birth,” as Scripture has
it, “to the dewdrops”?!1® From whose “womb does the ice come
forth”?11! Who “binds up the water in the clouds”?'!2 The miracle of
it—that he sets something, whose nature it is to flow, on clouds, that
he fixes it there by his word! Yet he pours out some of it on the face
of the whole earth, sprinkling it to all alike in due season.!!* He does
not unleash the entire stock of water—the cleansing of Noah’s era
was enough, and God most true does not forget his own covenant.!!#
He does not hold back, making us need a second Elijah to end the

Awnis s L+ 115 €€ Tan 1
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arougit. ire says, “who will open

he closes hicaven,” Scripture says,
it?”116 If he opens the sluices,!'” who will shut them? Who could
endure extremes of drought and deluge, should God fail to control
the whole universe by his checks and balances?!'® You philosopher,
you thunder from the ground, you lack even the shine a few sparks
of truth might give you. What explanation will you give me of light-
ning and thunder? Will you allege that vapors from the ground make
the mass of clouds or that these clouds are made by condensation of
air? Will you ascribe the cause of thunder and lightning to the fric-
tion and explosion into one another of fine-spun masses of cloud,
friction being your cause of lightning, explosion your cause of thun-
der? But how could moving air be bottled up so as to explode and
produce lightning under the pressure of friction? If you have tra-
versed the air and reckoned up all it involves, come now with me,
utich heaven and things celestial. Faith rather than reason shall lead
\ s, if that is, you have learned the feebleness of reason to deal with
_J matters quite close at hand and have acquired enough knowledge of
% reason to recognize things which surpass reason. If so, it foliows that
/ you will not be a wholly earthbound thinker, ignorant of your very
ignorance.
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Who made heaven rotate and set the stars in order? Can you tell me
what heaven and the stars are? You are so high up in the air yet so
ignorant of what lies at your feet, so very busy with gaping at the
immeasurable realities above you yet so incapable of taking your own
measure. Granted you have a grasp of revolutions and orbits, con-
junctions and separations, settings and risings, the finer points of
degrees (as they are called) and all the other subjects you take such
inordinate pride in knowing: this is not a real grasp of the actual
things by any means. No, observation of a certain movement is con-
firmed by further exercise and unifies the observations made by
many others, It then thinks out a rule and gets the title “knowledge.”
This “knowledge” is just like the common awareness of lunar change,
in taking its start from visual experience. But if you are very knowl-
edgeable on these subjects and are on the look-out for proper respect,
explain the ¢ause of the order and movement. What makes the Sun a
beacon far The whale world to look at, a chorus-leader, as it were, who
puts the other stars in the shade by his superior brilliance, outdoing
them more than any of them can outdo the others? They vie with
him, but he outshines them all, not even allowing their rising with
him to be noticed. I have a proof-text here—“handsome as a bride-
groom, swift and mighty as a giant.”1!® I will not, you see, allow his
praises to be sung except by Scripture. So great is the Sun’s power that
its heat reaches from one end of the world to the other. Nothing can
avoid experiencing the Sun; every eye is filled with its light, each body
with its heat. The mild temperature and ordered movement of it give
warmth without burning. Present to all, it embraces all alike.

30

I wonder if you have noticed the important truth that, as a non-
Christian writer puts its, “the Sun has the same place in things of
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sense as God has in things ideal”!2° It gives light to the eyes, just as
he does to the mind. The Sun is the noblest thing we can see, God
the noblest we can know by thought. But what power set the Sun in
motion to start with? What force keeps it moving in orbit by a fixed
immovable law? Poets speak reasoned truth not metaphor, when
their hymmns call the Sun “unflagging,” “bringer of life,” “life-beget-
ting” and the rest——the Sun, unhalting in its course and its kind-
nesses. How, above earth, does it fashion day, below it, night—or
whatever the right words are to describe how the Sun looks to us?
What makes the even imbalance, to use a rather paradoxical phrase,
of night and day with their gain and loss? How does he create the
orderly arrival, and assign the disciplined departure, of the seasons?
Love rules that they embrace, seemly discipline that they part, like
dancers; they gradually mingle, stealthily closing in exactly as do
days and nights, to avoid giving pain by their novelty. But let the Sun
go its way now. Have you knowledge of the Moon’s nature, its
changes, the measures of its light, its course? Do you know why it
presides over night, whilst the Sun rules day: why the Moon gives
wild animals boldness, whilst the Sun gets man up for work,!2!
doing the most effective service whether high or low in the sky? Do
you know what binds the Plejades or what fences Orion in,'?? as God
does who “counts the number of the stars and calls them all by their
names”?!2? Do you understand the “different glory”124 of each and
the order of their motion, that I may have grounds to trust you when
you use the stars to scheme human schemes and arm the creature
against his creator?

31

What do you say? Shall we stop our preaching here at matter and
objects of sight? Or, since Scripture recognizes the tabernacle of
Moses as a symbol for the whole world'?® (the world, I mean, of
things “visible and invisible”)!26 shall we pass through the first
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veil,’?? transcending sense, to bend our gaze on holy things,'?® on
ideal and heaven transcending reality? But not even this can we see
as something free of body, even if it actually be so, since it has “fire”
and “wind” for its name or created being. “He makes his angels
winds,” it says, “and his ministers a flame of fire,”'?° Unless “makes”
here means “preserves with the state they were created in” and
“wind” and “fire” have the sense of being what is “ideal” and “puri-
fies”—since I am aware that these same epithets are applied to the
primal being of God as well. However, so far as we are concerned,
_ungels must be incorporeal or very near it. You see how we become
dizzy with the theme and can get no further than the stage of being
aware of angels'®® and archangels,!?! thrones, dominions, prince-
doms, powers,'*? of glowing lights, ascents, intellectual powers or
minds, beings of nature pure and unalloyed. Fixed, almost incapable
of changing for the worse, they encircle God, the First Cause, in their
dance. What words can one use to hymn them? He makes them
shine with purest brilliance or each with a different brilliance to
match his nature’s rank. So strongly do they bear the shape and
imprint of God’s beauty, that they become in their turn lights, able
to give light to others by transmitting the stream that flows from the
primal light of God. As ministers of the divine will, powerful with
inborn and acquired strength, they range over the universe. They are
quickly at hand to all in any place, so eager are they to serve, so agile
is their being. Fach has under him a different part of the Earth or the
universe, which God alone, who defined their ranks, knows. They
unify the whole, making all things obey the beck and call of him
alone who fashioned them. They hymn God’s majesty in everlasting
contemplation of everlasting glory: not to make God glorious—
God, whose fullness supplies all else with excellence, cannot be
added to—but to leave beings supreme after God with no service
undone. If our hymn has been worthy of its theme, it is the grace of
the Trinity, of the Godhead one in three; if desire remains incom-
pletely satisfied, that way too my argument can claim success. For it
has been engaged in a struggle to prove that even the nature of

ofa
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beings on the second level is too much for our minds, let alone God’s
primal and unique, not to say all-transcending, nature.
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The Third Theological Oration
ORATION 29

On the Son

Yes, these are the replies one can use to put a brake upon this hasty
argumentativeness, a hastiness which is dangerous in all matters, but
especially in discussions about God. To censure, of course, is a triv-
ial task—anyone so minded can do it quite easily. But to substitute
one’s own view takes a man of true religion and sound sense. So,
come now, let us put our confidence in the Holy Spirit they dishonor
but we worship. Let us bring our convictions about the Godhead—
convictions of some significance and standing—into broad day-
light, like an offspring of good stock ripe for birth. Not that we have
held our peace at other times—here is the one point we become
brash and arrogant on—but now we express the truth even more
outspokenly, in order that, as Scripture puts it, we may not suffer the
condemnation of God’s disfavor by balking the issue.!

Every speech has two parts to it. One part aims at establishing
one’s own position; the other refutes the opposing case. This is the
method we shall try, expounding our own, before refuting our
opponents’ arguments. Both parts will be as brief as possible, so that
there may be as good a conspectus of our views as provided by the
introductory treatise that they have invented, for the deception of
simpler or more gullible souls. Besides which we do not want our
thoughts to be dissipated through the length of discussion, like
water, without a channel to hold it in, running to waste over flat
ground.

69
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The opinions about deity that hold pride of place are three in num-
ber: atheism, polytheism, and monotheism. With the first two the
children of Greece amused themselves. Let the game go on! Atheism
with its lack of a governing principle involves disorder. Polytheism,
with a plurality of such principles, involves faction and hence the
absence of a governing principle, and this involves disorder again.
Both lead to an identical result—Ilack of order, which, in turn, leads
to disintegration, disorder being the prelude to disintegration.
Monotheism, with its single governing principle, is what we value—
not monotheism defined as the sovereignty of a single person {after
all, self-discordant unity can become a plurality) but the single rule
produced by equality of nature, harmony of will, identity of action,
and the convergence towards their source of what springs from
unity—none of which is possible in the case of created nature. The
result is that though there is numerical distinction, there is no divi-
sion in the substance. For this reason, a one eternally? changes to a
two and stops at three—meaning the Father, the Son, and the Holy
Spirit. In a serene, non-temporal, incorporeal way, the Father is par-
ent of the “offspring” and originator of the “emanation”—or what-
ever name one can apply when one has entirely extrapolated from
things visible. We shall not venture, as a non-Christian philosopher
rashly did, to talk of an “overflowing of goodness,” “as though a bowl
had overflowed”—these were the plain terms he used in his disqui-
sition on primary and secondary causes.?> We ought never to intro-
duce the notion of involuntary generation (in the sense of some sort
of unrestrained natural secretion), which is completely out of keep-
ing with ideas about the Godhead. This is why we limit ourselves to
Christian terms and speak of “the Ingenerate,” “the Begotten,” and
(as God the Word himself does in one passage) “what Proceeds from
the Father4
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3

So when did these last two originate?

They transcend “whenness,” but if T must give a naive answer—
when the Father did.

When was that?

There has not been a “when” when the Father has not been in
existence. This, then, is true of the Son and of the Holy Spirit. Put
another question and I will answer it.

Since when has the Son been begotten?

Since as long as the Father has not been begotten.

Since when has the Spirit been proceeding?

Since as long as the Son has not been proceeding but being
begotten in a non-temporal way that transcends explanation. We
cannot, though, explain the meaning of “supra-temporal” and
deliberately keep clear of any suggestion of time. Expressions like
“when,” “before x,” “after y;” and “from the beginning” are not free
from temporal implications however much we try to wrest them.
No, we cannot explain it, except possibly by taking the world-era as
the period coinciding with eternal things, being a period which is
not, as “time” is, fragmented and measured by the Sun’s motion.

How is it, then that these are not co-unoriginate, if they are co-
eternal with him?

Because they are from him, though not after him. “Being un-
originate” necessarily implies “being eternal,” but “being eternal”
does not entail “being unoriginate,” so long as the Father is referred
to as origin. So because they have a cause they are not unoriginate.
But clearly a cause is not necessarily prior to its effects—the Sun is
not prior to its light. Because time is not involved, they are to that
extent unoriginate—even if you do scare simple souls with the
bogey-word; for the sources of time are not subject to time.
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4

How, then can the process of begetting not involve subjection to change?

Because a body is not involved. If corporeal begetting implies
subjection to change, an incorporeal one must be free of it. Let me
put a question to you in return: how can he be God, if he is a crea-
ture? What is created is not God. Not to mention the fact that if
“creating” is given a corporeal interpretation, emotion and change
are to be found here as well—for instance, time, desire, imagination,
thought, hope, distress, risk, failure, and success. All these factors,
and more besides, as everybody knows, are involved in creating. I
wonder why you do not go ihie full lengih of envisaging maiing, peri-
ods of gestation and risks of miscarriage as necessarily involved if he
were to beget at all, or why you do not list the ways in which birds,
beasts, and fish produce offspring and set the divine and unutterable
generation down as one of these, or else use your new-fangled
scheme to get rid of the Son. You are incapable of understanding that
one who has a distinctive fleshly birth—what other case of a Virgin
Mother of God do you know?—has a different spiritual birth, or
rather, one whose being is not the same as ours has a different way
of begetting as well.

5

Can anyone be a “father,” without beginning to be one?

Yes, one who did not begin his existence. What begins to exist
begins to be a father. He did not later begin to be Father—he did not
begin at all. He is “Father” in the true sense, because he is not a son
as well. Just as the Son is “Son” in the true sense, because he is not a
father as well. In our case, the word “father” cannot be truly appro-
priate, because we must be fathers and sons—the terms carry equal
weight. We also stem from a pair, not a single being, making us be
divided and become human beings gradually, and maybe not even
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human beings of the kind we are intended to be. The ties are dis-
solved by one side or the other, so that only the relationships remain,
bereft of the realities.

But, it may be said, “he begat” and “he has been begotten” can and
must bring in the idea of a beginning of this process of generation.

Why not say then instead, “he has existed as begotten from the
beginning,” and so avoid your labored objections with their pen-
chant for time? Will you accuse us of falsifying a Scriptural truth? Is
it not clear to everybody that there are plenty of examples of tenses
being employed in an opposite sense, especially in Biblical usage?
This is true not only of the past or present tense, but of the future as
well. For example: “Why did the heathen rage?”>—the raging had
not yet occurred; and, “They will cross the river on foot”6—which
means, “they have gone through it”” It would be a long task to list all
the expressions of this kind on which scholars have bestowed their
attention.

6

So much for that objection! This next one of theirs is like it in being
outrageously provocative.

Has the Father, they ask, begotten the Son voluntarily, or involun-
tarily?

They then bind us round with what they think are strong cords,
but really are feeble ones.

