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EDITORIAL NOTE.

Tuis issue of The Christian East is occupied by some of the papers
which were read at the Anglo-Russian Student Conference of April,
1932. That Conference was the sixth and latest in a series to which
reference has frequently been made in these pages. They may now
fairly be held to have struck root, and seem likely to be of great
importance and to do good service in the furtherance of mutual
understanding and appreciation between the Anglican and Orthodox
Communions.

The papers here printed are preceded by an article by Mr. Paul B.
Anderson, who writes of the series of Conferences as a whole, and
also of the Fellowship of St. Alban and St. Sergius which has been
founded in connection with them. Mr. Anderson is a close student
of Russian affairs, as readers of The Christian East already know,
and has penetrated deeply into the spirit of Orthodoxy. He is in
touch with the re-union movement over a wide field both in Europe
and in America, and his extensive knowledge, wise judgment and
sympathetic insight (to say nothing of his fluent command of the
Russian language) have played no small part in ensuring the useful-
ness of the six Anglo-Russian Student Conferences at all of which he
has been present.

The papers read on these occasions are frequently of a standard
and authority which make it highly desirable that they should reach
a wider circle than the hundred or so persons who listen to them at

~the time, or even than those who read them afterwards in the excel-
lent Journal of the Fellowship of St. Alban and St. Sergius. It
is well that they should be given permanent form in print and
become available for reference by others who desire to learn from the
contrasting and complementary points of view of East and West in
dealing with the same title.

In our next issue we shall print at least one more of the papers
which were read at Whitelands College last April, 7.c., a paper on
¢ Work of the Holy Spirit in Revelation, by Professor G. Florovsky,
the Russian Academy in Paris. In that issue also the other
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THE WORK OF THE HOLY S
. PIRIT
HUMAN LIFE AND CULTUII?bIIE gt

By PROFESSOR G. FEDOTOV.

IT ::rv;;rgrl ;ﬁgl(l::;: tiz dtil,ls:mguxs'w 'ldh betheex;;he actions of Father, Son
4 orld, or in to consider the invisi
:.}111:1 hx?s)tfstenmxs power of God by these separate nage: :tl:l‘imbllz
e g;y mt:f the C;mmh, humanity’s redemptive organ, the.holy
oo the:i partially clear f.or us. And this is the work of
b st ogy. But, even in theology, even in the econom;
i 1, t'he Holx Spirit remains the same mysterious 1’1yp0Sj
g the; s ;cs> ;ﬁﬁ: I;a: i;nfagreen}?izz:it that the nature and the actions
i or us en and scarcely named. What
2?,:%“31 be said as t'o Nature and Culture, wh?ch a.r: generallt'
menzs Z,r n le)ogl;;aslloglaxs sphere ? Here, only guesses and presenti}-r
] e. As one must guess, may I be forgi i
a ?r;og;aﬁ for offering my unpretentious thoughtsrg?wen, gy
Vi {::1 , We can, a:nq must, state that the Holy Spirit acts in
* wo;V outside the limits of the Church. If His Acts manifest
Chemse, :: ‘;nlgr:h Zlesf)rul-f t;:ld H]f)::’vfeglullsy in th:h mysterious life of the
be any place strange to His breath e Whithas shall 3 gt "
: . ““ Whither shall I go fr
Presence or whither shall I flee fro o Smnd
S m Thy Presence ? If I
up into Heaven Thou art there, if I mak i behald
1 . , A | e my bed in Sheol
Thou art there. ‘It is not by accident that the hymn of te}ge Ib)eilw::')xllz
a0113.1'1nd ipresence begm§ with the word “ spirit.” And we all know
s ':epeat. The md bloweth where it listeth,” and “ Where the
pgslgb i(]Jift thefI;ltl)rd is there is liberty,” denying with the Church th:
y of the normative, lawful and canonical limitati i
Power, though in the ecclesiastical st
1 economy of His gift:
and canon are acting. To some ex i o
acting. tent we think of
of the Holy Spirit in the world as more diffuse than th:sheeo?iﬁwgms
asSI:isde:}Iler, though not as Divine Logos. ki
vation outside the Church is impossi i
vatic (g possible accord;
;icéssr:la:g;:al dogma, but it is .admitted by us in the Er)ie:il:)gm t)(;
s g aojgzm ’1;23 g;lgf ti}:mt 1fpea.kh‘s s by the word of the pagan
phe ; ver oug] ass. Outside the C!
xgev:zles (&f the Holy Spirit manifest themselves in natur: mltliu;cﬂ}:gl:
o an h;)w are they manifested pre-eminently as compared witli
g th;prower of the Father, and the wisdom of the Son? In these
dangerous researches we commence from only two trusted

WORK OF THE HOLY SPIRIT IN NATURE 9

in accord with all the revelations of the Holy Spirit in the scriptures,
and so we shall direct our enquiries towards the Spirit as the source
of life and of inspiration.

In the created world according to these symbols, the Holy Spirit
manifests Himself primarily in living nature with its limited freedom.
This freedom is shown in the primitive spontaneity of movement.
Law reigns in the inorganic world ; in the astral spaces, and in 2
crystal one sees the order of the rational Logos, the mathematically
ideal basis of the world, but in the organic world there is place for the
unforeseen and interrupted, which has been called dlan wvital.
What lies behind the éan vital of Bergson in the divine world ?
« All souls live by the Holy Spirit » is sung in one of the hymns of
the Eastern Church.

In the light of the general symbolism of the Holy Spirit (the image
of the dove) it would not be too bold to see the life-giving power of
the Holy Spirit not only in human, but also in animal, and even
vegetable nature, and perhaps in the cosmic soul of the world at
large.

For even inanimate nature seems alive from the religious and
artistic standpoints. In it, order and organization have not finally
imprisoned liberty. There are elements pre-eminently free, and in
their freedom menacing to man. It is noticeable that the mani-
festations of the Holy Spirit are often connected with the tempestuous
actions of these very elements, wind and fire.  And suddenly there
came a sound from Heaven as of a mighty rushing wind . . . and
there appeared unto them cloven tongues like as of fire.”” The

name itself of «spirit” in different languages signifies first of all
breathing, air and wind, mveiua, Spiritus.

Fire is so very symbolic of the Holy Spirit that Christ’s own
baptism is the baptism of the Holy Spirit and of fire. In this
elemental form the angels are like the Holy Spirit; “ Who maketh
His Angels spirits (i.e., winds) and His ministers a flaming fire.” In
fire the tempest is revealed to Man not only as the power of wrath-
ful divinity but also the inspiring power of God filling him with awe
and enthusiasm. The Israelites trembled before Sinai engirdled by
lightnings and the Prophets heard the voice of God in fire and thunder.

~ Elijah, taken up in the fiery chariot, in the imagination of the Russian
~ people is still a thunderer. It seems that even water more than
* earth is connected with the power of the Holy Spirit. Does not the
Bible begin with these words, “ And the Spirit moved upon the face
* of the waters” ? Water seems contrary to fire in its cold and

sisture but in its tempestuous power the ocean is similar to thunder

ind wind, as all are free of form. The fire of the Holy Spirit descends
he water of Baptism. i

ne, inert and immovable, subject to Man, seems farthest

~the theophanies ly Spir . She is the
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motherly bosom, tl'xe l?eloved mother earth, so called by almost all
nations. Human life is possible only on the earth and only by its
gifts. The gt_her elements are mortal to Man. Why, then, should
the Holy Spirit manifest Itself in them ? Here is opened a ilm:tless
fie]d of'speculatmn. ; Our troubles increase when we see that Nature
gi hostile to the principle of personality, that chaos threatens to
s;sollve and drowr‘x personality in formlessness. Christianity is a
religion of personality. In it, personality is delivered from the dark
powers of_ the passions by asceticism, sacrifice and personal love
What is the significance of the symbol of the dove in whlch the
Ho.ly Spmif descended on the Son of God ?  Students of comparative
reh@on_pomt out that the dove was the sacred bird of Astarte and
Aphrotilte: and with the Jews the Spirit—Ruach—is feminine. Our
confusion increases. Sex is the principle of natural organic life. So
:he symbol of the QOve added to the symbols of wind and fire h1c£eases
Ig;];ss;)hh(;:lenacmg mystery of the various manifestations of the
In the world of nature and in the most menacing element
mortal d,?.nggt for personality lies hidden. But ingit lies tht an::xcé
of_ organic life. Per§onaﬁty is tied to the flesh and cannot exist
v.nthr'mt it. That antinomy expresses the absence of unity in worldly
life, mtroducf'sd by the Fall. Through sin death entered into life
and aﬂected its very roots. Where the tension of life is strongest'
there death.ls nearest : in storm, in fire, and in love. The dissolution -
of personality into elements is its spiritual death. The fact that
dea?h is prfacedegi by the stormy tension of energy, enthusiasm and a
feeling of hbefa.txon, indicates that divine power of life which retains
traces of its divinity even in its dissolution. The elements mortal to
MaI\II) :ema:;: as beautiful garments of divinity.
ot 1n the earth, harmless and even beneficial issi
Man, but in t'h_e destructive and beautiful forces of ZI:S asll:(? n“‘lrlifévgogs)
the Holy Spirit speak to Man. Wind and fire, air and heat, when
calm and tempered, are the sources of life and the fertility ,of ‘the
Farth herself. However, Man’s greatest danger consists in his giving
in to the' natural powers, even though spiritualized. From the
source of life and inspiration he drinks the cup of sin and death. The
O!d Testament protected Israel from that danger, surrou.ndi.ng her
w1th' a defence against the threatening beauty of the world. Con-
cludmg with God’s (':hosen People, a personal covenant, it gave to
Israel in the law a disciplining school of personality. But in pagan-
ism, evetywherg humanity serves the elements, uniting itself with
them as the Divine source of life. The captivity and slavery of

'mtybmmu@?pﬁ‘ ofthisdanger@roadtotheknawledge
e Sin quietly recognize, however, that paganism had its know-
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Church introduced these heathen premonitions into Christian
doctrine. Hellenism and not Israel, built up culture and foresaw its
religious sense. Can we acknowledge the fundamental truth of the
Greek myth about the sacred origin of culture ? I think we can if
we take seriously the words of Christ, “ Apart from Me ye can do
nothing.” Nothing, that is to say, of value. It excludes the
possibility of the demonic origin of things of beauty, and modifies
the belief in the exclusively human character of culture. Yes,
culture is pre-eminently Man’s work—Man who stands between God
and Cosmos—but is inspired by God to create.

In culture there are two eternal principles ; labour and inspiration.
Culture in the Latin sense of the word is double : cultura agri and
cultura Dei. As labour, culture is related to the earth. As labour,
it is inconceivable without tools, or rational knowledge, and pursuing
this line of thought we reach the realms of science and its Divine
origin, the Logos. As Inspiration, culture originates in primitive
art (xopela), that is to say, in singing and in dancing, indissolubly
related to prayer and culture. The ancients were filled with the
conviction of the Divine character of artistic inspiration. Poetry
—sacred madness (udwia). Poet—prophet. ‘‘ Vaftes” means both.
Even Aristotle calls the poet &-feos, possessed of God. The
ancients were not mistaken in this. !

Philosophizing about Greek culture, Nietzsche designated its
two opposite and yet related principles by the names of Apollo and
Dionysus. Refusing to acknowledge the demonic inspiration either
of the ““ Apollonic ” Socrates or the ‘ Dionysian ” ZHschylus, we
Christians, according to the Apostle Paul, can give two names to the
Divine Power acting in pre-Christian culture. These names are the
Logos and the Spirit. The one indicates order, congruity and har-
mony, and the other inspiration, enthusiasm and creative energy.
Both principles are inevitably present in every work of culture.
Handicraft and agriculture are alike impossible without a certain
creative joy. Scientific knowledge is impossible without intuition
and creative contemplation. And the creation of a poet or musician
presupposes hard work, moulding inspiration into the severe form of
art. But the principle of Spirit prevails in artistic creation, as the
ciple of Logos in scientific knowledge. Muse is the pseudonym
which the ancient poets call the inspiring grace of the Holy Spirit
(Ruach), unknown to them. Poets (Vates), as perhaps the sibyls of
Apollo, received prophecies. So Balaam received inspiration from
~ the Spirit who spake by the prophets.

- It is not from Beelzebub that Virgil prophesied the birth of the
child.

" But all the dangers that are hidden in the natural powers rise up
: articular stren K;MMM~aM‘d
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our modern industrialism is a mortal combat with the forces of

nature.

By way pf contrast visualize the life of the sailor of to-day. Is
the Psalmist quite right when he cries, ‘“These men see the
gopdness of the Lord ; and His wonders in the great deep’’? In
spite of all advances in ship-building, and of the protection given by
wu'gless telegraphy and other devices, I venture to doubt whether
the 1m1?ression that his experience of nature makes on the average
sailor, is that it is the handiwork of one who is revealed as a Father.
S‘ome years ago the Titanic struck an iceberg in the mouth of the
St. Lawrence and sank. He would be a strange man who should
go to the crowd of relatives of those on board which thronged the
offices of the White Star Line awaiting the names of the saved—
:zg fsg)gtaf:lk of One who is the maker of all things—including ice

Or, again, think of the farmer. He, of all men I suppos i
be considered to be the one who sees nature at her bes]t)l;n ;'xs"é;g;?;
vt/ork.. .To him, does nature give certain sign of a holy, good and
life-giving Spirit indwelling it? I wonder! What I a;;l sure of is
that I have more often heard the praise of nature sung by those
whose acquaintance with the land is very slight and casual, than
by sons of the soil. As a class farmers are, proverbially, grum'blers
: But to turn from nature to human nature. What kind o%
impression is conveyed to the mind of the ordinary man by his
experience of human nature ? Is the society of which he is a member
m(?‘we.lt and directed by a spirit who is recognizably good ?

il Life to-day,”” I quote from Mr. Lippmann’s preface to Morals
is not a social order at all, as Greek city states or the feuda’l
society was a social order. It is rather a field for careers, an arena
of talent, an ordeal by trial and error and a risky speculz;tion No
man has an established position in the modern world.” ’

A century of unrestricted competition has resulted in a social
order w.hlch is a flat denial of all spiritual values. Man, so far
fro.m being master of his fate, is a cog in a machine which’ he can
neither understand nor control.

