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Missions: Old Testament Theophanies

Prologue

1. People who seek God, and stretch their minds as far as human weakness is able toward an
understanding of the trinity, must surely experience the strain of trying to fix their gaze on OLJKYV
L Q D F F HMVMLEI®) Hind the difficulties presented by the holy scriptures in their multifarious
diversity of form, which are designed, so it seems to me, to wear Adam! down and let Christ’s
glorious grace shine through.2 So they should find it easy, once they do shake off all uncertainty on
a point and reach a definite conclusion, to excuse those who make mistakes in the exploration of so
deep a mystery. But there are two things which are very hard to tolerate in the mistakes people
make: presumption, before the truth is clear, and defense of the false presumption when it has
become so. No two vices could be more of a hindrance to discovering the truth or to handling the
divine and holy books. If God then, as I hope and pray, will defend me from them and fortify me
ZLWK/HK L R B GMR RZG @Bs3:13) and the grace of his mercy, I will not be idle in seeking out
the substance of God, either through his scriptures or his creatures.? For both these are offered us for
our observation and scrutiny in order that in them he may be sought, he may be loved, who inspired
the one and created the other.

Nor will T be diffident about expressing my sentiments, since my eagerness to have them
scrutinized by the fairminded outweighs my fear of their being chewed to pieces by the spiteful. The
keen eyes of the dove are most acceptable to Charity’s modest beauty, while the teeth of the snarling
dog are either dodged by Humility’s caution or broken on the solid hardness of Truth. In any case |
would rather receive any sort of censure than mistaken or flattering praise. No censure can be feared
by the lover of truth. It will come, after all, either from friend or from foe; if it is a foe being
offensive, he can be endured; if it is a friend being wrong, he can be put right; if it is a friend being
right, he can be heeded. But as for praise—if it is mistaken it confirms you in your mistakes, and if
it is flattering it seduces you into making them. 0 D\ W KH Mtkekéfdte,PUB B XINHL @ HRUD Q G

FRHEW PH EXW OHW QRO WKR\RIKMDR VLQQHUV JU

Chapter 1

2 W ISHU L Q RILSYOMHHW B IK_HREY R PHH DWWA | HHUGUH L WNRHGIR QHTT X DZOLLWWKE Bl W KQGHRWIRL V
EHLQHWYIVG B W KWK R URDV H U YEDXQAYP SARLE/H L Q& LIVRH W H W OO0 MMK B W K H U
ZLWK GLVFXVVLRQ LQ VXSSRUW Rl WKLM SDLGFRLERHWRWYKRPHRRN WKIHI 1A
1, 2. To resume then, we find scattered through the scriptures, and marked out by learned Catholic
expositors of them, a kind of canonical rule, which we hold onto most firmly, about how our Lord
Jesus Christ is to be understood to be God’s Son, both equal to the Father by the form of God in
which he is, and less than the Father by the form of a servant which he took. In this form indeed he
is seen to be not only less than the Father, but also less than the Holy Spirit, less, what is more, than
himself—and not a self that he was but a self that he is. For when he took the form of a servant he
did not lose the form of God, as we learn from the evidences of scripture examined in the preceding
book.

There are, however, some statements in the divine utterances of such a kind that it is uncertain
which rule should be applied to them; should it be the one by which we take the Son as less than the
Father in the created nature he took on, or the one by which we take him as equal to the Father,
while still deriving from him his being God from God, light from light? We do, after all, call the Son
God from God, but the Father we simply call God, not from God. Thus it is clear that the Son has
another from whom he is and whose Son he is, while the Father does not have a Son from whom he
is, but only whose Father he is. Every son gets being what he is from his father, and is his father’s
son; while no father gets being what he is from his son, though he is his son’s father.

3. There are then some statements of scripture about the Father and the Son which indicate their
unity and equality of substance, like , D QW K B W HOHIB QH 10:30), and 6 LQIREE DV QVKH
IRURPKFR &K HWKRXYKRN E E AWRHH T X\ R @hil 2:6), and any other such. And there
are others which mark the Son as the lesser because of the form of a servant, that is because of the
created and changeable human substance he took, like 7 K HD W K. Wl D WMKURJ@Q 14:28), and
7KHD WK R B YRWK GG\ R XRADIL Y B QX G J FANRCKMR(Gh 5:22), for as he goes on



to explain shortly after, + HDOVYRYKH. B R Z W& M X G J EHHE KN NV K6HR Q IP D Qn
5:27). Lastly there are others which mark him neither as less nor as equal, but only intimate that he

is from the Father, like $VW KB W KHDW LLEKLP VWD O YR YW KSHR @/ RD YCH.LL Q)
KL P \(JH®36), and 1 HL WHKCHYKSHR G B Q \ W RIKQ. P VHH G HZVIKWA/ H MAK B W K H |
G R LR 3:19). If we take the reason for his saying this to be that in the creaturely form he took the

Son is less than the Father, it will follow that the Father must first have walked upon the water,% and

with spittle and mud opened the eyes of another man born blind,? and done all the other things done

by the Son when he appeared among men in the flesh, to enable the Son to do them too, who as he

said could do nothing of himself except what he saw the Father doing. Surely nobody, even out of

his wits, could have such an idea.

So the reason for these statements can only be that the life of the Son is unchanging like the
Father’s, and yet is from the Father; and that the work of Father and Son is indivisible, and yet the
Son’s working is from the Father just as he himself is from the Father; and the way in which the Son
sees the Father is simply by being the Son. For him, being from the Father, that is being born of the
Father, is not something different from seeing the Father; nor is seeing him working something
different from his working equally; and the reason he does not work of himself is that he does not
(so to put it) be of himself; and the reason he does what he sees the Father doing is that he is from
the Father.® He does not do other things O L N HI&ké& aphlinter copying pictures he has seen painted
by someone else; nor does he do W K H WibdgR dfferently, like the body forming letters which the
mind has thought; but : KD W RN RBW IGHRUHc\says, W RIDIP W KGHRD O @& R DN NIk
5:19). “The same,” he said; and also, “likewise”; thus showing that the working of the Father and of
the Son is equal and indivisible, and yet the Son’s working comes from the Father. That is why the
Son cannot do anything of himself except what he sees the Father doing.

This then is the rule which governs many scriptural texts, intended to show not that one person is
less than the other, but only that one is from the other. Yet some people’ have extracted from it the
sense that the Son is less than the Father. And on the other hand those amongst our people who are
not so learned or so well versed in these matters, and try to measure these texts by the form-of-a-
servant rule, find it very upsetting when they fail to make proper sense of them.2 To avoid this, we
should apply this other rule, which tells us not that the Son is less than the Father, but that he is from
the Father. This does not imply any dearth of equality, but only his birth in eternity.

2, 4. So then, as I started to say, there are some things so put in the sacred books that it is
uncertain which rule they are to be referred to; should it be to the Son’s being less than the Father
because of the creature he took, or to his being shown to be from the Father in his very equality with
him? And if the uncertainty is such that it can never be resolved, then in my opinion there is no
harm in taking the passage according to either rule. For example, 0\ W H D FIK\Q QRN QEXKA\L V
Z KN HBMIn 7:16); it can be understood by the form-of-a-servant rule, which is how we treated
it in the previous book; and also by the form-of-God rule, of his being equal to the Father and yet
from the Father.? For just as in this form the Son is not one thing and his life another, but the Son
simply is his life; so also the Son is not one thing and his teaching another, but the Son simply is his
teaching. Therefore, just as + HJ D WHIKGHR Q L(IH5:26) means nothing else than “He begot the
Son who is his life”; so also, when it says “He gave the Son teaching,” it can well mean “He begot
the Son who is his teaching.” And thus 0\ W HDLRR ) RPN (EHKRALA/K R H B MIn 7:16) may
be reduced to “T am not from myself but from him who sent me.”

3, 5. Let us compare the case of the Holy Spirit, who is not of course said to have H P S WKULHPG/ H O
W D NWHQR URPDV H U YPRIIQ WA. But the Lord does say, : KH & HF R P lWMGIS L B MWW XKW K
ZL WOKDRO WU XKL QARVE HIBNK L P VEXENK D W KKHDKUX/L USOHD R G
ZLO/AIRB W KWK L\ BMMW RR PHHZLOORPHEBHFDKKE HOHFF HRPH (BHQY G
ZL @/GLWWIR {n 16:13). Now unless he had gone on immediately to say $ OVOK\WY WE W KHDWY
LWL QMW KDWK\, VD LGEZ L QHF H RYAH. QUHQ L OVAH QONORR Xn 16:14), we might
perhaps have supposed that the Holy Spirit is born of Christ as he himself is of the Father. About
himself he says 0\ W HKDLEL YD RPN QEXKALA/K R H @ MIn 7:16); and about the Holy Spirit,

+ HZL @QGRWS NI PK L P VEXZNK D W K MHIDKUX/L @ O Hdndy EH F DKRE HOHFHRY H
PL@HRZ L /OLOWIR Kn 16:13). But he gives his reason for saying, + HZL GHF H RYH. Q H
namely, $ OVOK\WD VBl W KHDWP L QW KIDAK Y VD K& L GHF H RPH @il16:14). And so

we are left to understand that the Holy Spirit has of the Father’s just like the Son. How does he? In



the way we mentioned above:l :KHQ WKH DGYRFDWH FRPH\REKRIPH, )ZN\KDK
6SLE MW XWERRFHHBRNV KB W KHIL @ B DMH RWR B RXRBA 15:26). So it is as
proceeding from the Father that he is said not to speak from himself. And just as the Son is not
made less than the Father by his saying, 7 KBRBRD Q GRV) \ W R KQRV H OHHSMKW H H V
WKH )DW Kl 519D (his @ dot spoken in the form of a servant but in the form of God, as we
have already shown, and so these words do not indicate that he is less than the Father but only that

he is from him); so here it does not make the Holy Spirit less to say of him, + HZ L Q W% HIIBN\P
KLPVEXGK DW KMKHDKBIX/ L @ 8 HIR Nd:13). This is said in virtue of his proceeding from

the Father. But why then, since both the Son is from the Father and the Holy Spirit proceeds from

the Father, are they not both called sons, both begotten? Why is the one alone the only-begotten
Son, and the Holy Spirit neither a son nor begotten—he would of course be a son if he were
begotten? This is a question we must discuss elsewhere, if God grants and in the measure he
grants. 11

4, 6. Meanwhile this is the moment for those people to wake up if they can, who have imagined
that they are supported in proving the Father to be greater than the Son by the Son’s saying, ) DW K H L
J O R PIHIA 17:1.5). For here we have the Holy Spirit glorifying him; is he then too greater than
the Son? But if the reason the Holy Spirit glorifies the Son is that he will receive of the Son’s, and
the reason he will receive of the Son’s is that all that the Father has is the Son’s, then it is clear that
when the Holy Spirit glorifies the Son the Father also glorifies the Son. Thus we ascertain that all
that the Father has is not only the Son’s but also the Holy Spirit’s, because the Holy Spirit is
competent to glorify the Son, who is glorified by the Father. In any case, if he who glorifies is
greater than the one he glorifies, let them at least grant that those who glorify each other are equal.
Now it is written that the Son also glorifies the Father; , he says, KD YJI® R U LRDERH@ D WV K
17:4). Clearly they must take care that the Holy Spirit does not turn out to be greater than both of
them, as he glorifies the Son, who glorifies the Father,l2 and is not himself said to be glorified by
either the Father or the Son.

