Marquette University
e-Publications@Marquette

Dissertations (2009 -) Dissertations, Theses, and Professional Projects

Image and Virtue in Ambrose of Milan

Andrew Miles Harmon
Marquette University

Recommended Citation

Harmon, Andrew Miles, "Image and Virtue in Ambrose of Milan" (2017). Dissertations (2009 -). 731.
http://epublications.marquette.edu/dissertations_mu/731


http://epublications.marquette.edu
http://epublications.marquette.edu/dissertations_mu
http://epublications.marquette.edu/diss_theses

IMAGE AND VIRTUE IN AMBROSE OF MILAN

by

Andrew M. Harmon, B.A., M.Div., Th.M.

A Dissertation submitted to the Faculty of the Graduate School,
Marquette University,
in Partial Fulfillment of the Requirements for
the Degree of Doctor of Philosophy

Milwaukee, Wisconsin

August 2017



ABSTRACT
IMAGE AND VIRTUE IN AMBROSE OF MILAN

Andrew M. Harmon, B.A, M.Div., Th.M.

Marquette University, 2017

This dissertation analyzes Ambrose of Milan’s trinitarian theology and doctrine of
human action and argues that a visual logic—that works disclose nature —animates both.
Ambrose’s trinitarian theology, on the one hand, trades in scriptural proofs that
emphasize the tangible works (opera) of the Son as relevatory of his divinity and
indicative of his shared, invisible power with the Father. While Ambrose differs from his
Latin and Greek predecessors, he takes up controverted texts in his Christological
reflection, many of which are borrowed from anti-monarchian and anti-homoian debates
in the several generations prior. To show Ambrose’s consonance with the pre- and pro-
Nicenes, I first investigate the common exegetical strands that occupy four Latins:
Tertullian, Novatian of Rome, Hilary of Poitiers, and Marius Victorinus. In his own
Christology, Ambrose uses many of the same debated scriptural passages as they did to
foreground the importance of the Son’s works for revealing his shared divine power with
the Father.

However, Ambrose builds upon these exegetical strands, adding unique and
unprecedented reflection that colors his theological anthropology and subsequent moral
counsel. In particular, Ambrose adapts the trope of God as Painter, supported by Isaiah
49:16, when considering the moral significance of the image of God. While such a move
might appear miniscule, I argue to the contrary. If the God who is known by and operates
under the auspices of a visual logic paints the human soul, then the correlative action of
the individual will follow a similar script. This similar script is plain in Ambrose’s
doctrine of human action. Ambrose’s consistent emphasis on public Christian virtue is
adapted largely from Roman exhortations to public virtue and married neatly to
Ambrose’s pro-Nicene Christology.

While the distinct character of human action is public, the signal content of
Christian virtue has to do with its simplicity. Simplicity in word and deed not only serves
as moral ideal, but does the double service of dismissing Ambrose’s most proximate
doctrinal opponents, the homoians. I conclude that by connecting orthodoxy and virtue,
Ambrose affords us a noteworthy contribution to fourth-century Christian theology.
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I made it my job to write sentences. And I wrote a lot of them. Some made it in
here smoothly. Others were excised. And still others, even after I wrangled them, were
reluctant hangers-on. While writing a dissertation is challenging, it is something of a
comfortable uncomfortability, a gentle toil where the real struggle is over verbs,
demonstrative pronouns, and adverbs rather than flesh and blood. But, it is toil still, and
toil, to paraphrase Philo of Alexandria, is like the light, and we cannot see without the
light.

When I read this now, I see the things I wanted to say, read the words I did not
write. So be it. I know now that there is grace, both for myself and for those conscripted
to reading, in stopping. Now that I have reached that precipice of acceptable
imperfection, I am also able to see those who have helped and encouraged me along the
way, family, friends, advisors, mentors, and colleagues, each of whom has pushed me to
this point. Now I realize that I wrote a dissertation about virtue because this long list of
folks embodies such love and beauty. I am overwhelmed at these individuals’ honesty,
inquisitiveness, and charity.
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Joe has balanced his painstaking comments with pastoral sensitivity, something few
achieve and even fewer master. Smith’s book on Ambrose, in many ways, got me
thinking more about this particular personality with theological rigor and depth. He also
invited me to participate in a workshop on Ambrose’s moral theology at Oxford, an
experience that enriched my research, the fruits of which are borne throughout this
dissertation.

Marquette has formed a steady support network for my doctoral studies. Gale
Prusinski and Pat Psuik answered my dozens of questions with attention and grace. The
Department of Theology has been and will continue to be in good hands with them at the
helm. My colleagues, Jason Gehrke, Jon Heaps, Ryan Hemmer, Dave Kiger, Dan
Morehead, Kellen Plaxco, Gene Schlesinger, Luke Togni, Stephen Waers, Steven
Zittergruen and many others, have shared of themselves, listened to me, and watched me
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get lost in the weeds of the fourth century. I am thankful for their kindness,
encouragement, thoroughness, absurd humor, and above all, their friendships that helped
pierce through the moments of darkness. Thank you.

I would not be here if not for my mother, Mary Ann Harmon. They say that
people do not get into theology for the money, but, in my case, this is not exactly true.
When I was an elementary-school child, my mother would pay me to catch key words or
phrases in the weekly sermon. Little did she know that over two decades later, for better
or worse, I would write a book filled with many of those same words. As a single mother
of an only child, she raised me, asking me questions of meaning and engaging my
imagination early. Hours around our kitchen table consoled, frustrated, inspired, and
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worlds help put writing this dissertation in perspective. I am beyond proud to be their
father and am thrilled to see the young women they will become.

Above all, I am grateful for my wife, Anna, without whose constant support I
could not have completed this. When I came home angry or frustrated, she was there.
When I came home excited about something tiny and esoteric, she listened. Anna
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crossing by staring at the Latin footnotes or that I needed to rewrite or, heaven forbid,
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Well, if you want to say at least some true things about a man’s intentions, you
will have a strong chance of success if you mention what he actually did or is
doing.

—G. E. M. Anscombe, Intention §4

Two of far nobler shape erect and tall,
Godlike erect, with native honour clad
In naked majesty seemed lords of all
And worthy seemed, for in their looks divine
The image of their glorious Maker shone,
Truth, Wisdom, Sanctitude severe and pure,
Severe, but in true filial freedom placed.
—John Milton, Paradise Lost 4:288-94



INTRODUCTION

991

“For Jesus is seen not with the eyes of the body, but with the eyes of the spirit.

The Basilica di Sant’ Ambrogio, one of the three Ambrose commissioned during
his episcopacy, is located just outside Milan’s ancient walls. Its towering glory consists
of two-story windows, ornate frescoes, and thick arches and is matched by an impressive
collection of relics within and its location—atop a martyrs’ cemetery. However,

Sant’ Ambrogio’s remarkable features hide a hurried foundation. Uneven riverbed stones,
piled on and cemented alongside broken bricks and tiles—lain with seemingly little
rhyme or reason—hold up the structure. Contrast this foundation with that of Milan’s
“New Cathedral” (later dedicated to Saint Thecla), comprised of well-ordered pebbles —
carefully placed and replaced—and the difference is glaring. The Basilica di

Sant’ Ambrogio, erected some three decades after the New Cathedral, reveals a rushed
project timeline and a new generation’s building techniques, forced to adapt to financial
demand, custom, and function.’

The subject of this dissertation is the relationship of the visible to the invisible for
Ambrose. I sketch the general contours of the Sant’ Ambrogio because they give us
insight into the man whose name the Basilica bears. Ambrose was a notable politician
turned bishop, a governor turned scriptural exegete and champion of Nicene orthodoxy.

He was educated in the typical Roman fashion with other budding Latin elites, yet his

" Ambr. Luc. 1.5 (CSEL 32/4: 13). Translations are my own unless indicated otherwise. Footnotes
too are working and not intended to be exhaustive, so as not to tire the reader.

? Richard Krautheimer, Three Christian Capitals: Topography and Politics (Berkeley: University
of California Press, 1983), 68-92, at 72-78.



facility with Greek texts outshined even his most famous baptizand, Augustine of Hippo.’
Add to this that he was, as he puts it, “snatched” from his public administrations, quickly
baptized, ordained, and “universally” acclaimed to the episcopacy, and Sant’ Ambrogio’s
mottled foundation becomes an even more apt parallel.*

This dissertation will reconsider the ways in which Ambrose’s theology,

buttressed by classical sources,’ holds together by means of a visual logic.” Ambrose’s

? That Ambrose was fluent in Greek has become a scholarly commonplace. For an exception to
this claim, see S. Giet, “De saint Basile a saint Ambroise,” Recherches des sciences religieuses 33 (1944):
95-128.

* Ambr. Off. 1.1.4 (CCSL 15: 2). Ego enim raptus de tribunalibus atque administrationis infulis ad
sacerdotium, docere uos coepi quod ipse non didici. Itaque factus est ut prius docere inciperem quam
discere. Discendum igitur mihi simul et docendum est quoniam non uacauit ante discere. See Neil
McLynn, Ambrose of Milan: Church and Court in a Christian Capital (Berkeley: University of California
Press, 1994), 14-15. McLynn reads Rufinus’ account of Ambrose’s rapid ascendency to bishop as a
“charade,” put together either by Ambrose or his political authorities.

> Ambrose’s facility with various philosophical texts, whether direct or mediated, will raise the
inevitable question of just how much philosophical weight his statements bear. This question has been an
open one in secondary scholarship since (at least) the mid-twentieth century, evidenced by a glut of works
on Ambrose and Augustine. A few representative examples include: Pierre Hadot, “Platon et Plotin dans
trois sermons de saint Ambroise,” Revue des études latines 34 (1956): 220-39; Pierre Courcelle, “Plotin et
saint Ambroise,” Revue de philologie, de littérature, et d’histoire anciennes 76 (1950): 29-56; idem,
“Nouveaux aspects du platonisme chez saint Ambroise,” Revue des études latines 34 (1956): 220-39; idem,
Recherches sur les Confessions de Saint Augustin (Paris: Etudes augustiniennes, 1973); Goulven Madec,
Saint Ambroise et la philosophie (Paris: Etudes augustiniennes, 1974); idem, “L’Homme intérieur selon
saint Ambroise,” in Ambroise de Milan: XVle centenaire de son élection épiscopale, ed. Yves-Marie Duval
(Paris: Etudes augustiniennes, 1974), 283-308; Andrew Lenox-Conyngham, “Ambrose and Philosophy,” in
Lionel R. Wickham and Caroline P. Bammel, eds., Christian Faith and Greek Philosophy in Late Antiquity.
Essays in Tribute to George Christopher Stead (Leiden: Brill, 1993), 112-28; John C. Cavadini, “Ambrose
and Augustine De bono mortis,” in The Limits of Ancient Christanity: Essays on Late Antique Thought and
Culture in Honor of R. A. Markus, ed. William E. Klingshirn and Mark Vessey (Ann Arbor: University of
Michigan Press, 1999), 232—-49. Though these (and other) studies come to a variety of conclusions, their
insights point to the fact that Ambrose’s approach to philosophical sources is complicated, both similar and
dissimilar from the founts of pagan wisdom in general and Platonic sources in particular.

% With precious few exceptions and unsurprisingly, the explorations of early Christians’ distinctly
theological motivations in foregrounding the importance of sight and visibility have been largely relegated
to Augustine. See, e.g., Lewis Ayres, Nicaea and Its Legacy: An Approach to Fourth-Century Trinitarian
Theology (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2005), at 309-12; idem, Augustine and the Trinity
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2010), 230-50; Michel R. Barnes, “The Visible Christ and the
Invisible Trinity: Mt. 5:8 in Augustine’s Trinitarian Theology of 400,” Modern Theology 19.3 (2003): 329—
55; Matthew Drever, Image, Identity, and the Forming of the Augustinian Soul (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 2013), 85-109; Margaret Miles, “Vision: The Eye of the Body and the Eye of the Mind in Saint
Augustine’s ‘De Trinitate’ and ‘Confessions,”” The Journal of Religion 63.2 (1983): 125-42; Mary
Sirridge, “‘Quam videndo intus dicimus’: Seeing and Saying in De Trinitate XV,” in Medieval Analyses in



Exposition of the Gospel of Luke 1.5-1.9 will function as our organizing passage
throughout. There we find Ambrose linking the enacted character of divine action and its
human counterpart. Such reflection is sheltered under an explication of Luke 1:2
(““Accordingly, as they have delivered them unto us, who from the beginning were
eyewitnesses and ministers of the Word.”).” Though the gospel writer appears concerned
with the seeming reliability of the narrative to follow, Ambrose shows little interest in

discussing issues of reliability. He instead focuses on the two predicated sources of the

Language and Cognition: Acts of the Symposium of The Copenhagen School of Medieval Philosophy,
January 10-13, 1996, ed. Sten Ebbesen and Russell L. Friedman (Copenhagen: C. A. Reitzels Forlag,
1999), 317-30; Roland Teske, S.J., “St. Augustine and the Vision of God,” in Augustine: Mystic and
Mystagogue, ed. Frederick Van Fleteren et al (New York: Peter Lang, 1994), 287-308. A couple recent
treatments help broaden the importance of sight and visibility outside of simply Augustine. See Michel
René Barnes, “Latin Trinitarian Theology,” in The Cambridge Companion to the Trinity, ed. Peter C. Phan
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2011), 70-84; idem, “A Night at the OPERA: That the Father is
Seen in the Son,” unpublished monograph chapter; and Brian P. Dunkle, Enchantment and Creed in the
Hymns of Ambrose of Milan (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2016), 60—84, at 67—69. Other secondary
treatments deal with early Christian seeing, and while beneficial, are not distinctly theological. E.g., Susan
Ashbrook Harvey, “Olfactory Knowing: Signs of Smell in the Lives of Simeon Stylites,” in After
Bardaisan: Studies on Continuity and Change in Syriac Christianity in Honour of Professor Hans J. W.
Drijvers, ed. G. J. Reineck and A. C. Klugkist (Leuven: Peeters Press, 1999), 23-34; Georgia Frank, The
Memory of the Eyes: Pilgrimage to Living Saints in Christian Late Antiquity (Berkeley: University of
California Press, 2000); eadem, “The Pilgrim’s Gaze in the Age before Icons,” in Visuality Before and
Beyond the Renaissance: Seeing as Others Saw, ed. Roberts S. Nelson (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 2000), 98—115; eadem, ““Taste and See’: The Eucharist and the Eyes of Faith in the Fourth Century,”
Church History 70 (2001): 619-43; Cynthia Hahn, “Loca Sancta Souvenirs: Sealing the Pilgrim’s
Experience,” in The Blessings of Pilgrimage, ed. Robert Ousterhout (Urbana: University of Illinois Press,
1990), 85-95; and Patricia Cox Miller, “‘The Little Blue Flower Is Red’: Relics and the Poetizing of the
Body,” JECS 8 (2000): 213-36.

7 Scholarly engagement with this fruitful passage has been non-existent, with the exception of
Brian Dunkle’s very recent monograph on Ambrose’s hymns. See Dunkle, Enchantment and Creed in the
Hymns of Ambrose of Milan, 64. Dunkle references a portion of the passage, highlights the importance of
the “spiritual senses,” and concludes, “Ambrose affirms that the created order has a certain integrity that
can function as a means for sensing the divine” (64). Still, Dunkle mentions nothing of the second half of
Ambrose’s reflection, which emphasizes the visibility of virtue and intention. Ambrose’s quip that “Jesus is
seen not with the eyes of the body, but with the eyes of the Spirit” [Ambr. Luc. 1.5 (CSEL 32/4: 13)] has a
distinct afterlife and is in fact critical to developments in Western theology. Augustine picks up on it in his
Epistles 147 and 148 to Paulina and Fortunatus, respectively, when discussing whether or not God can be
seen. From the seed of Ambrose’s reflection, Augustine derives a complex, threefold hierarchy of seeing:
corporeally, spiritually, and intellectually. See esp. Aug. Ep. 147.19.46 (CSEL 44: 320-21) and Aug. Ep.
148.2.9-10 (CSEL 44: 339-41). The thirteenth-century supplement to Thomas Aquinas’ Summa theologiae
also references Ambrose’s phrase when responding to whether or not the blessed will one day see God with
the eyes of the body. Ambrose’s statement is further used as authoritative support for the Supplement’s
distinction between seeing directly and indirectly. See ST III suppl. 92, a. 2.



narrative’s assumed reliability — (1) eyewitnesses and (2) ministers of the Word —taking
each predication in turn. Talk of eyewitnesses pertains to those who saw Jesus, but it also
triggers within Ambrose’s scriptural imagination a collection of biblical texts debated in
monarchian and homoian controversies. These texts represent the literary battleground
for determining the discrete identity of the Son and the nature of the Son’s relationship to
the Father, respectively. Evidence of Ambrose’s debt to these interpretative traditions, I
will argue, is clear.

Dispute and controversy over the Son’s visibility arose with the monarchian
controversies of the early third century. Tertullian’s Against Praxeas will serve as our
initial entrance into early monarchian theology and the biblical texts that inform it. The
follower of Praxeas, Tertullian contends, was guilty of eliding the identity of the Father
and Son; the Father could be said to simply become the Son. In response, Tertullian
upholds the distinctive identity of the Son and his connection to the Father. While
Tertullian applies language of the Son’s “projection” from the Father and tends toward a
“minoration” of the Son with respect to the Father, he indicates the Son’s substantial
continuity with the Father.? Just as a sunbeam allows us to see in the light of the sun, so
does the Son allow us to glimpse something divine. Still, this sunbeam is a portio that
moderates the sun’s substance.’

While several generations separated Tertullian’s anti-monarchian polemic and the

post-Nicene homoian controversies, similar scriptural texts were disputed in both battles.

¥ The language of “minoration” is Ernest Evans’. See Ernest Evans, Tertullian’s Treatise against
Praxeas: The Text Edited, with an Introduction, Translation, and Commentary (Eugene, OR: Wipf & Stock
Pub, 2011), 44. For a primary text that admits of this minoration interpretation, see Tert. Prax. 9.2 (CCSL
2: 1168).

° Tert. Prax. 14.3 (CCSL 2: 1176).



Phillip’s demand to see the Father (Jn. 14:8—10), for instance, is consistently cited, as is
Jesus’s statement that he can do nothing apart from the Father (Jn. 5:19). Homoians,
unlike monarchians, did not question the distinct identity of the Son. That was assumed.
Homoians questioned the Son’s sharing of substance or power with Father. The true God
was thought to be invisible, and given that the Son was visible, it made little sense to
identify the Son as God. This seeming, and substantial, disparity between Father and Son
was only compounded by the fact that the word “substance” was nowhere to be found in
the scriptures.

Anti-homoian polemics, like those we find in Hilary of Poitiers, Marius
Victorinus, and Ambrose, assumed the mantle of reexegeting the homoians’ supporting
texts. Though specific to their respective contexts, Hilary, Victorinus, and Ambrose all
reference the critical importance of the Son’s visible opera for determining the Son’s
invisible shared divinity and power with the Father. Victorinus uses the Greek term
opoovotog for making his case; Hilary and Ambrose do not. It is clear however that each
of the three is trying to defend the Nicene cause against those who want to drive an
ontological wedge between the Father and Son based on the latter’s visibility.

Upon his appointment to the see of Milan by acclamation, Ambrose became a
dominant personality in a religious-political landscape fraught with debate. Though
complicated by imperial power and regional politics, this debate was over whether the
Son was of the same or similar substance as the Father. Ambrose, as we will see, was an
ardent defender of the former. His predecessor, Auxentius, argued the latter—that the

Son was of similar, but not of the same, substance as the Father.'” Because of his similar

' For an extensive overview of homoian theology, see Michel Meslin, Les Ariens d’Occident:
335—430 (Paris: Editions du Seuil, 1967), 253—-403. On Ambrose’s engagement with homoian theology in



proof texts and exegetical strategies, Ambrose’s inclusion in this Latin pro-Nicene
tradition is straightforward. I will further claim that these traditional Latin debts are
driven by a visual logic that emphasizes Jesus’s concrete works as sources of insight into
the invisible nature of the Godhead. While there might be some who quibble with this
claim, it is admittedly benign. Ambrose’s unprecedented move comes when he connects
this Christological visual logic with a similar logic pertaining to human action and the
acquisition of virtue. Such a connection is made, again, with reference to the second
predicate in Luke 1:2 (“ministers of the Word”). The ministers are those who follow after
the precepts of Jesus, virtuous in both infentio and actio. The apostles, Mary and Martha,
and other followers of Jesus depict for us the challenge of having intent and action
expressed in our deeds. Often, Ambrose insists, human action favors one or the other:
well intended but not enacted, or too hasty and not thought through.

Human action follows the same visual script as its divine analogue, revealing
individuals’ true intentions and theological allegiances. I maintain throughout that this
parallel construction was no coincidence but an intentional product of Ambrose’s
combining his theological sources and his typically Roman education. As one formed for
public service and political readiness, Ambrose filters his patchwork theological sourcing
through the life of the orator. In so doing, he translates his Latin theological heritage,
which foregrounds the concrete works of Jesus, into a moral register. What results are
exhortations to distinctly public virtue: the importance of bodily comportment, voice

inflection, and gait. These, as we will explore, are critical topics in the works of Cicero,

particular, see Christoph Markschies, Ambrosius von Mailand und die Trinitdtstheologie: Kirchen- und

theologiegeschichtliche Studien zu Antiarianismus und Neunizdnismus bei Ambrosius und im lateinischen
Westen (364-381 n.Chr. (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1995), 84—142.



Quintilian, and Seneca, among others. Discerning the intricacies of human action, for
Ambrose, thus offers insight into the moral standing of an individual.

This bridge Ambrose draws between divine and human action, I argue, is
operative in his description of the image of God, which is supported by his gloss on
Isaiah 49:16 (“Behold, Jerusalem, I have painted thy walls,” LXX). Two things follow.
First, I will show that for Ambrose, Isaiah 49:16 proves that God is the source of virtue.
Secondly, in Ambrose’s gloss on Isaiah 49:16, he holds that a well-painted soul is one in
which “the semblance of divine operation shines.”"' With this phrase, I argue that
Ambrose does not simply intend a claim to the human being’s dignity. Careful study of
Ambrose’s other uses of “semblance” and “shines” establishes that the semblance of
divine operation shines in the soul means that the character of human action mirrors its
divine author. In other words, human action follows the same visual logic as the action of
its divine artist.

Discerning the character of human action presses us to say something about the
content of that action. The last chapter proposes that, for Ambrose, the distinctiveness of
the saint’s moral action is her simplicity of intention, word, and deed. Ambrose further
maintains that Jesus is the “beginning” (principium) of virtue, meaning he is both the
moral standard and starting point of virtue. That Christ can be labeled the principium
again sends Ambrose looking for other instances of the word in the scriptures. I will note
that Ambrose’s use of principium comes from a variant of Isaiah 9:6 (“...and the
principium shall be upon his shoulders”), which Ambrose attaches to the first part of the

verse (“a child born and son given”). The reference to a child— Ambrose takes it to imply

"' Ambr. Hex. 6.7.42 (CSEL 32/1: 233-34).



Christ as the Child—indicates the virtue embodied in childlikeness, again reiterating the
importance of simplicity.

I argue that Ambrose’s use of a family of words for simplicity —simplicitas,
integritas, etc.—does the double service of reiterating the concrete and lived character of
human action, while attaching simplicity to orthodoxy. It is no coincidence then that
Ambrose resortes to the common trope of calling the homoian position as decidedly un-
simple. Proceedings from the Council of Aquileia will serve as an extended test case.
Repeatedly, Ambrose lambasts Palladius and Secundianus, labeling them deceptive and
cagey. Such duplicitous behavior, he thinks, poorly hides their vice and, perhaps more
importantly, their theological missteps and homoian allegiance. In light of these
connections, Ambrose’s exhortation to mean what we say is not simply a veiled attempt
at theatrical rhetoric. How one presents herself in word and deed speaks volumes about
her interior motivations and theological proclivities. By treating human action as a script,
Ambrose aligns public virtue and orthodoxy, both components motivated by a visual

logic that attends to the significance of works for indicators of invisible realities.

Plan of the Dissertation

The dissertation is organized in five chapters. Chapter One identifies four Latin
antecedents to Ambrose: Tertullian, Novatian, Hilary of Poitiers, and Marius Victorinus,
who helped lay the foundation of Western Christology. In each of these authors, I show
how and for what ends their theology is driven by a visual logic that tries either to argue
for the Son’s discrete identity or to square the Son’s visibility with the invisibility of the

true God. Chapter Two reveals Ambrose as a card-carrying member of this Latin



theological tradition, highlighting the critical importance of Jesus’ visibility for
disclosing his own invisible divinity, which he is said to share with the Father. For
Ambrose, Jesus’ works (opera) prove his divinity; because of them we can see that the
Son shares a single power with the Father. Hence, the logic works the other way, as well.
Because the Son and Father share a common, invisible power, when we witness the Son’s
works, we are actually witnessing the Father working, too. Ambrose describes this divine
working in several ways, but his most lasting statement argues simply for the unity of
operations.

Chapter Three bridges Ambrose’s Christology and his moral theology by way of
his doctrine of the image of God. If God can be said to operate in accord with such a
visual logic, then two things can be said about human beings. The first is that Ambrose’s
description of God as image-painter of human beings, supported by his unprecedented
use and interpretation of Isaiah 49:16 (“Behold, Jerusalem, I have painted thy walls.”),
means that God is the source of moral action. Chapter four explicates the second
implication of Ambrose’s claim that the well-painted soul is one “in which a semblance
of divine operation shines.”'> This phrase, I argue, implies not only the beauty or inherent
dignity of the human person, but that human action resembles its divine counterpart. Or,
to put it more precisely, the same visual logic that governs Ambrose’s considerations of
divine operations governs his considerations of virtuous human action.

If chapter four shows how human action resembles its divine counterpart, then
Chapter Five argues for the distinctive Christian (or pro-Nicene) content of that action. In

that chapter, I seek to answer the question of what makes Christian virtue different from

'> Ambr. Hex. 6.7.42 (CSEL 32/1: 233-34).
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those who do not accept God’s simplicity, either because they worship many gods or
because they posit a difference of substance within the Trinity. The chapter begins by
drawing out Ambrose’s claim of the homoians’ deception and disengenuity in the council
proceedings from Aquileia, 381 CE. Lest we think such a claim is mere rhetorical
artifice, I show simplicity as moral ideal and the hallmark of the Christian in Ambrose’s
two-part funeral oration for his brother, Satyrus. Thus, simplicity marks off distinct
Christian virtue. The chapter concludes by analyzing Ambrose’s interactions with and
descriptions of non-Nicenes. These interactions and descriptions serve to upbraid his
opponents’ deception and duplicity and promote the simple practices and presentation of
faith and truth. Ambrose depicts non-Nicenes as disingenuous and vicious, while pro-
Nicenes, consistent and simple in their faithful words and deeds, allow their yea to be
yea.

While the chapters that follow aim at theological reconstruction, I take into
account Ambrose’s public station and pedagogical and rhetorical training, typical of a
budding, fourth-century Roman elite. Brief glimpses into these avenues of formation
serve only to emphasize the visual logic operative over the course of Ambrose’s
bishopric and his writings. The successful Roman proconsul, much like the true orator or
philosopher, was to practice what he preached, to comport the body, voice, and gait such
that interior stability was publicized for both his own sake and for the sake of his
audience. These ideals are not lost on Ambrose, who, though “snatched” from his civic
duties, transposed those same ideals to his episcopal office and allowed them to inform

his theology.
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CHAPTER ONE: WHAT WE SEE WHEN WE SEE THE SON: PRECEDENTS IN
LATIN TRINITARIAN THEOLOGY

From its advent, Latin trinitarian theology’s concern for the relationship between
the Father and Son has been centered on the theme of sight or visibility. Multiple
scriptural passages, highlighting the critical importance of seeing the Son (or God, in
general),' fuel this reflection and rise to prominence within the Latin tradition because of
their contested status in third-century monarchian controversies® and fourth-century

debates between pro-Nicenes and Western homoians.’ Though a century-wide chasm and

'E.g., Isaiah 44:6,45:5, 45:14; Baruch 3:36-38; John 5:19, 10:30, 14:9—11; Romans 1:20, 9:5;
Philippians 2:5-7; Colossians 1:15; and Hebrews 1:3, 1 Timothy 1:17, 6:16. See Michel René Barnes,
“Latin Trinitarian Theology,” in The Cambridge Companion to the Trinity, ed. Peter C. Phan (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2011), 70-84, at 72—73. Barnes notes that “from its beginning Latin theology
has an emphasis on ‘sight’ in trinitarian theology: our sight of the Son, of the Father in the Son, and the
Son’s sight of the Father,” and that Tertullian “begins the Latin anti-monarchian emphasis on the
theophanies as ‘proofs’ for the separate existence of the Father and the Son.” See also Alan F. Segal, ““Two
Powers in Heaven’ and Early Christian Trinitarian Thinking,” in The Trinity: An Interdisciplinary
Symposium on the Trinity, ed. Stephen T. Davis, Daniel Kendall, S.J., and Gerald O’Collins, S.J. (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 1999), 73-95. Building on his earlier book, Segal maintains that disputes over
“two powers” find their origins in Hellenistic Jewish (esp. Philo) and Rabbinic thinkers. There is also an
emphasis on sight in Greek theology, particularly Origen, but the overlap of the cited scriptural passages
between Origen and Ambrose is not as great as that between Latin traditions and Ambrose. Hilary, for
instance, points out that the “Arians” use John 5:19, 10:30, and 14:8—11 for their argumentation. See Hilar.
Trin. 8.37 (CCSL 62a: 350), 8.48 (CCSL 62a: 360-61),9.2 (CCSL 62a: 372-73),10.21 (CCSL 62a: 474—
75),10.25 (CCSL 62a: 479-81). See also Hanson, The Search for the Christian Doctrine of God, 824-48,
where he lists debated scriptures in trinitarian controversies, and he notes that John’s gospel was “the major
battlefield in the New Testament during the Arian controversy” (834); Richard Paul Vaggione, OHC,
Eunomius of Cyzicus and the Nicene Revolution (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 2001), 383-95; Manlio
Simonetti, La crisi ariana nel IV secolo (Rome: Institutum patristicum Augustinianum, 1975), 505-10;
Meslin, Les Ariens d’Occident 335-430, 231-34.

% See Simonetti, La crisi ariana nel IV secolo, 3—10, at 8; Adolf von Harnack, History of Dogma
(New York: Russell & Russell, 1958, 3: 63; Stephen E. Waers, “Monarchianism and Origen’s Early
Trinitarian Theology” (PhD Dissertation, Marquette University, 2016), passim.

? By “pro-Nicene” in this chapter, I am referring generally to those in support of the Nicene
formula and its key theological pressure points. In the next chapter I write of pro-Nicene theology as a
technical category, distinguishing it from neo-Nicene theology. That a similar polemic, with similar proof
texts, could be deployed is no doubt due to certain similarities between monarchianism and Western
homoianism. See Hanson, The Search for the Christian Doctrine of God, 566—67. Hanson writes: “It was
certainly an item in the Homoian faith that a doctrine of the Incarnation meant a reduction of divinity. . . .
Ever since the Second Sirmium Creed of 357 . . . a drastic subordination of the Son to the Father had been
the keynote of this school of thought. . . . The Sermo Arianorum maintains that the Son is eternally,
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the epoch-making Council of Nicaea separated these debates, a common canon of
contested texts lay at the core of each.* Extended reflection on Phillip’s demand of Jesus
to see the Father (Jn 14:8-10), for instance, can be found both in Tertullian’s polemic
against the monarchian Praxeas and in Marius Victorinus’s defense of the
consubstantiality of the Son and Father against “the Arians”.’

Commonality, however, should not detract from the debates’ differing goals.
Anti-monarchians attempted to establish the discrete, divine identity of the Son, while
anti-homoians, generally unworried with establishing the Son’s identity as such, sought
to understand how witnessing the visible words and works of the Son grants insight into
the invisible nature of the Father. This insight into the divine nature is possible, by anti-
homoian lights, because the Father and Son are united in power (or in substance).® By and
large, passages from the Gospel of John served as the exegetical battleground upon which

this fight ensued.” Four authors are particularly beneficial for our analysis: Tertullian of
g p y y

constitutionally, subordinated to the Father, even after the necessity of doing anything to promote our
salvation is past.”

4 See D. H. Williams, “Monarchianism and Photinus of Sirmium as the Persistent Heretical Face
of the Fourth Century,” HTR 99.2 (2006): 187-206. Williams shows how monarchian and Arian theologies
were often grouped together as two expressions of a similar heresy. I explore Williams’s analysis later in
bridging anti-monarchian and anti-homoian polemics. See also R. P. C. Hanson, “The Bible in the Early
Church,” in The Cambridge History of the Bible,ed.P. R. Ackroyd and P. R. Evans (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1970), 412-53, at 416, 440-48.

> John 14:8-10 as well as multiple other scriptural texts will be studied in detail thoughout.

% With Barnes, Ayres, and others, I prefer to speak of pro-Nicene theology as a transformation
(rather than an abrupt change) of its pre-Nicene antecedents. See Michel René Barnes, “De Régnon
Reconsidered,” Augustinian Studies 26.2 (1995): 51-79; Ayres, Nicaea, 302-4; Matthew Crawford, Cyril
of Alexandria’s Trinitarian Theology of Scripture (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2014), 10-66. See
also M. R. Barnes, “A Night at the OPERA: That the Father is Seen in the Son,” unpublished monograph
chapter. Barnes calls anti-monarchianism the “platform logic of Latin trinitarian theology,” and he states
that “key points of engagement with the monarchians remain basic themes or exegetical nodes in Latin
trinitarian theology, among which are a concern for the connection between sight and being, and the
exegesis of John 14:9-10.”

7 See Maurice F. Wiles, The Spiritual Gospel: The Interpretation of the Fourth Gospel in the Early
Church (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1960), 112-28. Wiles draws out the exegetical context
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Carthage, Novatian of Rome, Hilary of Poitiers, and Marius Victorinus.® These four serve
as touchstones, and identifying the general contours of their trinitarian theologies will aid

both in locating Ambrose’s deep Latin debts and in naming his critical advances.

Tertullian of Carthage

Emphasis on seeing God is prevalent throughout Tertullian’s (ca. 160-240)
works, unsurprising if we consider Daniélou’s assertion that Tertullian’s theology takes
the form of “a kind of phenomenology” for seeking to understand the identity of the Son.’
Writing in North Africa, Tertullian debated the teachings of various opponents. His

treatise Against Praxeas was penned against a figure likely connected to the Roman

of third- and fourth-century christological debates. He writes: “This same characteristic of the Gospel [of
John] gave rise also to the teaching of Praxeas and Noetus, who identified the divine element in Christ with
the Father. This challenge could be met in two ways. In the first place, it was necessary to show that the
Gospel [of John] makes a clear distinction between the persons of the Father and the Son. And secondly, it
was necessary to give an alternative exegesis of those texts on which Praxeas and Noetus had sought to
base their case. Both tasks involved a more precise definition of the pattern of Christological interpretation
demanded by the Fourth Gospel” (117). Hanson notes the importance of Johannine texts in Christological
debates, as well. See Hanson, “The Bible in the Early Church,” 444-45.