.In business he is merely a unit, a ‘‘hand’’ and not a ‘‘soul,’’ and
his tenure of the means of livelihood, whether he be dire(,:tor or
office clean_er, is almost equally dependent upon impersonal forces
befoye which he must either bend—or find himself among the
mul.tltude of unwanted men for whom there is no room in the
busmes; world. The average man, I suspect, if he is clear-sighted
recognizes Mammon as the real god of the world; if he cannot be
a pure materia.list,.then he will put a mascot on the bonnet of his
;:o‘t‘(g:.aé, Ii:c;:"hxs button-hole, and invoke the god whose name

Gilbert Murray, in ‘‘Five Stages of Greek Religion,”’ says, ‘It

hu.g.k—..._‘._
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is worth remembering that the best seed ground for superstition
is a society in which the fortunes of men seem to bear practically
no relation to their merits and efforts.” That is our state, and
we are reaping a plentiful harvest.

1t is with this kind of a background that we in England have to
try to present the Christian tradition—and we have to remind
ourselves frequently that it is by an act of faith—not of intellect
or mind—that we appropriate the Christian Faith—and that our
task in making men see the Father as Creator is not more difficult
than was that of the Apostles, who proclaimed the shameful death
of a Galilean peasant as the most significant act of the Living God.
When we come to the consideration of our Lord’s recorded
teaching on the subject of nature—it seems to be of the very first
importance to clear our minds with regard to a great deal of rather
one-sided loose thinking and writing which is very common to-day.
The sort of writing which I suspect can be illustrated from a
paragraph on p. 387 of the recently-published book by Dr.
Charles Raven—]Jesus and the Gospel of Love. He says, ‘‘Jesus
accepted the world as His Father’s and appealed to the awful
impartiality of sunshine and rain as proof of the Father’s perfect
love. This is no casuai utterance. Throughout His teaching He is
far more fond of flowers and birds, of the growth of green things,
of children and the simple works of men, than of angels and
demons, and all the paraphernalia of ecclesiastics. If the Marcan
account is correct, at the first crisis of His ministry when all Galilee
was agog with excitement to discover the policy and proposals of
the new prophet. He bewildered His disciples, and probably
disappointed His audience, by telling a simple story of the sowing
of a field. . . . The hackneyed words expressed His open vision.
His poetry . . . was full of the beauty and goodness of the world.”

But suppose it wasn’t just a simple story of the sowing of a
field! Suppose that the concluding words of the story, ‘‘Who
hath ears to hear let him hear”’—really are of the utmost
significance, and that Christ, like every true educationalist, realises
that knowledge can not be poured into a mind, like water into a
bowl, but must be assimilated, like food into the system. Suppose
further that He had come to a people already prepared by prophet,
psalmist and lawgiver—and that the purpose of His coming was
that they might have Life—and life is the knowledge of God. If
all this be true, then surely the whole point of “this simple story’’
is the identification of Jesus with the Living God, who in the O.T.
is the heavenly sower.

Even if the story is to be treated just as a simple story of the
sowing of a field, Dr. Raven and his fellows are in no better case
—for the plain teaching of the story is, not that nature is good and
beautiful, but that it is wantonly destructive of 3/4 of the good seed
which is sown in it!
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Or again, take the locus classicus of our nature-loving poets.
‘‘Jesus saw more beauty in the lily than in all the services of the
Temple.” Maybe He did. But there are no grounds in the record
of His sayings which justify the statement. He certainly used the
lily to illustrate a point—but the point had absolutely no reference
to the beauty of the lily per se. The point was the absurdity of
anxiety in the minds of those who believe in a Heavenly Father,
whose care is so all-embracing that it clothes even the grass of the
field which to-day is—and to-morrow is cast into the oven.

In the same context Jesus illustrates the same point of the
absurdity of anxiety, by the impossibility of our adding one cubit
to our stature. On an exactly parallel line of exegesis to that
which presses the reference to the lily into an argument for the love
of flowers, one could arrive at the solemn conclusion that His
audience was composed of men and women short in stature—for
none else would desire to be taller. If this argument is idiotic—so
also, and for the same reason, is the other.

Surely the truth is, that Jesus came to give a revelation of the
Father, and thereby to redeem the world at the point of its
ultimate need and destitution : and it is as fond and foolish a thing
to seek in the record of His teaching for irrelevant knowledge about
His attitude to birds and lilies as to interpret His reference to
sunrise and sunset as a revelation in the realm of astronomy.

But to reject a method of exegesis which appears to project into
our Lord’s teaching the predilections of our own minds, lays upon
us the more laborious task of trying to elucidate his teaching on
‘“‘the Spirit and nature and human nature” from His recorded
sayings. ;

It would seem that the best starting point for this consideration
is the account of The Temptation in the Wilderness—for which
we are indebted to the common source of Matthew and Luke.
The ultimate authority for the account must have been our Lord
Himself—for no eye witness shared that long retreat in which He
laid the plans of His public ministry. The significant temptation
is that which Matthew gives as the third and Luke as second.

It would seem that our Lord contemplated all the excellence
that is to be found in human society as it organizes itself in the
world. Never for a moment does He seek to minimize its worth.
Apart from the conscious recognition of God man has done
great things. In the ancient civilizations there was a vast amount
that stirs the heart and fires the imagination by its exhibition of
true greatness. The philosophy of Greece, and the ordered
government of Rome, may represent an unconscious human
endeavour to prepare a road by which the King of Glory should
visit His people. The human virtues, justice and fortitude, love
of home and children, strife for truth in word and action, self-
R o ieaiet b red i
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denial and high endeavour after lofty ends; these He sees in the
world around Him—and the suggestion comes, can He not take
the world at its best, and by this momentary condescension, seize
hold of the glory that is in the world and by gradual education
lift it to the heights? He answers, “‘No.”” He looks right into
the heart of all the world’s greatness—a greatness which itself is
due to the presence and power of the Spirit of God—and declares
that on this He cannot build his Kingdom. The whole foundation
must be changed and altered. ‘“Thou shalt worship the Lord thy
God; and Him only shalt thou serve.”” This cannot mean less
than a complete alteration of motive and purpose in the life of
society, and in its constituent members. It is a proclamation that
law, order and justice are not embryos from which spring love,
reverence and purity, but are man’s poverty-stricken copies of
God’s primal laws; that what the world needs is not just a teacher
who shall make it a little wiser, nor a reformer who shall make it a
little better, but a redeemer who shall fashion it anew in the name
of the Father, Son and Holy Spirit. I suggest that here—in this
parable of Temptation—we have the key to all our Lord’s
teaching with regard to human nature. On the one hand there
is the recognition of all the goodness and splendour, which are
the result of the Spirit’s action on the life of man; on the other
hand the jealousy of perfect Love who cannot be content with less
than a perfection ‘‘even as your Father in Heaven is perfect’”” and
wills to re-create man in the image of God.

The aged Rabbi Nicodemus, who comes by night to see Him,
may perhaps represent the earnest seeker after truth, who yet
could not be reckoned among the disciples. Clearly our Lord
recognizes his moral earnestness, his lifetime’s devotion to the
Law. Yet His insistence is overwhelming on the necessity even
for him, the teacher of Israel, of a new birth into the life which
comes through a “‘lifting up” of the Son of Man.

Zebedee’s wife is the revelation of a mother’s love which craves
the best for her two sons. She represents something which is
perhaps as beautiful as anything the world can show—the self-
forgetting, and self-effacing devotion, which, in its natural symbol,
the pelican, early Christian Art did not shrink from using as a type
of Christ himself ; she makes her request, and the heart of Jesus
yearns to grant it; but the condition must be that mother-love
itself must share His baptism, and drink deep of His chalice. Even
the home itself must be re-created by redeeming love, ‘‘“Woman,
behold thy son,” “‘Behold thy mother.”’

It seems to be universally true that as each case of human virtue
comes to Jesus—whether young and adventurous, or old and
burdened—He sees in it something which he can admire, some

result of the Spirit’s working, but never that which is sufficient




‘ it is manifested as the perfect instrument, perfect] expressin,
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in itself on which to build ; human nature always and ever is in
nee.d of nothing less than re-creation. In a word, He finds that to
whxc}.l he can appeal, but nothing upon which he can build for
eternity.

When'v./e turn to our Lord’s teaching with regard to this material
universe, it is difficult to avoid a negative form of speech. When
He came on earth there were, roughly speaking, in the heathen
world two interpretations of the relation between spirit and matter.
The East was steeped in dualism, the West in crude materialism.
Both had gained some slight entrance into contemporary Jewish
thougpt. There is nothing in Christ’s teaching which gives
the slightest countenance to either. He views nature as sacra-
mental, i.e., as being capable of being used as the vehicle of spirit.
This is seen not only in the Incarnation itself, but in His use of
matter in His “‘signs.” Clay anointing the eyes of the blind, the
touch of the hem of His garment were made the vehicles of healing.
On the other hand, it is at least arguable that He realizes that matter
may also be used by the Evil Spirit as his instrument. His acts
of restoration to health of mind or body are a warfare in the flesh
against physical ills in a sense which it is hard to think of as only
figurative. Unless we are prepared to accept a literary criticism
of the N.T. based largely on our own mental outlook, the gospels
f?cord a mastery over nature which can only be called miraculous,

Even the winds and the sea obey Him.” "Or to bring the whole
matter to a point. The characteristic teaching of Christ, that
puzzled the. disciples and perplexed the multitude, is the avacracss
:‘f’fﬁﬂ?" —Whlc.h in its plain grammatical meaning is nothing less than

‘a resurrection of corpses.” 1It'is quite true that vexpds is some-
times used in the N.T. in the figurizative sense—‘‘my son was
dead and is alive”—*‘let the dead bury their dead”’—but its original
meaning (e.g. Mark, ch. 9, v. 9) of a living again of corpses is never
completely lost sight of : and the two meanings find their synthesis
in the Resurrection of Jesus.

Dare we say that in the life, death and resurrection of Jesus we
find the revelation of the truth concerning the spirit and human
nature and nature? That in history we see what is the will of the
Spirit ?

Here the Spirit had a perfect instrument for His revelation, in the
perffect human nature, which, spotless and without any taint of sin
Christ took of His Virgin Mother—and at every moment of life H(;
exhibited in an ordinary human society the will of the Spirit. And
under such conditions this holy will led human nature along the way
of sorrows to Calvary—and thence to an open tomb from which this
nature rose in a new form. No longer subject to the laws of nature,

Rlaa o S
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Further, at the supreme moment which Jesus chose to give
expression to the significance of His death—He took the elements
of the natural world, bread and wine, and associated them with
Himself in the act of redemption—consecrating them to the
purpose for which they were created, which was to be a means for the
manifestation of God’s glory.

I suggest that our Lord’s teaching can be briefly summarized
as follows : —

The only principle of evil is an evil will, i.e., a will in rebellion
against the will of God. All men are tainted with this to a greater
or lesser degree, but in so far as they will co-operate with Him, the
Spirit will manifest Himself in them, at the varying levels of their
moral earnestness. Nature itself is capable of manifesting God’s
glory, but like everything sacramental, it may be used unworthily,
and so may manifest not the Spirit of God, but of evil. Through
the Cross Christ makes the way by which the work of the Spirit
both in nature and human nature may be perfected.

Alone among the writers of the N.T., St. Paul deals with this
subject particularly in his Epistle to the Romans. His standpoint
is in agreement with the above interpretation of Christ’s teaching.
[f his description of the heathen world in the 1st chapter seems to
be one of unrelieved gloom, it is because those of whom he writes
have denied and frustrated the striving of the Spirit with them;
they have refused the light that was offered; they have wilfully
shut their eyes to the truths which natural religion would have
revealed through the ordering of nature; they have changed the
glory of the incorruptible God for the likeness of an image of
corruptible man. On the other hand St. Paul teaches that in the
day when God shall judge the secrets of men, those who are
without the covenant but who lived uprightly will be in better
care than the circumcised hearer of the Law whose works belie his
profession. Yet both, Jew and Gentile, are all under sin, and
need *'the redemption which is in Christ Jesus ; whom God set forth
to be a propitiation through His blood.”

Though there may be much that is obscure in the passage in the
$th chapter (18-25), it clearly indicates St. Paul’s belief that
“creation”’ lies within the love of God ; and that the eternal purpose
to sum up all things in Christ is not fulfilled until earth as well as
heaven is filled with His glory. The sufferings of this present
time unite the whole creation which is groaning and travailing in
pain with the redeemed, who groan within themselves, waiting for
their adoption, and the pain is interpreted by the Spirit Himself
who makes intercession with groanings too deep for words. But
the creation is subjected to corruption and futility by a power
tself, and its release is dependent upon the revealing of

4 , who have the first fruits of the ¢ t. This
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revealing of the Sons of God, their adoption, is the redemption of
their body, and when it is accomplished creation itself shall be
gfelggaed from corruption into the liberty of the glory of the Sons

The meaning of St. Paul’s words here and elsewhere echoes the
words of Jesus—No created thing is evil in itself. ‘‘All things
are lawful unto me.” But evil lies in the will alienated from the
Holy Will of God. In Christ all are redeemed to God—and as
in cre_ation God calls man to be a fellow worker with Himself, so
too, in Redemption, man, by becoming confirmed to Christ’s
sufferings, shares in the task of restoring all things.

