Augustine, De Trinitate, Book I
	Book I: The Absolute Equality of the Divie Persons

Chapter 1: The author comes to terms with his readers and outlines his method.
1. The reader of these reflections of mine on the Trinity should bear in mind that my pen is on the watch against the sophistries of those who scorn the starting-point of faith, and allow themselves to be deceived through an unseasonable and misguided love of reason. Some of them try to transfer what they have observed†1 about bodily things to incorporeal and spiritual things, which they would measure by the standard of what they experience through the senses of the body or learn by natural human intelligence, lively application, and technical skill. There are others whose concept of God, such as it is, ascribes to him the nature and moods of the human spirit, a mistake which ties their arguments about God to distorted and misleading rules of interpretation. Again, there is another type; people who indeed strive to climb above the created universe, so ineluctably subject to change, and raise their regard to the unchanging substance which is God. But so top-heavy are they with the load of their mortality, that what they do not know they wish to give the impression of knowing, and what they wish to know they cannot; and so they block their own road to genuine understanding by asserting too categorically their own presumptuous opinions, and then rather than change a misconceived opinion they have defended, they prefer to leave it uncorrected.

Indeed this disease is common to all three types I have mentioned—to those who conceive of God in bodily terms, those who do so in terms of created spirit such as soul, and those who think of him neither as body nor as created spirit, but still have false ideas about him, ideas which are all the further from the truth in that they have no place either in the world of body, or in that of derived and created spirit, or in the Creator himself. Thus whoever thinks that God is dazzling white, for example, or fiery red, is mistaken, yet these are realities of the bodily world. Or whoever thinks that God forgets things one moment and
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remembers them the next, or anything like that, is certainly quite wrong, and yet these are realities of the mental world. But those who suppose that God is of such power that he actually begets himself, are if anything even more wrong, since not only is God not like that, but neither is anything in the world of body or spirit. There is absolutely no thing whatsoever that brings itself into existence.†2
2. It was therefore to purify the human spirit of such falsehoods that holy scripture, adapting itself to babes, did not shun any words, proper to any kind of thing whatever, that might nourish our understanding and enable it to rise up to the sublimities of divine things. Thus it would use words taken from corporeal things to speak about God with, as when it says Shelter me under the shadow†3 of your wings (Ps 17:8); and from the sphere of created spirit it has transposed many words to signify what was not in fact like that, but had to be expressed like that; I am a jealous God (Ex 20:5) for example, and I am sorry I made man (Gn 6:7). But from things that simply do not exist it never has drawn any names to form into figures of speech or weave†4 into riddles. Hence those who are shut off from the truth by the third kind of error fade away into the meaningless even more disastrously than the others, since they imagine things about God that have no place either in him or in anything he has made.

The divine scriptures then are in the habit of making something like children's toys out of things that occur in creation, by which to entice our sickly gaze†5 and get us step by step to seek as best we can the things that are above and forsake the things that are below.†6 Things, however, that are peculiar to God and do not occur anywhere in creation are rarely mentioned by sacred scripture; an example would be what was said to Moses; I am who I am, and He who is sent me to you (Ex 3:14). Since in one way or another both body and spirit are said to be, scripture would not surely have said that, unless it were meant to be understood in some special way peculiar to God. Then there is the apostle's remark, who alone has immortality (1 Tm 6:16); since the soul too is called, and is, immortal in some way, he would not have said who alone has, unless it were the case that true immortality is unchangingness, which nothing created can have as it is peculiar to the creator. James too makes the point: Every best bounty and every perfect gift is from above, coming down from the Father of lights, with whom there is no change nor moving shadow (Jas 1:17), and so does David: You will change them and they shall be changed, but you are the selfsame (Ps 102:27).

3. So then it is difficult to contemplate and have full knowledge of God's substance, which without any change in itself makes things that change, and without any passage of time in itself creates things that exist in time.†7 That is why it is necessary for our minds to be purified before that inexpressible reality can be inexpressibly seen by them; and in order to make us fit and capable of grasping it, we are led along more endurable routes, nurtured on faith as long as we have not yet been endowed with that necessary purification. Thus the apostle indeed says that all the treasures of wisdom and knowledge are hidden in Christ (Col 2:3); yet to people who though reborn by his grace are still fleshly
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and “all too human,”†8 like babies in Christ, he presents him not in the divine strength in which he is equal to the Father, but in the human weakness through which he was crucified. Nor did I consider myself to know anything among you, he says, except Jesus Christ, and crucified at that, then he adds, and in weakness and fear and much trembling was I among you (1 Cor 2:2). And a little later he says to them, And I, brothers, could not speak to you as spiritual people, but only as fleshly; I gave you, like babies in Christ, milk to drink, not solid food, for you were not yet capable of it—indeed you are not capable of it even now (1 Cor 3:1-2).

When some people are told this they get angry and think they are being insulted, and very often they prefer to believe that the ones they hear it from have nothing really to say, rather than consider themselves unable to grasp what they say. And sometimes we give them reasons—not indeed the ones they ask for when they inquire about God, since they are not capable of taking them, nor perhaps are we of mastering or presenting them—but reasons to show them how unfit they are, how little suited to receiving what they demand. But as they do not hear what they want, they presume that we are behaving craftily to conceal our lack of learning, or spitefully because we grudge them their learning, and so in ruffled indignation they take their departure.

4. That is why, with the help of the Lord our God, we shall undertake to the best of our ability to give them the reasons they clamor for, and to account for the one and only and true God being a trinity,†9 and for the rightness of saying, believing, understanding that the Father and the Son and the Holy Spirit are of one and the same substance or essence. In this way, instead of feeling that they have been fobbed off by my excuses, they may actually come to realize that that supreme goodness does exist which only the most purified minds can gaze upon, and also that they are themselves unable to gaze upon it and grasp it for the good reason that the human mind with its weak eyesight cannot concentrate on so overwhelming a light, unless it has been nursed back to full vigor on the justice of faith (Rom 4:13).†10
But first we must establish by the authority of the holy scriptures whether the faith is in fact like that. Only then shall we go on, if God so wills and gives his help, to accommodate these talkative reason-mongers who have more conceit than capacity, which makes the disease they suffer from all the more dangerous. We shall do them such a service, perhaps, that they are able to discover reasons they can have no doubt about, and so in cases where they are unable to discover any they will sooner find fault with their own minds than with the truth itself or our arguments. In this way if there is a particle of the love or fear of God in them, they may return to the beginning and right order of faith, realizing at least what a wholesome regimen is provided for the faithful in holy Church, whereby the due observance of piety makes the ailing mind well for the perception of unchanging truth, and saves it from being plunged into opinions of a noisome falsehood by the random whims of temerity. Nor will I for my part, wherever I stick fast be loath to seek, nor wherever I go wrong be ashamed to learn.
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5. Accordingly, dear reader, whenever you are as certain about something as I am go forward with me; whenever you stick equally fast seek with me; whenever you notice that you have gone wrong come back to me; or that I have, call me back to you. In this way let us set out along Charity Street together, making for him of whom it is said, Seek his face always (Ps 105:4).†11 This covenant, both prudent and pious, I would wish to enter into in the sight of the Lord our God with all who read what I write, and with respect to all my writings, especially such as these where we are seeking the unity of the three, of Father and Son and Holy Spirit. For nowhere else is a mistake more dangerous, or the search more laborious, or discovery more advantageous.

So whoever reads this and says, “This is not well said, because I do not understand it,” is criticizing my statement, not the faith; and perhaps it could have been said more clearly—though no one has ever expressed himself well enough to be understood by everybody on everything. The person then who feels this grievance against my discourse should see if he can understand others who have busied themselves with such matters and such questions, when he fails to understand me. If so, let him lay my book aside (or throw it away if he prefers) and spend his time and effort on the ones he does understand.

However, he has no grounds to consider that I should have kept quiet, simply because I have not been able to express myself with such facility and clarity as those whom he can understand. Not everything, after all, that is written by anybody comes into the hands of everybody, and it is possible that some who are in fact capable of understanding even what I write may not come across those more intelligible writings, while they do at least happen upon these of mine. That is why it is useful to have several books by several authors, even on the same subjects, differing in style though not in faith, so that the matter itself may reach as many as possible, some in this way others in that. But if the person who complains that he has not understood this book has never been able to understand anyone else's painstaking and penetrating investigations of such subjects, he should set about improving himself with serious study, instead of trying to silence me with querulous abuse.

On the other hand, if anyone reads this work and says, “I understand what is being said, but it is not true,” he is at liberty to affirm his own conviction as much as he likes and refute mine if he can. If he succeeds in doing so charitably and truthfully, and also takes the trouble to let me know (if I am still alive), then that will be the choicest plum that could fall to me from these labors of mine. If he cannot do me this service, I would be only too pleased that he should do it for anybody he can. All I am concerned with is to meditate on the law of the Lord, if not day and night, at least at whatever odd moments I can snatch (Ps 1:2), and to prevent forgetfulness from running away with my meditations by tying them down to paper; trusting in God's mercy that he will make me persevering in all truths I am sure of, and that if in anything I am otherwise minded he will reveal this also to me himself (Phil 3:15), either by hidden inspirations and reminders, or by his own manifest utterances,†12 or by discussions with the brethren. That is what I pray for, that is my deposit and my heart's
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desire, placed in the keeping of one who is a sufficiently reliable custodian of goods he himself has given and redeemer of promises he himself has made.

6. I do not doubt, of course, that some people who are rather slow in the uptake will think that in some passages in my books I meant what I did not mean, or that I did not mean what in fact I did. Nobody, I trust, will think it fair to blame me for the mistake of such people if they stray off the path into some falsehood in their effort to follow and their failure to keep up with me, while I am perforce picking my way through dark and difficult places. After all, no one would dream of blaming the sacred authors of God's own books for the immense variety there is of heretical errors, though all the heretics try to defend their false and misleading opinions from those very scriptures.†13
Undoubtedly, though, it is required of me by the gentle authority of Christ's law, which is charity, that when people think I meant something false in my books which in fact I did not and this falsehood is disliked by one and welcomed by another, I should prefer to be censured by the censurer of falsehood than to receive its praiser's praises. The first, though he is wrong to blame me, since I did not in fact mean what he thinks I did, is right to blame the error; but the second is neither right in praising an opinion that truth condemns, nor right in praising me for something he thinks I meant that truth condemns. Without further ado, then, let us apply ourselves to the task we have undertaken.†14
Chapter 2: The unity and equality of the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit are proved from scripture.
7. The purpose of all the Catholic commentators I have been able to read on the divine books of both testaments, who have written before me on the trinity which God is,†15 has been to teach that according to the scriptures Father and Son and Holy Spirit in the inseparable equality of one†16 substance present a divine unity; and therefore there are not three gods but one God; although indeed the Father has begotten the Son, and therefore he who is the Father is not the Son; and the Son is begotten by the Father, and therefore he who is the Son is not the Father; and the Holy Spirit is neither the Father nor the Son, but only the Spirit of the Father and of the Son, himself coequal to the Father and the Son, and belonging to the threefold unity.