¥ I focus here on precedents in Latin trinitarian theology, rather than Greek, because the scriptural
consonances between Ambrose and his Latin forbears are more striking than his consonances with Greek
ones. See Michel René Barnes, Power of God: Dynamis in Gregory Nyssa (Washington, D.C: Catholic
University of America Press, 2001), 219. I realize the challenge inherent in cloistering off “Latin” from
“Greek,” especially given recent scholarly advances that tend to frustrate such neat dichotomies. My
working distinction between Greek and Latin here has nothing to do with freighted theological or
philosophical assumptions and everything to do with that which is written in either the Greek or Latin
language. The theme of sight is also prevalent in Greek theology. The scholarly assumption that has been
shown to be deeply problematic was that the West moved from unity to trinity, while the East moved from
trinity to unity. See again Michel René Barnes, “De Régnon Reconsidered,” 51-79; and Lewis Ayres, *'
Remember That You Are Catholic' (serm. 52.2): Augustine on the Unity of the Triune God,” JECS 8.1
(2000): 39-82, and sources cited therein.

? Jean Daniélou, The Origins of Latin Christianity: A History of Early Christian Doctrine before
the Council of Nicea, vol. 3, trans. David Smith and John Austin Baker (London; Philadelphia: The
Westminster Press, 1977), 343. For dating and background information, see Johannes Quasten, ed.,
Patrology, Vol. 2: The Ante-Nicene Literature After Irenaeus (Westminster, MD: Christian Classics, 1983),
246-339, at 284-85 for Against Praxeas.
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bishop Callistus, and his followers.'® Tertullian only gives us two bits of information
about this Praxeas: that he traveled from Asia to Rome'' and that, while in Rome, he
persuaded the bishop against Montanist teachings.'” Praxean theology was known for
stressing the absolute unity of God, and hence, for making the Father, Son, and Holy
Spirit “one and the same.”"’ Based on Tertullian’s engagement in Against Praxeas, we

can conclude that the monarchians buttressed such strong claims to unity by highlighting

' Waers, “Monarchianism and Origen’s Early Trinitarian Theology,” 133. Waers notes Hermann
that Hagemann (Die romische Kirche und ihr Einfluss auf Disciplin und Dogma in den drei ersten
Jahrhunderten [Freiburg im Breisgau, 1864], 234-57) advances the view that Praxeas was a pseudonym for
Callistus. See Brent, Hippolytus and the Roman Church,525-35 and Ronald E. Heine, “The Christology of
Callistus,” JTS 49 (1998): 56-91, at 58 and 60. See Andrew Brian McGowan, “Tertullian and the
‘Heretical’ Origins of the ‘Orthodox’ Trinity,” JECS 14.4 (2006): 437-57, at 449-51; Brent, Hippolytus
and the Roman Church, 525-29. See also Harnack, History of Dogma, 3: 59-61. Harnack argues against
the scholarly assumption that “Praxeas” was a “nickname . . . that by it [readers] really ought to understand
Noétus, Epigonus, or Callistus” (3: 59). Cf. Geoffrey D. Dunn, Tertullian (London; New York: Routledge,
2004), 24-25. Dunn asserts that “Praxeas . . . may well be a pseudonym for a Roman figure who advocated
monarchianism (modalism or patripassianism), the doctrine that so insisted on the oneness of God that it
blurred any distinction between Father, Son, and Spirit because each was just God in a particular guise.” J.
N. D. Kelly makes a similar point in his Early Christian Doctrines (London: Adam & Charles Black,
1968), 121. Evans does not argue either way, simply that it has been suggested that Praxeas is a placeholder
or nickname. See Evans, Tertullian’s Treatise against Praxeas, 10, 184-85. See also Harnack, History of
Dogma, 3: 52-80. Harnack asserts that “Monarchians of all shades” “represented the conception of the
Person of Christ founded on the history of salvation, as against one based on the history of his nature” (3:
62). Harnack labels the opponents of Tertullian, Hippolytus, Origen, and Novatian “modalistic
monarchians.” He asserts that monarchianism was “for almost a generation the official theory in Rome” (3:
53) and that “sympathies of the vast majority of the Roman Christians . . . were on the side of the
Monarchians, even among the clergy only a minority supported Hippolytus” (3: 57). See Quasten,
Patrology, Vol. 2,285 where Praxeas is named “a Modalist or Patripassian.” Quasten, Ernest Evans, and
Timothy Barnes all date Aduersus Praxean to Tertullian’s “Montanist period” (213 CE) because of its
strident language against those who oppose its tenets. See Evans, Tertullian’s Treatise against Praxeas,
75-82; Timothy David Barnes, Tertullian: A Historical and Literary Study, reissued with corrections and a
postscript, 1985 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1985), 326-28. While Tertullian’s career is typically
divided between pre- and post-Montanist phases, several recent treatments shy away from drawing stark
lines of distinction and are less inclined to see dramatic changes in Tertullian’s literary output. See, e.g.,
Dunn, Tertullian, 6; and Christine Trevett, Montanism: Gender, Authority and the New Prophecy
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996), 68—69.

" Tert. Prax. 1.4 (CCSL 2: 1159).

"2 Tert. Prax. 1.5 (CCSL 2: 1159-60). See Waers, “Monarchianism and Origen’s Early Trinitarian
Theology,” 132-33.

B Tert. Prax. 2.3 (CCSL 2: 1162; trans. Evans, 132): maxime haec quae se existimat meram
ueritatem possidere, dum unicum deum non alias putat credendum quam si ipsum eundemque et Patrem et
Filium et Spiritum dicat.
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scriptures like Isaiah 45:5 (“I am God and there is none beside me.”)"

—a position one
commentator has helpfully called “an exclusive understanding of the unity of God.”"” To
combat such teaching, Tertullian takes exception to both the form and content of
monarchian exegesis and reinterprets those same signal texts to conform to what he
claims is received teaching and to a creedal “rule of faith.”

Certain monarchians were also known for identifying the body of the Son as the
true manifestation of the Father,'® a tendency that laid bare debts to Stoic mixture
theory."” Quick to label the Godhead (or Father) “spirit” (pneuma), monarchians
maintained the Son was properly human. Only when the spirit was mixed with the human
could the human be termed properly divine. This “mixing” of divine and human elements
was precisely how the Roman monarchian Callistus, for instance, could conclude that the

Son was united with the Father."® Regarding this monarchian logic of bodily unity,

Anthony Briggman writes: “This union of the Father/Spirit with the Son as ‘one God’

" Tert. Prax.20.1 (CCSL 2: 1186): Ego Deus et alius praeter me non est.
' Waers, “Monarchianism and Origen’s Early Trinitarian Theology,” 139.

' See Heine, “Christology of Callistus,” 61-63, 68-71, 75-78. Heine references Hippolytus,
Refutatio 9.12.16—19, which presents Callistus’ exegesis of John 14:10: “For the Father who was in him
assumed the flesh and made it God by uniting it with himself, and made it one, so that Father and Son are
designated one God, and this unity, being a person, cannot be two, and so the Father suffered with the
Son.”

"7 See Anthony Briggman, “Irenaeus’ Christology of Mixture,” JTS 64.2 (2013): 516-55, at 517—
18. Briggman writes that the “Stoic concern [was] to arrive at a physical theory that explains how the active
principle (God/pneuma/Logos) and passive principle (matter) relate to each other.” Cf. Katharina Bracht,
“Product or Foundation? The Relationship between the Doctrine of the Holy Trinity and Christology in
Hippolytus’ and Tertullian’s Debate with Monarchianism,” Acta Patristica et Byzantina 18 (2007): 14-31,
at 24. Bracht mentions Tertullian takes up “the stoic theory of the physical unification of bodies . . . not as
in the case of an alloy, in which both substances are transformed into a new one and take on new
characteristics, but in the sense of an extensive mixture, when both substances retain their original
characteristics.” See Paul Mattei, “Angelus ad imaginem? L’anthropologie de Tertullien,” Augustinianum
41.2 (2001): 291-327, at 299, where Mattei draws out the connection between Tertullian’s image theology
and how in Christ the image of man “coincides” with the effigy of the Word.

'® Briggman, “Irenaeus’ Christology of Mixture,” 526.
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becomes problematic when it comes to the passion of Jesus, for in order to avoid
patripassianism Callistus must be able to say that the Son suffers while the Father/Spirit
does not.”" Briggman’s assessment makes it plain why Tertullian would write that
Praxeas “drove out the Paraclete and crucified the Father.”* The mixing of the spirit and
human might well have yielded a possible answer to the Son’s distinct identity, but it also
could be understood to compromise the spirit by subjecting it to the suffering of the
human body. Recognizing this lurking and untenable problem, monarchians concluded
that the Father could participate in the suffering of the Son without feeling the same
effects as the Son.

Tertullian then summarizes the monarchian position as follows: “The Father
himself came down into the virgin, was himself born of her, himself suffered, and
therefore, is himself Jesus Christ” (Ipsum dicit Patrem descendisse in uirginem, ipsum ex
ea natum, ipsum passum, denique ipsum esse lesum Christum).>' As Tertullian sees it,
Praxeas must describe the life, ministry, and death of the Son as modes of paternal
manifestation: the Father is (or becomes) the Son, even as he condescended from
invisible to visible. The danger, in Tertullian’s eyes, was that each of the divine persons
would lose a distinct identity. And this very danger was the pitfall that came packaged

with naming God as one without qualification or specification. If the Praxean line was

" Briggman, “Irenaeus’ Christology of Mixture,” 526.
2 Tert. Prax. 1.5 (CCSL 2: 1160).

2 Tert. Prax. 1.1 (CCSL 2: 1159). Translations are mine unless noted otherwise. See Mark
DelCogliano, “The Interpretation of John 10:30 in the Third Century: Antimonarchian Polemics and the
Rise of Grammatical Reading Techniques,” Journal of Theological Interpretation 6.1 (2012): 117-38, at
128.
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taken, then the ways in which the scriptures speak of divine agency —of each divine
person acting—would be lost.

With this critique in mind, Tertullian’s concern throughout Against Praxeas is to
maintain that the visible presence of the Son as a divine person does not detract from the
Father’s single, unmatched power. To make his case for both the transcendence of the
Father and real existence of the Son, Tertullian describes how the monarchians have
failed to recognize the critical distinction between divine monarchy and “economy”
(oikonomia). This distinction implies that there is both one God and that

the one only God has a Son, his Word who proceeded from him, through whom

all things have been made; and without whom nothing has been made (Jn. 1:1-4):

that this one was sent by the Father into the virgin and was born of her, being both

man and God, Son of man and Son of God, and was named Jesus Christ; that he
suffered, died, and was buried, according to the scriptures (1 Cor. 15:3—4) and,
having been raised up by the Father and taken back into heaven, sits at the right
hand of the Father (Mk. 16:19) and will come to judge the quick and the dead

(Acts 10:42); and that thereafter he, according to his promise, (Jn. 16:7), sent from

the Father the Holy Spirit, the Paraclete, the sanctifier of the faith of those who

believe in the Father and the Son and the Holy Spirit.”
Tertullian labels this a rule of faith (regula fidei), that is, a tried standard that antedates all
the “very novelty of yesterday’s Praxeas” (ipsa nouellitas Praxeae hesterni).” The
catechetical nature of the rule further reveals that Tertullian understood the debate with

the monarchians to be one over received teaching.”* “Remember at every point that I have

professed this rule” (regulam), Tertullian reminds his audience, “by which I testify that

2 Tert. Prax.2.1 (CCSL 2: 1160). For more on Tertullian’s monarchian context and consonances
with Hippolytus, see Bracht, “Product or Foundation?,” 21-25.

2 Tert. Prax. 2.2 (CCSL 2: 1160). For more on Tertullian’s use of regula, including a cross-
textual analysis, see Evans, Tertullian’s Treatise against Praxeas, 188-92. Evans contends: “The Rule of
Faith is not a form of words but a series of ideas, a guide for teachers rather than a test of the neophyte’s
faith” (189).

#See J.N.D. Kelly, Early Christian Creeds (London: Adam & Charles Black, 2006), 100-130, at
115-16. Kelly references Prax. 2 and shows its consonances with the ancient Roman baptismal creed.
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the Father and Son and Spirit are unseparated from one another, and in that case you will
recognize what I say and in what sense I say it” (et ita quid quomodo dicatur agnosces).”
Several passages from Against Praxeas bear out Tertullian’s anti-monarchian
intent and uncover the importance of seeing the Father by means of the Son and what that
seeing says about the identity of the Son and his relationship to the Father. Tertullian
notes, as do the monarchians, that he finds throughout the scriptures descriptions of God,
both unseen” and seen.” The challenge rests squarely on the exegete to insure that the
seeming contradiction of these statements on the visibility and invisibility of God remains
more apparent than real. Tertullian contends that in all the Old Testament theophanies —
e.g., Abraham at the oak of Mamre (Gen. 18) or Jacob wrestling with a heavenly figure
(Gen. 32)—there must have been an “other” (alius) besides the invisible God, and this

other is manifesting the divine presence. Tertullian names the Son this “other.”*® As the

% Tert. Prax.9.1 (CCSL 2: 1168).

* E.g., Exodus 33:20; John 1:18; 1 Timothy 6:16. See René Braun, Deus Christianorum:
Recherches sur le vocabulaire doctrinal de Tertullien (Paris: Etudes augustiniennes, 1977), 53. For
Tertullian’s references to Exodus 33:20, see Tert. Prax. 14.1 (CCSL 2: 1176), 14.5 (CCSL 2: 1177), 14.8
(CCSL 2: 1177-78), 15.2 (CCSL 2: 1178=79); Marc.2.27 (CSEL 47: 373-74),4.22 (CSEL 47: 495-96),
5.19 (CSEL 47: 643). For Tertullian’s references to John 1:18, see Prax. 8.3 (CCSL 2: 1174), 15.2 (CCSL
2: 1178-79), 154 (CCSL 2: 1179), 15.6 (CCSL 2: 1179),21.3 (CCSL 2: 1186). For references to 1
Timothy 6:16, see Prax. 15.2 (CCSL 2: 1178-79), 15.4 (CCSL 2: 1179), 15.8 (CCSL 2: 1180), 16.6 (CCSL
2:1181-82).

*E.g., 1 John 1:1 (“We have seen and heard and handled the Word of life”); 1 Corinthians 9:1
(“Have I not, he says, seen Jesus”). For Tertullian’s other references to 1 John 1:1, see Prax. 15.2— 5
(CCSL 2: 1178-79). For Tertullian’s other references to 1 Corinthians 9:1, see Prax. 15.2,15.7 (CCSL 2:
1179-80).

2 Tert. Prax. 14.6 (CCSL 2: 1177). For other instances of alius see Prax.5.5,12.6-7,21.2-3,
25.1. For a discussion of alius in Prax., see D. Rankin, “Tertullian’s Vocabulary of the Divine Individuals
in Adversus Praxean,” Sacris Erudiri 40 (2001): 5-46, at 10-13. Cf. Segal, “‘Two Powers in Heaven,””
86-87. Segal points to both Philo and Justin Martyr as those who wrote of the Adyog as €tegog 0edg. Segal
points to the work of E. R. Goodenough (The Theology of Justin Martyr: An Investigation into the
Conceptions of the Earliest Christian Literature and Its Hellenistic and Judaistic Influences [Jena: Verlag
Frommannsche Buchlandlung, 1923]) for secondary support of “another God” in Hellenistic Jewish
literature.
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Father’s alius the Son is like the Father in every way possible, and yet distinct “by
distribution” (distributione).”
Therefore it was the Son always who was seen and the Son always who conversed
and the Son always who worked by the authority and will of the Father; because
“the Son can do nothing of himself, unless he should see the Father doing it” (Jn.
5:19)—doing it, of course, in his mind. For the Father acts by mind, whereas the
Son sees and accomplishes that which is in the Father’s mind. Thus all things
were made by the Son, and without him nothing was made (cf. Jn. 1:3).%
Here, we witness Tertullian explicating the relationship between descriptions of God as
visible and invisible and glossing John 5:19 for his defense. The Son, following the
authority and will of the Father, reveals the invisible Father, who acts “in mind” (in
sensu).
Substantia is what Father and Son share.” The Father is invisible with reference
to his “plentitude of divinity” (plenitudinem diuinitatis)’* and “plentitude of majesty”

(plenitudine maiestatis),” and the Son is seen “according to human capacity” (secundum

hominum capacitates).** The Son, as word and spirit, is invisible “out of the condition of

» Tert. Prax.9.1 (CCSL 2: 1168).

% Prax. 15.9 (CCSL 2: 1180): Filius ergo uisus est semper et Filius conuersatus est semper et
Filius operates est semper ex auctoritate Patris et uoluntate quia Filius nihil a semetipso potest facere, nisi
uiderit Patrem facientem, in sensu scilicet facientem. Pater enim sensu agit, Filius uero quod in Patris
sensu est uidens perficit. Sic omnia per Filium facta sunt et sine illo factum est nihil. See Braun, Deus
Christianorum, 187-94.

' Prax. 2.4 (CCSL 2: 1161). Quasi non sic quoque unus sit omnia dum ex uno omnia per
substantiae scilicet unitatem et nihilominus custodiatur oikonomiae sacramentum, quae unitatem in
trinitatem disponit, tres dirigens ... Patrem et Filium et Spiritum, tres autem non statu sed gradu, nec
substantia sed forma, nec potestate sed specie, unius autem substantiae et unius status et unius potestatis
quia unus Deus ex quo et gradus isti et formae et species in nomine Patris et Filii et Spiritus sancti
depuntantur. For a discussion of this vocabulary in Tertullian, see Evans, Tertullian’s Treatise against
Praxeas, 38-58. Evans maintains that substantia in Prax. should be understood as a similar concept to
Aristotelian ovoio (Evans, Tertullian’s Treatise against Praxeas, 53).

2 Prax. 142 (CCSL 2: 1176).
3 Prax. 143 (CCSL 2: 1176).

* Prax. 142 (CCSL 2: 1176).
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his substance” (ex substantiae condicione iam nunc),” and yet visible according to the
“measure of his derivation” (pro modulo deriuationis).”® By substantia I take Tertullian to
mean, as Daniélou has maintained, “the concrete ground which permanently underlies
individual realities and persists throughout the varieties of qualities, actions and changing
elements.””’ Substantia is that given which serves to “define the different orders of
reality.”®

To make his point, Tertullian offers an analogy: “just as we may not look upon
the sun in respect of the total of its substance (substantiae) which is in the sky, though
with our eyes we can tolerate its beam because of the moderation of the portion which
from thence reaches out to the earth.”*® The Son is likened to a beam of sunlight, a portio
of the substance that allows us to see something of the light without gazing directly at the
searing fullness of the sun. It is not simply that the beam is seen and the sun unseen; the
beam proceeds out of the sun’s substance and moderates that substance so that all is

illumined. Similarly, it is not simply that the Son is seen while the Father is not—

Tertullian’s distinctions between divine unity and economy cannot be mapped neatly

3 Prax. 14.6 (CCSL 2: 1177).

¢ Prax. 143 (CCSL 2: 1176).

" Daniélou, The Origins of Latin Christianity, 345-46.
* Daniélou, The Origins of Latin Christianity, 346.

¥ Prax. 14.3 (CCSL 2: 1176; trans. adapted from Evans, 149). Sicut nec solemni obis contemplari
licet, quantum ad ipsam substantiae summam quae est in caelis, radium autem eius toleramus oculis pro
temperatura portionis quae in terram inde porrigitur. See Evans, 39-45, who explores the range of
meanings associated with substantia in Tertullian’s broader corpus: sense of property; akin to VTOOTAOLS;
and synonymous with “being” or “essence”. See also Braun, Deus Christianorum, 167-99. Daniélou
discusses the important role substantia plays in Tertullian’s works, noting the dispute over Tertullian’s
possible sources of the term. Daniélou implicitly sides with Braun, who argues against Harnack (theory of
legal origin) and Evans (Latinized Greek concept) that substantia is a term used from “everyday speech . . .
further proof of the fact that Tertullian’s vocabulary is more indebted to ordinary language than to technical
vocabulary” (345).
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onto the distinctions between visibility and invisibility.* While the Father is absolutely
unseen in himself, the Son is seen according to human capacity and unseen according to
his substantial unity with the Father; the Son’s visibility depends on his “condition”
(condicio) in the economy of salvation. As we noted above, in Against Praxeas 2.4,
Tertullian uses the technical term gradus, which denotes the “order of succession of the
divine persons” and indicates divine threeness, conjuring up images of logical
progression or steps. Ultimately, however, consideration of these “grades and forms and
species” points to the one God (unus Deus).*' “They are three, not by status, but by
grade” (tres autem non statu sed gradu), as Tertullian puts it.**
The constant give and take between unity and trinity recurs throughout
Tertullian’s work, emerging prominently at Against Praxeas 24.
Therefore he also made manifest the conjunction of the two persons, so that the
Father separately might not, as though visible, be asked for in open view, and that
the Son might be accepted as the representor of the Father. And no less did [Jesus]
explain this also, in what manner the Father was in the Son and the Son in the
Father: “The words,” he says, “that I speak unto you, are not mine” (Jn. 14:10)—
evidently because they are the Father's —“but the Father remaining in me does the
works” (Jn. 14:10). Therefore the Father, remaining in the Son through works of
power and words of doctrine, is seen through those things through which he
remains, and through him in whom he remains: and from this very fact it is

apparent that each person is himself and none other, while he says, “I am in the
Father and the Father in me” (Jn. 14:11). And so he says, “Believe.” But “believe”

* Daniélou, The Origins of Latin Christianity, 365. “This contrast [between invisible Father and
visible Son] does not affect the specific nature of the persons of the Trinity in eternity, but only their
existence as individual figures in the economy.”

1 Prax. 2.4 (CCSL 2: 1161). Tres autem non statu sed gradu, nec substnatia sed forma, nec
potestate sed specie, unius autem substantiae et unius status et unius potestatis quia unus Deus ex quo et
gradus isti et formae et species in nomine Patris et Filii et Spiritus sancti deputantur. Daniélou, The
Origins of Latin Christianity, 359. See Joseph Moingt, Théologie trinitaire de Tertullien, I1: Subtantialité et
individualité; étude du vocablaire philosophique, Théologie 69 (Paris: Aubier, 1966), 297-430. See too
Evans, Tertullian’s Treatise against Praxeas, 52-53.

2 Prax. 2.4 (CCSL 2: 1161). See also Prax. 9.3 (CCSL 2: 1168—69): Sic alium a se Paracletum,
quomodo et nos a Patre alium Filium ut tertium gradum ostenderet in Paracleto, sicut nos secundum in
Filio propter oikonomiae obseruationem.
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what? That I am the Father? I think it is not so written, but, “That I am in the

Father and the Father in me, or if not, believe because of the works” (Jn. 14:11)—

those works in fact through which the Father was seen in the Son, not with the

eyes but with the mind.*”
Note that Tertullian emphasizes the distinctiveness of Father and Son with reference to
John 14:10-11: “each person is himself and none other”.** Such an emphasis is held over
and against the monarchian claim that the Son actually is the Father or that the Father
becomes the Son. We also see Tertullian arguing for the indivisibility of the Father and
Son, an argument that highlights, again, the inseparable substance of the persons.®

The Father and Son are united, not in a single bodily person, but in “works of
power and words of doctrine” (per opera ergo uirtutum et uerba doctrinae), and that this

is “in respect of unity of substance, not of singularity of number” (ad substantiae

unitatem, non ad numeri singularitatem).*® For Tertullian, Christ functions as the uicarius

* Tert. Prax. 24.7-8 (CCSL 2: 1195; trans. amended from Evans 168—69). Bolding added for
emphasis. Igitur et manifestam fecit duarum personarum coniunctionem ne pater seorsum quasi uisibilis in
conspectu desideraretur et ut filius repraesentator patris haberetur. Et nihilominus hoc quoque
interpretatus est quomodo pater esset in filio et filius in patre: verba, inquit, quae ego loquor uobis, non
sunt mea—utique quia patris—pater autem manens in me facit opera. Per opera ergo uirtutum et uerba
doctrinae manens in filio pater per ea uidetur per quae manet et per eum in quo manet, ex hoc ipso
apparente proprietate utriusque personae, dum dicit: ego sum in patre et pater in me. Atque adeo: credite,
ait. Quid? me patrem esse? non puto scriptum esse, sed: quia ego in patre et pater in me, si quo minus, uel
propter opera credite, ea utique opera per quae pater in filio non uisu, sed sensu uidebatur. See Kevin B.
McCruden, “Monarchy and Economy in Tertullian’s Adversus Praxeam,” Scottish Journal of Theology
55.3 (2002): 325-37, at 334-35. McCruden argues that the dangers of patripassianism undergird many of
Tertullian’s polemical statements and motivate him to uphold the Father as invisible. McCruden writes:
“Since the Father is invisible and totally transcendent, there needs to be a visible manifestation of the
invisible, one who is both second to the Father, yet united to the Father through the principle of origin in
order that the transcendent Father might be revealed. In other words, Tertullian's principle of the invisible
and visible God underlies and drives his economic reflections on the Son's authentic distinctness” (335).

* See Evans, Tertullian, 41. Ayres, Nicaea and its Legacy, 20-30. In identifying Origen of
Alexandria as a starting point for analyzing Nicene theology, Ayres notes a dynamic similar to that of
Tertullian here, namely, that of each divine person’s unique identity.

* See Tert. Prax. 19.8 (CCSL 2: 1185): non ex separatione substantiae sed ex dispositione, cum
indiuiduum et inseparatum Filium a Patre pronuntiamus, nec statu sed gradu alium, qui etsi Deus dicatur,
quando nominatur singularis, non ideo duos Deos faciat sed unum, hoc ipso quod et Deus ex unitate Patris
uocari habeat.

4 Tert. Prax. 25.1 (CCSL 2: 1195).
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patris or repraesentator patris, by which he means not simply that the Son is
“representative of the Father,” but that the Son makes present—quite literally, he is the
“re-presenter” —that which (or the One whom) he recalls or sees.*”” These works and
words are done through the Son and by the Father, and subsequently reveal the character
of the Father, since the Father “remains” (manet) in the Son. While Tertullian’s grammar
of this indivisibility and inseparability is not as precise or technical as that of writers in
the throes of fourth-century Nicene controversies, the beginnings of such a doctrine of
common substance are nonetheless discernable here.**

The Son is said to witness the Father’s working in sensu (“in mind”) and act
accordingly, accomplishing that which the Father has in sensu.” A technical
understanding of sensus will further aid us in analyzing how and for what ends Tertullian
spells out the distinction between divine visibility and invisibility.”” Two possible sources
help Tertullian sketch the content of sensus. First, sensus was a slippery concept in the

Roman rhetorical tradition; its rendering varied from “feeling” to “meaning” to

47 See Evans, Tertullian’s Treatise against Praxeas, 308-9.

* See also Tert. Herm. 44.3 (CSEL 47: 174): Et cui credibile est deum non apparuisse materiae
uel qua consubstantiali suae per aeternitatem?

4 Tert. Prax. 15.9 (CCSL 2: 1180).

%0 See Gerald Boersma, Augustine’s Early Theology of Image (Oxford: Oxford University Press
2016), 22-27. Boersma indicates that the Son is seen “according to his mission or proper to the economy of
salvation” (23). This is a critical point for Boersma, citing other secondary literature that tends to view the
Son as visible and Father as invisible all the way down. Boersma’s brief section on Tertullian concludes
thus: “As image, Christ is the same substance as his source and not the mediating visible image of the
invisible God. Nevertheless, in the economy of salvation, Tertullian distinguishes between the Logos, who
as invisible image shares the invisible substance of the Father, and the sarx—the visible image that Christ
manifested in the theophanies of the Old Testament and the Incarnation” (27). See also Rankin,
“Tertullian’s Vocabulary,” 13, 19: “[Tertullian] is primarily committed to the notion of the oneness of God
but also to an economic threeness, implied and expressed, within it. . . . substantia, potestas and status [are]
characteristics of the divine one-ness, while concepts such as gradus, species and forma are of its three-
ness.”
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“understanding.”™' Well-versed in classical rhetoric, Tertullian likely recognized the
slippage inherent in the term and attempts to use it in a more or less consistent manner
when referring to a given person, place or thing (word, deed, God, etc.): sensus has
something to do with something rational .’

The use of sensus also recurs in the Latin Asclepius, a partial translation of an
Egyptian-Greek Gnostic text written sometime before 413 CE and circulated throughout
North Africa.”® Sensus here functions as a technical psychological term referring to
something immaterial, pure, and specifically divine. At one point, the anonymous author
calls sensus “the soul of the gods.”* Still, sensus appears to pertain only to the highest,

most powerful gods.” These subtleties notwithstanding, sensus carries with it multiple

valances, similar to the Greek vovg (“intellect”), of which sensus is considered a rough

! See Cic. Nat. D. 3.13.32 (LCL 268: 314—17), where Cicero indicates that every living thing has
sensus; Cic. De or.2.45.189 (LCL 348: 332-35), where sensus is synonymous with “feeling” or
“affection.” Cf. Quint. Inst. 8.2 (LCL 126: 336-39), where Quintilian juxtaposes words with a clear sense
and those with a “concealed meaning” (occultos sensus); and Phaedrus, Fables 4.5 (LCL 436: 306-7),
where sensus is referred to as the “meaning” of a document. Cf. Phaedrus, Fables 1.7 (LCL 436: 200-1),
refers to a sensum communem (“‘common sense”).

52 For use of sensus in reference to the human subject, see Tert. Marc. 1.16, where Tertullian
contrasts corpus and sensus; Marc. 2.16, where Tertullian indicates that the human mind has the same
“motus et sensus” as its divine counterpart, yet not of the same quality. Cf. Cic. De or. 2.35.148 (LCL 348:
304-5), where Cicero writes of judging changes in the orator’s countenance for clues to his sensus animi.

3 See Corpus Hermeticum II: Asclepius,ed. A. D. Nock and trans. A. J. Festugiére (Paris: Les
Belles Lettres, 1945),296-355. The most recent English translation is Brian P. Copenhaver, Hermetica:
The Greek Corpus Hermeticum and the Latin Asclepius in a new English Translation with Notes and
Introduction (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1992), 67-92. See also Stephen Gersh,
“Theological Doctrines of the Latin Asclepius,” in Richard T. Wallis, Jay Bregman, eds., Neoplatonism
and Gnosticism (Albany, NY: SUNY Press, 1992), 129-66; Clement Salaman, Asclepius: The Perfect
Discourse of Hermes Trismegistus (Bristol: Bristol Classical Press, 2007), 11-50. Gersh notes how the
Latin Asclepius is a result of “syncretism” between Platonism and Stoicism, emphasizing both the “radical
transcendence” and “thorough immanence” of the divine (132).

> Corpus Hermeticum II: Asclepius 17: 315-17; trans. Copenhaver, Hermetica, 77.

53 Corpus Hermeticum II: Asclepius 18: 317, trans. Copenhaver, Hermetica, 77.
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Latin rendering.”® Festugiére notes that sensus is a distinct Gnostic term that pertains to
the faculty of divine intuition.”” In the Latin Asclepius, sensus thus designates discrete
insight of divine origin™® that grants perception or understanding of that origin’s
character.”® At the work’s closing, the Hermeticist hymns to the “most high god”:
We thank you, supreme and most high god, by whose grace alone we have
attained the light of your knowledge; holy name that must be honored, the one
name by which our ancestral faith blesses god alone, we thank you who deign to
grant to all a father’s fidelity, reverence and love, along with any power that is
sweeter, by giving us the gift of mind, reason, and understanding —mind, by
which we may know you; reason, by which we may seek you in our dim
suppositions; knowledge, by which we may rejoice in knowing you.”

Sensus, here translated as “mind,” is a divine property bestowed upon human beings that

allows for knowledge of the divine. Sensus is grouped with, but distinct from, ratio and

% See Copenhaver, Hermetica, at 217-18,221. See also Walter Scott, Hermetica: The Ancient
Greek and Latin Writings which contain Religious and Philosophical Teachings Ascribed to Hermes
Trismegistos, volume III: Notes on the Latin Asclepius and the Hermetic Excerpts of Stobaeus, ed. Walter
Scott (Oxford: Clarendon, 1926), 100-2. Scott connects sensus to voUg and immediately to Philo (because
of his repeated use of votc). See also Edouard Jeauneau, “Sensus dans I’exégése biblique du haut moyen
age (IXe — Xlle siecle), in Tendenda vela: Excursions littéraires et digressions philosophiques a travers le
moyen dge (Turnhout: Brepols, 2007), 87-98, at 87-88.

57 See Festugiere, Corpus Hermeticum II, 363.
¥ Corpus Hermeticum II: Asclepius 7: 303—4; trans. Copenhaver, 70.

%% See J. Peter Sodergard, The Hermetic Piety of the Mind: A Semiotic and Cognitive Study of the
Discourse of Hermes Trismegistos (Stockholm: Almquist & Wiksell, 2003), 26-67. Though Sédergard is
focused on the function of vodg, his explorations bear on ours here. He indicates that voDg “functions as a
central metaphor and concept in the Hermetic discourse which conveys metaphysical presence and means
for transcendence” (31). Sodergard also takes exception with Festugiére’s claim that the Corpus
Hermeticum is simply a collection of Greek philosophical sayings with no true Egyptian influence. On this,
cf. Peter Kingsley, “Poimandres: The Etymology of the Name and Origins of the Hermetica,” in From
Poimandres to Jacob Bohme: Gnosis, Hermetism and the Christian Tradition, ed. Roelof van den Broek,
Cis van Heertum (Amsterdam: In de Pelikann, 2000), 41-76, at 50-53 with John M. Dillon, The Middle
Platonists, 80 B.C. to A.D. 220 (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1996), 389-92, which describes
Heremetic Gnosticism as indicative of a “Platonic Underworld.”

% Corpus Hermeticum II: Asclepius 41: 353-55; trans. altered from Copenhaver, 92, with
emphasis added. Gratias tibi summe, exsuperantissime; tua enim gratia tantum Sumus cognitionis tuae
lumen consecuti, nomen sanctum et honorandum, nomen unum quo solus deus est beneficendus religione
paterna, quoniam omnibus paternam pietatem et religionem et amorem et, quaecumque est dulcior
efficacia, praebere dignaris condonans nos sensu, ratione, intellegentia: sensu, ut te cognouerimus;
ratione, ut te suspicionibus indagemus; cognitione, ut te cognoscentes gaudeamus.
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intellegentia, each pertaining to different ways of comprehending the divine (knowing,
seeking, and rejoicing).
In Against Praxeas 5.2-3, Tertullian equates God’s reason with the divine sensus,
writing:
God is rational and reason is primarily in him and thus from him are all things
[rational]: and that reason is his mind. This the Greeks call “logos”, by which
word we also designate discourse: and consequently our people are already wont,
through the artlessness of the translation, to say that “discourse was in the
beginning with God” (cf. Jn. 1:1), though it would be more appropriate to
consider reason more ancient, because God is not discursive from the beginning
but is rational even before the beginning, and because discourse itself, having its
ground in reason, shows reason to be prior as being its substance.®'
Sensus describes the rational, motivational, and invisible nature of some thing (word,
deed, God, etc.).”” Here, sensus is equated with reason (ratio) itself, as that which was in
the beginning within God (in ipsum). Here too, Tertullian mentions the connection of
sensus to the Greek AOyog, which he Latinizes as “discourse” (sermo): “Mind” (sensus)
and reason” (ratio) are prior to “discourse” (sermo). When the Father is thus said to act in

sensu, Tertullian is grasping at how to best explain the rational character of divine

activity, that there is something behind the physical act itself.”’

o' Tert. Prax. 5.2-3 (CCSL 2: 1163-64). Rationalis enim deus et ratio in ipsum prius et ita ab ipso
omnia. Quae ratio sensus ipsius est. Hanc graeci A0yov dicunt, quo uocabulo etiam sermonem appellamus
ideo que iam in usu est nostrorum per simplicitatem interpretationis sermonem dicere in primordio apud
deum fuisse, cum magis rationem competat antiquiorem haberi, quia non sermonalis a principio sed
rationalis deus etiam ante principium, et quia ipse quoque sermo ratione consistens priorem eam ut
substantiam suam ostendat. Later in the section, Tertullian writes: “Before the establishment of the
universe God was not alone, since he had reason in himself and in reason discourse, which he made another
beside himself by activity within himself. This power and the disposition of the divine mind (divini sensus
dispositio) is in the scriptures also displayed under the name of wisdom (sophiae nomine ostenditur)”
(Prax.5.7-6.1 [CCSL 2: 1164]). See Evans, Tertullian’s Treatise against Praxeas,31-38,212—13.