If, they say, it was involuntary, he was in someone’s power. Who
exercised the power? How could God be under someone’s power? But if
it was voluntary, the Son is son to a will; so how can he stem from the
Father?

They make the will into a new kind of mother in place of the
Father.

First, it is certainly one point in their favor if they say this. It
means that they are deserting passivity to take refuge in the will.
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Volition is not, after all, a passive experience. Secondly, let us take a
look at what they put as their strong point. They had best now be
grappled with at closer quarters. You who coolly assert what you will,
did you come into existence as a result of your father’s willing it,
or without his will? If without his will, he must have been in some-
one’s power. What an act of violence! And who exercised that power
over him? You cannot answer, “Nature”—nature is also capable of
self-control. If it was voluntary, a few syllables have lost you your
father—you are evidently a son of his will, not of your father. Let me
pass on to the subject of God and creatures, and address this ques-
tion of yours to your own intelligence. Did he create the universe
voluntarily or under compulsion? If it was under compulsion, then
domination and a dominator are involved. If voluntarily, then crea-
tures have been deprived of their God, and you most of all who
invent sophisms of this kind. God is walled off from his creation by
his will. No, if we are sober, we make a distinction, I think, between
“willing” and “a will,” between “begetting” (as a participle) and
“begetting” (as a noun) between “speaking” and “speech.” The par-
ticiples refer to a subject of motion, the nouns designate the motion
itself. What is willed does not belong to a will—it is not a necessary
concomitant of it. Nor does what is begotten belong to a begetting,
nor what is heard to an act of speech. They belong instead to the sub-
ject who willed, who begat, who speaks. What belongs to God tran-
scends all these cases even. For him begetting may well just be the
will to beget—but without anything intervening. If we accept this
last proposition without reservation, there will be no superiority of
begetting to willing either.

7

Do you want me to take the game on to the Father? You make me
do rash things like that! The Father is God either voluntarily or
involuntarily. Now (if you do not want to be trapped by your own
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expertise) when, if it was voluntary, did he begin to will it? Not, of
course, before he actually was God—there being nothing prior to
that. Or is he partly the subject, partly the object of an act of will? In
that case, he must be divided. You have a problem: how can he avoid
belonging to a will? But if it was involuntary, what forced him into
being God? How can he be God, if he is forced, forced into nothing
less than being God?

How, then, has the Son been begotten?

How has he been created, if, as you say, created he has been?
Indeed this is part of the same puzzle.

Perhaps you will answer: by his will and his Word.

But your explanation is so far incomplete, for how will and Word
can have the power to effect anything remains unexplained—in the
case of human beings, after all, they do not.

8

How, then has he been begotten? This begetting would be a trivial-
ity if it could be understood by you, who have no knowledge of your
own genesis and are ashamed to explain in full the limited under-
standing you have. Do you really think you know it all? It will cost
you much effort before you discover the principles involved from
conception through formation to delivery, and the linking of soul to
body, of intellect to soul and of reason to intellect, and can explain
the rest of your makeup-—movement, growth, assimilation of food,
perception, memory, and recollection and what belongs jointly to
soul and body, what separately to one and what involves their inter-
play. Faculties, after all, whose maturity belongs to a later stage, have
principles that accompany the procreative process. Explain these,
and even then you are not able to treat of God’s begetting. That
would be risky. For if you know your own, it by no means follows
that you know God’s; and unless you know your own, how could you
know God’s? The heavenly begetting is more incomprehensible than
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your own, to the same extent that God is harder to trace out than
Man. If you make its incomprehensibility a ground for denying
the fact, it is high time you ruled out as non-existent a good num-
ber of things you do not understand, the chief of which is God him-
self. However audacious, however enthusiastic you are for futile
researches, you cannot explain what he is at all. Drop your ideas of
flux, division and cleavage, drop the habit of treating the incorpo-
real nature as if it were a body and you might well get a worthy
notion of God’s begetting. How has he been begotten?—I re-utter
the question with loathing. God’s begetting ought to have the trib-
ute of our reverent silence. The important point is for you to learn
that he has been begotten. As to the way it happens, we shall not con-
cede that even angels, much less you, know that. Shall I tell you the
way? It is a way known only to the begetting Father and the begot-
ten Son. Anything beyond this fact is hidden by a cloud and escapes
your dull vision.

9

Well then, he either existed or did not exist when the Father begat him!

What drivel! That dilemma might have relevance to you and me.
Like Levi in Abraham’s loins” we did have some sort of being, and
yet we have come into being as well, so that, in a certain fashion, our
condition is a product of being and non-being. This is the opposite
of primeval matter, which obviously came into existence from non-
being, despite the fact that some people imagine it to be uncreated.
In the present case, being begotten coincides with existence, and is
“trom the beginning”;* so where are you going to put this cleft stick
of a question? What point is there prior to “from the beginning” to
fix the existence or non-existence of the Son? Either way the notion
of “from the beginning” will be destroyed. Unless, when we put the
question whether the Father comes from being or non-being, you
risk the answers either that he has a double being, partly existing,
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partly pre-existing, or that he is in the same case with the Son, being
a product of non-being. This is what your puerile conundrums lead
to. Sandcastles, they cannot stand a puff of wind.

No, I allow neither supposition. I say that the question presents
an absurdity, not the answer a difficulty. If you follow your logical
presuppositions and hold that in every case one of the alternatives
must be true, then I shall put you a little question. Is Time in Time,
or not? If it is, what is the Time it is in? What is the difference
between them? How does one contain the other? If Time is not in
Time, how acute your wits are to get us non-temporal Time! What
about the proposition: “I am now making a false statement™? You
must concede one of the alternatives, it is either true or false—we
cannot allow both. But that is impossible. If the statement is false, it
will be true and if it is true, it will be false, by logical necessity. Is there
anything remarkable then in the fact that contraries can both be true
in the case under discussion, just as they are both false in the other
case, and thus your sophistry will be shown up for the silliness it is?
Here is another teaser for you to solve: were you present to yourself
when you were being begotten and are you present to yourself now,
or are both propositions false? If you were and are present, who is
present to whom? How did the pair of you come to be a single
whole? If both alternatives are false, how is it that you came to be
parted from yourself and what caused the disjunction? No, it is stu-
pid to stir up a dust about whether a thing is present to itself or not.
The expression “is present” is used to imply a relationship with other
things not with itself. You must appreciate that it is even stupider to
be correcting people on the subject of whether or not what has been
begotten from “from the beginning”® existed prior to its begetting.
That question only arises in connection with temporally determined
beings.
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But, it may be said, the ingenerate and the generate are not the same.
If that is the case, the Father and the Son cannot be the same thing.

It goes without saying that this argument excludes either the
Father or the Son from the Godhead—if ingeneracy is the substance
of God, generacy is not his substance and vice versa. There is no gain-
saying this, is there? Make your choice of the alternative blas-
phemies, you empty-headed theologian, since you are fully intent on
blaspheming,. Still, what are your grounds for denying that ingener-
ate and generate are the same? If you had said uncreated and created,
I shouid agree—what has no origin and what is created cannot be
the same in nature. But if you are talking about begetter and begot-
ten, this is a false statement—these must be the same; it is in the
nature of an offspring to have a nature identical with its parent’s.
Here is another objection: what do you mean by “the ingenerate”
and “the generate? If you mean ingenerateness and generateness—
no, these are not the same thing; but if you mean the things which
have these properties in them why should they not be the same? Lack
of intelligence and intelligence are not identical, but they belong
with and around the same thing, a man. They do not separate sub-
stances, they are separated in connection with the same substance.
Do immortality, innocence, and immutability each constitute God’s
being? No, if that were so, there would be a plurality of “beings” of
God, not a single being. Or is Deity a composite resulting from
these?—if these are “beings” or substances, there would have to be
composition,

11

They do not hold that view, because these are properties of other
beings besides God. The substance of God is what belongs to him
particularly and uniquely. The people who allege that “matter” and
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“form” are ingenerate would not agree that ingeneracy is uniquely a
property of God—we will cast the Manichaean darkness into the
further background. But suppose it does belong uniquely to God,
what was Adam? Was he not alone in being a creation formed by
God?

Yes, you will say.

Was he alone in being human as well?

Of course not.

Why?

Because manhood is not formation; what has parentage is also
human,

In the same way, it is not the case that the ingenerate and only
the ingenerate is God (though only the Father is ingenerate) but you
must allow that the Begotten too is God. The Begotten stems from
God, however fond you are of unbegottenness. Next, how are you to
talk of the being of God, when what is said about that being is not a
positive assertion but a negation? “Unbegotten” means that he has
no parent. It does not state his nature, but simply the fact that he was
not begotten.

So what is the being of God?

You must be mad to ask the question, making such a fuss about
begottenness! We count it a high thing that we may perhaps learn
what it is in the time to come, when we are free of this dense gloom.
That is the promise of one who cannot lie.!° Yes, this is what men,
who purify themselves for it, must think of and hope for. As for us,
we will confidently affirm that if it is a high thing for the Father to
have no starting point, it is no less a thing for the Son to stem from
such a Father. He must share in the glory of the uncaused, because
he stems from the uncaused. That he has been begotten is a further
fact about him, as significant as it is august, for men whose minds
are not totally earthbound and materialistic.
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But, they say, if the Son is the same in substance as the Father, and the
Father is unbegotten, then the Son must be unbegotten too.

True—if ingeneracy were God’s substance. Which would give us
an outlandish mix-up—an unbegotten-begotten. But supposing the
difference lies outside the substance of God, what validity has your
argument got? Must you be your father’s father, if you are to avoid
missing anything he has, when you are the same in substance as he?
Surely it is clear that when we are looking, if look we can, for what
God’s substance consists in, a personal characteristic must be left out
of account. This is the way to find out that God and ingeneracy are
not identical. If they were identical, the Ingenerate would have to be
somebody’s Ingenerate, since God is somebody’s God, seeing that
logical equivalents can be used interchangeably. But what is it the
Ingenerate of ¢ God is somebody’s—he is God of all. So how can
“God” and “ingenerate” be identical? And again since ingeneracy
and begottenness are mutually opposed, as privation and condition,
it follows that mutually opposed beings or substances have been
brought in—which is impossible. Or again, since conditions are
prior to privations, and privations take away conditions, not only
must the Son’s substance be prior to the Father’s but it must also be
in process of destruction by the Father on your presuppositions.

13

What is left of their invincible arguments? Perhaps they will take a
last refuge in this argument:
Unless God has ceased to beget, the begetting must be unfinished
and at some time stop; but if it has stopped, it must have started.
Here again we have crude, bodily ideas, from crude, bodily peo-
ple. For my own part I am not committing myself to saying whether
or not the process of being begotten is eternal, until I have made a
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close examination of the text: “Before all the hills, he begets me!!
But I see no necessity in their argument.

If, as they say, what is going to stop must have started, what is not
going to stop cannot have started.

What, on that showing, will the soul or angels be? If they have
a beginning, they must cease, but if they are not going to end,
obviously, according to these people, they have no beginning either.
But in fact they did begin and they will not end. Their argument
then, that something that is going to end requires a beginning, is
untrue. Our position, of course, is that horses, man, oxen, and each
item that comes under the same species have a single concept. What-
ever shares in the concept is rightly called by that name, and what-
ever does not share in it is either not called, or not properly called by
the name. Thus too there is a single substance, nature, and appella-
tion of God, even though the names are distinguished along with
distinct ideas about him. Whatever is called “God” in the full and
proper sense is God and whatever he is in his nature is a true name
for him—granted that real truth is contained in realities, not in
names. These people, though, act as if they were afraid of leaving any
opposition to the truth untried. They acknowledge the Son as
“God,” when forced by reason and proof-texts to do so, but only in
an equivocal sense. He shares the appellation and the appellation
alone!

14

When we make them the rejoinder, “Well, do you really mean that
the Son is not ‘God’ in the full and proper sense of the word, in the
same way that a picture of an animal is not an animal? In that case,
how can he be God, supposing he is not ‘God’ in the proper sense?”
they answer,

Why should not the names be the same and used in the proper sense
in either case?
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They will instance the Greek word for “dog,” used homony-
mously and in the proper sense (that being typical of homonyms)
to mean both a dog and a shark and any other case where something
bears the same title it shares equally with something else of a differ-
ent nature.

In these instances, dear fellow, you are putting two natures under
the same denomination, not making one superior to, or prior to, the
other, or one more true to its name than the other. There is nothing
attached to the names to force that conclusion—the animal and the
fish are equally entitled to the same Greek name, “dog”—and why
not? Yes, different things on the same level do share the same appel-
iation. Yet when it comes to God, you atiach an awe-inspiring solein-
nity to him, a transcendence of every substance and nature. What
constitutes the unique nature of God’s deity, so to say, you ascribe to
the Father but then rob the Son of it and make him subordinate. You
give the Son a second level in quality and worship. Even if you endow
him with the syllables which make up the word “similar,” you in fact
truncate his Godhead, and make a mischievous transition from an
homonymity maintaining equality to one connecting unequals. The
result is that a pictured and a living man are more apt illustrations
for you of the Godhead of Father and Son than the “dogs” (dog and
shark) you used. Alternatively, you must concede that the fact that
they have a common name puts their natures on the same level, even
if you are making out that they are different; in that case, you have
ruined your “dog” example, which you hit on to illustrate a dispar-
ity of natures. What does it matter that the animals you distinguish
have the same name, “dog,” if they are on the same level? The point,
after all, of having recourse to “dogs” and ambiguous names was to
prove disparity, not parity. How could anyone stand more clearly
convicted of self-confuting blasphemy?
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15

If we say that the Father is qua cause superior to the Son, they add
the minor premise,

but he is cause by nature and hence conclude that he is greater by
nature.