It was not however this same three (their teaching continues) that was born of the virgin Mary, crucified and buried under Pontius Pilate, rose again on the third day and ascended into heaven, but the Son alone. Nor was it this same three that came down upon Jesus in the form of a dove at his baptism, or came down on the day of Pentecost after the Lord's ascension, with a roaring sound from heaven as though a violent gust were rushing down, and in divided tongues as of fire,†17 but the Holy Spirit alone. Nor was it this same three that spoke from
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heaven, You are my Son, either at his baptism by John (Mk 1:11), or on the mountain when the three disciples were with him (Mt 17:5), nor when the resounding voice was heard, I have both glorified it (my name) and will glorify it again (Jn 12:28), but it was the Father's voice alone addressing the Son; although just as Father and Son and Holy Spirit are inseparable, so do they work inseparably.†18 This is also my faith inasmuch as it is the Catholic faith.

8. Yet this statement of the faith worries some people, when they hear that the Father is God and the Son is God and the Holy Spirit is God, and yet this threesome is not three gods but one God. They wonder how they are to understand this, especially when it is said that the trinity works inseparably in everything that God works, and yet that an utterance of the Father was heard which is not the Son's utterance, and that on the other hand only the Son was born in the flesh and suffered and rose again and ascended;†19 and that only the Holy Spirit came in the form of a dove. They want to understand how that utterance which was only the Father's was caused by the three; and how that flesh in which only the Son was born of the virgin was created by the same three; and how that form of the dove in which only the Holy Spirit appeared was fashioned by the trinity itself. Otherwise the trinity does not work inseparably, but the Father does some things, the Son others and the Holy Spirit yet others; or if they do some things together and some without each other, then the trinity is no longer inseparable. Another puzzle is in what manner the Holy Spirit is in the three, being begotten neither by Father nor Son nor both of them, while being the Spirit both of the Father and the Son.†20
People ask us these questions to the point of weariness, so we must set before them as far as we can what God has granted our weakness to understand, and on no account take gnawing Envy as our traveling companion (Wis 6:25). If we say that we do not usually think about these things, we are being untruthful; if we confess to our questioners that these matters live permanently in our thoughts because we are carried away by a love of tracking down the truth, then they can demand of us by right of charity that we should show them what conclusions we have been able to reach on the subject. Not that I have already attained or am perfect†21 (if not Paul the apostle, how much less may I, prostrate far below his feet, count myself to have apprehended?), but in my own poor measure I forget what lies behind and stretch out to what lies ahead, and press on intently†22 to the palm of the supernal vocation (Phil 3:12); and so I am desired to declare how much of the way I have covered and what point I have reached, from where in fine the rest of the course lies ahead of me, and free-born Charity compels me to be the slave of those who desire this of me. But it is proper, and God will surely grant it, that I should also do myself a little good by serving them with something to read; and that in being prompt to answer their questions I should also find the answers to my own. And so at the bidding of the Lord our God and with his aid I have undertaken, not so much to discuss with authority what I have already learned, as to learn by discussing it with modest piety.

9. Those who have affirmed that our Lord Jesus Christ is not God, or is not true God, or is not with the Father the one and only God, or is not truly immortal
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because he is subject to change, have been confuted by the utterance of the clearest and most consistent divine testimonies, for example In the beginning was the Word, and the Word was with God, and the Word was God (Jn 1:1). It is clear that we are to take the Word of God for the only Son of God, of whom he goes on to say, And the Word became flesh (Jn 1:14), with reference to his incarnation birth which took place in time of the virgin. Now in this passage he clearly shows that he is not only God but also of the same substance as the Father, for after saying and the Word was God, he adds, This was in the beginning with God; all things were made through him, and without him was made nothing (Jn 1:2). By all things he means only what has been made, that is every creature. So it is crystal clear that he through whom all things were made was not made himself. And if he is not made he is not a creature, and if he is not a creature he is of the same substance as the Father. For every substance that is not God is a creature, and that is not a creature is God. And if the Son is not of the same substance as the Father he is a made substance; if he is a made substance then not all things were made through him. But†23 all things were made through him; therefore he is of one and the same substance as the Father. And thus he is not only God, but also true God;†24 as the same John says quite explicitly in his epistle: We know that the Son of God has come and has given us understanding to know the true one†25 and to be in the true one, in his Son Jesus Christ. This is the true God and life everlasting (1 Jn 5:20).

10. From this we can go on to infer that the apostle Paul's words, who alone has immortality (1 Tm 6:16),†26 do not refer to the Father alone but to the one and only God which the trinity is. For life everlasting can scarcely be mortal and subject to change, and thus the Son of God, being life everlasting, must also be meant with the Father by the words who alone has immortality. After all, it is by becoming partakers in his life everlasting that even we in our own little measure have been made immortal, though the life everlasting we have been made partakers of is one thing, and we who shall live forever by partaking of it are another.

Even if the whole passage ran, whom in his own proper time the Father has manifested,†27 the blessed and only mighty one, King of kings and Lord of lords, who alone has immortality—even then it ought not to be taken as excluding the Son. After all, in another place where the Son speaks with Wisdom's voice (for he is the Wisdom of God) (1 Cor 1:24) and says, I compassed the circuit of heaven alone (Sir 24:5), he has not excluded the Father; how much less need is there then to understand the words who alone has immortality of the Father only and exclude the Son, seeing that the passage in fact runs: That you keep the commandment untarnished and irreproachable†28 until the coming of our Lord Jesus Christ, whom in his own proper times he has manifested who is the blessed and only mighty one, King of kings and Lord of lords, who alone has immortality and dwells in light inaccessible, whom no man has ever seen or can see, to whom is honor and glory for ever and ever (1 Tm 6:14). In these words neither Father nor Son nor Holy Spirit is specifically named, but the blessed and only mighty one, King of kings and Lord of lords, which is the one and only true God, the three.
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11. But perhaps this understanding of the phrase is spoilt by what follows, when he says, whom no man has seen or can see, though this too should be taken as applying to Christ in his divinity, which the Jews did not see, though they saw and crucified his flesh. Now divinity cannot be seen by human sight in any way whatever; it is seen by a power of sight which makes those who already see with it not human but superhuman. It is right therefore to take God the three as the blessed and only mighty one, manifesting the coming of our Lord Jesus Christ in his own proper times. For who alone has immortality is said in the same way as who performs wonders alone (Ps 72:18). I would like to know of whom they take it that is said. If of the Father only, then how can what the Son says be true, that whatever the Father does, the same the Son also does likewise (Jn 5:19)? Or which of his wonders is more wonderful than raising and giving life to the dead? Yet the same Son goes on to say, As the Father raises the dead and gives them life, so also the Son gives life to whom he will (Jn 5:21). How then can it be the Father who alone performs wonders, when these words do not allow us to understand either the Father only or the Son only as doing so, but simply the one true only God, that is Father and Son and Holy Spirit?

12. Take another saying of the same apostle: For us there is one God the Father from whom are all things, and we in him, and one Lord Jesus Christ through whom are all things, and we through him (1 Cor 8:6). Who can doubt that by all things he means all that is created, like John in All things were made through him (Jn 1:3)? So I ask whom does he mean in another place with the words, Since from him and through him and in him are all things, to him be glory for ever and ever (Rom 11:36).†29 If he means Father and Son and Holy Spirit, attributing a phrase apiece to each person—from him, from the Father; through him, through the Son; in him, in the Holy Spirit—then it is clear that Father and Son and Holy Spirit is what the one God is, since he concludes in the singular, to him be glory for ever and ever. As a matter of fact, he began the expression of this sentiment by saying, Oh the depths of the riches of wisdom and knowledge, not of the Father or of the Son or of the Holy Spirit, but of God! How inscrutable are his judgments, and how unsearchable his ways! For who ever learned the mind of the Lord, or who was ever his counselor? Or who first gave,†30 and recompense shall be made him? Since from him and through him and in him are all things, to him be glory for ever and ever (Rom 11:33-36).

But if they want all this to be understood of the Father alone, how in that case were all things made through the Father as it says here, and also all things through the Son as in 1 Corinthians, where he says and one Lord Jesus Christ through whom are all things, and as in John's gospel, All things were made through him? If some things were made through the Father, others through the Son, then it cannot be all things through the Father nor all through the Son. But if it is all things through the Father and all through the Son, then it is the same things through the Father as through the Son. So the Son is equal to the Father, and the work of Father and Son is inseparable. Because if it is even the Son merely that the Father made and the Son himself did not make, then not all things were made through the Son; but all things were made through the Son. Therefore
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he was not made himself, so that with the Father he might make all things that were made. In any case the apostle did not fail to use the very word “equal,” and said as plainly as could be, who being in the form of God did not think it robbery to be equal to God (Phil 2:6),†31 here using “God” as a proper name for the Father, as he does in another text, But the head of Christ is God (1 Cor 11:3). 13. In the same way testimonies have been collected on the Holy Spirit and copiously employed by previous expositors of the subject to show that he too is God and not a creature.†32 And if he is not a creature then he is not only God—for even men have been called gods (Ps 82:6)—but also true God; therefore absolutely equal to the Father and the Son, and consubstantial and co-eternal in the oneness of the three. But the place which makes it most evident that the Holy Spirit is not a creature is the one where we are bidden not to serve the creature but the creator (Rom 1:25)—serve, not in the sense in which we are bidden to serve one another in charity, which is douleuein in Greek, but in the sense in which only God is served, latreuein in Greek, hence the name “idolaters” for those who offer to images the service owed to God. As regards this service it is said, The Lord your God shall you adore, and him only shall you serve (Dt 6:13). This is clearer in the Greek text, which has latreuseis. Accordingly if we are forbidden to serve the creature with such service as this, in that it is said The Lord your God shall you adore, and him only shall you serve—which is why the apostle abominates those who have worshipped and served the creature instead of the creator (Rom 1:25); then the Holy Spirit is certainly not a creature, since all the saints offer him such service, according to the apostle's words, For we are the circumcision, serving the Spirit of God (Phil 3:3), which in the Greek is latreuontes. Most of the Latin codices have this too: qui spiritui dei servimus, we who serve the Spirit of God; the Greek ones all have it, or nearly all. But in some Latin copies, instead of spiritui dei servimus, we find spiritu deo servimus, we who serve God in the Spirit.†33
But now, can those who accept this wrong reading and decline to give in to weightier authority, can they find a variant reading in the codices for this text: Do you not know that your bodies are the temple among you of the Holy Spirit, whom you have from God (1 Cor 6:19)? Could anything be more insanely sacrilegious than to have the effrontery to call the members of Christ the temple of a creature who is inferior, in these people's opinion,†34 to Christ himself? For he says earlier on, Your bodies are the members of Christ (1 Cor 6:15). But if things that are the members of Christ are the temple of the Holy Spirit, then the Holy Spirit is not a creature, since we cannot but owe, to one whom we offer our bodies to as a temple, that service by which only God is to be served, which in Greek is called latreia. So he says in conclusion, Glorify God therefore in your bodies (1 Cor 6:20).
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Chapter 3: The rule of interpretation that the Son is equal to the Father in the form of God,…