Chapter 2

, QZ K L KO W E R UIVOR/L V P RYNL J Q L | LRAD RPRLAY V LVR I/ Q G R QVIBIR © QIS KHHR GB\S LU L W
| L UIVAX L QUK &Y W DRIV K HE IHU @ B G \R HO\RMH RESLOW K HTX D DILWAKK) D W KW K 8BRS RVDR Q J
SHOLP LGHIU QR W HR @ U RPW VRERWY KYHL V IPEDARH. | H VIVEDIWRIMR IQRWARL Y EEH V R@\D 0 O
SR L QRMADSH) X FALLDIBIPUE H W 2W HSHE U P DYDLHVQREDADH. | H VRANDHVALRY K & HD QB KAHU D Q VV L H
Y LV IPEDAH. | H VRANDKVELLRUWM R U RYD G R YO X \RVZ L QEBQ\G R Q RM -, W X \EWE R ULQEML GEG

W KD G AMK\D WE MV F X R WLKRHDY R @ W X ECRLLD DAWRHIGHUX P HROMY KSHY Y L IR K 1D S BVOHW KIRQ 0K
W R BIVUHHQRSR6 R ROV L QVGDHK W K RS LG H WWRPHL V V IDRIB Y H D IOQVQ WHIEHW H B RIPHDV VRLIR Q \
WIGHLYBEHVRE@MWU P DQE O GO D J RIPIH/ VX @ GWM KUK & KK DN O D E RIU® MVCHSSADHW
0D Q J XZIKIHVKK R IWK W WBHR @ \I B PW K) 1D W KCHIU® KHR 08\S L U W& PW K) 1D W KOHQU® KR @ K H
LQY R O YRFPLVYIVRWK V [PEDAH. | H VWD \WWRIQR BR E O HR Y KI0 YWR I R O B H BRAUKIR W D O
GHILQLWLRQ FDQ EH DFKLHYHG

5, 7. Refuted here, they turn to another axiom: “The one who sends is greater than the one sent.”
So the Father is greater than the Son, who is constantly presenting himself as sent by the Father; he
is also greater than the Holy Spirit, of whom Jesus said, ZKRWKEBHW KHU B8 Q @\ QD R
14:26). And the Holy Spirit is less than either, since besides the Father sending him, as mentioned,
the Son sends him too, saying as he does, % XW LI , JR DZD\ , ZLQ6MHQG KLP '

On this question the first thing I want to ask is where the Son was sent from and where to. , ZHQW
| R UMBKW K B W Kdthys, D QD PLHQ W RA /U@ G6:28). So that is what being sent is,
going forth from the Father and coming into this world. Then what about something else the same
evangelist said of him: + HZDV QVKZHRU O QW KR U QG Y D GMR X IKL D QW KZHR U O G
GL@RW)REKLE®n 1:10)? Then he adds, + HF D PLHQ WIEYZ @n 1:11). Where he came to, of
course, is where he was sent. But if he was sent into this world because he went forth from the
Father and came into this world, and if he was already in this world, then where he was sent to is
where he already was.

Take some words spoken by God in one of the prophets: + H D YOIH@ED WOMRKL (@e£23:24); if
they are ascribed to the Son—and it is he, so a number of authors prefer to think,12 who spoke to
and through the prophets—then where he was sent to must have been where he already was. One
who could say + H D YIH@IGD UGNRK L @u&t be everywhere. Or suppose if you like it was the
Father speaking; is there anywhere he could be without his Word and his Wisdom, who VWW F K H
PLIKWREDHIQUG WR HQG DQG RISHIIRH)YNbBr @rthathiatte@Qcdld Eele
anywhere without his Spirit. If God is everywhere, his Spirit is everywhere too. So the Spirit also



was sent to where he was already. There was a man who found nowhere he could go from the face
of God, and who said, ,|, FOERSVRHD YR®HW KHU FO LG E 2QRH WOGHUR O
(Ps 139:8). Wishing thus to convey that God is present everywhere, he had begun by mentioning his
Spirit; for he had just said, : K HHV K D @QLON K GAJAR A\ R X85S L DIQXEK HY K D A B P
\RXU (B BbHt7)?

8. If then both Son and Holy Spirit are sent to where they already are, the question arises what
can really be meant by this sending of the Son or of the Holy Spirit—the Father alone is nowhere
said to have been sent. About the Son the apostle writes, :KH®/ H KO ORMWV R B BER P*HR G
VHRWS/R @D GRHZR P DD GHQ GG B G HW K K HHX Q GBiJZal 4:4). He
sent his Son, made of a woman—by “woman” of course, as presumably every Catholic knows, he
did not intend to suggest loss of virginity, but merely difference of sex according to the Hebrew
idiom.1# So then, by saying * R G/ H R M3/R @ D GRHZ R P BeQ@hows plainly enough that it was
in being made of woman that the Son was sent. Thus inasmuch as he was born of God he already
was in this world; in that he was born of Mary he was sent and came into this world.

Furthermore, he could not be sent by the Father without the Holy Spirit. On principle, when the
Father sent him, that is made him of woman, he cannot be supposed to have done it without his
Spirit. And in any case there is the clear testimony of the answer given to the virgin Mary when she
asked the angel + R 2V KD KLIVS S AIQKM R GB\S L ¥ K IFARE®XS R R X0Q GV KPHL J IRWY K H
0 RWW IJKKROY® UV KR &IRIZB4), and Matthew says 6 KAD MR X /& L W K LFOMEK H
+ R OB S L (Mt W18). There is even a prophecy of Isaiah in which Christ himself is to be
understood as saying about his future coming, $Q @ R¥W KRG D QIGL&/SLLKADVH @ Wis
48:16).

9. Someone may now perhaps constrain me to say that the Son was also sent by himself. For
Mary’s conceiving and childbearing is the work of the three, by whose creative act all things are
created. How then, he wants to know, can the Father have sent him if he sent himself? I answer first
by asking him to tell me, if he can, how the Father can have sanctified the Son if he sanctified
himself. Both are affirmed by one and the same Lord: "R \R X DR KL Re asks, ZKRW K BW KH
VDQFWIQEH QYW RZR U WEROMV\EODVSKHPHEOD XWBHL G P*R &% RO
10:36)? And elsewhere he says, ) R W KGRV D Q FRNY I 17:19). Again I ask him how the
Father can have delivered him up if he delivered up himself. The apostle Paul says both: : KRG L G
QRWH 8DV RA&3awmREXW O IHYEILUR S R XI\D (RGM 8:32); and elsewhere he says of
the savior, ZKR® R YAHD QGH OHL &H B V)HIR B HGal 2:20). I trust our friend will answer
me, if he has a just appreciation of these matters, that Father and Son have but one will and are
indivisible in their working. Let him therefore understand the incarnation and the virgin birth in the
same way, as indivisibly wrought by one and the same working of Father and Son, not leaving out,
of course, the Holy Spirit, of whom it is said in so many words that V KZHD VR X Q/@®Z LW KL O C
Rl WKH +RK\:683.LULW

What we are saying may perhaps be easier to sort out if we put the question this way, crude
though it is: In what manner did God send his Son? Did he tell him to come, giving him an order he
complied with by coming, or did he ask him to, or did he merely suggest it? Well, whichever way it
was done, it was certainly done by word. But God’s Word is his Son. So when the Father sent him
by word, what happened was that he was sent by the Father and his Word. Hence it is by the Father
and the Son that the Son was sent, because the Son is the Father’s Word. Would anyone adopt so
blasphemous an opinion as to suppose that it was by a word in time that the Father sent the eternal
Son to appear in the course of time in the flesh? Though it is true that in the Word of God which was
in the beginning with God and was God, 1 that is to say in the Wisdom of God, there was timelessly
contained the time in which that Wisdom was to appear in the flesh. So while without any beginning
oftime LQVEHHIJL QDD W ERGD QW KRGZD YL WKR® QWK IRGZD ¥R @n 1:1),
without any time there was in the Word the time at which the Word would become flesh and dwell
among us (Jn 1:14). And when this IXOORMWVY ¥ BPHR G/HQW/R ® D GRHZ R P 33l
4:4), that is made in time, in order that the Word might be shown to men incarnate; and the time at
which this should happen was timelessly contained within the Word. The whole series of all times is
timelessly contained in God’s eternal Wisdom.1Z

Since then it was a work of the Father and the Son that the Son should appear in the flesh, the one
who so appeared in the flesh is appropriately said to have been sent, and the one who did not to have



done the sending. Thus events which are put on outwardly in the sight of our bodily eyes are aptly
called P L V\bErause they stem from the inner designs of our spiritual nature. Furthermore, that
form of the man who was taken on is the personl? or guise of the Son only, and not of the Father

too. So it is that the invisible Father, together with the jointly invisible Son, is said to have sent this

Son by making him visible. If the Son has been made visible in such a way that he ceased to be
invisible with the Father, that is if the substance of the invisible Word, undergoing change and
transition, had been turned into the visible creature, then we would have had to think of the Son
simply as sent by the Father, and not also as sending with the Father. As it is, the form of a servant

was so taken on that the form of God remained immutable, and thus it is plain that what was seen in

the Son was the work of Father and Son who remain unseen; that is that the Son was sent to be
visible by the invisible Father together with the invisible Son. Then why did he say, $ Q GG LGR W
F R PIH® PP\ V KID8:42)? He said it according to the servant form; as also , G R) RWX @I\ R Q +
(Jn 8:15).

10. If the Son is said to have been sent in that he appeared outwardly in created bodily form while
inwardly in uncreated spiritual form remaining always hidden from mortal eyes, then it is easy to
understand how the Holy Spirit can also be said to have been sent. He was visibly displayed in a
created guise which was made in time, either when he descended on our Lord himself LER GL O
JXLVH DVYMD3:®Rof khen ten days after his ascension W KHF B HV X G G HBOPR H D RHQ
WKB\RBHQWBVFRXBRDYLRAKEWD UGRIDOQWKIDGSHBWR KKBRYLGH
WRQJIXNRWY LHUZ K L FPKO VRI W W®ORKID FKQ R IW R HActs 2:2). This action, visibly
expressed and presented to mortal eyes, is called the sending of the Holy Spirit. Its object was not
that his very substance might be seen, since he himself remains invisible and unchanging like the
Father and the Son; but that outward sights might in this way stir the minds of men, and draw them
on from the public manifestations of his coming in time to the still and hidden presence of his
eternity sublime.

6, 11. Nowhere though do we find it written that God the Father is greater than the Holy Spirit, or
the Holy Spirit less than God the Father; and the reason is that a created form was not assumed by
the Holy Spirit to appear under in the same way that the son of man was assumed by the Word of
God as the form in which to present his person to the world. The son of man was not assumed
simply in order to have the Word of God, like other saints and wise men only more so, D E RKIHV

I HO QPR 45)8);2% not in order to have a more ample share in the Word of God and so excel the rest

in wisdom, but quite simply to be the Word of God. The Word in flesh is one thing, the Word being
flesh another; which means the Word in a man is one thing, the Word being man another. “Flesh” of
course stands for “man” in the phrase W K lRGE H FIBIRD HM K:14), as in that other text, $O O
IOHWKKDOO VHH WKH (K86, L) RRQoRldsst Rifidless flesh, but “all flesh” in

the sense of “all men and women.”