62 See Prax. 3.6 (CCSL 2: 1162; trans. Evans, 133). Tertullian distinguishes between the
“meaning” (sensus) of a fact and the “sound of a word.”

8 Prax. 6.1 (CCSL 2: 1165), where God is said to have established and begotten “in his own
sensu.”
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Such an attempt to explain the rational character of activity by means of sensus is
present at Against Praxeas 6.1 and 6.3. It is according to God’s sensus that all things
were created and have their being.

For first, when God willed to put forth in their substances and species those things

among which he had distributed his wisdom and reason and discourse, he first

brought forth discourse, having its own individual reason and wisdom, so that the
things of the universe might come into existence through the one through whom
they had been thought and arranges, indeed, even insofar as they were made
within the mind of God. And this one thing had been lacking to them that they
should be plainly recognized and understood in their own species and
substances.**
Tertullian’s distinction between God’s creation and God’s sensus here functions similarly
to his distinction between divine economy and unity, respectively. God’s agential,
rational activity appears to designate the economic workings of the Godhead —*“so that
the things of the universe . . . might come into existence . . ..” Tertullian’s use of sensus
describes that this creation has already happened “within the mind of God.”

We have seen how sensus functions as insight into the timeless “mind” of God,
akin to others of Tertullian’s statements regarding the marked unity of the Father. I
indicated above that one of the qualities of sensus is its invisibility, a quality that
descriptions from Roman rhetorical traditions and the Latin Asclepius, differences
notwithstanding, also endorse. Such a claim interjects the following challenge: How can

the Son, visible as he is, “see” the Father invisibly, in sensu? Let us recall the earlier

reference:

% Prax. 6.3 (CCSL 2: 1165); italics added for emphasis. The Latin reads as follows: Nam, ut
primum Deus uoluit ea quae cum sophia et ratione et sermone disposuerat intra se, in substantias et
species suas edere, ipsum primum protulit sermonem, habentem in se indiuiduas suas, rationem et
sophiam, ut per ipsum fierent uniuersa per quem erant cogitata atque disposita, immo et facta iam quantum
in Dei sensu. Hoc enim eis deerat ut coram quoque in suis speciebus atque substantiis cognoscerentur et
tenerentur.
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Therefore it was the Son who was always seen and the Son who always conversed

and the Son who always worked by the authority and will of the Father; because

“the Son can do nothing of himself, unless he should see the Father doing it” (Jn.

5:19)—doing it, of course, in his mind. For the Father acts by mind, whereas the

Son sees and accomplishes that which is in the Father’s mind. Thus, all things

were made by the Son, and without him nothing was made (Jn. 1:3).%

John 5:19 helps Tertullian’s case that the Son can do nothing of himself, but only what he
sees the Father doing; the Son always works by the “authority and will of the Father,”
seeing and accomplishing that which the Son sees the Father doing. Again, the
unity/economy distinction appears to be operative here in the distinction between the
presence of the Son’s words in the Father’s mind and the accomplishment of the same
works by the Son in the world. This distinction can help answer the question of how the
Son is able to see the Father’s sensus, if in fact it is invisible.

Though Tertullian never explicitly labels sensus invisible in Against Praxeas, he
does note its incorporeality in Against Marcion 1.16 by contrasting sensus and corpus. In
arguing against the Marcionite claim that there are two gods, one pertaining to things
visible, the other to things invisible, Tertullian maintains that the same God made both
heaven and earth, things seen and unseen. He then draws an analogy to the human

subject: “Man too is himself similarly tempered with diversity, both in body and in mind”

(Sic et hominem ipsum diversitas temperauit, tam in corpore quam in sensu).*® Given this

5 Tert. Prax. 15.9 (CCSL 2: 1180). Bolding added for emphasis. Filius ergo uisus est semper et
filius conuersatus est semper et filius operatus est semper ex auctoritate patris et uoluntate quia filius nihil
a semetipso potest facere, nisi uiderit patrem facientem, in sensu scilicet facientem. Pater enim sensu agit,
filius uero quod in patris sensu est uidens perficit. Sic omnia per filium facta sunt et sine illo factum est
nihil. See Braun, Deus Christianorum, 187-94.

% Tert. Marc. 1.16. (CSEL 47: 311): The remainder of the section reads as follows: Alia membra
fortia, alia infirma; alia honesta, alia inhonesta, alia gemina, alia unica; alia comparia, alia disparia.
Proinde et in sensu nunc laetitia, nunc anxietas; nunc amor, nunc odium; nunc ira, nunc lenitas. Sensus is
used in the context of responding to Marcion’s claim of two gods, competing from the side, respectively, of
things visible and invisible.
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statement and the above association of sensus with divine unity (rather than economy),
we can conclude that the Son “sees” the works of the Father in sensu by virtue of that
divine unity. Tertullian’s statement that the Father is seen “not with the eyes but with the
mind” (non uisu, sed sensu uidebatur) further highlights a distinction between the body
and sensus. Such statements are telling too of a qualified understanding of invisibility:
though no one has ever seen God (Jn. 1:18), the Father is seen in the works of the Son
(Jn. 14:9), and the Son is able to “see” the Father.

To further draw out the technical content of sensus, Tertullian later references
Isaiah 40:13: “Who has known the mind of the Lord and who has been his counselor”
(Quis cognouit sensum Domini et quis illi consilio fuit)?*’ The multiple manuscripts of
the Vetus Latina show variants of the phrase, “the mind of God” —what Tertullian
translates as sensum Domini. Gryson’s critical edition of the Vetus presents sensus,”
mens,”’ and spiritus™ as Latin equivalents of the LXX vodc.”' (We recall that in the Latin
Asclepius sensus functions as a rendering for vobg, a technical term that recurs in the
Greek manuscripts of the Corpus Hermeticum, a collection of North African Gnostic

texts authored sometime before 413 CE.) Tertullian concludes that only Christ, the

7 Tert. Prax. 19.2 (CCSL 2: 1184). Tertullian’s Latin rendering is typical of the Vetus Latina text
of the Apostolic Fathers and Irenaeus and remains more or less unchanged throughout his works. For other
references to Isaiah 40:13 in Tertullian’s works, see Herm. 17-18 (CSEL 47: 144-45); Marc. 2.2 (CSEL
47:335),5.6 (CSEL 47: 590-91). 5.18 (CSEL 47: 638-39).

% See Cypr. Test. 3.53 (CSEL 3/1: 155); Ambr. Fid. 4.11.144 (CSEL 78: 208); Hex. 1.3.9 (CSEL
32/1: 8); Luc. 6.4 (CSEL 32/4: 233), 6.27 (CSEL 32/4: 242); Spir. 2.9.90 (CSEL 79: 122), 3.3.16 (CSEL
79: 158).

% See Mar.-Vict. Ar. 1.37 (CSEL 83/1: 121); Aug. Psal. 7.1 (CCSL 38: 36); Serm. 27.7 (CCSL 41:
366); Iul.2.90 (CSEL 85/1: 225).

" See Hier. Is. 11.40.12/17 (CCSL 73: 459-60). This is also the translation in Jerome’s Vulgate.

"l See Vetus Latina: Die Reste der altalateinischen Bibel, ed. Gryson, Band 12/2: 926-27.
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Wisdom and Power of God (1 Cor. 1:24), has known the mind of the Father (solus sciens
sensum patris) and acts endued with divine power and insight. Because the Son and
Father are unified in mental substance, the Son “sees and accomplishes that which is in
the Father’s mind,” making known the Father’s invisible attributes by his works.”” Sight
is thus critical for Tertullian as he bridges the invisible realities of God (sensus and
substantia) and the works of the Son: by “seeing” the Father, the Son is able to act in
accordance with the Father’s will; by “seeing” the Son, we are able to know something of
that same will.

Another passage, from Against Praxeas 20, highlights other Johannine verses that
raise questions of the Father’s relationship to the Son as it pertains to “seeing” the divine.

But for the further restraints of [monarchian] arguments we must pay attention to
whatever they will excerpt from the scriptures to support their opinion, unwilling
as they are to look at other things which preserve the rule, and that while
preserving the divine union and the place of monarchy. For as in the old [books]
they retain nothing else except, “I am God and there is none other beside me” (Is.
45:5), so also in the Gospel the Lord’s answer to Philip is considered, “I and the
Father are one” (Jn. 10:30), and, “Whoever has seen me sees the Father,” and, “I
am in the Father and the Father in me” (Jn. 14:9—11). To these three passages [the
monarchians] wish the whole implementation of both testaments to yield, though
the smaller number ought to be understood in accordance with the greater. But
this is the characteristic of all heretics. Since there are a few places which can be
found in the woods, they defend the few against the many and become advocates
of the later against the earlier. But the rule always determined for every thing in
earlier instances from the beginning prescribes even for the later—and the same in
the case of the fewer.”

" Tert. Prax. 15.9 (CCSL 2: 1180).

3 Tert. Prax. 20.1-3 (CCSL 2: 1186; Evans, 159). Sed argumentationibus eorum adhuc
retundendis opera praebenda est si quid de scripturis ad sententiam suam excerpent, cetera nolentes
intueri quae et ipsa regulam seruant et quidem salua unione diuinitatis et monarchiae statu. Nam sicut in
ueteribus nihil aliud tenent quam ego deus et alius praeter me non est, ita in euangelio responsionem
domini ad philippum tuentur: ego et pater unum sumus, et: qui me uiderit, uidit et patrem, et: ego in patre
et pater in me. His tribus capitulis totum instrumentum utriusque testamenti uolunt cedere cum oporteat
secundum plura intellegi pauciora. Hippolytus levels a similar charge against Noetus in Contra noetum 3.1,
asserting that Noetus’ exegesis is “piecemeal.” See Andrew B. McGowan, “God in Early Latin Theology:
Tertullian and the Trinity,” in Brian Daley et al., God in Early Christian Thought: Essays in Memory of
Lloyd G. Patterson, Supplements to Vigiliae Christianae (Leiden: Brill, 2009), 61-82.
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In a passage critical of the monarchians’ selective exegesis—picking and choosing
passages to highlight the unity of God —Tertullian quotes the three scriptural touchstones
in question: Isaiah 45:5, John 10:30, and John 14:9—11.” These three texts, central to
monarchian exegesis, represented contested theological ground in anti-monarchian
polemic.” Enumerating his opponents’ textual support and lambasting their interpretive
methods provides a springboard for Tertullian’s counter-exegesis.

Just two chapters later, Tertullian argues that monarchian identification of the
Father and Son as a single person on the basis of John 10:30 is mistaken. Instead, by
wielding a grammatical critique, Tertullian maintains that the Father and Son are unum,
“one thing,” and not unus, a single persona; the gospel texts reads “the Father and I are
one,” not “is one,” implying that the Father and Son are in fact distinct personae.”® While
Tertullian is not precise regarding the character of this unum, his argument is
straightforward: the Father and Son are similar and united by love and will; this unity can

be glimpsed by means of the Son’s words and works.

™ See Heine, “Christology of Callistus,” 74; Evans, Tertullian’s Treatise against Praxeas,21-22.
For the importance of anti-monarchian exegesis of John 14:9-11 in pro-Nicene debates, see also Matthew
R. Crawford, “The Triumph of Pro-Nicene Theology over Anti-Monarchian Exegesis: Cyril of Alexandria
and Theodore of Heraclea on John 14.10-11,” JECS 21.4 (2013): 537-67, at 549-55.

® No extant monarchian writings survive; their thought can be reconstructed only through
polemical works. To think of monarchian theology as a unified whole is to ignore the multiple exegetical
trends that several monarchians cultivate. See Heine, “The Christology of Callistus”; Harnack, History of
Dogma, 3: 58; J. F. Bethune-Baker, An Introduction to the History of Christian Doctrine (London:
Methuen, 1933); Evans, Tertullian’s Treatise against Praxeas, 10-18; T. E. Pollard, “The Exegesis of John
X. 30 in the Early Trinitarian Controversies,” NTS 3 (1956-57): 334-49, at 335; Pollard, Johannine
Christology and the Early Church (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1970), 54; Maurice Wiles,
The Spiritual Gospel, 118-19; J. N. D. Kelly, Early Christian Doctrines (New York: HarperCollins, 1978),
120; Waers, “Monarchianism and Origen’s Early Trinitarian Theology,” 131-150.

7% See Tert. Prax.22.11 (CCSL 2: 1191). “Yet when he says that two, of the masculine gender, are
one <thing>, in the neuter-which is not concerned with singularity but with unity, with similitude, with
conjunction, with the love of the Father who loveth the Son, and with the obedience of the Son who obeys
the Father's will—when he says, One <thing> are I and the Father, he shows that those whom he equates
and conjoins are two” (Evans, Tertullian’s Treatise against Praxeas, 164).
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Still, as Ernest Evans notes, Tertullian admits a certain ‘“minoration” of the Son
(and Spirit) at Against Praxeas 9.
For the Father is the whole substance (tota substantia est), while the Son is a
derivation (deriuatio) and portion of the whole (portio totius), as he himself
professes, “Because my Father is greater than I’ (Jn. 14:28) and by him, and he
has also been made less (minoratus), he [the Son] sings in the psalm, “a little on
this side of the angels” (Ps. 8:6). So also the Father is other (alius) than the Son as
being greater (maior) than the Son, as he who begets is other than he who is
begotten, as he who sends is other than he who is sent, as he who makes is other
than he through whom a thing is made.”
Since the Son, who is begotten and sent and mediates the Father’s making, is other than
the Father, who begets, sends, and makes, the Son can be said to be less than the Father
as a derived portion of the Father’s plentitude. Glossing John 14:28, Tertullian writes that
the Son is a “derivation and portion of the whole.” While Tertullian affirms this
minoration, he is adamant to assert that the substance is nevertheless one and undivided:
just as a root is undivided from its shoot or spring from its river or sun from its beam, so
are the Father and Son undivided.” Tertullian calls the shoot, river, and beam “species”80

and “projections” (mpofolai), applying in Greek a Valentinian-Gnostic technical term,*'

of the substances whence they proceed.* To distance himself from the Valentinians’

"7 See Evans, Tertullian’s Treatise against Praxeas,44.
"8 Tert. Prax. 9.2 (CCSL 2: 1168).

" Prax. 8.5 (CCSL 2: 1167-68). All these images become typical of anti-monarchian polemic. See
Ayres, Nicaea and its Legacy, 70-76.

8 Prax. 8.5 (CCSL 2: 1167).

8 Prax. 8.1-2 (CCSL 2: 1167): Hic si qui putauerit me ooBolnv aliquam introducere, id est
prolationem rei alterius ex altera, quo facit Valentinus, alium atque alium Aeonem de Aeone producens,
primo quidem dicam tibi: Non ideo non utitur et ueritas uocabulo isto et re ac censu eius quia et haeresis
utatur. Immo haeresis potius ex ueritate accepit quod ad medacium suum strueret. . . . Valentinus
moofolag suas discernit et separat ab auctore et ita longe ab eo ponit ut Aeon patrem nesciat.

82 Prax. 8.5-7 (CCSL 2: 1168). Tertullian uses profero (“carry out,” “bring forth”) and prodeo
(“come forth™) to explain the dynamic introduced by the technical term wpof3oAn.
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understanding of “projection,” Tertullian argues that though projections are indeed
distinct from their sources (root, spring, and sun), they are of the substance of their
sources, dependent upon and intrinsically linked to them. He accuses the Valentinians of
misusing the word, constructing it into a lie (Immo haeresis potius ex ueritate accepit
quod ad medacium suum strueret) and severing the “projection” from its causal source
(Valentinus mpoBoldg suas discernit et separat ab auctore).®’

The importance of Tertullian’s anti-monarchian polemic for the future of Latin
trinitarian theology cannot be overstated. His polemical writing makes prominent the
Son’s visibility through his works in relationship to the invisibility of the Father.
Exegetical debates over who or what was revealed in the Old Testament theophanies and
New Testament miracles ossified Tertullian’s concern. The Son was said to be invisible
with respect to his unity with the Father and visible with respect to his economic

dispensation and perfect submission to the Father.

Novatian of Rome

Novatian of Rome (ca. 200-58) develops Tertullian’s anti-monarchian claims

about the identity of the Son given his visibility and the invisibility of God.** Novatian’s

8 Prax. 8.1-2 (CCSL 2: 1167).

% For a general introduction into Novatian’s Trinitarian thought, see Russell J. DeSimone, The
Treatise of Novatian, the Roman Presbyter on the Trinity: A Study of the Text and the Doctrine (Rome:
Institutum patristicum Augustinianum, 1970), 21-36; and Novatian, The Trinity, The Spectacles, Jewish
Foods, In Praise of Purity, Letters, translation and introduction by Russell J. DeSimone, FOTC 67
(Washington DC: Catholic University of America Press, 1974), 1-12. Novatian, it has been said, never
went a day without reading Tertullian. See Adolf von Harnack, Tertullian in der Litteratur der alten
Kirchen (Berlin: Sitzungsberichte Preuss. Akad. der Wissenschaft, 1895), 562.
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treatise On the Trinity®® was written to oppose monarchians —particularly Sabellians*®—
and adoptionists; the work grants us insight into doctrinal developments regarding the
Father-Son relationship.87 The Sabellians, Novatian writes, “think of [Jesus] not as the
Son, but as God the Father Himself,” a description similar to the one Tertullian offers of
Praxeas and his followers.®® Adoptionists, on the other hand, according to Novatian,
maintained that Jesus was mere man. On the Trinity thus represents an author caught
between a Sabellian rock and an adoptionist hard place,” or as Novatian himself says,

“the Lord is crucified between two thieves” (inter duos latrones crucifigitur Dominus).”

8 Jerome calls Novatian’s Trin. “a sort of epitome” of Tertullian’s Prax. (Hier. Vir. ill. 70). Cf.
Quasten, Patrology, Vol. 2,212-19. De trinitate’s “treatment of [the Trinity] is much more exact and
systematic, much more complete and extensive than that of any prior attempt” (217). See also Adhémar
d’Ales, Novatien, Etude sur la théologie romaine au milieu du Ille siécle, Etudes de théologie historique
(Paris: G. Beauchesne, 1924), 84—134, at 90-91, 126. DeSimone, The Treatise of Novatian, 41-52.
DeSimone, against Jerome, is adamant that Novatian’s De trinitate represents real development and is not
“a mere compendium of [Tertullian’s Aduersus praxean]” (42). DeSimone dates the De trinitate before 250
CE (43-44) and also notes, with others, that the work “can only improperly be called a treatise on the
Trinity” since it deals primarily with the first two persons of the Trinity, only mentioning the Holy Spirit in
passing. More precisely, it should be thought of as a commentary on the rule of faith (48).

% See Novatian. Trin. 12.8-9 (CCSL 4: 32). See also Harnack, History of Dogma, 3: 58-59.

%7 See Daniel Lloyd, “Ontological Subordination in Novatian of Rome’s Theology of the Son”
(PhD Dissertation, Milwaukee, WI, 2012), 8. Lloyd calls this second group (adoptionists) “humanitarian
monarchianists.” Cf. James Leonard Papandrea, “Between Two Thieves: Novatian of Rome and Kenosis
Christology,” in If These Stones Could Speak . . . : Studies on Patristic Texts and Archeology; Essays in
Honor of Dennis E. Groh (Lewiston, NY: Edwin Mellen, 2009), 51-71.

8 Novatian. Trin. 23.2 (CCSL 4: 57) and Tert. Prax. 10.4 (CCSL 2: 1169). Epiphanius of Salamis
describes Sabellius and his followers as teaching the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit are simply different
names for the same hypostasis. See Epiphanius, Panarion 62.1.1-62.8.5, in The Panarion of Epiphanius of
Salamis: Sects 47-80, De Fide (Leiden: Brill, 1994), 121-28. Epiphanius argues that the “recent” (62.1.1)
Sabellian heresy argued that “the Father is the same, the Son is the same, and the Holy Spirit is the same, so
that there are three names in one entity” (62.1.4). Sabellius used the image of a sun with three operations:
illumining, warming, and the shape of the orb (62.1.6-8). In the West, theologians typically referred to
such formulations as “patripassian,” while “Sabellian” was typically used by Eastern Christians. Harnack
argues that the Monarchian distinction between Father and Son was “nominal,” while at the same time
“more than nominal . . . [since] the one God, in being born man, appeared as Son” (Harnack, History of
Dogma, 3: 64). See also Braun, Deus Christianorum, 167 n.1, who maintains that “la théologie de
Novatien, comme son langage, dépend étroitment” on Tertullian.

% See Geoffrey D. Dunn, “The Diversity and Unity of God in Novatian’s De Trinitate,”
Ephemredies Theologicae Lovanienses 78 (2002): 385-409, at 409. Dunn describes Novatian as “sailing
between the Scylla and Charybdis of Adoptionism and Modalism.” See Novatian. Trin. 12.9 (CCSL 4:32).
Eligant ergo ex duobus, quid uelint, hunc qui ab Africo uenit Filium esse an Patrem; Deus enim dicitur ab
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With opposition on both his right and left, Novatian was forced to present a
doctrine of the Trinity without collapsing the Father into the Son and without arguing that
the Son was mere man.” Novatian nuances Tertullian’s image language, tempering it
with talk of form.”” There are two pressure points for this aversion to image language. On
the one hand, image language, trading in the language of “seeming” or “appearing,”
summons the ghosts of Docetism (that Christ only “appeared” to be human).” Still, on
the other, Novatian occasionally discourages consideration of Christ as image because
image language is to be associated with created human beings. Exegesis of Philippians
2:6—11 helps his case. “If Christ had been only a man,” Novatian writes, “he would have
been spoken of as in ‘the image’ of God, not ‘in the form’ of God. For we know that

humanity was made according to the image, not according to the form, of God.”**

Africo uenturus. Si Filium, quid dubitant Christum et Deum dicere? Deum enim scriptura dicit esse
uenturum. Si Patrem, quid dubitant cum Sabellii temeritate misceri, qui Christum Patrem dicit? Nisi
quoniam siue illum Patrem, siue Filium dixerint, ab haeresi sua inuiti licet desciscant necesse est, qui
Christum hominem tantummodo solent dicere, dum illum rebus ipsis coacti Deum incipient promere, siue
dum illum Patrem, siue dum illum Filium uoluerint nuncupare.

* Novatian. Trin. 30.6 (CCSL 4: 73).

°! See Dunn, “The Diversity and Unity of God in Novatian’s De Trinitate,” at 386, 390. Contrary
to other notable scholars, Dunn argues that from the outset of 7rin., Novatian is concerned with the
“threeness” of God and with challenges for explaining the “oneness” of God.

°2 Novatian. Trin. 22.2 (CCSL 4: 55). See Russell J. DeSimone, “Again the Kenosis of Phil. 26—
11,7 Augustinianum 32.1 (1992): 91-104, at 99-100; Boersma, Augustine’s Early Theology of Image, 28.
This is not to say that Novatian fails to use image language. As we will see later, he trades in such language
in the latter chapters of Trin.

%3 See Novatian. Trin. 10.6 (CCSL 4: 27). Neque igitur eum haereticorum agnoscimus christum,
qui in imagine, ut dicitur, fuit et non in ueritate, <ne> nihil uerum eorum quae gessit fecerit, si ipse
phantasma et non ueritas fuit, neque eum qui nihil in se nostri corporis gessit, dum ex maria nihil accepit,
ne non nobis uenerit, dum non in nostra substantia uisus apparuit, neque illum qui aetheream siue
sideream, ut alii uoluerunt haeretici, induit carnem, ne nullam in illo nostram intellegamus salutem, si non
etiam nostri corporis cognoscamus soliditatem, nec ullum omnino alterum, qui quoduis aliud ex figmento
haereticorum gesserit corpus fabularum.

% Novatian. Trin. 22.2 (CCSL 4: 55). Si homo tantummodo Christus, in imagine Dei, non in forma
Dei relatus fuisset. Hominem enim scimus ad imaginem, non ad formam Dei factum. See Tert. Prax. 2.4
(CCSL 2: 1161), noted above at n. 21, where forma is a descriptor of God’s economic manifestation in the
world. Quasi non sic quoque unus sit omnia dum ex uno omnia per substantiae scilicet unitatem et
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By adapting Pauline language from Philippians 2, Novatian creates a theoretical
distinction between image (imago) and form (forma): image is a predicate proper to
human beings, form, proper only to God. To describe the distinction’s content, Novatian
argues that the Son is “chief and noble” (praecipuus atque generosus) above all creation,

including the angels, and that the Son is “the imitator of all His Father’s works (imitator

omnium paternorum operum) in that he himself works even as his Father.””

Novatian supplements his gloss on Philippians 2 with reference to John 14:8—10
as proof of how this divine power is disclosed.”® Referencing Philip’s exchange with
Jesus—*“Lord, show us the Father,” etc.—Novatian argues that the works of the Son bear
out the shared power of the Father and Son and so sets his position contrary to Sabellian
and monarchian exegesis.

For what the Lord said—*“If you have known me, you have known my Father
also: and henceforth you have known Him, and have seen Him” (Jn. 14:7)—he
had said not wanting to be understood as the Father, but that the one, who
thoroughly and fully and with all faith and all reverence approaches the Son of
God, by every means shall attain and shall see the Father through the Son himself,
in whom he thus believes. “For no one,” he says, “can come to the Father but
through me” (Jn. 6:44). And for that reason he shall not only come to God the
Father, and shall know the Father Himself; but, moreover, he ought thus to hold,
and so to presume in mind and soul that he has henceforth not only known, but
seen the Father.”

nihilominus custodiatur oikonomiae sacramentum, quae unitatem in trinitatem disponit, tres dirigens . . .
Patrem et Filium et Spiritum, tres autem non statu sed gradu, nec substantia sed forma, nec potestate sed
specie, unius autem substantiae et unius status et unius potestatis quia unus Deus ex quo et gradus isti et
formae et species in nomine Patris et Filii et Spiritus sancti depuntantur.

% Novatian. Trin. 22.2 (CCSL 4: 55).

% The use of John 14 (particularly verses 8-10), as mentioned at the outset of the chapter, has a
broad following in Latin theology. For Novatian’s recourse to Johannine texts, see Evans, Tertullian’s
Treatise against Praxeas, 25-28.

7 Novatian. Trin. 28.4-5 (CCSL 4: 66): quod enim dixit dominus: si me cognouistis, et patrem
meum cognouistis, et amodo nostis illum et uidistis illum, non sic dixerat ut se patrem uellet intellegi, sed
quoniam qui penitus et plene et cum tota fide et tota religione accessit ad dei filium, omnibus modis per
ipsum filium, in quem sic credit, ad patrem peruenturus sit eundem que uisurus. nemo enim, inquit, potest
uenire ad patrem nisi per me. et ideo ad patrem deum non tantum uenturus est et cogniturus ipsum patrem,
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According to Novatian, present in the Son’s very words to his followers is evidence for
the divine unity of works and power between the Father and Son. This evidence exists
because, according to Novatian, the Son is the image of the Father. The Son as image
shows us something of the Father, and hence, to know and see the Son is to know and see
the Father. Later in the chapter Novatian clarifies how this seeing takes place. Novatian
then resorts to the use of image language which he had earlier discouraged:
Seeing the image of God the Father through the Son, it was as if [the one seeing]
saw the Father; since every one believing on the Son should be exercised in the
contemplation of the image, so that, being accustomed to seeing the divinity in the
image, he may progress and grow even to the perfect contemplation of God the
Father Almighty.”®
When one sees the Son, it is “as if”” (atque si) one sees the Father. Novatian pushes the
point still further: seeing the Father in the Son has to do with spiritual progress and
growth to perfect contemplation. Seeing the Son, through whom shines the image of the
Father, is an act of preparatory contemplation for the viewer. The Son as image is an
educative tool by which we become accustomed to seeing divinity so as to become fit for
perfect contemplation of God.

Novatian’s logic here hinges on two significant clusters of terminology. The first

pertains to being accustomed or habituated to seeing the Father by seeing the Son—a line

sed etiam sic tenere debet atque ita animo ac mente praesumere, quasi iam nouerit patrem pariter et
uiderit. For the theme that the “Word performs the works of God,” see Lloyd, “Ontological Subordination
in Novatian of Rome’s Theology of the Son,” 208—14. Cf. Novatian, Trin. 22.2 (CCSL 4: 55).

% Novatian. Trin. 28.25 (CCSL 4: 68): [...] dum imaginem dei patris per filium uidet, atque si
uiderit patrem, quandoquidem unusquisque credens in filium exerceatur in imaginis contemplatione, ut
assuefactus ad diuinitatem uidendam in imagine proficere possit et crescere usque ad dei patris
omnipotentis perfectam contemplationem [...].



38

of thinking also present in Irenaeus.” Throughout On the Trinity, Novatian uses terms

102

like assuefacio,'™ assuesco,”" and soleo'” (and their cognates) to describe both the Son’s

economical descent and humanity’s preparation for seeing the Father face-to-face. The
second cluster of terms supplements accustomization language and pertains to verbs of
sight and seeing. On the Trinity 18.1-5 is perhaps the clearest example of these terms at
work. The passage is worth quoting at length:

Behold, the same Moses recounts in another place that God was seen by Abraham
(Gen. 12:7, 18:1). Yet that same Moses hears from God that “no one sees God and
lives” (Ex. 33:20). If God cannot be seen, then how was God seen? Or if God is
seen, then how is God not able to be seen? For John also says, “No man has seen
God” (Jn. 1:18) and the Apostle Paul, “Whom no man has seen, nor can see” (1
Tim. 6:16). But certainly scripture does not lie. Therefore God was truly seen.
From this we can understand that it was not the Father who was seen, for the
Father is never seen; but the Son, who has been accustomed both to descend and
to be seen because he has descended. “For he is the image of the invisible God”
(Col. 1:15), so that the meanness and fragility of the human condition might grow,
already then, occasionally accustomed to see God the Father in the image of God,
that is, in the Son of God. For gradually and incrementally human frailty had to be
nourished by the image toward that glory, so that one day it would be able to see
God the Father. For great things are dangerous if they are sudden. For even the
sudden light of the sun after darkness, with its too great splendor, will not make
manifest the light of day to unaccustomed eyes, but rather causes blindness. And
lest this should occur to the injury of human eyes, the darkness is disrupted and
dissipated little by little; and the rising of that luminary, mounting by moderate
increments that escape notice, gently accustoms their eyes to bear its full orb by
the increments of its rays. So also, therefore, Christ—that is, the image of God
and the Son of God— is looked upon by men, inasmuch as he could be seen. And
thus the fragility and meanness of the human lot is nourished, led forth, and
educated by him; so that, having been accustomed to gaze upon the Son, it may
one day be able to see God the Father Himself as he is, that it may not be stricken

% For examples of accustomization or accustomizing language in Irenaeus, see Haer. 3.17.1,
320.2,454-5,4.13.2,4.21.3,4.38.1,5.8.1. See Eric Osborn, Irenaeus of Lyons (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2001), 81-115; idem, “Irenaeus,” in The Blackwell Companion to the Theologians, 2
Volume Set, ed. Ian S. Markham (Malden, MA: John Wiley & Sons, 2009), 1: 124.

10 F o Novatian. Trin. 18.4 (CCSL 4: 44), 28.25 (CCSL 4: 67-68),29.16 (CCSL 4: 71).
1B o Trin. 18.3 (CCSL 4: 44), 18.5 (CCSL 4: 44).

2B o Trin.12.9 (CCSL 4: 32), 18.2 (CCSL 4: 44), 18.13 (CCSL 45-46), 18.16 (CCSL 4: 46),
30.2 (CCSL 4: 72).
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by His sudden and intolerable brightness of his majesty, and be unable to see God
the Father, whom it has always desired.'”’

In the above passage, Novatian’s logic takes up seemingly contradictory scriptural
statements that God is both seen and unseen. Abraham was said to have seen God and yet
Exodus indicates that no one has ever seen God and lived. Reference, too, to John’s
gospel and Paul’s First Epistle to Timothy reiterate the challenge. Each of these citations
refer, Novatian maintains, to the invisibility of the Father, not of the Son. The Son was
surely seen—this is why he is called “the Image of God.” “Image,” as earlier indicated
when we considered other texts, points Novatian clearly to concern for what it means to
“see” the Son. Adapting Tertullian’s metaphor of the sun and its “projections” from
Against Praxeas 8.5,""* Novatian explains how human beings are accustomed to see the
unseen God through the Son. The Son as image thus plays an educative role in

individuals’ eventual vision of God.

'3 Novatian. Trin. 18.1-5 (CCSL 4: 44). Ecce idem Moyses refert alio in loco quod Abrahae uisus
sit Deus. Atquin idem Moyses audit a Deo quod nemo hominum Deum uideat et uiuat. Si uideri non potest
Deus, quomodo uisus est Deus? Aut si uisus est, quomodo uideri non potest? Nam et loannes Deum nemo,
inquit, uidit umquam, et apostolus Paulus: Quem uidit hominum nemo nec uidere potest. Sed non utique
scriptura mentitur. Ergo uere uisus est Deus. Ex quo intellegi potest quod non Pater uisus sit, qui
numquam uisus est, sed Filius, qui et descendere solitus est et uideri, quia descenderit. Imago est enim
inuisibilis Dei, ut mediocritas et fragilitas condicionis humanae Deum Patrem uidere aliquando iam tunc
assuesceret in imagine Dei, hoc est in Filio Dei. Gradatim enim et per incrementa fragilitas humana nutriri
debuit per imaginem ad istam gloriam, ut Deum Patrem uidere posset aliquando. Periculosa sunt enim
quae magna sunt, si repentina sunt. Nam etiam lux solis subita post tenebras splendore nimio insuetis
oculis non ostendet diem, sed potius faciet caecitatem. Quod ne in damnum humanorum contingat
oculorum, paulatim disruptis et dissipatis tenebris ortus luminaris istius mediocribus incrementis fallenter
assurgens oculos hominum sensim assuefacit ad totum orbem suum ferendum per incrementa radiorum. Sic
ergo et Christus, id est imago Dei et Filius Dei, ab hominibus inspicitur, qua poterat uideri. Et ideo
fragilitas et mediocritas sortis humanae per ipsum alitur, producitur, educatur, ut aliquando Deum quoque
ipsum Patrem, assueta Filium conspicere, possit ut est uidere, ne maiestatis ipsius repentino et intolerabili
fulgore percussa intercipi possit, ut Deum Patrem, quem semper optauit, uidere non possit. See Adhémar
d’Ales, Novatien, étude sur la théologie romaine au milieu du Ille siécle, Etudes de Théologie Historique
(Paris: G. Beauchesne, 1924), 111-12. D’ Ales mentions this passage in the context of “Alexandrian
philosophy,” which developed a “theory of divine intermediaries.”