The rule of interpretation that the Son is equal to the Father in the form of God, less than the Father in the form of a servant; that he will hand over the kingdom to the Father, and himself be subject to the Father (1 Cor 15:24-28), when he brings all his faithful to the contemplation of the three divine persons, and so completes and lays aside his office of mediator.
14. These and similar testimonies of the divine scriptures, used copiously by earlier writers, as I have said, to defeat such sophistries or errors of the heretics, present our faith with the unity and equality of the three. But because of the Word of God's incarnation, which for the sake of restoring us to health†35 took place that the man Christ Jesus might be mediator of God and man (1 Tm 2:5), many things are said in the holy books to suggest, or even state openly that the Father is greater than the Son. This has misled people who are careless about examining or keeping in view the whole range of the scriptures, and they have tried to transfer what is said of Christ Jesus as man to that substance of his which was everlasting before the incarnation and is everlasting still. They say that the Son is less than the Father because it is written in the Lord's own words, The Father is greater than I (Jn 14:28); the truth, however, shows that as far as that goes the Son is less even than himself. How could it be otherwise with him who emptied himself, taking the form of a servant (Phil 2:7)? For he did not so take the form of a servant that he lost the form of God in which he was equal to the Father. So if the form of a servant was taken on in such a way that the form of God was not lost—since it is the same only begotten Son of the Father who is both in the form of a servant and in the form of God, equal to the Father in the form of God, in the form of a servant the mediator of God and men the man Christ Jesus—who can fail to see that in the form of God he too is greater than himself and in the form of a servant he is less than himself? And so it is not without reason that scripture says both; that the Son is equal to the Father and that the Father is greater than the Son. The one is to be understood in virtue of the form of God, the other in virtue of the form of a servant, without any confusion.

And this rule for solving this question in all the sacred scriptures is laid down for us in this one passage of the apostle Paul's letter, where the distinction is clearly set out. He says: Who being in the form of God thought it no robbery to be equal to God, yet he emptied himself taking the form of a servant, being made in the likeness†36 of men, in condition found as a man (Phil 2:6). So the Son of God is God the Father's equal by nature, by condition his inferior. In the form of a servant which he took he is the Father's inferior; in the form of God in which he existed even before he took this other he is the Father's equal. In the form of God, the Word through whom all things were made (Jn 1:3); in the form of a servant, one made of woman, made under the law, to redeem those who were under the law (Gal 4:4). Accordingly, in the form of God he made man, in the form of a servant he was made man. For if the Father only without the Son had
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made man, it would not have been written Let us make man to our image and likeness (Gn 1:26).†37 In conclusion then, because the form of God took on the form of a servant, each is God and each is man, but each is God because of God taking on, and each is man because of man taken on. Neither of them was turned or changed into the other by that “take-over”; neither godhead changed into creature and ceasing to be godhead, nor creature changed into godhead and ceasing to be creature.

15. As for the apostle's words, But when all things are made subject to him, then shall the Son himself also be made subject to the one who subjected all things to him (1 Cor 15:28); either their meaning is such that one may not suppose the condition of Christ, received as a result of his being a human creature, is going to be changed afterward into divinity itself (or into deity, to put it more definitely†38) which is not a creature, but is the unity of the three, incorporeal and unchanging, a nature consubstantial and co-eternal with itself; or at least, if anyone does argue for a view held by some,†39 that in the words the Son himself shall also be made subject to the one who subjected all things to him this subjection must be taken to mean a future change or conversion of creature into the very substance or essence of creator, that is, that what had been the substance of a creature, is to become the substance of the creator; at least he will surely grant this, something there can be no doubt about, that this had not yet happened when the Lord said The Father is greater than I (Jn 14:28). It was not merely before he had ascended into heaven that he said this, but even before he had suffered and risen from the dead. Now those who suppose that the human nature in him changes over into the substance of deity, and that the words Then also shall the Son himself be made subject to the one who subjected all things to him amount to saying, “Then also shall the son of man and the human nature taken by the Word of God be changed into the nature of the one who made all things subject to him”; these people consider that this will happen after the judgment day, when he has handed over the kingdom to God and the Father (1 Cor 15:24). And thus even according to this opinion the Father is still for the time being greater than the form of a servant which was taken from the virgin. And even if you assert that the man Christ Jesus has already†40 been changed into the substance of God, you surely cannot deny that the nature of man still remained when he said before his passion, The Father is greater than I (Jn 14:28). So there need be no hesitation from anyone in taking this to mean that what the Father is greater than is the form of a servant, whereas the Son is his equal in the form of God.

In the same passage the apostle has just remarked, When it says that all things have been made subject to him, clearly he is excepted who subjected all things to him (1 Cor 15:27);†41 and one ought not to think of the Father subjecting all things to the Son without allowing that the Son may also be thought of as having subjected all things to himself. The apostle makes this clear in Philippians: But our residence is in heaven, he says, from where we are also awaiting as savior our Lord Jesus Christ, who will transfigure†42 the body of our lowliness to match the body of his glory, according to the working of that power of his by which he
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is able also to subject all things to himself (Phil 3:20). For the Father's working and the Son's are inseparable. If it were not so, then it would not be true even that the Father has subjected all things to himself, but rather that the Son has subjected them to him by handing over the kingdom to him, and by cancelling all sovereignty and all authority and power. For that in fact is what is said of the Son: When he has handed over the kingdom to God and the Father, it goes, when he has cancelled all sovereignty and all authority and power (1 Cor 15:24). The one who cancels them is surely the one who subjects†43 them.

16. On the other hand we should not assume that Christ will so hand over the kingdom to God and the Father that he deprives himself of it—though even this belief can muster its collection of cranks. He is not excluded when it talks of the kingdom being handed over to God and the Father, since together with the Father he is one God. But these people, as casual about the divine scriptures as they are devoted to controversy, are caught by the word “until”; for the text continues, He must reign until he has put all his enemies under his feet (1 Cor 15:25), as though he will stop reigning when he has put them there. But they fail to see that it is exactly like the text, His heart has been strengthened, he shall not be shaken until he looks down on his enemies (Ps 112:8), where it is not suggested that he will be shaken the moment he does look down on them.

What then does it really mean, When he hands over the kingdom to God and the Father (1 Cor 15:24), as though at present God and the Father had not got a kingdom? The fact is that the man Christ Jesus, mediator of God and men (1 Tm 2:5), now reigning for all the just who live by faith (Hb 2:4),†44 is going to bring them to direct sight of God, to the face to face vision, as the apostle calls it (1 Cor 13:12),†45 that is what is meant by When he hands the kingdom over to God and the Father, as though to say “When he brings believers to a direct contemplation of God and the Father.”†46 In his own words, All things have been entrusted to me by my Father; and no one knows the Son except the Father, nor does anyone know the Father except the Son, and whomever the Son chooses to reveal him to (Mt 11:27). It is when he cancels all sovereignty and all authority and power that the Son will reveal the Father, that is, when there is no more need for the regime of symbols administered by the angelic sovereignties and authorities and powers. It is in the name of these powers that we may suitably understand the word of the Song of Songs to be addressed to the bride: We shall make you symbols of gold with variations of silver, as long as the king is in his bed-chamber (Sg 1:10), that is, as long as Christ is in his place of withdrawal, for our†47 life is hidden with Christ in God. When Christ your life, he says, is manifested, then shall you too be manifested with him in glory (Col 3:3). Until that happens, we see now through a glass in a puzzle, that is in symbols, but then it shall be face to face (1 Cor 13:12).

17. This contemplation is promised us as the end of all activities and the eternal perfection of all joys. For we are God's sons, and it has not yet been manifested what we shall be; we know that when he is manifested we shall be like him, for we shall see him as he is (1 Jn 3:2). What we shall contemplate as we live for ever is what he told his servant Moses: I am who I am. And so†48 you
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shall say to the children of Israel, He who is sent me to you (Ex 3:14). He himself said so, in fact: This is eternal life, that they should know you, the one true God, and Jesus Christ whom you have sent (Jn 17:3). This will happen when the Lord comes and lights up the things hidden in the darkness (1 Cor 4:5), when the darkness of this mortality and corruption passes away. That will be our morning, of which it says in the psalm, In the morning I shall stand before you and contemplate (Ps 5:5). It is of this contemplation that I understand the text, When he hands over the kingdom to God and the Father (1 Cor 15:24), that is, when the man Christ Jesus, mediator of God and men (1 Tm 2:5), now reigning for the just who live by faith (Hb 2:4), brings them to the contemplation of God and the Father. If I am being stupid in this, I hope anyone who has a better idea will correct me; I cannot think of one.

We will not seek anything else when we reach that contemplation of him, which is not yet ours as long as we are rejoicing only in hope.†49 But hope which is seen is not hope; why should anyone also hope for what he can see? But if we hope for what we do not see, then we wait in patience (Rom 8:24), as long as the king is in his bed-chamber (Sg 1:11). Then shall the psalm come true, You will fill me with delight at your countenance (Ps 16:11). Nothing further than that delight will be sought; there will be nothing further to seek. Philip understood this well enough to say, Lord, show us the Father and it suffices us (Jn 14:8). But he did not yet understand that he could just as well have said the same thing like this: “Lord, show us yourself and it suffices us.” To make him understand, the Lord answered, Have I been with you all this time and you do not know me? Philip, whoever has seen me has seen the Father too. But he wanted him to live by faith before he could see that, and so he went on, Do you not believe that I am in the Father and the Father is in me (Jn 14:9-11)? For, as long as we are in the body we are abroad from the Lord. For we walk by faith, not by sight (2 Cor 5:6).

Contemplation in fact is the reward of faith, a reward for which hearts are cleansed through faith, as it is written, cleansing their hearts through faith (Acts 15:9). Proof that it is that contemplation for which hearts†50 are cleansed comes from the key text, Blessed are the clean of heart, for they shall see God (Mt 5:8). And that this is eternal life God makes clear in the psalms, I will fill him with length of days, and I will show him my salvation (Ps 91:16).†51 Whether we hear then “Show us the Son,” or whether we hear “Show us the Father,” it comes to the same thing, because neither can be shown without the other. They are indeed one, as he tells us, I and the Father are one (Jn 10:30). In a word, because of this inseparability, it makes no difference whether sometimes the Father alone or sometimes the Son alone is mentioned as the one who is to fill us with delight at his countenance.