Not thus, therefore, was a creature taken by the Holy Spirit to appear under, in the way that that
flesh, that human form, was taken of the virgin Mary. The Spirit did not make the dove blessed, or
the violent gust, or the fire; he did not join them to himself and his person to be held in an
everlasting union. Nor on the other hand is the Spirit of a mutable and changing nature, so that
instead of these manifestations being wrought out of created things, he should turn or change
himself into this and that, as water turns into ice. But these phenomena appeared, as and when they
were required to, FH D WALHRIQYAL ORI D WM W6:24), and being changed and transmuted at the
bidding of him who abides unchanging in himself, in order to signify and show him as it was proper
for him to be signified and shown to mortal men.

It is true that that dove is called the Spirit, and that of that fire it is said 7K HDSHBGOGW KH P
GLYLMRGIDNRMHIZKLPOVRWR@ B RQRIW KHRQWKHMJBV@WS HDINV K
WRQ DWW M L D WHK LV W HACB @3 .HBut this is to indicate that it is the Spirit who
was manifested by that fire, as by that dove. Yet we cannot say of the Holy Spirit that he is God and
dove, or God and fire, as we say of the Son that he is God and man. Nor even as we call the Son the
lamb of God, with both John the Baptist saying % H K RVMGD FRE* R @n 1:29), and John the
evangelist seeing the O D FDEL WHHY O,Bnltk@ Book of Revelation.22 That prophetic vision was
not exhibited to bodily eyes in bodily shapes, but was seen in spirit by means of psychic images of
things. But whoever saw that dove or that fire saw them with their real eyes. Though admittedly the
point could be argued about the fire, whether it was seen with the eyes or in spirit, because of the
words used. It does not say “They saw divided tongues as of fire,” but “There appeared to them



divided tongues as of fire.” We do not usually mean the same thing by “There appeared to me” as by
“I saw.” It is indeed normal to say both “There appeared to me” and “I saw” in the case of visions in
spirit of bodily images; but in the case of things offered to our eyes in their definite bodily shape we
usually say “I saw” and not “There appeared to me.” So in the case of the fire of Pentecost there is
room for doubt about how it was seen; whether inwardly in spirit, only seeming to be real, or really
outwardly by the eyes of the head. The dove however is expressly said to have descended in bodily
guise, and nobody ever doubted that it was seen with the eyes.

Nor again can we call the Spirit a dove or fire as we call the Son a rock, as it is written, $ Q &/ K H

UR FAID & K U(L M/ 10:4). That rock already existed as a created thing, and it was by reason of
some dramatic action that it symbolized Christ and was called by his name; like that stone which
Jacob had for a pillow and which he turned into a symbol of Christ by anointing it;23 like Isaac, who
became Christ when he carried the wood for his own sacrifice.2* All these already existed and were
given significance by certain symbolic actions. They did not, like this dove and fire, come suddenly
into existence just to signify these things. These two cases seem to me more like that flame which
appeared to Moses in the bush,2 or like the pillar of cloud and fire which the people followed in the
desert,2® or like the thunders and lightnings which occurred when the Law was given on the
mountain.2Z All these physical phenomena only happened in order to signify something and then to
pass away.

Chapter 3

, QZ K. FW KOHK W E R D F RAHKBHR E O HUD\L ¥ AKG.S/H O L P LEHDI U QR I L R \DL RAKO-D VIAD S DWW I H
Y LV LPEDOGH. | H VRAMD MSHH R QVRIQBL Y L @VIKGHID WR H B X SMT X HV WILRIQMVAKD QR W KL Y LQH
S HUVRIDU W IZFHHPDQL | H\BVBKRAN R1D B VW DWW K B RS K D QU VG\E B IDW &V KIHP D L Q G H
R W KELRKRL LK R BV KYHL V IPEDGH. | HY QU@ WRWKH R S R BPLCH/D JZHKGH WEKW EDH H GRAD Q J ROV
Q R 2 WEKILOROUW K/EK E NRBAERAR N D, QIGLZ K H WZHHA DHR S H WOROM K/HH Q GRAG BBIR Q Q\B KR O\
6SLEHWRMKMILE OB QLI HVIMIYWIRZA VWD P H @ WEWKMWYBREN% H FRB L Q 0L @V K H
Q H FW D SWEILLY AKX WEYUNBVK B IT X H V WKLY ® W@ VAG®H P R DE.IVYOLVFV X P R\F X RIRW KEH) X G H U
SHFRQRPLF  WKKHIRMD RIKH 6RQ LY WKH HVVHQWEZKQOM YLK EOMW RIHE EDHLR £
DQGZHD@Y LD FFHYKRP@HD ®DVH IR DQH B QIGO0 O R Y L \REORG 7P

7, 12. The Holy Spirit too, therefore, is said to have been sent because of these bodily forms
which sprang into being in time in order to signify him and show him in a manner suited to human
senses. But he is not said to be less than the Father as the Son is on account of his servant form.
That form was attached in inseparable union to his person, whereas these other physical
manifestations appeared for a time in order to show what had to be shown and then afterward ceased
to be.

Why, in that case, is the Father not said to have been sent in those other physical manifestations,
the fire in the bush,2® the pillar of cloud and fire,2? the lightnings on the mountain,3? and whatever
else occurred when he spoke to the fathers, as we learn from the evidence of scripture? Why not, if
he was being manifested by these modulations of creation, these bodily forms presented externally
to the sight of men? Or if it was the Son who was being manifested by them, why is he only said to
have been sent such a long time afterward, when he was made of a woman? The apostle says, : KH Q
WHKAHYRWLRBERPHR G HQWS/R @ D GRHZ R P P& 4:4); yet he had been sent
already long before, if he appeared to the fathers in those created forms. If on the other hand he
cannot properly be said to have been sent until the Word became flesh, why is the Holy Spirit said to
have been sent at all, since he has never been embodied in that sort of way? Finally, if those visible
occurrences we are told of in the law and the prophets manifested neither Father nor Son, but the
Holy Spirit, why is he too only said to have been sent now, having on this supposition already been
sent in these various ways before?

13. The first thing to be done in sorting out this tangled question is to ascertain, with God’s help,
whether it was the Father or the Son or the Holy Spirit who appeared under these created forms to
the fathers; or whether it was sometimes the Father, sometimes the Son, sometimes the Holy Spirit;
or whether it was simply the one and only God, that is the trinity without any distinction of persons.
Next, whatever firm or tentative conclusion emerges on this point, we must ask whether the
creatures by which God would manifest himself as he judged opportune to the sight of men were
formed for this function alone; or whether angels already in existence were sent to speak in God’s
name and made themselves material P H GoutDof created material for use in their duties as each
required; or even, according to the power bestowed on them by the creator, turned and changed their



own bodies, which they dominate and are not dominated by,2! into whatever shapes they chose as
most aptly suited to their activities. Finally, we shall see what we have set out to ascertain, whether
the Son and the Holy Spirit were also being sent of old, and if they were, how such sending differed
from the one we read of in the gospel; or whether neither of them was sent until the Son was made
of the virgin Mary32 and the Holy Spirit appeared in the visible shape of a dove and tongues of fire.

8, 14. Let us pass over those people who have entertained excessively materialistic ideas about the
nature of God’s Word and Wisdom, which D E L GLLERW HH@H [Z WCK Y Wid 7:27), which we
call the only Son of God; they think of him as being not merely changeable but visible as well. With
more effrontery than piety they have brought much crudeness of mind to bear on divine things.
Even the human soul, a spiritual substance, something made and made through none other than him
WRNJIRKRP OWOK L QBMNP D GPIQ 8L W KRKRAZ D WP D GBIR W Kih @:3), though
changeable is not also visible. Yet these people have thought this about the very Word and Wisdom
of God, through whom the soul was made; whereas this divine Wisdom is not only invisible, which
the soul is too, but unchangeable which the soul is not. This unchangeableness of Wisdom is

rehearsed by the text, $ELGLQJ LQ KHIHZAVOD QW&sHA2B).L Q JV

And yet they even try to prop up their tumble-down delusions by scriptural evidence, and quote
the apostle Paul’s authority; what he says of the one and only God, by which the triad is to be
understood, they take as referring to the Father alone, and not also to the Son and Holy Spirit. He
says, 7/RWHN L @ D J HW KI? P R UMDY @ \RLETRHEE KK R QIRQID RIRY Y B QKBY H U
Tm 1:17), and again, 7TKEHOH\DUHRBR) PLIKRQNLRNLQIYCGRRIOBW KPR ORQF
KDWVPRUWDQGWNDO@QVIQDFFHYKRRBREH @ DWH R D QHHIm 6:15). I

think I have already sufficiently discussed the interpretation of these texts.32

9, 15. But those who prefer to take them as applying only to the Father and not to the Son and
Holy Spirit say that the Son is visible not merely in the flesh which he took of the virgin, but even
before that in himself. For it is he, they say, who showed himself visibly to the fathers. In that case,
suppose you answer them, just as the Son is visible in himself, so he must also be mortal in himself,
to suit your view of the text, which you maintain applies only to the Father, Z K D O RIQIHV

LP PR U W DOA:1M).\Or if you agree that what made the Son mortal was the flesh he took, then
you must allow that was also what made him visible. They answer that they do not say that was
what made him mortal; that in their view he was previously mortal just as he was previously visible.
They have to do this, of course, because if they say it is the flesh he became which made the Son
mortal, then it is no longer the Father without the Son who alone has immortality; his Word too,
WR X JIKKRP O\CK LOHHAPD G 1:3), will have immortality. Nor could it be said that he lost
his immortality by taking on mortal flesh, because no such thing can happen even to the human soul
to make it die with the body, given what the Lord himself says, ' R (R W DW K Z KRl L\U G\
EXW FDQQRWMILQLY WKH VRXO

Nor, of course, did the Holy Spirit take flesh; and if the Son were mortal because of the flesh he
took, the case of the Holy Spirit would certainly pose them a big problem in their insistence that it is
the Father alone, without the Son and without the Spirit, who has immortality. But the Holy Spirit
did not take flesh; so if he does not have immortality, then it is not because of the flesh he took that
the Son is mortal. If on the other hand the Spirit does have immortality, then it is not said of the
Father alone that he has immortality.3*

For these reasons they think they can argue that the Son was mortal in himself even before the
incarnation, because mere changeableness may be called, not improperly, mortality. It is after all in
terms of this that we talk of the soul dying—by which we do not mean that it ceases to be itself by
turning into body or some other substance. Anything that retaining its own identity is now different
from what it was, is thereby shown up as being mortal to the extent that it has ceased to be what it
was. And so, they say, because the Son of God appeared to our fathers even before he was born of
the virgin Mary, and not in one constant guise either, but in many different forms, it follows both
that he is visible in himself, because his substance was apparent to mortal eyes even before he took
flesh; and that he is mortal insofar as he is changeable. So too with the Holy Spirit, who appeared
now as a dove, now as fire. Therefore, they continue, it is not the three but solely and properly the
Father to whom the text applies: 7RWHL P RUW DR ® L VOLE®&MHOR Gl Tm 1:17); and, : KR

DORMWPPRUWIRGZWMDQVIQDMFFHYKRRE&KX P EQ LIQDYH R@ DQHH
(1 Tm 6:16).



16. So we leave these people on one side, people who have not even been able to conceive that
the substance of the soul is invisible, and therefore are miles away from forming even the remotest
idea that the substance of the one and only God, that is of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy
Spirit, remains not only invisible but also unchangeable, and therefore abides in true and genuine
immortality. As for us, we say that God has never shown himself to bodily eyes, neither the Father
nor the Son nor the Holy Spirit, except through some created bodily substance at the service of his
power. Let us then go on to investigate, in the peace of the Catholic faith, with peaceable
persistence, ready to be put right by well-founded brotherly correction, ready even to be chewed up
by an enemy provided what he says is true; let us go on to investigate whether God appeared to our
fathers without distinction of persons before the Christ came in the flesh, or whether just one of the
persons of the triad appeared, or whether all three appeared, if one may so put it, in turn.