104 See Tert. Prax. 8.5 (CCSL 2: 1167-68).
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Verbs of sight and contemplation determine the meaning of this passage: uideo,
inscpicio, and conspicio each taking on a different shades of meaning. Video is
Novatian’s typical marker of sight, rendered simply as “see.” Inspicio serves to
emphasize attention or consideration in ways uideo cannot; hence, I translate ab
hominibus inspicitur as “looked upon by men.” Conspicio connotes not only sight, but
lasting attention and thorough regard, and therefore, I have translated it “gaze upon.” To
say that these verbs and their cognates represent a true progression in modes of seeing
would be too presumptuous or even contrived. But, at the least, Novatian does seem to be
communicating multiple aspects of seeing. The one who sees the Son is both visually
aware of the Son’s works and wholly attends to their beauty and power. And in so seeing,
analyzing, and attending, the individual becomes habituated to the final vision of God. In
other words, vocabulary of seeing and of being accustomed function as a description of a
divine pedagogy performed through the Son.

At On the Trinity 3.6, Novatian recalls that creation itself was once humanity’s
means for knowing God, the visible by which we were to glean the invisible. He makes
his case with a paraphrase of Romans 1:20: “the human mind (animus), learning hidden
things from those that are manifest (ex manifestis occulata condiscens), from the
greatness of the works (de operum magnitudine) which it sees, might, with the eyes of the
mind (occulis mentis), consider the greatness of the Maker.”'" This statement is as much
a claim about the epistemology of the seer as it is about the creation seen. Human beings
are wired to understand hidden things by things manifest. Even given this fact, Novatian

reiterates, we must be “accustomed” to see aright; our bodies are likewise to be

195 Novatian. Trin. 3.6 (CCSL 4: 16).
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“accustomed” (assuefacit), so they too can be associated with God’s divine power.'"® The
Son serves as our tutor, nourishing and educating us to that eventual reality by imaging
the Father to us.

While such a statement might bear similarities to Tertullian, Novatian does not
argue in the same ways that the Father and Son share a single substance. Most often,
Novatian will use substance with reference to the stuff of which Jesus is made rather than
a statement of identity of the Father and the Son.'”’ Still, later Latin Nicenes will shy
away from Novatian’s language that within Jesus there is a “concord of substance”

108

(concordia substantiae) ™ or that between the Father and Son there is a “communion of

substance” (communionem substantiae).'”

1% Novatian. Trin. 29.16 (CCSL 4: 71). See Lloyd, “Ontological Subordination in Novatian of
Rome’s Theology of the Son,” 82—-87. Understanding how the Son educates and helps human beings
become “accustomed” to seeing God implicitly confirms Dunn’s assessment that “an exploration of the
doctrine of the Trinity was less Novatian’s concern (I am not saying though that it was of no concern) than
was helping his readers to understand their faith in the activity of God throughout salvation history. If this
be the case then the evidence in the treatise of Novatian’s shortcomings with regard to trinitarian theology
may not be shortcomings at all but may be evidence that the Trinity per se was not at all the centre of his
pamphlet” (Dunn, “The Diversity and Unity of God in Novatian’s De Trinitate,” 390).

97 See, e.g., Novatian. Trin. 10.8-9 (CCSL 4: 28). Quid ergo tibi cum figura corporis, si corpus
odisti? Immo reuinceris corporis quod odisti circumferre substantiam, cuius suscipere uoluisti etiam
figuram; odisse enim debueras corporis imitationem, si oderas ueritatem, quoniam si alter es, aliter uenire
debueras, ne dicereris filius creatoris, si uel imaginem habuisses carnis et corporis. Certe si oderas
natiuitatem, quia creatoris oderas nuptiarum coniunctionem, recusare debueras etiam imitationem hominis
qui per nuptias nascitur creatoris. Neque igitur eum haereticorum agnoscimus christum, qui in imagine, ut
dicitur, fuit et non in ueritate, <ne> nihil uerum eorum quae gessit fecerit, si ipse phantasma et non ueritas
fuit, neque eum qui nihil in se nostri corporis gessit, dum ex maria nihil accepit, ne non nobis uenerit, dum
non in nostra substantia uisus apparuit, neque illum qui aetheream siue sideream, ut alii uoluerunt
haeretici, induit carnem, ne nullam in illo nostram intellegamus salutem, si non etiam nostri corporis
cognoscamus soliditatem, nec ullum omnino alterum, qui quoduis aliud ex figmento haereticorum gesserit
corpus fabularum.

"% Trin. 24.11 (CCSL 4: 60): deum accipiant atque ideo christum iesum dominum ex utroque
connexum, ut ita dixerim, ex utroque contextum atque concretum et in eadem utriusque substantiae
concordia mutui ad inuicem foederis confibulatione sociatum hominem et deum scripturae hoc ipsum
dicentis ueritate cognoscant.

"9 Trin. 31.20 (CCSL 4: 77-78): Vnde unus deus ostenditur uerus et aeternus pater, a quo solo
haec uis diuinitatis emissa, etiam in filium tradita et directa, rursum per substantiae communionem ad
patrem reuoluitur. Most Latin Nicenes will not indicate more than one substantia with reference to God.
See, however, Augustine’s somewhat forced and untechnical description, which makes U71000TA.0Lg
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Following trends in image theology, Novatian argues that the image of God’s
divinity is manifest through the Son.'"’ Since the Son is the image of the Father, by seeing
the Son, we have insight into the nature of the Father. “For [the Son] is also the image of
God,” Novatian writes elsewhere, “hence added to these things is the fact that ‘as the
Father works, so does the Son work also’ (Jn. 5:19) and the Son is the imitator of all the
Father’s works. Accordingly, everyone should consider that he has (in a certain sense)
already seen the Father, inasmuch as he sees the one who always imitates the invisible
Father in all his works.”""'

While others, like Hilary and Ambrose, utilize image language to describe the
Son, they will not say that the Son “imitates” the Father, because of the Nicene worry that
if the Son imitated the Father, he would be considered less than consubstantial with God
the Father. The Son’s image is for Nicene theologians not a result of the imitation of the
Father, but the iconic manifestation of the Father’s nature. For Hilary, as we will see,
language of seeing (primarily, uideo and cognates) pertains to knowing something of the
Father’s and the Son’s consubstantiality.

The Nicene worry is alien to Novatian. Considering the present Son and his deeds

prepares the seer over time to see the Father face-to-face. The dynamic is similar to what

coincide with Latin substantia in his Trin. 5.8.10 (CCSL 50: 216-17). See Lewis Ayres, Augustine and the
Trinity (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2014), 296-301; Richard Cross, “Quid Tres? On what
precisely Augustine professes not to understand in De Trinitate V and VIL,” HTR 100 (2007): 215-32;
Johannes Arnold,“Begriff und heilsékonomische Bedeutung der gottlichen Sendungen in Augustinus De
Trinitate,” Recherches augustiniennes 25 (1991): 3-69.

"% For a brief analysis of Novatian’s image theology, see Boersma, Augustine’s Early Theology of
Image, 27-31. See also Michel René Barnes, “The Visible Christ and the Invisible Trinity: Mt. 5:8 in
Augustine’s Trinitarian Theology of 400,” Modern Theology 19.3 (2003): 329-55, at 340-41.

"' Novatian. Trin. 28.15 (CCSL 4: 67). Nam et imago est Dei Patris, ut his etiam illud accedat,
quoniam sicut Pater operatur, ita operatur et Filius, et imitator est Filius omnium operum paternorum, ut
perinde habeat unusquisque quasi iam uiderit Patrem, dum eum uidet qui inuisibilem Patrem in omnibus
operibus semper imitatur.
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we witnessed in Tertullian: the works of the Son prove the Son divine and reveal his
intimate connection with the Father. Still, for Novatian, the Father is “always both the
same and equal to Himself,”''> which means that the Father is unable to experience
change, birth, time, place, etc. Statements like these drive an ontological wedge between
the Father and the Son.'" The Father is unable to be “accustomed” to anything—He
simply is. The Son, on the other hand, occupies a middle ground: he communes with the
Father’s substance, and yet, like humanity, he can be affected because he can be prepared
for, or “accustomed” to, his earthly descent.'"*

Fourth-century authors recycle many of the same proof-texts used by Tertullian
and Novatian in their anti-monarchian writings—a fact that frustrates the once-assumed
claim of the radical novelty of fourth- and fifth-century theology.'"” In part the

association between those before and after Nicaea is a blurring of the lines that were

thought to separate their opponents. The sort of damnation by association was

"2 Novatian. Trin. 4.7 (CCSL 4: 18). See D’ Ales, Novatien, étude sur la théologie romaine au
milieu du Ille siecle, 100, 122-23.

13 Cf. D’ Ales, Novatien, étude sur la théologie romaine au milieu du Ille siécle, 126; and Dunn,
“The Diversity and Unity of God in Novatian’s De Trinitate,” 400-5. Dunn appears to follow D’ Ales’
suggestion that the invisibility/visibility distinction between Father and Son does not pertain to divinity but
to “a subordination of dignity or of function between Son and Father” (400). Michel Barnes critiques
D’Ales as “resolving the antinomy . . . via an anachronistic reading” (Barnes, “The Visible Christ and the
Invisible Trinity,” 351, n.42).

""" E.g., Novatian. Trin. 18.1-5 (CCSL 4: 44). See Lloyd, “Ontological Subordination in Novatian
of Rome’s Theology of the Son,” at 238-86.

115 See Williams, “Monarchianism and Photinus of Sirmium as the Persistent Heretical Face of the
Fourth Century”; Winrich A. Lohr, “A Sense of Tradition: The Homoiousian Church Party,” in Arianism
After Arius, ed. M. R. Barnes and D. H. Williams (Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1993), 81-100; William A.
Jurgens, The Faith of the Early Fathers (Collegeville, MN: Liturgical Press, 1970), 247; Mark Weedman,
The Trinitarian Theology of Hilary of Poitiers (Leiden: Brill, 2007), 125-30. Lohr helpfully notes that
nuanced heresiology became rare for those in the throes of the fourth-century Christological debates (Lohr,
99).
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common.'" It would be easy to make a hard-and-fast identification of pro-Nicenes and
their pre-Nicene proto-orthodox forebears —propped up by similar constellations of
controverted scriptural texts in either group. Such an association blurs the lines drawn by
later Latins after Nicaea. Nicenes like Hilary, Marius Victorinus, and Ambrose (even
Augustine) could not assume a role for the Son like that assigned to him by their
predecessors. Because of their respective track records in post-Nicene debates, each
argues in discrete ways for the equal divinity of the Father and Son. So while these
Nicenes resemble those categorized as “traditional Latin theologians™ based largely on
their scriptural references and logics, their thought signals important theological

development.

Hilary of Poitiers

Fourth-century debates over the relationship of the Father and Son took on a
different shade than the anti-monarchian polemics of the third century, addressing new

doctrinal challenges and anxieties. Most significantly, the Nicene formula introduced a

18 Ambr. Fid. 3.15.123-3.15.126 (CSEL 78: 150-52): Quomodo negant dei esse substantiam?
Quomodo uerbum substantiae, quod creberrimum in scripturis est, putant esse uitandum, cum ipsi "ex alia
substantia" - hoc est eterousion - dicendo filium substantiam tamen in deo esse non abnuant? Non igitur
uerbum, sed uim uerbi fugiunt, quia nolunt uerum esse dei filium. Nam licet humano uerbo non possit
diuinae generationis series conpraehendi, tamen iudicarunt patres fidem suam tali proprie contra
eterousion sermone signandam, auctoritatem secuti prophetae qui ait: Quis stetit in substantia domini et
uidit uerbum eius? Secundum impietatem igitur suam positum substantiae uerbum recipiunt Arriani,
secundum pietatem autem fidelium conprobatum repudiant et refutant. Nam quid est aliud, cur homousion
patri nolint filium dici, nisi quia nolunt uerum dei filium confiteri? Sicut auctor ipsorum Eusebius
Nicomedensis epistula sua prodidit scribens: Si uerum, inquit, dei filium et increatum dicimus, homousion
cum patre incipimus confiteri. Haec cum lecta esset epistula in concilio Nicaeno, hoc uerbum in tractatu
fidei posuerunt patres, quod uiderunt aduersariis esse formidini, ut tamquam euaginato ab ipsis gladio
ipsorum caput nefandae heresis amputarent.Frustra autem uerbum istud propter Sabellianos declinare se
dicunt et in eo suam imperitiam produnt. Homousion enim aliud alii, non ipsum est sibi. See also Williams,
“Monarchianism and Photinus of Sirmium as the Persistent Heretical Face of the Fourth Centry,” 203—4.
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new descriptor for the relationship of the Father and Son: dpootolog. Particularly acute
for Hilary, bishop of Poitiers (ca. 310-67 CE), as for his near-contemporary Ambrose,
was Western homoianism, a theology which proposed that the Son was similar (0poL0g),
but not equal, in substance or essence to the Father.'"” This one iota of difference fostered
great dissention, often complicated by imperial edict and influence. Hilary’s On the
Councils offers primary evidence for this interaction between homoian and homoousian
allegiances. Perhaps more importantly, this interaction is driven in large part by scriptural
references to the Son’s visibility and the homoian inability to reconcile that visibility with
other passages promoting divine invisibility.
They [the Homoians] excuse themselves for having desired to be silent as to
opoovotov and opolovolov on the ground that they taught that the meaning of
the words was identical. Unskilled bishops (rudes episcopii), 1 believe, and
ignorant (ignorantes) of the significance of Opootolov: as though there had never
been any council about the matter, or any quarrels (/ites) . . . . . But it is not
known how he [the Son] was born, can it be unknown, that God the Son being
born not of another substance but of God, has not an essence differing from the
Father’s? Have they not read that the Son is to be honored (honorificandum) even
as the Father (cf. Jn. 5:23), that they prefer the Father in honor? Did they consider
it unknown that the Father is seen in the Son (in Filio uideri) (cf. In. 14:9), that
they make the Son differ in dignity, splendor, and majesty?'"®
Here, we see that, in the midst of an invective against homoians Ursacius and Valens,
Hilary is concerned with the homoian tendency to subordinate the Son to the Father and

how that tendency is hitched to anxieties over divine (in)visibility. “Were they uniformed

that the Father is seen in the Son?” Hilary asks rhetorically. In failing to recognize both

7 See Gustave Bardy, “L’Occident et les documents de la controverse arienne,” Revue des
science religieuses 20 (1940): 28-63.

"8 Hilar. Syn. 27.79 (PL 10: 532-33). As Borchardt explores, Hilary never refers to the names of
his living opponents, and only rarely to Arius or Sabellius (C. F. A. Borchardt, Hilary of Poitiers’ Role in
the Arian Struggle [The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff, 1966], 53—138). Hilary instead is content to level
invective against non-Nicenes. Hilar. Trin. 5.25 (CCSL 62: 176-77), 6.7 (CCSL 62: 202), 7.6 (CCSL 62:
265-66), 8.28 (CCSL 62a: 339-40), 8.40 (CCSL 62a: 353-54).
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the unity and distinction of the Father and Son, homoians subordinated the Son and thus
honored him less than the Father. John 5:23 and John 14:9 are the textual cornerstones for
Hilary’s contention: since the Father is seen in the Son, the two should be worshipped
equally.

Throughout this section of On the Councils, Hilary cites Johannine texts contested
throughout trinitarian controversies (Jn. 5:19, 5:25; 14:9, etc.) to prove that the Son is of
the same substance as the Father, countering the typical homoian doctrine of the
subordinated role of the Son due to his visibility. Only the invisible Father, by homoian
lights, was to be properly called God. But the fact that the Son acts in accord with the
Father, Hilary rebuts, implies likeness, and thus, equality of “power” (uirtus) and
“nature” (natura).'® “No likeness exists,” Hilary writes, “unless there be an equality of
nature (aequalitate naturae), and equality of nature cannot exist unless there be unity
(una), not of person (personae) but of kind (generis).”'*

For Hilary, as we saw for Novatian and will see for Ambrose, the Son is the true
image or manifestation of the Father; this image grants the viewer a connection to the
shared invisible power of Father and Son."?' On this point, Hilary exegetes John 5:19,
10:30, and 14:8-10 against his opponents to demonstrate the “true meaning” (ueritas

demonstrata) of the scriptures and to explain what it might mean that the Father and Son

are both one and yet discrete."* Although Hilary’s twelve-book On the Trinity was

" Hilar. Syn. 27.75 (PL 10: 529-30).
120 Hilar. Syn. 27.76 (PL 10: 530).
"2 Hilar. Trin. 3.5-7 (CCSL 62: 76-78).

12 Hilar. Trin. 10.5 (CCSL 62a: 462). For Hilary on “inseparable operations,” see Ayres, Nicaea
and its Legacy, 182-83. George Newlands notes a “high proportion of Johannine texts” in Hilary’s De
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compiled over the course of several years, the theme of seeing the Father in the Son
recurs throughout. Particularly important for our analysis are books 3, 8, and 9.'*

Throughout On the Trinity Hilary responds to the homoian challenge doubting
that a visible Son can be of the same substance or share the same power as an invisible
God."”* To handle this issue Hilary’s homoian opponents maintained a “concord of
unanimity, so that there may be in them a unity of will not of nature, that is, that they may
be one not by what they are, but by wanting the same thing . . .. Thus, it is not nature
which makes [Father and Son] one, but will.”'*> While the claim to a volitional unity
might satisfy some, Hilary argues that the homoians’ claim is an empty one.'”® Unities of
will and person fail to describe the unique union between Father and Son; the two must
be unified in nature (or kind), as well. Hilary argues further that homoian explanations of
the unity are propped up by mistaken understandings of key passages from the gospel of
John that introduce a stumbling block to their own teaching.

For heretics labor to deceive others by the dictum, “I and the Father are one” (Jn.
10:30), that it might not be believed that in them is the unity of nature and non-

trinitate at George M. Newlands, Hilary of Poitiers: A Study in Theological Method (Eugene, OR: Wipf &
Stock, 2008), 164.

'3 It is generally considered that the first four books of De trinitate were written prior to Hilary’s
exile, with the remainder of the treatise coming later. For my understanding of Trin., I am indebted to
Weedman, The Trinitarian Theology of Hilary of Poitiers; and Carl Beckwith, Hilary of Poitiers on the
Trinity (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2008), 73—-148. Weedman notes the polemical contexts of
Hilary’s writing. Beckwith notes the later additions to books 2 and 3 of Trin., in particular the somewhat
jarring preface of book 3 that introduces exegesis of John 14:8-10.

12 See Hilar. Trin. 3.1 (CCSL 62: 73). “It seems impossible that something should be both within
and without another (ut quod in altero sit aeque idipsum extra alterum sit), or that . . . these beings can
reciprocally contain one another.”

125 Hilar. Trin. 8.5 (CCSL 62a: 318-19). Hilar. Trin. 8.17 (CCSL 62a: 328-29). Mark Weedman
argues that Philippians 2:6-7 provides the exegetical schema for understanding Trin. 8 and 9. See
Weedman, The Trinitarian Theology of Hilary of Poitiers, 131-35.

126 Hilar. Trin. 3.5 (CCSL 62: 77). This emptiness, in part, is because Jesus’s “mode of action
frustrates sight and sense . . . the power of God (uirtus Dei) is manifest in the deeds discerned.”
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differing essence of deity, but only a oneness from mutual love and an agreement
of wills. To this end, they produce an example of that unity, as we demonstrated
above, even from the words of the Lord, “they all may be one, as you Father are
in me, and I in you, that they also may be in us” (Jn. 17:21)."”’

Hilary surely does not deny unanimity of Father and Son, but contends that it is
impossible for two to be unified in will and not nature, their visibility and invisibility

notwithstanding. In fact, and he puts it even more strongly: unity of will comes packaged

with unity of nature—“the same nature cannot will diverse things.”'**

Following John 10:30, Hilary maintains both that the Son’s words and works are
accurate manifestations of the Father’s nature and that the Father and Son are one in their
shared nature.

The Father speaks through [the Son’s] speaking, and works through his working,
and judges through his judgment, and through his being seen, and reconciles
through his reconciling, and abides in him who abides in the Father —what more
appropriate words, I ask, could he have used in his teaching to suit our
understanding of his exposition, that we might understand their unity, than those
by which, through the truth of the birth and the unity of the nature, it is declared
that whatever the Son did and said, the Father said and did in the Son? This says
nothing of a nature alien to Him, or added by creation to God, or born into God
from a portion of God, but it betokens the divinity begotten by a perfect birth as
perfect God, who has such assurance of the consciousness of his nature that he
says, “I am in the Father and the Father in me” (Jn. 14:11), and again, “All things
whatsoever the Father has are mine” (Jn. 16:15). For [the Son] lacks nothing of

" Hilar. Trin. 8.10 (CSEL 62a: 321-22): Laborantes enim heretici fallere per id quod dictum est
Ego et Pater unum sumus, ne naturae in his unitas et indifferens diuinitatis substantia crederetur, sed ex
dilectione mutua et ex uoluntatum concordia unum essent, exemplum unitatis istius, ut superius
demonstrauimus, etiam ex dictis Domini protulerunt: Vt omnes unum sint, sicut tu Pater in me et ego in te,
ut et ipsi sint in nobis.

28 Hilar. Trin. 8.19 (CCSL 62a: 330): Vaum sunt Pater et Filius natura honore uirtute; nec natura
eadem potest uelle diuersa. See also Trin. 7.24-25,9.69-70. For a similar statement in De synodiis, see
Hilar. Syn. 27.76 (PL 10: 530). “No likeness exists unless there be an equality of nature (aequalitate
naturae), and equality of nature cannot exist unless there be unity (una), not of person (personae) but of
kind (generis).” Beckwith points to the similarity of Hilary’s understanding of the unity of will and nature
to that of George of Laodicea (Hilary of Poitiers on the Trinity, 144). See also Weedman, The Trinitarian
Theology of Hilary of Poitiers, 142-43. Weedman glosses Hilary’s argument this way: “Only someone who
is similar to the Father is the Father’s and can carry out the Father’s works. By his birth, the Son possess
[sic] everything in himself that is God, so we must acknowledge that the works the Son does are
characteristic of God.” See also Hanson, The Search for the Christian Doctrine of God, 568.
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God in him in whose working and speaking and manifestation God works and
speaks and is seen. They are not two either in their work, word, or the
manifestation of one.'”
Hilary’s Nicene gloss of John 10:30 comes by way of John 14:11 and 16:15: the invisible
unity of the Father and Son is borne out in the Son’s operations; this is what the gospel
writer intended by writing that the Father is “in the Son” and the Son “in the Father” (Jn.
14:11). The Father speaks, works, and is seen “through” (per) the Son’s words and works
and in his revelation.

On the Trinity 9 carries through book 8’s emphasis on seeing the Father in and
through the Son and his works. Throughout the book, Hilary cites homoian proof texts
pertaining to the Son’s perceived inferiority to the Father (Jn. 17:3, 5:19, 14:28; Mt.
24:36). By referencing these verses, the homoians indicate that calling the Son “God” is
only “a mere title.”"** What the homoians fail to understand, Hilary retorts, is that some
passages in the scriptures pertain to the Son as the “form of God,” others to the Son as the

99131

“form of a servant;”"” and “the homoians misread these passages because they ascribe

' Hilar. Trin. 8.52 (CCSL 62a: 364—65). Dicens enim se per loquentem loqui et per operantem
operari et per iudicantem iudicare et per uisum uideri et per reconciliantem reconciliare et manere se in eo
qui in se maneret, quaero quo alio ad intellegentiae nostrae sensum expositionis suae uti potuerit aptiore
sermone, ut unum esse intellegerentur, quam isto quo per natiuitatis ueritatem et naturae unitatem
quidquid Filius ageret ac diceret, id in Filio Pater et loqueretur et gereret? Non est hoc itaque naturae a se
alienae, neque per creationem in Deum conparatae, neque ex portione Dei in Deum natae; sed perfecta
natiuitate in Deum perfectum genitae diuinitatis. Cuius haec naturalis conscientiae fiducia est, ut dicat:
Ego in Patre et Pater in me; et rursum: Omnia quae Patris sunt mea sunt. Nihil enim ei ex Deo deest, quo
operante et loquente et uiso, Deus et operatur et loquitur et uidetur. Non sunt duo in unius uel operatione
uel sermone uel uisu. See Newlands, Hilary of Poitiers, 107-9. “The dicta/facta dialectic of the rhetorical
tradition now being bridge by the one Verbum of the incarnation . . . Hilary is much concerned to stress that
God can only be known through God . . . More precisely, God is known in Christ.”

3 Hilar. Trin. 9.2 (CCSL 62a: 372).

B! Hilar. Trin. 9.14 (CCSL 62a: 386). See For more on Christ and forma, see Weedman, The
Trinitarian Theology of Hilary of Poitiers, 130-35. That Christ is in the forma dei is a statement of equality
of nature for Hilary. When the Son assumes the forma serui, however, that unity is frustrated. Weedman
continues: “Although the Father and Son’s natures remained united, the incarnated Son lost the unity with
the Father’s forma; he retains the Father’s power, but not his form. The assumption of the humanity,
however, did create an obstacle to their unity. The forma servi lost the unity of nature with the Father, and
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what is appropriate to the forma serui to the forma dei.”"** The well-known Christ hymn
from Philippians 2, where Paul considers the Son’s forms of both God and man, serves as
an interpretive lens to tackle challenging passages.'” For Hilary, the Son makes the
Father known because he is the very “form of God and the image of His substance” (es?

. . . . 3
Dei forma et imago substantiae eius)"*

(Heb. 1:3). With reference to key scriptural texts,
Hilary reiterates that image language should not designate a nature of lower status, but
that the Father and Son are united in substance. It is, in other words, through the “power
of the Son’s nature that they might come to know the nature. Once understood, the power
of the nature would show them the nature of the understood power” (intellecta naturae

uirtus naturam intellectatae uirtutis ostenderet).'”

this disunity will only be overcome when the Son’s humanity assumes the glory of the Son’s divine nature.
... The unity of their glory had departed in the incarnation, but when the forma servi receives the Father’s
glory, the Son will remain what he always was, united with the Father’s glory and form.”

2 Weedman, The Trinitarian Theology of Hilary of Poitiers, 132. Weedman notes that throughout
the remainder of De trinitate, Hilary’s use of Phil. 2:5-8 serves less and less like a “straightforward
exegetical principle [and more like] a theological ‘dynamic.””

133 See Paul Henry, “Kénose,” in Supplément au Dictionnaire de la Bible 5 (Paris: Librairie
Letouzey et Ané, 1957): 55-138; Pierre Grelot, “La traduction et I’interprétation de Ph 2, 6-7,” Nouvelle
revue théologique 91 (1971): 897-922.

3% Hilar. Trin. 3.23 (CCSL 62: 95). See also Boersma, Augustine’s Early Theology of Image, 35—
36, where Boersma notes that forma dei and imago dei function as “synonyms for Hilary.” See also
Newlands, Hilary of Poitiers, 125, where he makes the case that names—like “image” —are not merely
names, “but through them the things which they signify are themselves revealed.”

35 Hilar. Trin. 8.49 (CCSL 62a: 361). See Hilar. Syn. 15 (PL 10: 491-2). cum patri filius et
coimaginatus ad speciem sit, nec sit dissimilis in genere; quia diversitatem substantiae geniti ex substantia
patris filii similitudo non recipit, et omnem in se divinitatis paternae, qualis et quanta forma est, invisibilis
Dei filius et imago complectitur: et hoc vere est esse filium, paternae scilicet formae veritatem
coimaginatae in se naturae perfecta similitudine retulisse. See Boersma, Augustine’s Early Theology of
Image, 39-46. While Boersma capably interprets key passages from Trin. and elsewhere, he fails to
explicate how and what precisely the words and works of the Son disclose. Instead, Boersma investigates,
somewhat understandably, the nature and function of image-language (esp. Col. 1:15) in Hilary’s polemical
context, concluding that the Son as image of God must be understood as an “invisible”; the Son “is not the
visible mediation of the invisible God; the Son is not ‘image’ as a midway point between God and
humanity who as ontologically inferior reveals the incomprehensible Father. . . . While the Son draws his
life from the Father he receives the fullness of divinity from the Father, perfect from perfect, whole from
whole. . . ‘Image’ is demonstrative of quality, for Hilary, for which reason the image cannot be anything
less than its invisible source” (at 42—43). I do not doubt this is the case for Hilary, but I wonder how
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At On the Trinity 9.20, Hilary maintains that in “almost all [of the Son’s]
discourses, he offers the explanation of this mystery, never separating himself from the
divine unity . . . he places himself in unity with [the Father] . . .. So Christ, who works the
works, and the Father who testifies through them, show that they are of an inseparable
nature through the birth, for the operation of Christ is signified to be itself the testimony
of God concerning him.”"*® It is through the Son’s works that the substantial unity of
Father and Son is seen; preeminent of those works is the birth of the Son. Where the
scriptures seem to speak of an essential distinction between Father and Son, Hilary argues

137 the two

that the Son and Father have the “same power in operation” (uirtus operandi);
are “inseparable;” and “to behold the Son is the same as to behold the Father.”"** The
inseparability and unity of nature, in short, are not compromised by the Son’s visibility,
but are in fact evident as a result. “The Son, who is equal with the Father, is displayed in
his works (in gestis),” Hilary posits, “so that that the Father could be seen in Him: in
order that through him, the Father himself might be discerned equal to the Son, and that
we might know that in Father and Son there is no distinction of the power of nature.”'”’

Clear similarities exists between Hilary’s exegesis of these debated scriptures and

Tertullian’s a century or so prior. A touchpoint of these theological reflections is an

Boersma would square Hilary’s discussion of the Son’s words and works with reference to his claims to the
invisibility of the image.

1% Hilar. Trin. 9.20 (CCSL 62a: 390-92).

7 Hilar. Trin. 9.46 (CCSL 62a: 423). Quodsi eadem est uirtus operandi et eadem est religio
honorandi, non intellego in quo tandem naturae infirmis contumelia relinquatur, cum eadem sit in Patre et
Filio et uirtutis potestas et honoris aequalitas.

8 Hilar. Trin. 9.52 (CCSL 62a: 430).

"9 Hilar. Trin. 9.52 (CCSL 62a: 430). See Jean Doignon, “Une exégese d Hilaire de Poitiers sur
le désir de voir la face de Dieu,” Freiburger Zeitschrift fiir Philosophie und Theologie 41.3 (1994): 542—45.
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ongoing dispute over the visibility of the divine. Both Tertullian and Hilary highlight the
importance of seeing divine manifestations as disclosing discrete filial identity and/or the
Godhead’s invisible substance: seeing divine works in the Old Testament theophanies;
seeing the Son’s works in the gospels; and most significantly in moving into the fourth
century, seeing the essential unity God in the works of the Son. By witnessing the Son’s
works, and since the Father and Son are united in both will and nature, Hilary argues that
the Father’s very substance is on display. To that end, Hilary glosses several Johannine

(and Pauline) passages to rebut non-Nicene exegesis.

Marius Victorinus

While Hilary’s anti-homoian theology is anything but non-technical,'* Marius

Victorinus (ca. 300'*'-65 CE'**) presents us with a careful explication of homoousian

' See Barnes, The Power of God, 172. Barnes argues that Hilary uses power “in very technical
senses indeed.” This can be held up against Carl Beckwith’s claim that Hilary’s “language is frustratingly
economical” and “strained because of his lack of a technical Trinitarian vocabulary” that develops later in
the fourth century. (“What he is attempting to express is what the next generations of pro-Nicenes will
articulate as one ousia and two eternally distinct hypostases.”) Cf. Beckwith, Hilary of Poitiers on the
Trinity, 132.

41 Cf. A. H. Travis, “Marius Victorinus,” HTR 36 (1943): 83-90. Travis puts Victorinus’ birth at
281. Pierre Hadot follows suit, arguing that Victorinus’ conversion later in life must mean he was 70 or 80
at the time of his conversion. See Pierre Hadot, Marius Victorinus (Paris: Etudes augustiniennes, 1971),
24-25. For general introduction, see F. F. Bruce, “Marius Victorinus and His Works: In Memory of
Alexander Souter (1872-1948),” in A Mind for What Matters: Collected Essays (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans,
1990), 213-32.

2 John Voelker notes that Victorinus is barely mentioned after the mid-360s. See John T.
Voelker, “The Trinitarian Theology of Marius Victorinus: Polemic and Exegesis” (PhD Dissertation,
Marquette University, 2006), 201. See also Aug. Conf. 8.2.3-8.3.5, who recounts Victorinus as “extremely
learned,” “tutor to numerous noble senators,” who “defended [pagan] cults for many years with a voice
terrifying to opponents.” Augustine makes the point in recalling Victorinus’ “conversion” to Christianity
that he “preferred to make profession of his salvation before the holy congregation.” This confession,
Augustine maintains, countered his “public profession” of rhetoric, for which he was renown, even lionized
(Conf. 8.3.5). Augustine’s picture of Victorinus as a “hard-core” pagan is an assumed anachronism in
secondary works. See Stephen Andrew Cooper, Marius Victorinus’ Commentary on Galatians (Oxford:
Oxford Univeristy Press), 16-40, at 22-23, ns. 33-34; Hadot, Marius Victorinus, 52-58, 235-52; Robert A.
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theology, buttressed by debits to classical rhetoric and neo-Platonic sources.'*’ Jerome
names Victorinus an African by birth, who taught rhetoric in Rome under Constantius’
imperial rule (337-61 CE)."** Soon after his conversion to Christianity, Victorinus wrote
works against various Arians “in dialectic style and obscure language —only to be
understood by the learned,” as Jerome puts it.'*’ It is debated as to whether Ambrose
knew or studied with Victorinus while both were in Rome prior to the former’s

appointment to the episcopacy, or while they were both in Milan. Though scholars

Markus, “Paganism, Christianity and the Latin Classics in the Fourth Century,” in J. W. Binns, ed., Latin
Literature of the Fourth Century (London: Routledge, 1974), 1-21; R. Markus, The End of Ancient
Christianity (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1990), 29. Cf. Ramsey MacMullen, Christianizing
the Roman Empire (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1984), 69-71.

'3 See Paul Henry, “The Adversus Arium of Marius Victorinus, the First Systematic Exposition of
the Doctrine of the Trinity,” JTS 1.1 (1950): 42-55. Henry is primarily concerned with tracking down
Plotinian themes in Victorinus’ work, showing how and where Victorinus adopts and adapts Neo-Platonism
for his understanding of the trinity. On Victorinus’ debts to Neo-Platonism, see Marcia Colish, “The
Neoplatonic Tradition: The Contribution of Marius Victorinus,” in The Neoplatonic Tradition: Jewish,
Christian and Islamic Themes, ed. Arjo Vanderjagt and Detlev Pitzold (Cologne: Dinter, 1991), 57-74.

'“ We know that Ambrose was connected to Simplicianus, wrote letters to him referring to their
deep abiding friendship. See Ambr. Ep. 37,38, 65, 67. See F. Holmes Dudden, The Life and Times of
Ambrose of Milan (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1935), 1: 57-8; J. Patout Burns, “A Surprise for
Simplician,” in Studies on Patristic Texts and Archaeology: If these stones could speak— Essays in Honor
of Dennis Edward Groh, ed. George Kalantzis and Thomas F. Martin (Lewiston, NY: Edwin Mellen Press,
2009), 7-27. Burns mines Ambrose’s letters and Augustine’s writings to reconstruct their correspondences
with Simplicianus, primarily dealing with the conceptions of grace and Christian freedom. We also know
that Simplicianus was connected to Victorinus. Aime Solignac, “Le cercle milanais,” in BA 14, (Paris:
Desclée de brouwer, 1962), 529-36, at 532). Solignac names Simplicianus as “le centre” of the Milanese
Christian-Platonist “circle.” See also Pierre Paul Courcelle, Recherches sur les ‘Confessions’ de saint
Augustin, (Paris: E. de Boccard), 17071, 383-91, at 383—84. In a recent treatment of Victorinus, Gerald
Boersma refers to him offhandedly as “the African philosopher.” See Boersma, Augustine's Early Theology
of Image, 57.; Boersma, “Participation in Christ: Psalm 118 in Ambrose and Augustine,” Augustinianum
54.1 (2014): 173-97, in which Boersma argues that Psal. 118 is evidence “of the neo-Platonic milieu
current in Milan at this time” and that “Ambrose’s account of the soul displays many Platonic resonances”
(174).