In the briefest possible manner let us try to trace the outline
of the history of this Christian doctrine from St. Paul’s days until
to-day.

In t‘h.e first centuries the Church had to proclaim its faith in
opposition to gnosticism, which declared matter to be essentially
evil, and regarded the Supreme God as distinct from the Creator.
I suggest that we see in her Eucharistic worship the Church’s most
compelling witness. In every early Liturgy, the Church declared her
bel.xef‘ Afterthe prayers of the faithful comes the offertory the presen-
tation of bread, wine and water. The Sursum Corda leads on to the
great Eucharistic prayer, which starts with a Commemoration of
God’s Eternal Being and Work in Creation, which leads to the tri-
umphal Hymn of Sanctus. Thus week by week the faithful are re-
minded of the goodness of creation, but in such a way that their
thought leads on immediately to the redemption wrought by Christ,
and thence to the Spirit’s work in sanctifying the creatures of Bread
and Withe first fruits of creation (and the body of the Church).
Here is the whole cycle of thought that we have discovered in the
N.T . In her lex orandi the Church declares her lex credendi, not
only in word but in action ; not only to the mind, but in the daily

experience of the ordinary man.

Somewhere about the middle of the 4th century the Roman
“*Canon’’ of the Mass—in something like its present form—became
the sole form of Eucharistic prayer at Rome—and generally
throughout the West. From our point of view the significant fact
abqut it is that all real reference to God’s work as Creator is
omltte.d. Henceforth in the West in the Church’s supreme act of
worship, Creation and Redemption are no longer held together—
and the Invocation of the Holy Spirit upon the creatures of earth is
so altered that it is hardly recognizably the same in intention, as in
the earlier liturgies. A

‘Weakened in its witness by this change in its form i
the Church had to combat Pelagianism ; shich dinied thtfe‘::;::liﬁ
necessity for the redemption of human nature, and in fact asserted
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for the overthrow of this menace to true religion cannot blind our
eyes to the fact that his great authority has infected the Church
with a conception of human nature, which, to say the least of it, is
sub-Christian. In reaction from the errors of Pelagianism he tends
to deny the possibility of any purely natural goodness; free will
in man is so circumscribed that it is almost meaningless; the
““fall,”’ to him, represents a total ruin of creation, of
human nature, and, by implication, of nature. It seems
impossible to deny that Augustine’s was the most pre-
dominant influence in the thought of the Western Church from his
own day, until, at any rate, the period of the Reformation. Of
course, there were splendid protests. The love of nature, and
human nature, could never be more joyously expressed than it was
by S. Francis of Assisi, and he was by no means alone.

In fact the Scotist theology was largely a protest against an
Augustinianism as interpreted by Thomas Aquinas—from the
point of view of its poor estimate of human nature.

The witness of the English Reformation may be gathered round
two points. First, the alterations made in the Canon of the Mass.
No return was made to the custom of the primitive liturgies in
making thanksgiving for Creation—and even the “Supplices Te,”
which is sometimes regarded as the alternative to the Invocation
of the Spirit upon the bread and wine, is omitted. I believe it
to be true that the omission was due to quite other considerations
than those with which we are now concerned—but the fact remains.
In the whole of our official Prayer Book the thought of Creation
is singularly obscured. The only reference occurs in the General
Thanksgiving, which was accepted by Convocation at the
Restoration, and was the work of Bishop Reynolds. In this we
thank God for Creation and all the blessings of this life—as distinct
from the blessings of redemption and sanctification. The other
point for examination lies in the 39 Articles. At first sight it seems
as though they come heavily on the side of Augustine—and assert
that the works of the natural man have the nature of sin. Further
consideration relieves one of this intolerable situation.

For the Articles in question are dealing with that portion of
mankind only. who are consciously either accepting or rejecting
the Gospel of Christ and have no reference to heathens as such.
The Articles do not assert that man “‘is of his own nature inclined
only to evil,”” but only that man is ‘“‘very far gone from original
righteousness.” The Articles leave room for the recognition of the
exhibitions of natural goodness of which the world is full.

When we come to the life of to-day, we must touch on a number
of distinct details.

1. When our Convocations in 1927 and 1928 revised the Prayer
they suggested the supplementing of our present Canon of
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THE WORK OF THE HOLY SPIRIT IN WORSHIP
' By Fr. SERGIUS BULGAKOV.

T HE Old Testament did not discriminate very clearly between
the Spirit of God and the Holy Spirit. It recognized varied
gifts of the Spirit bestowed on certain persons according to their
vocation or special service: for the art of workmanship in the
decoration of the Tabernacle (Exod. 31), for a skilful governing of
the people (Num. 11), for success in battle, for kingship,
especially in the consecration of Aaron and his sons for the priest-
hood, and finally for prophesy. The effusion (pouring out) of the
Holy Spirit was generally a very concrete almost visible act; this
is true also of the Primitive Church. The Spirit was given in the
Old Testament only to chosen people in exceptional cases. In a
prophetic vision Joel was promised that the Holy Spirit should be
poured out on all flesh and this prophesy was fulfilled at Pentecost
(as is shown by Peter’s speech). The gift of the Holy Spirit is
bestowed on every Christian in the Sacrament of Chrismation
when the soul receives a special gift and is sealed by Him.
“There are diversities of gifts, but the same Spirit.”
The entire Church as well as each one of its members, is sanctified
by the Holy Spirit—*‘they shall prophesy.”” But this common
inspiration no longer has a visible concreteness in the life of the
Church. In addition to this direct and mysterious inspiration
there exists in the Church a continuous flow of institutional life.
The Church is the treasury of Grace which is regularly
distributed to its individual members as well as to the entire
community, and this is the work of the Holy Spirit in worship
and sacraments.

The Holy Spirit pours out new life into the Church, infuses it
with a power, which is mysteriously full of Grace. This power can
be only felt spiritually but in itself it is no less real and undoubtable
than the impressions of our everyday life. It can and must be even
more efficacious. This mysterious, heavenly reality in the first
instance applies to time, which contains the rays of eternity and is
embraced by it. Our time is full of different events and
impressions of this life, but in addition to this it has another fullness
of a spiritual, church kind. There exist holy times and seasons in
the Church, which occupy their place in the Ecclesiastical Year.
The reality and holiness of these seasons are likewise the work of
the Holy Spirit. They are the principal Feastdays—Christmas,
Easter and so on. These feasts are not merely commemorations of

different events in the earthly life of Our Saviour, they become real
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and actuaily present for us. We become witnesses of these events,
similar to His contemporaries who beheld them with their bodily
eyes. This mysterious reality of the holy life of Our Saviour in
the holy seasons becomes self-evident for us during these most
solemn moments of the Church Year, such as Christmas, Easter
or Pentecost. The presence of the Holy Spirit in the Church is
then felt in our own hearts, and our souls are filled with joy and
exultation of a particular character, according to the particular
feast commemorated. I should like to remind you here only of the
mystery of Passion Week, with its real symphony of varied and
changing sentiments which run as a mystical torrent, until the
piercing sorrow of the Passion is suddenly transfigured into the
heavenly triumph of the Easter night. And not only these
exceptional days, but every day of the week or of the month in the
ecclesiastical year is dedicated to one or another event, or to a
saint or patron. This significance is realized in the day’s worship.
Because of this the Church lives in two worlds and as it were in
two ‘‘times’’ simultaneously, and the reality of this other holy
time through the Holy Spirit reveals to us the presence of Jesus
Christ in our lives. This feeling gives us a link with the times of
the Incarnation. It immerses us in the mystery of Redemption
which belongs to eternity and to our own time as well.

The work of the Holy Spirit provides us not only with holy
times and seasons, but with holy places. God is omnipresent,
‘“Whither shall I go from Thy Spirit, or whither I flee from Thy
presence? If I ascend up into heaven, Thou art there; if I make
my bed in hell, behold Thou are there” (Ps. 139: 7-8). One
cannot understand this omnipresence to mean that God occupies
every place (ubiquitas) and then in this sense actually belongs to
the place itself. No, He is beyond any limitation in space. He
cannot be tied down to any place, for all space is transparent to
Him. *‘Will God indeed dwell on the earth? Behold the heaven
and heaven of heavens cannot contain Thee” (I Kings, 8:27).
But man has to dwell in a certain place, and for his sake God
provides a particular place for meeting Him. Through His
condescension to man God is present in a holy place, which is His
temple, in a special sense. As we put it in human language—
He lives there. But such a place must be set apart from other
places and dedicated to God, and this dedication is the work of the
Holy Spirit. Such a temple no longer belongs to the sinful earth,
it is, as it were, transfigured by Him. The Orthodox Church has
a very solemn and impressive rite for the dedication of a temple.

- It resembles the Baptism and Chrismation of a man. Such a

place becomes full of Grace to serve for common prayer and the

- celebration of sacraments. In a similar way certain objects are

pecially sanctified by the Holy Spirit for a certain sacred use.
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They are taken out of the world and especially consecrated for the
needs of divine service and the sacraments. It is obvious to our
feelings that a layman or even a priest should not approach a holy
place or touch sanctified objects—especially those for sacra-
mental use—without being in a sense isolated from the
world by his vestments. This isolation is mainly achieved
through a special consecration of the various implements used in
Divine worship. Special blessings are asked for various other
everyday objects; this symbolism implies that not only
holy places and objects need sanctification for purpose of ritual,
but that the whole of life needs and awaits sanctification. In the
Apocalypse we read of the new heavenly Jerusalem descending
from heaven: ‘‘I saw no temple therein: for the Lord God
Almighty and the Lamb are the temple of it” (Ap. 21:22). We
are seeking for the whole of our life to be sanctified by the work
of the Holy Spirit. This our desire for and our presentiment of
the future transfiguration of the whole of our life and of all nature
is symbolized by and has actually been begun by the Holy Spirit,
‘Who moved upon the face of the waters already at creation. The
same significance is attached to the blessing of different kinds of
food (eggs and cheese at Easter, fruit and grapes on the Day of
Transfiguration, palms on Palm Sunday, branches of trees and
flowers at Pentecost) and particularly of the blessing of the waters
at Epiphany withan invocation to the Holy Spirit, ‘‘come down now,
also, through the descent of the Holy Spirit and sanctify this
water I”’, and a prayer, ‘‘that these waters may become sanctified
by the power and effectual operation and descent of the Holy
Ghost.” This consecration of water at Epiphany forms the basis
for the sanctification of all objects, because generally these are
sanctified by sprinkling with holy water. In a word one can say
that the sanctifying work of the Holy Spirit applies to all the
elements and things of this visible world, to everything that has
any connection with human life.

There exists yet another kind of consecration of objects, which
is of pre-eminent importance in the life of the Church. I refer to
the consecration of ikons, which cover the wall separating the main
body of the Church from the altar—the so-called ikonostas
(image screen) and the actual walls of the Orthodox Church. The
ikons, at their best, are works of religious art. As such they are
results of the artist’s inspiration. The actual creative power
revealed in them by the artist is not to be comprehended as directly
God-inspired. Nevertheless all true art, as a revelation of beauty,
belongs to the actual domain of the activity of the Holy Spirit.
But in ikons we see something much more than only art, because
the consecration of an ikon bestows on it a supernatural Grace.

_ Ths sgofcanc of ut venarton oftons e in the ot ht they
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are not only images of Christ, or the Blessed Virgin or of the
saints, not only works of art, but that they are actually places of a
gracious Presence of those represented on them. We meet
then'.n in a certain way when we pray before the ikons. The canon
dealing with the veneration of ikons, according to the definitions
of‘ ttfe V1ith (Ecumenical Council, deals not only with the per-
mission for making them and exposing them in churches, but also
institutes a kind of worship before them. This veneration
of course cannot be compared with the worship and veneration of
God (or of His saints). It is only relative— oxery —it is a
fendering of honour ruyruwy mpoawivpos.  The ikon is neither an
l.dol nor God, it is only a place of the presence of God for the receiv-
ing of prayers by Him (only in and this special sense it is God).

The ikon can be compared to a sacrament of prayer, if we draw
an analogy with the Sacrament of the Body and Blood of Our
Lord. 1t is, of course, merely an analogy and not an identification.
But the ikon is not only an image, it is a kind of Divine Reality
as well. The Divine presence for the sake of receiving prayer is
not secured as a result of creative activity of art, it is the direct work
9‘ thg Holy Spirit in sanctification of the ikon. This power in the
ikon is even quite independent of its actual artistic significance and
worth; the ikon in question may even be a bad picture, but after
consecration it becomes sacred. The ikon is blessed by sprinkling
of holy water with the words of the priest : “‘this ikon is sanctified
by this sprinkling of the Grace of the Holy Spirit in the Name of
the Holy Trinity.”” One may also add that if we regard the holy
altar as a kind of sanctuary in the temple, the holy ikons can be
regarded in the same way. The church is a holy place for the pre-
sence of God, for the offering up prayer to Him, and the
holy ikons, too, are particular places for such a presence of
God. The difference between them is that the church is
immobile, whereas the ikons can be moved and transferred from
place to place. They are found present in every house, and the
corner of the room where they are placed is called the holy
corner. The presence of the ikons turns every house into a
domestic church.

NQt ikons alone, as works of art, are sealed with artistic
inspiration, other things in the church, its architecture, its

- decoration, its ornaments and pictures, etc., belong to sacred art.