Chapter 4
7KH DXWKRU LQYHVWLJDWHYVY WKHHGKWR SO DY E QVRKEEWDIREBPDSSHD

10, 17. Let us begin then with the incident described in Genesis of God talking to the man he had
made from the clay. If we leave aside the story’s symbolic meaning and take it literally as a
trustworthy account of events, it seems that God then talked to man in the guise of a man. The book
does not indeed say so in so many words, but the details of the passage imply it, especially the bit
about Adam hearing the voice of God as he was taking a walk round paradise in the evening, and
hiding himself in the middle of the wood in paradise, and then when God says $GDEZ KHDH
\ R Xahswering , KHO\WR XYYRFBIQIGLB\VH@®IP\R XID FEH F D XDP K) D N6GinG:9).
How we can give a literal meaning to such walking and talking by God I cannot see, unless he
appeared in human form.3 It cannot be maintained that only a voice effect was produced from the
place God was said to be walking in, or that he who was walking there was invisible, because Adam
also says he hid from God’s face. Who was it, then? Was it the Father or the Son or the Holy Spirit,
or just God the three without distinction, that was talking to man in the guise of man?

It is true that the scripture narrative nowhere passes noticeably from person to person; the one
who speaks to the first man appears to be the same as the one who had said / H W KHE HD L, hKdW
/HW KHEWDI L U P D &hl ©3W), and the other things on each of those days of creation. And we
usually take this to be God the Father, saying let there be whatever he wished to make. For he made
all things through his Word, and we know by the right rule of faith that his Word is his only Son. So
if it was the Father who talked to the first man, and who used to walk about paradise of an evening;
and if it was his face the sinner hid from in the middle of the wood in paradise; why should we not
take it to be the Father who appeared to Abraham and Moses, and indeed to anyone he liked in any
way he liked, by means of some changeable and visible creature under his control, while in himself
and in his own changeless substance he remained invisible?3¢

But of course it could be that scripture passes imperceptibility from person to person, and that
while it describes how the Father said /H W KHHEWO L JGaW:3), and all the other things he is
mentioned as making through his Word, it goes on to show us the Son speaking to the first man, not
saying so explicitly, but hinting at it for those who are sharp enough to understand.

18. So if anyone is of sufficient intellectual caliber to get to the bottom of this mystery and tell for
certain, either that the Father too can appear visibly to human eyes by means of some created thing,
or that only the Son and the Holy Spirit can do so, let him go on studying the matter, and even
publish the results. But in my opinion, at least as regards the scriptural evidence in this episode of
God’s speaking to man, the matter remains obscure. For one thing, it is not at all obvious whether
Adam normally did see God with his physical eyes, as long as the question remains unsettled what
sort of eyes those were which were opened for them when they tasted the forbidden fruit, because
before they tasted it those eyes remained shut.

In fact, I was almost too rash in affirming a little while ago that if scripture presents paradise as a
physical locality, then God cannot have walked about in it except in some bodily form. After all,
you could say that only sounds were produced for the man to hear, without his seeing any form.
Again, just because it says $GDRL&KLPVHP*R &MD H@n 3:8), it does not follow
necessarily that as a rule he used to see his face. Suppose he himself could not see but was
frightened of being seen by him whose voice he had heard and whose presence he had sensed as he
walked about? After all Cain too said to God , KL P\ R XIWD KGh 4:14). But that does not



oblige us to admit that he normally saw God’s face with his physical eyes in some sort of bodily
form, though he did hear his voice talking to him and interrogating him about his crime.

Again, it is not easy to decide by what sort of speech God used to make himself heard in those
times by men’s physical ears, particularly when he spoke to the first men; however, we are not
concerned with that point in this discussion. But if voices and sounds alone were produced to make
God’s presence known to the senses of those first men, then I cannot see why I should not take this
to be a manifestation of the person of God the Father. After all, it is his person which was
manifested by the voice at the transfiguration of Jesus on the mountain in the presence of the three
disciples;3 and by the voice at his baptism when the dove came down upon him;38 and by the voice
which answered him, when he cried out to the Father about his glorification, , KD YJIKD RU DIQ & G
ZL OOR DLIINInQ2:28). Not that the voice could be produced without the activity of Son and
Holy Spirit (the triad works inseparably); but it was produced to manifest the person of the Father
alone, just as the three produced that human being of the virgin Mary and yet it is the person of the
Son alone—the invisible three producing what is the visible person of the Son alone.3?

However there is nothing in this text to prevent us from taking those voices which Adam heard as
not only being produced by the three, but also as manifesting the person of the same three. In the
other cases, where the voice says 7 K LLWP \ E H O ROYRKDEG 3:17; 17:5), we are obliged to take it
as being only the Father’s, since neither faith nor reason allow us to suppose that Jesus is the son of
the Holy Spirit or of himself. And where the voice resounded , KDY B R UDIQBE.@OR DUDL Q
(Jn 12:28), we also recognize only the Father’s person; for it is in answer to our Lord’s words,
) D W K8 B UR R&R(@ 12:28),22 which could only have been addressed to God the Father and
not to the Holy Spirit as well, because he is! not his Son. But here the text runs, 7K HRG*R &/ DL G
W RG D(Bn 3:9), and no reason can be given from the context against understanding this of the
trinity.

19. The same holds good for the passage $Q @/ KRGV D MWGRE U D KODRPPBIZ DIB P\R X U
F R X QDAUR XNIL GI@UD\R XIUD WIKKARIX(®H12:1). It is not clear whether Abraham only
heard a voice in his ears, or whether something also appeared before his eyes. A little further on,
however, it says rather more plainly, $Q &/ KRGD S S H OMRE KD P QWGD MARL FFR\R X U
V HH GPJ L YHKQ V(@1512:7). But even here it is not stated in what guise the Lord appeared to
him, or whether the Father or the Son or the Holy Spirit appeared to him. Our friends may of course
think it must have been the Son, because the text does not say “God appeared to him,” but “The
Lord appeared to him”; and Lord would seem to be a name proper to the Son, on the evidence of the
apostle: ) R UH Y HL @V KHHDBW K FE\DHD ORHEEVE H D YRHR)XH D UBDWKQ G MHIGDEIP D Q \
JROAOWQBD QL BWMHWR XKW KHH & XRWQ*HR GW KB WK BRBZ KRB KD G\K LDQXH
LER DQ ®R Q/HRG-H V& KIWWR X JKK R PHD VMK VQLGHV R X JKKL P Cor 8:5).42
But God the Father is also unmistakably called Lord in many places—for example, 7 K HR GV D MR
PHO\ VRDK\R X W R GKID\YEHH J R WRA 37), and 6 D MBK RGW R\ /R G 6 LDWR/\
UL IKMDMPES110:1). Indeed, so is the Holy Spirit unmistakably called Lord—where the apostle
says, $Q @/ 6K L U¥YR\VE2 Cor 3:17);® and in case anyone should consider that he means the
Son, and is calling him spirit because of his immaterial substance, he goes on to add, : K HROWW K H
/RGBS L U MWKHHEIH G RW RRor 3:17). And no one can doubt that the Lord’s Spirit is the
Holy Spirit. So then, in the passage we are discussing there is nothing to show whether one person
of the three appeared to Abraham, or whether it was God the three, of which one God it is said
elsewhere, <RX VKDOO ZRWGBVWOSUWRE /RQG KLP DQRQIH).VKDOO \Fk

On another occasion, under the oak of Mambre, Abraham saw three men, whom he invited in and
entertained to a meal. Scripture however does not begin the description of the episode by saying
“Three men appeared to him,” but by saying 7 KHRGD S S H BWRL(@n 18:1). Then it proceeds
to describe how the Lord appeared to him by introducing the story of the three men, whom
Abraham invited in and entertained in the plural, but went on to speak to as one, in the singular; and
he is also given a promise about a son for Sarah as by one, whom scripture calls the Lord, just as it
says at the beginning of the story, 7KH GRD S SIIGDW R $.B&JHD i3 them in and washes
their feet, and sets them on their way again as men; but he talks to them as the Lord God, both on
being promised a son and on being informed about the imminent destruction of Sodom.

11, 20. This passage of scripture calls for much more than a quick passing glance. If only one
man, you see, had appeared to Abraham, the people who maintain that the Son was visible in his



own proper substance even before he was born of the virgin would surely have been very quick to
claim that this was he. Only the Father, they say, is referred to by the words 7R WKH LQYLVLE(
*R @ Tm 1:17). Yet even in this case I could still ask them how they would account for his EHL Q J
IRX QG KHR QG IRMDP B @hil 2:7)—having his feet washed, sitting down to human victuals
—before he took flesh. How could all this happen while he was still in the form of God, QRW WKL (
L W E E AMIRHH T X\D'ER @hil 2:6)? Surely he had not already H P S WKLLHPG/W O NW QB U P

R DV H U YIOIQAHYV KOH. N HROFHH/QY QIR X Q @/ KKHR Q G IRDP B @hil 2:7)? We know,

after all, that he did this by being born of the virgin. So how could he appear to Abraham as one

man before he had done this? Or was that apparition not a true human form perhaps? I could still

ask them all these awkward questions even if only one man had appeared to Abraham, and he was

too readily believed to be the Son of God. But in fact three men appeared to him, and none of them

is said to have been superior to the others in stature or age or authority. So why may we not take the
episode as a visible intimation by means of visible creations of the equality of the triad, and of the
single identity of substance in the three persons?

21. Nor can you legitimately answer that one of the three is implicitly shown to be superior and is
to be taken to be the Lord the Son of God while the other two are his angels, because Abraham only
addresses one man as Lord while he sees three. Holy scripture took care to meet any future
objection or view of this sort by providing evidence in contradiction of it, when it went on shortly
afterward to describe how two angels came to Lot, and how that just man, found worthy to be
delivered from the burning of Sodom, also addressed in them the one Lord. This is how it continues:
7KHRGGH S DD WKHWWSRBES HD WIRE U D KID@EE U D KIBW X WIRHBZ QO DFH
%XW WKH WZR DQJHOV FDP@@nWR36RGRP LQ WKH HYHQLQJ

Here we must keep carefully in mind what it is I have undertaken to demonstrate; it is that
Abraham was talking to three, and called him Lord in the singular. But perhaps, you say, he
recognized one of the three as the Lord, and the other two as his angels. Then what does the
scripture mean when it goes on to say, 7 K HR GG H SHD® W\KHYJWSRHYS D OWRR U D KIDPG
$EUDHKBW X WIRHLEZ Q O D E MWWKRNHZIRQ J IF O PWWMERR G R BV KHY H QdnQ4&133)?
Perhaps one of them, who had been recognized as the Lord, departed—is that it?—and sent on the
two angels he had with him to destroy Sodom. Well, let us see what follows: 7 KMW ZIRQJIHOF H
WRRGRRBRVHKH HQEQAE@KH/®@ WD ¥ K HKFHR VW RH WMWK HDRQGR U V KZ B & V
I D VAR K IR X QBEQVED IR P A\ O B WV XIU@ W KHR X HR XVUH U Y QW). Here it
is plain that there were two angels, that he offered them, in the plural, hospitality, and that he called
them lords out of respect, taking them perhaps for men.

22. There is the point, though, that Lot would not have worshiped with his face to the ground if
he had not recognized them as angels of God. So why does he offer them board and lodging as
though they were in need of such human treatment?