18. Nor is the Spirit of each separable from this unity, the Father's Spirit, that is, and the Son's, the Holy Spirit which is given the proper name of the Spirit of truth, which this world cannot receive (Jn 14:17). For the fullness of our happiness, beyond which there is none else, is this: to enjoy God the three in whose image we were made. That is why it sometimes speaks of the Holy Spirit
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as if he would suffice by himself for our bliss, and he does suffice by himself, for the good reason that he cannot be separated from the Father and the Son-just as the Father suffices by himself because he cannot be separated from the Son and the Holy Spirit, and the Son suffices by himself because he cannot be separated from the Father and the Holy Spirit. Is this not his point when he says, If you love me keep my commandments, and I shall ask the Father, and he will give you another advocate to be with you for ever, the Spirit of truth which this world cannot receive (Jn 14:15-17), the lovers of the world, that is? For the unspiritual man does not perceive the things of the Spirit of God (1 Cor 2:15). It might, I suppose, be argued that his saying I shall ask the Father and he will give you another advocate really suggests that the Son by himself does not suffice. Here, on the other hand, is a passage where the Holy Spirit is spoken of as absolutely sufficing by himself: When he, the Spirit of truth comes, he will teach you all truth (Jn 16:13). Is the Son then to be excluded here, as though he did not teach all truth, or as though the Holy Spirit had to supplement what the Son was less able to teach? Let them say if they like, then, that the Holy Spirit whom they usually call inferior to the Son is greater than he. Or perhaps because it does not say “he alone,” or “nobody but he will teach you all truth,” they will allow us to believe that the Son also teaches with him? Then the apostle in that case excluded the Son from knowing the things that are of God when he said, Thus also the things that are of God no one knows but the Spirit of God (1 Cor 2:11). So now these perverse people are in a position to say that even the Son is only taught the things that are of God by the Holy Spirit, as an inferior by a superior; one to whom the Son himself attributed so much that he could say, Because I have spoken these things to you sadness has filled your hearts. But I tell you the truth, it is expedient for you that I go; for if I do not go away, the advocate will not come to you (Jn 16:6). But the point is, he did not say this because of any inequality between the Word of God and the Holy Spirit; it was as though he was telling them that the presence of the son of man among them would be a hindrance to the coming of him who was never an inferior, because he never emptied himself, taking the form of a servant (Phil 2:7), like the Son. So it was necessary for the form of a servant to be removed from their sight, since as long as they could observe it they would think that Christ was this only which they had before their eyes. This explains his words, If you loved me you should rejoice at my going to the Father, for the Father is greater than I (Jn 14:28), that is, “This is why I must go to the Father, because while you see me like this you assume from what you see that I am inferior to the Father, and thus with all your attention on the creature and on the adopted condition, you fail to understand the equality I enjoy with the Father.” It also explains that other text, Do not touch me, for I have not yet ascended to the Father (Jn 20:17).†52 Touching concludes as it were the process of getting acquainted. He did not want this heart, so eagerly reaching out to him, to stop at thinking that he was only what could be seen and touched. His ascension to the Father signified his being seen in his equality with the Father, that being the ultimate vision which suffices us. Again, it is sometimes said of the Son by himself that he suffices us, and we
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are promised the vision of him as the whole reward of our love and desire. Thus he says, Whoever has my commandments and keeps them he it is that loves me. And whoever loves me shall be loved by my Father, and I will love him and show myself to him (Jn 14:21). Was he here excluding the Father because he did not say “I will show him the Father too”? The actual truth is that I and the Father are one (Jn 10:30), and therefore when the Father is shown, the Son who is in him is shown also, and when the Son is shown, the Father who is in him is shown too.

Thus just as it is understood, when he says I will show myself to him, that he also shows the Father; so when it says When he hands over the kingdom to God and the Father (1 Cor 15:24), it is to be understood that he does not deprive himself of it. When he brings the believers to the contemplation of God and the Father, he will assuredly bring them to the contemplation of himself, having said, I will show myself to him (Jn 14:21). And thus it follows naturally that when Jude said to him, Lord, how is it that you will show yourself to us and not to this world, Jesus answered and said to him, If anyone loves me he will keep my word; and my Father will love him, and we shall come to him and make our abode with him (Jn 14:22). There it is in black and white; it is not only himself he shows to one who loves him, since he comes and takes up his abode with him together with the Father.

19. Or perhaps while Father and Son take up their abode in their admirer, the Holy Spirit, you think, will be excluded from this abode? Then how about what he has just said above of the Holy Spirit: whom this world cannot receive since it does not see him; you know him because he abides with you and is in you (Jn 14:17)? So he is not excluded from this abode, since it is said of him that he abides with you and is in you—unless of course there is anyone absurd enough to suppose that when Father and Son arrive to take up their abode with their admirer the Holy Spirit will withdraw, and make room as it were for his betters. Even this crassly materialistic†53 opinion is met by the scriptures; a little earlier on he had said, And I shall ask the Father, and he will give you another advocate to be with you for ever (Jn 14:16). He will not therefore withdraw when the Father and the Son arrive, but will be with them in the same abode for ever; for as a matter of fact, neither does he come without them nor they without him. It is to make us aware of the trinity that some things are even said†54 about the persons singly by name; however, they must not be understood in the sense of excluding the other persons, because this same three is also one, and there is one substance and godhead of Father and Son and Holy Spirit.

20. Our Lord Jesus Christ, then, will hand over the kingdom to God and the Father (1 Cor 15:24)—and that phrase excludes neither the Holy Spirit nor himself—insofar as†55 he will bring believers to the direct contemplation of God, in which all good actions have their end, and there is everlasting rest and joy that shall not be taken away from us. He points this out himself when he says, I shall see you again, and your heart shall rejoice, and your joy no one shall take away from you (Jn 16:22). A sort of picture of what this joy will be like was sketched by Mary sitting at the Lord's feet, intent upon his words; at rest
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from all activity and intent upon the truth, in such measure as this life allows of, but thereby nonetheless foreshadowing that joy which is going to last for ever. There was Martha her sister, busy doing what had to be done—activity which though good and useful is going to end one day and give place to rest. She, meanwhile, was already taking her rest in the word of the Lord. So when Martha complained that her sister was not helping her, the Lord replied Mary has chosen the best part, which shall not be taken away from her (Lk 10:38). He did not call what Martha was doing a bad part, but this which shall not be taken away he called the best part. For the part which is played in ministering to need will be taken away when need comes to an end, and in fact the reward of good works that are going to come to an end is a rest that will endure.†56
In that contemplation, then, God will be all in all (1 Cor 15:28), because nothing further will be desired of him; to be illumined and rejoiced by him will be enough. And so the psalmist in whom the Spirit makes intercession with inexpressible groanings (Rom 8:26), One thing, says he, have I asked, this will I desire, to dwell in the Lord's house all the days of my life, to contemplate the Lord (Ps 27:4). For we shall contemplate God the Father and Son and Holy Spirit when the mediator of God and men the man Christ Jesus (1 Tm 2:5) has handed over the kingdom to God and the Father (1 Cor 15:24), and hence no longer intercedes for us as our mediator and priest,†57 son of God and son of man, but is himself subject as priest, in the form of a servant he has assumed for us (Phil 2:7), to the one who has subjected all things to him, and to whom he himself has subjected all things (1 Cor 15:28). So inasmuch as he is God he will jointly with the Father have us as subjects; inasmuch as he is priest he will jointly with us be subject to him. Accordingly, since the Son is both God and man, it is rather the man in the Son that differs in substance, than the Son in the Father;†58 just as the flesh of my soul differs more in substance from my soul, though in one and the same man, than another man's soul differs from mine.

21. When therefore he has handed over the kingdom to God and the Father, that is when he has brought those who believe and live by faith (Rom 8:34), for whom he now makes intercession as mediator, to that contemplation which we are sighing and yearning to attain, and when weariness and weeping are at an end (Is 35:10), he will then no longer intercede for us to God and the Father, once he has handed over the kingdom. He said as much in the words, These things have I spoken to you in comparisons; the hour will come when I shall speak to you in comparisons no more, but shall tell you openly about the Father (Jn 16:25), that is, there will be no more comparisons when there is direct vision face to face. That is what he means by I shall tell you openly about the Father, as though to say “I shall show you the Father openly.” He uses the word “tell,” presumably, because he is the Word. He goes on to say, On that day you will ask in my name, and I do not say that I will beg the Father for you, for the Father himself loves you, because you love†59 me and have believed that I came forth from the Father and have come into this world; again, I am leaving the world and going to the Father (Jn 16:26). I came forth from the Father, that is, surely, “It was not in the form in which I am equal to the Father that I was manifested,
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but in another guise, namely as less than he in the creature I took on”; and I have come into this world, that is, “I have shown the form of a servant, which I emptied myself to take (Phil 2:7), even to the eyes of sinners who love this world”; and, Again I am leaving this world, “from the sight of those who love the world I am removing what they have seen”; and, I am going to the Father, “I am teaching my faithful ones that I can only be fully understood in my equality with the Father.” Those who believe this will be considered worthy of being brought from faith to sight, that is to the vision to which he brings us when he is said to hand over the kingdom to God and the Father (1 Cor 15:24). His faithful, after all, whom he bought with his blood, are called his kingdom (Rv 1:5), and he now makes intercession for them (Rom 8:34), but then he will attach them to himself there where he is equal to the Father, and will no longer beg the Father for them. For the Father himself, he says, loves you (Jn 16:27). It is as less than the Father that he begs for us, but as his equal he hearkens to us with the Father. So when he says the Father loves you, he is certainly not excluding himself, but would have us understand, according to the principle I have been rehearsing often enough, that one of the persons of the trinity is frequently mentioned in such a way that the others also are to be taken as being included. Thus here, what is said of the Father, that he himself loves you, is naturally to be understood of the Son and the Holy Spirit too.

Not that he does not love us now,†60 seeing that he did not spare his own Son, but handed him over for us all (Rom 8:32). It is not as we are, however, that God loves us, but as we are going to be. For it is as he loves us that he will keep us for ever, and that is as we shall be when he who now makes intercession for us (Rom 8:34) has handed over the kingdom to God and the Father (1 Cor 15:24), and will then no longer beg the Father for us, because the Father himself loves us. And how do we deserve this if not by faith, by which we believe before we have seen that which is promised us? It is through this faith that we come at last to sight, so that he may love us for actually being what he now loves us that we might be; and that we may no more be what he now hates us for being, and what he urges and helps us not to want to be for ever.
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Chapter 4: More applications of the rule of interpretation that the Son is equal to the Father in the form of God,…
More applications of the rule of interpretation that the Son is equal to the Father in the form of God, less than the Father in the form of man; the proposal of another complementary rule whereby some apparently subordinationist texts are interpreted as saying that the Son in his equality with the Father is yet from the Father; and of yet a third rule whereby, because of the unity of person in Jesus Christ, things are said of him in one nature which are in fact proper to him in virtue of the other; so that we can say, on the one hand that the Son of God was crucified, and on the other that the Son of man will judge the living and the dead
22. Provided then that we know this rule for understanding the scriptures about God's Son and can thus distinguish the two resonances in them, one tuned to the form of God in which he is,†61 and is equal to the Father, the other tuned to the form of a servant which he took and†62 is less than the Father, we will not be upset by statements in the holy books that appear to be in flat contradiction with each other. In the form of God the Son is equal to the Father, and so is the Holy Spirit, since neither of them is a creature, as we have already shown.†63 In the form of a servant, however, he is less than the Father, because he himself said The Father is greater than I (Jn 14:28); he is also less than himself, because it is said of him that he emptied himself (Phil 2:7); and he is less than the Holy Spirit, because he himself said, Whoever utters a blasphemy against the Son of man, it will be forgiven him; but whoever utters one against the Holy Spirit, it will not be forgiven him (Mt 12:32). He also worked his deeds of power through him, as he said himself: If I in the Spirit of God cast out demons, the kingdom of God has come upon you for certain (Lk 11:20). And he says in   
  Isaiah   
  , in a lesson which he read in the synagogue and declared without the slightest hesitation to be fulfilled in himself, The Spirit of the Lord is upon me; wherefore he anointed me, to preach the gospel to the poor he has sent me, to proclaim release to the captives etc. (Is 61:1; Lk 4:18). It was precisely because the Spirit of the Lord was upon him, he says, that he was sent to do these things.