I do not know whom the fallacy misleads—themselves or their
opponents. For it is not the case that all the predicates affirmed of
someone can be affirmed without further qualification of his basic
being. No, plainly they are affirmed of some particular thing, in
some particular respects. Is there anything to stop me also taking as
my premise, “the Father is greater by nature” and adding “but ‘being
greater by nature’ is not necessarily ‘being Father, ” and then con-
cluding that “‘greater’ is ‘not necessarily greater’ or that ‘Father’ is
‘not necessarily Father’”? Or take another example: “‘God is sub-
stance, but ‘substance is not necessarily God. ” Draw the conclusion
for yourself—“God is not necessarily God.” No, the fallacy here
arises from arguing, as the logicians call it, “from the particular to
the general” We concede, of course, that it belongs to the nature of
the cause to be superior, but they infer that the superiority belongs
to the nature—which is like our saying “man X is dead” and their
drawing the inference that “Man,” without qualification, is dead.

16

How could we by-pass this next point of theirs, which is quite as
dumbfounding as the rest of what they say?

“Father,” they say, is a designation either of the substance or the
activity; is it not?

They intend to impale us on a dilemma, for if we say that it
names the substance we shall then be agreeing that the Son is of a
different substance, there being a single substance and that one,
according to them, preempted by the Father. But if we say that the
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term designates the activity, we shall clearly be admitting that the
Son is a creation not an offspring. If there is an active producer, there
must be a production and they will declare themselves surprised at
the idea of an identity between creator and created. I should have felt
some awe myself at your dilemma, had it been necessary to accept
one of the alternatives and impossible to avoid them by stating a
third, and truer possibility. My expert friends, it is this: “Father”
designates neither the substance nor the activity, but the relation-
ship, the manner of being, which holds good between the Father and
the Son. Just as with us these names indicate kindred and affinity, so
here too they designate the sameness of stock, of parent and off-
spring. But to piease you, let it be granied thai “ihe Fathei” is a sub-
stance. That idea will bring in the Son along with it, not alienate him,
if we follow common sense and the meaning of the appellations.
Suppose, if you like, it also stands for his activity; you will not catch
us out that way either. He will actively have produced that very con-
substantiality, even if the assumption of active production’s being
involved here is decidedly odd.

You see how we get clear of your twists and turns, even though
you mean to fight foul. Now that we know just how invincible you
are in logical twists, let us see what strength you can muster from
Holy Scriptures. Perhaps you may undertake to win us over with them.

17

We, after all, understand and preach the Son’s Godhead on the basis
of their grand and sublime language. What do we mean here: expres-
sions like “God,” “Word,” “he who is in the beginning,” who was
“with the beginning,” who was “the beginning,” “In the beginning
was the Word and the Word was with God and the Word was God”?
and “with you is the beginning”!® and “who calls it the beginning
from the generations of 0ld”?!* Then he is the Only-begotten Son:

“The Only-begotten Son, who is in the bosom of the Father, he has
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declared him.”!> He is “way,” “truth,”“life,” and “light”: “I am the way,
the truth, and the life”!6 and “I am the light of the world.”!” He is
“wisdom” and “power”: “Christ the power of God and the wisdom
of God.”!® He is the “effulgence,” “stamp,” “image,” and “seal”: “Who
being the effulgence of his glory and the stamp of his person”!® and
“image of goodness”?® and “for him did God the Father seal.”?! He
is “Lord,” “King,” “he who is,” and “almighty”: “The Lord rained
down fire from the Lord™?2 and “A scepter of righteousness is the
scepter of your kingdom”™?? and “who is and was and is to come, even
the almighty”’?* Plainly these, and all the expressions synonymous
with these, refer to the Son. None of them is a later acquisition, none
became attached at a later stage to the Son or to the Spirit any more
than to the Father, for perfection does not result from additions. It
was never the case that he was without his Word, that he was not
Father, that he was not true, or that he was without wisdom and
power, or that he lacked life, splendor, or goodness.

18

Count up the phrases that in your ignorance you set over against
these—“My God and your God,”? “greater,”?6 “he created,”?” “he
made,”?® and “he sanctified.”?® Reckon in, if you like, “slave,”>® and
“obedient,”®! “he gave,”3 “he learned,”**® “he was commanded,’34
“he was sent,”** “he could do nothing,”* “speak nothing,”*” “judge
nothing,”*® “give nothing,”*® “will nothing of himself”*° You may
add these: his “ignorance,”*! his “subjection,”*? his “praying,”*? his
“asking,”#* his “progress,’*> and “growing up.’46

Put in, if you like all the even lowlier expressions used about
him—the fact that he “slept,”*” “was hungry,”*® “got tired,”*°
“wept,”>° “was in agony,”>! was subjected.’> Maybe you reproach
him for his cross and death—I expect you will let his Resurrection
and Ascension go free, seeing that here there is something on our
side. You can pick up many more scraps besides these, if you mean
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to go on fabricating this intruder of yours, this namesake of God. For
us he is true God, and on the same level as the Father. Yes, one could
easily go through each of these expressions in detail and give you the
truly religious interpretation. It is not a hard task to clear away the
stumbling block that the literal text of Scripture contains—that is, if
your stumbling is real and not just willful malice. In sum: you must
predicate the more sublime expressions of the Godhead, of the
nature which transcends bodily experiences, and the lowlier ones of
the compound, of him who because of you was emptied, became
incarnate and (to use equally valid language) was “made man.”>?
Then next he was exalted, in order that you might have done with
the earthbound carnality of your opinions and might learn to be
nobler, to ascend with the Godhead and not linger on in things vis-
ible but rise up to spiritual realities, and that you might know what
belongs to his nature and what to God’s plan of salvation.

19

He whom presently you scorn was once transcendent, over even you.
He who is presently human was incomposite. He remained what he
was; what he was not, he assumed. No “because” is required for his
existence in the beginning,>* for what could account for the exis-
tence of God? But later he came into being because of something,
namely your salvation, yours, who insult him and despise his God-
head for that very reason, because he took on your thick corporeal-
ity. Through the medium of the mind he had dealings with the flesh,
being made that God on earth, which is Man:* Man and God
blended. They became a single whole, the stronger side predomi-
nating, in order that I might be made God to the same extent that he
was made man. He was begotten®—yet he was already begotten>—
of a woman.?® And yet she was a virgin.>® That it was from a woman
makes it human, that she was a virgin makes it divine. On earth
he has no father,®® but in heaven no mother.®! All this is part of his
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Godhead. He was carried in the womb,®? but acknowledged by a
prophet as yet unborn himself, who leaped for joy at the presence of
the Word for whose sake he had been created.®> He was wrapped in
swaddling bands,%* but at the Resurrection he unloosed the swad-
dling bands of the grave.5®> He was laid in a manger,%° but was
extolled by angels, disclosed by a star and adored by Magi.®” Why do
you take offense at what you see, instead of attending to its spiritual
significance? He was exiled into Egypt,%® but he banished the Egypt-
ian idols.®® He had “no form or beauty”7? for the Jews, but for David
he was “fairer than the children of men””! and on the mount he
shines forth, becoming more luminous than the Sun,’? to reveal the
future mystery.

20

As man he was baptized,”® but he absolved sins as God;’* he needed
no purifying rites himself—his purpose was to hallow water. As man
he was put to the test, but as God he came through victorious”>—
yes, bids us be of good cheer, because he has conquered the world.”¢
He hungered”’—yet he fed thousands.”® He is indeed “living, heav-
enly bread.””® He thirsted®—yet he exclaimed: “Whosoever thirsts,
let him come to me and drink.”8! Indeed he promised that believers
would become fountains.?? He was tired®>—yet he is the “rest” of the
weary and the burdened.®* He was overcome by heavy sleep®>—yet
he goes lightly over the sea, rebukes winds, and relieves the drown-
ing Peter.3¢ He pays tax—yvet he uses a fish to do it;#7 indeed he is
emperor over those who demand the tax. He is called a “Samaritan,
demonically possessed”®—but he rescues the man who came down
from Jerusalem and fell among thieves.?® Yes, he is recognized by
demons,”® drives out demons,”’ drowns deep a legion of spirits,®2
and sees the prince of demons falling like lightning.® He is stoned,
yet not hit;** he prays, yet he hears prayer.®> He weeps,* yet he puts
an end to weeping.®” He asks where Lazarus is laid®®*—he was man;
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yet he raises Lazarus®>—he was God. He is sold, and cheap was the
price—thirty pieces of silver;'% yet he buys back the world at the
mighty cost of his own blood.’®! A sheep, he is led to the slaugh-
ter!°2—yet he shepherds Israel'®® and now the whole world as
well.104 A lamb, he is dumb!%—yet he is “Word,”1% proclaimed by
“the voice of one crying in the wilderness.”!%7 He is weakened,
wounded!%®—yet he cures every disease and every weakness.!%” He
is brought up to the tree!'? and nailed to it'!!—yet by the tree of life
he restores us.!!2 Yes, he saves even a thief crucified with him;!!? he
wraps all the visible world in darkness.!!* He is given vinegar to
drink,'15 gall to eat''>—and who is he? Why, one who turned water
into wine,*'” who took away the taste of biiierness,*!® who is all
sweetness and desire.!'® He surrenders his life, yet he has power to
take it again.!?0 Yes, the veil is rent, for things of heaven are being
revealed, rocks split, and dead men have an earlier awakening.'?! He
dies,'22 but he vivifies'?® and by death destroys death.!?* He is
buried,'?5 yet he rises again.!?6 He goes down to Hades, yet he leads
souls up,'?” ascends to heaven,'?® and will come to judge quick and
dead,!?® and to probe discussions like these. If the first set of expres-
sions starts you going astray, the second set takes your error away.

21

This is the answer we make perforce to these posers of puzzles.
Perforce—because Christian people find long-winded controversy
disagreeable and one Adversary!*® enough for them. Yet our attack-
ers made it essential, since remedies too must be made for diseases,
if they are to learn that their wisdom is not complete and that they
are not invincible in their vain attempts to nullify the Gospel. For
when we abandon faith to take the power of reason as our shield,
when we use philosophical enquiry to destroy the credibility of the
Spirit, then reason gives way in the face of the vastness of the reali-
ties. Give way it must, set going, as it is, by the frail organ of human
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understanding. What happens then? The frailty of our reasoning
looks like a frailty in our creed. Thus it is that, as Paul too judges,
smartness of argument is revealed as a nullifying of the Cross.13!
Faith, in fact, is what gives fullness to our reasoning.

But may he who “expounds hard questions and solves difficul-
ties,”132 who puts it into our minds to untie the twisted knots of their
strained dogmas, may he, above all, change these men and make
them believers instead of logicians, Christians instead of what they
are currently called. Indeed this is our entreaty. “We beseech you, for
Christ’s sake; be reconciled to God and quench not the Spirit”133—
or rather let Christ be reconciled with you and may the Spirit at long
last illuminate you. Bent on quarrel though you may be, yet we have
the Trinity in our safekeeping and by the Trinity can be saved, abid-
ing pure and blameless'** until the more complete revelation of
what we long for in Christ himself, our Lord, to whom be glory for-
ever and ever.!*> Amen.
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The Fourth Theological Oration
ORATION 30

On the Son

Last time, by the power of the Spirit, we made havoc enough for
you of the subtly calculated dodges, the objections and counter-
arguments from the side of sacred Scripture, which these textual
vandals use to rob the written words of their sense, get the people on
their side, and throw the way of truth into disorder. We have now
established a general, and I believe, clear solution, satisfactory to
people of sound sense—the solution, I mean, of allocating the more
elevated, the more distinctly divine expressions of Scripture to the
Godhead, the humbler and more human to the New Adam,! God
passible for our sake over against sin. The pressure of the argument
did not allow us to treat of the passages individually. You want brief
explanations here to avoid being swept away by their plausible argu-
ments, and we shall group these explanations in numbered sections
to aid the memory.

2

This is one passage they have very ready at hand:
“The Lord created me as the beginning of his ways for his works.”
How are we to treat it? Are we not to denounce Solomon? Shall
we not cancel his earlier words because of his later lapse?® Must we

93
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not take the statement as that of Wisdom herself in the poetical sense
of the skill, the systematic principle on which the universe is com-
posed.* Scripture consciously personifies many inanimate objects;
for example “The Sea said such and such,”® “The Deep said, ‘Tt is not
in me, 76 and “The Heavens declare the glory of God.”” A sword, to
continue the examples, is given an order;® mountains and hills are
asked why they skip.” We adopt neither of these approaches, though
they have been taken as forceful by some of our predecessors. No, let
the statement stand as that of the Savior himself, the true Wisdom.!?
Let us look at it together for a moment. What reality has no cause?
Godhead—no one can talk of the “cause of God,” otherwise it would
be prior to God. But what is cause of the manhood. which God sub-
mitted to for us? Our salvation, of course, what else could it be? The
passage is now free of complication, seeing that we find there clearly
both expressions “created” and “begets me.”!! Whatever we come
across with a causal implication we will attribute to the humanity;
what is absolute and free of cause we will reckon to the Godhead.
“Created” has a causal implication, has it not? The text in fact runs:
“He created me as the beginning of his ways for his works”!? “The
works of his hands are truth and judgment,”!® and for the sake of
these works he was anointed with deity—deity being the humanity’s
anointing. But the expression, “begets me,” has no causal implica-
tion—indicate, if you can, some qualifying term for it. What objec-
tion will there be, then, to Wisdom’s being called “creature” in
respect to earthly generation, but “offspring” with regard to the
primal and less comprehensible one?