But whatever hidden meaning there may be in this point let us carry on with what we have
undertaken. Two appear, they are both called angels, they are invited in the plural to stay, he talks to
them as two in the plural until they all leave Sodom. Then the scripture continues: $ Q GWD PW R
S D DVUMHKKD G HAGK R RWVKWD 6@ Y IMDIYRIXQIL [BHR) ROAR R DN FNRKUD O@VAMK L V

HILRNW KHR X Q VDMMEM-MRIZX L 8 & D IIHP D \BHKID SR O MF D X I YWW WD L G
WW K FBRJ DARG V L QIREKWH U YXIDQRVX QIBY B H IHR B, Xtc. (Gn 19:17). How do you
explain his saying 3 U DAR @if the one who was the Lord and who had sent the angels on had
already departed? Why 3 U D Y R3d that case, and not “Pray, lords”? Or if he only meant to address

one of them, why does scripture say, % X/\WW WD WW K FBRJ D/\R G V L Q RBKNUH U YXIDQRNK Q G
I DY R H HR R?XThis time also, then, may we not understand two persons to be signified by the
plural number, and the one Lord God of one substance by the fact of treating the same two as one?

But in that case, which two persons are we to understand here—the Father and the Son, or the
Father and the Holy Spirit, or the Son and the Holy Spirit? Perhaps the last pair [ mentioned fits the
case best; for the two angels said that they had been sent, and we say the same about the Son and the
Holy Spirit. But nowhere in the scriptures do we find the Father being sent.44

Chapter 5
7KH YDULRXV WKHRS KDL@QUYHW R/IL (RBIXE® DU

13, 23. When Moses received his mission to the people of Israel to lead them out of Egypt, this is
how the text describes the way the Lord appeared to him: + HZ D VYH H GW ®&BK HRIIS'W RKIL V



IDWKRUONBKE ULRINVMWGQ D QKGHE RIYW R/HK HIHBW R5 H VB QR#D PWAWR KPKHR X Q W D
RFR G+ RWELR AV KOHY JRIW KRGD SSHOWRL P @I ODRHH/ B PW KEEK VIKQ & H
VD YW KW WHHY D % X U QLLQY ¥EEK VIKI W KEEK \VZKD @ RBH L)X UXSH¥Q GRV ND LG
ZLOO JR DQG OIPARNVILWKWKLYDYH VHHQ WKDW WKH EX\WK L
VDELPRPLWER RN RGF D OWRIGPB PW KEEK\DKQWVED LO PW KR ® VR XID WK H |
WKRK®BEUDKIMBKR®KRIVDDRWKR®FDF EE3:1). In this case too he is first
called the angel of the Lord and is then called God. This does not mean surely that an angel is the

God of Abraham and the God of Isaac and the God of Jacob. Therefore we can be justified in taking

it to be the savior himself, of whom the apostle says, 7 KH DWW K B W KBIQBIW K H RV K H
&KUDVERIUOWIR HBHYKRYR @R Y BDIOVK LBJ M3I R H Y Ran 9:5). So he who is

God over all things blessed for ever may not unreasonably be understood here in the God of
Abraham and the God of Isaac and the God of Jacob.

But why was he first called the angel of the Lord when he appeared in a flame of fire from the

bush? Is it because he was in fact one of the multitude of the angels, but by a special arrangement
was playing the part of the Lord? Or had some created thing been requisitioned to appear visibly for
the business of the moment, and to produce audible voices which would convey the presence of the
Lord by creature control as needed, even to a man’s physical senses? If it was one of the angels,
how can anyone easily tell whether the task imposed on him was to represent the person of the Son,
or of the Holy Spirit, or of God the Father, or simply of the trinity itself who is the one and only
God, in saying, , DPWKR®RBEUD KO HR R |, VDDRW KR R I D FR¥ cannot
possibly say that the God of Abraham and the God of Isaac and the God of Jacob is the Son of God
but is not the Father. Nor will anyone dare to deny that the God of Abraham and the God of Isaac
and the God of Jacob is the Holy Spirit, or the very trinity which we believe and recognize to be the
one God. Only he qualifies to be not the God of those fathers who is not God. So then, if it is not
only the Father who is God, as all heretics allow, but the Son too, which they must confess willy—
nilly when the apostle says of him, ZKR VYR R Y BDONXK LE)O M VR H GHRam 9:5); and the
Holy Spirit as well, with the apostle saying, * O R IR @& QR XBJR G(U €& 6:20), having just
previously said, 'R \ R XQ RNAD RAZK\D BiHH PB PRIQR R W KIR BSLEZKRMRR XD YB P
*RA YR XRIZ @ R G L(HGOY 6:19). And if these three are one God, according to the faith of
Catholic sanity, then it does not clearly emerge which person that angel was playing the part of, if it
was one of the angels, nor whether it was any of the persons in particular or the person of the trinity
itself.

If on the other hand a created thing was requisitioned for use in this particular affair, which was to
be seen by human eyes and heard by human ears and to be called the angel of the Lord, and the
Lord, and God; then we cannot discern God the Father here, but only the Son or the Holy Spirit.4> T
cannot indeed think of any place where the Holy Spirit is actually called an angel, but he can be
reckoned to be one from his activity; it is written of himthat +H ZLOO DQQRXQFH WR \
DY WR (lnR®13), and of course “angel” is only a Greek word meaning in English “announcer”
or “messenger.” But we find the Lord Jesus Christ being quite unmistakably called D Q JRIIOH D W
F R X @¥thk@rophet (Is 9:6, Septuagint). In themselves, of course, both the Holy Spirit and the
Son of God are each God and the Lord of angels.

14, 24. Again, it is said of the departure of the children of Israel from Egypt: % X*\R &Z H &\W IHR U
WKIENF DL @S L ORPWRX@GEK R 2M IGM/AZHD \D QE\Q L JIK@S L ORIDAID QW K H
SLORPORKIGER W EC®D \ Q RW KSH. ORIDKIE \Q L WKH IHRAWKSHH R @0 1H:21). No
one will doubt, surely, that in this case God did not appear to mortal eyes in his own substance, but
by creature control, and a physical creature at that. But whether it was the Father, the Son, the Holy
Spirit, or the triad which is one God who thus appeared is not clear. Nor, as far as I can see, is any
distinction of this sort made where it says, $Q &/ PHD M WK RGD SSHA QKD RB QG
WKHG/ RFBBRNH WR ORVHV GDWIKH FRIRE OB LKOHIQPUIR R I(MIEHE)B K L O

15, 25. But now what about the clouds and voices and lightnings, and the trumpet and the smoke
of Mount Sinai, of which it says, 6 LOQOPRXQWDV@RNDQY HEHFDXR/B{ DGR P H
GRZ2QRBRQWQLHID QGPRIXDV LYV LEBBPLWLWHKMHR NIHR PDI X U Q DEMY KZHKK R O H
SHRZEDW W WHHZ2 @ GDHUE KHZ BHIW U X FESCHDWRAL R (D QBQY HOD\ R XGRV H YV
ZRXUBDNQREZRXDQVAKHEZ L WK R L(IExH9:18). And a little further on, after the
law had been given in the ten commandments, it says, $ Q G OMOKSHH R & @ K\OHEM KYHR L BID\G
W HaB/D Q\W® RNHU X FESOHDIV QWB/KPHR X Q W P R EX20:18). And a little further on still,



TKBEKROHRZEZOMWD QOGRQEXORVEAWY QWW RPH ZVWHUR & D \D QW KRG
V D MAERR V btV (Ex 20:21). What is there to be said here, except that surely no one is crazy
enough to say that smoke, fire, clouds, mist and so forth are the very substance of the Word and
Wisdom of God which is Christ, or of the Holy Spirit? As for God the Father, not even the Arians
ever dared to say such a thing. So all these occurrences consisted of created things serving the
creator and impressing themselves on the senses of men as the divine arrangements required. Unless
of course the materialistic mind decides that because it says ORV HY1 QW W RPH. \Z\K HUR G
Z D the mist was seen by the people, whereas inside the mist Moses saw the Son of God with his
physical eyes, the Son who is to be seen, so raving heretics would have us believe, in his own
substance. Sure, Moses saw him with his physical eyes if physical eyes can see not only the
Wisdom of God which is Christ, but even that of any man however wise; sure, it says about the
elders of Israel that W KYAD W KSHD DZFKHHW K R QR | V U [KID BW B BnG that X Q GKHLLDH H W
WKHEZO/DN L QRE& R UONL WDFS SH\.W RECHG L WHDHSHESD U DRONY KYHD XROKAH D YEK Q
24:10); and so we must believe, I suppose, that the Word and Wisdom of God stood in a small space
of earth—that Wisdom ZKRHBPKHBP HQWRQRBELIKWDRGL VS R AR/LZ H\H W \
8:1); and that the Word of God W R ¥ JKK R P Q\CK LOHHWPD QM 1:3) is so changeable that it
contracts and expands. May the Lord clear away such thoughts from the minds of his faithful!

No, as we have said often enough, it was by creature control that all these visible and perceptible
exhibitions were staged, in order to represent the invisible and intelligible*’ God—not only the
Father, but the Son too and the Holy Spirit, | BPZKRP QWRXJIKKRB QIGZKRBHD O O
W K L(Rohiv/11:36) although WKLHQ Y LWLKEIGRHIR GP D EH. Q W H OSHEBLLE@\BW K H
ZRUCFHPD WIWVR® JW KHK LY KDRWP D GEE\D O XRNWH P QDHD@ G L Y L(RomW \
1:20).

26. But as far as our present discussion is concerned, Mount Sinai is yet another case in which I
do not see how we can tell, in all those awful manifestations which struck the senses of mortal men,
whether it was specifically God the three, or the Father, or the Son, or the Holy Spirit who was
speaking. However, if one may be permitted a modest and hesitant conjecture, without asserting
anything rashly, if one of the persons of the three can be discerned in these manifestations, why
should we not give the preference to the Holy Spirit, seeing that the law which was given on this
occasion is stated to have been inscribed on the stone tablets by the finger of God,*® and we know
that the Holy Spirit is indicated by this name in the gospel.2> Furthermore, fifty days are reckoned
from the slaying of the lamb and the celebration of the passover to the day on which these events on
Mount Sinai began,?? just as fifty days are reckoned after the Lord’s passion from his resurrection to
the coming of the Holy Spirit promised by the Son of God. And when he came, as we read in the
Acts of the Apostles, he appeared in divided tongues of fire Z K L BXOFR/ H \GRVE Bl RIKQRIW K H P
(Acts 2:1). This corresponds to Exodus, where 6 L QPR X QW DV ® R ND QrIY HEWH F DXR/GH
KD BR PGBIR 26 RQVQLHEx 19:18), and a little later, W KOH5 B D @ FAHKPHD M HRVWVK H
/RGZ D @ L NIHE X U QR @VMHRRIW KPHR X Q W VLK V H Q RHEK LIO@ DV U K O
24:17).

On the other hand, these things may only mean that neither the Father’s presence nor the Son’s
could be indicated here in this fashion without the Holy Spirit, by whom the law was to be written.
In that case we certainly know that it was God who was manifested under the guise of these created
things—not of course in his own substance which remains invisible and changeless; but as far as I
can grasp it, we do not discern any one person of the three by any sign or mark that is proper to him.

