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Foreword
This issue of the Quarterly begins with a sermon by President George
Orvick on the occasion of the dedication of Trinity Chapel, located
on the campus of Bethany Lutheran College. Trinity Chapel was
dedicated on Sunday, June 16, 1996, to the glory of God and to the
loving memory of Marvin Schwan. Mr. Schwan was a 1949 graduate
of BLC.
We are also pleased to share with our readers a speech entitled
'il Spirit of Fraternalism" delivered by Pastor Mark Bartels at a
noon luncheon at the last General Pastoral Conference of the ELS.
The speaker calls attention to three things that bind our clergy together in a strong brotherhood with one another, namely our Christian faith, our orthodox faith for which we are contending, and ow
calling. We would do well to heed what Pastor Bartels says in this
fine address.
Our readers will also appreciate the essay by James Korthals on
"The Seven Ecumenical Councils" covering a span of years fiom
325 to 787 A.D. The essayist points out that "the fundamental nature of the doctrines under discussion makes this an era essential to
those interested in biblical orthodoxy9'and quotes Philip Schaff who
observed that "the ecumenical councils were the open battlefields
upon which the victory of orthodoxy was decided."
How were pastors trained in the early church? You will find the
answer to this question in the article by Dr. Glen Thompson entitled
"Teachingthe Teachers: Pastoral Education in the Early Church."
Dr. Thompson has uncovered some interesting information and we
are grateful to him for sharing it with us.
We conclude this issue with the continuation of an essay on
"Grace as Taught by Augustine and Luther" by Pastor Robert
Koester. The first part of this essay is found in the September 1996
issue of the Quarterly. In pointing out the difference between Augustine and Luther on the doctrine of grace the author summarizes
by saying: "Augustine can be considered the best of the 'infused
grace' strand, while Luther is the best ofthe 'imputed grace' strand."
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Text: " l a m not ashamed ofthe gospel of Christ,for it is the power
of Cod unto salvation to everyoi?e that believeth. (Rom. 1,I 6)
"

Dear Fellow Redeemed:

We have had many festival celebrations inconnection with Bethany
College. Zn 1987 we celebrated the 60th anniversary of our school.
In 1990, with great enthusiasm, we dedicated the new Fine Arts
Center. In 1995 the Sports and Fitness Center. In 1995the remodeled
Old Main. But this year is special. This dedication today stands out
above all the others. Today we are dedicating the crown jewel of
our campus. Today we are setting aside to the glory of God a building
which has to do with the very purpose of the existence of our college.
Fur it is from what will be preached and taught in this building that
the college draws its life blood. This is not just one building among
many. This is the heart and center.
This is Trinity Chapel. It is named for the God we worship -the
Triune God. It is to the glory of the Triune God, Father, Son and
Holy Ghost that we dedicate this chapel. It is the Triune God that
we worship here. It is his Word that shall be proclaimed here. It is to
Him alone that we shall sing praises here. Soli Deo Gloria!
As we dedicate this chapel we also hold high inour memories a
certain man who loved this school. He graduated from it in 1949.
Throughout his life he held fast to what he learned here. As the
Lord blessed him he was detemined to &are those blessings in
order that the work of the Lord might prosper. And so as the plaque
in the narthex of this chapel reads: "We dedicate this chapel to the
glory ofGod and to the loving memory ofManin Schwan. " Bethany
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and our ELS will be forever grateful to our Lord for blessing his
servant and for moving him to show his love for the Lord's work.
The text we have chosen for this dedication sermon was the
convictio~lof the benefactor who made this possible. But above all
this text describes what kind of conviction there is that stands behind this chapel here at Bethany Lutheran College. Not one of doubt
and uncertainty. Not one which raises questions in the minds of
tender youth. But the solid confession of the apostle Paul: " l a m not
ashamed ojtthe gospel ofChrist. " And so we shall endeavor to point
out today how Trinity Chapel is a symbol of all that Bethany stands
for and that it is the source from which flows the powerful gospel.
The words ofour text were written by a humble man, the apostle
Paul. He is writing to the Christians in ancient Rome. Rome was
Rome. No city in all the world was comparable to it. It was the
center of power with its Roman legions. It ruled the world. One
writer says, "It was adorned with all the refinements of art and blazing with the plunder of the world." Paul was a mere provincial. He
was born in Tarsus but was identified with insignificant far offJudea.
He was somehow connected with an obscure carpenter who had
been crucified. Yes, Rome with its power, its government, its intelligentsia made Paul seem like a very small speck on the world scene.
But what in truth is the reality of the situation? Equipped with the
gospel, Paul towers above Rome. When Rome is in ashes and rubble
Paul and his message will endure. With full confidence in the one
who had sent him Paul boldly proclaims, "Iam not ashamed of the
gospel ofChrist. " Why is he not ashamed? Because he knew that
what he had was the '>power of God unto salvation.
By building Trinity Chapel and by dedicating it today we are
making a statement to the modem world in which we live and to all
who come on our campus. We are saying that this chapel is a symbol of what we stand for. We are proclaiming with this building that
"we are not ashamed of the gospel of Christ. The fact that it stands
in the center of our campus symbolizes the truth that Christ is at the
center of our faith. With its steeple soaring skyward, pointing up
with kindly hand, we assert that our ultimate goal is that all who
worship here should set their minds on those things which are above.
The cross at the top of the steeple proclaims that the only way to our
heavenly goal is through the cross of Christ. The lovely windows
"

"

LSQ XXXVtt, 4

Page 5

remind us of God's nature, his love and his grace. The altar paintings symbolize the motto of our school ONE THING NEEDFUL.
With our organ and choirs we wish to give everyone a foretaste of
that new song to be sung by angels and saints before the throne of
the Lamb. By the striking stone relief on the front of the building
we are reminded that the risen and ascended Lord rules over all
things for the benefit of his church.
In the academic world on the vast campuses and universities
across our land, what is the guiding principle in the light of which
every proposition must be judged? It is human reason. That which
cannot stand the scrutiny, the glaring light of human reason must be
discarded as pious opinion. The deeply held convictions of Biblebelieving Christians as to the reality of the supernatural are thrown
into the ash can of superstition. The scientific method is God. And,
sad to say, even so-called Lutheran institutions have allowed the
historical critical method of Biblical interpretation to disembowel
the body of biblical truth.
But what then about Bethany? Have not far more elaborate chapels been built in years past on richly endowed campuses that have
long ago discarded the Bible as God's infallible Word? Could that
also not happen at Bethany? Who are we to think we shall ever
remain faithful? Sad to say we are made of the same clay as all
other people. We could succumb to an intellectual arrogance that
made us ashamed of the gospel. We are poor weak sinners like everyone else.
But God forbid that that should ever happen at Bethany. Let us
repent of all pride that might lead us to be ashamed of Jesus. Let us
daily ask God to give us the faith and strength that we confess him
with the conviction of the apostle Paul in our text.
Here stands Trinity Chapel. Let it make a bold statement to all
of secularized academia. Here at Bethany, reason shall not rule over
revelation. Darwin shall not conquer Moses. Verbal inspiration shall
not give way to pseudo intellectualism.
God forbid that a sermon should ever be preached from this pulpit that opens the door even the tiniest crack to higher criticism. In
the Bethany College catalog it plainly states, "The college and its
sponsori~zgchurch, the Ev'va~gelicalLgtheran synod, are commitfed
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lo /he Holy Scr@turrs as the inspired and iizerrant Word of God os
the sole authorityfor faith and ltfe.
Therefore may there ever resound in this chapel and in the classrooms of our school only the pure teachings of God's Holy Word.
And may all who attend this institution and all who labor here ever
confess with the apostle, "Iam not ashamed of the Gospel of'Christ. "
Our Trinity Chapel is more than a symbol. It is more than a
beautiful building. Martin Luther had this to say, "Not the stonework, not good construction, not gold or silver embellish or make
sacred a church, but the Word of God and sound preaching. For
where the goodness of God is commended and revealed to men and
souls are lifted up so that they may rely on God and call on the Lord
in times of trouble, there you have a grand temple."
No, Trinity Chapel is not just a symbol. It is the source ofpower.
It took power to build Trinity Chapel. Mighty back hoes broke the
hard ground to dig deeply for the foundation. Incredible cranes carried concrete slabs into position. And you should have seen how the
roof was erected. It was put together on the ground and then lifted
into position. And what a sight it was to see the steeple and the
cross rise up to such lofty heights. Yes, it took power to do that.
But today we are talking about a different kind of power. This
chapel will be a source of power that is far superior to diesel engines and hydraulics. For from this place will sound forth a message and that message is the gospel of Christ, and that gospel is "the
power of God unto Sal17ation..
First of all it has the power to convert the human soul and
lead people to Christ. Man has absolutely no power of his own
to come to Christ or to believe in him. He is dead in trespasses
and sins. One of our Lutheran Confessions says that "hspiritual and divine things which pertain to the salvation ofthe soul
man is like a pillar ofsalt, like Lot's wife,like a log or a stone.
How can such creatures then as we all are by nature come to
Christ or believe in him. The power is in the gospel. It is
brought to us in the Means of Grace. "Faith cometh by hearing
and hearing by the n/ordof Cod. " The Holy Ghost calls us by
the gospel.
Secondly, the gosoel has the power to convey to us the righteousness of Christ. in fact that is what the gospel is. Our text tells
"
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us what the gospel is. We read, "For lherein is the righteousness qf *
God revealed We have no righteousness of our own. But God has
a righteousness that Christ earned by his perfect life, his innocent
suffering and death on the cross and his resurrection, God wants to
convey to us this righteousness. And he does this through the gospel. In his blessed word of absolution where the pastor says, "I
declare unto you the ju fbrgiveness of all your sins, God is conveying to you that righteousness. When he preaches that message or
baptizes or gives communion he is bestowing Christ's righteousness upon you.
That is how powerful the gospel is.
"

"