The Temple of God must be arrayed in beauty, it is like the

- ointment which was poured on the feet of Christ by the woman,

‘and it is said about her by Our Saviour: *“‘She hath wrought a

" work upon Me.” The walls of a temple must not remain

. This would be false asceticism, or a triumph of prose, as was
mwm Protestant_chapels _‘.'nd halls after the
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so far, this is no theophany. This is only a testimony (Testi-
monium) of Ged; and from it the human mind may conclude or
presuppose God’s existence ; may become conscious of God; may
divine God in His works. This gives birth to ‘‘seeking after God,”
to religious longing, to religious needs, still unclear and wavering :
“That they should seek the Lord, if haply they might feel after
Him and find Him, though He be not far from every one of us”’
(Acts, 17:27). But so far this is not yet knowledge of God,
it is not seeing or knowing. Strictly speaking Revelation is not
the fundamental essence of every religious life. Even more, we
have a right to say that Revelation is, in general, not religion,
but it is greater than religion. It is something different, something
apart from religion. It is not the manifestation of God in His
creation, in the beings created by Him, but a direct wision of God
granted to man. God is manifested in all and always. Here we
stand before a certain continuity, the continuity of Divine Omni-
presence of Him ‘‘who is omipotent and omnipresent.”’

But not everywhere and not to all is this vision of God granted.
There is no continuity in theophanies. Here we are in a realm
of rupture and interruptions, of interruptions in the continuous
stream of the world’s natural order, though this too is established
by Divine command and by Divine Providence, by the Providence
of the Omnipotent Creator. This is the realm of the supernatural,
and only the “‘supernatural’’ is the Revelation of God in the real
meaning of the word. In the “Religion of Nature’’ man recog-
nizes and divines God ; seeks after Him and reaches out for Him,
for ‘“He be not far from every one of us.”” But this is only the
path of man towards God. Revelation is the path of God towards
man. This is above nature, supernatural, this is something new
and different, something greater than that force of movement and
life which has been implanted in every created being by the pre-
eternal and creative ‘‘Fiat.”

Or, in other words, in Nature God is manifested as the Creator
of vitality, the Giver of existence and of life. But in the super-

natural, in what is above nature, God in His transcendence

appears and is revealed as He who spake; “Who at sundry times
and in divers manners spake in times past unto the Fathers

by the Prophets, hath in these last days spoken unto us by His
Son’’ (Heb. 1:1-2). God is revealed in the Word, and only
God’s word is Revelation in its direct and exact meaning. Revela-

tion is the Divine Voice, the Voice of God, speaking to man.
Man hears this Voice, listens to it, accepts it, and understands the

Divine Word. For God speaks so that man should hear Him.
God created man in His image and likeness that man should listen
for His Voice and Word, should hear it, and, even more, that he
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Revelation, we have in mind just the Word of God that has been
keard by us. Some heard it direct, without any intermediary;
these were the great initiated and prophets. Others heard of it
through the mediation of those who were commanded by God and
by the power and aid of the Holy Ghost to repeat what they had
heard and seen themselves. The Holy Scriptures are the written
record of the Revelation they heard, and it was God who gave
them the strength, through the outpouring of His Holy Ghost,
to hear and write down His words. The sacred mystery of Divine
inspiration cannot be completely fathomed by us. We cannot
fully understand in what manner ‘‘God’s holy men’’ heard the
Word of their God and how they repeated it in the words of their
own tongue. But even in their transmission it was the Voice of God,
the Voice of the Holy Ghost, that was heard, and the feeble human
voice, the voice of flesh and blood, had no part in it. Therein lies the
miracle and mystery of the Bible that it is the Word of God, the
‘Word of the Spirit, who ‘‘spake by the prophets,”” and yet it is the
Word of the Spirit in a human tongue. And whatever the manner in
which we understand the Divine inspiration of Scripture, one thing
is important. The scriptures transmit and preserve for us the Divine
Voice in the tongue of man. The scriptures transmit and preserve for
us the Divine Word such as it had been heard, such as it sounded in
the receptive soul of man. The mystery of Divine inspiration is
not only that God spoke to man, but also that man was listening
to God and heard Him. God descends to man, shows His Face to
man ; speaks to him. And man sees God, is lost in the vision of
God, and describes what he has seen and heard, bearing witness
to what has been revealed to him. Therein lies the significance
of the Old Testament Divine visions, of the Old Testament
Revelations. In them there is a certain essential anthropomorphism,
and this not so much because of the weakness of human under-
standing, or from a sense of ‘‘adaptability,”” but as a foretaste of
the coming incarnation. It is already in the Old Testament that
the Divine Word becomes human, is incarnated in the human
tongue. And there is another point of great importance. If we
want the Divine Word to ring clear, the human tongue must not
lose its natural qualities. It must not leave off being human.
‘What is human is not suppressed or swept away by Divine
inspiration ; it is only transfigured. The supernatural does not
go counter to what is natural.

Therefore, it is that God chooses to speak in the human tongue,
that through Divine inspiration, through the Breath of the Spirit of
Omniscience and Wisdom, human nature should be completed,
fulfilled. The human tongue does not weaken or belittle the
nhloluhinau of Revelation ; 1‘;:1 do;:_notflimit the power of God’s
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in the language of man, who is created in the image and likeness
of God; in the image of God’s Word, as was taught by some of
the Fathers of the Church. The Word of God does not grow dim
because it sounds and is pronounced in the tongue of man. On
the contrary, the human word becomes transfigured, transubstan-
tiated, because God deigned to speak in the human tongue. The
Divine Spirit breathes in the organism of human speech, in the
substance of human words. And therefore the tongue of man
acquires force and firmness. It becomes possible for the word of
man to speak of God. Theology becomes possible. i

Strictly speaking theology grows possible only through
Revelation. It is the answering speech of man to God,
as man’s witness of God who had spoken to him ; whose voice he
had heard and remembered, and whose words he had kept and
was repeating. So-called ‘‘natural theology” is no theology in
the true sense of the word. It is rather a philosophy, a word about |
the ““Unknown God,”’ towards whom the restless human soul
reaches out but has not yet found ; frequently it loses its way in
its search. This is the “Word about a God who has not yet
revealed Himself ; about whom man can so far say nothing, unless
it be that his soul panteth for Him and longeth for Him as the
hart panteth for the spring of water.” And it is only through
Revelation that true theology becomes possible. For the first time i
in answer to Revelation true prayer is poured out in words of
testimony, words of adoration, of thanksgiving and of petition.
Again it is an answer to the Word of God.

In Sacred Scripture we are, first of all, struck by the intimate
relation of God to man and of man to God. In Scripture we see
not only God, but man as well. It is the Revelation of God, but
it is also a revelation concerning man. God reveals Himself to
man, appears before him, becomes visible to him, speaks with
him, so as to reveal to man the hidden meaning of his existence,
to show him the path and meaning of human life. In Scripture we
see God coming to reveal Himself to man, and we see man meeting
God and not only listening to His Words, but answering them. In
Scripture we not only hear the Voice of God, but also the voice
of man answering Him—in words of prayer, thanksgiving,
adoration, sorrow, and contrition. God wants, and expects, and
demands this answer. It is for this that He speaks with man. He
expects man to answer Him. He is waiting for man to talk with
Him. And He draws up His covenant with man.

Revelation is the history of this covenant. Recorded Revelation
—Sacred Scripture—is, first of all, history. Law and prophets,
psalms and prophecies are included and woven into the living.
historical web. i
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and the history of man who is called to be the priest, the prophet,
and the king of this world. Scripture begins with the creation
of the world and is brought up to the eve of the new creation :
“Behold I make all things new” (Rev. 21:5). Between these
iwo extreme points, that of the first creative, ‘“‘Let there be,”” and
that of the latest prophecy, the living web of Sacred Scripture
dynamically unfolds itself. Revelation is not only a system of
Divine words, but, above all, the system of Divine works. This is
the reason of the extension of time in Sacred Scripture. We might
say that Revelation was the path of God in history. And the
culminating point is reached when God enters history for all time;
when the Word is incarnated, when God-Man is revealed.
Revelation is also the book of human fate. First of all, it is the
book which narrates the fall and the salvation of man. It
speaks of the first created paradise, of Adam’s expulsion from it
as a consequence of his sin; of the first promise of salvation, the
so-called ‘‘First Gospel”’ (Gen. 3:15). It speaks of the path
fallen man had to tread upon earth, of the new promises, and, at
last, of the chosen ‘‘Father of all the faithful,”” Abraham, and of
the covenant made with him. 1t is from here that the actual Old
Testament begins. The Old Testament is the sacred history of
Israel, the history of that unique people, the people chosen by
God, with whom God concluded His covenant. Here the most
important thing is the fact of election ; the separation of Israel, the
setting Israel apart from all other peoples. Israel is the grace-given,
sacred oasis in the history of fallen mankind. Only with one
people on earth did God conclude a covenant and give it His own
law, Divinely inscribed on tables of stone. God establishes in the
midst of this people a true priesthood, even though only a temporal
and prophetic one. He raises from among it the prophets, who
speak words inspired by the Spirit of God. Before Christ it was in
Israel alone that there existed a true priesthood and not only an
idolatrous one. Therefore it was only there that true Divine
service was performed. Here alone was sacrifice, pleasing in
God’s eyes, offered. Here alone was there a true temple of God,
the only temple of the sort in all the world. It was a sacred centre
for all the world—an oasis granted by the Grace of God, in the
midst of a sinful, unredeemed world. It is from here that sancti-
fication begins. “The cloud filled the House of the Lord”
(I Kings, 8:10). This election and separation of Israel is
ecasily understood and explained from an historical standpoint,
from the historical mission of Israel. Israel is the first-fruit of
mankind. Its historical mission leads to the birth in its midst of
the world’s Saviour. 1In it was to be accomplished the last limit
of the final Revelation God, the incarnation of the Word. It
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granted to this people; because of this the prophets spoke. The
Sacred meaning of the Old Testament is that it is the history of
thhe ancestors of our Saviour, and therefore it is by mentioning
them that the Gospels begin their narrative : “The book of the
generation of Jesus Christ, the son of David, the son of Abraham”’
\L‘Iath. 1:1). “‘For salvation is of the Jews” (John 4:22). The
Qid Testament is the period of the Messianic expectation, the time
of covenants and prophecies. It is not only the prophets that
p{ophesy. Events also become prophecies. The Old Testament
history, as a whole, is a kind of foregiven image, an historical
symbol,. a looking forward towards approaching events. St.
Augustine said : “‘The New Testament is contained within the Old
and thfe Old is revealed in the New. In Vetere Testamento Novum
latet, in Novo Testamento Vetus patet; and the Messianic tense
expectation culminates in the appearance of the God-Man : “‘But
when the fulness of time was come, God sent forth His Son, made of
a WO{nan” (Gal. 4:4). The time of expectation is passed; the
promise has been accomplished ; the Lord has come. He has come
to abide and remain with those who believe in Him: ‘‘Alway.
even unto the end of the world” (Math. 28:20). The 01&
g ‘estament history is finishing—the history of flesh and blood. The
hlstory’ of the Spirit is beginning—the Kingdom of Truth and
Grace is opened (John 1:17). And yet the law is not destroyed,
bu.t fulfilled (Math. 5:17), and the prophecies have been accom-
plished and did not prove vain. The Old Testament was fulfilled,
revealed, and completed in the New, in Novo patet. Anci
therefore the books of the Hebrews are still sacred for Christians.
Not only, because once, in olden times, God spoke to Israel, but
also because now, too, the Word of God is to be heard in the Bible,
and now through this eternal, eternally living book, God’s
Revelation continues coming down to us. It is therein that the
mystery of the Bible consists; this is the mystery of the inspired
transfigured, transubstantiated word. This does not mean tha;
tl}e Bi.ble is used in the Church as a book of parables, as a book of
!’nstorlcal examples and cases, a collection of texts or theological
instances (Loci theologici). No, the Bible remains a history, and
it is just as a book of sacred history that it preserves all its power.
The law is already set aside and is replaced by something higher.
The temple exists no more in Jerusalem and the House of Israel is
empty (Luke, 13:35). Prophecy has been accomplished.
However, in sacred history events not only take place and pass
away, but they are accomplished and fulfilled, they are completed.
The past does not mean ‘“passed” or ““was,”” but, above all, has
been fulfilled. Fulfilment is the fundamental essence of Revelation.
become sacred remains holy for a
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Holy Ghost. For even to the present moment the Spirit breathes
in the words once inspired by it. The Old Testament is, above
all, @ book for us. The New Testament is more than a book. In
the Old Testament we see most clearly the meaning of the
Revelation as of a Word. Therefore we witness to the Spirit ‘‘that
spake in times past unto the Fathers by the Prophets” (Heb. 1:2).
In the New Testament God hath spoken to us by His Son, and we
are bound not only to hear, but to see, too.