In the form of God, all things were made by him (Jn 1:3); in the form of a servant, he himself was made of woman, made under the law (Gal 4:4). In the form of God, he and the Father are one (Jn 10:30); in the form of a servant, he did not come to do his own will, but the will of him who sent him (Jn 6:38). In the form of God, as the Father has life in himself, so he gave the Son also to have life in himself (Jn 5:26); in the form of a servant, his soul is sorrowful to the point of death, and Father, he said, if it can be, let this cup pass by (Mt 26:38).†64 In the form of God, he is true God and life eternal (1 Jn 5:20); in the form of a servant, he became obedient to the point of death, the death even of the cross (Phil 2:8). In the form of God, everything that the Father has is his (Jn 16:15), and all yours is mine, he says, and mine yours (Jn 17:10); in the form of a servant, his doctrine is not his own, but his who sent him (Jn 7:16).

23. And likewise, Of that hour and day no one knows, neither the angels in heaven nor the Son, except the Father (Mk 13:32).†65 What he does not know is
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what he makes others not know, that is, what he did not know in such a way as to disclose there and then to the disciples. It is like what was said to Abraham, Now I know that you fear God (Gn 22:12), that is, “Now I have made you know,” because in being tested by that trial he became known to himself. Well Christ was certainly going to tell his disciples that too about the day and the hour, when the right time came.†66 Indeed he spoke of that future time as though it were past when he said, I call you no longer servants but friends. For the servant does not know the will of his master, but you I have called friends because I have made known to you everything that I have heard from my Father (Jn 15:15). In fact he had not yet done so, but because he was certainly going to, he spoke as if he already had. For he went on to say, I have many things to tell you, but you cannot take them now (Jn 16:12); included among them, about the day and the hour. The apostle also uses the same manner of speaking: I did not reckon myself to know anything among you, he says, but Christ Jesus, and that crucified (1 Cor 2:2). For he had been speaking to people who were unable to grasp the deeper things of Christ's divinity. He also says to them shortly after, I could not speak to you as spiritual but only as fleshly people (1 Cor 3:1). So he did not know among them what they could not learn through him; and the only thing he said he did know was what they must learn through him. Finally, he did know among the perfect what he did not know among the little ones; you see, he says We speak wisdom among the perfect (1 Cor 2:6). It is by the same manner of speaking that one is said not to know something when one conceals it, as a corner that is concealed is called blind.†67 The scriptures employ no manner of speaking that is not in common human usage—they are, after all, speaking to human beings.

24. In the form of God, it says Before all the hills he begot me (Prv 8:25), that is, before all the immensities of creation, and also, Before the daystar I begot you (Ps 110:3), that is, before all time and things of time. But in the form of a servant it says The Lord created me in the beginning of his ways (Prv 8:22).†68 For he said I am the truth in the form of God, and I am the way (Jn 14:16) in the form of a servant; and it is because he,†69 the firstborn from the dead (Col 1:18, Rv 1:5), blazed a trail to the kingdom of God for his Church, whose head he is as regards even the body's immortality, it is for that reason that he was created in the beginning of God's ways in his work of creation. In the form of God, he is the beginning which also speaks to us (Jn 8:25),†70 the beginning in which God made heaven and earth (Gn 1:1); in the form of a servant, however, he is the bridegroom coming forth from his chamber (Ps 19:6).†71 In the form of God, he is the firstborn of all creation, and he is before all, and all things hold together in him (Col 1:15, 17); in the form of a servant, he is the head of the body, the Church (Col 1:18). In the form of God he is the Lord of glory (1 Cor 2:8; Ps 24:7); from this it is clear that it is he who glorifies his saints. For whom he predestined, them he also called; and whom he called, them he also justified; whom he justified, them he also glorified (Rom 8:30). Of him, after all, it is said that he justifies the wicked (Rom 4:5); of him it is said that he is just and the justifier (Rom 3:26). If then whom he justified them he also glorified, he who
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justifies also glorifies, being, as I said, the Lord of glory. Yet in the form of a servant, he answered his disciples, carrying on about their own glorification, by saying, To sit at my right hand or my left is not mine to grant you, but it is for those it has been prepared for by my Father (Mt 20:23).

25. What has been prepared by the Father, however, has also been prepared by the Son, since he and the Father are one (Jn 10:30). We have already shown that with regard to this three the divine utterances have many ways of saying things about them individually which belong to them all, on account of the indivisible operation of their one and the same substance.†72 Thus he says of the Holy Spirit, When I have gone I shall send him to you (Jn 16:7). Not “we shall send” but as though only the Son would send him, and not the Father too; while elsewhere he says, These things have I spoken to you while remaining among you; but the advocate, the Holy Spirit whom the Father will send in my name, he will make all things clear to you (Jn 14:25). Here again it sounds as if the Son is not going to send him, but only the Father. As in this case then, so with those words of his, but it is for those it has been prepared for by my Father (Mt 20:23), he wished himself to be understood together with the Father as preparing thrones of glory for whom he would.

“But,” someone objects, “when he was speaking there of the Holy Spirit, he said that he would send him without actually denying that the Father would do so too; and in the other text he said the Father would send him, without denying that he himself would also. Here, however, he says in so many words, It is not mine to grant, and then he goes on to say that it has been prepared by the Father.” Yes, but this is the point we have been making all along; this is said in the form of a servant. So we should understand It is not mine to grant you as meaning “It is not in human power to grant this”; it is in virtue of being God and equal to the Father that he is to be understood as granting it. It is not mine, says he, to grant, that is, “I do not grant these things by human power,” but it is for those it has been prepared for by my Father—“but now you must understand that if all that the Father has is mine (Jn 16:19), this surely is also mine, and I have prepared these things with the Father.”

26. And then, you see, there is another text that I wonder about; in what sense does he mean, If anyone does not listen to my words, it is not I that will judge him (Jn 12:47)? Perhaps it is not I that will judge him in this text has the same sense as It is not mine to give in that. Yet how does it continue in this one? For I did not come, says he, to judge the world but to save the world; then he adds, whoever spurns me and does not accept my words has one to judge him. Here we would immediately take it that the Father was meant, did he not go on to say, The word I have spoken, that is what will judge him on the last day (Jn 12:47). So does it mean that the Son will not judge, as he said It is not I that will judge him, and that the Father will not either, but the word will which the Son has spoken? Well, but listen again to what follows: Because I, he says, have not spoken as from myself, but the Father who sent me, he has given me commandment what to say and how to speak, and I know that his commandment means eternal life. All that I speak, I speak just as the Father told me (Jn 12:49-50). If
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then the Son does not judge, but the word the Son has spoken does, and if the reason why the word the Son has spoken judges is that the Son has not spoken as from himself, but the Father who sent him has given him commandment what to say and how to speak; then it is of course the Father that judges, whose word it is that the Son has spoken, whose Word indeed is the Son himself. The Father's commandment is not something different from the Father's word; it is the same thing that he called “commandment” one minute and “word” the next.

So then, let us see whether what he really wanted us to understand by I have not spoken as from myself is not “I was not born as from myself.”†73 For if he speaks the Father's word, he speaks himself because he is the Father's Word. He often says the Father has given me (Jn 5:36; 14:31), by which he wants it to be understood that the Father has begotten him. This is not a case of giving something to someone who already exists and has not got it; here, giving him something to have is begetting him to be. The Son of God, the only-begotten through whom all things were made (Jn 1:3), is not like a creature (not at least before his incarnation and his taking on of a creature) in that what he is differs from what he has; what he is is the very same as what he has. This is stated more clearly (if there is anyone at all who is capable of grasping it) in that other place where he says, Just as the Father has life in himself, so has he given the Son to have life in himself (Jn 5:26). It was not someone already existing and not yet having life, whom he gave to have life in himself, since by the very fact that he is, he is life. So this is the meaning of he gave the Son to have life in himself—that he begot the Son to be unchangeable life, that is to say eternal life. Since therefore the Word of God is the Son of God, and the Son of God is true God and eternal life, as John says in his letter (1 Jn 5:20), here too we can but recognize the same equation when the Lord says It is the word I have spoken that will judge him on the last day (Jn 12:48); this word he calls both the Father's word and the Father's commandment, and the commandment he calls eternal life. And I know, says he, that his commandment is eternal life (Jn 12:50).

27. The question then is how we are to understand It is not I who shall judge, but the word will judge that I have spoken (Jn 12:47). It is clear from what follows that this is another way of saying “It is not I who shall judge, but the word of the Father will judge.” But the Father's Word is in fact the Son of God. Must we not then understand him really to be saying, “It is not I who shall judge, but I shall judge”? And in what other way can that be true but this: “I shall not judge on human authority, that is because I am the Son of man, but I shall judge on the Word's authority, because I am the Son of God”?

If you insist that “It is not I who shall judge, but I shall judge” is simply a contradiction in terms, then what are we to say to that other remark, My doctrine is not mine (Jn 7:16)? He did not say “This doctrine is not mine,” but My doctrine is not mine. What he called his own he said was not his own. How else can this be true except by his calling it his own in one respect and not his own in another? His own in the form of God, and not his own in the form of a servant.†74 By saying not mine but his who sent me, he directs our attention to the Word. The Father's doctrine is the Father's Word, who is his only Son.
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Then again, what about He who believes in me does not believe in me (Jn 12:44)? In him and not in him—how? How is such a self-contradiction to be understood—He who believes in me, he says, does not believe in me, but in him who sent me—unless you take it like this: “He who believes in me does not believe in what he sees,” or our hope would in that case be in something created, but he believes in him who took a created form in which to appear to human eyes, and thereby to purify our minds for contemplating him by faith in his equality with the Father? So when he directs the aim of our faith onto the Father and says does not believe in me but in him who sent me, he does not of course want to separate himself from the Father, from him that is who sent him. He wants us to believe in him in the same way as we do in the Father whose equal he is. He says as much quite explicitly elsewhere: Believe in God, believe in me too (Jn 14:1), which amounts to, “Just as you believe in God, so too in me, because I and the Father are one God.” Just as in this place therefore he appears to deflect man's faith from himself and direct it onto the Father, by saying does not believe in me but in him who sent me, though in fact he did not separate himself from him, so it is with It is not mine to give, but it is for those it has been prepared for by my Father (Mt 20:23). I think it must be clear now in what respect each is to be taken. So also with I shall not judge (Jn 12:47), when he is in fact going to judge the living and the dead (2 Tm 4:1), not however on his human authority, and for that reason he turns our attention to the godhead and points the minds of men upward,†75 since to raise them up was the reason why he himself had come down.