3

His being called a “slave” rendering good service to “many”'* his
being given the grand title “Child of God”!5 coheres with this. He
was actually subject as a slave to flesh, to birth, and to our human
experiences; for our liberation, held captive as we are by sin, he was
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subject to all that he saved. What does the lowliness of Man possess
higher than involvement with God, than being made God as a result
of this intermingling, than being so “visited by the dayspring from
on high” that “the holy thing which is born” has been called “Son of
the most high”!6 and that there has been “bestowed on it the name
which is above every name”?!” What could that be but “God”? What
of the “bowing of every knee” to one who “was made empty on our
account,” who blended the “divine image” with a “slave’s form”?18
What of the “acknowledgement by all the house of Israel that God
made him both Lord and Christ”?! Yes, these things were brought
about by the action of the offspring and the favor of his parent.

4

What is the second of their grand, irresistible arguments?2°

“He must reign until”?' so and so, must be “received by heaven
until the times of restoration,”?? must “possess the throne on the right
hand until the overpowering of his enemies.”??

What is to happen afterwards? Will he stop ruling as king or be
thrust out of heaven? Who is to make him stop or what grounds
would he have for doing so? What a bold expositor you are, how very
independent of royal government! And yet you hear that “there is no
end of his royal rule.”?* No, you are in this sorry case thanks to your
failure to recognize that “until” is by no means the logical contrary
of what lies in the future; it states the point up to which something
happens, but does not deny what goes beyond that point. To cite but
one example: how are you to take the statement, “I shall be with you
till the end of the world”??> As meaning that he will not be with us
afterwards? Why should he say that? Besides, you also fail to distin-
guish meanings. The word “rule” is used in one sense of him as being
King Almighty, with or without our consent; but it has another sense
of actively producing our submission, of setting us under his royal
rulein free acceptance of our being ruled. Of his royal rule in the first
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sense there will be no end. Will it have an end in the second sense?
Yes, when he takes us in safety under his control. Why need he go on
producing submission in those who have yielded it? After that sub-
mission he rises up in judgment of the earth,?¢ dividing saved and
lost.?” After that submission “God stands in the midst of the gods™??
{meaning “the saved”) appointing to each the particular honor, the
special mansion,?? of which he is worthy.

5

You must connect with this your subordination of the Son to the
Father.30

Why?you will say. Is he not subordinate now? If he is God, does he
need at all to be made subordinate to God? You are talking as if he were
a bandit or an opponent of God!

No—look at this fact: the one who releases me from the curse
was called “curse”®! because of me; “the one who takes away the
world’s sin” was called “sin”3? and is made a new Adam to replace the
o0ld.?* In just this way too, as head of the whole body,34 he appropri-
ates my want of submission. So long as I am an insubordinate rebel
with passions which deny God, my lack of submission will be
referred to Christ. But when all things are put in submission under
him,?> when transformed they obediently acknowledge him, then
will Christ bring me forward, me who have been saved, and make his
subjection complete. In my view Christ’s submission is the fulfill-
ment of the Father’s will. As we said before, the Son actively produces
submission to the Father, while the Father wills and approves sub-
mission tc the Son. Thus it is that he cffects our submission, makes
it his own and presents it to God.*® “My God, my God, look upon
me, why have you forsaken me?”?” seems to me to have the same
kind of meaning. Heis not forsaken either by the Father or, as some
think, by his own Godhead, which shrank in fear from suffering,
abandoning the sufferer. Who applies that argument either to his
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birth in this world in the first place or to his ascent of the cross? No,
in himself, as T have said, he expresses our condition. We had once
been the forsaken and disregarded; then we were accepted and now
are saved by the sufferings of the impassible. He made our thought-
lessness and waywardness his own, just as the psalm, in its subse-
quent course, says*®—since the Twenty-First Psalm clearly refers to
Christ.

6

Connected with this general view are the facts that he “learned obe-
dience by the things which he suffered,” his “strong crying” and
“tears,” the fact that he “entreated,” that he “was heard” and that he
was “God-fearing.”* These things are a marvelously constructed
drama dealing with us. As Word he was neither obedient nor dis-
obedient—the terms apply to amenable subordinates or inferiors
who deserve punishment. But as the “form of a slave” he comes
down to the same level as his fellow-slaves; receiving an alien “form”
he bears the whole of me, along with all that is mine, in himself, so
that he may consume within himself the meaner clement, as fire
consumes wax or the Sun ground mist, and so that I may share in
what is his through the intermingling. For this reason he honors
obedience in practice and puts it to the proof by suffering. Just as in
our case, the disposition is an unsatisfactory thing unless we give it
practical effect—deeds show dispositions. We may also make the not
invalid assumption that he tests our obedience and measures all our
sufferings by his own, so that he can with generous humanity take
frailty into account along with suffering, knowing the extent of the
demand made on us by the one and how much we are excused by
the other. If his Light “shining in the darkness”*! of this present life
was hunted by the other darkness (the evil one,*? the tempter,® I
mean) because it had a shade** over it, how hotly will our shadows
be hunted, seeing they have less power than the light! Is it to be
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wondered at if, while he entirely escaped, we should to some degree
be overcome? With those who keep a true score of these things his
being pursued is a greater miracle than our capture. Let me add here
to those I have mentioned this further text, which I judge has clearly
the same meaning: “For because he himself has suffered and been
tempted, he is able to help those who are tempted.”*

“God will be all in all*# at the time of restoration*’—“God,” not
“the Father” The Son will not revert to disappear completely in the
Father, like a torch temporarily withdrawn from a great flame and
then joined up again with it—Sabellians®® must not wrest this text.
No, God will be “all in all” when we are no longer what we are now,
a multinlicity of impulses and emotions, with little or nothing of
God in us, but are fully like God,* with room for God and God
alone. This is the “maturity”>° towards which we speed. Paul himself
is a special witness here. What he predicates of “God” without fur-
ther specification in this passage, he elsewhere assigns clearly to
Christ. I quote: “Where there is neither Greek nor Jew, circumcision
nor uncircumcision, Barbarian, Scythian, bond nor free; but Christ
is all in all.”>!

7

Take as third the expression,

“greater”;>?

as fourth, the phrase,

“my God and your God.”>

Certainly, supposing the Father were called “greater” with no
mention of the Son’s being “equal,™* they might have a point here.
Butifitis clear that we find both, what will the noble fellows say, what
strength does their case have? How can there be harmony between
incompatible terms? It is impossible for the same thing to be, in a like
respect, greater than and equal to the same thing. Is it not clear that
the superiority belongs to the cause and the equality to the nature?
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We admit this with a good grace. But someone else might persist with
our argument and say that derivation from the uncaused does not
mean inferiority to the uncaused. He will share in the glory of the
unoriginate because he derives from the unoriginate; for men of
sense, his generation is a further fact, as significant and as august,
about him. Of course, the explanation that the Father is greater than
the Son considered as man is true, but trivial. Is there anything
remarkable about God’s being greater than man? Certainly this must
be our answer to those who preen themselves on their “being greater.”

8

On the other hand, God is not called the Word’s “God” (how could
God, in the proper sense of the term, have a “God”?) but God of the
one people saw, in the same way as God is “Father,” not of the one
people saw but of the Word. In fact, there was a duality about him,*
with the result that in both cases the reverse of what does or does not
propetly apply to us holds good of him. In the proper sense of the
term, God is our “God” but not our “Father” What leads heretics
astray is the coupling together of titles, titles which, because of the
intermingling, overlap. Which means that when the natures are dis-
tinguished, the titles are differentiated along with the ideas. Listen to
Paul’s words: “that the God of our Lord Jesus Christ, the Father of
Glory . .. 7% “God” goes with “Christ,” “Father” with “Glory.”
Although both together make a single whole, it is by combination
not by nature. What could be more straightforward?

9

The fifth point to be mentioned is that
he receives “life,”>” “judgment,”® “inheritance of the Gentiles,”>°
“power over all flesh,”®° “glory”s! “disciples”®*—everything.
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This “receiving” belongs to his manhood. Yet it would not be
absurd to ascribe it to the Godhead. You will not be ascribing him
acquired properties, but properties which have existed with him
from the outset, not by a principle of grace but by a condition of his
nature.

10

In the sixth place comes the fact that

“the Son can do nothing of himself but only what he sees the Father
doing.”63

The explanation here is along these lines: “can” and “cannot”
have many meanings, not just one. One meaning of “cannot” is want
of capacity at a certain time with respect to some object. A child
“cannot” take part in the games, a puppy dog “cannot” see or “can-
not” be a match for some other puppy dog, in this sense. A time will
come perhaps when the child does take part in the games, when the
puppy dog does see and is a match for that other puppy dog though
it cannot take on a different one. Another meaning of “cannot”
implies a general rule, for example: “A city set on a hill cannot be
hidden.”¢ It would be hidden were there something larger in the
way. Another meaning involves moral unsuitability, for example:
“The sons of the bride-chamber cannot fast as long as the bride-
groom remains with them.”6> We can take this either of the bride-
groom in his visible body (his stay here was not a time for misery
but festivity) or of the bridegroom known spiritually to us as the
Word—why need the spiritually cleansed make a bodily fast?
Another sense of “cannot” is of refusal by the will. Take, for exam-
ple, Christ’s inability to do any signs in that area because of unbelief
on the part of the recipients.®® Something essential for cures was
required on both sides—faith on the part of the patients, power on
that of the healer. So one side without its counterpart could not per-
form them. I am not sure whether this does not count as a case
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involving moral unsuitability as well—medical cure is out of place
with people who are going to be damaged as a result of unbelief. In
this same category of refusal by the will come: “The world cannot
not hate you”” and “How can you speak good, being evil?”68 Impos-
sibility here must mean refusal by the will, surely. A similar sort of
case occurs with those passages which mention what is impossible
for Nature but possible for God if he so chose. For example, the same
man “cannot” be born a second time® and a needle’s eye “cannot”
let a camel through.”® What could stop these events happening if
God willed them?

11

Besides all these there is, as in the case we are presently considering,
“cannot” in the sense of the totally inconceivable. Just as we affirm
that God cannot be evil or fail to exist (“can” would mean impotence
in God here, not power), that the unreal cannot exist or twice two be
both four and ten, so here it cannot be the case that the Son does
something which the Father does not do. For all that the Father has,
is the Son’s, and vice versa.”! Nothing belongs only to one, because
all things belong to both; even existence per se, though it comes to
the Son from the Father, belongs to both and both alike. The state-
ment: “I live because of the Father,””2 corresponds with this fact—
meaning notthat his living and being are restricted by the Father, but
that he exists outside time and absolutely, in dependence on the
Father. In what sense does he see the Father doing something and
does it himself?” Is it the way people draw the shapes of letters,
keeping their eyes on the copy-book and guided by it because oth-
erwise they cannot get to the real thing? How could Wisdom possi-
bly need a teacher or be incapable of doing something without
instruction? Again, in what sense does the Father “do” something
whether now or in the past? Did he establish another, corresponding
world before this one, and is he going to bring a future world into
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existence—the idea being that the Son kept his eyes on these and
brought the present world into existence and will do the same for the
future one? This argument gets us four worlds—those created by the
Father, the others by the Son. The thing is absurd! He cleanses lep-
ers,’4 releases men from demons and diseases,” he restores dead
men to life,”® walks on the sea,”” does all the other things he did—
how or when did the Father anticipate these actions of the Son?
Clearly the Father indicates the outline, whilst the Word makes a fin-
ished product, of the same realities. He acts not like an ignorant slave
but with a master’s knowledge—to put it more appropriately, like
the Father. This is how I take the statement that the Son does what-
ever is effected by the Father, in the same way.”8 It is not i
of similarity between their creatures, but of having equal authority
over their creation. This will be the meaning too of “the Father’s
working up till now and the Son also.””® It is a question not only of
creating but of governing and preserving the creatures. The fact that
“his angels are being made winds”® proves the point. So does the
fact that “the earth is being established on its sure foundation.”®! Yet
these things were securely created, once for all. So does the “com-
pacting” of the thunder and the “founding of the wind.”8? Their
principle was laid down once for all, but their activity is present and
continuous.

n N I
a yuto

12

Seventhly must be mentioned:

the Son’s “coming down from heaven not to do his own will, but the
will of him who sent him.”®

Certainly had these words not been spoken by the very one who
“came down” we should have said the language bore the stamp of a
mere man like us, not that of the Savior we know. His will is not in
the least degree opposed to God, is totally dependent upon God. Our
merely human will does not always follow the divine; it often resists
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and struggles against it. This is the way we interpret: “Father, if it be
possible let this cup pass from me, but not what I will—let your will
prevail.’®* The alternative suppositions—either he was ignorant of
the thing’s possibility, or, he was opposing the Father’s will—are
both implausible. No, given that the words come from the one who
assumed, that is to say, what “came down,” not from what was
assumed, we must meet this problem in the same way as the previ-
ous one. The words there mean not that the Son has, but that he has
not, a will of his own over against the Father’s. This would give the
sense: “ ‘Not to do my own will,®> for what is mine is not distinct
from what is yours but belongs to both you and me, who have one
will as we have one Godhead.” There are many statements of this
kind, which make a joint negation and no affirmation. For example,
“God does not give the Spirit by measure.”®® He does not “give”
it, nor is it “measured” out—God is not measured out by God.
Take another case: “Neither was it my iniquity nor my sin.”®” These
words mean not that he did, but that he did not, have iniquity and
sin. Again, take the phrase: “Not for the righteousness we have
done”®—no, we did none. This is the clear meaning contained in
the subsequent words of the passage. He says what the Father’s will
is: that every believer in the Son should be saved and should obtain
resurrection or re-instatement at the last.?® Is this the Father’s will,
but not the Son’s at all? Is he unwilling to be preached about or
believed in? Who would credit that idea, when the statement that the
word which is heard is not the Son’s but the Father’s®® has the same
force? Though I have often looked into the matter, I cannot under-
stand how a common property could belong to only one thing. Nor,
I think, can anyone else. If you take this view of the Son’s will, you
take a sound and truly religious view. Every man of good judgment
will, T believe, say so too.
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13

Eighth, they have the passages:

“That they may know you, the sole, true God, and Jesus Christ
whom you have sent,”®! and “None is good save only one, God.”*?