We admit that the Old Testament is a difficult book. And, as
time runs on, it grows no easier. Perhaps, on the contrary, it is
more difficult for us to read it than it was for our ancestors. This is
not the time or place to ask and discuss the question concerning the
“‘historical authenticity”’ of the Old Testament. There is no time
here to unravel the complex and difficult problem of the so-called
““Higher Criticism.”* It would involve us in giving too much time
to it in this paper. But all these critical investigations do not
touch upon the fundamental principle of Revelation ; do not deflect
from its Divine inspiration. Scientific criticism cannot prove the
sacred value of the Bible; cannot refute it. Divine inspiration is
not a category of autonomous science. The reason of man, left
to itself, cannot feel inspiration. Divine inspiration presupposes
a certain ruplure in the natural order. We need a special method
of seeing to be able to recognize it. This in no wise means
that faith and reason cannot be united, and that reason knows no
religious truths and postulates; that religious truth, the truth of
Revelation, is not obligatory or convincing for reason. On the
contrary | But to achieve this, reason itself must be transfigured.
Out cf a world of two dimensions we must pass over into one of
three; we must feel depth. Herein lies the nucleus of the
theological question of Higher Criticism. To be able to feel the
breath ot the Spirit in Sacred Scripture, we must ‘‘strive after the
Spirit,”” we must possess spiritual intuition and insight. ‘We must
learn to discern profanwm et sacrum; we must know and feel what
is profanum and what is sacrum; we must admit and know that
there is a sacrum, quite apart from profanum. And this trans-
figuration of our consciousness can be accomplished only in the
Church, in its spiritual charismatic completeness. Revelation has
been granted to the Church not to individuals. In the Old Testa-
ment wso “God’s Words” were entrusted not to individuals, but
to God’s people (Rom. 3 :2). Revelation has been given only to the
Church, and only in tiie Church is it accessible to us; i.e., it can
be accessible only in the fullness of spiritual life. Outside the
Church, for outsiders, it becomes unclear, unconvincing. This
unclearness is the nether side of our inattention, of our absence of
fniition asanaic b b naivich dtod gy oo
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Revelation—is Christ. The New Testament is also, first of all,
history—the Gospel history of the incarnated Word and of the
beginning of the history of the Church, which is now expecting
its apocalyptic fultilment. The basis of the New Testament is
facts, events, realities; not only commandments, teaching, and
words. Here the basis is Christ and the Church, His Body. ‘‘The
fulness of Him that filleth all in all’’ (Eph. 1 :23). The Gospel is
history. Historical events are the subject and source of Christian
faith and Christian hope. From the beginning, from the very day
of Pentecost, when the Apostle Peter as an eye-wilness,
(‘*“Whereof we are all witnesses,”’” Acts 2 :32), wilnessed to the
fulfilment of salvation, apostolic preaching had an historical
character. But again it is a sacred history. The Apostles always
speak of concrete historical facts and events. They bring vividly
before the consciousness of their hearers the image of Christ, they
make it live anew, and they show who He was. The uniqueness,
the marvel of this historical Figure consists in the fact that He who
became visible, whom we saw, was the Son of God, the Saviour
of the world. Therefore it is that human limits, belonging to a
world of two dimensions, cannot encompass this Image. It trans-
cends them ; and within historical boundaries we see what is super-
historical, what is above the earth. But the boundaries are not
obliterated, not wiped away, not dimmed; in the sacred Image
historical features are still visible. Therein lies the meaning and
importance of apostolic preaching that it is a narrative, a narrative
of what the Apostles themselves heard and saw, of what was
fulfilled and accomplished, hic et nunc. “Which we have heard,
which we have seen with our eyes, which we have looked upon, and
our hands have handled” (I. John, 1:1). But what happened was
unheard of: ‘“The Word was made flesh” (John 1:14).
Therefore this narrative is more than merely a narrative;
it relates not only something that took place, but some-
thing that was realized and completed. Through historical
vision we catch sight of what is visible only to the eyes of faith,
what only the few saw and recognized during the lifetime of the
Saviour; what even the Apostles saw and recognized fully only
later, after His resurrection, when He had opened their under-
standing that they might understand ‘“The mysteries of the
Kingdom” (Luke, 24:45). The Gospel is a narrative and an
image, but it is the narrative about God-Man. And just because
it is a narrative and an historical witness there is a certain reserve
in it. The scope of faith is more than reminiscence. Faith grows
living in creative recognition of what it has seen and heard in
communion with Christ. The Gospels give us a unique, integral
image, an image both Divine and human—the image of God
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nough this image often appears as two separate images, just as it
:Iid tcg> those whogsaw Him in the flesh, as long as their hearts hlad
not been enlightened by faith. The Evangelists and the Apost ele;
were no chroniclers. It was not their mission to relate a
that had been done by Jesus, day by day, year by year. They
described His image and related Hi§ w?rks, so as to glvle
us His image; an historical, yet a Div;ne image. The QOsipes
may be called ““An historical ikon,” an ikon in words not in mﬁs
and colours, yet a picture of His face. Or, to pe more e;;a;:tfd the
Gospels are not one, but four ikons, a four-fold ikon of G >d- ’1?:
And this ikon has been delineated by the power of the Sg:rlt. he
gospels are the records of the apostolic “gg9d tidings,”’ and t d:
preaching of the Apostles was contained not “‘in t.hfa doubtful wor Is
of man’s wisdom, but in demonstration of the _Spmt and of powe:fof
(I Cor. 2:4), in the numerous separate reminiscences tl}e figure :
Jesus grows living and the sensitive ht?a:t recognizes in ]es‘tils lc:
Nazareth, crucified and risen, the Savnour'of the world an tle
God-Man. The earthly plan of the Gospel is always mysteriously
transparent, and through the historical evidence we see'the' glim-
mering of Divine reality. It is true that not al}’see this, just as
not all saw it then; and not “‘flesh and blood,” but the F?t.her
which is in Heaven hath revealed that He was the Son 9f the living
God (Math. 16:16-17). In the mysterious blending of th;
double features the Face of God-Man has been drawn, seen, an
recognized. For thus it was described by tt}e Eyangehsts. Th(;
whole of the New Testament throbs with hlS'tOI'.lcal fulf.ilme.nt o
what has been and is accomplished. But this is no hlsf?ncally
isolated earthly stream of events, of ‘‘natural events. Th'e
narrative of what took place is a realistic narrative. It was, it
happened, this meeting of the sky and the earth, of God and mz;::;
The meeting and the union: “And the Word was 1'nad6 fles .
{John 1:14). ‘“And yet no man can say that Jesus is the Lo.r i
but by the Holy Ghost’* (I Cor. 17 :3). It means tha? reve.la}tlol;
becomes clearly heard by us in all its‘fullr}gss only in spiritual
experience. Therefore the Comforter, the Sp:}-lt of Truth, l-,nfzs been
sent down to us that He ‘““Will guide you into all truth” (John
16:13), that He should “bring all things to your remembrance
whatsoever I have said unto you” (John 14:26). And to th,e,
present day, ‘‘The same anointing t(.eacheth. you all Vthmgsh
(I John 2:27). The Gospels are written Wxth.m. the”Churc N
They are the records of the apostolic ‘‘good tldx.ngs, of .the
apostolic preaching, and the strength of t,t,us preaching
built up the Church : “Go ye, therefore, and teach.” The Gospels
are the records of Church experience and faith, records of what is
visible in the experience of the Church. It is the living Image of

? ] contemplat from the beginnin
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all, to the building up of his own self. God’s Word ‘must become
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and it is only within the Church that this Image is fully and wholly
accessible. St. Athanasius the Great says: ‘It is the direct and
living meeting with Christ, into whom all the faithful are clothed
in the sacrament of Ho y Baptism ; we are satisfied by the Spirit;
we drink Christ.” )
Divine Revelation is preserved in the Church. It is protected
and strengthened by the words of Scripture; it is protected, but
not exhausted. The words of Scripture do not exhaust the whole
fullness of Revelation; do not exhaust the whole fullness of
Christian experience and of the charismatic reminiscence of the
Church. The experience of the Church is wider than its
direct testimony. Therefore those who abide in the Church know
infinitely more and quite otherwise than ‘‘outsiders.” For those
who abide within the Church, the testimony of the Spirit makes the
Scriptures a clearer, a fuller thing ; this testimony once more lives
in their own personal experience. And this is why we must not
speak of the “‘self-sufficing quality” of Scripture. For Scripture
is not only preserved by the power of human memory; it is
also protected by the power of Grace in the charismatic life of the
Church. 1In the Church, Revelation becomes an inner spiritual
experience. The Church in itself is already a Revelation. From
the Day of Pentecost, when the Holy Ghost entered the world to
abide in it, Revelation has become an uninterrupted continuity.
The fiery baptism of the created world was accomplished. It was
represented by the twelve Apostles and those that were with
as the chosen first-fruit (Math. 3:2). At any rate the Scriptures
demand that they should be expounded and explained. And a true
explanation will be one that proceeds from the realities described
in the Scriptures. It must be no outward, but an inward explana-
tion, growing out of the depth of spiritual experience. And here
we do not so much speak of the personal spiritual intuition of
every separate expounder, as, above all, of the living of the
fullness of the spiritual experience of the Church itself. For in
this experience the Scriptures become vivified by the same Spirit
who had once inspired them. When the Church expounds
Scripture it bears witness to that of which the Scriptures testify.,
But frequently new words are used. Revelation is received in the
silence of faith, the silence of contemplation—such is the first
silently receptive moment of theology. And in this receptive
silence of contemplation the whole fuliness of Truth is contained
and given. But Truth must still be expressed and promounced.
Because man is called not only to receive Truth attentively, but
also to witness of it. Silencium mysticum does not exhaust the
complete calling of man. He is called to creative activity, above

them,
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irth thought. This is the creative or positive moment of
?ﬁztiézvt‘g;: of Guo%i. Divine reality revealed in th.e experience zg
the Church may be described in mamfold.w'ays. Either t11n lma%he
and symbols, in religious poetry and religious art—suc 1was 74
language of the Old Testament prophets; thus frequen;t yC}SI}::Ch
the Evangelists, thus preached the Apostles, 'and t‘hl'ls the spionns
is still preaching in the songs and hyr‘nn‘s of its Dnvmefserv ch'i .
the symbolic meaning of its rites. Tl.ns is .the tongue o (;)re:;) ivini
or witnessing; it is the tongue of charismatic theology. Or, s
reality may be described in the conceptions of the :;nn 3 e
research. ~ This is the language of ”dogma, of dogmal i
tﬁeology. “Preaching” and “D9gma are the two “;tlll};t
in which the Church bears wltm?ss to Truth, htob o
inner Revelation which is still continuing in th'e Church by .
power of the Spirit abiding in it (cp. St. Basil the Grgat com;
cerning the Holy Ghost). Tgis Rg,v%}atl&n;’ tlilsls tﬁ:e];;:fx:n:f);f a\the
i into “The Knowledge of Truth, |
%;?lz'z:‘;lg “I‘lToill we all come in the unity of the faith, and of tt:e
knowledge of the Son of God, unto a.perfect man, unto the measure
of the stature of the fullness of Christ’ (Eph. @ing) S .
Dogma is thought witnessing to I'{e.velatlon, to what it flis :gei ;;
to what was revealed to it, to the visible and the cor.ltem;.) at .
the Catholic experience of the Cl}urch. And t!'ns wntnefs o
expressed in definitions and conceptions. Dogma is the vsVen ena
of experience, the mental vision, true»con.templatxorf._ e xl"lt y
name it the ‘‘logical image," the “loglc'a.l ikon of Dlvmet r?atlh y;
And, at the same time, dogma is a deﬁ‘r_utw‘n. Th,e’refm:e it 1sﬁxa:1
both the logical form of dogma, that ‘.‘mner word whlchdls ’ iie
and made definite in outward expression, and the outward chol
re so important in dogma. f ;
' B,g;:; ails no nev:) Revelation ; dogma is on.ly a witness, a wm}ﬁ
of the mind, such as is worthy of the experienced and 1'e(:::>-gm:he
Divine Revelation, a Revelation granted .and r'evealed ;n :
charismatic experience of faith, of the mysteries of llfe. eterna l, ezul(;
as has been shown by the Holy Gho§t. All dogmz}’ is I_liex;)ea i )y
experience, in true contact with “thmgs. not seen”” ( ed. 1 ; .thé
This is the source of dogmatic decisive authority ar; o =
unchangeableness of Truth, revealed and preserved ’I{gm -
beginning. Dogmas are not develi?ped or changed. egt n::\a
inviolable, even in their outward choice of words. Perhaps i risey
sound paradoxical, but it is still true to say that dogmas ;:an e; A,
can be established and expressed, but .the.y cannczt‘: be deve o.ph”. x
dogma once established is an eternal inviolable ‘“‘rule of fait hz;n
the measure of it. Of course this does not mean that something

new, some ‘‘new truth’ is being revealed; but it mean that
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witness the Church is expressing and pronouncing the

preserved within its fold. And itsgaim is fo find andistablist,;ugll:

efcact words, which should truly express the experience of the

(,l“lurc,l’n. ’ljhes.e words must be able to transmit the ‘“vision of the

mind,”” which is being revealed to the faithful spirit in experience

and contemplation. There is a pre-dogmatic period of Church
consciousness ; then the language chosen is one of images and

S)"mbols.q But after this comes the time for bearing dogmatic

witness. For truth of faith is truth of reason as well, and thought

must enter “‘into the knowledge of truth.” In doing this it
becomes creatively transfigured, the very realm of thought becomes
transﬁgurgd, sanctified, and renewed. When Divine Truth is
pronounced and expressed in the human tongue, the very words
are transhgured, and the fact that the Truths of Revelation are
imparted in logical images and conceptions witnesses to the
transfiguration of word and thought, words become sacred. The
wo.rds of t:iogrnatic definitions, frequently taken from the habitual
pl}llosophlc vocabulary, are no more simple, casual words, which
might have been and still may be replaced by some others. No
they .have grown to be eternal, irreplaceable words. This signiﬁe;

Fhat in the adequate expression of a Divine Truth certain words
i.e., definite conceptions and ideas, or a definite train of though;
have bee{l eternalized and stabilized. This means that eternal and
absolute ideas are being sought ; therefore the Truth of Revelation
may be‘ and is adequately expressed in them. This Truth of
X%evelatnon l3as been positively granted, and not only postulated.
.I\ot something to be sought, but something given. However
incommensurable our present kr{owledge “in part” is to the
promised knowledge that is to be “‘face to face,” still, now as
alway., it is full and perfect. Truth is being revealed in Catholic
experience and is being expressed in dogmatic definitions. The
dogmas of the Fathers repeat in categories of thought the
ux.whangeable contents of ‘‘apostolic preaching,”” they express
““in words of reason dogmas which once were narrated in simple
words by fishermen, who had received wisdom thereto by the power
of the Spirit.”

y By the power of the Spirit. In the dogmatic definitions of the
Church. we again feel the life-giving power of the Spirit of Truth,
the‘ Spirit of Wisdom. Dogmas are pronounced not by the
arbitrary desire of man, but by the inspiration of the Spirit.
Usually this was done during the (Ecumenical Councils, but
sometimes also through the silent reception of “ecclesie sparse.”

And again; dogmas do not exhaust the experience of the
Church; just as Revelation is not exhausted in the words or the
“letter”” of Scripture.