' Hier. Vir. ill. 101. The generally accepted timeline for Victorinus’ polemical works, dated from
358 to 363, can be found in Hadot’s introduction to the Sources chrétiennes critical edition, Traités
théologiques sur la Trinité (SC 68: 7-89), and reproduced in Quasten, Patrology 4: 70-72.
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generally accept the presence of a “Milanese circle” of Christian-Platonists, the precise
character and structure of such a “circle” is contested.'*’

Victorinus is unique in the Latin Christian tradition for his analogous descriptions
of God. The relationship of the Father and Son is portrayed in conceptual pairs: potency
and act, substance and image, and hiddenness and manifestation, among others. Each of
these pairs identifies how the Father and Son can be both distinct—seen in the case of the
Son, unseen in the Father—and yet, of the same substance. Throughout his polemical
works, written from 358 CE onwards, Victorinus constructs a philosophically rigorous
dialogue on the possibility and promise of using analogy in pro-Nicene trinitarian
theology.

Victorinus’ “Arian” opponent, Candidus by name, garners the brunt of his ire in

several letters.'*’ In his first letter to Candidus, Victorinus admits the audacity in speaking

146 See Solignac, “Le cercle milanais,” BA 14, 529-36, at 530; Pierre Paul Courcelle, Les lettres
grecques en Occident, de Macrobe a Cassiodore (Paris: E. de Boccard, 1948), 119-29; Courcelle,
Recherches sur les “Confessions” de saint Augustin, 13-38, 168—74. Pierre Hadot, citing Courcelle
(Recherches sur les ‘Confessions’) exclusively, assumes Ambrose’s familiarity with Victorinus. See Hadot,
Traités théologiques sur la Trinité, 84—85. Both Ambrose and Victorinus, Hadot contends, were part of
Milan’s neo-Platonic Christian elite, evidenced by their affinity with Plotinus. For a similar track, see
Andrew Lenox-Conyngham, “Ambrose and Philosophy,” in Lionel Ralph Wickham and Caroline Penrose
Hammond Bammel, Christian Faith and Greek Philosophy in Late Antiquity: Essays in Tribute to George
Christopher Stead, Ely Professor of Divinity, University of Cambridge (1971-1980), in Celebration of His
Eightieth Birthday, 9th April 1993 (Leiden: Brill, 1993), 117-28. Lenox-Congnyham assumes Ambrose’s
familiarity with the “Neoplatonic circles” in Milan. So too does Johannes van Oort. See his Jerusalem and
Babylon: A Study Into Augustine’s City of God and the Sources of His Doctrine of the Two Cities (Leiden:
Brill, 1991), at 50-51. Cf. Goulven Madec, Saint Ambroise et la philosophie (Paris: Etudes augustiniennes,
1974), 170-71. Madec maintains that the “audaciously metaphysical Neo-Platonism” (le néoplatonisme
audacieusement métaphysique) of Marius Victorinus had “little in common with the “moralizing Neo-
Platonism” (le néoplatisme moralisant) of Ambrose.

T See Hanson, The Search for the Christian Doctrine of God, 532, assumes Candidus is a literary
construction. Hanson also notes how much more sophisticated Victorinus’ trinitarian theology is than any
Arian thinker (at The Search for the Christian Doctrine of God, 533-34). “If we ask how much Marius
knew of the Arianism which he attacked in his works, we must answer that he knew more than all and also
less than all about Arianism. . . . In short, there is no satisfactory evidence that Marius Victorinus had any
genuine knowledge of Arianism as it was in his day. He could exercise his intellect more rhetorico in
producing arguments which he was later to refute, and he could reproduce some old Arian documents
which had long become the stock texts for controversy, but that was all. He occasionally refers to Marcellus
and Photinus, but shows no close acquaintance with their doctrines.” Cf. Hadot, Traités théologiques sur la
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of what or who God is, citing Isaiah 40:13 (“Who has known the mind of the Lord or
who has been his counselor?”),'** but proceeds nonetheless, noting that the Holy Spirit
“arouses analogies of ideas (figurationes intellegentiarum) inscribed (inscriptas) in our
soul from all eternity.”"*’ These analogies grant insight into the consubstantial
relationship of the Father and Son (and to a lesser extent, the Holy Spirit)."** The
analogies pair concepts or terms, each dependent on the other for its very existence. To
speak “by analogy” (simultudine) helps the speaker understand the nature of divine
consubstantiality (homoousios). Victorinus’ recurrent analogy is act and potency; act, a
specific species or existent, reveals potency to act.”' “For every being has an inseparable
species,” he writes, “or rather, the species itself is the substance itself, not that the species
is prior to ‘to be,” but because the species makes ‘to be.” definite. . . and ‘to be’ is the
Father, the species is the Son.”"** Lest we gloss over the stark claim above, let us consider

what it might mean for an external manifestation (species) to “define” a substance.

Trinité,23-27. Hadot is here silent on Candidus as a literary construction. Elsewhere, however, Hadot
argues that Candidus functions as a literary device to show how a Christian might reason with an Arian
interlocutor and that philosophers starting from the same philosophical viewpoints can arrive at different
conclusions. See Pierre Hadot, Porphyre et Victorinus, Collection des études augustiniennes 32 (Paris:
Etudes augustiniennes, 1968), 1.40,n.3.

8 Victorinus translates the verse as follows: Quis enim cognouit domini mentem aut quis fuit eius
conciliator?

149 Mar. Vict. Cand. 1 (CSEL 83/1: 15).

1% See Mar. Vict. Cand. 31 (CSEL 83/1: 47). See also Hadot, Traités théologiques sur la Trinité,
77-88.

1 See Marcia 1. Colish, The Stoic Tradition from Antiquity to the Early Middle Ages (Leiden:
Brill, 1985), 131-141, at 135; R. A. Markus, “Marius Victorinus,” in Cambridge History of Later Greek
and Early Medieval Philosophy (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1967), 331-40; Hadot, Traités
théologiques sur la Trinité, 78. Hadot describes the analogy as “d’origine stoicienne, qui considere
I’existence concreéte comme le terme d’une progression vers la détermination.”

152 Mar. Vict. Ar. 1.19 (CSEL 83/1: 84).
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If God is “at once being and act” (qui et id est quod est esse et id quod operari),
then both aspects are constitutive of the character of God.'” Victorinus identifies the
Father as the first action and first existence and substance, “the original TO Ov . ..
existing always without beginning, existing from himself” (sine principio semper
exsistens, a se exsistens).”* The Son, on the other hand, is understood as “action (actio) . .
. the image of the substance of God (substantiae dei imago) . . . through which God is
understood (intellegitur), as it was declared: ‘Whoever sees me, sees the Father’” (Jn
14.9)."> While the contours of Victorinus’ argument are unique to the Latin tradition, his
use of certain Johannine proof texts has substantial precedent, complicating the
occasional scholarly claim to his relative independence from the Latin polemical tradition

or to his supposed facile fabrication of Arian theology.'*®

153 Mar. Vict. Ar. 1.33 (CSEL 83.1: 115). For Victorinus’ use of the substantive infinitive for his
argument, see Michael D. Metzger, “Marius Victorinus and the Substantive Infinitive,” Eranos 72 (1974):
65-70, at 68—70. Metzger makes the point that “there is only one known example of an infinitive modified
by an attributive adjective before Marius Victorinus [Pliny, Letters 8.9 (LCL 59: 26-7)]. The same is true
for the combination of a pronoun in the Genitive case with an infinitive [Valerius Maximus, Memorable
Doings and Sayings 7.3.7 (LCL 492: 135-36)]. There are no earlier instances of substantives in the
Genitive case used in this manner. It would appear then that the expanded and sophisticated utilization of
the substantive infinitive is due to the activity of Marius Victorinus, a man writing in the heat of the
philosophical and theological controversies of the fourth century. . ..I am inclined to . . . see [the
substantive infinitive] as a native Latin expression whose employment was expanded both by contact with
Greek and by the need to deal with certain philosophical and theological problems” (Metzger, “Marius
Victorinus and the Substantive Infinitive,” 68, 70).

1% Mar. Vict. Ar. 1.33 (CSEL 83/1: 116).

155 Mar. Vict. Ar. 1.34 CSEL 83/1: 116). See Ambr. Fid. 5.7.97 (CSEL 78: 251). See also Mar.
Vict. Cand. 1.14 (CSEL 83/1: 31-32), where Victorinus uses the image of a pregnant woman as an
example of potency and act co-existing within the same being: Quid autem generat? Quod fuit intus. Quid
igitur fuit intus in deo? Nihil aliud quam T OV, uerum t0 OV, magis autem OOV, quod est supra generale
Ov genus, quod supra Oviwg dvta, Ov iam operante potentia. Hic est lesus Christus.”

1% The long-held, rarely-challenged assumption is that Victorinus, while writing in Latin, is novel
in his theology. Gerald Boersma, for instance, juxtaposes Victorinus and other pro-Nicenes; Hilary and
Ambrose use the anti-monarchian tradition, while “Victorinus develops a self-standing theology of image
to fit the Homoousian cause” (Boersma, Augustine's Early Theology of Image, 53). Mark Weedman (The
Trinitarian Theology of Hilary of Poitiers, 56—73) contends that Marius Victorinus shows a great deal of
“independence” and should thus not be depicted as reliant on Latin predecessors. See Hanson, Search, 531—
56; and Simonetti, La crisi ariana nel 1V secolo, 287-98. Of Mar. Vict. Ar. 1.11 (CSEL 83/1: 69), Hanson
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Victorinus sees the dynamic pair of being and act throughout creation. At Against
Arius 1.32 he describes the incorporeal soul in these terms. Matter, he indicates, always
has a form (species), and so the incorporeal substance that is the soul, in which there is
matter, always “has a definition and image (definitionem et imaginem), its vital and
understanding power” (uitalem potentiam et intellegentialem).”’ A soul is thus “doubly
powerful” (bipotens)—existing as being and “one movement of life and understanding”
(potentia in uno motu existente uitae et intellegentiae). The soul is “substance and
movement,” and Victorinus understands this double movement of life and understanding
to be consubstantial with the incorporeal essence of the soul."

Victorinus supplements his Johannine reflection with Pauline material to further

clarify his logic of the consubstantiality of the Father and Son.'” Pride of place is given

notes that Victorinus is resolutely “anti-Tertullianic” in both thought and vocabulary, denying the use of
persona language for fear that it could easily lapse into patripassianism (Hanson, The Search for the
Christian Doctrine of God, 544-45). Hanson later argues that Victorinus’ theology is a “synthesis of Neo-
Platonism and Christianity, confident and brilliant. . . . But . . . [he] had no influence that can be
ascertained on his contemporaries in the West. Few, if any, could have understood him, certainly not
Ambrose nor Damasus, and Hilary would have been alarmed at his ready use of philosophical terms”
(Hanson, Search, 862). Cf. Voelker, “The Trinitarian Theology of Marius Victorinus: Polemic and
Exegesis,” esp. 111-60, 224-25. Voelker, showing how Victorinus uses typically anti-monarchian
scriptural texts for his defense, argues against this assumed independence and for Victorinus’ connection to
prior and contemporary Latin polemical literature. While Voelker stops short of saying Victorinus adopted
Tertullian’s Against Praxeas, he does indicate that “the theme of divine visibility is the most obvious
portion of Tertullian that makes its way into Victorinus’ fourth-century Nicene-trinitarian polemic and
exegesis 150 years later” (53), and that “there are clear instances in Victorinus’ works where he harks back
to Tertullian’s reading of Scripture, including his use of specific trinitarian Scripture texts and
commonplaces (the same can be said about his familiarity and use of Novatian)” (224). Voelker admits,
however, that Victorinus references only John 5:19 in Against Arius. Still, he concludes that when
Victorinus does use the text, it bears significant polemical weight.

137 Mar. Vict. Ar. 1.32 (CSEL 83/1: 113). See Hadot, Traités théologiques sur la Trinité, 79. Hadot
notes “I’originalité” of Victorinus is not that he discusses a substance’s determinative nature, but that he
associates being with the Father and the Son with form, the determination of that being.

158 Mar. Vict. Ar. 1.32 (CSEL 83/1: 113).

1% This is unsurprising given the fact that Victorinus is well known for his commentaries on the
Pauline epistles, which were penned a couple years after his doctrinal works and are thought to be the first
extensive Latin commentaries on Paul. Stephen Cooper, “Philosophical Exegesis in Marius Victorinus’
Commentaries on Paul,” in Interpreting the Bible and Aristotle in Late Antiquity, ed. Josef Loss] and John
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to the exegesis of Colossians 1:15-16 (where Christ is labeled “the image of the invisible
God”) and 1 Corinthians 1:24 (where Christ is called “the power and wisdom of God”).
Victorinus interprets 1 Corinthians 1:24 by analogizing the double predication (“wisdom
and power”) of the Son:

For with God things are not as they are in bodies or in bodily things where the eye
is one thing, sight another, or as they are in fire, where fire is one thing, its light
another. For both eye and fire have need of something other: the eye, of a light
different from itself so that from it and through it vision can take place, and the
fire has need of air so that light might come from it. But the power and wisdom of
God are like vision: the power of vision has vision within it. This vision is
externalized when the power of vision acts; then vision is begotten by the power
of vision and is itself its only begotten—for nothing else is begotten by it. And
vision is related to the power of vision, not only within, when it is in potentiality,
but when is is more outside, when it is in action; so vision is related to the power
of vision. Vision is therefore consubstantial with the power of vision, and the
whole is one: indeed, the power of vision rests, but vision is in movement; and by
vision all things are made visible.'®

The most notable and illustrative example here is the power and act of vision. Victorinus
aims to show that vision includes both a “power” or “potentiality” and the “act” of

seeing. In so offering the example, Victorinus notes a clean distinction and clear

W. Watt (Farnham; Burlington, VT: Ashgate, 2011), 67-90. Cooper maintains that Victorinus’
“predilection for understanding church doctrine in light of philosophical teaching is really nothing other
than his desire to do theology, which for him . . . meant faith pursuing the path of reason seeking
understanding. But in the commentaries, unlike his trinitarian treatises which expound a pro-Nicene
doctrine of God in light of highly technical language of late Platonist teachings on first principles, he
attempts to articulate these deeper theological matters in a way that would be comprehensible to a reader
who lacked philosophical expertise” (88—89).

1% Mar. Vict. Ar. 1.40 (CSEL 83/1: 126-27). Non enim ut in corporibus aut in corporalibus, aliud
est oculus, aliud uisio, aut in igne, aliud ignis, aliud lumen eius. Eget enim et oculus et ignis, alterius
alicuius, et oculus alterius luminis, ut sit et ex ipso et in ipso uisio, et ignis aeris, ut sit ex ipso lumen. Sed
sicuti uisionis potentia in se habet uisionem, tunc foris exsistentem, cum operatur potentia uisionis, et
generatur a potentia uisionis uisio unigenita ea ipsa—nihil enim aliud ab ea gignitur— et ad potentiam
uisionis uisio est, non intus solum, sed et intus in potentia et in actione magis foris, et ideo ad potentiam
quippe uisio cum sit, OLOOVCLOV ergo uisionis potentiae uisio et unum totum, et potentia quidem quiescit,
uisio autem in motu est, et per uisionem omnia uisibilia fiunt. See also Barnes, The Power of God, 149-72,
at 153-56. Barnes references this passage and Victorinius’ unique gloss of 1 Corinthians 1:24 and
distinctive use of the Greek 6pootaLov.
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connection between the internal (infus) reality and external (foris) manifestation of that
reality: the internal needs the external and vice versa for the vision to be fully considered.

Victorinus’ strong statement of consubstantiality in Against Arius 1.40 concludes
with a defense of impassability, maintaining that the predications of Son—the “Power
and Wisdom of God” (1 Cor. 1:24)—are the activities (acta) that remain with (iuxta) God
and pertain to that which is external (foris). Victorinus then concludes with a succinct
statement: “And if there is passion (passio), the passion is in the action (in actione).”"®'
The economy of words is striking; it is unclear if Victorinus intends the Passion
(crucifixion) or simply means a passion (emotion or internal disturbance). Either way, the
move preempts patripassian critiques hurled at pro-Nicenes by non-Nicene theologies of
the Son; the critiques implied that since the homoousion meant that the Son simply was
the Father, when the Son suffered, the Father suffered, as well. But by locating the passio
of God in actione, Victorinus shores up the impassibility of the Father, assuring that it
was the Son, consubstantial with the Father, who suffered in his species.

While every analogy breaks down at a certain point, it is clear for Victorinus that
the precise terms matter less than the dynamic they seek to convey, namely, that the
Father and Son are distinct from each other yet share the same substance. The act/potency
relationship within a single genus of substance gets Victorinus the absolute distinction
and sharing of the same substance:

[...] Whether we call them God and Word, or God and the power and wisdom of

God or being and life or being and understanding or intelligence, or being, life,

and understanding, or Father and Son, or light and brightness, or God and

character, or God and form and image, or substance and species, or substance and
movement, or power and action, or silence and speech, it must be confessed as the

181 Mar. Vict. Ar. 1.40 (CSEL 83/1: 127).
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same substance. For if we call God being and the Son life, how do we separate
life from being, whether in the Father or in the Son?'®

Victorinus’ concatenation of analogies reiterates his prime point: simply because Father
and Son are confessed to be distinct does not mean they cannot be consubstantial. The
point is a critical one for combatting common homoian claims about the invisibility of the
true God and the subordinated status of the visible Son.

Victorinus also describes the invisibility of the Father and the visibility of the Son
in terms of movement (motus), which he names as the determinative factor for life,
understood as motion moving itself.

That which is life and self-movement is the Father. But that which to be moved

and through itself to be life is the Son. For the cause of movement is life. The

Father is then, and by predominance, original life, having hidden in him a

movement which remains in repose, interior self-movement. But the Son is

manifested movement, and for this reason the Son, because he has proceeded
from that which is interior movement, is existing as movement by predominance,
because he is movement manifested.'®

Here we see the Father labeled as “hidden” movement, while the Son is “movement

manifested.” Again, it is the Son who reveals the “interior self-movement” (intus se

mouentem) of the Father by his life. A thorny issue arises when Victorinus writes of the

12 Mar. Vict. Ar. 1.41 (CSEL 83/1: 129-30). Quo modo quod sit ipsa dicemus: siue deum et
MOYOV dicemus, siue deum et dei uirtutem et sapientiam, siue quod est esse et uitam, sive quod est esse et
intellegere, siue patrem et filium, siue lumen et effulgentiam, siue deum et chacterem, siue deum et formam
et imaginem, siue substantiam et speciem, sicut ibi, non ut hic, siue substantiam et motionem, siue
potentiam et actionem, siue silentium et effatum, ipsam substantiam esse confitendum. Deum enim quod est
esse dicentes, filium uitam, quomodo separamus uitam ab eo quod est esse, siue in patre, siue in filio.

'3 Mar. Vict. Ar. 1.42 (CSEL 83/1: 132): Hoc igitur quod est esse uitam et per semet esse
motionem pater est. Hoc autem quod est motum esse et per semet esse uitam filius est. Causa enim motionis
uita. Pater ergo et magis principalis uita, motionem requiescentem habens in abscondito et intus se
mouentem. Filius autem in manifesto motio, et ideo filius, quoniam ab eo quod est intus processit, magis
autem motio exsistens, quod in manifesto. Emphasis added. See Hadot, Traités théologiques sur la Trinité,
79. Hadot lists “predominance” and “implication” as two typically neoplatonic elements of Victorinus’
thought. See Mary T. Clark, “A Neoplatonic Commentary on the Christian Tradition: Marius Victorinus,”
in Dominic J. O’Meara, ed., Neoplatonism and Christian Thought (Albany, NY: SUNY Press, 1978), 24—
33, at 30-31; eadem, “Marius Victorinus Afer, Porphyry, and the History of Philosophy,” in R. Baine
Harris, ed., The Significance of Neoplatonism (Albany, NY: SUNY Press, 1976),265-74, at 266; A. C.
Lloyd, The Anatomy of Neoplatonism (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1998), 98—120, at 114-15.
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Father, as life, as the “cause of movement,” presuming some sort of inequality between
Father and Son. Such causality language might give readers pause, but Victorinus appears
only to defend the consubstantiality of Father and Son highlighted at Nicaea—manifested
in texts like John 10:30 and Philippians 2—with passages like John 14:28 (“The Father is
greater than 1), a commonplace of anti-Nicene theologies. John Voelker points to
Victorinus’ text On the Importance of Accepting the Homoousios 3.23-27, where there is
a clear distinction between Christ being “from God” and Christ being “by God™:
For you say: “God from God, light from light.” Is this from nothing when you
name the source? Therefore Christ is from God (de deo), he is not, therefore, from
nothing (de nihilo), he is from light (de lumine), not from nothing (de nihilo). For
“from God” (de deo) signifies from God’s substance (de ipsius substantia).
Indeed, “by God” (a deo) is something else (aliud). Indeed, all is by God (a deo),
however Christ is from God (de deo).'**
For the Son to be “from” the Father, in other words, does not necessitate subordination as
it does for creatures, but only that the Son is “from God’s substance.” Thus, Victorinus
can write that the Son is both “equal and inferior to the Father” (et aequalis est patri et

165 Victorinus nevertheless maintains that the Father and the Son are both life

inferior).
and movement, though the Father is “by predominance” (magis) life, the Son is “by

predominance” movement.

Conclusion

The above has surveyed four Latin theologians to throw into stark relief a central,

but neglected theme in the development of Latin theological doctrine: visibility of the

164 Mar. Vict. Homoous. 3.23-27 (CSEL 83/1: 282). Cited at Voelker, “The Trinitarian Theology
of Marius Victorinus: Polemic and Exegesis,” 176, translation amended. Cf. Hilar. Trin. 3.12 (CCSL 62:
83-84).

185 Mar. Vict. Ar. 1.13 (CSEL 83/1: 71).
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Son. Visibility, as we explored, proved pivotal in trinitarian debates over the identity of
the Son and his relationship of the Father and Son. These debates begin in earnest with
third-century monarchian controversies, which privileged the perfect power of the Father
and the lesser role of the Son. For their defense, monarchians cluster scriptural references
to the invisibility of the Father and the visible Son. To combat claims that the Father
simply becomes the visible Son, Tertullian (and other anti-monarchians) re-exegeted
those same contentious references to different ends. The Father did not become the Son,
but remained the Father; to see the dynamism of invisibility-visibility as a contradiction
was to mistake substance for economy. The Son was to be seen as a divine “projection,”
dependent upon and yet distinct from the Father. There are explicit places in Against
Praxeas where this motion out from the Father results in subordinating tendencies: the
Son is less than the Father, “a little on this side of the angels.”166 Still, while Tertullian
lacks the later terminology of consubstantialis, he is adamant to show the continuity,
rather than disjunction, of substance between Father and Son.

A similar dynamic comes through in Novatian’s On the Trinity. Novatian,
treading a third path between Sabellian modalist and adoptionist christologies, argues
both against the Son as visible manifestation of the Father and the Son as mere man. To
that end, he explores what it means that the Son is the form and image of God. Early on
in his treatise, Novatian hones in on language of the forma dei; the Son is properly the
form of, not the image of, God; the latter was a predication reserved exclusively for

human beings.

1B g, Tert. Prax. 9.2 (CCSL 2: 1168).
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Novatian later returns to the use of image language with reference to the Son,
contending that it captures a crucial aspect of filial nature. The Son, both as form and
image, is understood as the imitator of God’s works: the Son sees the Father and acts
accordingly. This is image as imitation. That the Son properly images the Father means
that Novatian has no issue explicating verses like John 14:28 (“the Father is greater than
I”’). The Son as the form of God, according to Novatian’s gloss of Philippians 2:5-8, is
equal with God, “having divine power over every creature . . . after the example of the
Father.”'"’ It is precisely the question of the Son’s equality, and not his similarity or
likeness, which is under debate. However fascinating Novatian’s consideration of
“image” is, his repeated use of imitation language with reference to the Son had little
Nicene afterlife.

Later pro-Nicenes, like Gregory of Nyssa, are careful to speak of the Son as
“image” in increasingly technical ways, but here, what is contested is not the Son
imaging the Father. The challenge in the fourth century is over whether the visible Son is
equal with the invisible Father, and if so, in what ways the Son is equal in power,
substance, and divinity. Hilary of Poitiers and Marius Victorinus were our cases in point.
Their polemical trinitarian works aim to prove the Son’s consubstantial relationship with
the Father over against non-Nicene theologies. For Hilary, Jesus, the Son and image of
God, shared the Father’s substance, nature, and power. The Son’s works and words
manifest not simply his similarity of divine substance, as the homoians would have it, but
the very equality of divine substance. While the homoians argued for a difference in

substance of Father and Son based on the former’s invisibility and latter’s visibility, for

17 Novatian. Trin. 22.4 (CCSL 4: 55).
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Hilary, the visibility of the Son did not allow for any subordination. To say the Son acts
in accord with the Father’s will implied an equality of divine power and nature. True
unity would not exist if substantial equality did not exist, as well.

Marius Victorinus offers perhaps the most philosophically rigorous explication of
the Father-Son relationship against the homoians. By plumbing the depths of analogical
reasoning, Victorinus presents us with technical illustrations that spell out how God can
be both invisible Father and visible Son. His example of sight is a powerful one. Sight
implicates both the potency to see and the exterior acts of seeing itself; one cannot do
away with the potency to see without destroying the actual sight. In a similar way, God,
existence itself, is both unseen “being” and seen “act.” This is what Victorinus intends
when he says the Son’s relationship to the Father is “consubstantial.” Other analogies
help Victorinus’ case, but in the end we are left with a philosophically inflected defense
of 6poovolog that adapts traditional anti-monarchian exegesis.

Ambrose’s familiarity with these texts and the authors that gloss them is unstated
but plain to the trained eye. His repeated use of Johannine texts, textual arguments for a
single-power theology, and most importantly for our purposes, the critical importance of
visibility secures his membership in this Latin polemical tradition. It is to Ambrose that

we now turn.
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CHAPTER TWO: THE FIGURES OF BODIES AND THE GRACE OF THEIR
OFFICES: SIGHT AND SEEING IN AMBROSE’S TRINITARIAN POLEMIC

“If he was visible in the flesh, it was that flesh that was visible, not his divinity;

the flesh was passible, not his divinity.”"

Text traditionally used in anti-monarchian and anti-homoian ways drive
Ambrose’s Christological reflection on the dual Latin emphasis on divine unity (of
power, nature, substance, etc.) and on the manifestation of that unity in the works of the
Son.? Like several Latins who preceded him, Ambrose cites key scriptures that play on
the invisible-visible dynamic, making critical the status of the Son as divine revealer.’
This chapter shows Ambrose hard at work arguing against two strands of non-Nicene

exegetical theology.* Ambrose’s Trinitarian polemic is first aimed at those who profess

' Ambr. Symb. 4 (CSEL 73: 6). Si fuit uisibilis in carne, caro illa fuit uisibilis, non diuinitas, fuit
passibilis caro, non diuinitas. A scholarly cloud of unknowing once hovered above the Symb ; its
authorship was disputed, and the text was initially not attributed to Ambrose. This cloud has lifted, and the
work is typically assumed to be of Ambrosian authorship, even if it has been neglected in secondary
literature. The Explanatio is undated but bears immediate resemblance to De mysteriis and De sacramentis,
works typically dated ca. 390 CE. See Richard Hugh Connolly, The Explanatio Symboli Ad Initiandos,
Texts and Studies, Contributions to Biblical and Patristic Literature 10 (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1952), 28-39. Connolly notes similarities in vocabulary between the Explanatio symboli and De
sacramentis, De fide, and Hexaemeron (among others). Most significant for our purposes is that Connolly
draws attention to Ambrose’s use of operatio, uoluntas, maiestas. Connolly finally suggests that language
of the symboli in the texts surrounding the Basilica Controversy (noted later in this chapter) “gives the
setting” for the work and that “it is tempting to imagine that it was on this very occasion—a stormy one, as
the letter [Ep. 76] shows—that our Explanatio was delivered” (39). If Connolly is correct, and the Basilica
Controversy is the context, then the Symb. would be dated 385/6 CE.

2 See Michel René Barnes, “Latin Trinitarian Theology,” 70-84, at 73-75, 80. Barnes maintains
that the doctrine of unity of power/operations is arguably more foundational to Latin Trinitarian theology
than substance/person language. Cf. Bracht, “Product or Foundation?,” 14-31. Bracht makes the point that
Hippolytus’ Against Noetus and Tertullian’s Against Praexus, both anti-monarchian polemics, provided a
foundational reflection for Latin Trinitarian theology, however, he overemphasizes the importance of
persona language as the driving impetus in Latin theology at this time.

3 E.g.,John 10:30, 10:38, 14: 9—-11; Romans 1:20; 1 Corinithians 1:24; 2 Corinthians 4:18;
Colossians 1:13—-15; Hebrews 1:3.

4 See Williams, “Monarchianism and Photinus of Sirmium as the Persistent Heretical Face of the
Fourth Century,” 203—4. Willams notes three non-Nicene theologies that are the focus of Ambrose’s
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multiple powers in the Trinity. Their argument runs as follows: Since the true God is
invisible and is endowed with a divine power, and since the visible Jesus claims to be
God and is presumably endowed with a divine power, then we must conclude that
multiple powers exist in the Trinity. Ambrose also fends off those who say that there is
no consubstantial relationship between the Father and Son. To these two challenges,
Ambrose offers variations of a single-power theology. By “power” Ambrose means
something along the lines of, as Michel Barnes has put it, “the intrinsic capacity of a
nature to affect, insofar as that nature is what it is and exists.””> Power, in sum, names a
general capacity to act.

As mentioned in the last chapter, homoian theologians exegeted certain texts to
consider the relationship of the Father and Son. To counter homoian exegetes, Nicene
supporters reinterpreted those same texts to argue for the shared divinity (power,
substance, etc.) of Father and Son. In the extant fragments of homoian bishops,
distinction between Father and Son is a live question, reiterated in terms of invisibility
and visibility. One of Ambrose’s main theological interlocutors, Palladius of Rartiaria,’
refuted, condemned, and deposed after their interactions at the Council of Aquileia in 381
CE, promotes a distinction between Father and Son driven by the Son’s visibility. In a

passage indicative of homoian theology, Palladius writes:

polemic: Sabellian, Photinian, and Arian. In Ambrose’s description, Sabellius confused the Father and the
Word; Photinus held that the Son’s first appearance was in Mary’s womb; and Arius promoted multiple
powers in God.

> Barnes, Power of God, 171. Barnes locates the roots of this conception of dunamis in pre-
Platonic philosophy and he emphasizes that dunamis, in that context, was “causal” (52-54).

% For more on Palladius and the Basilica Controversy, see Neil McLynn, Ambrose of Milan:
Church and Court in a Christian Capital (Berkeley, CA: Univeristy of California Press, 1994), 188-96; D.
H. Williams, Ambrose of Milan and the End of the Nicene-Arian Conflicts (Oxford: Clarendon Press,
1995), 84-87; Meslin, Les Ariens d’Occident 335-430,111-34.
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There is the question of whether the Son is the invisible God. It has been said to
you that the Father: “No man has ever seen, nor can see him” (1 Tim. 6:16); and
similarly, “The invisible, immortal, only God” (1 Tim. 1:17); and “No one has
seen God and lived” (Ex. 33:20); and again “No one has ever seen God, the only-
begotten has made him known, who is in the bosom of the Father” (Jn. 1:18). But
about the Son it is said, “We have seen his glory, glory as of the only-begotten
from the Father” (Jn. 1:14); and “God appeared to Abraham by the oak of
Mamre” (Gen. 18.1); and then there is the episode with the blind man, who said,
“Who is the Son of God, that I may believe in him?” and the Son of God himself
said in reply, “It is he whom you have seen, and to whom you are speaking” (Jn.
9:36-37).

Several controverted texts are on display here, fueling the problem Palladius sees with the
Jjuxtaposition of the Father’s invisibility and the Son’s visibility. Michel Barnes, rightly 1
think, makes this passage out to be something of a synecdoche for homoian theology in
the second half of the fourth century. From it, Barnes enumerates five theological
touchstones typical of homoian theology. 1. The true God is invisible. 2. The Son’s signal

feature is his visibility.* 3. Old Testament theophanies are to be understood as revelations

’ Cited in Barnes, “The Visible Christ and the Invisible Trinity,” 336-37. See “Fragments de
Palladius™ 106.340v (SC 267: 290-91). Rursus si Filius inuisibilis D[eu]s. Dictum est tibi scibtum esse de
Patre: ‘Quem uidit hominum nemo neque uidere potest’ (1 Tim. 6:16) item: ‘Inuisibili inmortali soli D[e]o’
(I Tim. 1:17), item: ‘Dfeu]m nemo uideuit et uiuet’ (Ex. 33:20) sed et adhuc: ‘Dfeu]m nemo uidit umquam,
unigenitus qui est in sinu Patris ipse enarrauit’ (Jn. 1:18) de Filio uero: ‘Et uidimus gloriam eius, gloriam
tamquam unigeniti a Patre’ (Jn. 1:14), item: ‘D[eu]s autem apparauit Abrahae [s]edenti ad ilicem
Manbrae’ (Gen. 18:1), item ei [q]ui cecus fuerat dicenti: ‘Quis est Filius D[e]i, ut creda[m] [i]n illum’
(Jn. 9:36), dictum esse ab ipso Fllio D[e]i: ‘Quem uidisti et qui loquitur tecu[m] [i]pse est’ (Jn. 9:37).
Ayres, Nicaea and Its Legacy,265-67, explores Ambrose’s interaction with Palladius and Secundianus as
indicative of the sustained presence of homoian theology in the second-half of the fourth century.