16, 27. There is another place which shakes many people, where it says, $Q @/ KRGV SRWR
ORVHFWROFBI\DP D @ BHD MARLNU L EQ 83:11), and yet a little further on this same
Moses says, , |, KDYRXQOGY RHIHRR XV KRR X U WHRBR S H QVOK\P\WD V H\IR XW K,D W
PDEHRQZK RDNR X QO5Y RH IHR R XD QW K,[P\U N Q RAZKW Q.Y WLVRQSH REO H
33:13); and again a little later, $Q GRV N YD MWW KRG 6 K RZH R XRJD M KEY ¥9:18). How
then, please, are we to suppose that in all that had happened up till now God appeared in his own
substance, which is why these wretched people believe the Son of God is not just visible by means
of created things but in himself; and that Moses went into the mist, so it seems, in order that while

the people’s eyes were shown only fog and mist he himself might hear God’s words within as he
gazed upon his face; and that, as it says, WK RGV S R\IRBGR V HYPWMRD FBIWDP D § S H D\MNRV



KLV |\@xB3Q G, and yet here he is, saying ,1, KD YRX @& R QR XWL JKWKRRXUVH!
WR PH ESHOQP\

Surely the answer is that he knew what he had seen was only physical, and he was demanding a
true spiritual vision of God. Certainly, the words that those voices had conveyed to him had been
arranged to sound like friend talking to friend. But who ever saw God the Father with his physical
eyes? And who ever saw with his physical eyes the Word that ZD VQVKEHH JL Q Q DB K RG
ZDYLWKGD QWKIRGZD VYR @ QW R X JIKIY MK LOHHP D @H 1:1)? And who ever
saw W IGH L IRIANG/R®s 11:2; Wis 7:7) with his physical eyes? On the other hand, what does

6 KR\R X U WHRBR S H Q/B&\P\I V H\IR #Ex 33:13) mean, if not “Show me your substance”?
If Moses had not said this, then somehow or other we would have had to tolerate the fools who
think that God’s substance had been set visibly before his eyes in all that had happened previously.
But as this place demonstrates in the clearest possible way, this favor was not granted to him,
however much he longed for it.>2 How can anyone then presume to say that by such visible forms as
appeared to Moses it is not some creation serving God’s purposes, but what God is in himself, that
has appeared to any mortal eyes?

Chapter 6
7KM S HEPLIDQ L MAMRWER & R X FHBMIRR VIRD R X ® WQLDE L V F X VIRHD VDIO® H J RR) D FAIHDMY\W

W\S R OR EIHFHD&®MGH. | | L MXORWY IKHRHEOD\L Y LDQRR W K 1 WHHW BWW K-HR Q FRIKRV&K D Y IDQ J
IDFH DQG D EDFN

28. Coming now to what the Lord goes on to say to Moses: <R >k D Q ¥ RRA/| D HFHQGL YRID
PD@KBQRWARM ID FHQ@ Y HQ 8/ KRGV D G K R\OKBH ¥ S O DEHHY PEIE Q\R X
V K D/OEXX S R\QHIRIFW KPHR P HRA\WW D M FS\DWWDHMZ L O BW)D WO RR N RQWK H
RFPQ, ZLED NRX L WKK D X®& WKLEDSHD V VOHBZ L @/@MNZADRA\K D QBEQW K H Q
\RX VKDOO VHH P\ EDFN IRU P\ (ExBH20W.KDOO QRW DSSHDU '

17 This is usually understood, not inappropriately, to prefigure the person of our Lord Jesus
Christ, taking his “back” to mean his flesh, in which he was born of the virgin, died and rose again.
This flesh or human nature of his can suitably be called his back, either because it is mortal and so
comes after, at the back of his immortal divine nature, or because he took it almost at the end, the
back end, of this age or aeon. His face then is that form of God in which he G LGRMK L@R\E E H U\
WRH T X\V 8R @he Father (Phil 2:6), and which of course no man can see and live. And one
reason why no man can see it and live is perhaps that we shall see him, as the apostle says, | D MR

| D leily after this life (1 Cor 13:12), in which ZH B WD Z IRPI W K&2 (8r:6); and in which

W KR X W ERGHH L JER 2V KHR XMB 9:15); this life which is referred to in the psalm
texts, <H YW W B QMY HALD Q LOY@s 39:6),and, ) RU QR XSHVHYRKBQORD QL YE KR J
M X'V WPk 143k2¥5 this life in which according to John L WDQ RWIVS S H @ W DAMV K CEAHO
' H N QhR adds, W KDKWIKQHD S S HDHRY Y CEGML K HAE H F DXRVHK DVHRAIL B K HL M

Jn 3:2); and he means, of course, that this will happen after this life, when we have paid the debt of
death and received the promised gift of resurrection.

Or another reason why man cannot see his face and live may be that even now in this life, to the
extent that we perceive in a spiritual way the Wisdom of God W R ¥ JKK L BKXWK LDHHPD G H
(Jn 1:3), we die to fleshly, materialistic attachments; and reckoning this world to be dead to us we
ourselves die to this world and say what the apostle said, 7 KA R UIKODH HFQ X F W RHIZQ,G
W R W K HGaZ 1Y) @Gthis sort of death he says elsewhere, % XX\WR O HG H Z G W& K U IZ\KW
G RRXO DG R Z@D DWWV K R XR ¥ HHYY WQ DYOR-Q W KA R/U(OoBG2:20)? In either case,
therefore, there is good reason why no man can see the face, that is the open manifestation, of God’s
Wisdom and live.

This is the sight which everyone yearns to behold who aims to O R¥YRGZ L VB KKQ K/H DOUWG
ZLVWDKKQ VR PQBLL VDKK@ KL @N&t 22:37); and as far as possible he also builds up his
neighbor by encouragement and good example to behold it, since he O R WH@H L J KOBWRUP VH O
WKMHZRR PP D Q GR ZGRMKW KZHK ROBGH S HD@GW KSHR S K @V22:39). They are
illustrated in this very case of Moses; after his love of God, with which above all else he was on
fire, had prompted him to say, , |, KD YR X QO5Y RQR XWUL I K WR R X U WHRER S H Q\OK\D W
P DEHR QAHK R DNR X QO5Y R H IHR B Xe immediately added for love of his neighbor too, D Q G
W K,DAD N Q RZK\W WQ B WILWRXEH R &E©033:13). This then is the sight which ravishes
every rational soul with desire for it, and of which the soul is the more ardent in its desire the purer



it is; and it is the purer the more it rises again to the things of the spirit; and it rises the more to the
things of the spirit, the more it dies to the material things of the flesh. But while ZHDKHD Z DI\R P
W KRGD QLD N LEQID L DVKGREW L JKOWr 5:6), we have to behold Christ’s back, that is
his flesh, by this same faith; standing that is upon the solid foundation of faith, which is represented
by the rock, and gazing at his flesh from the security of the lookout on the rock, namely the Catholic
church, of which it is said, $Q & S RM)KIR¥ N L 6 ® LD 6 K R KMt 16:18). All the surer is our
love for the face of Christ which we long to see, the more clearly we recognize in his back®> how
much Christ first loved us.

29. But as regards this flesh of his, it is faith in its resurrection that saves and justifies. , I\ R X

EHO UG\ RMKKIHD i ¥ WKTRGBIJDLYKHBBRPWKHD ER X L @ &/ D Y(Ro@ 10:9);

and again, : KRG HOHGL PV XA R BX W U DKW UR@®E VBIIJD LB XM XVWLILF
(Rom 4:25). So it is the resurrection of the Lord’s body that gives value to our faith. Even his
enemies believe that that body died on the cross of pain, but they do not believe that it rose again.

We however believe it absolutely, observing it so to say from the firmness of the rock, from where
ZHD ZDRXYIG R S WIKBHG H P SRARLOREIR G InHhV certainty of hope (Rom 8:23). For we

look forward in hope to the realization in Christ’s members, which is what we are, of what right-
minded faith assures us has already been achieved in him as our head. So this is why he does not

wish his back to be seen until he has passed—he wants us to believe in the resurrection of his flesh.
Pasch (Easter) is a Hebrew word meaning passage or passing, and so John the evangelist can say,

% HHNHHDYDR WIKBHDVFKVXQRZWEDM/R XWDEGRPIRKL WE8D V& PW KLV
ZRUOG WR WKH3:)DWKHU

30. However, there are people who though they believe this, do not believe it in the Catholic
church, but in some schismatical or heretical body; they do not see the Lord’s back from a place
there is beside him. What after all does it mean, the Lord’s saying 7 K HUWS O DEHHHV PGB Q G
\ R X KO/QV X@ QVDHKIRIF Bk 33:21)? Can there really be any terrestrial place beside the Lord,
unless we regard that as being beside the Lord which borders upon him in a spiritual way? Or rather,
can there be any place which is not beside the Lord, who himself UH D F KB PH QVBIR QR5L J KW L (
D QGL V S R @A/ I N KWK ®:1); of whom it is said that W K/HNA K LW R QIHQE KHHD U W |
KLV | R RIW#¥ W BaR who could say himself, : K D WW KHR X\WRHZ R X B XGLROHD QLK D W
L W KSHD DRFIPA UH WIM66:1)? But evidently the place beside him where one may stand on the
rock is to be understood as the Catholic church, from where the man who believes in his
resurrection may safely look upon the pasch of the Lord, that is the passing of the Lord, and upon
his back, that is his body, to his own good.

$QG \RX VKDOW XSIWFDPRRBANHWKH PRPHQW RExBI2NM H\YAh\veSyD V V
truth, the moment the majesty of the Lord passed, in the glory of the Lord’s resurrection and
ascension to the Father, we were firmly established upon the rock. It was then that Peter himself was
firmly established, so that he could boldly preach Christ whom he had timorously thrice denied
before he was firmly established. He had already, indeed, been placed by the divine predestination
in the lookout of the rock, but the hand of the Lord was still covering him to prevent him from
seeing. For he was going to see his back, and he had not yet passed, from death of course to life; he
had not yet been glorified by rising from the dead.

31. As for the way the Exodus narrative proceeds: , Z LGB R Y\HRWE L W KK D X® W3 .DWD/Q G
, Z L.GONDHD Z DR\ K D QBEQW K HRQX K D/GHRA E D BEX 33:22); many Israelites, represented
by Moses, believed in the Lord after his resurrection, as it were seeing his back after he had
removed his hand from their eyes. That their eyes had previously been covered the evangelist
declares by quoting the prophecy of Isaiah: 0 D NIHMWV KKHH DRIWVKE.WR QK0 RW KH DW V
DQBGHL GR ZVQK HLKMt 13:15; Is 6:10). And it is not too far-fetched to understand the
psalmist as saying in their name, 'D\ D Q@ L J\WRWXKID G L J KHH® X $ RRQ{Ps 32:4). By
day, perhaps, when he did many open miracles, and yet was not acknowledged by them; by night,
when he suffered and died and they thought for certain he was eliminated, liquidated like any other
man. But when he had passed so that his back could be seen, and Peter preached to them that W K H
& KU KIY @ R X | hitiltise again (Lk 24:26), W K AMHE U L FW R/GKHH BMithAsorrow and
repentance (Acts 2:37), and being baptized they verified the first verse of the psalm, % O H \DWH G
WKHAKRH QXOWDRKI RILY BQLGKRVHQ@WF R YHRS$ 32:1). And so whereas he had
previously said <R XKIDGZ H L J KHH® X $ RRQHPs 32:4), now it is as though the Lord passes
and takes away his hand so that his back can be seen, and thus we hear the repentant tones of one



confessing and receiving the forgiveness of sins through faith in the resurrection of Christ: , W XU Q F
he says, L@\ P LV HKHDW K ZDY W XEN, HFRIJQRIMGQGLGRAR Y X\
LOQMXYWRLIEEALCGRXRECLI\VKMXWWKR®ED JDWQ\YW HDQW®R XD YRIWY WEH
ZLFNHGQHVV(RB2R). KHDUW

But however all this may be, some such interpretation of the story about Moses is required;>Z for
we must not allow ourselves to be so befogged by literal-minded materialism that we imagine the
Lord’s face to be invisible and his back visible. Both of course were visible in the form of a servant;
in the form of God—away with the possibility of such thoughts! Away with the idea that the Word
of God and the Wisdom of God has a face on one side and a back on the other, like the human body,
or that it undergoes any local movement or periodic change in appearance whatever!