: SRS, SO (R SO

In dogmatic definitions the Truth of
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The experience and faith of the Church are fuller and wider than
its dogmatic word. There is much to which the Church witnesses
even to the present day in images, symbols, and similes, in
symbolic theology. Probably this will exist to the end of time,
i.e., to the last passing over from here to the beyond (see St.
Gregory the Theologian). From the very beginning the Church
was given the fullness of Truth. But it is only gradually and *‘in
part” that this fullness is being expressed. In general
all our knowledge here, is always a knowledge ‘‘in part.”
The exhaustive fullness will be revealed only in the beyond, in the
Second Advent, in the ‘“‘meeting with Our Lord.” From here
proceeds the dogmatic incompleteness of the Church’s witness;
this is also caused by the Church being “‘in a state of pilgrimage,””
““in wia”’; that it is still being ‘‘completed and maketh increase
(Eph. 4:16). The human spirit and reason are still ‘‘increasing.”
The historical aims of the knowledge of God, of understanding
Revelation, are still facing us. There is much that is still to be
accomplished. However the incompleteness and the inexhaust-
ibleness of our knowledge here does not weaken its truth, its
finality, the impossibility of replacing it; does not deprive it of
the finality which has been attained. Within the limits of Church
experience there are many mysteries for us to contemplate, mysteries
for which no dogmatic words have been found so far. Here
there is scope for ‘‘theological opinions’’ and research. There can
also exist frcedom in the understanding of established dogmas.
Of course there is no room here for subjective arbitrary mental
choice. Theology must always remain vital, intuitive; it must be
nourished by the experience of faith, and must not be split up into
autonomous isolated dialectic conceptions. ‘Once more we want to
remind you that the dogmas of faith are the truths of experience
and of life—therefore they can be unfolded through no logical
synthesis and analysis, but only through spiritual life, through
actual participation in the fullness of Church experience. A lawful
“‘theological opinion” can be attained not through any logical
deduction, but only through direct vision, and this again can only
be attained through strenuous prayerful effort, through a striving
after the Spirit, through personal spiritual growth, through living
contmunion with the constant Catholic experience of the Church.
Theology can be realized only through a Catholic transfiguration
of those who are striving to attain knowledge. Catholicity is a vic-
tory over all manner of separatism. Catholicity strives against all
kinds of individual isolation, against the self-assertion of exclusive-
ness and isolation, Catholicity is a certain attitude of conciousness,
the measure and limit of spiritual growth. In this Catholic trans-
figuration, personality grows complete and receives the faculty and
Aeng 0p NEEERIEMIME 215 SRRSeITHT ISRt ‘ a7
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whole. And those, who, in striving to attain Catholic develop-
ment, have gained this power, accept it as a gift of the Spirit. We
name those who express the experience and consciousness of the
Church, ‘‘Fathers and Teachers of the Church’’ ; because from
them we hear not only their own personal professions, but also the
witness of the Church. It is out of Catholic fullness that they
speak. In their words we feel the breath of the Spirit. The fullness
of 'Revelation is assimilated by the Church in the measure of its
spiritual growth. And this gradualness in the profession of faith
is connected with the dynamic growth of Church existence, with
the process of vital salvation, sanctification, and transfiguration.
Pel_'haps it is not by chance that it is just those dogmatic definitions
which treat of the building up of the ‘‘new creation’” and of the final
fate of the Church, which have not yet been expressed. Because
this has not yet been fulfilled in time, because we are still seeing
its fulfilment: and therefore we know not all about it, and can
speak of it only in prophecies and symbols. In those dogmas
which have already been established, that which pertains to the
future is but partially visible. We possess no categorical
definitions concerning the abiding of the Holy Spirit in the world,
tl.xe action of the Holy Spirit in it; not of the life of the saints and
sinners beyond the tomb, nor of much else that is awaiting its
accomplishment. Here the Church often limits itself to dogmatic
negation, i.e., it witnesses in an authoritative manner to what we
are not allowed and must not think. And this witness proceeds
from the depth of that experience which has not yet been and
cannot be expressed. But the Church does not hasten to establish
in dogmatic formulae positive theological opinions of the future.
And this not because it does not know, but because the time has
not yet come for it to pronounce itself. The Church witnesses in a
categorical manner to that which is ever present, to that which does
not belong to time (as for instance the dogma of the Holy Trinity);
or to that which has already been revealed, seen, and accomplished
(the dogma of the Person of Our Savour). And in the dogma of
Chrisf.: the first things defined were those which pertained to the
past, in so far as they belonged to time (Incarnation, reality of the
sufferings and death on the cross, Resurrection, Ascension); or
again it witnesses to that which was revealed direct by Our Saviour
Himself (the Second Advent, universal resurrection, the Day of
Judgment). Of all else the Church prefers to bear testimony in
symbols and similes, not dogmatically, but liturgically ; as when
itestablishes the solemn festivals of Ascension and Transfiguration ;
or that of the Life-giving Cross. Here the Church testifies to much
that has not yet found its final dogmatic expression ; to much that
is bound up with the sanctification, i.e., the ion of the world ;
QN P ¥ g \ X et v1‘ 1‘ .‘ L
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The mystery of the Ascension of Our Lord can be fully revealed
only at the Second Advent ‘‘When He shall so come in like
manner, as ye have seen Him go into heaven’’ (Acts, 1:11). For
only then, and in the resurrection of all, will the created body be
fully re-established and become incorruptible. The mystery of the
Lord’s Transfiguration is also closely connected with this. We
catch but a glimpse of it in the witness of the Light of Mount
Tabor, given by the Byzantine Councils of the XIV century.
There is no doubt that much has been given us only as fore-
knowledge. However, this does not mean that we have the right
to form whatever opinion we like concerning the truths that have
not been expressed ; or that here there is nothing obligatory for us.
The realm of foreknowledge is no ‘‘doubtful realm” (Dubitum) in
which unlimited “‘freedom’’ is permitted us (In dubiis libertas).
The absence of ‘‘dogmatic” definitions does not indicate absence
of knowledge, and does not authorize complete reserve from all
judgment. For that which has not been given in dogma has been
given us in an experience, which is the source of the dogmatic
definitions of the Church. It has also often been given in written
recorded Revelation, which is not exhausted in dogmatic expres-
sions, and which is full of mystery and prophecies. Not all that
is known and revealed is proclaimed dogmatically by the Church,
but all is given in the dialectic experience of the Church, which
indissolubly abides with its head, Jesus Christ, and is unchange-
ably enlightened and inspired by the Life-giving Spirit.

Father Sergius Bulgakov expressed himself very adequately when
he said : ‘““He who has once met Christ, His Saviour, on his own
personal path, and has felt His Divinity, has, in that very moment,
accepted all fundamental Christian dogmas—Virgin Birth, Incar-
nation, Second Glorious Advent, the Coming of the Comforter,
the Holy Trinity.” (S. Bulgakov: ‘“The Undying Light.”
1917, p. 57). To this I want to add: “Or else he has not yet
met Christ, or, at any rate, has not recognized Him.”” ‘‘The Spirit
abideth with us now, and, in the striving after the Spirit, the path
towards the fullness of the knowledge of God is opened to us.”
(St. Gregory the Theologian).

God speaks to man through His Spirit ; and only in the measure
in which man abides in the Spirit does he hear and understand
this voice : ‘“The wind bloweth where it listeth and thou hearest the
sound thereof but canst not tell whence it cometh and whither it
goeth; so is every one that is born of the Spirit” (John 3:8).
There are no isolated paths of spiritual life. Since the Day of
Pentecost the Spirit abideth in the Church, where God hath
ordained ‘‘the action of the Spirit” (“Omnem operationem
by the power of
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Litera scripta manet, the written letter remains. Full record
compels belief. But that means contemporary documents sub-
stantially in agreement and so numerous as to make it unthinkable
that their authors were unanimously liars or mistaken—still less
forgers. When record is doubtful or scanty then judgment as to
probability comes in.

For a particular event, documents should outweigh tradition.
Thus there is a strong tradition in the United States that, on April
18th, 1775, the first shots were fired at Lexington, which tradition
Dean Murdock has disproved in his book, 7he Nineteenth of April
1775. Since the contemporary pictures and other contemporary
evidence show the Lexington militia fleeing from the British and not
resisting them, and since it is most improbable that a handful of raw
troops would commit suicide by standing against an overwhelming
number of regulars, we may be reasonably certain that they ran with-
out returning the British fire. The Massachusetts men, including the
Lexington company, fought well that day but the fighting began at
Concord and not at Lexington, and the national pride amply explains

the Lexington tradition.

On the other hand, tradition has value. Did space permit, this
could be conclusively proved in great detail, and the job would be
worth doing because the anti-traditional mania of a lifetime ago,
although dying at the hands of advancing scholarship and especially
archaology, is not yet quite dead. But since all the world knows
to-day that one can hardly stick a shovel into any old mound from
Ttaly through Greece and Asia Minor to Palestine without digging up
evidence favouring some sacred or classical tradition, the point need
not be laboured here. When not a particular event but a wide-
spread institution, visible to many witnesses, is in question, then the
evidence of tradition is particularly valuable.

Further, the nature of the Early Church gives its tradition far
higher value than that of tradition in general. When the Early
Church appears in the light of fairly full record soon after the year
200 A.D., it is a body insistent upon unity not only in basic doctrine
but also in organization. It claims to invent nothing but to have
received all things from its Founder. It decides its differences by
asking “ which of two opinions best agrees with the Faith once
delivered ? ” In grave matters it holds that its decisions are incon-
trovertible thanks to an indwelling Holy Spirit promised to it by the
Founder. In other words it is a body ideally designed for con-
tinuity.

Further, its tradition as to the universality and importance of
Bishops is unanimous. Every part of the organized Christian world
lspresxdedoverbythem. When later the (Ecumenical Councils are
summoned,

thatenmonyof%plumthemotw‘
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Bishops—when tacitly ratified by the consent of the mass of believers
—is final and incontrovertible.

The Christian writers of the late second and early third centuries,
St. Hippolytus at Rome, Origen (c. 185-254) in Alexandria, Tertullian
(c. 135~¢. 222) and St. Cyprian (c. 200-258) in North Africa all take
Bishops for granted. They have no memory of a time when every
local Church was not episcopally governed. Although they know
that heretics such as the Ebionites had denied Our Lord’s divinity
and the Gnostics his humanity, they nowhere record a suggestion
that in every city a single chief priest called a Bishop and in succession
to the Apostles had not existed from the beginning. Not the faintest
echo of debate concerning the office of a Bishop has come down to
us.

Consider now the time factor in terms of human life. A slightly
older contemporary of St. Cyprian, that is, a man born in 190 and
twenty years old in 210, was only one long lifetime removed from the
survivors of the apostolic generation. The old men of 210 had in
their youth known a generation of old men who in their turn had
known men who could well remember contemporaries of the Apostles.
This point, well made by Belloc in his Europe and the Faith,
demolishes the unhistorical idea that in so short a time there might
have been a gradual and imperceptible development. Such a thing
presupposes a conspiracy of silence, historically unthinkable in such
an institution as the Early Church.

Further, we well know that the first and second centuries were
unfavourable to the growth of distorted errors in such a matter.
They were highly cultured times of frequent travel. The Empire
had a single government, no internal frontiers like those of Christen-
dom to-day and consequently no tendency to undue localism. It
abounded in highly-cultured men possessed of leisure and concerned
over the ultimate problems of human life. All told, therefore, the
time was inhospitable to errors of ignorance, vagueness and pro-
vincialism.

Accordingly, did no documents from the first two Christian
centuries exist, then the strong and unanimous tradition as to
monarchical Bishops would be decisive. Even if positive documen-
tary evidence to the contrary existed, that evidence would have to be
abundant and capable of meeting severe investigation before any
careful historian could set so formidable a tradition aside.

Turning now to the documents themselves, we find the New
Testament and certain other documents surviving from the apostolic
generation or shortly after. Then until near the end of the second
century there is a gap from which only a few fragments survive.
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incidental. Thus even if the implications fairly to be drawn from
these fragments seemed to agree against the primitive character of
Church government by a single Bishop in each city, there would
remain the difficulty of trusting to their slight evidence as against the
vast and solid tradition arising so soon afterwards. The fact is that
among the very few documents approaching systematic treatment of
the subject we have a clear and most positive statement of the
monarchical Episcopate by St. Ignatius of Antioch who gives the
threefold Orders Bishop (Episcopos), Priests (Presbuteroi), and
Deacons in each diocese. Now St. Ignatius was born about 50 A.D.
and therefore stood to the Crucifixion as men in their early fifties
stand to-day to the end of the American Civil War. Because St.
Ignatius had an intense nature and wrote under the shadow of
martyrdom, certain modern writers have psycho-analysed him
unfavourably ; they themselves would be at least equally fit subjects
for like treatment.

By contrast, most of the documentary fragments quoted in favour
of tl3e diversity theory are altogether inconclusive. Because the
opening verses of Acts xiii say that certain *“ prophets and teachers "’
in the Church of Antioch ““ sent forth *” St. Paul on his first missionary
journey, therefore we are solemnly told that these were then the
chief officers of the Antiochean Church. Unfortunately for this
argument, since St. Paul was already an Apostle, the highest dignity
in the infant Church, it is hard to see how any Antiochean Church
officer would have had hierarchical authority to send him anywhere.
Accordingly it seems more probable that these prophets and teachers
either persuaded St. Paul by the exercise of spiritual gifts independent
9f Church order or raised money to help meet the expenses of the
journey.