The explanation here seems to me quite straightforward. If you
attribute “sole, true” to the Father, to what will you attribute Truth per
se? In fact, if you understand “the sole, wise God™®* or “who alone
possesses immortality, dwelling in light unapproachable”* or “King
of the ages, incorruptible, invisible, sole wise God”®> in this way, you
will lose the Son altogether. He will have been condemned to death
or darkness, judged not wise, not a King, not invisibie, not—and this
is the main point—God at all. How can he help losing the goodness,
which in a special way belongs to God alone, along with the rest?
No—I think the words, “That they may know you, the sole, true
God,” are meant as a denial of the non-existent, so-called “gods.” The
passage could not go on, “And Jesus Christ whom you have sent”¢ if
“sole, true” excluded him, and the category of deity was unshared.
The words, “None is good”” are a reply to the lawyer who was test-
ing him and had borne witness to his goodness as man. Consummate
goodness, he meant, belongs to God alone, though the word “good”
can be applied to man. Take for example, “The good man out of his
good treasure brings forth good,”®® and “I will give the kingdom to
one more good than you™® (God is speaking to Saul about David)
and “Do good, Lord, to the good”1%°—and all the other passages of a
similar character about praiseworthy men touched by what flows
from the primal Beauty to their secondary level. If we gain your con-
viction on this point, that is excellent! If we fail, how are you going to
answer those who take the other view that on your premises the Son
alone is called “God”? Where? In the following words: “This is your
God; no other can be reckoned with him!”10! and a little later, “After-
wards he was seen on earth and had dealings with humans.”%?

The addition makes it quite clear that the words do not apply to
the Father, but to the Son. He it was who had dealings in the body
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with us and was made companion of those here below. Supposing
an attribution to the Father, not the alleged “gods,” wins here, we
shall have lost the day so far as the Father is concerned in the process
of directing our efforts against the Son. Could there be a more
wretched, costlier victory than that?

14

The ninth point they will make is the phrase

“Ever living to appeal for us.”'03

Yes indeed—what deep significance and humanity it expresses!
“Appealing” does not imply here, as it does in popular parlance, a
desire for legal satisfaction—there is something humiliating in the
idea. No, it means representing us in his role of mediator, in the way
that the Spirit too is spoken of as “appealing” on our behalf.1%4 “For
there is one God, and one mediator between God and men, the man,
Jesus Christ.”1%5 Even at this moment he is, as man, making repre-
sentation for my salvation, until he makes me divine by the power
of his incarnate manhood. “As man” I say, because he still has with
him the body he assumed, though he is no longer “regarded as
flesh”19%—meaning the bodily experiences, which, sin aside, are ours
and his. This is the “Advocate”7 we have in Jesus—not a slave who
falls prostrate before the Father on our behalf. Get rid of what is
really a slavish suspicion, unworthy of the Spirit. It is not in God to
make that demand nor in the Son to submit to it; the thought is
unjust to God. No, it is by what he suffered as man that he persuades
us, as Word and Encourager, to endure. That, for me, is the meaning
of his “advocacy.”

15

Their tenth point is his ignorance, the fact that
no one except the Father knows the last day or hour, not even the
Son himself:108
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Yet how can any fact be unknown to Wisdom,'% the worlds’
maker,!1® who perfects,!'! transforms,'!? and limits'!? things cre-
ated, who knows the things of God just as man’s spirit knows the
things in man?!'* What knowledge could be more perfect than that?
How can he know distinctly what precedes the hour of the world’s
end, what, so to say, lies on its surface, and yet not know the hour
itself? The thing is like a riddle—like saying a person has a distinct
knowledge of what is in front of a wall, but does not know the wall
itself, or, that he distinctly knows the end of the day, but does not
know the beginning of night. Knowledge of one thing here neces-
sarily involves knowledge of the other. Surely everyone will see that

if e marvata tha vranl fenmn tha vt af thao naccaga 3t
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is saying that he does know as God, but that, as man, he does not.
The absolute use of the title, “Son,” here, without any relational qual-
ification of the term telling you whose son, provides us with a deeper
meaning, so that we interpret this ignorance in the most truly reli-
gious way by ascribing it not to the divine but to the human.

16

If this is an adequate explanation, we should stop and nothing fur-
ther ought to be demanded of us. If not, a second explanation is
required. Let us, as in every other case, pay honor here to the parent
by referring knowledge of the highest things also to him as cause. I
think that even if one reads the text in a different way from our
scholars, one would have some idea of the fact that even the Son’s
knowledge of the day or hour is none other than his knowledge that
the Father knows them. What conclusion do we draw? Since the
Son’s knowledge is grounded in the Father’s, the obvious conclusion
that here we have what can be known and understood by none but
the primal nature.

It would remain for us to discuss the fact that he “received com-
mandments”!’> and “kept” them,!'® and at all times did what was
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pleasing to the Father.!'” There would still be the questions of his
“perfecting,”’!!® and “exaltation,”!!® his “learning obedience as the
result of what he suffered,”'?° his “high-priesthood”!?! and “offer-
ing,”122 his “surrender,”1?* his “prayer to the one who could save him
from death,”12¢ his “agony,”?* his “bloody sweat,”126 his “prayer,”12”
and everything else of the same character. Yes there would, were it
not clear to everybody that expressions like these refer to the passi-
ble element not the immutable nature transcending suffering.

The explanations given so far in reply to objections are certainly
only a rough draft, a basis on which closer critics can work out some-
thing fuller. An appropriate sequel to our previous discussions
would be the explanation of the deep significance of each of the titles
applied to the Son. We ought not to pass them by unlooked at
because of their number and the multiplicity of aspects to which
they refer.

17

Our starting-point must be the fact that God cannot be named. Not
only will deductive arguments prove it, but the wisest Hebrews of
antiquity, so far as can be gathered, will too. The ancient Hebrews
used special symbols to venerate the divine and did not allow any-
thing inferior to God to be written with the same letters as the word
“God,“ on the ground that the divine should not be put on even this
much of a level with things human. Would they ever have accepted
the idea that the uniquely indissoluble nature could be expressed by
evanescent speech? No man has yet breathed all the air; no mind has
yet contained or language embraced God’s substance in its fullness.
No, we use facts connected with him to outline qualities that corre-
spond with him, collecting a faint and feeble mental image from var-
ious quarters. Our noblest theologian is not one who has discovered
the whole—our earthly shackles do not permit us the whole—but
one whose mental image is by comparison fuller, who has gathered
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in his mind a richer picture, outline, or whatever we call it, of the
truth.

18

So far as we can get to them, then, “He who is” and “God” are in some
special way names of his being. “He who is” has the superiority here,
He used it of himself, in delivering his oracles to Moses on the
mountain, telling Moses, who asked what he should be called, to say
to the people: “He who is has sent me.”128 But this is not the only rea-
son; we also find it to be a more distinctively full and apt name.
“God,” according to bright students of Greek etymology, is derived
from words meaning “to run” or “to burn”—the idea being of con-
tinuous movement and consuming of evil qualities hence, certainly,
God is called a “consuming fire.”1?° Nevertheless, it is a relational,
not an absolute term. The same thing applies to the word “Lord”
which is also used as a name of God. “T am the Lord thy God,” he
says, “this is my name,” 3% and, “The Lord is his name.”*! But we are
making deeper inquiries into a nature which has absolute existence,
independent of anything else. The actual, personal being of God in
its fullness is neither limited nor cut short by any prior or any sub-
sequent reality—so it was and so it will be.

19

God’s other titles fall into two distinct groups. The first group
belongs to his power, the second to his providential ordering of the
world, a two-fold providential ordering—involving, and not involv-
ing, incarnation. Clear cases of titles which belong to his power are
“Almighty”!32 and “King”—Dbe it of glory,”!?* “the ages,”13* “of the
torces,”13% or “of the Beloved,”!3¢ or “rulers”!*’—“Lord Sabaoth,”1?%
which means “Lord of the armies,” “forces,”'3° or “masters.”140 To his
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providential ordering belong: “God”—be it “of salvation,”14! “retri-
bution,”142 “peace,”*> “righteousness,”!4* or “of Abraham, Isaac, and
Jacob,”!#5 or of all the spiritual “Israel,”146 which has the vision of
God.'*” For since we are controlled by three conditions—fear of
punishment, hope for salvation and glory too, and the practice of the
virtues which results in these last—the name which mentions retri-
bution deals with fear, the one which mentions salvation with hope,
and that which refers to virtues disciplines us to practice them. The
intention is that by, as it were, carrying God inside him,!4® a man
may have some success here and press on all the harder to perfec-
tion, towards that affinity with God which comes from the virtues.

These names of deity are shared. The personal name of the uno-
riginate is “Father”; of the eternally begotten, “Son”; of what has
issued, or proceeds, without generation, “the Holy Spirit.”

Let us turn now to the main point of our discussion—the Son’s
titles.

20

I take the view that he is called “Son” because he is not simply iden-
tical in substance with the Father, but stems from him. He is “Only-
begotten”4? not just because he alone stems uniquely from what is
unique, but because he does so in a unique fashion unlike things cor-
poreal. He is “Word,”'3° because he is related to the Father as word
is to mind, not only by reason of the undisturbed character of his
birth, but also through the connection and declaratory function
involved in the relationship. One could say too, perhaps, that his
relationship is that of definition to term defined, since “word” has
the meaning in Greek of “definition” He who has known the Son
(“seen” means “known” in that context) has known the Father.!5!
The Son is the concise and simple revelation of the Father’s nature—
everything born is a tacit definition of its parent. You would not be
wrong, were you to explain the name from the fact that he exists
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inherently in real things. Is there anything whose being is not held
together!52 by reason? He is called “Wisdom”!** as being the science
of matters divine and human. How could the maker!>* be ignorant
of the principles involved in his works? He is “Power,”!>> because he
is what sustains his creatures!® and furnishes them with the power
to maintain themselves. He is “Truth,”!%” because truth is a single
whole, whilst falsehood is a splintered complex, and because he
is the unstained seal,!%8 the utterly faithful impress!'> of the Father.
He is called “Image”'¢° because he is consubstantial with the Father;
he stems from the Father and not the Father from him, it being
the nature of an image to copy the original and be called after it.
B g Y S hsick N duanyul SWetc st nan g osep claymenienless
copy of a moving being. Here we have a living image of a living
being, indistinguishable from its original to a higher degree than
Seth from Adam!6! and any earthly offspring from its parent. Beings
with no complexity to their nature have no points of likeness or
unlikeness. They are exact replicas, identical rather than like. He
is called “Light,’'62 because he is the brilliance of souls pure in
mind and life. If ignorance and sin are darkness, knowledge and
inspired life must be light. He is “ Life,”!* because he is “ Light,”
constituting and giving reality to every thinking being. “For in him
we live, move, and exist”'64 and there is a two-fold sense in which
he breathes into us;16% we are filled, all of us, with his breath, and
those who are capable of it, all those who open their mind’s mouth
wide enough, with his Holy Spirit.1%¢ He is called “Righteous-
ness.” 167 because he decides in accordance with merit;'® he makes a
fair assessment of the competing claims of the body under the Law
and the soul under Grace!®® so that one side has the supremacy over
the other, the better rules the inferior and the baser cannot rebel
against the superior. He is called “Sanctification,”’7° because he is
purity, so that what is pure may be filled with his pureness. He
is “Redemption,”’”! because he sets us free from the bonds of sin
and gives himself in exchange for us as a ransom sufficient to cleanse
the world. He is “Resurrection,’!”? because he raises us up from
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this world and leads us on to life,'” done to death, though we were,
by sin.

21

These titles so far, of course, belong to him on both levels, the tran-
scendent and the human. Those that are distinctively human and
belong to what he assumed from us are, first, “Man.”!74 He bears the
title, “Man” not just with a view to being accessible through his body
to corporeal things—being in all other respects inaccessible, owing
to the incomprehensibility of his nature—but with the aim of hal-
lowing Man through himself, by becoming a sort of yeast for the
whole lump. He has united with himself all that lay under condem-
nation, in order to release it from condemnation. For all our sakes
he became all that we are, sin apart—body, soul, mind, all that death
pervades. The joint result is a man who is visibly, because he is spir-
itually discerned as, God. He is “Son of Man”175 through Adam and
through the Virgin, from whom he was descended—from Adam his
forefather, from the Virgin by the law of motherhood, not by that of
fatherhood. He is “Christ”'76 because of his Godhead. The “chrisis,”
or “anointing,” is the anointing of his humanity. Unlike all other
anointed men,!”” it does not hallow him by its action, but by the
presence of the anointer in fullness. (The effect here is to give what
anoints the title, “Man,” and to make what receives the unction
“God.”) He is “the Way,”17® because he takes us along with him. He
is “the Door,”17° because he leads us in. He is “ Shepherd,”180 because
he settles us in green pastures, nurtures us by still waters,!8! leading
us hence'®? and defending us against wild beasts.'®> The straying
he turns back, the lost he recovers; what is broken he binds up, what
is strong he watches.!8* Using the principles of pastoral science,
he gathers us into his heavenly fold.!> He is called “Sheep,”186
because he was sacrificed, a “Lamb,”!8” because he was without
blemish.'® He is the “High Priest,”!8° because he presented the
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offering, “Melchizedek,”** because on the transcendent level he had
no mother, on the human level no father, and his high estate is with-
out genealogy.!®! “Who,” it says, “can recount his generation?”'*2 He
is “Melchizedek” too, as King of Salem, or Peace, as King of Right-
eousness, and because he tithes the Patriarchs who prevailed over
evil powers.!?