8 See e.g., Ambr. Symb. 4 (CSEL 73: 6-7), where Ambrose characterizes the “Arians” as those
who, misinterpreting anti-Sabellian formulas in Milan’s creed, “judge the omnipotent Father as invisible
and impassible . . . so that they might designate the Son as visible and passible.” In his (and the only)
English translation, Richard Connolly notes that “the text here is very compressed and the sense obscure. . .
. [T]he text is not certain. . . . The reference to the Symbol of the Roman Church seems to imply that
whereas ‘we’ (at Milan?) profess to follow the Roman text, by departing from it and adding ‘invisible and
impassible’ after the mention of the Father we should lay ourselves open to the charge of asserting that the
Son, in his divine nature, is visible and passible; and they would then say ‘You see, they have the Symbol
thus’, in order that they might describe the Son as visible and passible.” See Connolly, The Explanatio
Symboli Ad Initiandos, 22n1. Cf. Ambr. Fid. 2.3.33 (CSEL 78: 68). While Ambrose initially groups
heretics under the umbrella of promoting potestates plures of God, he distinguishes in this passage the
Sabellians, who “confound the Father and the Son,” on the one hand, and the Arians, “who sever the Father
from the Son” (patrem filiumque secernens), on the other. In clear opposition, Ambrose offers an
affirmation of the distinctiveness of the two persons and avows their unified divinity. Cf. Harnack, History
of Dogma, 3: 79-80: “The Western Fathers and opponents of heretics from the middle of the fourth century
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of the Son. 4. The Son’s visibility is also found in the New Testament. 5. This theology is
expressed as exegesis.” Each of these five touchstones points, in unique ways, to the
critical role of the visibility of the Son in determining his relationship to the true (read:
invisible) God. To explicate the relationship of the Father and Son, Ambrose follows the
polemical path of his forebears, returning again and again to the key scriptural texts in
question. And so, similar to what we have observed in the antecedent Latin tradition,
Ambrose reexegetes those same texts for Nicene ends: the Father and the Son are said to
share in a single, invisible power (uirtus, potestas), evidenced and discerned by a “unity
of operation” (unitas operationis). "°

Distinctive of fourth-century pro-Nicene authors is the assumption that power
functions, according to Barnes, as “the same kind of title as ‘eternal’ or ‘good’ or
‘omnipotent’: whatever is this, is God. Since the Son has the same power as the Father,
the Son is God as the Father is God.”"' This assumption, for Barnes, helps parse out
differences between neo-Nicene and pro-Nicene. He writes: “Distinguishing features of
the two forms of ‘Nicene’ theology include: (1) neo-Nicene theology identifies the Son as

the single, proper ‘Power’ of God, while pro-Nicene theology understands the Father and

speak not infrequently of Monarchians—Sabellians; but they, as a rule have simply copied Greek sources,
from which they have transferred the confusion that prevailed among the Greek representatives of
Sabellianism, and to a still greater extent, we must admit, among the historians who were hostile to it.” In
his footnote, Harnack names Ambrose: “Whether Ambrosius or Ambrosiaster refer . . . to Roman or say
Western Monarchians living in their time is at least questionable” (3: 79, n.1).

? See Barnes, “The Visible Christ and the Invisible Trinity,” 337.

1% As will be noted throughout, substance (substantia) and divinity (diuinitas) are also significant
points of unity between the Father and the Son. The phrase “unity of operation” recurs in Ambrose’s
corpus, and it will be discussed in the final section of the present chapter. See, for instance, the
dissertation’s organizing text, Luc. 1.7 (CSEL 32/4: 14—-15), mentioned in the Introduction and later in this
chapter.

' Barnes, Power of God, 169-72, at 170.
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Son to share the ‘Power’ of God, and thus to share the same nature; and (2) neo-Nicene
theology is not engaged in the debate over John 5:19, while pro-Nicene is.” Lewis Ayres
specifies Barnes’ definition of pro-Nicene by enumerating three principles: (1) a
distinction between person and nature (“whatever is predicated of the divine nature is
predicated of the three persons equally and understood to be one”) (2) eternal generation
of the Son occurring within the unified and unknowable divinity and; (3) a doctrine of
inseparable operations.'?

Scholars have picked up on the pivotal role power plays in fourth-century
theology. The last century has given us a number of accounts of “neo-Nicene” theology
and, increasingly and more recently, “pro-Nicene” theology. In particular, there has been
debate as to what precisely constitutes “neo-Nicene” theology. Largely continental, this
debate, as Ayres points out, has been conceived on Harnack’s terms (i.e., over
Athanasius’s unity and the Cappadocians’ diversity as the nexus of primary
development). “If up till now [381],” Harnack writes, “orthodox faith had meant the
recognition of a mysterious plurality in the substantial unity of the Godhead, it was now
made permissible to turn the unity into a mystery, i.e., to reduce it to equality and to
make the threefoldness the starting-point. . . . The unity of the Godhead, as the
Cappadocians conceived of it, was not the same as the unity which Athanasius had in

mlnd 9913

> Ayres, Nicaea and Its Legacy, 236-40, at 236. As will become apparent in this chapter’s final
section, I am loathe to use the phrase “doctrine of inseparable operations,” even while Ambrose will
describe unified operation between the Father and Son as “inseparable.”

' Adolf von Harnack, History of Dogma, 4: 80~101, at 84-85.
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If we expect a technical power vocabulary to match Ambrose’s specific
references to power, we will be left disappointed. Ambrose’s power terminology is
varied: he freely mixes potestas (and cognates) and uirtus (and cognates), and no real
distinction exists between them in his works.'* With whichever term, Ambrose concludes
repeatedly that there is to be one power in God and that the Trinitarian persons are
somehow unified in that power. For his defense, Ambrose trades in logic typical of what
scholars have called “neo-Nicene” and “pro-Nicene” theologies.”” Neo-Nicene
theologians like Athanasius, Phoebadius of Agen, and Gregory of Elvira call the Son
himself the “Power of God.” Since there is only one true Son, it follows that there could
be only one power in God. Pro-Nicene theologians like Didymus the Blind and the
Cappadocians assign to divine power roughly the same place as substance in their
discourse on unity and distinction in the Godhead and assert that the Father and Son share
one power. Ambrose’s simultaneous use of both neo- and pro-Nicene lines suggests their
complementary characters. Ambrose defends the eternality of Christ with reference to

both Romans 1:20 (“For the invisible things of God are clearly seen, being understood by

' Ambrose’s De fide book 1 is a concentrated example of this free mixing of technical terms. For
references to potestas, see Fid. 1.1.6—7 (CSEL 78: 6-7),1.1.9 (CSEL 78: 7), 1.1.10 (CSEL 78: 8), 1.3.19
(CSEL 78:11),1.4.33 (CSEL 78: 16), 1.12.76 (CSEL 78: 33), 1.13.85 (CSEL 78: 37), 1.16.106 (CSEL 78:
45-46),1.17.112 (CSEL 78: 48), 1.17.117 (CSEL 78: 50). For references to uirtus, see Fid. 1.2.13 (CSEL
78:9),1.2.16 (CSEL 78: 9-10), 1.2.17 (CSEL 78: 10), 1.5.39 (CSEL 78: 17), 1.7.49-50 (CSEL 78: 21-22),
1.8.57 (CSEL 78: 25),1.10.62 (CSEL 78: 27), 1.10.67 (CSEL 78: 29), 1.11.68 (CSEL 78: 29-30), 1.17.112
(CSEL 78: 48). This instances notwithstanding, Ambrose typically uses uirtus to speak about moral
excellence. See, e.g., Abr. 2.6.33 (CSEL 32/1: 590): denique ut Abraham humilius, qui electionem optulit,
ita Loth insolentius, qui electionem usurpauit—uirtus se humiliat, extollit autem se iniquitas—qui se debuit
committere maturiori, ut esset tutior, denique eligere nesciuit. nam primo leuauit oculos et regionem
conspexit, hoc est illam rem, quae non esset prima ordine, sed tertia, hoc est nouissima. prima sunt enim
quae sunt animae bona, secunda quae corporis, id est salus uirtus pulchritudo formae gratia, tertia sunt
quae accidunt, hoc est diuitiae potestates patria amici gloria.

1% See Barnes, Power of God, 169-72; Ayres, Nicaea and Its Legacy, 236-40.
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the things that are made, even his everlasting power and divinity”)'® and 1 Corinthians
1:24 (“‘unto them who are called, both Jews and Greeks, Christ, the power of God and
wisdom of God”),"” with both single-power theologies in his corner:
Hear now another argument from which he makes clear the eternity of the Son.
The apostle says that “God’s power and divinity are eternal” (Rom. 1:20).
However, Christ is the power of God, for it is written “Christ is the power of God
and the wisdom of God” (1 Cor. 1:24). Therefore if Christ is the power of God,
since the power of God is eternal, then Christ is also eternal.'®
Ambrose, in line with neo-Nicene convictions, labels Christ the uirtus dei. Since this
power is eternal and since Christ is identical to this power, so Christ is eternal.
The pro-Nicene position is indebted to and builds upon its neo-Nicene antecedent
with special reference to John 5:19 (“The Son can do nothing of himself, but only that

which he has seen the Father doing”).lg As we saw above, Ambrose has no problem

labeling Christ the “wisdom and power of God”*° —reminiscent of neo-Nicene exegesis.”'

16 Apart from Myst. 3.8 (CSEL 73: 91) and Fug. 3.14 (CSEL 32/2: 174), Ambrose rarely cites the
entire verse. He uses it in two ways. The first highlights the “invisible things of God” in light of divine
revelation. See, e.g., Luc. 1.7 (CSEL 32/4: 15): inuisibilia enim eius per ea quae facta sunt intellecta
conspiciuntur. The second straightforwardly references God’s “everlasting power and divinity,” for
example, at Fid. 1.10.62 (CSEL 78: 27).

17 See Luc. 6.33 (CSEL 32/4: 245). Ipsis uero uocatis, ludaeis atque Graecis, Christum dei
uirtutem et dei sapientiam.

' Ambr. Fid. 1.10.62 (CSEL 78: 27). Accipe aliud, quo clareat filium sempiternum. Apostolus
dicit quod dei sempiterna uirtus sit adque diuinitas. Virtus autem dei Christus; scriptum est enim Christum
esse dei uirtutem et dei sapientiam. Ergo si Christus dei uirtus, quia uirtus dei sempiterna, sempiternus
igitur et Christus. See “Fragments de Palladius” 102-4.340r (SC 267: 288-89), where Palladius uses both
Romans 1:20 and 1 Corinthians 1:24 in addition to Colossians 1:15.

' Non potest filius a se facere quicquam nisi quod uiderit facientem patrem. Almost all of
Ambrose’s references to this verse are in De fide. For the most extensive treatment, see e.g., Fid. 4.4.38—
4447 (CSEL 78: 170-73) and 4.5.63-4.6.71 (CSEL 78: 178-81). Ambrose’s preoccupation with John
5:19 is undoubtedly more acute in the later books of De fide, written after the first two books. I discuss the
shift in Ambrose’s terminology and seeming familiarity with homoian theology later in this chapter.
Dispute over the meaning of John 5:19 can be found in “Fragments de Palladius” 81-82.336r (SC 267:
264-67).

% The two most common occasions for this neo-Nicene line of exegesis are when Ambrose
references either Romans 1:20 (“the invisible things of God from the creation of the world are clearly seen,
being understood by the things which are made, even his eternal power and divinity”) or 1 Corinthians 1:24
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Still, his neo-Nicene exegesis is buttressed by a largely pro-Nicene theology, arguing that
the Father and Son share a common invisible power seen whenever the Son acts. While
the distinction between neo- and pro-Nicene power theologies might seem oblique, even
tangential, I rehearse it precisely because it will come up in later discussions of what
precisely the Son reveals through his works. For Ambrose, as we will see, the Son and
Father are united in a single, invisible power, and the visible works of the Son reveal that
unity of power and prove the Son’s divinity.

The present chapter proceeds in four sections. The first reconstructs how Ambrose
thinks the invisible is revealed by means of the visible. To that end, I analyze Ambrose’s
descriptions of the process of sight elucidated in his explanation of the baptismal ritual.
The second section shows how this visual logic is operative in Ambrose’s claims of
seeing the Father in the Son. The third section locates the opponents’ positions against
which Ambrose directs his Trinitarian polemic and explores how he argues against claims
to both multiple divine powers and bodily Trinitarian unity. Scriptural statements of
divine invisibility and visibility form the theological scaffolding for this polemic. The
fourth and final section explores what Ambrose thinks we see when we see divine works.
Here, I foreground how themes of visibility and sight motivate Ambrose’s discussions of

the unity of divine operations and power that obtains between the Father and Son.

([...] “Christ, the power of God and wisdom of God”). For examples of the former, see Ambr. Fid.5.8.112
(CSEL 78:258) and 5.13.165 (CSEL 78: 275). For an example of the latter, see Ambr. Fid. 1.2.16 (CSEL
78: 10). For a rare neo-Nicene gloss of John 14:6, see Fid. 3.7.50 (CSEL 78: 126), where “the way (i.e.,
Jesus)” is called the “power of God” (dei uirtus).

2'E.g., Athan. Ar. 1.11. “[...] turning to the Greeks, [Paul] has said, ‘The visible things of Him
from the creation of the world are clearly seen, being understood by the things that are made, even his
eternal power and Godhead.” And what the power of God is, he teaches us elsewhere himself, ‘Christ the
power of God and the wisdom of God’ (1 Cor. 1:24). Surely in these words he does not designate the
Father, as you often whisper to one another, affirming that the Father is ‘his eternal power’ (Rom. 1:20).
This is not so; for he says not, ‘God himself is the power,” but ‘his is the power.” Very plain is it to all that
‘his’ is not ‘he;’ yet not something alien but rather proper to him.”
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Ambrose on Seeing in spiritu

The bulk of this chapter argues that, for Ambrose, the Son is seen, and that in
being seen, Son shows us something of the invisible divine nature. It is beneficial to first
show how Ambrose thinks human beings see things of God “in the Spirit” (in spiritu).”
Ambrose’s argument is seemingly straightforward: we understand invisible, metaphysical
realities by means of the visible. He makes his case by attending to two complementary
registers. The first deals with the invisible principle from which springs a given act. We
might imagine such a register noting the weight of seeing for discerning the unseen
impulses of a given action (for example, power, love, fear, knowledge of the good, etc.).”
The second register is distinctly eschatological and concerns itself with how seeing can
pick up eternal significance. When writing in these ways, Ambrose will often identify an
epistemic distance between the things we see now (in a mirror dimly) and the things we
will see (face-to-face) (see 1 Cor. 13:12). This present section shows how these two
registers implicate one another, tracing how Ambrose’s distinct scriptural reasoning holds
them together.

Since Ambrose believes that human beings harbor unseen powers moving them to
act and are destined to realities beyond their current state, he deduces that human beings
have a general proclivity toward unseen realities. For Ambrose, this proclivity is plain

because of the ways we see in general and the ways we see things of the Church and of

22 Ambr. Luc. 1.6 (CSEL 32/4: 13).

> 1 see this register akin to Ambrose’s debts to Latin rhetorical traditions, which themselves
depend on both physiognomy (judging moral character off appearance and action) and Stoic action theory.
I will explore these debts in more detail in Chapter Four.
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faith in particular. The logic of seeing that draws us into unseen realities permeates
Ambrose’s writings. For instance, Ambrose’s opening chapters in On the Mysteries (ca.
390) describe baptism as both a visible act and an invisible reality; Ambrose calls the
latter the “very reason of the sacraments” (ipsam rationem sacramentorum).”* Explaining
the “reason” behind baptism forces Ambrose to reconstruct the tangible, step-by-step
logistics of the rite; each step is an intentional expression of an unseen reality.”

Craig Satterlee helpfully indicates that explaining the rite would have been critical
to the baptized, recent or otherwise. The aim, in sum, was “to have a persuasive,
enlightening, deepening effect on the hearers’ understanding of the Church’s rites of
initiation that leads them to live in the different, new dimension that is the Christian
life.”*® Keep in mind, the demand for mystagogy — the formation of the newly initiated in
the Church’s mysteries —was, in large part, meant to address the shifting religious-

political landscape of the fourth century. With the Empire and its leaders tolerating, and

* Ambr. Myst. 1.2 (CSEL 73: 89). Other secondary treatments consider Ambrose’s De mysteriis
and De sacramentis as critical for understanding his theology. See Christoph Jakob, “Arkandisziplin”,
Allegorese, Mystagogie: Ein neuer Zugang zur Theologie des Ambrosius von Mailand, Athendums
Monografien: Theologie Theophaneia 32 (Frankfurt am Main: Hain, 1990); Craig Alan Satterlee, Ambrose
of Milan’s Method of Mystagogical Preaching (Collegville, MN: Liturgical Press, 2002), 1-7; and recently,
Smith, Christian Grace and Pagan Virtue, 74—123. Cf. McLynn, Ambrose of Milan, 238, n.67. McLynn
argues that “Much work on the relationship between Ambrose’s treatises and their homiletic core is vitiated
by excessive use of his two baptismal works . . . as a control.”

» See Joseph Martos, Deconstructing Sacramental Theology and Reconstructing Catholic Ritual
(Eugene, OR: Wipf & Stock, 2015), 124-29. Martos discusses Ambrose as one who initiated the shift from
“metaphorical description” of the sacraments to a “metaphysical explanation” (at 124). Martos also labels
Ambrose “mechanical” in his thinking, by which he means, that “anyone who believes and is baptized will
be saved” (at 126). Ambrose displays such “mechanical thinking” in Myst. 3.8 (CSEL 73: 91-92; cited
below) and his thought is supposedly in contrast to that of Cyril of Alexandria and Gregory of Nyssa.

% Satterlee, Ambrose of Milan’s Method of Mystagogical Preaching, 2. There is no shortage of
literature on Ambrose’s mystagogical preaching, and much of this literature references something of a shift
in perception, seeing, or sight as critical to Ambrose’s motivation. See Edward Yarnold, “The Ceremonies
of Inititation in the De Sacramentis and De mysteriis of St. Ambrose,” SP 10, ed. F. L. Cross (Berlin:
Akademie-Verlag, 1970), 453-63; Giampietro Francesconi, Storia e simbolo: “Mysterium in figura : la
simbolica storico-sacramentale nel linguaggio e nella teologia di Ambrogio di Milano (Brescia:
Morcelliana, 1981).
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even embracing, Christianity, churches became flooded with people nominally familiar
with, but ultimately untrained in, the faith. Mystagogy served as a doctrinal life raft that
kept neophytes afloat, pointing out holy things previously obscured by public spectacle.”
Maria Doerfler too has highlighted the importance of “seeing” in the late-antique
Latin West, given Christianity’s newly assumed political role. With the Church acquiring
and learning to wield such public clout, Doerfler contends that a “kind of double- and
triple-vision” was demanded of churchgoers at this time. “Before their eyes, a
government official could turn bishop, the threatening heights of his judgment seat
converted into the spiritual elevation of the episcopal chair.”*® Ambrose, a proconsul
turned bishop of the functional capitol of the Western Empire, was a case in point.”’

Because of the acclamation by which he was chosen for the episcopacy in the age of an

*” For an exploration of late-ancient spectacle and theater in preaching, see Blake Leyerle,
Theatrical Shows and Ascetic Lives: John Chrysostom’s Attack on Spiritual Marriage (Berkeley:
University of California Press, 2001), at 13—41 for an overview of the role of theater and 20-31 for the
theater’s educational force for literate and illiterate alike. For an example of Ambrose’s critique of
spectacle see, Psal. 118 5.28 (CSEL 62: 97): Auertamus igitur oculos nostros a uanitatibus, ne, quod
oculus uiderit, animus concupiscat; mystica enim differamus interim.utinam hac interpretatione possimus
reuocare ad diuersa circensium ludorum atque theatralium spectacula festinantes! Vanitas est illa quam
cernis. pantomimum aspicis, uanitas est; luctatores aspicis, uanitas est, quia cernis eos de uiridibus
frondibus luctantes habere coronas; illi enim ueri sunt luctatores, qui aduersum huius saeculi luctantur
inlecebras et non capit oculos suos palaestra embrorum. Equos currentes aspicis, uanitas est, quia uane
currunt qui ascendentem saluare non possunt. Denique recursus ipse te doceat, quia uane currunt qui non
directum conficiunt iter, obliuiscentes superiora et ea quae posteriora sunt adpetentes.

¥ Maria Doerfler, “Law and Order: Monastic Formation, Episcopal Authority, and Conceptions of
Justice in Late Antiquity” (PhD Dissertation, Duke University, 2013), 322-23.

* A proconsul during late antiquity was functionally a provincial governor with authority over a
particular region. In Ambrose’s case, he was proconsul of Emilia and Liguria, modern-day northern Italy.
For the role of a Roman proconsul generally, see J. B. Rives, Religion and Authority in Roman Carthage:
From Augustus to Constantine (Oxford: Clarendon, 1995), 76-85. Rives notes that, though broad, the
wideranging duties of the proconsul were concerned with the “administration of justice and the supervision
of towns” (77). The proconsul was the liason between Rome and local elites. Rives also comments that the
religious role of the proconsul was, like the emperor, “to lend prestige and to heighten the identification
with Rome rather than from any particular religious authority” (at 83). See also Jill Harries, “Triple Vision:
Ulpian of Tyre on the Duties of the Proconsul,” in Roman Rule in Greek and Latin Writing: Double Vision,
ed. Jesper Majbom Madsen and Roger Rees (Leiden; Boston: Brill, 2014), 193-209, at 194-99.
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imperially-supported Church, citizens—the new laity —had to be trained to “see” him not
as governor, but as bishop and pastor. Doerfler continues,

Teaching others to see was, after all, one of [the Christian clergy’s] great

preoccupations, in large part because of most Christians’ manifest inability to

discern what they ought to have been able to recognize “naturally” and

“instinctively.” . . . [The preachers told them] what they ought to have seen, re-

visioning the events in their full spiritual complexity on their audiences’ behalf,

and in the process re-inscribing the latter’s experiences through their narration.”
For Doerfler, “seeing” became important during the fourth century CE in ways
unimagined in times prior. “Natural” or “instinctive” seeing, Doerfler indicates, thus
became an effective pedagogical site for the sake of educating the faithful and buttressing
the institution of the Church.

Satterlee and Doerfler emphasize in discrete ways the importance of seeing for the
constitution of the late-antique church. For Satterlee, seeing deepened Ambrose’s
homelitical teaching, enriching the messages of the gospel for those with ears to hear. For
Doerfler, the importance of multivalent seeing arose out of cultural, rather than explicitly
theological, necessity.”' Because of the shifting religious-political landscape, clergy were
forced to adapt, to learn to educate their congregations in new ways of seeing.

Since sight itself was multivalent,” seeing with “corporeal eyes” was one thing;

seeing with the eyes of faith was another—since “those things which are not seen are

* Doerfler, “Law and Order,” 326-27. Emphasis in original.

! See Doerfler, “Law and Order,” 187: “[...] biblical interpretation is thus a strand of judicial and
ethical reasoning that runs alongside that of philosophically-informed reasoning. The conjunction of the
two lines of argument is, in many regards, as old as the Christian religion, or at least as old as its Scriptures,
and the development of legal reasoning and means of arbitration for communal disputes was among its
authors’ first tasks.”

2 Ambrose is not unique in this. See Mariette Canévet, “Sens spirituel,” in Les sens spirituels:
sens spirituel, gout spirituel, toucher, touches, gourmandise spirituelle, luxure spirituelle, Dictionnaire de
spiritualité 15 (Paris: Editions Beauchesne, 1993), 3—41. Origen, on whom Ambrose relied, writes of
“spiritual senses” often. See Karl Rahner, “Le début d'une doctrine des cing sens spirituels chez Origene,”
Revue d'ascétique et de mystique 13 (1932): 113-45; John M. Dillon, “Aisthésis Noété: A Doctrine of
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much greater than those which are.””* Ambrose has multiple ways of describing such
seeing: “through the eyes of the spirit” (per oculis spiritualibus)™, “by the eyes of the
soul” (oculis animae)™, or by “the eyes of the heart” (oculi cordis).”® All these
descriptions express the spiritual sense of seeing. This spiritual sense, Georgia Frank
maintains, “stood for a variety of mental images and visual processes taught to new
Christians as a way to prepare them to receive the eucharistic bread and wine. Without
erasing the evidence of the physical sense, these visual strategies generated a host of
mental images . . . [N]eophytes were taught to look closer at the liturgy unfolding.””’

Participating in the sacraments allowed one to peer behind the veil hiding a world

unimagined. “Sight” thus functioned as an activity constitutive of the Church. And

Spiritual Senses in Origen and Plotinus,” in Hellenica et Judaica: Hommage a Valentin Nikiprowetzky, eds.
A. Caquot, M. Hadas-Lebel, and J. Riaud (Leuven: Peeters, 1986), 443—55. See too Clement, Strom. 5.4
(SC 278: 56-67).

3 Ambr. Sacr. 1.3.10 (CSEL 73: 20). See Ambr. Spir. 3.12.87 (CSEL 79: 186): Nempe hanc
claritatem uiderunt apostoli, cum dominus lesus diuinitatis suae luce in monte fulgeret. Viderunt, inquit,
apostoli et in faciem prociderunt. Putas ne illos, uel cum prociderent, adorasse, cum fulgorem divini
luminis corporalibus oculis sustinere non possent, et splendor lucis aeternae aciem visus mortalis
obduceret?

* Luc. 1.5 (CSEL 32/4: 13).
3 Psal. 118 1.11 (CSEL 62: 12).
* Parad. 6.33 (CSEL 32/1: 290).

7 Georgia Frank, ““Taste and See’: The Eucharist and the Eyes of Faith in the Fourth Century,”
Church History 70.4 (2001): 619-43. While Frank begins her analysis with Ambrose (and returns to him
throughout her article), she notes that “other catechists of Ambrose’s day [Cyril of Jerusalem, John
Chrysostom, and Theodore of Mopuestia] explored these sensory faultlines more fully” (620). See also
Kimberly Hope Belcher, Efficacious Engagement: Sacramental Participation in the Trinitarian Mystery
(Minneapolis: Liturgical Press, 2011), 27-28. Belcher’s brief mention of Ambrose owes to Georgia Frank
(“Taste and See”), highlighting that this style of preaching aimed at “cultural discipline that allowed their
auditors, through practice, to see the unseen” (28, emphasis original). See also Mary Carruthers, The Craft
of Thought: Meditation, Rhetoric, and the Making of Images, 400—1200, Cambridge Studies in Medieval
Literature 34 (Cambridge; New York: Cambridge University Press, 1998). Carruthers’s excellent and
wideranging work explores the rhetorical force and function of images in the construction of memory. I
have also benefited from Liz James and Ruth Webb, “*To Understand Ultimate Things and Enter Secret
Places’: Ekphrasis and Art in Byzantium,” Art History 14.1 (1991): 1-17. See also Liz James, “Color and
Meaning in Byzantium,” JECS 11.2 (2003): 223-33, who calls the use of ekphaseis “rhetorical and
experiential” (at 223).
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Ambrose understood his role as bishop, in large part, as requiring him to alter (or correct)
the content of his congregants’ seeing within a liturgical context.

When Ambrose recalls the baptismal rite to his listeners, he reminds them
continuously that the multiple movements within the rite indicate metaphysical realities.
The rite begins with “the mystery of the opening” (apertionis mysterium), whereby the
scene of the healing of a man deaf and mute from Mark 7:31-37 was reenacted by the
priest and the initiate.”® Ambrose touched the mouth of the baptized, quoting Jesus’
Aramaic imperative: “ephpheta” (“be opened”). The initiate was then led into a
“sanctuary of regeneration,” stripped naked, and anointed by the clergy with oil before a
threefold water baptism by immersion.

For Ambrose, the rite served as an index of deeper meaning, each component
symbolizing a metaphysical reality. He reminds his audience that the baptized were
ushered into the “holy of holies” and that they “saw the Levite, . . . the priest, . . . saw the
highest priest.”* Ambrose then sums up the dynamic between what was done and the
meaning behind it with a word of counsel: “Do not consider the figures of the bodies, but
the grace of their offices” (noli considerare corporum figuras sed ministeriorum

gratiam).* Ambrose redraws and rehearses this distinction between the tangible figura

3 Ambr. Myst. 1.3 (CSEL 73: 90). See also Symb. 1 (CSEL 73: 3). See also Smith, Christian
Grace and Pagan Virtue, 3-8, 70-123, at 79-80; Garry Wills, Font of Life: Ambrose, Augustine, and the
Mystery of Baptism (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2012), 108—10. Wills’s work seeks to reconstruct
Ambrose’s sacramental practice, especially with respect to the baptism of Augustine.

¥ Ambr. Myst. 2.6 (CSEL 73: 90).

0 Ambr. Myst. 2.6. See Psal.39.9 (CSEL 64/6: 218); Luc. 3.49 (CSEL 32/4: 136-37), where
Ambrose writes of Adam “preceding Christ in figure” (praecederet in figura). See also Baziel Maes, La loi
naturelle selon Ambroise de Milan (Presses de 1’Université Grégorienne: Rome, 1967), 111-12. Maes
briefly explicates Ambrose’s distinction between imago, figura, typus, and ueritas in explaining the
relationship of Christ to the law and prophets. See also Victor Saxer, “Figura corporis et sanguinis Domini:
Une formule eucharistique des premiers si¢cles chez Tertullien, Hippolyte et Ambroise,” Rivista di
archeologia cristiana 47 (1971): 65-89.
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and the unseen gratia throughout On the Mysteries, repeatedly referring to scriptural texts
to make the case that what is seen is only a sign, a temporal manifestation of a fuller
reality:

What have you seen? Water, certainly, but not this alone; the Levites (deacons)
ministering with it, the highest priest (bishop) questioning and consecrating. First
of all, the apostle taught you that “we are not to contemplate the things that are
seen, but the things that are not seen, for the things that are seen are temporal, but
the things that are not seen, eternal” (2 Cor. 4:18). For elsewhere you have “the
invisible things of God from the creation of the world are understood through the
things that have been made; his eternal power also and divinity” (Rom. 1:20) are
judged by his works. Therefore, too, the Lord himself says: “If you do not believe
me, at least believe my works” (Jn. 10:38). Believe therefore that the presence of
divinity is at hand there. You believe the work, do you not believe the presence?
From where does the work follow, unless the presence preceded it?*'

The passage utilizes the baptismal rite as an object lesson to explain the general dynamic
the Christian faith instills: visible things are temporary figures of eternal graces.
Ambrose’s reflection here begins with the sacramental rite; the various components —
water, the minister, etc.—are but figures of deeper realities. Ambrose’s scriptural
supports (2 Cor. 4:18, Rom. 1:20, Jn. 10:38) point to realities both unseen (motive

principle) and final (eschatological) that lay behind concrete action. For the remainder of

*! Ambr. Myst. 3.8 (CSEL 73: 91-92). quid uidisti? aquas utique, sed non solas: leuitas illis
ministrantes, summum sacerdotem interrogantem et consecrantem. primum omnium docuit te apostolus
non ea contemplanda nobis, quae uidentur, sed quae non uidentur, quoniam, quae uidentur, temporalia
sunt, quae autem non uidentur, aeterna. nam et alibi habes, quia inuisibilia dei a creatura mundi per ea,
quae facta sunt, conpraehenduntur, sempiterna quoque uirtus eius et divinitas operibus aestimatur. unde et
ipse dominus ait: si mihi non creditis, uel operibus credite. crede ergo diuinitatis illic adesse praesentiam.
operationem credis, non credis praesentiam? unde sequeretur operatio, nisi praecederet ante praesentia?
De mysteriis and De sacramentis are roughly contemporary works and cover much of the same theological
ground, presenting to neophytes reflection on the nature of the sacraments. De sacramentis offers a very
similar description of the act of baptism. See Ambr. Sacr. 1.3.10 (CSEL 73: 19-20). “You entered; you saw
water; you saw the priest; you saw the Levite. Lest someone say, ‘Is this all?” Yes, this is all, truly all,
where there is all innocence, where there is all piety, all grace, all sanctification. You have seen what you
were able to see with the eyes of your body, with human perception; you have not seen those things which
are effected but those which are seen. Those which are not seen are much greater than those which are seen,
‘For the things which are seen are temporal, but the things which are not seen are eternal’ (2 Cor. 4:18).”
See Smith, Christian Grace and Pagan Virtue, 148-57. Smith mentions how Ambrose juxtaposes the
Christian baptismal rite with the Jewish mysteries, identifying Ambrose’s language of uirtus with gratia
and how the use of similtudo functions within Ambrose’s baptismal theology.
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this section, I want to focus on the first two of these texts, 2 Corinthians 4:18 and
Romans 1:20. The next section will consider Ambrose’s use of John 10:38 and examine
how visual logic drives his Christology.

Ambrose’s persistent use of 2 Corinthians 4:18 (“We are not to contemplate the
things that are seen, but the things that are not seen, for the things that are seen are
temporal, but the things that are not seen, eternal”) helps him distinguish things temporal
from things eternal. For example, in his work On Abraham (ca. 387), Ambrose discusses
whether, when, and how Abraham saw God. He references 2 Corinthians 4:18 to signal
the goal of Abraham’s devotion: flight from the Chaldean teachings (things temporal) and
attention to “true religion” that considers things unseen, foremost of which is the invisible
God (things eternal). Abraham’s ability to see God, Ambrose concludes, results from
ceasing to look for God within the world (intra mundum), in things seen, and in shifting
his religious allegiance and becoming humble.* By renouncing the teachings of the
Chaldeans, Abraham “began to see God and to recognize God as God, by whose invisible
power (inuisibili uirtute) he perceived all things to be ruled and governed.”*

The goal of seeing things unseen, supported by 2 Corinthians 4:18, is applied to
the struggle for virtue in Ambrose’s treatise On the Good of Death (390 CE), as well.
When describing the process of divesting ourselves of pleasure and the subsequent need

for the soul’s eschatological flight, Ambrose writes: “We cannot comprehend such

*2 See Smith, Christian Grace and Pagan Virtue, 90-91, which argues that fides and deuotio for
Ambrose help determine the lasting value of things eternal, with special attention to Abraham.

* Ambr. Abr.2.3.9 (CSEL 32/1: 571). See also Abr. 2.8.46 (CSEL 32/1: 599-600): Intellegibilis
enim usia caelum est, uisibilis uel sensibilis substantia terra est. . . . Ex illa intellegibili substantia
theoreticae uitae induat altitudinem, spectans non illa quae uidentur, sed quae non uidentur, hoc est non
terrena, non corporalia, non praesentia, sed incorporalia aeterna calestia, de ista autem uisibili substantia
operatoriae atque ciuilis disciplinae capessat gratiam.
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heavenly truth with hands or eyes or ears, because ‘what is seen is temporal, but what is
not seen is eternal’ (2 Cor. 4:18). Indeed we are often deceived by sight (fallimur uisu)
and we see things for the most part other than they really are (aliter pleraque quam sunt
uidemus). . . . Let us contemplate, not what is seen, but what is unseen.”** East of Eden
our senses are not trustworthy guides; worldly pleasures and pursuits complicate our
contemplation of higher things unseen.” Ambrose always pulls a veil between where we
are and where we are going (or who we are and who we will be). To assume untroubled
access to things eternal by means of perfect vision and insight peddles counterfeit
confidence in our present state, as well as treating that which is seen, the temporal, as if it
were eternal.*® The verse in question (2 Cor. 4:18) functions in large part as a reminder of
the deceit the senses interject into our pursuits; for Ambrose, the verse reiterates the
eternal character of the final goal.”’

While 2 Corinthians 4:18 serves as an eternal check on our corporeal confidence,
Romans 1:20 (“For the invisible things of God are clearly seen, being understood by the
things that are made, even his everlasting power and divinity”) helps Ambrose argue for

seeing things unseen in contexts pertaining to both creation and Christology. In

Ambrose’s Hexaemeron the use of Romans 1:20 is understandably with reference to

* Ambr. Bon. mort. 3.10 (CSEL 32/1: 711).

5 See Ambr. Bon. mort. 5.16 (CSEL 32/1: 717-18), where Ambrose warns against the “snares”
(laquei) of the world and body.