Chapter 7

7K B X WK RBVSN KHV XRIMLWQ Y H V WR NVOWM URY KWK H X H V VB RR/GIE K D S WVRHWKER'R N
QRWLQJ DOVR WKH EHDULQJ RQ WKH TXHVWLRQ RI WKH YLVLRQ LQ 'DG

32. To sum up, then: perhaps it was the Lord Jesus Christ who was being manifested in these
voices of Exodus and all those other physical manifestations; or perhaps it was sometimes Christ, as
we have reason to believe in the case of the narrative we have just been discussing, and sometimes
the Holy Spirit, as we were led to suggest earlier on. But in either case this does not mean that God
the Father never appeared to the fathers in this sort of guise. In those days there were many such
manifestations, and though neither Father, Son, nor Holy Spirit was either named or unmistakably
indicated in them, they still contained enough likely hints and probabilities to make it impossible
without rashness to say that God the Father never appeared to the patriarchs or prophets under
visible forms. This opinion stems from those people who could not recognize the unity of the triad
in the words 7/RWHNL QR D J HIVP P R UMDY Q WIOEIDHOR G Tm 1:7), and : KRPQ R D Q
KDVH MR DQHHTm 6:16). But right-minded faith understands these words of the supreme
and supremely divine and changeless substance in which the one and only God is both Father and
Son and Holy Spirit. All these visions, however, were produced through the changeable creation
subject to the changeless God, and they did not manifest God as he is in himself, but in a symbolic
manner as times and circumstances required.

18, 33. I must say, though, I do not see how these people explain the appearance to Daniel of the
Ancient of Days, from whom the Son of man (which the Son agreed to be for our sakes) explicitly
received the kingdom; from the same one, surely, who says to him in the psalms, 0\ VRIDH\R X
W R GKID\YEHH J R WRAXBI'QRIP HD Q. Z L OIOMR XV KH Q WILROLR XIWQ KH U (PYW2E7Q F H
and who V X E MBPIGNDK\L R Q GHALUMH (R 8:8; Heb 2:8; 1 Cor 15:26). So if both the Father
bestowing the kingdom and the Son receiving it appeared to Daniel in physical form, how can they
maintain that the Father never appeared to the prophets, and so alone can be regarded as the
invisibleone ZKRP QR PDQ HYHU (¢ Dnz6:Q0RU FDQ VHH

This is how Daniel tells the story: , ZDW Fi€ kb3, ZKLWR Q A MHY HIVQW ISHH RO G
'‘D\W RRINVBEI VD QIGLR EAD ¥ K L W/ @ RXQW KHD RUK LR/H 0DG. NG HARRIKOL V
WRQHODRHHLVWYHHEOD JILQD QU L YHUHZDYLQGLWD L K LSHVHQF
$QG D WKRHXEVDHQGYFEU KLP DQG WHQ WKRMVZDQRG MWQPRYQ Wi
HV W D EWU KKYRKBUGE KEHR NAHHR S H,@tH &nd a little later on: , ZD W, hekséy$G L QVKH
YLVRRQOH JRQYEHK ZOWKEKD RRE W D WHEHE DWWV WHHD6 RRPDBGRPLQJ
D QIGHF D PHSVW RID B QRIID\VD QGD S HVH QWRHRS Q &/ KA D YL Y WRL W KH
S UL Q F IDEPHKHR/QIRQM KNH. Q J ®WREEG G R SW H MEFIWR Q I KHDXGIQKYLHR- L V
DXWKRUOPW\HUODXWKRK L MK DRIV WZ DD QIGLNLQJ VM RBRYMH U L V
(Dn 7:9-14). Here, surely, you have the Father giving and the Son receiving an everlasting kingdom,
and they are both present to the prophet’s sight in visible guise. So it is not improper to believe that
God the Father was also accustomed to appear in that sort of way to mortal men.

34. Unless of course someone chooses to say, “No, no, the Father is not visible, for he only
appeared to the vision of someone dreaming; but the Son is visible, and the Holy Spirit, because
Moses was wide awake when he saw all those things.” As though Moses could have seen the Word
and Wisdom of God with his physical eyes of flesh; as though even the human spirit can be seen
which gives life to the flesh—or even that material spirit, for that matter, which we call wind, let
alone that Spirit of God who transcends the minds of all men and angels in the inexpressible
sublimity of the divine substance! Or perhaps someone will rush in headlong with the crazy



assertion that the Son and the Holy Spirit are even visible to men when they are awake, but the
Father only when they are dreaming? But how do they square that with the text which they apply
only to the Father, ZKR® P D ® DWH R@ D QHMHIm 6:16)? Do men cease to be men when
they go to sleep? Or is the Father able to form a bodily likeness to represent himself in the dreams
of men asleep, but unable to form an actual bodily creature to represent himself to the eyes of men
awake?

In any case his substance, by which he is what he is, cannot be shown in itself either to a sleeping
man in a bodily likeness or to a waking man in an actual bodily appearance; and “his substance”
means not only the Father’s but also the Son’s and the Holy Spirit’s. Even confining ourselves to the
waking apparitions which evidently compel these people to suppose that only the Son and Holy
Spirit, not the Father, have ever appeared to men’s external gaze; and leaving aside all the vast
extent of the sacred pages, and the infinite variety of ways they can be understood, which should
surely prevent anyone who is right in the head from asserting that the Father’s person was never
presented in bodily guise to men’s waking eyes; even leaving all this aside, what do they make of
the case of our father Abraham, in which he was certainly wide awake and busy giving hospitality,
which scripture heads by saying, 7 K HRGD S S H BMURE U D Kd P8:1), and in which he saw
not one man or two, but three; none of them described as being taller than the others, or more
resplendent in dignity, or acting with greater authority.

35. Finally, to conclude: the first point we undertook to investigate in our threefold division of the
field was whether it was the Father or the Son or the Holy Spirit who appeared to the fathers in
those various created forms; or whether it was sometimes the Father, sometimes the Son, sometimes
the Holy Spirit; or whether it was simply the one and only God, that is the trinity itself, without any
distinction of persons, as it is called. An examination of what seems a sufficient number of
scriptural passages, and a modest and careful consideration of the divine symbols or “sacraments™8
they contain, all served to teach us, I think, one lesson; that we should not be dogmatic in deciding
which person of the three appeared in any bodily form or likeness to this or that patriarch or
prophet, unless the whole context of the narrative provides us with probable indications. In any
case, that nature, or substance, or essence, or whatever else you may call that which God is,
whatever it may be, cannot be physically seen; but on the other hand we must believe that by
creature control the Father, as well as the Son and the Holy Spirit, could offer the senses of mortal
men a token representation of himself in bodily guise or likeness. That being settled then, as this
second volume is already rather too long, let us defer to the following ones our discussion of the two
remaining topics.

1. Mreads D Q L PtBeRoul.
'L O X F HW1kalds\W5 X O F, ltbdvhis Brie soothe it.

(el

Through creatures, particularly in the last seven books, when he is investigating the divine image in man.
See Mk 6:48; Jn 6:19.
See In 9.

[SAR A o

M expands: the reason whatever he sees the Father doing the same the Son does likewise, is that...

[~

The Arians, chiefly, but also “economic” theologians like Tertullian and Novatian.

[

“Proper sense” in this context means orthodox sense.

K<l

. See Book I, 27, and note 74.
10. Possibly referring to Book I, 18 and 19. But a different point was being made there.

11. The question will preoccupy him intermittently throughout the work; his discussion of the image, Book IX on, will be aimed
L Q W HasoDridglitDSee also Book V, 15 and Book XV, 45.

12. Augustine actually dictated, or his stenographer wrote, T XH P J O R U L, MhbrtWé¢ FatheWgldrifies; so read all the
manuscripts. Yet surely we are compelled to suppose that this was a slip of the tongue, or of the pen, and that what he intended
to write was T XL J O R U LH RFhi2Ws 8Hat\Whblve translated: i) he has just quoted a text to make the point that the Son is
said to glorify the Father, and as the reader will have discovered by now, it is his habit to repeat texts he quotes in slightly
different words; ii) the logic of his ironical argument in this sentence will collapse if we stick to the Latin as it stands, which
will only yield the conclusion that the Holy Spirit is greater than the Son but equal to the Father.

I will grant that if you bring the previous sentence but one into the argument, then it could yield the conclusion, even
with the Latin text as it stands, that while the Son and the Father are equal, because they glorify each other, the Holy
Spirit is greater than them both, because he glorifies one of these equals. But my emendation not only makes the
argument more limpid, but also makes its irony more piquant by standing the Trinity wholly upside down, in a kind of
extreme counter-subordinationism, and making the Father the least of the three, with the Holy Spirit the greatest and the
Son in the middle.



13. This was almost the universal assumption from Justin right down to Augustine’s own day. He himself had his doubts about it.
14. In ordinary Latin usage P X Ofbrish&) pair by contrast with Y LJ Bsomewhat like English “wife” and “maid.”
15. M E O DV S,Kdi Br®blaspheming.
16. See Jn 1:1.
7.

—_
n

1

Sir 1:3; see Eccl 3:1-8. It may be worthwhile trying to appreciate the significance of this little digressive meditation on the
relationship of time to the eternal, that is the timeless, Word. It is, to be sure, one of his favorite themes, which one would
expect him to digress on. He discusses it at length in Book XI of the & R Q | H (8ége®alyMrom chapter 13 on) in the context
of a long meditation on the creation narrative of Genesis 1. And it is woven into his H[ B UH WedtRent of creation in his
monumental and supremely difficult 7KH /LWHUDO OHDQLQJ RI *HQHVLYV

But this fascination with the theme of time is more than mere indulgence in a hobby horse; it seems to me that it is a
consequence of what I called in the Introduction Augustine’s intuition of the historical/dramatic pattern of Christian
truth. What he here calls the RGR W H B thdwtlo{eReries of all times, is of the essence of both history and drama.
As he casts his whole quest for God in the 'H U L Q linW/ fhdahbld of this dramatic or historical pattern, the question
of how to relate the eternal, absolute, and unchanging God to this RG R W H PtsdarhkxuPgent. Part of the solution is
to say that while God indeed in himself is beyond history or drama, his revelation of himself, culminating in the divine
missions, is historical and dramatic, to be dramatically grasped. But that, I think, is only half Augustine’s answer, and
does not in itself provide us with a wholly satisfying intrinsic link between God and history. This is quite a real problem
for contemporary theology; one sometimes wonders if some writers are not so stressing the historical dimension of
Christianity that they are even historicizing God, making him subject to change and development.

This, surely, is hardly an acceptable solution. It is certainly not Augustine’s. For him God remains frankly outside or
beyond history, and even his historical revelation of himself is so mediated by created agents, that it in no way renders
the invisible one visible, or the unchanging one changeable. God remains outside history, outside the drama of human
destiny and salvation; but the history and the drama are really inside God. That is Augustine’s solution, in which he is
faithful to the genuine insight of the “economic” theologians, very briefly adumbrated in this digression we are
discussing, more fully developed elsewhere.