There you have the Son’s titles. Walk like God through all that
are sublime, and with a fellow-feeling through all that involve the
body; but better, treat all as God does, so that you may ascend from
below to become God, because he came down from above for us.
Above all, keep hold of this truth and apply it to all the loftier and
lowlier names and you will never fail: Jesus Christ in body and spirit

the same, yesterday, today, and forever.1%* Amen.
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The Fifth Theological Oration
ORATION 31

On the Holy Spirit

1

So stands the doctrine of the Son. It has passed through the midst of
its adversaries unscathed by their stones.! The Word cannot be
stoned. The Word, if you like, flings stones, striking the wild beasts,
the arguments, which mischievously approach the mount.

But what do you say, they ask, about the Holy Spirit? Where did
you get this strange, unscriptural “God” you are bringing in?

This is the view of people already fairly sound so far as the Son
is concerned. You find roads and rivers will divide and join up again,
and the same thing occurs here because there is a wealth of irreli-
gion, People elsewhere divided concur on some points, and the
result is that it is impossible to get a clear idea of what they agree on
and on what they disagree.

2

Of course there is something especially difficult in the doctrine of
the Spirit. It is not just that men exhausted by discussions of the Son
are more eager to take on the Spirit—they must have something to
blaspheme or life would be unlivable—but also that we become
worn out by the quantity of issues. We are in the same condition as
men who lose their appetite for all food regardless of what it is, after

117
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being disgusted with some particular dish; we take an equal dislike
to all doctrinal discussion, All the same, let the Spirit aid us, and the
Word will have its course and God be glorified. We leave to others a
careful, critical analysis of the many different senses in which “spirit”
and “holy” are used in Scripture, with the texts that bear upon the
enquiry. We leave too the additional problem of the particular sense
resulting from the combination of the terms—1I mean “Holy Spirit.”
Others? have benefited themselves and us, as we too have benefited
them, by systematic studies here. We, though, shall now turn to a
further stage in the discussion.

3

Yes, some people, very eager to defend the letter, are angry with us
for introducing a God, the Holy Spirit, who is a stranger and an
intruder. They must understand that “they are afraid where no fear
is”? They must recognize clearly that their love for the letter is a
cloak? for irreligion, as shall be proved presently when we do our
best to refute their objections. For our part we have such confidence
in the Godhead of the Spirit, that, rash though some may find it, we
shall begin our theological exposition by applying identical expres-
sions to the Three, “He was the true light that enlightens every man
coming into the world”>—yes, the Father. “He was the true light that
enlightens every man coming into the world”—yes, the Son. “He
was the true light that enlightens every man coming into the
world”—yes, the Comforter.® These are three subjects and three
verbs—he was and he was and he was. But a single reality was. There
are three predicates—light and light and light. But the light is one,
God is one. This is the meaning of David’s prophetic vision: “In
your light we shall see light.”” We receive the Son’s light from the
Father’s light8 in the light of the Spirit: that is what we ourselves have
seen and what we now proclaim—it is the plain and simple expla-
nation of the Trinity. Let the treacherous deal treacherously, let the
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transgressor transgress>—we shall preach what we know. We shall
climb a lofty mountain and shout it out, if we are not given a hear-
ing below. We shall extol the Spirit; we shall not be afraid.’? If we do
have fear, it will be of silence not of preaching,.

4

If there was a “when” when the Father did not exist, there was a
“when” when the Son did not exist. If there was a “when” when the
Son did not exist, there was a “when” when the Holy Spirit did not
exist. If one existed from the beginning,'" so did all three. If you cast
one down, I make bold to tell you not to exalt the other two. What
use is incomplete deity? Or rather what is deity if it is incomplete?
Something is missing if it does not have Holiness, and how could it
have Holiness without having the Holy Spirit? Either God’s Holiness
is independent of the Holy Spirit (and in that case I should like to be
told what it is supposed to be) or if it is identical with the Holy Spirit,
how, I ask, could it fail to be from the beginning'>—as if it had at
one time been to God’s advantage to be incomplete and without his
Spirit. If he did not exist from the beginning,'® he has the same rank
as [ have, though with a slight priority—we are both separated from
God by time. If he has the same rank as I have, how can he make me
God,'* how can he link me with deity?

5

But I will now take the investigation a stage further back for you—
we have discussed the Trinity earlier. The Sadducees alleged that
the Holy Spirit does not exist at all and that there are no angels and
no resurrection. I do not know what grounds they had for their
scornful rejection of so many important proof-texts in the Old
Testament. Amongst non-Christians,!> on the other hand, the more
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theologically-minded, with views nearer our own, had, I think, some
mental picture of him. They were divided, though, as to his name;
“mind of the universe,” “external mind,” and suchlike were the titles
they gave him. Amongst our own experts,'¢ some took the Holy
Spirit as an active process, some as a creature, some as God. Others
were agnostic on this point out of reverence, as they put it, for Scrip-
ture, which has given no clear revelation either way.

On these grounds they offer him neither worship nor disrespect;
they take up a sort of halfway (or should I say “a thoroughly piti-
ful”?) position about him. Amongst those who take him as God,
some keep their devotion to their own minds, others venture to
express it with their lips as well. I understand that there are oihers
besides, even more expert at measuring out Godhead. These
acknowledge as we do that it is three beings that are spiritually dis-
cerned, but they put a vast distance between them. One is infinite in
substance and power; one is infinite in power but not in substance,
and one is finite on both counts. These people copy, if in a slightly
different form, those who use the names “Creator,” “Co-worker,” and
“Minister,” alleging that the rank inherent in the names coincides
with the quality of the realities.

6

WEe shall not argue with those who deny the Holy Spirit’s existence
or with pagan chitchat—we must forgo the luxury of the “oil of sin-
ners”!7 and get on with the sermon. With the rest though we shall
take issue. The Holy Spirit must be presumed to be either a being
existing in its own right or an inherent property of something else—
what the subtle here call a “substance” or an “accident” respectively.
If “accident” applies here, the Holy Spirit must be an activity of God.
What otherwise, whose otherwise, could it be? The Holy Spirit has,
after all, a certain superiority and is unscathed by composition. If an
activity, clearly it must be activated, because he has no active power
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and ceases with the cessation of his production—that is the kind of
thing an activity is. How comes it then that he does act?'® He says
things,!® he decrees,? he is grieved,?! he is vexed2—all of which
belong to a being with motion, not to the process of motion. If he is
a substance, not the attribute of a substance, he must be taken either
asa creature or as God. Not even the inventors of fabulous goat-stags
could envisage a halfway being here, or anything that belonged to, or
was composed out of, both sides. But if he is a creature why do you
believe in him, why are we baptized in him? “Believing in” is not the
same thing as “believing a fact about” The first applies to God, the
second to everything. If he is God, then he is not a “creature,” or a
“product” or a “fellow-slave”—none of these lowly names belongs
to him at all.

7

Now for your say! Let the slings fly and the subtle inferences be
drawn!

The Holy Spirit must either be ingenerate or begotten. If he is
ingenerate, there are two unoriginate beings. If he is begotten, we again
have alternatives: either begotten from the Father or from the Son. If
from the Father, there will be two sons who are brothers.

Make them twins if you like, or one older than the other, since
you have a penchant for corporeal ideas. If he is begotten from the
Son, our God apparently has a grandson, and what could be odder
than that? We certainly have here the arguments of people “wise to
do evil,”? but unwilling to write what is good. For my part, if I saw
the necessity for the alternatives, I should accept the realities with-
out being put off by the names. But because the Son is “Son” in a
more elevated sense of the word, and since we have no other term to
express his consubstantial derivation from God, it does not follow
that we ought to think it essential to transfer wholesale to the divine
sphere the earthly names of human family ties. Do you take it, by the
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same token, that our God is a male, because of the masculine nouns
“God” and “Father™? Is the Godhead a female, because in Greek the
word is feminine? Is the word “Spirit” neuter in Greek, because the
Spirit is sterile? If you want to take the joke further you could say, as
the trashy myths of old did, that God coupled with his own will and
fathered the Son. We should then be faced with the bisexual God of
Marcion, who pictured those outlandish aeons.?*

8

But since we do not admit your first dilemma with its assumption
that there is no midway term between ingeneracy and generacy,
away go your “brothers” and “grandsons” at once along with the
pompous dilemma, beating a retreat from theology, dissolved, so to
say, along with the dissolution of the first link in the complex chain.
Explain to me where you are going to put “procession” which is evi-
dently a mean term between alternatives and was introduced by a
better theologian than you, our Savior? I take it that you have not
composed a new New Testament and on the strength of it removed
the phrase: “The Holy Spirit which proceeds from the Father.”?®
Insofar as he proceeds from the Father, he is no creature; inasmuch
as he is not begotten, he is no Son; and to the extent that procession
is the mean between ingeneracy and generacy, he is God. Thus God
escapes your syllogistic toils and shows himself stronger than your
exclusive alternatives. What, then, is “proceeding”? You explain the
ingeneracy of the Father and I will give you a biological account of
the Son’s begetting and the Spirit’s proceeding—and let us go mad
the pair of us for prying into God’s secrets. What competence have
we here? We cannot understand what lies under our feet, cannot
count the sand in the sea, “the drops of rain or the days of this
world,;”26 much less enter into the “depths of God”?” and render a
verbal account of a nature so mysterious, so much beyond words.
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9

In what particular, then, it may be asked, does the Spirit fall short of
being Son? If there were not something missing, he would be Son.

We say there is no deficiency—God lacks nothing. It is their dif-
ference in, so to say, “manifestation” or mutual relationship, which
has caused the difference in names. The Son does not fall short in
some particular of being Father. Sonship is no defect, yet that does
not mean he is Father. By the same token, the Father would fall short
of being Son—the Father is not Son. No, the language here gives no
grounds for any deficiency, for any subordination in being. The very
facts of not being begotten, of being begotten and of proceeding,
give them whatever names are applied to them—Father, Son, and
Holy Spirit respectively. The aim is to safeguard the distinctness of
the three hypostases within the single nature and quality of the God-
head. The Son is not Father; there is one Father, yet he is whatever
the Father is. The Spirit is not Son because he is from God; there is
one Only-begotten.?8 Yet whatever the Son is, he is. The three are a
single whole in their Godhead and the single whole is three in per-
sonalities.?” Thus there will be no Sabellian “One,” no three to be
mischievously divided by our contemporaries.

10

What, then? Is the Spirit God?

Certainly.

Is he consubstantial?

Yes, if he is God.

Present me then, someone may say, with two things from the same
source, one a Son, the other not a son but, despite that, of the same
substance, and I get God plus God.

Yes, and you give me one more “God” and grant me God’s
nature, and I will present you with the same Trinity along with the
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same names and realities. If there is one God, one supreme nature,
where can I find an analogy to show you? Are you looking for one
from your environment here in this world? It is a singularly grace-
less, and not just graceless but a pretty well futile, notion to get a
picture of things heavenly from things of earth, of things fixed
immutably from this transitory element. As Isaiah says, it is “seeking
the living among the dead.”*® All the same, to oblige you, I shall try
to get a picture even from this source to give my argument some sup-
port. There are, of course, many illustrations I could give (all of
which I have resolved to leave out) drawn from natural history,
about nature’s devices for the production of living things. Some of
ihie facis are known o us all, others only to a few. Tor example, it is
asserted that not only do we have identity and difference in the par-
ents reflected exactly in the offspring, butidentical offspring can also
result from different parents and vice versa. If the story is at all reli-
able, there is a further kind of parentage when a thing is sponta-
neously consumed and reproduced. There are, in addition, things
that, through nature’s munificence, stop being themselves and
change, transformed from one living thing into another. Indeed two
things of the same substance, one an offspring, the other not an off-
spring, can be from the same source—an example which is rather
more to the point at issue. I will mention one case, well known
to everybody, from human history, before passing on to another
subject.

11

What was Adam? Something molded by God.”! What was Eve?
A portion of that molded creation.?? Seth? He was the offspring
of the pair.3? Are they not, in your view, the same thing—the molded
creation, the portion, and the offspring? Yes, of course they are. Were
they consubstantial? Yes, of course they were. It is agreed, then,
that things with a different individual being can be of the same
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substance. I say this without implying molding or division or any-
thing bodily as regards the Godhead—no quibbler shall get a grip
on me again here—but by way of contemplating spiritual realities,
here presented on stage as it were. No comparison, indeed, can arrive
at the whole truth in its purity.

What does this amount to? people will say. There cannot be two
things, one an offspring and the other something else, coming from the
single source.

Why not? Were not Eve and Seth of the same Adam? Whose else?
Were they both offspring? Certainly not. Why?—because one was a
portion of Adam, the other an offspring. Yet they had a mutual iden-
tity—they were both human beings, nobody can gainsay that. You
have grasped the possibility of our position by means of human
illustrations, so will you stop fighting desperately against the Spirit
for your view that he must either be an offspring or not consub-
stantial and not God? I think it would be as well for you if you did,
unless you are extremely determined to argue and fight plain facts.

12

But who worshipped the Spirit? it might be asked. Is there any ancient
or modern example? Who prays to the Spirit? Where is the scriptural
authority for worshipping or praying to him, from where did you get
the idea?