It bring the Savior's righteousness
Our souls to robe in royal dress.
From all our guilt it brings release,
And gives the troubled conscience peace. (TLW 233 v*3)
Isn't this marvelous that this powerful gospel not only brings us
to faith in Christ. Our text says, "It is the power ofGod unfo salvalion to everyone that believeth. " But it also has the power to convey
to us the righteousness of Christ.
In the third place it has the power to strengthen us in that faith
when we regularly hear it. And that is what it will do for all those
here at Bethany now and in the future. The first objective of the
college is: that its students may "grow in grace and in the knowledge of the Lord and Savior Jesus Christ by means of his gospel.
And, dear friends, do you know it's happening to you right now.
Your sins are forgiven right here and now. Your faith is being
strengthened right here and now through the powerful word of the
gospel.
Dear Friends, Do we not have something wonderhl to celebrate
today? Here stands Trinity Chapel. It's a symbol of all that we believe. And it is the source from which day after day, year after year,
will emanate a marvelous power through the gospel. May that power
strengthen our faith and all who come after us so that each and
everyone may be given the conviction to say with the apostle Paul,
"Ian: not ashamed ofthe gospel of Christfor it is the power of God
unto sohation to t?~teq~o~;i/;'
tt2~1helievetha" Amen
"
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A Spirif)of Fraternalism
by Pastor Mark Barteks

I

I

The story is told that four hundred years ago in Germany there were
two brothers in their late teens or early twenties who both wanted to
be artists. Their family didn't have the money to send either of them
to school so the older brother, Franz, proposed a plan. He would
work and earn money and pay his younger brother's way through
school. Once the younger brother finished school, it would then be
Franz's turn to attend school while the younger brother worked and
paid his way. The younger brother, feeling guilty to be able to be the
first to learn to become an artist, reluctantly agreed to the plan. He
went away and studied for a number of years. During that time the
two brothers never saw one another. Finally the younger brother
completed his schooling and returned home to find Franz. He walked
into the wood shop where Franz had worked all those years. As
Franz stood behind the counter, the younger brother greeted him
joyfully, saying, "Franz, I have finished my schooling! Now you
can go and learn to become an artist!" Franz smiled lovingly and
held up his hands from behind the counter. Having worked so many
years with hard wood and heavy tools, his hands had grown massive
and powerful, calloused and twisted. The younger brother
immediately understood that those hands would never be able to
make the finer strokes required of an artist. He said, "Franz, I can
never repay the sacrifice you have made for me. But I will paint a
picture that will speak to the world of the love and sacrifice in those
hands." And so young Albrecht Diirer painted the picture "Praying
Wands" as a tribute to his brother's love and sacrifice.
If anyone in this world ought to be brothers who have that kind
of sacrificial love for one another, and that kind of honor for one
another, it ought to be the men gathered in this room today, the
clergy of the Evangelical Lutheran Synod. There are three things
that bind us together in a strong brotherhood with one another. You
already know what they are, but let me remind you.
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First, we are united by our Christian faith. As I look around this
room. I see men who are liars. cheaters, boastful, proud, rude, conceited, envious, and jealous. We all ought to suffer a tortuous death
and go to hell. Rut we have all been deeply troubled by this, and by
God's grace, we ail wash ourselves in the same blood, we all clothe
ourselves with the same righteousness, we all cling to the same
cross, we all find comfort in the same promises, we all consider all
things as loss that we may be found in Christ, having a righteousness not of our own, but that which comes by faith. If anyone in this
world ought to be brothers, it ought to be the men gathered here
today.
Not only are we united by our Christian faith, but our brotherhood is tighter -we are also united in the onhodox faith. As I look
around this room I; see men who were born blind, whose minds
were enmity with God, who could not and did not accept the things
of God, who held the wisdom of God as foolishness. But by God's
grace, the scales have fallen from our eyes. We have been led in the
way of all truth. We hold that truth to be far more important than
our own puny lives. We would defend that truth with our own blood
if we were called to do so. In every generation our ELS clergy has
included men, some of whom sit here with us today, who have left
behind family, friends, churches, and sacrificed many things in order to be able to walk hand in hmd with those who hold to the truth.
If anyone in this world ought to be brothers, it ought to be the men
gathered here today.
Not only are we united by our Christian faith and by our orthodox faith, but we are drawn together by a third thing. We are united
in our calling. As I look our over this room, I see earthen vessels,
jars of clay, men who are less than the least of all of God's people.
Yet out of our mouths flow the surpassing riches of the Gospel.
From our lips come the priceless words, "Be of good cheer, your
sins are forgiven!" Our hands distribute the priceless body and blood
of Christ, From our fingertips roll the waters of holy baptism. Christ
has entrusted to our care his dear lambs and sheep whom he has
purchased with his own blood. We ail know how inept we are for
such a task. If anyone in this world needs to be brothers and enlist
one another's help, it9sthe men gathered here today.
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This fraternity to which we belong, the clergy of the Evangelical
Lutheran Synod was formed airnost 80 years ago very near here in
the Hotel Aberdeen in St. Paul by a courageous handful of men.
They are all gone now -- a few of their sons are still with us -but
by and large this fraternity has been handed down through several
successive generations. Today it rests in our hands.
When this fraternity began that small handful of men handed
down two important things. One was a dedication to orthodoxy.
The other was the religious expression of that orthodox faith as
they lived and worked with one another. This worked among them
a veg7rare flavor that is seldom found - a true spirit of fraternalism. They stood side by side as brothers in the battle for the truth,
they prayed for one another, they encouraged one another, they were
not jealous, but honored one another's gifts. Though they were only
a handful, they worked together in unity, enabling them to accomplish a great deal together. Thank God, they handed that special
flavor down to successive generations so that throughout the years
clergy from war-torn church bodies have come to observe oui conferences and conventions, and while here have tasted that flavor of
fraternalism and have longed to be a part of such a brotherhood.
Now that special flavor of fraternalism has been placed into our
hands. We stand at the cross roads. Will that flavor be preserved
among us, and handed down to generations yet to come, or will it
sour in our hands? In order for us to preserve this fiatemalism among
us, great men must rise up in our midst. Who is the greatest among
us? Is it the one who can deliver the most eloquent speeches, preach
the most powerful sermons, rise to the highest position, receive the
most calls, or be pastor in the largest church? No! Our Savior says,
"Whoever would be the greatest among you, must become the servant of all." Only if men of such greatness are found in our midst
will our brotherly love be preserved.
If you were asked to make a list of men who you consider to be
great brothers from the past, I'm sure Martin Luther would be on
your list. Remember when he as a young man was in his hour of
great need, when he was troubled by his sins and in deep anguish
over his guilt? Who among us would not consider our lives work to
be complete, if we could have served as his brother, if we could
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have just put our arm around him and had nothing but the pure
gospel flow froin our lips and spoken to him words of free pardon?
Martin Luther is not in our midst. But here today in our midst are
brothers who are troubled over some sin they have committed, who
have some weakness ofthe flesh still hanging about their neck and
who long to find a brother confessor who will speak to them words
of comfort and strengthening. Who among us will they go to? Who
among us presents himself in such a way that others will say, "from
that man freely flow the words of forgiveness." Who among us presents himself in such a way that he can be trusted not to gossip?
Who among us appears kind, gentle and understanding? Let us all
strive for that kind of greatness. Then a spirit of fraternity will be
preserved among us.
If you would continue with the list of men you consider to be
great brothers of the past, Carl Ferdinand Walther would probably
be on your list. Remember when he fell under the influence of the
Enthusiasts and was led into false teaching? Who among us would
not consider our lives work to be complete if we could have put our
arm around him and gently said, "Brother Walther, let me lead you
down a better path into the way of truth." C.F.W. Walther isn't in
our midst today. But not one of us is absolutely perfect in doctrine.
Sometimes a brother misspeaks himself at a winkel or conference,
or he may have a question about doctrine, or may want to ask a
question of casuistry, but is afraid that others will think less of him
for asking the question. Who among us will he go to? Who among
us presents himself in such a way at winkels, conferences and conventions that he is seen as one who will gently admonish and kindly
correct, who puts the best construction on what is said, who does
not exaggerate the statements of others? Let us all strive for that
kind of greatness. Then a spirit of fraternity will be preserved among
us.
If you would continue with the list of men you consider to be
great brothers of the past, Ulrik Vilhelm Koren would probably be
on your list. Remember when at the turn of the century he stood as
a pillar in the face of great doctrinal controversy? Who among us
would not consider our lives work to be complete if we could have
put our arm around him and said, "Brother Koren, I cannot speak or

a
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write like you, I cannot defend doctrine like you, but let me stand
by your side, let me pray for you, let me hold up the hands of the
prophet." We don't have Koren in our midst, but we have men among
us who are our leaders, we have men among us who are more gifted
in certain areas than we are. Who among us will not be resentful,
suspicious or ill-willed of our leaders or of those who are more
talented than we are? Who among us will pray for them, offer our
services to them and work in unity with them? Let us all strive for
that kind of greatness. Then a spirit of fraternity will be preserved
among us.
If you would continue with the list of men you consider to be
great brothers of the past, John Mark would probably be on your
list. Remember when he lost courage and left the mission field?
Who among us would not consider our lives work to be complete if
we could have put our arm around him and helped him bear his
burdens, and oEered him a second chance? We do not have John
Mark in our midst, but we have men among us who have lost courage, who have made mistakes, who have weaknesses. Who among
us will bear them up? Who among us will give them a second chance
and look out for the underdog or lonely. Who among us will seek
the opinion of those whose opinion is seldom sought? Who among
us will be forgiving? If anyone ought to forgive, it ought to be us.
Let us all strive for that kind of greatness. Then a spirit of fraternity
will be preserved among us.
We have been handed a great heritage as pastors of the Evangelical Lutheran Synod. The flavor of fraternalism has been among
each generation of our clergy. May all of us carry on this heritage,
and especially may the young men in our midst pick it up and make
it their own so that this flavor may be handed down to generations
yet to come.
We close with a part of the pastor's daily prayer found in the
Lutheran Agenda. "To thy grace I commend all my brethren in office. Arrest and suppress all discord and dissension. Give me a brotherly heart towards all and true humility and help me to bear with
patience their casual weaknesses and deficiencies. Grant that they
may also act as brethren towards me. Amen."
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The Seven Ecumenical Councils
PaesemBed
@he Geneva1 PasQrerslCamfe~emce
ot *he Evangelical Lu9heran Synod
8 January 1997
James Pi: Kortizals