To illustrate the grotesque results achieved by arguing from the
fragmentary implications of documents irrespective of tradition,
suppose I write to a friend that I yesterday met so and so wearing a
silk hat. That statement in itself, isolated from the traditions of
our society, will not rule out the possibility that the wearer of the
silk hat may have been otherwise completely naked. Indeed that is
said to be the practice of certain savages who own silk hats. It is
solely through our knowledge of the traditions of our own society
that we are safe in assuming that the man in question was clothed.
Indeed our traditional knowledge will take us further ; it will tell us
that he was probably wearing either full evening dress or a suit with
a cutaway coat. It will justify belief in shoes, socks, a shirt, collar
and necktie as well.

But it may be argued that although the support given to the
theory of diversity by the implication of each documentary fragment

)
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be most often copied and therefore most likely to survive. There-
fore, the fact that a given fragment has survived is evidence in its
favour.

Let us examine the historical evidence as to the survival of docu-
ments. In classical literature the argument for the survival of
the best and most significant writers breaks down before the virtually
complete loss of Sappho’s poems, reckoned by ancient critics the
greatest Greek lyrics. If we say that mot only literary excellence
but also suitability for use in education make for survival, that
Sappho was obscene and hence unsuitable for a text-book, how then
can we account for the survival of authors like Petronius and Martial
—at least as obscene as anything that Sappho could have written
and far below her in literary merit ? There seems absolutely nothing
to show that the lost books of Livy were inferior either as history or
literature to his surviving work. If popularity be the test, we
must face the fact that to-day many talented men write for audiences
reckoned in hundreds while trashy popular novels sell by hundreds of
thousands.

Clearly, although there is some force in the idea that the most
significant fragments of ancient literature will survive, to press
it too far is to fall into an unwarranted Victorian optimism. The
theory would work perfectly were we dealing with an infinite number
of chances but in fact the number is strictly limited and we must
therefore allow very generously for the freaks of what seems mere
blind chance. Thus, if anyone were disposed to play roulette through
most of their waking hours and for months at a time, and if the wheel
were accurate, black and red would doubtless come nearly even.
But over shorter periods it is the universal experience of mankind that
the wheels of fortune are most uneven. So delightful a poet as
Catullus survived in only three manuscripts. A slight illness would
have prevented the copying of the first, fire or a careless librarian
might well have caused the destruction of the second, and a brush
with bandits while the third was in transit might have caused its
loss, too. All of which chances would have had no more to do with
Catullus’s literary excellence than the man in the moon. When the
fourteenth-century scholar Boccaccio visited the great monastic
library of Monte Cassino he found the monks allowing priceless
ancient manuscripts to rot under the weather—in which case the best
chance of survival would be to those which merely happened to be in
the middle of each pile. Precisely the same luck preserved the letter
which, after a hundred and fifty years, identified Washington’s chief
spy in New York through the last phase of the Revolution ; it was
thrown into a stove to be burnt, but happening to be in the middle
of a tight packet or wad of other letters it did not catch fire and
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matters and we must conclude ivi
ore edvorhpl that surviving fragments may or may
A perfect and amusing example of the grotesque results possible,
to one who would argue strongly from fragmentary record, can be
drawn ffom the American Revolution. We know from full record that
one of its chief results was to destroy hereditary monarchy in the
Thirteen Colonies. If, however, we assume the future destruction
of most 'Revolutionary records together with the survival of certain
unquestionably genuine documents, then two thousand years from
now a scholar contemptuous of tradition, going solely by those
dgcuments, and arguing as Protestants still sometimes argue against
Blsl_lops, wou.!d be well able to claim that the Revolution was not
against hereditary monarchy but on the contrary balanced between
hereditary and elective government.

Let us assume a knowledge of the Revolution parallel to our
present knowledge of the Early Church. Let our future scholar know
that .pre-revolutionary England and America were alike familiar with
the idea of elections. Just so we know that the ancient Roman
World was familiar with the institution of monarchy ; it had the
Emperors wpose powers were continually increasing at the expense of
the S.enate,. it had provincial governors who were deputy-monarchs,
and in Jewish religious affairs it had the “ Masters "’ of Synagogues.
Let our future scholar know that the United States of the early
twentieth century was governed solely by elected persons and that a
strong tradition existed that such had been the case from the begin-
ning of the Republic. Just so we know the Universal Church of
about 200 A.D. to have been everywhere governed by Bishops, every-
where to hfwe believed the Bishops’ office primitive, and retained no
trace of disagreement as to its primitiveness. Let the learned of
4000 A.D. possess fragmentary record of the institutions set up by the
Revc_ﬂutlon and of the political opinions current among the American
patriots of the time. Some of these fragments would strongly
support t'he tradition as to elective government—exactly as the

passages in Acts describing St. James as monarchical Bishop in
Jerusalem, together with St. Ignatius’ testimony to the three Orders
su%p(;rlt 1t:he third-century tradition as to Bishops. !
ut let us assume also that certain other and apparently con
fra,gment§ had survived, seeming to tell against tﬁg pﬁnﬁz'ivenes;tmz
the e_lectlve principle throughout the United States precisely as
certain early Christian documents seem to tell against the univer-
sality of monarchical Bishops in the early Church. We here approach
the hub o_f the argument. Let us assume our future scholar possessed
of the diary of Captain John Montresor of the Royal Engineers,
stationed in New York City during the Stamp Act troubles of the

seventeen-sixties. He would find Montresor writing * if we may 1

Island have sufficed to establish the existence of hereditary govern-
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but not the power of Parliament.” Let him know the early
Revolutionary fashion of referring to the British troops in America
not as “ Royal ” but as *“ Ministerial "’ troops, especially let him have
Washington’s letter of May 31st, 1775, from Philadelphia to George
William Fairfax, speaking of ““. . . the Ministerial troops (for we
do not, nor can we yet prevail upon ourselves to call them the King’s
troops).” Let him have several of the high compliments paid by
Americans to Louis XVI, showing American feeling most friendly to
an hereditary allied monarch. Let him know in some detail the
seventeen eighty-two attempt of certain army officers to make
Washington King of America, also that Washington had no children
__which deficiency could have been assigned as a reason for not
accepting.

From the period immediately following the Revolution let us
suppose that our scholar of A.p. 4000 had Madison’s letter of seven-
teen eighty-seven, written just after the democratic riots in New
England and saying  the late turbulent scenes in Massachusetts and
Rhode Island have done inexpressible injury to the Republican
character in that part of the United States, and a propensity toward
Monarchy is said to have been produced . . . in some leading
minds.” Finally, let him know Franklin as an extreme Democrat
and let him have Madison’s Journal for June 2nd, 1787, making
Franklin say “ there is a natural inclination in mankind to kingly
government. It sometimes relieves them from aristocratic
domination. They had rather have one tyrant than five hundred.
Tt gives more the appearance of equality among citizens and that
they like.”

To-day abundant record permits us to put the foregoing documents
in their place. If, on the other hand, our future scholars were dis-
posed to argue on Protestant principles (which, in the interest of
sound learning, may God forbid), is there any doubt what he would
say ? It would be something like this : The unquestionably genuine
documents surviving from the Revolutionary era in the United
States “ . . . form a solid basis—and the only solid basis—on which
to build a history of the primitive "—American State. (The words
in quotation marks are taken bodily from a recent exponent of the
pro-Protestant theory of diversity speaking of the surviving apostolic
documents)) Arguing thus, our learned man of A.D. 4000 would
solemnly conclude the United States long balanced between
hereditary and elective governments. If by any chance he dis-
covered that Rhode Island in the year 180z was governed by a
certain governor Fenner and in the year 1829 by a second Fenner,
who was the legitimate son of the first, then he would be quite certain
and would write “ the happy results of recent research in Rhode
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statements of Montresor, of Washington himself, of Madison and of
Franklin, the long-believed tradition of universal elective government
in the early United States, long doubted by the Higher Critics, has
now received its death blow. The objection of certain hide-bound
and reactionary men to the effect that the traditional list of Rhode
Island governors gives several names intervening between the two
Fenners is hardly worthy of attention. It will be evident that the
intervening names, if genuine at all, are morally certain to have been
those of regents acting in the name of the younger Fenner until his
maturity !

If the reader is amused, let him none the less note that our
imaginary pedant is repeating almost word for word the Protestant
argument against Bishops.

What, then, can history really tell us of the early Church in
general and of her Bishops in particular ? Whether the Faith be
true or no, history cannot say. In the strict sense neither the books
of the New Testament nor the other earliest Christian writings can be
called historical documents because they are full of marvels and are
unsupported by other contemporary documents from outside what
was at first the small and obscure Christian society. Except
Josephus, no contemporary non-Christian document so much as
mentions Our Lord. It is true that Josephus’s testimony has recently
been strengthened by the discovery of a Slavic manuscript apparently
translated from the lost Aramaic version which we know Josephus
first made—this Slavic manuscript contains the reference to Qur
Lord in a form more ample than in the long-known Greek version.
But this reference, although it strengthens the historical case for
Our Lord’s existence, is not altogether conclusive because it stands

alone. It is true that history finds it equally impossible to deny the
genuineness of the early documents; the historical characters
appearing in them such as Pilate and the Herods are used correctly,
which might not be the case in spurious writings especially if later in
time. But for history the early Christian documents would be
inconclusive if unsupported and unconfirmed by tradition.
Accordingly the history of the infant Church is based first of all
not upon the New Testament and other primitive documents but
upon the Catholic—that is Universal—tradition of the early third
century. The early third century Church is an historical fact, solid
and definite. We know her belief in the combined Divinity and
Humanity of her Founder, her Eucharistic worship. We know her
passion for pure tradition and for unity, also her insistence upon
regular organization for maintaining both. We know the world in
which she grew up. We have her word and her word alone for the
genuineness of the early Christian writings. If we find her mistaken

as to her Orders we are at liberty to doubt

the earthly existence of
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that the first Christians, whether rightly or wrongly, believed as the
third-century Christians believed is so ovefwhe]n}mgl_y probable that
we are intellectually compelled to accept it as historical fact.

Were we compelled to account for the d_ocumentafy fragments
quoted by Protestants against the institutlon' of Blshops,. many
reasonable suppositions might be made. For instance, it is con-
ceivable that the earliest Bishops were known as Apostles, and that
as this term passed out of use there may};mye been S?-lmf‘ 1023.1‘ and

rary confusion between the terms Episcopos and Pr 0S.
;Zrl;pob:g expanding so rapidly as the Early Church, and so ful.l of
spiritual gifts existing independently of Church Order, some slight
symptoms of such confusion would be'natural. Furt'her. a pmuted
‘body cannot organize as regularly as if legally esi.:abhshgd. 3 Im':xdent-
ally, the persecutions make it difficult to explain the institutions of
regular clergy and of Bishops on the ground of worldly aml.ntgon
among the early Christian leaders—to be_ known as a Chnstla'.n
leader merely increased one’s chances of be}ng t'ortured to death in
the next persecution. In any event we as hlstm need press none
of the various guesses which would explain the various documentary
fragments quoted by Protestants. It is er}ough for us to insist kindly
and fraternally that the historical difficulties are theirs, not ours.
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THE ARMENIAN CHURCH AND THE COUNCIL OF
; - CHALCEDON.

By the VARTOPED SuavarsH Kouyoujian.

IT is common even for people of scholarship to go astray on a
dogmatic point about the Armenian Orthodox Apostolic
Catholic Church.

In spite of the facts that she derives her apostolic origin from two
actual disciples of our Lord—SS. Thaddeus and Bartholomew—
that she was the first Christian Church in the world to be recog-
nized by the state as national, and that after all, she possesses, as
her name suggests, the threefold criterion of the Church of our
Lord, a heretical feature, namely Monophysitism, is ascribed to her.
The most recent occasion on which she was so stigmatized was in
an article in The Times (Feb. 20, 1932).

In order to be able to discuss that misleading statement we have
to know what is the connotation of the term applied.

Monophysitism is the belief which recognizes only one nature
pmlvy  pios, the Divine, in Christ, and rejects His Manhood.

In this connection we have to remember the fact that this heresy
originated in reaction from Nestorianism, which was refuted at
the Council of Ephesus in the formula : nia Ocod
Teoapkwmévy. g

Though this clear-cut formula can hear only one interpretation,
yet we judge it as well to state this: (in the first stage) The word
The Logos was ‘‘Light of Light, Very God of Very God . . . .
(in 'the second stage) Who for us men, and for our salvation
came down from heaven, and was incarnate by the Holy Ghost
of the Virgin Mary, and was made man, and was crucified . . . .”

Owing to his zeal against Nestorius, Eutyches found himself
driven to the opposite extreme. He held a confused union of the
divine and human natures: an amalgamation of the two. The
matter was discussed at the Council of Chalcedon (451) where
while the orthodox insisted upon the formula o ¢ioiw o6 Beod
geraprwuéyy (one incarnate Person having two natures), Eutyches
took it up and altered it t0 ula s Tob Oeod geraprwpévov (0N
nature in the Incarnate), as the result of an absorption of the human
nature into the divine. This was duly condemned, and a perfect,
unconfused union of the two natures was proclaimed : onejmiéoracs,
one mpdowmroy, two natures, without confusion, without change,

without rending, without separation. o il At o f
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according to which she says: ‘‘. . . and the perfect God became a
perfect man in soul, mind and body; one person one figure, and
united one nature . . . without change, without alteration . . .”’

Thus itisobviousfrom this commenton theformula /gy ¢iais Tov
Ocob ceraprwuéyy (as the grammatical construction of the phrase
not to one nature of the Incarnate Word g is applied
to the One Incarnate Nature of the Divine Word  (geaprwuévn),
not to one nature of the Incarnate Word (secaprwpévov).
In other words, o 1S taken for wpdowroy OF imdoTacis.
Therefore our Lord is confessed & mpocwov, Svo Puoes mera THY
TaAPKOTLY-

Here is a quotation from St. Gregory of Nareg (1oth cent.)
the greatest monk and mystic poet of the Armenian Church :
‘“Taking truly the very structure of the human body, the great
God united in Himself without confusion . . . .”