We shall give fuller grounds when we discuss the question of
what is not in the Bible, but for the present it will be sufficient for us
to say just this: it is the Spirit in whom we worship and through
whom we pray. “God,” it says, “is Spirit, and they who worship him
must worship him in Spirit and in Truth.”** And again: “We do not
know how to pray as we ought, but the Spirit himself intercedes for
us with sighs too deep for words.”*> And again: “I will pray with the
Spirit but I will pray with the mind also”**—meaning, in mind and
spirit. Worshipping, then, and praying in the Spirit seem to me to be
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simply the Spirit presenting prayer and worship to himself. Would
any inspired, any really knowledgeable man, disapprove of the idea
that the worship of one is the worship of all three, in virtue of the
equal rank and equal deity inherent in all three? Moreover, I shall not
be put off by the argument that all things were, according to Scrip-
ture, made by the Son,?” the Spirit being one of the things included
in the “all.” What Scripture says is that all things which were made,
were made by the Son, not all things without further qualification—
neither the Father nor all things unmade are included. Prove that the
Spirit was made before assigning him to the Son, and grouping him
along with creatures. Until you can do that, the inclusive phrase
offers your irreligion nio comfort. If he was made, he must have been
made through Christ—I shall not deny it. But if he was not made,
how could he be included in the “all,” or have been made through
Christ? Stop giving a false dignity to the Father at the expense of
the Only-begotten (it is a poor kind of honor, giving him a creature
by robbing him of that nobler thing, a Son!) and to the Son at
the expense of the Spirit. He is no creator of a fellow-slave like us,
but is glorified with a peer in honor. Do not put yourself along-
side the Trinity, lest you be banished from the Trinity. Do not trun-
cate the single and equally august nature at any point. Because
whichever of the Trinity you destroy, you will have destroyed the
whole—or rather, you will have been banished from the whole. It is
better to have a meager idea of the union than to venture on total
blasphemy.

13

Our sermon has reached the fundamental point. Though I lament
the reopening now of a long dead enquiry that had yielded to faith,
we must nonetheless make a stand against babblers and not allow
the case to go by default. The Word is on our side as we plead the
Spirit’s cause.
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If, it is asserted, we use the word “God” three times, must there not
be three Gods? How can the object of glorification fail to be a plurality
of powers?

Who are the spokesmen here? Is it the thoroughgoing in irreli-
gion or is it also those of the second class, meaning people fairly
sound on the Son? My argument applies to both, but is specially
directed to the latter. This is indeed the approach I would adopt
towards them. “Though,” I should say, “you are in revolt from the
Spirit, you worship the Son. What right have you to accuse us of
tritheism—are you not ditheists? If you deny worship to the Only-
begotten as well, you clearly align yourselves with our opponents.
Why should we deal tenderly with you, as though you were not
utterly dead? But if you do revere the Son, if you have that much dis-
position towards salvation, we shall put a question to you: What
defense would you make here, were you charged with ditheism? If
you have any words of wisdom, give us an answer and provide us
with a way to reply. The very arguments you can use to rebut the
accusation of ditheism will suffice for us against the charge of trithe-
ism.” Thus we win our case by using the prosecution to plead our
cause. Could there be a nobler triumph than that?

14

But what is our case, our battle, against both parties alike? We have
one God because there is a single Godhead. Though there are three
objects of belief, they derive from the single whole and have refer-
ence to it. They do not have degrees of being God or degrees of pri-
ority over against one another. They are not sundered in will or
divided in power. You cannot find there any of the properties inher-
ent in things divisible. To express it succinctly, the Godhead exists
undivided in beings divided. It is as if there were a single intermin-
gling of light, which existed in three mutually connected Suns. When
we look at the Godhead, the primal cause, the sole sovereignty, we
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have a mental picture of the single whole, certainly. But when we
look at the three in whom the Godhead exists, and at those who
derive their timeless and equally glorious being from the primal
cause, we have three objects of worship.

15

But what does that amount to?, they might say. Do not non-Christians
too, according to their more expert theoreticians, hold to a single God-
head, and do not we also hold to a single humanity, the whole human
race? Nonetheless they think that there is a plurality of gods and not just
one, in the way that there is a plurality of men.

Yes, but in these cases the universal is only a unity for specula-
tive thought, The individuals are widely separated from one another
by time, temperament, and capacity. We human beings are not
merely composite; we are mutually opposed and inconsistent even
with ourselves. We do not stay exactly the same for one day, let alone
a lifetime. In our bodies and in our souls we are ever fluctuating,
ever changing, I do not know whether this is true of angels and of
all that exalted nature which comes next after the Trinity, or not.
They, though, are not composite, and by their nearness to the
crown of beauty are more firmly fixed in their relation to beauty
than we are.

16

The “gods” and (as they themselves style them) “demons™ wor-
shipped by the pagans have no need of usto accuse them. They stand
convicted by their own theologians of being affected by evil emo-
tions, of being quarrelsome, of being brimful of mischief in all its
varieties. They are opposed not simply to one another but also to
their first causes, who are called Ocean, Tethys, Phanes, and I do not
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know what else. To cap it all, one god (according to these theolo-
gians) had such a lust for power that he hated his children and so
insatiable was his desire to be the father of gods and men alike that
he gobbled up all the rest of the gods; the ill-starred meal was then
regurgitated. If these are mythical, allegorical tales (as those theolo-
gians, trying to avoid the ugly character these stories have, aver), how
can they explain the phrase, “All things are thrice divided,” the fact
that different gods preside over different things and that they have
distinct elements under them and different grades?

But this is not the kind of thing we believe. “This portion does
not belong to Jacob,”* says my theologian. No, each of the Trinity is
in entire unity as much with himself as with the partnership, by
identity of being and power. This is how we explain the unity to the
best of our ability to understand it. If the explanation here is con-
vincing, we ought to thank God for the insight. If not, we should
look for a better one,

17

I do not know whether we are to take jokingly or seriously the argu-
ments you are using to undermine our account of the unity. Indeed,
what is the argument?

Consubstantial things, it goes, are counted together

»

—meaning by “counting together,” “aggregation into one num-
ber”

Things that are not consubstantial are not counted together. The
result is that by your present argument you cannot avoid mentioning
three Gods. We run no risk here, since we deny that they are consub-
stantial,

Yes, you have relieved yourself of trouble with a single word. Yet
you gain a poor kind of victory—it is rather like people hanging
themselves because they are afraid of death. To save yourself the
exertion of defending monotheism, you have denied the Godhead
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and surrendered the point at issue to the enemy. For my part, I will
not give up the thing we worship, even if it means some hard work.
But I do not see what labor is involved here.

18

Consubstantial things, you say, are counted together, but things that
are not consubstantial can only be indicated singly.

What school of mythology did you get that idea from? Do
you not know that every number indicates an amount of objects,
not their nature? I am old-fashioned enough, or rather, uncouth
enough, to use the word “three” of things that amount to three, even
if they differ in nature. But I say “one and one and one,” at all events
s0 many units, even if the things in question are linked together in
their substance. In doing so I am not attending to things, so much
as to the amount of things referred to in counting them. Since you
have such a strong attachment to the written word, despite the fact
indeed that you are doing battle with the written word, you shall
have my proofs from it. In the book of Proverbs there are three
things with a stately walk—a lion, a goat, and a cock; and fourthly,
there is a king making a speech amongst his people.*° I forbear to
mention all the other sets of four things listed there, which are dif-
ferent in nature. In addition, I find two cherubim counted singly by
Moses.4! How, according to your system, could those things in the
book of Proverbs, which are utterly different in their nature, be
“three”? How could the cherubim, which are of the same stock and
closely connected, be counted singly? Were I to mention two mas-
ters, God and Mammon,*? counted as one group despite their
remoteness from each other, I might well be laughed at even more
for my way of counting things together.
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19

But, someone may say, what I am talking about is things of the same
substance being counted together that have nouns, which are men-
tioned as well, to match them. For example: Three men, three gods—
not three odds and ends,

What answer are we to make? This is the behavior of a man who
lays down the law for words, not one who uses them to speak the
truth. What I am talking about is Peter, Paul, and John’s not being
three or consubstantial, so long as three Pauls, three Peters, and as
many Johns cannot be spoken of. We shall demand that you apply to
more specific nouns the new-fangled rule you have kept to in the
case of the more generic ones. Or will you break the rule by not con-
ceding whatever rights you have assumed? Why does John in the
Catholic Epistles say that there are “three who bear witness, the
Spirit, the water, and the blood?”#* Is he not talking nonsense in your
opinion? First, because he has been rash enough to count together
things that are not consubstantial—and that right you only allow to
things that are consubstantial. Who could call these “of one sub-
stance”? Secondly, because he happens to have got his grammar
wrong. He puts the Greek word for “three” in the masculine and then
tacks on three words in the neuter, in defiance of your definitive
rules of grammar. Yet what is the difference between putting “three”
in the masculine and tacking on single things in the neuter, and
using “one” thrice in the masculine without calling them “three” in
the masculine but instead “three” in the neuter? This is the very
proposition you reject in the case of the Godhead!

What do we make of the fact that the same Greek word can mean
the animal a crab, a pair of tongs, or the sign of the zodiac, Cancer?
What about the word that can denote a dog, a dog-fish, or the dog-
star in the sky? Do you not agree that people talk about “three crabs”
or “three dogs™? Of course you do. Does that mean that they are
of the same substance? What man in his senses would assert that?
You see how your argument about counting things together has
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collapsed under the weight of so many proofs to the contrary. If
consubstantial things are not always counted together and noncon-
substantial things are counted together, and if in both cases nouns
are used along with the numerals, what is left of your doctrinaire
pronouncement?

20

Let uslook at an additional point which lies, I take it, within the pres-
ent area of discussion. One plus one makes two, and two resolves
into one plus one? Yes, of course. So if ihings added togeilier are con-
substantial and things separated are of different substances, what
will happen according to you? The same things will have to be both
consubstantial and of different substances. I scorn the way you pride
yourself on putting things in numbered lists, as if the realities de-
pended upon the sequence of the names. If that were really the case,
what is to prevent the same things, by this argument, being both
superior and inferior in worth to themselves, seeing that the same
things are sometimes higher up, sometimes lower down the lists
given in the Bible, just because they have an equal natural worth? I
find that this same principle applies to “God” and “Lord,” and even
more strongly to the prepositions “from,” “through,” and “in,”#*
which you use to make an artificial system of the divinity, saying that

“from whom” applies to the Father, “through whom” to the Son and
“in whom” applies to the Holy Spirit.®>

What would you have got up to if each expression had been
given a fixed allocation? As it is, you use them as a means of intro-
ducing such a deal of inequality in rank and nature, despite the fact
that it is clear, to those who take the trouble to find out, that the
prepositions are used jointly of all three.

That will do for men with at least some intelligence! But you
have made one assault upon the Spirit and so you find it hard to have
your impetus checked. Boars of the fiercer kind find it hard not to
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struggle on to the finish, and force themselves towards the sword. So
do you, till you get its thrust full in you. Come then, let us look at the
remainder of your argument.

21

Time and time again you repeat the argument about

not being in the Bible.

Yet we are dealing here not with a smuggled-in alien, but with
something disclosed to the consciousness of men past and present.
The fact stands already proved by a host of people who have dis-
cussed the subject, all men who read the Holy Scriptures not in a
frivolous, cursory way, but with penetration so that they saw inside
the written text to its inner meaning. They were found fit to perceive
the hidden loveliness; they were illuminated by the light of knowl-
edge. We shall, so far as possible, summarize their views, building on
the “foundations of others”*—we do not want to appear improp-
erly and extravagantly ambitious. If the fact that the Biblical text
does not very clearly or very often call him “God” (as it calls the
Father “God,” in the Old Testament, and the Son “God,” in the New
Testament) if this fact, I say, is the cause of your blasphemy, your
inordinately verbose irreligion, we shall release you from this
mischief by a brief disquisition on things and names, with special
reference to Biblical usage.

22

Some things mentioned in the Bible are not factual; some factual
things are not mentioned; some nonfactual things receive no men-
tion there; some things are both factual and mentioned. Do you ask
for my proofs here? I am ready to offer them. In the Bible, God
“sleeps,”4” “wakes up,”*® “is angered,’*® “walks,”*° and has a “throne
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of cherubim>! Yet when has God ever been subject to emotion?
When do you ever hear that God is a bodily being? This is a nonfac-
tual, mental picture. We have used names derived from human expe-
rience and applied them, so far as we could, to aspects of God. His
retirement from us, for reasons known to himself into an almost
unconcerned inactivity, is his “sleeping.” Human sleeping, after all,
has the character of restful inaction. When he alters and suddenly
benefits us, that is his “waking up.” Waking up puts an end to sleep,
just as looking at somebody puts an end to turning away from him.
We have made his punishing of us his “being angered”; for with us,
punishment is born of anger. His acting in different places, we call
“walking,” for walking is a transition from onc place to another. His
abiding among the heavenly powers, making them almost his haunt,
we call his “sitting” and “being enthroned”; this too is human lan-
guage: the divine abides in none as it abides in the saints. God’s swift
motion we call “flight”;>2 his watching over us is his “face”;> his giv-
ing and receiving is his “hand.”>* Indeed every faculty or activity of

God has given us a corresponding picture in terms of something
bodily.

23

Again, where do you get those fortresses of yours, “Ingenerate” and
“Unoriginate” from—or we the term “Immortal,” come to that?
Show us the express words or we cross them out as unscriptural, and
you will be dead as a result of your own principles, since the words,
the wall of defense you trusted in, will have been destroyed. Is it
not plain that these terms are derived trom passages that imply,
without actually mentioning them? The passages? What about: “I
am the first and I am hereafter”>¢ and “Before me there is no other
God and after me there shall be none”>” for all “is-ness”® (God is
saying) is mine, without beginning or ending? You have taken the
truths that there is nothing before God and that he has no prior
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cause, and given him the titles “unoriginate” and “ingenerate.” The
fact that there is no halt to his ongoing existence means he is
“immortal” and “indestructible.”