46 See Ambr. Myst. 3.15 (CSEL 73: 95).

47 For other references to 2 Corinthians 4:18, see: Noe 20.72 (CSEL 32/1: 466); Ep.21.3 (CSEL
82/1: 154-55); Ep. 22.14-15 (CSEL 82/1: 166); Ep. 31.1 (CSEL 82/1: 216); Hex. 1.3.9 (CSEL 32/1: 8);
Off.2.10.52 (CCSL 15: 116),3.1.7 (CCSL 15: 155); Luc. 6.34 (CSEL 32/4: 246); Psal. 118 10.7 (CSEL
62: 206-7), 10.25 (CSEL 62: 219), where Ambrose asserts that “the image of the invisible God is not in
that which is seen but that which is unseen”; 18.41 (CSEL 62: 419), where Ambrose connects quae non
uidentur aeterna with Christ, who is described as non temporalis, sed ex patre ante tempora quasi deus
uerus dei filius et quasi uirtus semptierna supra tempora.
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creation: the intricacies and beauties of creation proclaim the “invisible majesty”
(inuisibilis maiestas) of its author.*® Elsewhere, however, Ambrose’s use of Romans 1:20
is most often Christological.*” When exegeting Luke 1:2—*“As they have delivered them
unto us, who from the beginning were eyewitnesses and ministers of the word”**’—
Ambrose writes generally about seeing God in or through Jesus as analogous to seeing
the Creator’s handiwork in or through creation. “I see Jesus, I see also the Father, when I
raise my eyes to heaven, I turn them to the seas, I turn them again to the land. ‘For the
invisible things of God are clearly seen, being understood by the things that are made’
(Rom. 1:20).”" This Christological use is more typical of Ambrose’s proof-texting,
which should become unsurprising given Asterius’ non-Nicene use of Romans 1:20
discussed later in the chapter.

Most of the Christological uses of Romans 1:20 are obvious borrowings of the
Pauline phrase, “the eternal power and divinity,” which Ambrose glosses as predicates of
Christ himself and therefore proof of Christ’s eternal nature.

Therefore we declare the Son to be “eternal Power” (Rom. 1:20). If, then, his

“power and divinity are eternal,” surely his potency is eternal also. Therefore, he

who diminishes the Son diminishes the Father; he offends piety and violates

charity. Let us honor the Son, “in whom the Father is well pleased,” for it has

pleased the Father that praise be given to the Son, “in whom He Himself is well
pleased” (Mt. 3:17, 17:5).*2

S Ambr. Hex. 2.4.15 (CSEL 32/1: 54). See also Hex. 1.4.16 (CSEL 32/1: 14); Psal. 118 2.33
(CSEL 62: 39-40).

4 See Ayres, “Remember You Are Catholic,” 63, at n.56.

%' See Ambr. Luc. 1.5 (CSEL 32/4: 12), where Ambrose first quotes the verse: Sicut tradiderunt
inquit nobis qui ab initio ipsi uiderunt et ministri fuerunt uerbi. Cf. Orig. Hom. Luc. 1.4-5 (SC 87: 104-7).
As noted in the introduction, Ambrose’s interpretation of this verse bears resemblance to Origen’s Homilies
on Luke. Still, Ambrose’s gloss is informed by homoian anxieties alien to Origen.

3t Ambr. Luc. 1.7 (CSEL 32/4: 14).

2 Ambr. Fid. 4.8.80 (CSEL 78: 184): Et ideo filium ‘sempiternam’ dicimus esse ‘uirtutem.’ Si
ergo ‘sempiterna eius uirtus adque diuinitas,” utique et potentia eius est sempiterna. Filio igitur qui
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Here, with recourse to a Christological reading of Romans 1:20, Ambrose offers a neo-
Nicene interpretation of the verse: the Son is the eternal Power of God, and thus to
dishonor the Son is to dishonor the Father. In fact, Ambrose’s Christological use of
Romans 1:20 is always neo-Nicene: the visible things of God tell of the Son as the single,

eternal, divine power.

“Whoever Has Seen Me Has Seen the Father”: Seeing the Father in the Son

We indicated in the previous section that to make his case that visible works are
signs of invisible realities, Ambrose references two Pauline texts (2 Cor. 4:18 and Rom.
1:20) in connection to the words of Jesus in John 10:38. In so doing, Ambrose offers his
audience a parallel construction of the contemplation of things unseen through things
seen. Just as the ritual elements of baptism point to deeper spiritual realities, so too do
things made (quae facta sunt) disclose the inuisibilia of God (even God’s “power and
divinity”). Still, by attaching 2 Corinthians 4:18 and Romans 1:20 to Jesus’ words in John
10:38, Ambrose is making a further point. Just as baptism is a visible index for invisible
realities, so are Jesus’ visible works (opera) indicative of, or “precede[d]” (praecederet)
by, his “presence of divinity” (diuinitatis praesentiam).” What follows further illumines

this logic and reveals how Jesus’ opera allow us to see the Father.

derogat, patri derogat, pietatem offendit, uiolat caritatem. Nos honorificemus filium, ‘in quo pater
conplacet; placet enim patri, ut laudetur filius, ‘in quo ipse conplacuit.” See also Fid.4.10.118 (CSEL 78:
199),5.13.164 (CSEL 78: 275).

3 Ambr. Myst. 3.8 (CSEL 73: 91-92).
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While Ambrose reflects repeatedly on the “works” (opera) of the Son throughout
his corpus, explicit quotation of John 10:38 is less common. Ambrose’s Flight from the
World 2.10 is an exception. “The power of God is an operational power,” Ambrose
writes. “Even if God is not seen, he is judged from his works, and his works reveal the
worker so that he who is not comprehended may be perceived. On this account also the
Lord says, ‘If you do not believe me, at least believe the works’ (Jn. 10:38).”>* Ambrose’s
use of John 10:38 drives his distinction between what is “perceived” (intellegatur) and
“comprehended” (conprehenditur), the latter more significant than the former. By
“perceive” (intellegatur), 1 take Ambrose to mean something straightforward like “see”
or “glimpse.” One need not “comprehend” something seen or perceived, however. So, by
“comprehend” (conprehenditur), I take Ambrose to be intimating something “grasped” or
“received into one’s mind.”” Jesus’ “works” (opera) function as our mode to perceive
something of God, while the full comprehension of the divine remains out of reach.

Ambrose will often adapt this visual logic when labeling Christ the true Image of
God. We see this logic on display, for instance, during the controversy over the Portian

Basilica between Nicenes and homoians in 385/6 CE.* When summoned to the imperial

> Ambr. Fug.2.10 (CSEL 32/2: 170). ergo operatoria uirtus dei. Etsi non uidetur, tamen ex suis
operibus aestimatur operatoremque opera sua produnt, ut intellegatur qui non conprehenditur. Unde et
dominus ait: ‘si mihi non creditis, uel operibus credite.” See Symb. 6 (CSEL 73: 9), where Ambrose
references Jn. 10:38 when explaining the Nicene formula’s line about Christian belief in the remission of
sins. In his Psal. 118 7.7 (CSEL 62: 131), Ambrose uses a similar collection of verbs for seeing and
comprehending: suscipitur (“accept”), intellegitur (“perceive with our understanding”), and conprehenditur
(“comprehend”).

35 Akin to Silius Ttalicus’ lines in Punica. See Sil. Pun. 3.406-8 (LCL 277: 144-45).

%% See Ambr. Ep. 76 (CSEL 82/3: 108-25). There is scholarly debate over two issues: first, which
basilica was demanded, the Portian or the Nova; and second, how many sieges took place. On the first of
these, see, e.g., Williams, Ambrose of Milan and the End of the Arian-Nicene Conflicts,214—15. On the
second, see Andrew Lenox-Conyngham, “The Topography of the Basilica Conflict of A.D. 385/6 in
Milan,” Historia: Zeitschrift fiir alte Geschichte 31.3 (1982): 353-63, at 354—6. See also Marcia L. Colish,
“Why the Portiana?: Reflections on the Milanese Basilica Crisis of 386,” JECS 10.3 (2002): 361-72.
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court, demanding he offer up the basilica, Ambrose refused and was subsequently held in
contempt of court. Outside the imperial palace, a mob of Ambrosian supporters coalesced
and forced the release of the bishop. The court relented, released Ambrose, and, for a
time, retracted the demand for the basilica. Several months later, the homoians gained
another foothold —official recognition as the Catholic faith.”” Several formal imperial
demands ensued to yield first the Portian and then the New Basilica. Ambrose again
refused, culminating in a sermon against the homoian Auxentius, Ambrose’s predecessor
as bishop and, though deceased, the ultimate catalyst behind the imperial demands.™
Near the end of his sermon, dated to Palm Sunday 386 CE, Ambrose addresses
the Basilica dispute by concatenating and reinterpreting a number of debated scriptural
texts to form a cohesive argument against homoian discontents.” He prefaces this part of
his sermon by comparing the “Arians” and “Jews” and contends that the former are much
worse than the latter because they are “willing to surrender to the Emperor the rights of

the Church.”® To make his case, Ambrose cites Matthew 22:18-21, where Jesus tells the

Colish notes that the Portiana sat outside of the city center, while the Basilica Nova was at the city’s center
and was the primary site of Ambrose’s ministry. At the time, these were the only two churches with
baptisteries, shedding further light on the homoian demand for control of the basilica around Easter.

7 See Williams, Ambrose of Milan and the End of the Arian-Nicene Conflicts, 212—13.
8 Ambr. Ep. 76a.17 (CSEL 82/3: 92).

% Paulinus, Vita Ambrosii 12,13, 20; Aug. Conf. 9.7 (CSEL 33: 208-9); Rufinus, Historia
ecclesiastica 2.15-16; Theodoret, Historia ecclesiastica 5.13; Socrates, Historia ecclesiastica 5.11;
Sozomen, Historia ecclesiastica 7.13. The secondary literature is voluminous. I am particularly indebted to
Williams, Ambrose of Milan and the End of the Arian-Nicene Conflicts, 210-17; Lenox-Conyngham, “The
Topography of the Basilica Conflict of A.D. 385/6 in Milan.”

% Ambr. Ep. 75231 (CSEL 82/3: 103). The sermon is often also titled Contra Auxentium. See
Mary Sheather, “Theory and Practice in Ambrose: De officiis and the Political Interventions of the Bishop
of Milan,” in Geoffrey Dunn and Wendy Mayer, eds. Christians Shaping Identity from the Roman Empire
to Byzantium: Studies Inspired by Pauline Allen (Leiden: Brill, 2015), 167-85, at 172-78. Recall too Fid.
5.9.116 (CSEL 78: 259-60), where Ambrose connects the Arians and Jews. On Ambrose’s literary
association of the heretics with the Jews, see Maria Doerfler, “Ambrose’s Jews: The Creation of Judaism
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Pharisees’ disciples and some of the Herodians to consider the impressed “image” on a
denarius in order to determine whether to pay a tax to Caesar.”' By asking to whom they
should render money and allegiance, these challengers of Jesus—these are Ambrose’s
“Jews” —sought to put Jesus to the test. Ambrose leveled the charge of betrayal against
the Arians, since they presented themselves as “following their author” (sequuntur
auctorem, that is, Arius) and were “liars” (perfidi) who failed to render to the Church that
to which it had a right, instead giving it to Caesar, that is, the emperor. The implied
conclusion is this: the “Arians” have surrendered to the emperor the very things of God—
in this case, the Basilica.

The Arians ostensibly take the place of the Pharisees and Herodians in Ambrose’s
sermon; they are the ones who try to put Jesus to the test by offering a denarius with a
faulty image on it, in hopes of securing the basilicas. Ambrose’s reply links the “image”
on the coin from Matthew 22:20 with both a Christological gloss of Genesis 1:26 and a
series of contested texts (e.g., Heb. 1:3; Jn. 14:9; Jn. 10:30).

But in the church I know of one image, that is the Image of the invisible God,

concerning whom God said: “Let us make man after our image and likeness”

(Gen. 1:26), that image about whom it is written, that Christ is the “splendor of

glory and the image of God’s substance” (Heb. 1:3). In this image, I discern the

Father, as the Lord Jesus himself said: “Whoever sees me sees the Father” (Jn.

14:9). For this image is not separated from the Father, for it taught me the unity of

the Trinity, saying, “I and the Father are one” (Jn. 10:30) and later, “All things

which the Father has are mine” (Jn. 16:15). And concerning the Holy Spirit, he

says that it is the spirit of Christ, and has received from Christ, as it is written,
“He shall receive from me and announce it to you” (Jn. 16:15).%

and Heterodox Christianity in Ambrose of Milan’s Expositio evangelii secundum Lucam,” Church History
80.4 (2011): 749-72.

1 See Ambr. Ep.76.19 (CSEL 82/3: 119), where Ambrose references Matthew 22:21 when
recalling the imperial demands to his sister, Marcellina.

2 Ambr. Ep. 75a2.32 (CSEL 82/3: 104).
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Ambrose’s logic is on full display: Jesus’ reference to the “image” on the coin triggers
consideration of the Image of God’s substance; seeing that Image constitutes seeing the
invisible Father, since the Father and his Image are united. The use of texts assembled for
anti-homoian polemic lends support to Ambrose’s claim that the Son is the true Image,
divine by his unity with the Father.

In a letter to a certain layman named Irenaeus concerning Christ as the true chief
good of humanity (summum bonum), Ambrose writes that Jesus is present as both the
“interior Image of God, the character of his substance . . . and as man” (adsum interior
imago dei, character substantiae, et adsum ut homo).*” The terms imago dei and
character substantiae with reference to Christ are adapted from Colossians 1:15% and
Hebrews 1:3%, respectively, and recur in Ambrose’s corpus. In accordance with a

traditional usage among Latin authors, Ambrose then implies the inscrutability of Christ’s

 Ambr. Ep. 11.8 (CSEL 82/1: 82).

% For Ambrose’s many uses of Colossians 1:15, see Aux. 32 (CSEL 82/3: 104); Ep. 1.22 (CSEL
82/1:14),5.4 (CSEL 82/1: 36),22.11 (CSEL 82/1: 164); Hex. 1.4.15 (CSEL 32/1: 13),1.5.19 (CSEL 32/1:
15-16),2.5.19 (CSEL 32/1: 57-58), Exc.2.109 (CSEL 73: 311-12); Fid. 1.7.48-49 (CSEL 78: 21-22),
5.2.34 (CSEL 78: 229),5.7.97 (CSEL 78: 251),5.11.138 (CSEL 78: 267), 5.17.219 (CSEL 78: 300),
5.19.228 (CSEL 78: 303-4); Incarn. 10.110 (CSEL 79: 277), 10.112 (CSEL 79: 278-79); Is. 5.48 (CSEL
32/1: 673); Luc.2.27 (CSEL 32/4: 55),2.94 (CSEL 32/4: 96), 3.49 (CSEL 32/4: 124),7.24 (CSEL 32/4:
292),7.232 (CSEL 32/4: 386), 10.49 (CSEL 32/4: 474); Paen. 1.9.41 (CSEL 73: 139), Parad. 5.26 (CSEL
32/1: 283); Psal. 118 3.20 (CSEL 62: 51-52), 10.16 (CSEL 62: 212), 19.28 (CSEL 62: 436); Psal. 43.90
(CSEL 64: 325),47.16 (CSEL 64: 356); Spir. 2.12.138 (CSEL 79: 140); Virg. 1.8.48 (PL 16: 202).

% For Ambrose’s many uses of Hebrews 1:3, see Aux. 32 (CSEL 82/3: 104); Hex. 2.6.19 (CSEL
32/1: 57),3.7.32 (CSEL 32/1: 80), 6.7.42 (CSEL 32/1: 234), Ex. uirg. 9.57 (PL 16: 353), Fid. 1.7.48
(CSEL 78:21), 1.13.79 (CSEL 78: 34),3.11.78-80 (CSEL 78: 137), 3.14.108 (CSEL 78: 147),3.16.135—
3.17.137 (CSEL 78: 156-57),4.2.23 (CSEL 78: 164),4.9.108 (CSEL 78: 195-96),4.10.134 (CSEL 78:
204-5),5.2.34 (CSEL 78: 229),5.7.97 (CSEL 78: 251), 5.8.104 (CSEL 78: 254-55),5.9.118 (CSEL 78:
260-61),5.11.138 (CSEL 78: 267),5.16.198 (CSEL 78: 291-92), 5.18.224 (CSEL 78: 302), 5.19.228
(CSEL 78: 303-4); Incar. 5.44 (CSEL 79: 246), 8.81 (CSEL 79: 265), 10.108-10.111(CSEL 79: 276-77);
Luc.2.12 (CSEL 32/4: 47-48); Psal. 118 19.38 (CSEL 62: 441); Psal. 35.22 (CSEL 64: 65), 38.24 (CSEL
64:202),40.35 (CSEL 64: 252-53),43.12 (CSEL 64: 270), 47.19 (CSEL 64: 358-59); Sacr. 6.1.1 (CSEL
73:72); Spir.2.12.138 (CSEL 79: 140); Vid. 5.31 (PL 16: 244); Virg. 1.8.46-48 (PL 16: 201-2),2.2.7 (PL
16: 209). See “Fragments de Palladius” 102.340r (SC 267: 288—89) and 134.346v (SC 260: 316-17). See
also also Frances M. Young, “Christological Ideas in the Greek Commentaries on the Epistle to the
Hebrews," JTS 20.1 (1969): 150-63; Rowan A. Greer, The Captain of Our Salvation: A Study in the
Patristic Exegesis of Hebrews (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1973).
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divine nature through a question amended from Jeremiah 17:9b: “But who knows me”
(sed quis cognoscit me)?*® Ambrose and his readers’ likely familiarity with the text
allows him both to omit the initial clause (Jer. 17:9a) “for he is man” (et homo est) and to
appoint the Son as the questioner, posing the inquiry.”’” Ambrose’s answer is particularly
enlightening: “For they see a man, but by his works they believe that he is beyond man
(sed operibus supra hominem crediderunt). Was he not as man when he wept over
Lazarus, and yet above man when he resuscitated him? Was he not as man when flogged,
and yet above man when he took away the sin of the whole world?”*® As the Image of
God, Jesus’ life and ministry, in other words, inevitably manifests the visible/invisible
dynamic: “For they see a man, but by his works they believe that he is beyond man” —an
allusion to John 10:38. Instances of Jesus’ perceived fragility, both emotional in the case
of Lazarus’ death and physical in the case of his own flogging, place the focus on the
visibility of the Son’s humanity. But Ambrose then proceeds to point to the invisible
transcendence manifested within each instance itself and acknowledged by faith, in
contrast to sight: the Son raised Lazarus to new life despite his deeply human emotion;

and only someone supra hominem could “take away the sins of the world.”

% See Tert. Marc. 3.7 (CSEL 47: 387); Comm. Apol. 370 (CCSL 128: 87); Cypr. Test. 2.10 (CSEL
3/1: 74).

57 For similar shorthand citation of Jeremiah 17:9, see Hier. Ier. 3.74 (CSEL 59: 210).

% Ambr. Ep. 11.8 (CSEL 82/1: 83). Sed quis cognoscit me? Hominem enim uiderunt, sed operibus
supra hominem crediderunt. An non ut homo, cum Lazarum fleret, et rursus supra hominem, com eum
resuscitart? An non ut homo, cum uapularet, et rursus supra hominem, cum totius mundi peccatum
tolleret? Ambrose references the latter portion of the verse a few times throughout his career, most often
citing it as: Et homo est et quis cognoscet eum? For these references, see Ep. 39.7 (CSEL 82/2: 31); Psal.
118 12.3 (CSEL 62: 253). Ambrose’s use of cognosco is most common in the Latin tradition (e.g.,
Tertullian, Cyprian, Lactantius). Far less common was the use of agnosco. For these instances, see Ambr.
Inst. 16.99 (PL 16: 329); Paen. 1.3.12 (CSEL 73: 125). Augustine picks up on the usage of agnosco in his
references to the verse.



89

For Ambrose, the Son’s opera offer their audience entrance into a mystery, not
unlike the sacrament of baptism. Opera, in other words, point beyond themselves to their
ultimate invisible realities. Since the works themselves demand further interpretation,
they constitute something of a divine pedagogy, which serves to train audiences to see
something beyond the seen works themselves. Such logic is operative in Ambrose’s
remarkable passage from the Exposition of the Gospel of Luke 1.7, first mentioned in my
Introduction.

What, then, is it to see God? I do not want you would not ask me. Ask the gospel,

ask the Lord himself; nay, hear him saying, “Philip, whoever has seen me has

seen the Father, who sent me. How do you say, “Show us the Father?” Do you not

believe that I am in the Father, and the Father is in me? (Jn. 14:9-10)” Certainly, a

body is not seen in a body, nor a spirit in a spirit, but the Father alone is seen in

the Son, or the Son is seen in the Father. For unlike are not seen in unlike; but

where there is unity of operation and of power, the Son is seen in the Father and

the Father in the Son. “For the works I do,” he says, “he also does” (Jn 5:19). In

the works Jesus is seen, and the Father is discerned in the Son’s works.*
Ambrose’s reasoning here is threefold. First, Ambrose maintains that seeing God
amounts to seeing the Father in the Son and the Son in the Father. Secondly, Ambrose
clarifies what sort of seeing takes place when the Father or Son is seen. Since the Son can
be said to image the Father, Ambrose must reiterate the precise relationship that obtains
between the Father and Son. With the statement “Certainly a body is not seen in a body,
nor a spirit in a spirit. . . . For unlike are not seen in unlike” Ambrose fends off non-

Nicene pitfalls that posit a corporeal indwelling of the divine persons. And as Ambrose

will argue, corporeal indwelling of the persons presupposes a dissimilarity of Son and

% Luc. 1.7 (CSEL 32/4: 14-15). Quid est ergo deum uidere? Nolo me interroges: euangelium
interroga, ipsum dominum interroga, immo dicentem audi: Philippe, qui me uidit uidit et patrem, qui me
misit. Quomodo tu dicis: ostende nobis patrem? Non credis quia ego in patre et pater in me est? Vtique non
corpus uidetur in corpore nec spiritus uidetur in spiritu, sed solus ille pater uidetur in filio aut iste filius
uidetur in patre; non enim dissimiles in dissimilibus uidentur, sed ubi unitas operationis est atque
uirtutis, et filius in patre et pater uidetur in filio. Quae ego inquit opera facio, et ille facit. In operibus
lesus uidetur, in operibus filii et pater cernitur. Emphasis added.
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Father. Thirdly, and finally, Ambrose claims that seeing the Father in the Son is only
possible if there is a “unity of operation and of power” (unitas operationis est atque
uirtutis), a statement which links this visual logic to the importance of seeing the works
of God.

This section has shown that the visual logic identified in Ambrose’s reflection on
the baptismal rite extends to his Christology. To that end, I argued that Ambrose makes
much of the Son’s works (opera) as indicators of his divinity, affording insights into the
Father. Commonly disputed texts, like Colossians 1:15 and Hebrews 1:3, further support
Ambrose’s point that the Son is the one who truly images the Father and reveals
something of God. In seeing the Son, in other words, we can be confident that we are

seeing the Father.

Divine Visibility, Multiple Powers, and Bodily Unity: Ambrose’s Pro-Nicene Polemic

Still, the contention that the Father is seen in the Son must be clarified. What is
the precise character of seeing that takes place when we see the Father in the Son? This
section analyzes how Ambrose’s pro-Nicene image theology, driven by visual logic, is
used to fend off his non-Nicene opponents. We can discern two main ways Ambrose
responds to non-Nicene teaching, both of which wrestle with the challenge of seeing the
Father in the Son. The first responds to the claim that there are multiple powers in God,

while the second rebuts the claim that divine unity is somehow corporeal, or, affirms that
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seeing the Son in the Father is different than seeing a body in a body.”” Ambrose’s
polemic re-exegetes his opponents’ favorite scriptural supports and upholds the pro-
Nicene line: in God, a single, invisible power unifies the three divine persons.

First, Ambrose writes against the non-Nicene position that multiple powers exist
in God, a common characterization of Arius and his followers.”" Rowan Williams
explains the logic behind this multiple powers doctrine: “The Logos truly exists as a
subject distinct from the Father; but defining qualities, the essential life, of one subject
cannot be shared with another; therefore the divine attributes applied to the Son must be
true of him in a sense quite different from that in which they are true of the Father.””” If a
power was posited proper to God, the same power could not be spoken of with reference
to Christ, especially since the former is unseen, the latter, seen. This Arian line was
supported by multiple scriptural texts that described the Son and Father as separate agents
(e.g., Mt. 24:36; Jn. 5:19; Jn. 14:28). To meet the challenge, Arian exegetes concluded
God was the Lord of powers, and thereby ruled over multiple powers. The Son was

considered great, but only one of God’s powers.”

" See Luc. 1.7 (CSEL 32/4: 15): Vtique non corpus uidetur in corpore nec spiritus uidetur in
spiritu, sed solus ille pater uidetur in filio aut iste filius uidetur in patre.

! See Barnes, Power of God, 12672, at 165-72. Barnes narrates a significant shift in speaking of
multiple powers in God with the writings of Marcellus of Ancyra. The critique that Arius (and Asterius)
posited multiple powers in God is frequent in fourth-century literature. Though not using the language of
dunameis or exousiai, Athanasius’ De synodis notes several scriptures that were used to argue for multiple
powers in God.

> Rowan Williams, Arius: Heresy and Tradition, rev. ed. (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 2002),
232. See also idem, “The Logic of Arianism,” JTS 34 (1983): 56-81.

7 See Khaled Anatolios, Retrieving Nicaea: The Development and Meaning of Trinitarian
Doctrine (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Academic, 2011), 112—14; Stuart G. Hall, “The Thalia of Arius in
Athanasius’ Accounts,” in Robert C. Gregg, ed., Arianism: Historical and Theological Reassessments:
Papers from The Ninth International Conference on Patristic Studies (Eugene, OR: Wipf & Stock, 2006),
37-58, at 50; Hanson, The Search for the Christian Doctrine of God, 20.
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Descriptions of first-generation followers of Arius were said to identify the
multiple acts of and by God and his Son; from these acts, they were said to argue that (at
least) two powers resided in the Trinity. Athanasius recalls the Arian interpretation of
Joel 2:25 (LXX), which refers to the “locust and the caterpillar” as “my great power” (1|
OUvopis pov 1) peydhn) and concludes from this verse that there were multiple powers
in the Trinity, of which Christ was one.”* Examples of this multiple-powers doctrine are
frequent in fourth-century literature —many fragments are preserved in anti-Arian
literature. For instance, Athanasius quotes a fragment from Asterius of Cappadocia (d.
341 CE), that “many-headed sophist” and supposed follower of Arius, in his On the
Synods 18:

For the blessed Paul said not that he preached Christ [to be] his, that is, God’s
“own power” or “wisdom,” but without the addition, “God’s power and God’s
wisdom” (1 Cor. 1:24), preaching that God’s own power was distinct, which was
connatural and co-existent with him unoriginately, generative indeed of Christ,
creative of the whole world; concerning which he teaches in his epistle to the
Romans that “the invisible things of God from the creation of the world are
clearly seen, being understood by the things which are made, even his eternal
power and divinity” (Rom. 1:20). For as no one would say that the deity there
mentioned was Christ, but the Father himself, so, as I think, his eternal power is
also not the only-begotten God (Jn. 1:18), but the Father who begot him. And he
teaches us of another power and wisdom of God, namely, that which is
manifested through Christ, and made known through the works themselves of his
ministry.”

™ See Athan. Syn. 18.6 (SC 563: 238-39) Athanasius also lists the psalmist’s language of “the
Lord of hosts” or “powers.” See Socrates, Historia ecclesiastica 1.36, where the historian indicates
Asterius’ reference to Joel 2:25 and association with Arius. See also Hanson, The Search for the Christian
Doctrine of God, 20, where he indicates that Asterius, not Arius, referenced Joel 2:25. Cf. Orig. Com. Rom.
1.14 (SC 532: 228-31), where Origen glosses Romans 1:16 (“the power of God for salvation to everyone
who believes”) with references to other verses that mention “power,” one of which is Joel 2:25. See also
Orig. Cels. 2.9, which refers to Jesus as a “great power and a God like the God and Father of the universe.”

> Athan. Syn. 18.4-7 (SC 563: 236-39). “Ov ya eimev O pordorog [adrhog XoLotov
unevaooewy TV idlov avtod duvauy i) TV copiov aitod, Tovtéott ToD B0, AAAA dixa THS
n@oo@nm]g Ovvauw 0eov xal Oeov copiav, (mev ugv eivar Ty idlav atvtod Tod Beod dbvajuv, Ty
Eudutov avtd ®ol cuvuTdoyovooy alTd ayewnm)g %n@voomv YEVVIITIRNV HEV 000V, SnAovoTt
toD XQLotob, 6nmovgymnv 0¢ toD movtog noopov. el Ng €v tf) [100g dwuaiovs Emotodlf
ddorwv Eheye: Ta yap dopata avtol dmo xTioews ®OTUov Tois mowjuact voovueva xabooatal 1
7€ AidLog avToD dvvaus xai Oeldtns. ‘Qomeg Yoo TV eignuévny évtavBot Bedtnta, 0bx Gv Tig daiv
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Asterius emphasizes the singular power of God and a distinct power which comes from
the manifestation of Christ through his works. As Athanasius writes of Asterius: “the Son
is considered one among others” (gig TOV TAVTMOV 0TV O VIOC).”® Athanasius concludes
thusly on the basis of a fragment of Asterius that cites 1 Corinthians 1:24 and Romans
1:20, two controversial texts in anti-monarchian and anti-homoian polemics, for defense.
What is particularly striking for our purposes is that in the generation prior to Ambrose
and roughly contemporaneous with Asterius, Hilary only twice mentions Romans 1:20 in
his anti-homoian writings, while Ambrose references the verse 30-odd times. This
difference between him and Hilary indicates that Ambrose clearly has a distinctive, if not
a borrowed or outdated, “Arianism” in his crosshairs.

Supporting the possibility of Ambrose’s borrowed early descriptions of Arianism
are the first two books of On the Faith (ca. 378/9 CE). There, we find Ambrose fumbling

through textbook summaries of heresies and lacking theological nuance.”” The laundry

XoLoTov givar, AL adTov DITdEyEY TOV TaTéQa, 0VT!GS, OtpaL, %ol 1] Aidlog abTod dhvag oy o
novoyevijc 0edg, AN 6 yevviioag Urdoyel totho. ANy 8¢ dvapuv xol codlov diddoner Beod Tiv
oL ToD XQLotoD demvuuévny ONAovoTL nal St Thv £Qywv aUTMV THg dLaxoviag avtod
yvooLiopévny.”

76 Athan. Syn. 17.4 (SC 563: 232-33). See also Hanson, The Search for the Christian Doctrine of
God, 32-41, which lists multiple fragments from Asterius preserved by Athanasius.

" See Hanson, The Search for the Christian Doctrine of God, 66775, at 668—69. Ambrose
himself admits that the work is “less of a disputation concerning the faith than a weaving together of many
testimonies” (De fide 1.prol.4 (CSEL 78: 6)). For statements of the hurried nature of Ambrose’s
appointment and his unpreparedness, see Ambr. Off. 1.1.4 (CCSL 15: 2). (cf. Cic. Off. 1.4); Ambr. Paen.
2.8.67-73 (CSEL 73: 190-93). See Tore Janson, Latin Prose Prefaces: Studies in Literary Conventions
(Stockholm: Almqvist & Wiksell, 1964), 116-161; Ivor J. Davidson, “A Tale of Two Approaches:
Ambrose, De Officiis 1.1-22 and Cicero, De Officiis 1.1-6,” JTS 52.1 (2001): 69-76, at 63—64. Davidson’s
attempts at reconstructing the text also consider whether Ambrose’s De officiis was meant to be read as a
treatise or preached as a sermon. Davidson mentions that Ambrose’s statement of inadequacy goes beyond
classical examples, but he does not say how.
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list of heresies in book one indicts Arius for promoting multiple powers in God.”
Ambrose argues against such a claim: God is one, and “if God is one, one is the name,
one is the power of the Trinity.”” In support of his claim to the unity of God, Ambrose
cites John 10:30: “‘One [thing,” Jesus] said, so that there would be no separation of
power (discretio potestatis), and he adds ‘we are,” so that you would know the Father and
Son, so that it would be believed the perfect Father has begotten the perfect Son and the
Father and Son would be one, not by confusion, but by unity of nature” (pater ac fillius
unum sint non confusione, sed unitate naturae).** While Arians hold that there are two or
three gods, Ambrose argues that God is characterized by “a single power” (unius
potestatis) that admits diversity.*'

To bolster his case, Ambrose recalls another contested text, the Great
Commission: “Go, baptize the nations in the name of the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit”

(Mt. 28:19).% Based on this verse, non-Nicenes discerned the three divine persons as

8 Ambr. Fid. 1.1.6 (CSEL 78: 6-7). Adsertio autem nostrae fidei haec est, ut unum deum esse
dicamus neque ut gentes filium separemus neque ut Iudaei natum ex patre ante tempora et ex uirgine
postea editum denegmus neque ut Sabellius patrem confundamus et uerbum, ut eundum patrem adseramus
et filium, neque ut Fotinus initium filii ex uirgine disputemus neque ut Arrius plures credendo et dissimiles
potestates plures deos gentili errore faciamus, quia scriptum est: ‘Audi Istrahel, dominus deus tuus
dominus unus est’ (Deut. 6:4). See Michel R. Barnes, “One Nature, One Power: Consensus Doctrine in Pro-
Nicene Polemic,” SP 29 (1997): 205-23, at 211. Barnes suggests that Origen’s doctrine of multiple powers
“serves as a precedent for one side in the controversies of the fourth century. When the Son is identified as
God’s ‘second power’, His existence is distinguished from the affective capacity connatural to God’s
nature.” By affective capacity, Barnes means that the Son as second power is distinct from the essential
power of God. See also Simonetti, La crisi ariana nel 1V secolo, 502-28, at 505-6.

" Fid.1.1.8 (CSEL 78: 7).
8 Fid.1.1.9 (CSEL 78: 7).
81 Fid.1.1.10 (CSEL 78: 8).

82 Fid. 1.1.10 (CSEL 78: 8). See Fid. 1.1.8 (CSEL 78: 7), where Ambrose again references
Matthew 28:19 and emphasizes the singular nature of the name: ‘in nomine’ utique, non ‘in nominibus.’
For a discrete fourth-century reading of Matthew 28:19, see Hilar. Trin. 2.1 (CCSL 62: 38); Psal. 2.31
(CCSL 61: 58). On Hilary’s connection to Matthew 28:19, see Meslin, Les Ariens d’Occident 335-430,
293-94; Jean Doignon, Hilaire de Poitiers: “Disciple et témoin de la vérité,” (356—367) (Turnhout:
Brepols, 2005), 22-24. See also Mar. Vict. Ar. 4.18 (CSEL 83/1: 251). There appears to be precedent for
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representative of three discrete divine powers. But, Ambrose argues, by again proposing
multiple divine powers, the Arians threaten the singular name of God. Ambrose
maintains that such a move introduces conflict and division (diuisum) into the Godhead,
and in recalling another verse from Matthew’s gospel, a kingdom divided against itself
will easily be overthrown (Mt. 12:25).%

Even while Ambrose argues against multiple divine powers in this way in his
roughshod first book of On the Faith, he reasons similarly in On the Faith 5.9.116—
5.9.117, a portion of the work considered by scholars more favorably and much more
nuanced.®* There too Ambrose references the Great Commission (Mt. 28:19), a text, he
indicates, the Arians misinterpret repeatedly. Ambrose’s rehearsal of the Arian gloss here
is similar to On the Faith 1.1.10: these multiple “names” of God —Father, Son, and Holy
Spirit—are to be associated with multiple divine powers.

Why is it that the Arians, after the Jewish fashion, are such false and impudent

interpreters of the divine sayings, going indeed so far as to say that there is one

power of the Father, another of the Son, and another of the Holy Spirit, since it is
written: “Go, teach all nations, baptizing them in the name of the Father and of

the Son and of the Holy Spirit” (Mt. 28:19)? And from the order of words, they
make a differentiation of divine power.*

Matthew 28:19 as a disputed text among Nicenes and Arians in the East, as well. See Basil, Aduersus
Eunomium 3.2 (SC 305: 150-53). See Timothy P. McConnell, Illumination in Basil of Caesarea’s Doctrine
of the Holy Spirit (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 2014), 33-47. Lewis Ayres also notes the “Dedication”
Creed of Antioch (341 CE), which references Matthew 28:19 and indicates “the names are not given lightly
or idly, but signify exactly the particular hypostasis and order and glory of each of those who are named, so
that they are three in hypostasis but one in agreement.” See Ayres, Nicaea and Its Legacy, 118-21, at 118.
For the primary text, see Hilar. Syn. 29 (PL 10: 502a-503b).