f i i f h Luthemn Church, Oregon, Wisconsirz

Ecumenical. The very word makes me feel uneasy. To conservative
evangelical Lutheran Christians "ecumenical" means "merger,"
Christian denominations giving up doctrinal purity and biblical
orthodoxy in favor of larger numbers and more powerful earthly
associations. Given the twentieth century trend it is understandable
that "ecumenical" has become for us a synonym for "liberal." Only
those who are willing to give up the clear foundation of God's Word
are able to swim in the murky waters of ecumenicism. For us
"ecumenical" is a negative term whose goals and objectives are
pursued only by "ecumaniacs."
With our present understanding of the term, we might well ask
ourselves what we are doing spending precious conference time on
the topic of the "ecumenical councils." The subject, however, is
not as suspect as it might initially appear. As often happens with
language, the passage of time has changed both the actual and the
perceived meaning of this word. Sixteen centuries ago, the term
"ecumenical" carried with it a more conservative and orthodox connotation than it does today. In the early centuries of the Christian
Church, proponents of the "ecumenical99movement initiated efforts
to protect the church from false doctrine and to keep it well anchored in Scripture. The term pointed to a church which was universal, gathering Christians from East and West around God's Word.
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However, that does not mean if we were suddenly transported
back to the fourth century A.D. we would find the term "ecumenical" universally employed to describe a united Christian Church.
No official or even unoficial document of the Council of Nicaea
described itself as "ecumenical." The documents which we still
possess speak of the Council as "the great synod" or "the holy and
great synod" or "the sacred synod." This gathering certainly recognized that it was the largest assembly of Christian bishops which
the world had ever seen, but it was not world-wide in its representation. The actual number of Western, Latin-speaking bishops at the
Council was so small they could be counted on the fingers of one
hand. This alone would make it unlikely that the term "ecumenical" would have been employed in 325 A.D.
The term oi~oupivqwas well established and well known in the
fourth century. As early as the first century B.C. local actor guilds
used the term when they formed a larger professional association
with its central ofice in Rome. In the third century A.D. the actors
merged with the guild of athletes to form a single association enjoying special tax privileges from the imperial government. The establishment of this association caused Henry Chadwick to conclude
that "the Christians borrowed the title 'oecumenical synod7 from
established usage, especially familiar because of the world-wide
professional association of athletes and Dionysiac artists."
The term "ecumenical" was first applied to the Council of Nicaea
in a letter of the Egyptian Synod of 338 and at about the same time
in the Vita Constantini of Eusebius. Although some wollld like to
define the adjective as meaning "world-wide," that was a later definition. Initially "ecumenical" was just an everyday word referring
to an "association" of like-minded individuals who worked for common goals. If the epithet "ecumenical" was used in 325 A.D., it was
probably based on common usage associated with the church's plea
for exemption from taxes.
In 325 there is no reason to suggest the participants of the first
Council at Nicaea thought of themselves as a special category of
synod which was quite different from other church assemblies. This
usage of "ecumenical council" developed as the Arian controversy
contitlued. As the controversy heated up, supporters of Nicaea be-
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gan ts use the expression 'kcumenical council" to increase the status of the Council in contrast to the Arian synods held throughout
the East.
Ultimately. the "ecumenical" council came to refer to "a synod
the decrees of which have found acceptance by the church in the
whole world." The entire Christian world accepted this definition
until the split between East and West divided Christendom. Regardless of the number of bishops present, the main determinant in
deciding whether a council was '6eccumenical" was the universal
acknowledgement of the council's decisions.
b'iodern Roman Catholic writers, sf course, have a new definition: "Ecumenical councils are those to which the Bishops and others entitled to vote are convoked from the whole world under the
Presidency of the Pope or his legates, and the decrees of which,
having received Papal confirmation, bind all Christians." Contrary
to this definition, we shall see that each of the severs ecumenical
councils was called by a secular ruler. None of the councils was
dependent upon the consent or the knowledge of the bishop of Rome.