The first two pairs stand accounted for. But what of the nonfac-
tual things not mentioned in the Bible—such as “deity is evil,” “a
sphere has four corners” or “man is not a compound”? Do you know
anybody who has reached such a pitch of insanity as to venture to
think, or show that he thinks, anything like that?

It remains then to exemplify things which are both factual and
mentioned: “God,” “man,” “angel,” “judgment,” and “futility”—
which is what your deductive arguments are, besides being an over-
throwing of “the faith” and an emptying of “the mystery”>®

24

There really is a great deal of diversity inherent in names and things,
so why are you so dreadfully servile to the letter, so much the parti-
san of Jewish lore, following the syllables while you let the realities
go? Supposing you mention “twice five” or “twice seven” and I infer
from your words “ten” or “fourteen,” or suppose from your men-
tioning a “rational, mortal animal” I draw the conclusion a “man,’
would you allege I was talking rubbish? How could I be? I am saying
what you said. The words belong just as much to the man who infers
the logical grounds for using them as they do to their actual user. In
the examples I have just given I should be considering meanings
rather than words, and so, in the same way, if I hit upon something
meant, though not mentioned, or not stated in clear terms, by Scrip-
ture, I should not be put off by your quibbling charge about
names—I should give expression to the meaning. This is how we
shall make our stand against people whose views are only half right!

I cannot say as much to you. You deny so many really crystal-
clear titles belonging to the Son that it is evident you would not
respect them even if you got to know a host of even plainer ones.



136 GREGORY OF NAZIANZUS

I shall go on now to take the argument a short stage further back and
explain to you (experts though you are supposed to be) the reason
for all this concealment.

25

There have been two remarkable transformations of the human way
of life in the course of the world’s history. These are called two
“covenants,” and, so famous was the business involved, two “shak-
ings of the earth.”s® The first was the transition from idols to the
Law;¢! the second, from the Law to the Gospel.? The Gospel also
tells of the third “shaking,” the change from this present state of
things to what lies unmoved, unshaken,® beyond. An identical fea-
ture occurs in both covenants. The feature? They were not suddenly
changed, even at the first moment the changes were put in hand. We
need to know why. It was so that we should be persuaded, not forced.
The unspontaneous is the impermanent—as when force is used to
keep streams or plants in check. The spontaneous both lasts longer
and is more secure. It belongs to despotic power to use force; it is a
mark of God’s reasonableness that the issue should be ours. God
thought it wrong to do men good against their will but right to bene-
fit those with a mind to it. For this reason, he acts like a school-
master or doctor, taking away some ancestral customs, allowing
others. He yields on some trifles which make for happiness, just as
physicians do with the sick to get the medicine taken along with the
sweeter ingredients artfully blended in. A departure from time-hon-
ored, customary ways is, after all, not easy. Am I making my point?
The first change cut away idols but allowed sacrifices to remain; the
second stripped away sacrifices but did not forbid circumcision.
Then, when people had been reconciled to the withdrawal, they
agreed to let go what had been left them as a concession. Under the
first covenant that concession was sacrifice, and they became Jews
instead of Gentiles; under the second, circumcision—and they
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became Christians instead of Jews, brought round gradually, bit by
bit, to the Gospel. Paul shall convince you here. He progressed from
circumcising® and keeping ceremonial cleansings®* to the point of
declaring, “But if I, brethren, preach circumcision, why am I still
being persecuted?”$¢ His earlier conduct was an accommodation to
circumstance; his later conduct belonged to the full truth.

26

I can make a comparison here with the progress of the doctrine of
God, except that the order is exactly the reverse. In the former case
change arose from omissions; here, growth towards perfection
comes through additions. In this way, the old covenant made clear
proclamation of the Father, a less definite one of the Son. The new
covenant made the Son manifest®” and gave us a glimpse of the
Spirit's Godhead. At the present time, the Spirit resides amongst us,
giving us a clearer manifestation of himself than before. It was dan-
gerous for the Son to be preached openly when the Godhead of the
Father was still unacknowledged. It was dangerous, too, for the Holy
Spirit to be made (and here I use a rather rash expression) an extra
burden, when the Son had not been received. It could mean men
jeopardizing what did lie within their powers, as happens to those
encumbered with a diet too strong for them or who gaze at sunlight
with eyes as yet too feeble for it. No, God meant it to be by piecemeal
additions, “ascents”® as David called them, by progress and advance
from glory to glory,* that the light of the Trinity should shine upon
more illustrious souls. This was, I believe, the motive for the Spirit’s
making his home in the disciples in gradual stages proportionate to
their capacity to receive him—at the outset of the gospel when he
performs miracles,”® after the Passion when he is breathed into the
disciples,”! after the Ascension when he appears in fiery tongues.”?
He was gradually revealed by Jesus also, as you too can substantiate
by a more careful reading. “I will ask the Father,” he says, “and he will
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send you another Comforter, the Spirit of Truth”7>—intending that
the Spirit should not appear to be a rival God and spokesman of
another power. Later he says: “He will send him in my name””4—
leaving out “I will ask” but retaining “He will send.” Later on he says:
“I shall send”7>—indicating the Son’s own rank; and later: “He will
come”76—indicating the Spirit’s power.

27

You see how light shines on us bit by bit, you see in the doctrine of
God an order, which we had better observe, neither revealing it sud-
denly nor concealing it to the last. To reveal it suddenly would be
clumsy, would shock outsiders. Ultimately to conceal it would be a
denial of God, would make outsiders of our own people. Let me add
to these remarks a thought which well may have occurred to others
already, but which I suspect of being a product of my own mind. The
Savior had certain truths which he said could not at that time be
borne by the disciples,”” filled though they had been with a host of
teachings. These truths, for reasons I well may have mentioned, were
therefore concealed. He also said that we should be taught “all
things” by the Holy Spirit,”® when he made his dwelling in us. One
of these truths I take to be the Godhead of the Spirit, which becomes
clear at a later stage, when the knowledge is timely and capable of
being taken in, when after our Savior’s return to heaven, it is, because
of that miracle, no longer an object of disbelief. What greater truth
could the Son promise or the Spirit teach than this one? If any prom-
ise or teaching ought to be deemed great, this ought.

28

Thus do I stand, thus may I stand, and those I love as well, on
these issues, able to worship the Father as God, the Son as God, the
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Holy Spirit as God—*“three personalities, one Godhead undivided
in glory, honor, substance, and sovereignty,” as one inspired saint
of recent times wisely expressed it.”” May he who does not stand
thus, who is a time-serving turncoat, irresolute on matters of most
import—may such a man, as Scripture has it, “not see the day star
rising”8? nor the glory of its heavenly brilliance! Were the Spirit not
to be worshipped, how could he deify me through baptism? If he is
to be worshipped, why not adored? And if to be adored, how can he
fail to be God? One links with the other, a truly golden chain of sal-
vation. From the Spirit comes our rebirth,®! from rebirth comes a
new creating, from new creating a recognition of the worth of him
who effected it.

29

Yes, this is what one can say on the premise that it is not in the Bible.

But now you shall have a swarm of proof-texts, from which the
Godhead of the Holy Spirit can be proved thoroughly scriptural at
least to those not utterly dense or utterly alien to the Spirit. Look at
the facts: Christ is born, the Spirit is his forerunner;8? Christ is bap-
tized, the Spirit bears him witness;®* Christ is tempted, the Spirit
leads him up;® Christ performs miracles, the Spirit accompanies
him;#> Christ ascends, the Spirit fills his place.¢ Is there any signifi-
cant function belonging to God, which the Spirit does not perform?
Is there any title belonging to God, which cannot apply to him,
except “ingenerate” and “begotten”? The Father and the Son, after
all, continue to have their personalities; there must be no confusion
with the Godhead, which brings all other things into harmonious
order. I shudder to think of the wealth of titles, the mass of names,
outraged by resistance to the Spirit. He is called “Spirit of God,’8”
“Spirit of Christ,”®® “Mind of Christ,” “Spirit of the Lord,”®® and
“Lord™®! absolutely; “Spirit of Adoption,”®? “of Truth,”®? “of Free-
dom”;** “Spirit of Wisdom,” “Understanding,” “Counsel,” “Might,”
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“Knowledge,” “True Religion” and of “The Fear of God.”® The Spirit
indeed effects all these things, filling the universe with his being, sus-
taining the universe. His being “fills the world,”® his power is
beyond the world’s capacity to contain it. It is his nature, not his
given function, to be good,”” to be righteous®® and to be in com-
mand.” He is the subject, not the object, of hallowing,'°® appor-
tioning,'°! participating,'%? filling, sustaining;'°® we share in him
and he shares in nothing.!®* He is our inheritance,!% he is glori-
fied, 106 counted together with Father and Son;!%” he is a dire warn-
ing to us.198 The “finger of God,”* he is, like God, a “fire,”!1° which
proves, I think, that he is consubstantial. The Spirit it is who cre-
ated!1! and creates anew through baptism!!12 and resurrection 113
The Spirit it is who knows all things,!'4 who teaches all things,!'?
who blows where, and as strongly as, he wills,’'® who leads,!!?
speaks, sends out, separates,''® who is vexed!!® and tempted.!?® He
reveals,'2! illumines,'22 gives life—or, rather, is absolutely Light and
Life.123 He makes us his temple,'?* he deifies, he makes us com-
plete,!25 and he initiates us in such a way that he both precedes bap-
tism!26 and is wanted after it.’27 All that God actively performs, he
performs.'2® Divided in fiery tongues,'? he distributes graces,'*°
makes Apostles, prophets,!3! evangelists, pastors, and teachers.'*?
He is “intelligent, manifold, clear, distinct, irresistible, unpol-
luted”'>*>—or in other words, he is utterly wise, his operations are
multifarious,'3* he clarifies all things distinctly, his authority is
absolute and he is free from mutability. He is “all-powerful, oversee-
ing all and penetrating through all spirits that are intelligent and
pure and most subtle”'*>—meaning, I think, angelic powers as well
as prophets and Apostles. He penetrates them simultaneously,
though they are distributed in various places;'*¢ which shows that
he is not tied down by spatial limitations.
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30

Men who speak and teach thus, who use the expression “another
Comforter”!37 with almost the meaning “an additional God,” men
who are conscious that blasphemy against him is uniquely un-
pardonable,'*® who so frighteningly placarded the guilty Ananias
and Sapphira, when they lied to the Spirit, as “liars to God not to
man”!3*—are those men, in your opinion, preaching that the Holy
Spirit is God or that he is something else? You must be literally
impenetrable, utterly unspiritual, if you feel any hesitancy here or
need any further instruction.

Yes, the titles are so many and so striking, what need have you of
texts in full quotation? All the less exalted expressions which talk of
his being given,!#% sent,!*! divided,'#? or his being a grace,'*® a
gift,!4* an inspiration,'#> a promise,'46 a means of intercession!4” or
anything else of the same character—all these are to be referred back
to the Primal Cause, as indicating the Spirit’s source and preventing
a polytheistic belief in three separate causes. It is equally irreligious
to make them a combined persona, like Sabellius, as disconnected
natures like the Arians.

31

For my part, though I have examined the question in private so
busily and so often, searching from all points of view for an illustra-
tion of this profound matter, I have failed to find anything in this
world with which I might compare the divine nature. If a faint
resemblance comes my way, the more significant aspect escapes me,
leaving me and my illustration here in this world. I had the idea,
indeed others have had it too, of a source, a spring, and a river, and
asked myself whether there were not something here corresponding
with the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit. There is no temporal
separation here, no disruption of mutual connection, even if they
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appear to be parted by three distinctions of personality. But I had
two fears: first, of admitting the idea of an incessant stream of Deity;
and second, that the illustration might import the suggestion of a
numerical unit—source, spring, and river, though different in form,
count as one thing.

32

Another illustration I pondered over was that of Sun, beam, and
light. But here again there was the danger, first of imagining in the
incomposite nature the sort of composition which belongs to the
Sun and iis indierent proper iies, and second, of making the Father a
substance but the others potentialities of God inherent in him, not
actual beings. Beam and light are not extra Suns, but emanations
from the Sun, substantial qualities. To think thus is thereby to attrib-
ute to God, insofar as the illustration suggests the idea, both being
and nonbeing—and that is a greater absurdity than the previous
suggestions. [ once heard a man describe it in terms of a sunbeam’s
throwing its radiance on to a wall and quivering through the move-
ment of some water, a movement transmitted through the interven-
ing air and caught by the beam.!# Checked by the resistance of the
wall, it became an oscillation, surprising in its rapidity: as much a
manifold as a unity, joining and parting too quickly for the eye to
catch hold of.

33

However, this illustration tog was unacceptable to me. First, because
it was quite clear what had set the sunbeam in motion, whereas
nothing is prior to God to be his mover—he is cause of all and owns
no prior cause. Second, because there is in this example a hint of
those very things which are inconceivable in the case of God—com-
position, dispersion, and the lack of a fixed, natural stability. In a
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word, there is nothing to satisfy my mind when I try to illustrate the
mental picture I have, except gratefully taking part of the image and
discarding the rest. So, in the end, I resolved that it was best to say
“goodbye” to images and shadows, deceptive and utterly inadequate
as they are to express the reality. I resolved to keep close to the more
truly religious view and rest content with some few words, taking the
Spirit as my guide and, in his company and in partnership with him,
safeguarding to the end the genuine illumination I had received
from him, as I strike out a path through this world. To the best of my
powers I will persuade all men to worship Father, Son, and Holy
Spirit as the single Godhead and power, because to him belong all
glory, honor, and might for ever and ever.!® Amen.
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