One relevant passage is his book, OLVFHO OD Q\ RiIH( 4 XKEMIMANAR §h)Mwvhere he discusses the reality
of platonic ideas and locates them in the creative mind of God. It is the divine Wisdom or reasonableness that guarantees
the reasonableness and intelligibility of creation; and Plato’s forms or ideas were, of course, a metaphysical device to
account for the intelligibility of a material and changing world. It was the most natural thing in the world for Augustine
to integrate this metaphysics into Christian theology by locating these forms or ideas in the divine mind.

However, I think Augustine’s real concern was not so much to render the material and changeable world intelligible,
as to historicize or dramatize God, if I may so put it; that is to render God available to dramatic appreciation without in
any way diminishing his transcendence. This he does with remarkable skill and ingenuity in his 7KH /LWHUDO OHD
*HQHVLYV

He interprets the six—day creation narrative as an analogical account of the simultaneous creation of the whole
universe, for which he finds authority in Sir 18:1, which says that KH HFHRMWHG DO O WaKdifQGh\2:AMMRidHH W K H U
talksof WKH GD\ RQ Z&LHXGWPKOHG HR K H D YTHi$xcDh X fSattdiDid bt dtemporal, but it is
unwrapped and displayed to us as the work of six days, precisely as a kind of dramatization of the hierarchy of being in
the universe. Above all, there is a kind of dramatization of the creative relationship between God and his creation, which
marries creation to the trinitarian mystery, without of course presenting it as a necessity for God and not as an act of
pure divine freedom.

,Q WKH EHIJLQQLQJ *RG P & isl itktht Bon th€QFal& Badkl 9 y&Mblnless spiritual being and
formless material being; in the Son, because he is the exemplar origin, or original of all created being, as will be seen
more clearly in a moment; as yet formless, because all created being is made out of nothing and has a radical tendency
or S H Q Fi&vxfd Mdthingness, unless sustained in being by the creator: the “as yet” does not signify a temporal period
of formless being at the beginning of time, because creation is taking place extra-temporally; but only that this
formlessness is a basic and primary element in all created being. Over this formless void and waste hovered the Spirit of
God, that is the cherishing love of God. Then *RG VDLG HHW W KHUW ZDYGOMWKHMbtered the
form of hitherto formless spiritual being in his Word, and formless spiritual being, by turning to the Word, was formed
—the creation of angelic intelligence. $QG LW ZDV HYHQLQJ D@aGis Bidobk@idQnly d®QfH G D\
creation: evening, the angels knew themselves in themselves, having been formed by turning to the Word: morning, they
referred their knowledge of themselves in themselves to the praise of the creator by turning to the Word again for further
(in)formation. And now the next five days of creation unroll as a kind of dialogue between God in the Word and the
angels. Creation proceeds as the unfolding of the divine mind, and also as a kind of response to this unfolding on the
part of the created mind. In every day there are five stages:

i) *RG VDLG H HEWhiiskhtlutkerance of the creature in the Word; of course in the Word all the utterances of
all creatures are but one word or utterance, but we need to have it unfolded onto a space/time screen. The utterance is
made to the angels, who see the creature first in the Word, in its exemplar in the divine mind.

i) $Q G L W: tHibsign¥iR the divine idea as impressed on the angelic intelligence, that is, the consequent
existence of the creature in its secondary exemplar, the angelic idea in the angelic mind.

i) $Q G *R G RilidsGighiffes the existence of the creature now in itself.

iv) $QG LW Z D:‘higi¥rhitigs th@ ahgelic contemplation of the creature in itself, which is rightly called
evening, both as marking the completion of the work, and as indicating the twilight character of knowledge of a thing in
itself, compared with knowledge of it in its divine exemplar, the Word.

v) $QG LW ZDV PRU Q th@ signi¥itKtht r€fdéiice G creature by the angelic mind to the praise of the
creator, and the return, so to speak, of the angelic attention to the Word in readiness for the next series. Perhaps it can
also be seen as declaring the participation by the angelic intelligence in the creative complaisance of the Holy Spirit in
creation, signified by the repeated refrain, $QG *RG VDZ WKDW LW ZDV JRRG

Augustine to some extent summarizes these ideasin 7KH /LWHUDO O0H DIQ & @JnRdt gréaQx Hength Vi
Book IV, especially 22, 39—23, 40; but he works them out tentatively, with a string of interminable questions and
counter-questions, throughout the first four books, which as I have remarked, make very hard reading.

I would be inclined to sum up his view, which I think has validity in spite of the fact that his interpretation of the
sacred text is more eisegetical than exegetical, as follows. Creation displays in a new mode (a spatio-temporal one, and
thus a less perfect one, of course) the dramatic reality that is the divine tri-personal life. Created being, while very



definitely not divine being, and quite other than divine being, is nevertheless rooted in divine being, and stays rooted
there; it has not just been chucked out into the void by God to whirl away on its own. A creature exists at three levels:
eternally in the Word, or the divine idea of it; in the knowledge other created intelligences have of it; and in itself. And
this latter existence depends totally on the first, and is affected by the second.

What is true of created being is true of that dimension of it which we call time, or history. Therefore, what is true of
the original creation is true of all created being throughout its history. And finally, though here I am more than usually
tentative in my suggestion, the creaturely relationship to God is not one indistinguishable relationship to God without
distinction of persons; nor is the creative work of God indistinguishably of the three. Without mitigating the principle
Augustine is so strong on, that the divine persons are inseparable in their working in creation; and that they are not
indeed to be distinguished from each other in terms of divine attributes; I think he is saying in his account of creation,
and I think he is right to say it, that being created puts the creature into a distinct relationship with each of the divine
persons; and so does being recreated or redeemed, or sanctified. As regards creation, we could perhaps say that it relates
the creature to God the Father as its final cause, to God the Son as its exemplar cause, and to God the Holy Spirit as its
efficient or effective cause.

In this way I think Augustine has succeeded in dramatizing God, or rather seeing that God is essentially dramatic,
without dethroning him from his transcendence.

18. Tthink Augustine is illustrating his point by a common usage of popular Latin, by which public shows were called P L V taDis,

literally, “things sent.” But he may just be generalizing the previous sentence, and saying that it is suitable to call visible human
acts and artifacts “sent” because they issue from the inner intentions of the mind.

19. To call the man Jesus W K H S Kfhv BoRQifan unusual use of the word. It must here have its primitive meaning of a mask

20.
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(theatrical) or visible guise; a meaning that modern psychology has taken over.

See Heb 1:9.

. Madds S D U, ltogétHet)
. See Rv 5:6.

. See Gn 28:18.

. See Gn 22:6.

. See Ex 3:2.

See Ex 13:21.

. See Ex 19:16.

. See Ex 3:2.

. See Ex 13:21.

. See Ex 19:16.

. Augustine took it for granted, with most contemporary philosophers, that angels and demons had airy bodies.

. A very odd phrase; it is an allusion to Gal 4:4.

. Book I, 10, 11; see also , Q RV@®X FOM-LR Q

. M, reading T Xdr T X,lgDes the following: then the text ZKR D OR QH K D ¥ nbtRdrdR{UNYMthet Aldie.
. He will qualify this very shortly in section 18. I think in fact he probably has his tongue in his cheek here.

. To get the point of this question, it must be remembered that throughout this book, and the next, Augustine is criticizing the

“economic” commonplace that only the Son appeared visibly in the Old Testament.

37. See Mk 9:7 and parallels.
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. See Lk 3:22 and parallels.

. The reader should bear in mind that in this sentence Augustine is not using “person” in the strict limited sense of the “three

persons of the trinity.” This becomes absolutely clear in the next sentence, where he talks of “the person of the trinity.”

40. He misquotes here, though such a reading, “Son” for “name” is found. Butinhis +RPLOLHV RQ WK Hefdrd¥ SH O

“name.”

41. M H U Daw
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. See Introduction 41-48, especially 48.

. Tt is clear that Augustine takes “Spirit” as subject and “Lord” as predicate, though he considers the opposite possibility in the

next sentence.

44. Tt might help to summarize his argument, and once more state the point of it. He is inclined to favor the view, though he refuses

N
Ch

to be dogmatic about it, that the three angels represent, or manifest, but of course are not, the three divine persons, while the
fact of their sometimes being addressed in the singular signifies their unity of substance. Thus he makes the point that all Old
Testament theophanies are not necessarily manifestations of the Son, and that therefore it is quite unnecessary to have a theory
about the Son being the intrinsically visible member of the trinity.

45. In the previous paragraph he supposed that one of the creatures called angels appeared, and in this case there is nothing to

prevent such an angel representing any of the persons. But now he supposes some D G i dtcal manifestation which is only
called an angel etc.; and only the Son or the Spirit can suitably be called angel, in the sense of messenger or announcer, because
only they are ever said to have been sent. If the manifestation is not an angel in the substantive or ontological sense, then its
being called an angel in the functional sense can only have meaning with reference to the divine person being represented, and
this cannot be the Father, because he never has this function.

46. The Septuagint reading, a pious interpretation. Hebrew reads, WKH\ VDZ WKH.*RG Rl ,VUDHO

R



47. Meaning perceptible by the mind as opposed to the senses.
. See Ex 31:18.
. See Lk 11:20; Mt 12:28.
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. There is no biblical evidence for this reckoning; Ex 19:1 says , Q W K& RR@Wuktine is really relying on a liturgical
tradition of later Judaism, which came to regard Pentecost, the Feast of Weeks, as commemorating the giving of the law.

,Q FRQYV S NRaMeXe, Béfsr&you.

.In 7KH /LWHUDO 0H DXJL ZJ B55RAugusti@ehieVels¥s this opinion to the extent of saying that Moses was granted
what he calls at the beginning of this paragraph “a true spiritual vision of God.”
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53. Reading L Q V S With XI@id several manuscripts. CCL has L Q V S HiaX&d= The reading V S H ksXupported by
allusions Augustine makes to it below, at the end of this section 28, and at the end of section 30. The Septuagint has the phrase
HLV RSHQ,¥W+hvle StHhrbtR Which can mean either a cave or a peephole.

54. While Greek and Vulgate read L Q P XA&u@uRinereads GH KR F , BrnXig @& t1d, as one lives on capital or on rents.
. That is, his flesh.

. Reading L Q I lHIWMKtW M. CCL has F R Q | UH QHbtoken, with only one manuscript to support this reading.
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. This sentence is my own gloss, to bring out the run of Augustine’s thought. As this whole chapter is a piece of allegorical or
mystical interpretation, it does not really contribute to his argument, and is in the nature of a long digression. But like all his
long digressions, it is germane to the whole purpose of his work. He is describing our quest for God, or in terms of this chapter,
our longing to see God’s face. And the only way we can come to that vision is by first seeing his back, that is, by faith in the
human, slain, and risen flesh of Christ. This is our only way into an understanding or vision of the mystery of the Trinity. The
point will be developed formally, first in Book IV, where it enters into his final explanation or definition of the divine mission
of the Son; and then again in Book XIII, where it enters into his development of the divine image in man as a dynamic program
for the Christian life.

58. 6 D F U D Bslith@wirD Augustine uses here. He is very fond of it in a sense far wider than that to which it has since been
restricted in Latin theology. It includes the sacraments of the Church, but over and above this it embraces all scriptural symbols,

types, and figures. This wide use serves to provide a context for the sacraments strictly so called, and remind us that they are
essentially signs.