28. However, if it were not one and the same person who is Son of God in virtue of the form in which he is, and Son of man in virtue of the form of a servant which he took, the apostle Paul would not have said, If they had known, they would never have crucified the Lord of glory (1 Cor 2:8).†76 It was in the form of a servant that he was crucified, and yet it was the Lord of glory who was crucified. For that “take-over” was such as to make God a man and a man God. Yet the careful and serious and devout reader will understand what is said of him for the sake of which, and what in virtue of which. For example, we said above†77 that it is in virtue of his being God that he glorifies his followers—in virtue, obviously, of his being the Lord of glory; and yet the Lord of glory was crucified, because it is quite correct to talk even of God being crucified—owing to the weakness of flesh, though, not to the strength of godhead.†78 In the same way we talk of him judging in virtue of his being God, that is by his authority as a divine, not as a human being, and yet it is that man who is going to judge, just as in the other case it was the Lord of glory who was crucified. He says so quite unequivocally himself: When the Son of man comes in his glory and all the angels with him, then shall all the nations be herded together before him, and so on through the description of the judgment to come, right up to the final sentence (Mt 25:31). And the Jews (those only of course who persist in their ill will and are therefore to be punished at that assize), as it says elsewhere, will look upon him whom they pierced (Rv 1:7).†79
Both good and bad, of course, are going to look upon the judge of the living
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and the dead, but the bad, we may be sure, will only be able to see him in the form by which he is the Son of man, though in the proud splendor, certainly, that will be his as judge, not in the mean guise he once presented as prisoner in the dock. The form of God, however, in which he is equal to the Father, this the wicked will undoubtedly not see. They are not clean of heart, and Blessed are the clean of heart, because they shall see God (Mt 5:8). This is to be a face to face seeing (1 Cor 13:12), and it is promised to the just as their supreme reward, and it will happen when he hands over the kingdom to God and the Father (1 Cor 15:24) (in which we are also to understand the seeing of his own divine form), when every creature is made subject to God, including even the creature in which the Son of God became the Son of man, for in this created form the Son himself shall also be made subject to the one who subjected all things to him, that God may be all in all (1 Cor 15:28). Suppose on the other hand that the Son of God is manifested even to the wicked in the form by which he is equal to the Father, when he is about to judge them; what then becomes of the very special promise he makes to the one who loves him: I in turn will love him and will show myself to him (Jn 14:21)? So it is the Son of man who is going to judge, not though by his human authority but by his authority as Son of God. And again it is the Son of God who is going to judge, though he will not be manifested in the form by which he is equal to the Father, but in that by which he is the Son of man.

29. Thus you can have it both ways: both “the Son of man will judge,” and “the Son of man will not judge.” The Son of man will judge, to verify the text, When the Son of man comes, then shall all the nations be herded together before him (Mt 25:32), and the Son of man will not judge, to verify I shall not judge (Jn 12:47), and I do not seek my own glory, there is one to seek it and to judge (Jn 8:50). For insofar as at the judgment it will not be the form of God but the form of man that is manifested, not even the Father will judge. From this point of view it says, The Father does not judge anyone, but has given all judgment to the Son (Jn 5:22). Does this mean giving in the same manner of speaking as we mentioned above on the text, So he has given the Son to have life in himself (Jn 5:26),†80 where it means “So he has begotten the Son”; or in the manner the apostle uses when he says, Therefore he raised him up and gave him the name above every name (Phil 2:9)?—Here it is said of the Son of man, in whom the Son of God was raised up from the dead. For though of course equal to the Father in the form of God, from the moment he emptied himself and took the form of a servant it is in that servant form that he does and suffers and receives the things which the apostle threads one after the other into the same fabric: He humbled himself being made obedient to death, the death indeed of the cross. Therefore God surely exalted him and gave him the name above every name, that at the name of Jesus every knee should bend, of beings in heaven, on earth, and in the nether world; and every tongue should acknowledge that the Lord Jesus†81 is in the glory of God the Father (Phil 2:8-11).

Is “giving” then meant after this manner of speech or that one, when he says, He has given all judgment to the Son (Jn 5:22)? The answer is clear enough from
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the context; if it were meant in the same way as He has given the Son to have life in himself, it would surely not have said The Father does not judge anyone. For inasmuch as the Father has begotten the Son as his equal, he judges together with him. The expression then must mean that in the judgment it will not be the form of God but the form of man that will be manifested. Not indeed that he who has given all judgment to the Son will not judge himself, since the Son says of him There is one to seek and judge (Jn 8:50); but it says The Father does not judge anyone, but has given all judgment to the Son, as though to say, “No one shall see the Father in the judgment of the living and the dead, but all shall see the Son”; because he is also the Son of man, and so can even be seen by the wicked, when they too shall see him whom they have pierced (Rv 1:7).

30. I consider that this is no mere conjecture of mine, but demonstrably correct; to clinch it and prove that his reason for saying The Father judges no one, but has given all judgment to the Son (Jn 5:22) was that he will be manifested as judge in the form of the Son of man, which is not the Father's form but the Son's only; and not the Son's form either in which he is equal to the Father, but the one in which he is less than the Father; to prove that he will be so manifested in order to be plainly visible to good and bad alike, we now bring forward the plain and unambiguous verdict of our Lord himself. A little later on he says, Amen I tell you that he who listens to my word and believes him who sent me, has eternal life and shall not come under judgment, but shall pass from death to life (Jn 5:24). This eternal life is that sight which the bad have no part in. Then he continues, Amen I tell you, the hour will come and now is when the dead will hear the voice of God's Son, and those who hear shall live (Jn 5:25). And this applies exclusively to loyal believers, who so hear of his incarnation that they believe him to be the Son of God, that is, they so accept him as having become less than the Father for their sakes in the form of a servant, that they believe him to be equal to the Father in the form of God. Thus he goes on to make this very point: For just as the Father has life in himself so he gave the Son also to have life in himself (Jn 5:26). Then he comes to the sight of his splendor in which he will come to judgment, a sight that will be shared by wicked and just alike: and he also gave him authority, he continues, to do judgment, because he is the Son of man (Jn 5:27).

Nothing, I submit, could be plainer. As the Son of God and equal to the Father, he simply is, together with the Father, the hidden source of this authority, he does not receive it. But he does receive it, in order that both good and bad may see him judging, as Son of man. Yes, even the bad will be given a sight of the Son of man: a sight of the form of God will be granted only to the pure of heart, because they shall see God (Mt 5:8)—only, that is, to the loyal and true, whose love wins them the promise that he will show himself to them (Jn 14:21). So observe how he continues: Do not be surprised at this, he says—but what is to stop us being surprised except precisely the point that surprises anyone who fails to understand, namely his saying that it is because he is the Son of man that the Father has given him authority to judge, whereas one would rather expect him to say it is because he is the Son of God? But because the wicked cannot
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see the Son of God in his equality with the Father in the form of God, and because it is necessary for just and wicked alike to see the judge of the living and the dead when they are judged in his presence; that is why he says, Do not be surprised at this, that the hour will come in which all in the graves shall hear his voice, and they shall come forth, those who have done good to the resurrection of life, those who have done evil to the resurrection of judgment (Jn 5:28). This then is why he had to receive that authority as Son of man; it is in order that all, as they rise again, may see him in the form in which he can be seen by all—by some however to their undoing, by others to eternal life. And what else is eternal life but that sight which is not granted to the wicked? That they may know you, he says of it, the one true God, and Jesus Christ whom you have sent (Jn 17:3), and in what way to know Jesus Christ as well, if not in the same way as the one true God, who will show himself to them, not in the same way as he will show himself even to the condemned in the form of the Son of man?

31. His essential goodness, in the last resort, is attained in that sight or vision in which God is manifested to the pure of heart—How good is the God of Israel to the upright of heart (Ps 73:1)! When the wicked see their judge, he will not seem good to them because the sight of him will not rejoice their hearts; on the contrary, then shall all the tribes of the earth bewail themselves (Rv 1:7; Zec 12:12)—represented, of course by all the wicked and unbelievers. This too is the explanation of the answer he gave the young man who called him good master and asked his advice about achieving eternal life: Why ask me about the good? No one is good except the one God (Mt 19:17; Mk 10:17). Yet our Lord himself talks about man as good: The good man, he says, from the good treasure of his heart brings out good things, and the bad man from the bad treasure of his heart brings out bad things (Mt 12:35). But that young man was seeking eternal life, and eternal life consists in that contemplation by which God is seen not to one's undoing but to everlasting joy, and he did not realize whom he was speaking to, imagining him to be only a son of man. So, Why ask me about the good?, that is, “Why ask this form which you see about the good, and why call me good master on the strength of what you can see? This is the form of the Son of man, this form has been received, this form will appear in judgment to the wicked as well as to the good, and the sight of this form will not bode well for those who do ill. There is however a sight of that form of mine in which I thought it no robbery to be equal to God, though I emptied (Phil 2:6) myself to take this one.” That one God, therefore, Father Son and Holy Spirit, whose manifestation will mean nothing but a joy which will not be taken away from the just (Jn 16:22; Lk 10:42), a joy to come for which someone sighs and says, One thing have I begged of the Lord, this will I seek: to dwell in the house of the Lord all the days of my life, to behold the delight of the Lord (Ps 27:4); that one God, therefore, alone is good, in that no one sees him for worse and for lamentation, but only for better and for true rejoicing. “If you understand me in that form, then I am indeed good, but if only in this visible one, why ask me about the good? If you are going to be one of those who will see him whom they have pierced (Rv 1:7), that sight will be evil for them, because it will mean punishment for them.”†82
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That this was our Lord's meaning when he said, Why ask me about the good? No one is good except the one God (Mt 19:7), is shown to be likely from the texts I have mentioned. For that sight of God in which we shall behold his unchanging substance, invisible to human eyes and promised only to the saints and described by the apostle Paul as face to face (1 Cor 13:12), of which the apostle John says, We shall be like him, because we shall see him as he is (1 Jn 3:2), and of which it is said, One thing have I begged of the Lord, to behold the delight of the Lord (Ps 27:4), and of which our Lord himself says, And I will love him and show myself to him (Jn 14:21), in order to be blessed the pure of heart, because they shall see God (Mt 5:8), and whatever else is said about this sight, which anyone who directs the eyes of love to seeking it may find scattered plentifully throughout the scriptures; this sight alone is our supreme good, and it is to gain this that we are bidden to do whatever we do rightly. That other sight, however, of the Son of man, which has been announced for the day when all the nations are to be herded together before him and they will say, Lord, when did we see you hungry and thirsty etc. (Mt 25:37), that sight will be neither good for the wicked, who will be dispatched into everlasting fire, nor supremely good for the just. For he still calls them on to the kingdom which has been prepared for them from the beginning of the world. As he will say to those, Go into everlasting fire, so he will say to these, Come, blessed of my Father, possess the kingdom prepared for you (Mt 25:41.34). And as they will go into eternal burning, so will the just into eternal life.