The Council of Nice% 325 A.D.
From the beginning of the New Testament church, it was common
practice for church leaders to meet together forjoint study and prayer,
to deal with problems and make decisions concerning the spread of
rhe gospel. Acts 15 records the gathering which took place in
Jerusalem to discuss the acceptance of Gentiles into the church.
Such assemblies continued in other areas of the East after the
destruction of Jerusalem eliminated that city as the headquarters of
the early Christian Church. These councils had no fixed geographic
boundaries which determined participation and they did not possess
a recognized authority which diminished the independence of local
congregations.
As Christianity spread, local councils were held with great frequency. By the second half of the second century A.D., these councils or synods were meeting in Asia Minor to deal with the rising
problem of Montanism. By the third century the right to vote in
these ecclesiastical meetings was limited to bishops. Without the
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protection of Roman law, however, it was not possible for a general
council, representing the entire church, to meet during the first three
centuries A.D.
in 323 A.D. Constantine defeated Licinius and the entire empire
became subject to his personal rule. As emperor Constantine saw
the necessity of organizing the Roman Empire along new lines. Since
the battle of the Milvian Bridge, he had committed himself to allowing freedom for and toleration of Christianity. What could be
more natural than that he should use the established organization of
the church to achieve his secular goals. As emperor Constantine
employed the military, the civil government and the church to keep
himself securely in power. It was in his own best interest to keep the
church united and responsive to centralized authority. It was important therefore to replace local councils, which might become centers of discontent, with larger assemblies which could help to bind
the whole empire together.
To gather all the Christian bishops together in the fourth century
was impractical. There were probably 2,000 bishops at that time.
Therefore even the largest councils represented only a small portion of the church's leadership.
The councils were not planned to gather on a regular basis. They
were all "occasional" in the sense that they arose out of some immediate situation which demanded attention. In settling the immediate difficulty, these councils established the standard for the entire church. The councils, however, did more than just help the
church. The councils always proved advantageous for the emperor.
Unlike the sixteenth century English monarch Henry VIII,
Constantine had no desire to be a theologian. He simply wanted to
see questions of heresy and orthodoxy determined by a majority. In
this way he believed that he could keep peace within the church and
retain its support. His decision to call a general council for Nicaea
initiated the idea of "a supreme legislative authority for the whole
Nicaea was the second largest city of Bithynia. It was easily
accessible by land and sea routes from all parts of the empire. In
addition, it was only twenty miles from Constantine's imperial resi-
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dence in Nicomedia. This would allow hirn to keep an eye on both '
the council and affairs of state without great difficulty.
Three major questions faced Constantine at Nicaea. First of all,
the church needed a uniform method for determining the date of the
Easter festival. Different ways of the setting the Easter festival where
used in the East and the West, as well as on the local level. A common Easter celebration would contribute to a more uniform empire
and develop a sense of unity within its far flung borders.
Secondly, a schism in Alexandria, which grew out of persecution, had to be addressed. Meletius, the bishop of Alexandria, was
inclined to deal harshly with those who had not been capable of
withstanding the full pressure of persecution. The church discipline
employed in his area frequently disappointed this bishop. As a result Meletius separated himself from the main body in order to establish a purer church which consisted only of those who had proven
themselves reliable and capable of remaining faithful even in the
face of physical torture. Since Egypt was a ma-jor source of the
empire's grain supply, Constantine could not tolerate any disruptions in Alexandria. The council would allow the emperor to settle
this local problem and protect his bread basket.
The last major question before the council was theological in
nature. Arius, a priest in Baucalis, a suburb of Alexandria, had tried
to explain the Trinity philosophically and his explanations proved
unacceptable to many church leaders from other parts of the empire. As a result Arius and his followers had been exco~nmunicated
by a council of Egyptian and Libyan bishops who met in Alexandria in 32 1. In spite of this setback, Arius continued to hold assemblies and to promote his position in Palestine and Wicomedia. Bishops, some supporting Arius and others denouncing him, battled with
each other. As time passed, the controversy intensified and threatened to involve all of Eastern Christendom. Constantine wanted a
quick restoration of peace within the church.
Early in 325 Constzntine issued a letter of invitation to the bishops of the church. He piaced at their disposal all available public
transportation and paid for it out of the public treasury. In some
cases this meant the bishops travelled by public postal carriages. At
9
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other times it meant they used government horses, mules or donkeys. For some it still meant they walked. The emperor also promised to pick up housing expenses while in Nicaea and the expenses
connected with the return trip home.
Bishops began assembling on May 20,325 and Constantine formally opened the council on June 15. The number of bishops attending is reported to have been a maximum of 318. Since each
bishop could bring along two presbyters and three servants, the total number attending the council may have reached between 1,500
and 2,000 individuals.
Given the difficulties of travel, it is not surprising that the Eastem provinces were well represented, while the West had only a few
delegates present. According to the records of the Council, the Latin
church had only seven men in attendance, five bishops and two
presbyters. Two respresentatives from outside the empire were also
there: a Persian bishop named John and a Gothic bishop, Theophilus,
who was the teacher of the Bible translator Ulfilas.
The clergy in attendance could be divided into three theological
groups. The orthodox faction, which confessed the deity of Christ,
was initially in the numerical minority, but in talent and influence
they were in control. Leading this delegation were bishops Alexander
of Alexandria, Eustathius of Antioch, Macarius of Jerusalem,
Marcellus of Ancyra and Hosius of Cordova. Above even these illustrious figures was an archdeacon from Alexandria, Athanasius.
Although small in stature, young in age and not a voting member of
the council, Athanasius already demonstrated the potential to lead
the orthodox party.
The Arians were the second group represented at the Council.
They maintained that the Son of God is a creation of the Father,
who is not equal to God, and that the Son is changeable and essentially different from the Father. This group numbered about 20 bishops under the leadership of bishop Eusebius of Nicomedia, who
was allied with the royal family. Other Arian bishops included
Theognis of Nicaea, Maris of Chalcedon and Menophantus of
Ephesus. Also representing this faction was its namesake, the presbyter Arius who attended at the command of the emperor and often
was allowed to promote his own views.
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Arius came to his view of Christ as he struggled to explain the
Trinity to his philosophically- minded members. 7hthem the Arian
explanation was reasonable. Furthermore, Arks carried weight with
the average people. He was tall, ascetic looking and had dernonstrated that he was willing to stand up for the Christian faith against
all opposition.
Even more important to the emperor, Arius occupied a commanding position in a suburb where grain was stored before it was
dispatched to the capital of the Roman Empire. Constantine believed that it was in his own political interest to keep the Egyptian
Christians happy by giving their favorite priest a fair hearing. Prior
to the Council, Constantine had written to Arius and stated his opinion that this dispute was fostered by the excessive leisure of the
clergy and by an academic love for fighting over trivial matters. He
assured Arius that he believed this matter could be resolved without diaculty.
As his comments demonstrated, Constantine was not capable of
handling the subtleties of Christian doctrine. Consequently, he was
always dependent on his ecclesiastical advisors. At the time of the
first Nicene Council, Hosius, the bishop of Cordova, had his ear.
This man was a champion of orthodoxy. Hosius lived to be 100
years old and for half his life he was the most influential bishop in
Christendom, even though he lived in the far western reaches of the
empire.
The third group at the council was the majority party. Under the
leadership of bishop Eusebius of Caesarea, the famous ecclesiastical historian, this faction at first took the middle ground between
the Athanasians and the Arians. Always closer to the right than the
left. the majority finally went over to the side of the Athanasians. In
many cases this was due to their orthodox instincts or to their preference for simple biblical expressions. Others in this group were
uncertain of what they believed and were swayed by the arguments
of the larger body or by personal considerations.
The Arians took the lead and proposed a creed which was rejected ovemhelmingly. Then Eusebius of Caesarea presented an
ancient Palestinian Confession, which was very similar to the Nicene
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Creed. it acltnowledged the divine nature of Christ in general biblical term;, but it did not use the term in question, 6poo1;oio~,"of the
same essence." This expression was not a new term in the church.
Earlier it had even been used by the Sabellians, who denied any
personality distinction in the Godhead. The council revived and
purified the term, when it insisted that "the identity of essence involved no denial of differentiation of persons." This word permitted them to describe the incarnation concisely, since the Father and
Son were of the same essence but were different persons.
Constantine saw Eusebius' creed in advance and approved of it.
Even the Arian minority was ready to accept it. The possibility of
Arian acceptance, however, made the orthodox contingent uncomfortable. They wanted a confession to which no Arian could subscribe. As a result, they insisted that the expression bpoobo~oc,which
the Arians hated. be inserted. Ever the politician of peace,
Constantine finally gave his approval to the disputed word, when
he saw that Eusebius' compromise confession would not pass without it.
Very quickly thereafter, the secretary of the council read a creed
which is very similar to our Nicene Creed. This confession, however, seems somewhat abrupt. The council only wanted to deal with
immediate concerns. Therefore, having established the doctrine of
the deity of Christ, the creed simply adds the phrase, "And [we
believe] in the Holy Ghost." The Nicene statement then concludes
with a condemnation of the Arian heresy, which was later dropped
in 381.
All the bishops in attendance at Nicaea subscribed to this creed,
with the exception of Arius, Eusebius of Nicomedia and four others. Three of them changed their minds, including Eusebius. The
other three, including Arius, were exiled in the wilds of illyria. All
the books of Arius were to be burned and his followers were branded
as heretics and enemies of Christianity.
For the first time in the history of Christianity, there was a civil
punishment for heresy. Before Constantine united church and state,
excommunication was the most severe penalty which the church
could inflict. Now banishment was added because all oEenses against
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the church were regarded as crimes against the state and society.
Later the death penalty was also added to the list of possible punishments for heresy.
The Council of Nicaea also attempted to decide the issue of when
to celebrate Easter and the matter of the MeEetian schism. Christians in different parts of the empire computed the vernal equinox
differently. In Rome it was 1Ward-118and in Alexandria it was March
2 1. The council decided that Easter must be celebrated on a Sunday, and never on the day of the Jewish Passover. The date chosen
for Easter was now to be on the Sunday after the first vernal full
moon which took place after the fourteenth day of Nisan. As to the
determination of the vernal equinox, the council came to no definitive conclusion. It merely stated that the bishops of Rome and Alexandria should keep in touch and decide the date between them.
This decision, of course, made it certain that the date of Easter would
continue to be disputed.
The Meletian schism arose in Egypt during the persecution under Diocletian about 305 A.D. It began under Meletius, bishop of
Lycopolis, who rebelled against his metropolitan, Peter of Alexandria. Meletius, either in his zeal for discipline or in his arrogance,
began to operate in Peter's territory and conducted ordinations and
excommunications in his neighbor's diocese. Peter later deposed
Meletius, but the controversy continued and spread throughout
Egypt. The Council of Nicaea attempted to heal the division by
compromise. It recognized 29 Meletian bishops as legitimate, but
the schism continued. Ultimately the Egyptian Meletians joined the
camp of the Arians and continued their opposition to orthodoxy.
Other matters handled by the canons of Nicaea included the
following prohibitions: clergy self-castration, neophyte presbyters,
women living in a presbyter's house, restoration of excommunicared clergy by another bishop, ordination without an examination,
the return of clergy to military service and usury that was practiced
by clergy.
On July 29, 325, Constantine hosted a fabulous banquet in his
palace. Following these festivities, he dismissed the bishops, giving them sums of money and letters of commendation. This brought
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the Council of Nicaea to an end. Next to the apostolic council at
Jerusalem, Nicaea was the most important gathering in the early
Christian Church. It certainly was the most important event in the
fourth century. It summed up the previous discussions concerning
the deity of Christ and the incarnation. Nicaea was a bloodless intellectual victory for the forces of orthodoxy.
Unfortunately the victory at Nicaea was more an appearance
than a fact. Some of the bishops had subscribed to the bpoo6oroq
with reluctance or with reservations. Others signed their names only
out of respect for the emperor. As political and ecclesiastical circumstances shifted, the Arian controversy once again broke loose
and for a time opposition councils sprang up. Contradictory creeds
were published and the two sides hurled anathemas at each other.
The continuing doctrinal controversy generated violence and forced
the government to get involved. When imperial politics intervened,
matters quickly got worse.
In the East, Arianisrn was the dominant force. The Western
church tended to align itself with Athanasius on the side of Nicene
orthodoxy. The first attempt to heal this division took place in 343
A.D. when the sons of Constantine, Constantius (33'7-361) in the
East and Constans (337-350) in the West, called a council for Sardica
in Illyria. Although the Nicene doctrine prevailed, it was a hollow
victory. The Eastern bishops left the council and established a
counter-council at neighboring Philippopolis and confirmed earlier
decrees supporting Arianism. The dueling councils only succeeded
in throwing more fuel on the doctrinal fires.
After the death of Constans in 350, the tide turned against the
Athanasians. By deposing and banishing orthodox bishops, Arianism
gained the upper hand throughout the Roman Empire. This was no
longer the strict Arianism of the past, which spoke of itcpooiw~og,a
"different" essence. It was characterized by a milder form which
promoted 6poroljoroq, the "similarity" of essence. This position, however, still stood in opposition to the Nicene bpooiwroq, the "sameness"
of essence. For a time it seemed that Nicene orthodoxy had lost.
But when the Arian majority had overcome its common enemy,
they began to feud among themselves and they split into two factions.
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Constantius atrempted to quiet the dispute with additional councils, but he was unable to satisfy either side. His death in 361 opened
the door for the second and permanent victory of Christian orthodoxy as it was originally proclaimed at Nicaea in 325.

The Council of Constantinople, 38 1
When he became emperor, Julian the Apostate (361-363) tolerated
all factions of Christendom, hoping that the Christians would destroy
each other. In order to carry out his plan this infamous unbeliever
recalled the orthodox bishops from exile. Fortunately, the advent of
a common enemy helped the church to rethink its position.
Orthodoxy first regained the Latin church and ultimately it made
advances into the East as well. Following an Arian resurgence under
the fanatical emperor Valens (364-378), the Nicene faction began
its permanent recovery when Gratian (375-383), an orthodox
emperor, once again recalled the banished orthodox bishops.
Under the emperorship ofTheodosius 1 (379-399, who had been
educated in Spain in the Nicene faith, orthodoxy triumphed in the
Roman Empire. In 380 Theodosius issued his famous edict in which
he required all his subjects to confess the orthodox faith and threatened heretics with punishment. It was Theodosius who summoned
the second ecumenical council to Constantinople in May, 381. His
purpose was simple: convert his previous actions into law and unify
the church in his empire.
After the exit of 36 Semi-Ariarr Macedonians, also called
"Pneumatomachians," the first Council of Constantinople was made
up of only 150 bishops. This council is considered '6eccumenical"
but it certainly was not "universal." The Western church had no
representatives in attendance.
No original confession came out of this assembly, rather the
Nicene Creed was adopted in a revised form. Although there were a
number of additions and deletions as compared to the original document: the most important change is found in the additions concerning the deity of the Holy Spirit. This action was taken in response to
Macedoraianism. It is this 38 1 edition ofthe Nicene Creed which is
still used in ali the cla.k;rchcsof Christendom: although the Reek
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churches have never accepted the later Latin addition of "$lioque9'
to the third article of &he creed.
Among the seven canons published by the council were condemnations against a number of heresies: the Anomeans, the Arians,
the Pneumatomachians, the Sabellians, Marcellians, and the
Apollinarians. The Third Canon ranked the bishop of Constantinople,
the second Rome, second in honor and dignity behind the bishop of
Rome and ahead of the bishop of Alexandria.
The council closed on July 9, 381 and on July 30 Theodosius
ratified the decrees of the Council of Constantinople. He demanded
that all churches be turned over to bishops who believed in the equal
divinity of the Father, Son and Holy Spirit.
Theodosius refbsed to give heretics the right to worship in public. As a result, Arianism and the multitude of related errorists were
greatly diminished within the Roman Empire. Isolated cases continued to pop up, however, and among the barbarians, who were
outside the jurisdiction of the empire, Arianism was perpetuated
for another two centuries. The barbarians held this position because
they were converted to Christianity by Arian missionaries. Most
did not understand their religion well enough to be able to differentiate between the hrian and the orthodox teachings.

The Council of Ephesus, 43 1
No sooner had one controversy settled down than another arose to
take its place. The instigator in this case was Nestorius. Originally
a monk and presbyter in Antioch, he became the patriarch of
Constantinople in 428. In that position he i~nmediatelypersecuted
Arians and other heretical factions. Unfortunately, he soon fell out
of favor when he opposed the use of the expression "mother of God9'
(660x6~0~)
which had been applied to the Virgin Mary by theologians
for some time already and was now passing into the devotional
language of the common people. At this time the expression was
only intended to denote the union of the human and the divine natures
in Christ. Having been trained in Antioch, however, Nestorius could
not conceive of a human nature without a human personality, and
this Antiochan theology strictly separated from the divine Logos.
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As a result, Nestorius proposed the expression "mother of Christ9' '
(Xproro~6~oc)
as the most appropriate one to describe Mary.
e
In the course of the debates, Nestorius publicly proclaimed:
1 separate the natures, but I unite the worship. Consider what
this must mean. He who was formed in the womb of Mary,
was not himself God, but God assumed him [assumsit, i.e.,
clothed himself with hutnanity], and on account of Him who
assumed, he who was assumed is also God.