8 Fid. 1.1.11 (CSEL 78: 8). For other references to Mt. 12:25 in polemical contexts, see Fid.
3.12.92-93 (CSEL 78: 141), against the homoians; Paen. 2.4.20-28 (CSEL 73: 172-5), against the
Novatianists.

% See Ayres, Nicaea and Its Legacy, 264, where Ayres mentions that, from the beginning and
throughout De fide, Ambrose “sees the common operation of the three who are one in divine substance as
the central mystery [of the Christian faith].”

% Fid.5.9.116 (CSEL 78: 259-60). Quin etiam more iudaico etiam falsi et inpudentes interpraetes
Arriani uerborum sunt diuinorum dicentes usque adeo aliam patris aliam fili aliam sancti esse spiritus



96

Ambrose’s reply reiterates his previous argument: in the Trinity, there is a “unity of
majesty and of name” (unitate maiestatis ac nominis).*® True, throughout the scriptures,
there are places where the Son is named before the Father. But these instances, Ambrose
maintains, do not indicate a divine hierarchy, let alone that the Son is a power above the
Father. “Faith knows not this order,” Ambrose concludes, “it knows not a divided honor
of Father and Son. I have not read, nor heard, nor found various degrees in God. I have
never read of a second god, or a third. I have read of a first; [ have heard of a ‘first and
only’ (Is. 44:6).”* It is clear that Ambrose is committed to a unified, singular power in
the Godhead. To draw from the order of multiple names an ontological ranking that splits
the persons into separate powers, one subordinate to the other, misses the text’s intent.
Since “the order of words is often changed” (uerborum ordo saepe mutatur), Ambrose
argues, whatever “order” there appears to be should not be determinative of division

between the persons in ranked terms of their divinity, in which they are one.*®

potestatem, ut scriptum sit: ‘Ite, docete omnes gentes baptizantes eos in nomine patris et fili et spiritus
sancti,” et ex uerborum ordine differentiam diuinae faciunt potestatis.

% Fid.5.9.117 (CSEL 78: 260). Ambrose makes a similar argument in Spir. 1.13.132 (CSEL 79:
72): Quis igitur unitatem negare audeat nominis, cum operationis uideat unitatem? Sed quid ego unitatem
nominis argumentis adstruo, cum diuinae uocis euidens testimonium sit unum nomen esse patris et fili et
spiritus sancti? Scriptum est enim: ‘Ite, baptizate gentes in nomine patris et fili et spiritus sancti.” ‘In
nomine’ dixit, non ‘in nominbus.” Non ergo alid nomen patris, aliud nomen fili, aliud nomen spiritus sancti,
quia unus deus; non plura nomina, quia non duo dei, non tres dei. Cf. Spir.2.8.71 (CSEL 79: 114-15),
3.19.148 (CSEL 79: 212-13); Sacr.2.7.22 (CSEL 73: 35).

8 Fid. 5.9.117 (CSEL 78: 260). Nescit hunc ordinem fides, nescit discretum patris et fili honorem.
Non legi, non audiui, nec aliquem in deo inuenio gradum. Nusquam secundum, nusquam tertium deum legi.
‘Primum’ legi, ‘primum’ ac ‘solum’ audiui. Ambrose’s worries about ranking the divine persons are
assuaged with references to Revelation 1:17 (“for I am the first and the last”). For Ambrose’s several
references to Revelation 1:17, see Myst. 8.46 (CSEL 73: 108); Apol. Dau. 1.17.81 (CSEL 32/2: 352); Inst.
11.73 (PL 16: 323); Psal. 118 20.3 (CSEL 62: 446); Sacr.5.1.1 (CSEL 73: 59).

8 Fid.5.9.118 (CSEL 78: 261).
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The visibility of the Son and his divinity led Ambrose’s opponents to yet another
conclusion: the unity of the Father and Son is somehow bodily in nature. The pro-Nicene
claim to a single divine power, Ambrose argues, also fends off this threat. Four passages
in particular show Ambrose’s allergy to bodily unity of the Father and the Son. The first
passage that shows Ambrose’s allergy to the idea of a bodily unity of the Trinity, On the
Faith 1.7.49-1.7.50, uses image language to continue the argument for prepositional
unity between the Father and Son. Ambrose contends that the predication “Image” of the
Son necessitates that the Son is “from God” (de deo). And the Son’s being image de deo
is not of a bodily nature but a matter of power. The passage reads as follows:

The prophets say: “In your light we will see light” (Ps. 35:10, LXX), and again

they say, “For it is the brightness of an eternal light and the spotless mirror of

God’s majesty, the image of his goodness” (Wis. 7:26). See what great things are

declared: “Brightness,” because the clarity of the paternal light is in the Son; “a

spotless mirror,” because the Father is seen in the Son; “the image of goodness,”

not because a body in a body is discerned, but the whole power in the Son.

“Image” teaches us that he is not dissimilar, it signifies that he is the expressed

character, “brightness” marks out his eternity. “Image” therefore is not the face of

a body, nor a composition of rouges or waxes, but something simple from God,

“coming out of the Father” (cf. Jn. 8:42) expressed from the source.”

By juxtaposing bodily language with that pertaining to divinity, Ambrose contends that

the Son is “from God, ‘having come out from the Father,” pressed out of the source.”

“The ‘image,”” he writes, “is not a face of a body (non uultus est corporalis), not

8 Ambr. Fid. 1.7.49 (CSEL 78: 21-22): Prophetae dicunt: ‘In lumine tuo uidebimus lumen,’ (Ps.
35:10), prophetae dicunt: ‘Splendor est enim lucis aeternae et speculum sine macula dei maiestatis et
imago bonitatis illius’ (Wis. 7:26). Vide quanta dicantur: ‘Splendor,” quod claritas paternae lucis in filio
sit, ‘speculum sine macula,” quod pater uideatur in filio, ‘imago bonitatis,” quod non corpus in corpore,
sed uirtus in filio tota cernatur. ‘Imago’ docet non esse dissimilem, character expressum esse significat,
‘splendor’ signat aeternum. ‘Imago’ itaque non uultus est corporalis, non fucis conposita, non ceris, sed
simplex de deo, ‘egressa de patre’ (cf. Jn. 8:42) expressa de fonte. See also Psal. 38.24 (CSEL 64/6: 202—
3), where Jesus is described as bona imago non ceris picturae figurata radiantis, sed plenitudine diuinitatis
expressa. In qua imagine et pater simul uidetur et filius, quia utriusque eorum unitas operationis effulget.
For how Fid. 1.7.49 relates to Ambrose’s broader theological claims, see Markschies, Ambrosius von
Mailand und die Trinitdtstheologie, 89—109; Ayres, Nicaea and Its Legacy, 70-76; Boersma, Augustine's
Early Theology of Image, 92-94. Boersma quotes the passage and references Ambrose’s image theology in
the context of other Latins, notably Hilary and Marius Victorinus.
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composed of rouges (non fucis conposita), nor of wax (non ceris), but is simple and from
God (simplex de deo), ‘having come out from the Father’ (egressa de patre), pressed out
from the source.””

While the overarching claim to incorporeal unity is very similar to what we get,

for example, in Hilary’s On the Trinity 3.23,”' Ambrose’s pairing of Psalm 35:10° and

Wisdom 7:26” is distinctive in Latin Christian literature, although also seen in Gregor
g gory

% Ambr. Fid. 1.7.49 (CSEL 78: 22). In Chapter Four, we will see Ambrose adapting the same
material language —notably fucus and cera—to describe the moral pitfalls inherent in failing to bear the
image of God. Our prime reference will be Ambrose’s Hex. 6.8.47. “Therefore, man, you have been painted
by the Lord God, your painter. You are fortunate to have a painter of extravagance. Don’t erase that
painting, one that shines not with rouge but truth (non fuco sed ueritatem fulgentem), expressed not in wax
but in grace (non cera expressam sed gratia).”

! See Hilar. Trin. 3.23 (CCSL 62: 95-96), which references John 10:30, Hebrews 1:3, and
Genesis 1:26. Audis: Ego et Pater unum sumus. Quid discindis et distrahis Filium a Patre? Vnum sunt,
scilicet is qui est et is qui ab eo est, nihil habens quod non sit etiam in eo a quo est. Cum audis Filium
dicentem: Ego et Pater unum sumus, personis rem adcommoda. Gignenti et genito professionis suae
permitte sententiam. Sint unum, ut sunt qui genuit et genitus est. Cur naturam excludis, cur ueritatem
interimis? Audis: Pater in me et ego in Patre. Et hoc de Patre et Filio Fili opera testantur. Non corpus per
intellegentiam nostram corpori inmittimus, neque ut aquam uino infundimus; sed eandem in utroque et
uirtutis similitudinem et deitatis plenitudinem confitemur. Omnia enim Filius accepit a Patre, et est Dei
forma et imago substantiae eius. Eum enim qui est ab eo qui est substantiae imago tantum ad subsistendi
fidem, non etiam ad aliquam naturae dissimilitudinem intellegendam discernit. Patrem autem in Filio et
Filium in Patre esse, plenitudo in utroque diuinitatis perfecta est. Non enim deminutio Patris est Filius, nec
Filius inperfectus a Patre est. Imago sola non est, et similitudo non sibi est. Deo autem simile aliquid esse
nisi quod ex se erit non potest. Non enim aliunde est quod in omnibus simile est, neque diuersitatem duobus
admisceri alterius ad alterum similitudo permittit. Ne similia permutes, neque sibi ex ueritate indiscreta
disiungas: quia qui dixit: Faciamus hominem ad imaginem et similitudinem nostram, inuicem esse sui
similes in eo quod similitudinem nostram dicat ostendit. Ne contigeris, ne contrectaueris, ne corruperis!
Tene naturae nomina, tene Fili professionem. Nolo aduleris, ut Filium de tuo laudes: bene habet, ut his
quae sunt scribta contentus sis. See also Scully, Physicalist Soteriology in Hilary of Poitiers, 31; and
Boersma, Augustine’s Early Theology of Image, 41-43. Both Scully and Boersma mention Hilar. Trin.
3.23.

°2 For other Christological references to Psalm 35:10, see Psal. 35.22 (CSEL 64/6: 65-66), where
Ambrose exegetes the verse with reference to other texts central to anti-homoian polemic, namely Hebrews
1:3, John 14:9-10, John 1:1, John 10:38, John 10:30. Other examples include: Parad. 3.13 (CSEL 32/1:
272); Spir. 1.14.142 (CSEL 79: 76), 1.15.152 (CSEL 79: 80); Luc. 10.46 (CSEL 32/4: 473); Fug.9.52
(CSEL 32/2: 204). See also Hervé Savon, Saint Ambroise devant I’exégése de Philon le Juif (Paris: Etudes
augustiniennes, 1977), 220-23.

% Cassiodorus’ Institutions 1.5 references the status of the Book of Wisdom and mentions that
Ambrose and Augustine gave sermons on the book, although neither collection is extant. For other
occurrences of Ambrose’s use of Wisdom 7:26, see Abr. 2.10.76 (CSEL 32/1: 628-29); Luc. 8.68 (CSEL
32/4: 426); Spir. 1.14.142 (CSEL 79: 75-76), 3.12.87 (CSEL 79: 186); Fid. 1.13.79 (CSEL 78: 34-35),
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of Elvira’s On the Orthodox Faith.”* This scriptural pairing discloses how precisely the
manifestation of the Son—the “Image of his goodness” —reveals the power and majesty
of God. Ambrose’s interpretation of the scriptural constellation is driven by an
underlying image theology which argues that the Son is from the Father, and that their
consubstantial relationship inheres not in physical appearance but in their “whole power”
(tota uirtus).”” The Son, Ambrose argues, displays this divine power; he is, as Ambrose

puts it elsewhere, the “Image of the Father’s substance.” Since the Son is the perfect

2.pro.3 (CSEL 78: 58), 2.pro.14 (CSEL 78: 62),2.2.32 (CSEL 78: 67). See Markschies, Ambrosius von
Mailand und die Trinitdtstheologie, 99-100.

% Gregory’s work was issued twice, and both editions connect Psalm 35:10 and Wisdom 7:26,
with the differences in their treatment being slight. See Greg. Illib. Fid. Orth.5.59 (CCSL 69: 234). See
Manlio Simonetti’s introduction to Gregory of Elvira in his Italian translation of the Fid. Orth. in Gregorio
Di Elvira: La fede, M. Simonetti, ed. (Torino: Societa Editrice Internazionale, 1975), 5-50. See also Jorg
Ulrich, Die Anfiinge der Abendlindischen Rezeption des Nizdnums (Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 1994), 195—
212; Hugo Koch, “In Gregors von Elvira Schrifttum und Quellen,” Zeitschrift fiir Kirchengeschichte 52
(1932): 238-72, at 271-72. In the main, Koch’s article treats sources for Gregory’s Tractatus Origenis, and
only briefly his De fide. The passage in question (5.59) is mentioned at the conclusion of Koch’s article,
which cites Tertullian’s Apol. 21 (CCSL 1: 122-28), Prax. 8 (noted above), and Justin Martyr’s Dialogue
61 (a text that draws an analogy: fire : fire :: Wisdom : God. The scriptural text with which Justin concludes
is Proverbs 8:22ff.). See also Manlio Simonetti, Studi sull’arianesimo (Roma: Editrice Studium, 1965), 9—
87, where Simonetti treats early interpretations of Proverbs 8:22ff. In the homoian Palladius’ fragments,
there are two references to Proverbs 8:22: at “Fragments de Palladius” 111.341v (SC 267: 296-97) and at
134.346v (SC 267: 316—17). The latter fragment is linked with Colossians 1:15—17. For Ambrose’s
similarity to, but not necessarily his reliance upon, Gregory, see Markschies, Ambrosius von Mailand und
die Trinitdtstheologie, 205, 210. Ayres, Augustine and the Trinity, 80-81, 156 n.41, 240 n.36, makes the
point that Gregory of Elvira (and other pro-Nicene theologians) shares a family resemblance to Ambrose
and Hilary, but he never makes the explicit connection regarding a shared use of Wisdom 7 and Psalm 35.
Finally, see, too, Francois Szabd, Le Christ créateur chez saint Ambroise, Studia Ephemeridis
Augustinianum 2 (Roma: Studium theologicum Augustinianum, 1968), 30, n.53, who points to an
argument for a “fonds commun de la foi de Nicée et de la théologie d'Athanase, ” discernable in Damasus'
Tome, Ambrose, Marius Victorinus, Gregory of Elvira, and Phoebadius of Agen.

% See Boersma, Augustine’s Early Theology of Image, 89-95. Boersma makes the case that for
Ambrose image theology is “in the first place Christology” and therefore is a distinctly “spiritual reality”
(89). Cf. Phoeb. Ar. 23.1-3 (CCSL 64: 46), where Phoebadius cautions against using deum ex deo, lumen
ex lumine for fear that “another” (alterus) God or light could be derived from such reasoning. See also
Michel Barnes, “Other Latin Nicenes,” unpublished article.

% Ambr. Fid. 5.7.97 (CSEL 78: 251). For concepts critical to Ambrose’s Trinitarian theology in
De Fide (unius substantiae, unitas, natura, aequalitas, etc.), see Markschies, Ambrosius von Mailand und
die Trinitdtstheologie, 197-212. For similar statement, see Mar.-Vict. Ar. 1.34 (CSEL 83/1: 116):
Substantiae autem dei imago est actio filiusque est, per quam intellegitur, et quod sit declaratur: ‘qui me
uidit, uidit patrem,’ et ipsa substantia exisistens, habens esse et a se. Cf. Hilar. Trin. 11.5 (CCSL 62a: 533—
34). Hilary writes that Christ is “the Image of the invisible God and the Form of God.”
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Image of the Father, he bears characteristics of the Father’s interior nature without
complication. In his On the Mystery of the Lord’s Incarnation (ca. 382),” penned soon
after books four and five of On the Faith and On the Holy Spirit, Ambrose writes that the
Son alone is called the image of the invisible God and the mark of God’s substance,
because “in him there is the unity of the same nature and the expression of his majesty”
(in eo naturae eiusdem unitas et eius maiestatis expressio est).”® Though Psalm 35:10 and
Wisdom 7:26 are not quoted explicitly, many of the same key words and phrases noted in
On the Faith 1.7.49 above are on display in On the Mystery of the Lord’s Incarnation in
short space—e.g., unitas, maiestas, and expressio.

Our second passage, On the Faith 1.7.50, furthers the general contours of
Ambrose’s image theology in broad strokes, denying the non-Nicene assertion of the
dissimilarity between Father and Son. The Father and Son are similar, even united, in
some way. Ambrose argues, by referring to John 14:6 and 1 Corinthians 1:24 that the
Father-Son relationship is non-corporeal. “Whoever looks upon the Son sees the Father in
image,” Ambrose writes, and this “Father in image” is evident because of the Son’s
deeds. Ambrose continues:

Do you see what sort of image is spoken of? The image is truth (Jn. 14:6), justice

(1 Cor. 1:30), the power of God (1 Cor. 1:24); it is not dumb, for it is the Word;

not insensible, for it is wisdom (1 Cor. 1:24); not empty, for it is power; not
vacuous, for it is life; not dead, for it is the resurrection (Jn. 11:25). You see, then,

7 Dating the work is difficult. Ambrose refers to Fid. in it, so the earliest is likely late 381 CE. See
Quasten, 4: 170.

% Ambr. Incarn. 10.110 (CSEL 79: 277). See Basil, Adversus Eunomius 2.16 (SC 305: 62-65),
where Basil cites Psalm 35:10 in a Christological context. See also Ambr. Fid. 3.11.89-91 (CSEL 78: 140-
41), at 3.11.89: Aut si pater in filio sicut filius in patre, et substantiae utique et operationis unitas non
negatur”; Hex. 6.7.41 (CSEL 32/1: 233): “There is no discrepancy either in divinity or in operation.
Therefore, in both we do not have one person (persona), but one substance (substantia).”
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that while he is called an image, they signify that there is a Father, whose image is
the Son, since no one can be his own image.”

By “image” here, Ambrose indicates that there is no difference or dissimilarity between
the Father and the Son, who is the perfect Image: he is the manifestation of justice,
power, and wisdom.

Ambrose’s On the Faith 5.11.134-35 is our third example that the unity that
obtains between the Father and the Son is not corporeal but incorporeal. Ambrose’s
statement here comes at the conclusion of a discussion over whether the obedience of
Christ should be attributed to his humanity or divinity. After Ambrose states that the Son
is obedient in the flesh, he contends that the unity of the Father and Son is non-bodily.

.. . for there is one sentiment and one operation in the Trinity. Just as the Father

“is seen” in the Son, not indeed in bodily appearance, but in the unity of divinity

so also the Father “speaks” in the Son, not with a temporal voice nor with a bodily

sound, but in the unity of the work. So when he had said: “The Father who abides
in me, speaks”; and “the works that I do, he does” (Jn. 14:10), he added: “Believe
me, that I am in the Father, and the Father in me; otherwise believe these things
on account of the works themselves” (Jn. 14:17).'®
Ambrose is concerned with how precisely the Father can be said “to be seen” in the Son.
References to Johannine texts support and help Ambrose address this concern. The Son
can be said to image the Father, Ambrose maintains, not by his corporeal appearance

(specie corporali) nor does he speak in the Son by “temporal voice” (temporali uoce) or a

“bodily sound” (corporali sono), but by his “unity of divinity” and “unity of work.” His

% Ambr. Fid. 1.7.50 (CSEL 78: 22). Vides quam imaginem dicat? Imago ista ueritas est, imago
ista iustitia est, imago ista ‘dei uirtus’ est, non muta, quia uerbum est, non insensibilis, quia sapientia est,
non inanis, quia uirtus est, non uacua, quia uita est, non mortua, quia resurrectio est. Vides ergo quia dum
imago dicitur, patrem significant esse, cuius imago sit filius, quia nemo potest ipse sibi imago sua esse.

190 Ambr. Fid. 5.11.134-35 (CSEL 78: 265-66). Quia una sententia et operatio trinitatis est. Sicut
enim pater "uidetur" in filio, non utique specie corporali, sed unitate diuinitatis, ita etiam pater "loquitur"
in filio, non temporali uoce nec corporali sono, sed operis unitate. Denique cum dixisset: Pater, qui in me
manet, ipse loquitur, et opera, quae ego facio, ipse facit, addidit: Credite mihi, quia ego in patre et pater in
me. Alioquin propter opera ipsa credite.
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tentative explanations of material verbs (e.g., “seen . . . not in bodily appearance” and
“speaks . . . not with an earthly voice or a bodily sound”) further fend off associating
bodily unity with the divine. Instead, here, as in the passage from On the Faith 1.7.49-50
above, Ambrose reasserts that the Son is able to show forth the Father, not because of a
corporeal unity, but because of their a single, shared, invisible divinity and work.
Lest we think that Ambrose’s argument for non-corporeal unity between the
Father and Son is peculiar to On the Faith, On the Holy Spirit 3.11.82 serves as our
fourth and final example.
What does it mean, then, that the Father is worshipped in Christ, except that the
Father is in Christ, and the Father speaks in Christ, and the Father remains in
Christ (Jn. 14:10-11)? Not, indeed, as a body in a body, for God is not a body;
nor as a confused mixture, but as the true in the true, God in God, Light in Light;
as the eternal Father in the co-eternal Son. So it should not be understood as a
putting of a body [into another], but as a unity of power. Therefore, by unity of
power, Christ is jointly worshipped in the Father when God the Father is
worshipped in Christ. In like manner, then, by unity of the same power the Spirit
is jointly worshipped in God, when God is worshipped in Spirit (Jn. 4:24)."!
While there are obvious differences between this passage and Tertullian’s Against

Praxeas 24.7-8 cited in the previous chapter, a common scriptural proof, John 14:9-10,

is central to both.'”* And both Tertullian and Ambrose refer to John 14:9—10 to assert that

" Spir. 3.11.82 (CSEL 79: 184): Quid est ergo ‘adoratur in Christo pater,’ nisi quia ‘est in
Christo pater’ et ‘loquitur in Christo pater’ at ‘manet in Christo pater’ (Jn. 14:10-11)? Non utique quasi
corpus in corpore—non enim deus corpus—nec quasi confusus in confuso, sed quasi uerus in uero, deus in
deo, lumen in lumine, quasi pater sempiternus in filio coaeterno. Non ergo insertio corporis intellegitur,
sed unitas potestatis. Ergo per unitatem potestatis coadoratur in patre Christus, cum deus pater adoratur
in Christo. Similiter itaque per unitatem potestatis eiusdem coadoratur in deo spiritus, dum deus adoratur
‘in spiritu.’

12 See Tert. Prax. 24.7-8 (CCSL 2: 1195). “Therefore he also made manifest the conjunction of
the two persons (duarum personarum coniunctionem), so that the Father separately might not, as though
visible, be asked for in open view, and that the Son might be accepted as the representor of the Father (ut
Filius repraesentator Patris haberetur). And no less did [Jesus] explain this also, in what manner the
Father was in the Son and the Son in the Father: ‘The words,” he says, ‘that I speak unto you, are not
mine’ —evidently because they are the Father's—“but the Father abiding in me does the works’ (Pater
autem manens in me facit opera). Therefore the Father, abiding (manens) in the Son through works of
miracles and words of doctrine (per opera ergo uirtutum et uerba doctrinae), is seen (uidetur) through
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the Father is in Christ invisibily. Following this line, Ambrose explicitly refuses to
describe the character of unity between Father and Son corporeally —“not as a body in a
body” (non utique quasi corpus in corpore), he writes.

This line of argumentation places Ambrose in conversation with Didymus the
Blind’s On the Holy Spirit 87-90.'"” There, Didymus argues that the Spirit is of the same
nature and power as the Father and Son, refuting his opponents who argue that scriptural
passages contradict one another when describing who or what casts out demons: Is it the
“Finger of God” (Lk. 11.19-20) or the Spirit (Mt. 12:28)? These passages should not be
taken to show substantial difference among persons of the Trinity, but to “demonstrate
the unity of a substance, not also its dimensions.”'** Didymus continues:

For just as the hand, through which everything is accomplished and worked, is not

divided from the body, and just as the hand belongs to him whose hand it is, so

also is the finger not separated from the hand of which it is the finger. And so,
spurn inequalities and dimensions when you think about God, and understand the

unity that obtains among the finger and the hand and the entire body. Now it is by
this Finger that the Law was written on tablets of stone (cf. Ex 31:18).'”

those things through which he abides (per quae manet), and through him in whom he abides (per eum in
quo manet): the proper character of each person being apparent from this very fact, while he says, “I am in
the Father and the Father in me.” And so he says, “Believe.” But “believe” what? That I am the Father? I
think it is not so written, but, ‘That I am in the Father and the Father in me, or if not, believe because of the
works’ (si quo minus uel propter opera credite)—those works in fact through which the Father was seen in
the Son, not with the eyes but with the mind (ea utique opera per quae Pater in Filio non uisu, sed sensu
uidebatur).”

13 Ambrose’s work, dated to 381 CE, owes much to Didymus’s homonymous work, dated to the
360s.

1% Didy. Spir. 89 (SC 386: 228-29). Translation from: Athanasius and Didymus the Blind, Works
on the Spirit: Athanasius’s Letters to Serapion on the Holy Spirit and Didymus’s On the Holy Spirit.
Translated by Mark DelCogliano, Andrew Radde-Gallwitz, and Lewis Ayres, Popular Patristics Series 43
(Yonkers: St. Vladimir’s Seminary Press, 2011), 171.

"5 Didy. Spir. 90 (SC 386: 228-29). Sicut enim manus non dividitur a corpore, per quam cuncta
perficit et operator, et in eo est cuius est manus, sic et digitus non separatur a manu cuius est digitus. Reice
itaque inaequalitates et mensuras cum de Deo cogitas, et intellege digiti et manus et totius corporis
unitatem, quo digito et lex in tabulis lapideis scripta est.
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Didymus is adamant to show that bodily language —talk of “lowly things” (minora), he
writes—should not lead readers to analyze the size or quality of certain body parts.
Rather, the scripture intends reflection on “incorporeal realities” (incorporalibus).'” The
body’s unity with its multiple composite parts, in sum, serves as an analogy for
incorporeal divine unity.

In the most recent English translation of Didymus’ On the Holy Spirit, the
translators note the Aristotelian contours of Didymus’ logic here. By Aristotle’s lights,
the parts of a natural body —its arms and legs, for example, are not accidentally
continuous. They are “naturally continuous,” unified “in themselves” (a0 at6)
because they always move together, which makes their movement “indivisible in time”

(adraipeTog 8¢ natd yodvov).'"”

According to Didymus, the character of divine unity
follows suit: though there is diversity introduced in the Godhead by virtue of three
discrete persons, this diversity of persons does not exclude the natural unity among them,
even if that unity does not have shared motion through space as its marker.

In his On the Holy Spirit 3.11.82, Ambrose agrees with Didymus’ general point
about the Trinity —the inseparability of the divine persons. There is a “unity of power”
(unitas potestatis) which binds the Father and Son and that is expressed prepositionally
(“true in the true, God in God, light in light”) and adapted presumably from the Nicene

formula. Didymus wants to explore the “incorporeal realities” that language pertaining to

the body can depict, and certainly does not want to insinuate a bodily unity. Rather, for

1% Didy. Spir. 89 (SC 386: 228-29; DelCogliano, Radde-Gallwitz, and Ayres, 171).

07 Arist. Metaph. 5.6.2 (LCL 271: 228-29). 1 am grateful to conversation with Kellen Plaxco and
his work on inseparable operations in Didymus for pointing out the connection to Aristotle. See Kellen
Plaxco, “Didymus the Blind’s Pro-Nicene Doctrine of ‘Inseparable Operations,” unpublished monograph.
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Didymus, as for Ambrose, the unity of the three persons is natural, like that of a body and
its parts.

This section has explored two nodes of Ambrose’s pro-Nicene theology, both
hinging on a single-power theology. At some points, he argues against those who
predicated multiple powers in God because of the Son’s visibility and Father’s
invisibility. He does this by asserting that the Son and the Father share the same singular
power and that this can be discerned through Jesus’s statements of divine unity in John’s
gospel. At other points, Ambrose argues against the notion that the character of this unity
between Father and Son is somehow corporeal. So while the Son and his works are
visible, there is, Ambrose contends, invisible power behind such visible works and
attested by them. In this invisible power, the Father and Son are unified. Johannine texts
fund Ambrose’s arguments. Sometimes Ambrose seeks to describe how the Father is
made visible in the Son. Sometimes Ambrose seeks to describe how the Son makes the
Father visible. While these fuel two discrete sorts of reflection, they point Ambrose to the
same doctrine, namely that the Father and Son share a single, invisible power. And that
the Father and the Son share a single, invisible power determines that the works of God
are discerned and described in a way that surpasses bodily sight of their incarnate

manifestation in Christ.

Unity of Operation and Power: Seeing the Son in the Father and the Father in the Son

The first three sections of this chapter have made plain both the general
inclination to view visible things with an eye toward the invisible realities they

expressand how that general inclination underlies a single-power theology that helps



106

Ambrose fend off non-Nicene theologies. These I take as the broad contours of
Ambrose’s Trinitarian theology. But these contours simply sketch Ambrose’s polemic
and demand further specification. The question before us then is this: What does
Ambrose think we see (or should see) when we see the works of God? This section
argues that Ambrose answers the question by subscribing to a doctrine of the unity of
operation.'”®

In saying that divine operation for Ambrose is unified, I mean broadly two things:
(1) the Son’s work is expressive of his divinity; and (2) the Son’s divinity is shared with
the Father. Therefore, the deeds performed and words spoken by Jesus show that the
Father and Son are one. To make his case, Ambrose argues that the Son images God the
Father. More precisely, the character of the Son’s works (opera) discloses his invisible
unity with God.

Examples from Ambrose’s image theology uncover the connection between
divine operations and the unity between Father and Son. The first is found in a homily on
Genesis 1:26 from Ambrose’s Hexaemeron.'” When God utters, “Let us make man in
our image and likeness” (Gen. 1.26), Ambrose asserts, the Father is speaking to the Son.
This position is contrary to that of the “Jews” and the “Arians,” who both believe that the
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Father has uttered these words to angels (seruolis). "~ After noting that the one to whom

"% See Ayres, Augustine and the Trinity, 44-50. Differing descriptions of divine operation have
led Lewis Ayres to claim that there are discrete doctrines of common and inseparable operations.
Ambrose’s discourse, Ayres contends, primarily conveys a doctrine of common operations but “hints at
inseparable operation . . . [which argues that] all three divine persons work in each divine act” (46). While I
do think the distinction Ayres maintains is present, I do not know if it amounts to separate discernable
doctrines, which is why I stick with the phrase “unity of operation.”

19 The series of sermons is typically dated between 386-90 CE.

10 Ambr. Hex. 6.7.40 (CSEL 32.1: 230): Sed ipsius creationis nostrae seriem consideremus.
Faciamus inquit hominem ad imaginem et similitudinem nostram. Quis hoc dicit? Nonne deus, qui te fecit?
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he speaks shares a likeness and similitude with God, Ambrose strings together references
typical of anti-monarchian and anti-homoian polemics: Colossians 1:13—15; John 14:8—
10; John 10:30; and Exodus 3:14, respectively, to affirm that the Son, as the true divine
Image, bears resemblance to the Father. Ambrose’s argument is unsurprising given his
Nicene commitments: because of the Son’s unity with the Father, neither is there any

precedence of rank between Father and Son, nor dissimilarity between the two in divinity

""" He continues:

or work.
Listen to the Apostle who tells us who is the image of God: “Who has rescued us
from the power of darkness and transferred us into the kingdom of the Son of His
majesty in whom we have our redemption and the remission of our sins, who is
the image of the invisible God and the first-born of every creature” (Col. 1:13—
15). He who always is and was from the beginning is the “Image” of the Father.
Hence it is the “Image” who says: “Philip, he who sees me sees also the Father.”
And again, although you see the living “Image” of the living Father, “How can
you say, show us the Father? Do you not believe that I am in the Father and the
Father in me” (Jn. 14:8-10)? The “Image” of God is power, not infirmity. The
“Image” of God is wisdom; the Image of God is Justice, and in fact, wisdom is
divine justice is eternal. The “Image” of God is the one alone who has said: “I and
the Father are one” (Jn. 10:30), thus possessing the likeness of the Father so as to
have a unity of divinity and of plenitude. When he says “let us make,” how can
there be inequality? When, again, he says “to our likeness,” where is the
dissimilitude? So, when he says in the Gospel: “I and the Father,” there is
certainly not one person. But when he says: “We are one [thing],” there is no
discrepancy either in divinity or in operation. Both, therefore, do not have one
person, but one substance. Rightly did he add “we are,” because to always “be” is
divine, so that you would believe to be coeternal the one whom you thought to be
dissimilar.""”

Quid est deus? Caro an spiritus? Non caro utique, sed spiritus, cuius similis caro esse non potest, quia ipse
incorporeus et inuisibilis est, caro autem et conprehenditur et uidetur. Cui dicit? Non sibi utique, quia non
dicit 'faciam', sed 'faciamus', non angelis, quia ministri sunt, serui autem cum domino et opera cum auctore
non possunt operationis habere consortium, sed dicit filio, etiamsi Iudaei nolint, etiamsi Ariani repugnent.

"' Ambr. Hex. 6.7.41 (CSEL 32/1: 232-33). This passage is critical too for analysis of Ambrose’s
doctrine of the image of God, which I explore in chapters three and four below.

"2 Hex. 6.7.41 (CSEL 32/1: 232-33). Sed qui sit imago dei audi dicentem: ‘qui eripiut nos inquit
de potestate tenebrarum et transtulit in regnum fili claritatis suae, in quo habemus redemptionem et
remissionem peccatorum, qui est imago dei inuisibilis et primogenitus uniuiersae creaturae’ (Col. 1:13-
15). Ipse est imago patris qui semper est et erat in principio. Denique imago est qui dicit: ‘Philippe, qui
uidet me uidet et patrem’ et quomodo tu, cum imaginem uiuam patris uiventis uideas, dicis: ‘ostende nobis
patrem? Non credis quia ego in patre et pater in me est’ (Jn. 14:8-10)? Imago dei uirtus est, non infirmitas,
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Ambrose’s consideration of the Image points him to the similitude between Father and
Son. This Image is coeternal, and thus one, with the Father. For Ambrose, this divine
similitude indicates a “unity of divinity and fullness” (diuinitatis et plentitudinis
unitiatem) between the Son and Father. Here, the language is not of a unity of power but
of a unity of substantia. Though the terms of the logic are different, the dynamic is
functionally similar: whatever the Father is, so the Son is, as well. The Son’s visibility —
as the one who images and is united with the Father—discloses the “living Father.”
Ambrose further contends that this unity of Father and Son allows for “no discrepancy
either in divinity or in operation” (nulla est discrepantia diuinitatis aut operis). For our
purposes, we can say that it is due to the unity of substantia or diuinitas between Father
and Son that the divine works can be said to be one. And it is in seeing the Son as Image
that we are able to discern more fully this unity.

Ambrose will describe divine operation as inseparable, by which he means that
when we witness the opera of the Son, we are seeing