And what is eternal life but to know you the one true God, as he says, and Jesus Christ whom you have sent (Jn 17:3)? To know him in this case, however, in that glory which, he says to the Father, I had with you before the world was (Jn 17:5). That is when he will hand over the kingdom to God and the Father (1 Cor 15:24), and the good servant will enter into the joy of his Lord (Mt 25:21), and God will hide those he possesses in the hidden place of his countenance from the disturbance of men (Ps 31:20), of those men namely who will be disturbed when they hear the sentence passed; an evil hearing of which the just man will not be afraid (Ps 112:7), provided he is now protected in the tabernacle, that is, in the right faith of the Catholic Church, from the contradiction of tongues (Ps 31:20), that is from the sophistries of heretics.

There are doubtless other ways of understanding our Lord's words, Why ask me about the good? No one is good but the one God (Mt 19:17). Provided however they do not favor belief that the Son's substance, by which he is the Word through whom all things were made (Jn 1:3), is of a lesser goodness than the Father's, and are not otherwise at odds with sound doctrine, we may cheerfully use not merely one interpretation but as many as can be found.†83 For the more ways we open up of avoiding the traps of heretics, the more effectively can they be convinced of their errors.

But let us now adjourn what remains to be considered, and take it up afresh in the next volume.
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NOTES
†1 Notaverunt; M noverunt, what they know about…

†2 These two first paragraphs are full of allusions to the wisdom literature, in particular to Wis 9:13-16, 14:21-30, Eccl 25:16, Sir 1:15; 6:9

†3 Sub umbraculo; M in tegmine, under cover.

†4 Sirparet, M spissaret, pack.

†5 Aspectus; M affectus, inclinations.

†6 See Col 13:1.

†7 Augustine is already laying down one of his governing principles, aimed especially at the “economic” theologians, the absolute immutability of God. He carefully talks about “God's substance” instead of just “God,” in order to include Son and Holy Spirit, as well as Father, in the scope of this principle.

†8 Literally “soul-ly” (silly?); animates, psychikoi, in Paul's Greek.

†9 The word “trinitas” is more merely numerical in meaning than the English “trinity,” which has come almost to demand a capital T. But it means no more than “threeness,” or more concretely “threesome” “a three.” My inclination will be to avoid the capital T mostly, and sometimes to substitute more numbersome English words.

†10 See 1 Tm 6:16.

†11 This is the theme-setting text for the whole work. See Introduction 12.

†12 That is, the scriptures.

†13 History was to show that Augustine had good reason to enter this defense in advance. He will be blamed—or praised—for being the fons et origo of almost as many uncatholic opinions and doctrines as have been fathered on the scriptures. This is more evidently so in matters to do with grace, predestination, and original sin than with the Trinity, but even here, as we have seen in the Introduction, he was subject to misunderstanding and straight incomprehension.

†14 I have sometimes been inclined to interpret the involved polemic which Augustine engages in throughout this prologue to his work as a kind of literary convention; as though theological works in general, and ones on the Trinity in particular, had to be written Contra Aliquem. It is true that he does not seem to have had any particular opponents in mind, and that one cannot identify any of the opinions he has listed very satisfactorily with known heresies, the Arians for example. Indeed the third false idea about God which he lists at the beginning, according to which God begets himself, looks very like a piece of nonsense with which Arian controversialists might have reproached the Catholics.

But Augustine labors the point so, with what at times looks like hypersensitivity, that I do not think the literary convention hypothesis will do. His strangely defensive attitude recurs in prologues to later books of this work. What he is on the defensive against is not so much particular heresies or errors, as a certain attitude of mind, and he is so touchy about it that it is one he must have had a lot of experience of. It could be perhaps described as an attitude of coarse brash rationalism, self-assured, always ready with a definite opinion on any subject under the sun, trampling on truth with hobnailed yes-or-no, black-and-white, syllogistic boots. One finds it among the faithful quite as frequently as among unbelievers.

Augustine was unusually sensitive to the delicacy of truth, and to the inadequacy of human language to express it, and therefore of human reason to grasp it, without an infinite number of qualifications and distinctions and approximations and provisos. The interrogative form of sentence is far more characteristic of him than the affirmative. So one must take his defensiveness seriously. It is a standing protest against intellectual roughness and impatience which demands cut-and-dried solutions to problems, and quickly. This kind of impatience will never get far in the kind of quest on which Augustine is here engaged.

†15 It is worth noting that Augustine takes it for granted that to write on the Trinity was to interpret the scriptures. There was no question of dogmatic writers and bible commentators belonging to different species.

― 92 ― 

†16 M add ejusdemque, one and the same substance.

†17 M add sedisse super unumquemque eorum, settled on each of them; a gloss in one manuscript completing the text of Acts 2:3.

†18 This is a basic axiom of trinitarian theology. It is a necessary consequence of the truth that the divine substance is identical with the divine attributes, that there is no composition in God (see Introduction 93). What is true of divine attributes, like wisdom and goodness, is also true of divine activities, such as creation, redemption, revelation, mission. God is his actions just as he is his qualities. It is because of this absolute identity of God's substance with his attributes and with his actions, that we cannot distinguish the divine persons either in terms of divine attributes or in terms of divine actions. Therefore they work inseparably, just as they are inseparably good. It was the failure of the “economic” theologians to appreciate this point that was their chief weakness. Their failure jeopardized the divine transcendence. On the other hand, an over-emphasis on this principle can jeopardize the real distinction between the divine persons, and even if this is preserved, it can blot out any significance of that distinction for the believer. This was a tendency of later Catholic theology. If the divine persons work inseparably in creation, does it not follow that they can only be known, loved, worshipped inseparably by their creatures? And if that is the case, what is the point of making the distinction at all? Augustine avoids this anti-economy imbalance by stressing that it was only the Son who was incarnate, only the Spirit who was given at Pentecost, only the Father who spoke from heaven. This leads to the problem he puts in the next paragraph, which he will not be ready to answer until somewhere in books V-VII. The answer is, very briefly, that to make the divine persons the terms of distinct real relationships in creatures does not jeopardize the divine transcendence, nor impair the divine simplicity of being, because these real relationships of creatures to God, or to one or other of the divine persons, do not do anything to God, or modify any of the persons in any way. The Son was no different after the incarnation from what he was before—there is no real “before and after” for the Son; but the man Christ Jesus was very different. So he, and the pentecostal fire, and the baptismal dove, and the voice from heaven (all created effects of one kind or another) can have real distinct reference to one divine person and not another, belong to the Son and not the Father, or to the Spirit and not the Son, or to the Father and not the Spirit, and yet be the created effect of the three working inseparably. And so, therefore, can other creatures; we too can have different relationships to each of the divine persons.

†19 M add in caelum, into heaven.

†20 This problem will occupy him throughout the book, and he will not find a wholly satisfactory solution. It is a question of discovering and finding adequate expression for the specific or proper relationship of the Holy Spirit to the other two persons, and for his procession from them.

†21 The CCL text adds jam a second time, which accords with the Vulgate—“or am already perfect.” I follow M in omitting it, as copyists are more likely to emend Augustine to fit the Vulgate than otherwise.

†22 Augustine's text reads secundum intentionem, which is a literal but inaccurate rendering of the Greek kata skopon. Vulgate translates correctly ad destinatum, “to the goal.”

†23 Following M; CCL adds si: but if all things were made through him, then he is…

†24 The distinction between being God and being true God is not very easy for us to grasp, conditioned so thoroughly as we are to there being only one God, and to treating the word “God” as a proper name. The testimony of Jn 1:1 to the divinity of the Word is so manifest to us, that we cannot really see why Augustine has to spend a whole paragraph proving the obvious. But in the first place, the ancient world, and this includes the sophisticated world of neoplatonism as well as the popular world of polytheism, thought of the divine as covering a whole range of being in which the word “God” could be used with varying degrees of properness. Thus the Arians and other less thorough subordinationists read the same text in Jn 1:1 as Augustine and the orthodox, and did not find it impossible to interpret it in their own sense.

In the second place, the Greek text is in fact rather more subtle than either the Latin or the English translation shows. Greek regularly uses the definite article with “God,” as it does with proper names like Jesus or Peter, and when it leaves it out, it might be the intention to make the word indefinite. Thus a literal rendering of Jn 1:1 would go, “In beginning was the word, and the word was with the god, and god the word was.” It is clear that “god” in this sentence must have two different references
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each time it is used. The first time its reference is to the Father, with whom the Word was, but who the Word is not. The second time, where it is used without the article, it is the predicate describing the Word. Here you cannot take it as referring to the Father, unless you want to subscribe to the Sabellian heresy—which is doubtless what the Arians accused the orthodox interpretation of doing. For the Arians only the Father is the true God, and the Word can be called God only in a secondary and less proper sense. Thus the last phrase of Jn 1:1 could be rendered “and the Word was divine” (some modem commentators propose this), or “and the Word was a god.” So it is that Augustine has to argue for his interpretation of this verse, even though he thought its testimony manifest, and he argues not from this verse, but from the next, “All things were made through him.”

†25 M add Deum, the true God; following Vulgate, but not the Greek text.

†26 Augustine's discussion of this passage is a more or less direct refutation of the interpretation given by Tertullian (Adv. Prax. 14: PL 2, 171A) and Novatian (De Trin. 18: PL 3, 946CD).

†27 Ostendit, M ostendet, with Vugate and Greek, will manifest. Augustine's reading (repeated at the end of the paragraph) is very curious. The verb could be parsed in the present tense, but I presume Augustine understood it as a perfect, referring to the first, not the second, coming of Christ.

†28 In the Latin the adjectives qualify “the commandment”; in the Greek they can equally qualify “you,” and are usually so translated.

†29 M add Amen, here and twice below.

†30 M add illi, to him.

†31 Since Augustine does not think the meaning of this text needs to be discussed, it had presumably escaped his notice or slipped his mind that Novatian takes it to prove the Son's inequality (De Trin. 22: PL 3, 958A).

†32 For example, Ambrose De Spir. Sanc. Libri III (PL 16); Damasus Epist II (PL 13: 351B).

†33 This reading represents a Greek variant where “God” is in apposition to “Spirit,” and both are in the dative, so that it should really mean “we who serve God the Spirit” and give even greater weight to Augustine's case.

†34 The Macedonians (that is, followers of Macedonius) whose error was condemned at the Council of Constantinople in 381.

†35 Salus, which of course is the Latin also for “salvation.” It is a pity that “health” is not the usual English for “salvation.”

†36 In similitudine; M in similitudinem, into the likeness.

†37 A passing but significant allusion to the great theme of the image in the second half of this work.

†38 Deitas, a theological neologism on the model of the Greek theotes, more precisely means “Godness,” whereas divinitas often has a wider reference, and can mean “godlikeness.” See The City of God VII, 1; also below Book IV, 29.

†39 Something like this view, not so crudely put, can be found in Gregory of Nyssa's Adversus Apollinarem 53 (PG 45: 1253B). I cannot find anything like it, to which Augustine could be referring, in Latin authors.

†40 That is, before the last day. Gregory of Nyssa, in the work referred to, finds it ridiculous to think of Christ being corporeally present in heaven.

†41 Commenting on Ps 8:8.