As a result of this position, the Nestorian controversy centered
around the expression "assumed." The word f k o ~ 6 ~was
o s the watchword of the orthodox party in the Nestorian controversy,just as the
term bpoolicrrog had been in the Arian. Those who opposed this word
were viewed as denying the mystery of the incamation or of the true
union of the divine and human natures in Christ.
Nestorius' chief opponent in Constantinople was a local bishop,
Proclus of Cyzicum. Unfortunately Proclus carried the worship of
Mary to such excess that he would make modem-day Mary-worshipers jump for joy. Soon the attack on Nestorius came under the
control of the patriarch Cyril of Alexandria. Cyril first wrote to
Nestorious, then to the emperor and royal family, and finally to the
bishops in the East and West, attacking the heresy of Nestorius.
When Nestorius persisted in his views, Cyril rejected the mediation
of patriarch John of Antioch and published twelve anathemas, which
were aimed at Nestorius from a council in Alexandria (430). As we
might expect, Nestorius replied with twelve counter-anathemas.
As the Nestorian controversy grew, it became apparent that the
problem could only be settled by another general council. After
Nestorius was condemned by a local council at Rome in August,
430, he asked emperor Theodosius II to call an ecumenical council.
Emperor Theodosius 11(408-4501, in cooperation with this Western countevart, Valentinian 1111 1423-455), sent out a letter of invitation on November 19,430. It summoned the bishops to a council,
scheduled to open on (he feast of Pentecost, June 7,43 1 in the city
of Ephesus. Although there is no question it was an ecumenical
council, its character is greatly diminished by comparison to Nicaea
or the first courlcil o f Constantinople. The Council of 43 1 is impor-
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tant for its support of orthodoxy, but this third ecumenical council
stands morally far below its two predecessors.
Ephesus issued no new creed. It simply reaffirmed the previous
creeds and condemned the teachings of Nestorius, while endorsing
the twelve anathemas of Cyril of Alexandria against Nestorius. The
ambitious, violent and overbearing Cyril controlled the meeting and
misrepresented his rival, the patriarch of Constantinople. So opposed was Cyril to Nestorianism that he slid into the opposite heresy which would later be known as Eutychianism.
The result of Ephesus was negative rather than positive. The
council condemned the Nestorian error without affirming the true
doctrine. In a sense, this council was a compromise and compromises do not last. It was only a matter of time before the subject of
Christ's natures would have to be revisited.
Cyril died in 444 and was replaced as patriarch of Alexandria by
Dioscurus. A man of little intellect and great ambition, Dioscurus
wanted to raise the Alexandrian see to supremacy in the East. His
theological representative was Eutyches, who gives his name to impending controversy. Although Eutyches was not the author of the
monophysite position, he brought it to a head and made it popular.
Eutyches, like Cyril before him, laid his chief stress on the divine nature in Christ. He denied that two natures could be spoken of
after the incarnation. After Christ's birth, he worshiped only one
nature, the divine. He insisted that the impersonal human nature
was assimilated and deified. All human attributes were, according
to Eutyches, transferred to the humanized Logos.
At a local synod in 448, Eutyches was charged with heresy. When
he refused to recant, he was placed under the ban of the church and
publicly humiliated by the local citizenry. But Eutyches had powerful friends among the clergy and in the government. Emperor
Theodosius I1 was persuaded to call a general council for Ephesus
in 449.
This council opened in August with 135 bishops present. In spite
of its seemingly normal beginnings, this council has been branded
with the name of the "Council of Robbers" or the "Robber Synod."
The opponents of Eutyches were never allowed to speak, since
Dioscurus of Alexandria, Eutyches' patron, was in charge. When it
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became necessary, Dioscums used brute force to control the proceedings. Given these circumstances, it comes as no surprise that
the council proclaimed Eutyches to be 'brthodox."

The Council of Chalcedon, 45 1
Although Dioscurus had gained a temporary victory, the opposition
now united and looked to the Western church for help. Leo I, bishop
of Rome (440-4611, protested the actions of the "Robber Synod9'
and urged the calling of a new council in free and orthodox Italy.
Quickly, however, he advised postponement of the council, citing
the chaos caused by the invasion of Attila the Hun. At approximately
the same time, however, a political change made it possible to host
the proposed council in the East. Theodosius I1 died in July, 450
and was replaced by the distinguished general and senator Marcian,
who favored Leo and his position on the natures of Christ.
To restore peace, Marcian on May 17, 45 1 published an edict
which called for a general council which was to meet in Nicaea,
beginning on September 1,45 1. The bishops, including representatives from Rome, assembled as directed, but soon their religious
disagreements once again broke out into violent confrontations. To
stem these outbursts, the emperor tranferred the council to
Chaleedon, where it would be closer to Constantinople and the
emperor. It was here that the fourth ecumenical council was called
into session from October 8 until November I.
As far as attendance was concerned, this meeting was far larger
than the other councils of this period. The exact number of bishops
involved cannot be verified, but the unofficial registers report between 520 and 630. Once again the delegates were from the East;
only the the papal legates and two Africans represented the West.
Even in Chalcedon the proceedings were often chaotic as the
fanaticism of both sides came to the surface. Yet by the end of the
first session, the "Robber Synod" had been annulled and the
Eutychians had been deposed. At the second session, on October
10, the Creed of 38 1 was read before the council, which responded
with loud applause. At the fifth and most important session, on
October 22, a positive confession of faith was adopted which supposed rhe Nicaeno-Constanti~op~oIS~n
creed. This confession stated:
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Foilowing the holy fathers, we unanimously teach one and
the same Son, our Lord Jesus Christ. co~npleteas to his
God-head, and complete as to his manhood; . . . as to his
Godhead begotten of the Father before all worlds, but as to
his manhood, in these last days born, for us men and for our
salvation, of the Virgin Mary, the mother of God; one and
the same Christ, Son, Lord, Only-begotten, known in two
natures, without confusion, without conversion, without
severance, and without division; the distinction of the
natures being in no wise abolished by their union, . . .
This statement was ratified on October 25 in the presence of the
emperor, who publicly thanked Christ for restoring unity to the
church. The emperor also threatened severe punishment to anyone
who stirred up new controversies.
The remainder of the council dealt with personal matters of discipline and restoration, as well as the adoption of 28 canons. The
first 27 canons were disciplinary in nature. Canon 28 is entitled "on
the honor to be accorded the see of Constantinople." This conciliar
resolution aroused the protest of Bishop Leo when it declared the
patriarch of Constantinople to be equal to the patriarch of Rome.
Although emperor Marcian gave the force of law to the decrees of
the council and commanded that all Eutychians be banished from
the empire, similar controversies continued to plague the church. In
both Palestine and Egypt, the Council of Chalcedon met with open
opposition.
Although these new opponents rejected Eutyches' theory of the
absorption of the human nature into the divine, they still promoted
the doctrine of one nature in Christ and as a result were called
"monophysites." Their main argument against Chalcedon was that
the doctrine of two natures led to two persons or a severing of Christ
into two Sons of God. Like the Nestorians, they could not conceive
of human nature without personality. Rather than end controversy,
the Council of Chalcedon opened an new era of controversy which
lasted for more than a century. These theological disputes were accompanied by the shedding of blood in society and by schism in the
church.
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The Second Council of Constantinople, 553
Emperor Justinian 1 (527-565)was a great admirer of the decrees of
~llalcedon,and he incorporated the decrees of the first four
ecumenical councils in his Code of Roman Law. Unfortunately, his
wife Theodora was secretly devoted to Monopllysitism and
frequently frustrated his efforts to promote orthodoxy. Through her
influence a Monophysite bishop was made patriarch of Constantinople
and Vigilius was made bishop of Rome with the secret understanding
that he should favor Monophysite doctrine. Vigilius, however, did
not keep his promise.
At this time a controversy arose over the so-called "Three Chapters" (rpia. K E + ~ x ~ E ~ o"Chapters"
~).
were brief propositions in which
certain errors are summarized and anathematized. In this particular
case the "three chapters," which were condemned, were 1) the person and writings of Theodore of Mopsuestia (the teacher of
Nestorius); 2) the anti-Cyrillian writings of Theodoret of Gyros;
and 3) the letter of lbas to the Persian bishop Maris.
In general the East supported these condemnations, while the
West resisted them. To put an end to this controversy, Justinian,
without the approval of the bishops, called a general council for
Constantinople in 553. Meeting in the great hall attached to the
"Hagia Sophia," this fifth ecumenical gathering met in eight sessions from May 5 to June 2.
The bishop of Rome, Vigilius, refksed to attend since Justinian
summoned an equal number of bishops from the five patriarchal
sees, so that there would be more Eastern than Western bishops
present. Eustychius, the patriarch of Constantinople presided over
the 164 bishops at the council, only eight of whom were from Africa; a14 the rest from the East.
The Second Council of Constantinople issued no new creeds. It
simply reaffirmed the previous creeds. Unlike its predecessors,
Constantinople 11 did not issue disciplinary canons nor did it debate
ecclesiastical discipline. It did, however, endorse the dogmatic edicts
of Emperor Justinian and the condemnation of the "Three Chapter~.~'
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ofthe Eastenli church. Churches, books, houses, dresses and furniture
were decorated with religious pictures. Among the artistic Greeks
these religious pictures or icons took the place which relics had in
the West. Often the power to perform miracles was attributed to the
Icons.
Emperor Leo Ill (7 16-741) began to wage a war on these images
in the tenth year of his reign, when he prohibited the people from
worshiping icons. Initially he insisted that he was only protecting
the images from touching and kissing. Then in 730 he published an
edict which demanded the removal and the destruction of all the
images.
Not only did Leo's actions arouse the opposition of the clergy,
the people saw this as an attack upon their religion. Leo was able to
enforce his edicts within the limits of his empire, but he had no
power among the Christians who were under Muslim control and
he could not control those in the West. About 729 Gregory II, bishop
of Rome, openly defied Leo's position and announced his support
of images.
Constantine V (741-775) continued his father's iconoclastic
policy, in spite of his people's opposition. In 754 he called an iconoclastic council for Constantinople. This was supposed to be the seventh ecumenical council, but it was later rejected as a council of
heretics. The 330 bishops who attended the council supported the
emperor, but there were no patriarchs in attendance. The patriarchs
of Jerusalem, Antioch, Alexandria and Rome chose not to attend
and the see of Constantinople happened to be vacant at the time.
Appealing to the Second Commandment and to bible passages which
denounced idolatry, the council forbade the public and private worship of sacred images. In addition, it denounced all religious pictures and representations as pagan idolatry. With great enthusiasm
the emperor destroyed images and white-washed pictures.
Leo IV (775-780) continued the campaign but with less enthusiasm. Moreover, his wife, Irene of Athens, was personally devoted
to the worship of images. After his death and during the minority of
their son, Constantine VI (780-802), Irene worked for the restoration of images. At first she proclaimed toleration. Then she called