In conclusion, the Armenian Church has been always loyal to
the Orthodox Confession of the Church.

Here arises the question of the attitude of the Armenian Church
towards that Council—a paradox for some people and a stumbling-
block for many. She could not take any part in that Council for
these reasons : 1, In the year 451, while doctrinal discussions were
going on at Chalcedon the Armenian Church, the corner stones
of which were formed by the Three (Ecumenical Councils, was
fighting the Persian Empire in order to secure her faith against
Zoroastrianism. It is needless to mention the overwhelming power
of the Persian religion which, as a vigorous rival, menaced not
only a National Church, but Christianity itself.

As an immediate result of that war the bishops were either
imprisoned or exiled, the princes scattered, the fighting power
crushed, and the people panic-stricken.? Under these conditions

1 Gibbon wrote (Decline and Fall: II, 322). ‘‘Since the age of Constantine the
Armenians had signalized their attachment to the religion . . . . of the Christians.”
“The disorders of their country and their ignorance of the Greek tongue prevented
their clergy from assisting at the Synod of Chalcedon.”

For ‘“‘since the age of Constantine” in the above passage, truth would substitute
“since the age of the Apostles.” The Armenians proclaimed their Church as
National in 301, before C ine’s 1 i of Christianity as the State
religion. §

Gibbon’s “disorders” were a vital religious struggle against Zoroastrianism: and
as for the Greek tongue, the version of the Bible made from the Septuugi.utv by thp
A i and ch ized by hol as a Queen of translations, is
witness that some at least of the A clergy were of it. i

Gibbon continues: “They floated eighty-four years in a state of indifference
or suspense, till their vacant faith was finally ied by the X of
Julian of Hali 75 Phe! A i alone are the pure disciples of
. . they alone persevere in the opinion that the manhood of Chru‘z,
or existed without creation, of a divine and incorruptible substance
ntrast with this, the truth hhn& the Armenians always remained firm in
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could she think about taking part in the Council? What she
really and naturally wanted to be given was some christianlike
assistance in her fatal struggle, and this was denied. Marcian,
the emperor, who patronized the Council, rejected the petition of
the Armenian delegation.

2.—The doctrines of the Armenian Church already contained

the Chalcedonian Definition, but never accepted the Council itself,
since the points of Christian dogma, of the Holy Trinity, the
Incarnation and Redemption, were already stated in the Creed
of the First Three Councils. The business of a general council
must be to transfer the dogmas to the faithful as revealed by God
as compulsory for belief, leaving the doctrines to be discussed by
the doctors of the church. Dogma is a matter of belief, doctrine
is a matter of study. The Council of Chalcedon, strangely enough,
mixed up these two distinct features, and taking up a dogmatic
point—our Lord’s perfect divinity and true manhood (already
settled in the previous councils)—began to discuss the way in
which they were united. It is true that Eutyches denied our Lord’s
manhood, but what next? All the Apostolic Churches were firm
on their common creed ; Eutyches, therefore, had to be counted as
a rebel for not submitting himself to the faith of the Church, an
heresiarch, and consequently he should have been simply excom-
municated. To illustrate what we are insisting upon, let us take
the case of people of diverse and false opinions. Nobody cares
to hold general councils to refute them ; there is the Creed; it
concerns them to submit themselves to it or to keep away from
the Church.

Let us now consider some historial data, in justification of the
attitude of the Armenian Church towards the Chalcedonian
Council. One of the aims—if not the only one—of that
Council was to exalt the See of Constantinople, and this was done;
but it aroused the opposition of Rome. Thus she refused to accept
—as we shall see later—a decision which was not in her favour.
Moreover, the subtle distinction between “‘two persons’ (heresy)
and “‘two natures’ (orthodoxy) was not fully apprehended by the
majority of people. Thus the Chalcedonian Definition, suspected
of Nestorianism, was suspended. It will be remembered that after
their defeat, the Nestorians took refuge in Persia which encouraged
them for political reasons. After the Council of Chalcedon they
became active. A council took place in Antioch (476), which
considered the Chalcedonian Definition as suspicious. Similarly
various emperors issued edicts rejecting it and confining themselves
to the Ephesean clear-cut Definition. It is mainly from this point
of view, of suspicion, that the Armenian Church kept herself clear

of it. She would have had nothing to do with all these, had the
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Nestorius himself, the Chalcedonian Definition—over the Ort.hodox
Assyrians who solicited her. Finally, in a National. Council held
in 506, she proclaimed the confession of the Counc:! of Ephesus,
and repudiated not only Nestorianism, but also anything suspected
of Nestorianism, including the Council of Chalcedon, and
Monophysitism or Eutychianism.

g.—gl‘hye third reasonywhy the Armenian Church could not be
interested in the Council of Chalcedon; is the fact, that under the
guise of a Doctrinal Discussion, it was a question o_f precedence
and influence among the distinguished Sees. During the first
three centuries there were three patriarchates: that of Rome,
Alexandria and Antioch. But at the Council of 381, ‘Constar}—
tinople was also raised to that dignity, the pat{iarchs basing their
claims on the ground that it had been proclalmf-:d capital of the
whole empire, and that an (Ecumenical Council l.lad been held
there. The See of Alexandria could not endure this. It recalled
the fact that two of the holders of that See were dethror}ed as
heresiarchs, Macedonius and Nestorius: while its own patrlaths,
Alexander, Athanasius, Theophilus and Cyril were the (Ehampxons
of the Church. Likewise Rome could not tolerate a claim of that
kind. That is why it refused, as we stated above, to ackno“./ledge
the decision of Chaicedon which ranked the See of Constant!nople
next to it; because it feared that one day the See of Constantinople
might—as it had risen from the fifth position to the second—
clai first.
Lla\l)\r/r'letz}g)euld like to repeat our statement that the council dealt
with was not regarded, even by the Roman ?md Gre-ek .churches,
themselves, as general, until, in the process of time, their dlﬂerenf:es
with regard to temporal authority were settled: Tk}e Armenian
Church always refused to acknowledge a council which was held
in the interests of parts of the Church and not f’f the whole. ¢

In this connection I cannot help mentioning the Georgian
Church. As long as she was loyal to the: Armenian Church, she
kept her identity and enjoyed all her privileges. But the ‘moment
she accepted the Council of Chalcedon she resxgne}:{ her indepen-
dence ; because there came a period whe.n the Russian (?hurch, as
a kindred body, interfered with her affairs. The result is th.at the
ceremonies and the language, even the he.ad-bllshop and the bishops
are Russian. Long before the Russian mterferer}ce she was
obliged to withdraw from the Holy Land, bequeathing her post

i the Greek.

tock;?rcilsi:, it would be different for the Armenian.Church hgd
she not been wise enough to reject t.he Chalcedonian Council ;
but she would have risked being considered a part of the Greek
Church, just as there are now people who do not realize that she

i

monophysite.
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His HorLiNEss MGR. KHOREN,
Supreme Catholicos of the Armenian Church.

AuTUuMN AND WINTER, 1932.] [Vor. XIII. Nos. 3 AND 4.
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EDITORIAL.

HIS double number of The Christian East represents its
Autumn and Christmas issues for 1932.

If every subscriber to The Christian East declared that the dilatori-
ness in its appearance was past pardon and abruptly terminated his
subscription to it, we could not be surprised.

But the Game is more than the Players of the Game.

If by our remissness, we Editors have failed the Cause and risked
the support which is necessary for the keeping in being of The
Christian East, the devoted adherents of the Anglican and Eastern
Church Association will not suffer our defalcations to shipwreck it.

On the contrary, we are very sure that they will do the thing
which everyone else would expect them not to do—and will not only
renew their own subscriptions to it but will canvas others to subscribe
to it. For The Christian East is unique in this. Amongst period-
icals it stands alone as an organ of liaison between the Orthodox
Communion and the Anglican. Since its first appearance in 1920,
it has been the vehicle for the publication of many and singular
documents which are of permanent and historic importance in the
Orthodox-Anglican Movement and which otherwise would not have
been published. It has served as the organ alike for the chronicling
of major happenings during the past twelve years of its existence in
the history of Eastern Christendom and for their interpretation by
men who have played a leading part in them. And it has not only
placed in ordered record the capital events which—as the present
(Ecumenical Patriarch describes them—have marked the transform-
ation of Orthodox and Anglican relations from the comity and amity
of friendly Communions into the intimacies of sister churches, but in
some measure has been of service in that transformation.

To close our eyes to the shortcomings of The Christian East and
to our editorial defects other than unpunctuality, would be blind
self-complacency.

None the less, the quotations from and references to The Christian
East which are to be found in practically every recent documented
book on Reunion in general or on the mutual approximation of the
Orthodnx and Anglican Conﬂumom in putwular, make us bold
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Conference and its representative, the Vice-President, Metropolitan
Germanos.*

He concluded with Déllinger’s words. (Conference on Re-Union,
1874, p. 23.) The Metropolitan Germanos returned thanks for the
welcome and proposed Archbishop Kenninck as President, inasmuch
as the Old Catholic Church was entertaining them. Archbishop
Kenninck in return proposed the Metropolitan Germanos, because
the initiative for the present Conference came from the Orthodox
Church.

This initiative is due to the great interest which the Orthodox
Church has shown from the beginning in the Old Catholic movement.

The names of the representatives were then verified.

(1) Old Catholic Church.—(x) F. Kenninck, Archbishop of Utrecht,
(2) Prof. A. Kury, Bishop of the Christian Catholic Church in Berne,
(3) Dr. G. Moog, Bishop of the Old Catholic Church in Germany, at
Bonn, (4) Dr. Muhlhaupt, parish priest at Bonn, (5) C. Wijker,
President and Professor at the Seminary at Amersfort.

(2) Orthodox Church.—(1) Dr. Germanos, Metropolitan and Exarch
of Western and Northern Europe, as representing the Patriarchates
of Constantinople, Alexandria and Jerusalem, (2) Theodosius, Metro-
politan of Tyre and Sidon, representing the Patriarchate of Antioch,
(3) Dr. Nectarios, Archbishop and Metropolitan of the Bukowina,
representing the Patriarchate of Roumania, (4) Leontius, Metropolitan
of Paphos, representing the Church of Cyprus, (5) Polycarp, Metro-
politan of Trikka and Stagon, representing the Church of Greece,
(6) Dr. Nicholas Arseniev, representing the Orthodox Church in
Poland, (7) Dr. Theologos Paraskevaides, Archimandrite of the
Greek Church in Leipzig, Secretary of the Orthodox Committee, and
(8) Irenay, Bishop of Novi-Sad, representing the Church of Yugo-
Slavia (arrived on Wednesday).

The Metropolitan Germanos, who had been elected President,
laying emphasis on the difficulties on account of which the Russian
Church could not send any representatives (as was the case also at
Athos in 1930 and Lambeth, 1930-1931), added that this was the
more grievous because the Russian Church, both clergy and laity,
had from the first shown their sympathy for the Old Catholic Church
and nearness to her and he hoped that these difficulties would be
removed in the future.

While Archbishop Kenninck declared that the present Western
Delegation had full authority to accept the decisions of the present
Conference in the name of its churches, the Metropolitan Germanos
said that he must decline such plenipotentiary powers on behalf of
the Orthodox Church, since the present discussions would serve
only as preparations or proposals for the local Churches and from
! The German text reads :
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these would be passed on through the (Ecumenical Patriarchate to
the Eastern Pro-Synod, which would meet in June, and to which the
confirmation of to-day’s decisions would be reserved. Professor Dr.
Muhlhaupt was called by Archbishop Kenninck to fill the place of the
absent Bishop Paschek of Czecho-Slovakia, as member and secretary.
The three secretaries would compare their notes at each session and
prepare a joint statement.

The first session lasted from 1o a.m. to 1 p.m., and the second
session from 5 to 7 p.m.

Basing himself upon the preparatory correspondence which had
passed between the Metropolitan Germanos and Archbishop Ken-
ninck, the President put this question to the Old Catholic Com-
mittee : What are the fundamental documents for Old Catholic
teaching ? In reply the Conference was referred to the Declaration
of Utrecht, put out by the Old Catholic Bishops on September 24th,
1889, to the Old Catholic Catechisms and to their liturgical books,
which were laid before the members present to form the basis of the
discussions. This discussion started from the first article of the
Declaration of Utrecht. The conclusion was that all the seven
Councils are to be accepted. Because, however, sometimes only the
first four (Bcumenical Councils are regarded as important—while the
others are regarded as secondary on account of the lesser importance
of the subjects treated at them—the Old Catholics accordingly
added in the first article the No. 7 to the phrase  (Ecumenical
Councils.” Similarly the decisions of Local Councils are recognized
as of equal force by the Old Catholics if their decisions subsequently
obtained the confirmation of (Ecumenical Councils. In the dis-
cussion on Creeds it was acknowledged unanimously that the official
Creed is that of Nikza-Constantinople (without the addition), but
that besides this there is—as a baptismal Creed—the so-called
Apostles’ Creed, which is in use in the West. The Metropolitan
Germanos brought forward the question of the Filioque. Archbishop
Kenninck stated that in the Old Catholic Church of Holland it had
been deleted, and Bishop Moog said the same for the Christian
Catholic Church of Switzerland. In Germany and Austria the litur-
gical books still retain the Filioque in brackets, but, according to the
statement of Bishop Moog, it will be deleted in the new edition of
these books also. This agreement was greeted with joy by the
Orthodox Committee and Archbishop Kenninck is contemplating the
publication of an Encyclical on this subject to all the Old Catholic
Churches. The Metropolitan of Thyatira brought forward the
question of “ Holy Tradition.” The following reply was given on
behalf of the Old Catholics. Tradition is the explanation and com-
pletion of Holy Scripture, through the unanimous and written

Church. ~(See Old Catholic Catechism, 4. 39 ;
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