†42 Reading transfigurabit with M; CCL has transfiguravit, has transfigured, which is undoubtedly the more difficult reading. But anyone who knows Spanish will appreciate how easily a copyist writing to dictation could write a “v” for a “b.” This interchange of the two consonants might well have been a feature of African Latin pronunciation in the fifth century.

†43 Reading subicit with M: CC has subjecit, who has subjected.

†44 Quoted in Rom 1:17 and Gal 3:11.

†45 See 2 Cor 5:7.

†46 We come now to one of Augustine's long and significant digressions. Up till now his comments on the passage 1 Cor 15:24-28 have been simply in defense of his principle that the Son is less than the Father in his humanity, or in the form of a servant, and against various mistaken interpretations of the passage. Now in his own positive explanation of the apostle's meaning he
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seems to leave the theme of the equality of the divine persons and its corollaries, to embark on a long and involved rhapsody on the topic of our final destiny.

But this is not really taking him away from his subject. He is in fact anticipating the end of his work again. By doing so he is reminding us early on of the essentially dramatic nature of the mystery of the trinity, or at least of its revelation. The revelation will only be complete when the drama reaches its climax and conclusion, and we are introduced to the full and perfect vision of the Father, which will of course include the vision of the Son and the Holy Spirit.

Our being made in the image and likeness of God, and our having to realize or activate this image by being converted to God in Christ is a constitutive part of the drama. That is the point of his reference to the angelic regime of symbols a few lines further on. The word translated “symbols” is similitudines, “likenesses,” and it is only through such likenesses that under the present dispensation we have access to God. The administration of this regime by angels in the Old Testament will be the chief subject of Book III. But even after the advent of Christ, though the angels fall somewhat into the background, we are still under this regime, and the chief symbol or likeness through which we can approach God is that of the divine image or likeness in man, which is most perfectly found in Christ himself.

Another cardinal principle of the whole work which this digression is emphasizing is that the final contemplation of God face to face will be the reward of faith. We can only come to understanding—and that final vision will be perfect understanding—by living in faith, which is the proper response to the present regime of symbols.

†47 Nostra; M vestra, your.

†48 Itaque; M omits.

†49 A favorite tag of Augustine's in his sermons is nondum in re, tantum in spe, “not yet in fact, only in hope.”

†50 For both the bible and Augustine the heart is the seat of thought and understanding, not of emotion.

†51 I think Augustine interprets I will show him my salvation as meaning “I will show him my Son.”

†52 The Father, following M. CCL has patrem meum, my Father, which is the Vulgate reading, but not the Greek, and has little support in the manuscripts.

†53 Literally, “carnal cogitation”; “carnal” is Augustine's usual word for materialism, or literal-mindedness, which was apparently as common a failing then as now.

†54 M adds separatim, said separately about…

†55 quoniam,; M quando, when he brings…

†56 Mary and Martha are traditionally seen by the Fathers and subsequent writers as types of the contemplative and of the active life. Equally traditionally, the contemplative life is seen as the “heavenly” life, that is the mode of life which bears the most direct relationship and resemblance to that life which is our final eschatological goal. Other biblical types of these two modes of life which the Fathers liked to elaborate are Rachel and Leah, Jacob's two wives, and John and Peter, as they figure in the last chapter of John.

But Augustine's treatment of this theme always has a distinctive quality about it which one does not find either in his contemporaries or in later spiritual writers. For him the contemplative life is properly the life to which we look forward as the consummation of our destiny in Christ. It is significant that in describing Mary here, he says she was “at rest from all activities… in such measure as this life allows of”; the life proper to our earthly existence is in fact the active life. John, Rachel, Mary, symbolize for us the joys of the life to come; but they are scarcely presented as models of how to live it here and now. Augustine is always concerned that we should long for that life of perfect contemplation with a great desire; that we should in some measure anticipate it and prepare for it by assiduous attention to the word of God, by prayer, by faith seeking understanding, in this life. But he is firmly of the opinion that charity, and attention to the needs of ourselves and of our brothers, compel us to devote most of our energies in this earthly life to activity. He never, so far as I am aware, speaks of the contemplative life as a mode of life on this earth to which some Christians are called. Rather it is the mode of life to which all Christians are called as their final destiny. I think perhaps Saint Thomas Aquinas is heir to this Augustinian view of things, when he
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answers the medieval question on the comparative worth of the contemplative life and the active life, by giving the palm not to the contemplative life pure and simple, but to the mixed life, of contemplation issuing in activity.

Augustine will take up the theme later on in Books XII and XIII as he explores the dynamism of the divine image in the Christian life. There, activity will be coordinated with faith and the discipline of moral effort; contemplation with wisdom and direct contact with God. The first is the way to the second, and the second is not fully attainable in this life.

†57 See Rom 8:34; Heb 7:25; 8:6; 9:15; 12:24.

†58 Following M, supported by several manuscripts. In the Latin it runs alia substantia homo potius in filio quam filius in patre, a somewhat awkwardly constructed sentence, but clear in meaning. CCL follows other manuscripts in reading alia substantia deus, alia homo, homo potius in filio quam filius in patre. This I find impossible to translate in such a way that it makes any real sense. How to account for the three words deus alia homo getting added to the text, if they were not in the original? I would conjecture that first a copyist wrote homo twice by dittography; then another hand, copying from or correcting him, inserted the words deus alia, which at least gives the stock phrase alia substantia deus alia homo, though it finishes the wreck of the sentence as a whole.

†59 Amatis; M amastis, you have loved.

†60 To catch the movement of his thought, it is necessary to see that he has been interpreting

“The Father himself loves you” of the future, when Christ hands over the kingdom.

†61 M omits est et, reading “in which he is equal to…”

†62 M reads in qua for et; “which he took, in which he is less…”

†63 See above section 9; section 13.

†64 M adds a me, from me.

†65 What follows represents a certain incoherence in the writer's sequence of thought. The text is quoted as a “form of a servant” saying. Yet Augustine is side-tracked by it into a favorite groove of his, and by suggesting that the Son really did know the day and the hour, he makes the saying patient of a “form of God” interpretation.

†66 That would be when the day actually arrived.

†67 The Latin saying is fossa caeca, a blind ditch—a ha-ha, perhaps.

†68 This is the Septuagint reading (Heb “The Lord possessed me”). The text was a real problem for earlier commentators, like Tertullian and Origen, and a godsend for the Arians. For Augustine to interpret it as a “form of a servant” text is somewhat of a tour de force, and he is obliged to give an involved and not altogether convincing explanation; as Wisdom is speaking, who was universally identified with the divine Son, or Word, I do not think he really makes his case.

†69 Following M; CCL inserts est, he is the firstborn…, thus obscuring the argument of the sentence. The CCL editor does not always allow sufficiently for the unintelligence of officious copyists.

†70 This is the Latin rendering of a very obscure saying in the Greek text, which, whatever it means, almost certainly does not mean this.

†71 Referred to the incarnation and virgin birth.

†72 See Book I, 18.

†73 Here Augustine interrupts his discussion of the right way to understand the text It is not I who will judge, which he takes up again in the next paragraph and eventually settles in terms of Christ's two natures or “forms,” and inserts in the merest aside his second important principle of interpretation, the eternal procession of the Son from the Father. This principle will be of crucial importance in the next book.

†74 In his sermon on this passage in Homilies on the Gospel of John 29,3 he explains the paradox rather more neatly in terms of what we here call his second principle. As he also says here, Christ is himself, as the Word, the Father's doctrine, and therefore precisely as Word, without reference to his human nature, he is both his own and not his own. For Augustine says in that place, Quid tam tuum quam tu? Et quid tam non tuum quam tu, si alicujus est quod es? What is more yours than yourself? And what is more not yours than yourself, if what you are is someone else's? When our Lord said “He that would save his life will lose it, and he that loses his life for my sake will find it,”
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he was speaking not only from the depths of his own human experience—no one has ever been less able to call his soul his own than the man Christ Jesus who was assumed into personal union with the eternal Word—but also, one might say, from the experience of his divine being, which simply consists in belonging to the Father. But see below, Book II, 2, 4.

†75 In the Latin, sursum erigit corda, an allusion to the sursum corda of the Mass. But for Augustine, like all the ancients, the heart is the organ and symbol of deliberate thought rather than of feeling; this was situated in the viscera
†76 Here he introduces his third principle, the unity of person in Christ; he is going to need it badly as he follows up the theme of judgment.

†77 See Book I, 24.

†78 Here Augustine very accurately anticipates the definition of the Council of Ephesus, 431, which ratified the title of Mary as theotokos, mother of God—mother of him who is God, in virtue however of his being man.

†79 See Rv 19:37; Zec 12:10.

†80 See Book I, 26.

†81 M adds Christus.
†82 One particular value of Augustine's long discussion of the judgment, and of this answer to the rich young man in relation to it, is that it provides a cogent and salutary corrective to an excessive emphasis on the humanity of Christ. The tendency in theology to explore to the limit all the implications of the incarnation and the humanity of Christ is valuable and sound. But like all good things it can be and is sometimes overdone. One is left wondering at times, when reading or listening to those who would stress the properly christocentric quality of Christian theology—christocentric instead of theocentric—whether there is any point or meaning in saying that Jesus Christ is true God as well as true man. From a miscontrued christocentricity it is only a step to a purely anthropocentric view, which soon leaves one wondering whether there is any point or meaning in saying God: period. And one answer that comes back honestly enough is “No, God is dead.” It does make all the difference where one puts the center. A fully humane, even humanist, anthropology is one thing, and a good one; but a Christian may question whether it is true to the deepest heart of man to put him at the center of things, even of himself. Again, a fully balanced christology, doing full justice to the human nature of Christ, is one thing and a good one, and even a christocentric approach to the Christian life is excellent in a limited context. But it leaves one with the question, what was the center of this Christ center, of Christ's own life? If one is going to be honest with the gospel, one must surely answer, God, the Father. So ultimately Christian theology must be unashamedly theocentric.

Augustine's certainly was so. It is the ultimate human destiny, and fulfillment, and “hominization” to find God, that is to know God, that is to see God. If it is also, according to the New Testament gospel, our ultimate destiny and fulfillment to know and see Christ, this can only be because Christ is God the Son of God, equal to the Father. Christ as man, true man, complete and perfect man though he be, cannot satisfy us as our final destiny, because he is, or will be, also available to the knowledge and sight of the wicked, that is to say, of those people who have somehow or other willfully foresworn their true destiny.

It is surely only with a very naive and fundamentalist eschatology that one could be contented with a description of our final destiny in terms of sharing in the glory of the Son of man as such—an eschatology which sees the bliss of the redeemed as consisting in the splendors of a purely material heaven, and the woes of the damned in the pains of purely material outer darkness. If one is going to interpret the eschatological images of scripture at all, to demythologize them, as the classical Christian tradition always has done, then with Augustine and this tradition, one must divinize them: divinize Christ and divinize humanity.

†83 Augustine's lack of dogmatism is one of the most pleasing features of his exegesis. But it must be confessed that his happy pluralism as regards the meaning of scripture will not always satisfy modern standards of criticism.
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