an ecumenical council which she hoped would set aside the decrees
of the council of 754. Her initial effort in 786 faiied. Her second
attempt, carried out with better preparation, was successful.
Empress Irene called for the seventh ecumenical council in 787.
Xt was to meet at Nicaea where the council would be removed from
the center of iconoclasm, but would still be within reach of the royal
court. With approximately 350 bishops in attendance, the Second
Council of Nicaea met in eight sessions from September 24 to October 23. The council negated the iconoclastic Synod of
Constantinople and sanctioned the limited worship of images.
According to the council's decrees, it was now permissible to
venerate the sign of the cross, and pictures of Jesus, the Virgin Mary,
saints and angels. Homage could be paid by kissing, bowing, buming incense and by saying prayers. The images could be drawn in
color or made of mosaics or formed out some other suitable material. They could be placed in churches, in homes, out in the streets,
on walls and tables, as well as on sacred vessels and vestments.
Finally, the decrees also permitted the veneration of gospel books
and the relics of martyrs.
This proclamation was supported by a few bible passage about
cherubim and many quotations from the church fathers -- some
genuine, others forged specifically for this purpose. Testimonials
were given from people who had witnessed miracles due to icons.
Furthermore, bishops, who had been at the Council of 754, renounced
their former iconoclastic positions and begged for forgiveness. At
the request of one of the Roman delegates, an image was brought
into the assembly and reverently kissed by all. When the decree
concerning images was finally passed, the bishops shouted,
Thus we believe. This is the doctrine of the apostles. Anathema upon all who do not adhere to it, who do no salute the
images, who call them idols, and who charge the Christians
with idolatry.

What Does A!%Phis Mean For Us?
In no era of the church's history, with the exception of the
Reformation in the sixteenth century, have there been more important

religious debates, or greater interest in them, than during the period
from Ntcaea to Chalcedon. The fundamental ~ ~ a t uof
r ethe doctrines
under discussion makes this an era essential to those interested in
biblical orthodoxy. When Philip Schaff surveyed the period of the
ecumenical councils, he concluded:
The ecumenical councils were the open battie-fields, up011
which the victory of orthodoxy was decided. The doctrinal
decrees of these courrcils contain the results of the most
profound discussions respecting the Trinity and the person of
Christ; and the Church to this day has not gone essentially
beyond these decisions.

While appreciating what Schaff is saying and recognizing the
blessings which we have received from their efforts, we dare not
forget that the decrees of these councils were, in the best sense of
the word, not "original." Francis Pieper says it well, when he writes,
It is a mistaken idea that the doctrine of the Trinity and the
deity of Christ were developed by the church councils of the
fourth and fifth centuries. On the basis of the oral and
written Word of the Apostles the Apostolic Church h e w and
accepted these doctrines. Luther therefore is right when be
says that the doctrines formulated by the Councils of Nicaea,
Constantinople, Ephesrrs and Chalcedon are presented "far
more abundantly and powerfully" in the Holy Scriptures
themselves.
The Nicene Creed, in its 38 1 A.D. form, is the only one of all the
ecclesiastical symbols which is accepted by the Greek, Latin and
Protestant churches (with the exception of ihefilioque, that is). To
this day it is spoken or sung Sunday after Sunday around the world.
Although the Nicene Creed (actually the Nicaeno-Constantinopolitan Creed of 381, as affirmed at the Council of Ephesus in
45 1) is the only symbol from the ecumenical councils to which we
specifically subscribe, these councils sifted, defined, refined and
established our doctrinal foundations in the dogmatical areas of the
Trinity and Christology, especially the incarnation and the divinehuman person of Christ.
Not everyone in the twentieth century, of course, will view the
ecumenical councils in the same way. There is a significant differ-

ence between the Orthodox and Roman Catholic churches on the
one hand and the Protestant churches which came out of the Reformation on the other. Orthodox and Roman Catholics consider the
decrees of the ecumenical councils to be holy tradition, which cannot be changed, only expanded. Although some in those churches
may debate the exact meaning of the teachings, the authority of the
councils is not questioned.
For us the authority of the councils is not so simple. We are
willing to accept the teachings of the councils only if and where
they are in agreement with the Scriptures. This means that we appreciate and employ the councils' teachings about the Trinity and
Christology because they complement what the Holy Scriptures have
to say.
Anglicanism has a similar perspective on these councils and their
work. The Anglican Church has always had a special respect for the
teachings of the first four ecumenical councils and has quietly accepted the work of the fifth and sixth councils. But the Second Council of Nicaea has been of little importance to it. In the Reformatio
Legum Ecclesiasticarum (1 553), which replaced medieval canon
law in the Church of England, the church's attitude is expressed in
these terms:
Though we gladly give honor to the Councils, especially
those that are General, we judge that they ought to be placed
far below the dignity of canonical Scriptures: and we make
a great distinction between the Councils thexnselves. For
some of them, especially these four (the Council of Nicea,
the first Council of Constantinople, and the Councils of
Ephesus and Chalcedon) we embrace and receive with great
reverence. And we bear the same j u d p e n t about many
others held afterwards, in which we see and confess that the
most holy fathers gave many weighty a d holy decisions
according to Divine Scriptures, about the blessed and
supreme Trinity, about Jesus Christ our Lord and Savior, and
the redemption of man obtained through him. But we think
that our faith ought not to be bound by them, except so far as
they can be confirmed by Wsty Scripture. For it is manifest
that some Councils have ssmetimes erred, and defined
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contrary to one another, partly on actions of law and partly
even of faith.
The first Councils of Nicaea and Constantinople addressed and
proclaimed the orthodox doctrine of the Trinity. Even the controversies which followed 325 were useful in clarifying the doctrine uf
the Trinity --- the relationship of Jesus Christ to the Father and of
the Holy Spirit to the Father and to the Son. These controversies
forced individuals and the church at large to consider the Bible's
teachings carefully and in detail.
The Nicene and pcst-Nicene fathers did not pretend to exhaust
the mystery of the Trinity. They did, however, pinpoint essential
truths of the orthodox doctrine of the Trinity to which we still hold
today. These include: 1) There is only one divine essence. Father,
Son and Holy Spirit are in one another, inseparable and they cannot
be conceived without each other. 2) In this one divine essence there
are three persons which in the Scriptures are called the Father, the
Son and the Holy Spirit. They are not merely different attributes,
powers or activities of the Godhead; each person expresses the
whole fulness of the divine being with all its attributes. 3) Each
divine person has his property or characteristic individuality. 4) The
divine persons are in one another and form a perpetual intercommunication.
The Councils of Ephesus and Chalcedon focused on the doctrine of the Person of Christ. The Nicene Creed declared Jesus to be
true God and true Man. These subsequent councils answered the
question of whether Jesus was two persons joined in perfect harmony or one Person with two natures. Just as the Nicene doctrine of
the Trinity reiterates the biblical position and stands midway between tritheism and Sabellianism, so the Chalcedonian formula goes
back to the Bible and correctly divides between Nestorianism and
Eutychianism. It accepts the two natures of Christ and, at the same
time, proclaims the inseparable unity of the person of Christ.
The Council of Chalcedon continues to help us by pointing out:
1) the true incarnation of the second person in the Godhead; 2) the
precise distinction between "nature" and "person"; 3) the result of
the incarnation is the God-Man; 4) the duality of the natures; 5) the
unity of the person. There is only one Christ, one Lord, one Re-

deemer; and 6) the whole work of Christ is referred to his person
and not exclusively to one or the other of his natures. These lessons
are and still need to be part of our doctrinal heritage.
Unlike the Orthodox and the Catholic churches, we do not accept everything that comes out the ecumenical councils. While the
"canons" may provide us with interesting tidbits about contemporary Life and problems, they are not essential for us. Furthermore, as
the Anglicans pointed out, the councils were not all of equal value.
Obviously, the Second Council of Nicaea ranks far below Nicaea I
in importance. Of the seven councils on the "ecumenical" ladder, it
occupies the bottom rung. Its importance is in defining the character of worship in the Eastern church. Although its decision is binding upon the Roman church, Protestant churches have disregarded
its decrees and condemned it as a source of superstition. The council did furnish visual aids for popular piety, and it stimulated the
development of Christian art, but we can't say anything positive
which goes beyond that.
There is much that we can learn from the past. In historical circles,
a number of individuals have stated in one way or another the truth
that if we don't learn from the mistakes of the past, we will be condemned to repeat those same mistakes again. Likewise, if we learn
from the past, we can save ourselves much needless pain and agony.
We dare not, however, ignore the past. We need to study the doctrinal debates of the past and make those outcomes, which are Scriptural, our oxan.
In the process we can also develop an appreciation for the individuals whom the Lord used to defeat error and to restore Scriptural
clarity. \.Ve have reason to thank the Lord for his faithful servants of
the past, as well as those of today, who proclaim God's truth and
assist us in learning that truth. "May the Lord our Cod be with us as
he was with our fathers; may he never leave us nor forsake us" (1
Kings 8:57).

@

Page 38

LSQ W I I , 9

APPENDIX
The original and the enlarged formulas of the Nicenc Creed are
given in parallel columns. Later additions are italicized and passages
which were later omitted are enclosed in brackets.

"Pe Nicene Creed of 325
We believe in one God, the Father Almighty, Maker of all things
visible and invisible.
And in one Lord Jesus Christ, the Son of God, begotten of the Father
[the only- begotten; that is, of the essence of the Father, God of
God], Light of Light, very God of very God, begotten, not made,
being of one substance with the Father; by whom all things were
made [both in heaven and on earth]; who for us men, and for our
salvation, came down and was incarnate and was made man; he
suffered, and the third day he rose again, ascended into heaven;
from thence he shall come to judge the quick and the dead.
And in the Holy Ghost.

[But those who say: 'There was a time when he was not;' and
'He was not before he was made;9 and 'he is of another
s ~ b s f a n c eor
~ ' e ~ s e n c e ,or
~ "The Son of God is created,' or
6changeablc,'or 'ajterableg --- they are condemned by the holy
catholic and apostolic Church.]

The Constantinopolitan Creed of 381
We believe in one God, the Father Almighty, Maker of heaven and
earth, and of all things visible and invisible.
And in one Lord Jesus Christ, the only-begoftenSon of God, begotten
of the Father before all worlds, Light of Light, very God of very
God, begotten, not made, being of one substance with the Father;
by whom all things were made; who for us men, and for our
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salvation, came downfrum heuven, and was incarnate by the igoly
Ghost offhe Wrgin Mary, and was made man; he wrrs crurifidfor
us under Pontius Piklgtc, nnd suffered, and was buried, and the
third day he rose again according to the Scriptures, and ascended
into heaven, und ~ittethon the right hand of the Father; from
thence he shall come again, with glory, to judge the quick and the
dead; whose kingdom shall have no end.
And in the Holy Ghost. the Lord andgiver oflife, whoproceedeth
from the Father, who with the Father and the Son togefher is
worshiped and glortped, who spake by the prophets. Irr one holy
catholic and apostolic Church; we acknowledge one baptismfor
the remission of sins; we look for the resurrection of the &ad,
avrd the lqe of&e world $O c m a Ameue
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VEACHING THE TEACHERS:
BasCora1 Education in the
Early Church

Denominations vary drastically in the education of their pastoral
clergy. Some have no formal system or requirements, while others
require a great deal of secular and religious education. Some have a
system of "in-house" training while others send their candidates to
secular or inter-denominational institutions of higher learning. Some
denominations require a very rigid program of studies in residence
while others, especially in mission situations, use primarily nonresidential or extension education (often known as TEE). Some
stress moral training, others academic requirements. .With
burgeoning pastoral shortages and increasing numbers of secondcareer candidates, the diversity, if anything, is increasing. Yet it is
notable that although such vast diversity exists, little has been written
about the pastoral education of the clergy during the church's
fornative years. Did the early church have formal or informal,
residential or non-residential, secular or in-house training? This
article hopes, in at least a preliminary way, to explore some of the
evidence.

Who Were #ha?Pmsato~s?
Our study begins with a problem. There was no single o E c e in the
early church which was exactly equivalent to our "pastor," i.e., a
congregation's preacher, teacher, counselor, administrator, role
model, public representative and figurehead.
Paul says, "God gave some to be bnoordkous", some to be
npo4jras5', some to be c6cryytk~osoi<",and some to be norpivors9'and
drdao~&kou~"
to build up the body of the church (Eph. 4: 11 - 12). He
tells Timothy that it is noble to desire to serve in the office of
in~o~onqc"
which will take care of ( i n ~ p ~ h j o ~God's
t a ~ )church (1
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Tim. 3 3 3 ) . In the same letter Paul mentions ~ L ~ K ~and
VO
in Lhis, *
letter to Titus, he says npeopuripoug need to be appointed in every
town (1 5 ) .
The qualifications listed for all these jobs are very similar. For
the prerequisites include being above rethe office of knro~onfi<
proach, monogamous, temperate, self-controlled, hospitable, apt to
K~V
not greedy for money, a good
teach ( ~ L ~ ~ K), TnotL quarrelsome,
family leader, not a recent convert and having a good reputation
outside the church (vv.2-7). A L & K O V must
~ L meet similar requirements, including that they be tested (do~rpor<io0oaav)and "must
keep hold of the deep truths of the faith (roc puorjprov z i j niorcog)
~
with a clear conscience" (vv.8- 10). Paul tells Timothy in his second letter to entrust the true teaching "to reliable men (nroroi~
drv0prjnors) who will also be qualified (r~cuvo'i ~oovrorr)to teach
(6r6&[ar) others" (2 Tim. 22). The npcapuripor have similar qualifications listed in 1 Timothy. Since each one is an Cnio~onovand
God's oi~ov6pov(v.7), he must "hold firmly to the trustworthy message as it has been taught, so that he can encourage others by sound
doctrine and refute those who oppose it." (v.9) Some of these elders will also be involved in teaching and preaching (iv k 6 y q K$L
6r6oro~orhiq5: 17).
Thus we have a whole list of terms for church leaders (knroltorrqs,
6r&~ovog,
rrpeoplj~~pog,
norpivog, ~Gayychroti~,
6rb&o~ctkog,
etc.), all
with nearly identical entrance requirements and all with overlapping if not identical job components (teaching, preaching, exhorting, defending, preserving, and passing on the truths of Holy Scripture). Without trying to investigate the extent of each title and where
and how they might differ and complement each other, let us merely
note that by the mid-second century the clergy had resolved itself in
most areas of the church into a tripartite division: bishop, presbyter, deacon. By the fourth century these three had taken on roles
which we might describe as that of district-pastor, local pastor, and
assistant pastor. At the same time a whole brood of lower level
assistantships had been spawned within the church, forming a virtual cursus honorum (a path of advancement through the ranks, as
was common in political life). In the mid-third century church at
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Rome there were 46 presbyters, 7 deacons, 7 subdeacons, 42 acolytes, 52 exorcists, lectors and porters (Eusebius, Hisf. Ecci. 6.43.11).
Periodic expansions and contractions took place through the medieval period until the Reformation caused in the Protestant church a
renewed unity of Das Amt under the title of pastor or minister. Only
the second-half of the present century has seen a new differentiation of titles to parallel a new and growing specialization.

New Testament Qualifications and Selection of Clergy
The early clergy obviously modeled themselves and their ministry
to a great extent on Christ and his apostles. They also had the Old
Testament priests and prophets to use as additional role models.
Jesus taught and gathered disciples as a contemporary rabbi did; he
knew and taught scriptures like a scribe (but with authority!); he
preached repentance and forgiveness as a prophet. He modeled as
well as twght.
As we showed above, the Christian church did have clear moral
as well as intellectual requirements for its early clergy. In our study
of training of the clergy, let us first look at the New Testament terminology used in the selection of clergy.
Matthias was chosen (rcjv cruvck86vrov, Acts 1 :21) to take the
place of Judas in the apostolic ministry ( ~ b vr6nov rfjq 6ta~oviecq
rafitqr, ~ d &tT . T ~ o ( T T O v.25).
~ ~ ~ < , The method of selection involved the
naming of qualified candidates (eyewitnesses from the beginning),
prayer, and the casting of lots. In Acts 6 the apostles told the Chrisv.3) men to oversee the food distributians to choose (inio~i$ao8~,
tion. This time the qualifications included being full of the Spirit
and wisdom (v.3). When leaving the congregations formed on his
first missionary journey, Paul is said to have appointed elders
(~~iporov.ioavrt~
np~opuripoy)in each church, with prayer and fasting. As we saw above, in the pastorals mention is made of first
those who are to be deacons (1 Tim. 3: 101,
testing (6o~ipcc<io8woav)
giving leadership to reliable men qualified to teach others (2 Tim.
2:2), and in each city having Titus appoint elders ( ~ a r c t o r t j o ~ ~
~p~opuripoug,
1:5) with the proper qualifications for ministry. While
verbs of teaching and training are to be found, they rarely are used
of teaching leaders as a separate group.
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The impression one gets is that leaders were recognized, then
chosen and appointed, not trained. One's past life (especially since
becoming a Christian), one's moral blamelessness, one's intellectual grasp of Scripture and its doctrine-all of these had a bearing
on one's seiection and appointment. But in general, the church seems
to have chosen men who were qualified to lead rather than choosing people to be trained as leaders.
There is evidence of some training of leaders, however. John
Mark may well have been a trainee on Paul's first and Barnabas'
second journey. Silas and Timothy accompanied Paul on his second journey. By the third journey we hear of Luke, Sopater,
Aristarchus, Secundus, Gaius, Tychicus and Trophimus as well (Acts
20:4). It is hard to avoid the conclusion that some if not all of these
men were receiving on-the-job training or serving as pastoral interns under the supervision of the Apostle. Paul mentions laying
hands on Timothy, giving him a "pattern of sound teaching", and
encourages him to continue in what he has learned (2 Tim. 1 :6,13;
3: 15). The model seems to be that of Jesus' preaching trips in the
company of his disciples, especially the twelve. This is the only
New Testament "school of the prophets" one can discern from the
canon.

The Second Century: Local Teachers/ltinerant Trainers
What was church leadership like in the early second century? The
picture conjured up to my mind by the sources is of local
congregations being led by leaders chosen from among their own
elders. They were also visited by itinerant preachers. These may
often have been well-known bishops, pillars of the church in that
particular province, making the rounds of the provincial
congregations to settle disputes and to provide a cohesiveness among
the churches. At times itinerant preachers came from even further
away. Many were listened to with special respect since they were
students of the apostles themselves. An especially bright and Spiritfilled younger man might at times be selected to join a preacher or
bishop on his circuit serving as a pastoral apprentice. Otherwise,
the local bishop and elders would sit at the feet of these itinerants

'
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and learn as much as they could during their visit and then continue
to serve their fellow Christians with the Word.
Support for this picture comes from the second-century Syrian
work called the Didache or The Teaching. Chapters 6- 1 0 appear to
be an instruction book to guide the local elders and bishops in how
to properly baptize and celebrate Holy Communion. Specific prayers
and rites are spelled out in considerable detail with the afterthought,
"but permit the prophets to give thanks as they see fit." (10:7).
Additional instruction is then given for discerning an orthodox itinerant: "RJelcome whoever comes and teaches all the aforementioned things to you; but if a teacher himself turns aside and teaches
another didache which undermines the aforesaid teachings, do not
listen to him" l 1:- 2 ) . Additional admonitions are given to receive "every apostle coming to you" as long as he stays no more
than two days and requests no money but only bread and lodging
(1 1 :3-6). The conduct of these traveling prophets and apostles must
also match their teaching and thereby affirm their honesty. Chapter
13:1-4 is especially instructive:
Every true prophet wishing to settle among you deserves his
food. Likewise a true teacher, like a worlunan, deserves his food.
Therefore, take every first fruit-the produce of your wine press,
your threshing floor and of your cattle and s h e e p a n d give it to the
prophets, for they are your high priests. But if you have no prophet,
give to the poor.
Again we have different titles-prophet and teacher-but they
seem to overlap in practice. It is also conceivable to the author of
the tract that a local congregation has neither, i.e., no professional
clergyman who needs their support. They may well have only local
elders who perform the duties of the public ministry in their free
time while still earning their own keep with their normal occupations. And, of importance to our study, they function with their
own informally-gained theological knowledge and training. This
understanding is confirmed by chapter 15:
Appoint for yourselves bishops and deacons worthy of the Lord,
men who are unassuming and not greedy...and have been proved.
For they also are performing for you the work of prophets and teach-
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ers...; they are to be honored among you along with the prophets
and teachers. (1 -2)
One surmises, tacking further evidence, that this was the normal
situation in most places throughout most of the century. The Christian message was taught within families and within congregations.
Catechesis was given to converts by the elders and bishops (who
were not always physically "elders," cf. Ignatius, ad Magnes. 3:l).
rrhebishops also administered baptism and communion ( Ignatius,.
ud S m . 8.2), but it seems that little further formal training was
provided for them in carrying out their duties. Having heard the
testimony in extenso of the Didache, one can see this pattern beneath other shorter references. For example, Eusebius says of
Papias, the bishop of Hierapolis in Phrygia, that he learned the Scriptures from the disciples of the disciples "whenever they came." (Hist.
E d . 3.39). Furthemore, the fourth-century historian implies that
Papias has limited biblical and theological knowledge. He refers to
him as a "man of small intelligence," citing his millennia1beliefs as
proof (3.39). Yet it is clear from the citations he gives that Papias
was literate and acquainted with a variety of Christian authors and
works. Justin describes congregational life as being supervised by
a president or presider (6 npoeo~ds),who led the worship, kept the
treasury, and taught the people (1 Apol. 65-67). Irenaeus tells how
the supervision of the church was handed down from bishop to bishop
in order to preserve the apostolic teaching, mentioning how Polycarp
and others learned from and conversed with the apostles and their
disciples (Contra Hael: 3.1 -3). The many works of Tertullian often
comment on or criticize the clergy, but he says little about their
training. I have been able to find no mention of any organized or
lengthy instruction or theological training for the clergy at any level.
At the same time, one should not minimize the theological acumen
and Scriptural proficiency of the early clergy, especially the bishops of the larger cities who often were chosen from a group ofwelleducated candidates. The 65-year-old Polycrates of Ephesus (died
c. 196) said that he had read through the entire Scriptures and thus
felt confident to stand up to the strong-arm tactics of Victor of Rome
(Eusebius, Hist. Eccl. 5.24). Hippolytus also was well-educated
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and stressed the duty of daily teaching of the people (Aposr Trad
39). But in his surviving works one finds no specific mention of
training for the clergy.

The Third Century: The Rise of the Expert Teacher
As the second and third century church became less and less Jewish
and more and more hellenized, we might expect that hellenism would
also influence the church's concept of the clergy and its education.
The helienistic world as such offered no universal pagan model of
education. There were elementary schools for males in Inany areas,
especially for the upper classes. The Greek tradition stressed
physical training at the gvmnasia as well as the learning of Homer.
Roman traditions stressed basic literacy and grammar. In addition
there were Roman schools of rhetoric somewhat equivalent to
secondary schools, but these were attended only by the elite and
were not always very formal affairs. Many wealthy young males,
such as Cicero's son Marcus, traveled abroad to Athens or Tarsus or
Alexandria to study philosophy and the other advanced "arts" under
famous teachers. This, however, was limited to a very few.
Graeco-Roman pagan religion also had no equivalent to the
sabbath schools of the synagogue or its teachers. It had no body of
knowledge and no moral instruction to be inculcated into its adherents. Their priests and priestesses were rarely professionals. With
the exception of the Vestal Virgins, the cults of Isis and Aesculapius,
and a few others, pagan priesthoods were normally honorary positions involving the cawing out of rituals at the regular festivals and
public ceremonies.
The Graeco-Roman philosopher, on the other hand, did teach,
sometimes as an itinerant, and did seek to model his teaching with
his life. Jesus himself would not have needed to model his ministry
on peripatetic Cynic teachers, as is theorized in many recent studies. Yet, as Christianity became more gentile, the similarities in
goals and lifestyle between Christian teachers and pagan philosophers became apparent. The second-century satirist Lucian, in his
parody The Passing ofPevegrinas,tells how the charlatan Peregrinus
learned Christian lore from the priests and scribes in Palestine and
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became "prophet, cult-leader (O~aooip~q~),
synagogue leader and everything all by himself. He interpreted and explained some of their
books and even composed many" ( I 1). When he was imprisoned,
his Christian followers visited him calling him "the new Socrates"
and eventually he was freed by a governor of Syria who was "fond
of philosophy" (drv6pb~$~hooo$i$ ~etipov~og,
14). When hauled
before a court again, the people shouted that he was "the one and
only philosopher; ...the one and only rival of Diogenes and Crates9'
(1 5). The approach of many of the second and third-century Christian apologists also shows that the public identified Christianity as
a philosophy as much as they saw it as a competitor of traditional
pagan religions. Christian teachers were thus seen as filling the
role which the philosopher-teacher played.
The growth of heresies also had its influence on Christian teachers. As theological speculation in the form of docetism, gnosticism, Montanism and Marcionism (among others) increased, the
church had a new need for educated, authoritative teachers. As the
temporal distance between the living Christians and the apostles
grew, learned Inen were required to verify which teaching truly did
go back to Christ himself. Thus the theological expert was born,
receiving his advanced training by the traditional pagan method of
traveling to study under a famous teacher.
This development can be seen in the life of the great Origen. He
received his basic Christian education from his father who "required
him to learn passages by heart" (Eusebius, Hist. Eccl. 6.2). By the
age of 17, when all the local catechists had fled during the persecutions, he was asked by numerous pagans to give them their elementary instruction in the faith. Later his position as chief catechist for
Alexandria was made official by Bishop Demehius (6.3). Meanwhile he continued his secular study under the philosopher
Ammonius Saccus. TOfurther his Christian education he then went
abroad, spending time in Rome with Hippolpus, in Athens, in Asia
Minor and in Palestine. There, at Caesarea, "he gave public lectures to the church on biblical exegesis, at the invitation of the bishops of the province, though not yet ordained to the presbyterate"
(6.19). The bishops of Jerusaleln and Caesarea were attacked for
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allowing this to happen. They defended themselves by saying that
"in cases where persons are found duly qualified to assist the clergy,
they may be called upon by the holy bishops to preach to the laity."
They even gave historical examples to support their position (quoted
by Eusebius, 6.19). During the last 18 years of his life, spent in
Caesarea, Origen in turn attracted many budding theologians, such
as Gregory the Wonderworker and his brother Athenodorus, the
future bishop of Pontus; these young men came from Asia Minor
and spent five years studying with the master (Gregory., P a n e w
Orig., and Eusebius, Hisl.Eccl. 6.30). Thus it is not surprising to
read in Origen's homilies on Leviticus that a "priest is to be learned"
( Lev. Horn 6.3 and 6).
We have other examples of this "junior-year-abroad" method of
advanced theological training. The soon-to-be-heretic Arius studied with Lucian of Antioch at Nicomedia (Epiphanius, Panarion
69.5.1-2). Jerome, during his first trip East to dabble in rnonasticism, also spent time studying with leading theologians of the East,
such as Apollinaris and Gregory Nazianzus.
While this trend did grow during the third and fourth century, it
never became the norm. Most clergy were still trained somewhat
haphazardly on a local level. And many leading figures never traveled abroad to get advanced training. Note the outstanding bishop
of Carthage, Cyprian. His advanced degrees all came in the pagan
system. When he was converted c.245, he soon found himself a
priest, and within four years a bishop! Others such as Synesius of
Cyrene, Paulinus of Nola and Augustine of Hippo found themselves
being ordained a priest andor made bishops almost against their
will and with no particular additional training considered necessary. The early church obviously had no accreditation system in
place.

The Fourth Century: A Cursus of Apprenticeship
The first systematic training program comes into view in the fourth
century. By this time the cursus honorurn mentioned earlier had
developed within the clergy. Though it may have varied somewhat
from province to province, its outline is clear. A young Christian

Page 51

would volunteer, be encouraged, or be selected to serve the church
as an acolyte or some other low-level ofice. Over time and according
to his abilities, he would then advance up the ladder from lector to
exorcist, subdeacon. deacon, presbyter, and eventually even to bishop
or archbishop. Though it was not a military system that required
going through every rank (though note that our ordination comes
from the Latin ordo meaning rank), the possible stages of
advancement were clear. By the early fourth century choosing a
bishop directly from the laity was strongly discouraged. The Council
of Sardica (343) decreed that a bishop should be chosen from among
those who "have fulfilled the ministry of reader, deacon and
presbyter, in order that, passing by promotion through the several
grades, he may advance to the height of the episcopate" (Canon
10). This was to prevent some "rich man, professional advocate or
ex-official" from being chosen (exactly what happened later in the
case of Synesius and Paulinus mentioned above). In addition, it is
stated that the candidate should have served at each stage "for no
brief timet to ensure that his character and demeanor was being
adequately tested along the way. Note that the word and office of
presbyter has by this time become the equivalent of what we know
as priest or pastor.
In order to assure the spiritual and physical maturity of the office-holders, age requirements were introduced. The Council of
Neocaesarea (held sometime between 3 14 and 3 19) set a minimum
age of 30 for the presbyterate (Can. 11). According to the Liber
Pontrficalis, Silvester of Rome (3 14-335) set up even more elaborate rules, giving a minimum age of 30 for Lectors, and minimum
lengths of service of 30 days for exorcists, 5 years for acolytes, 5
years for subdeacons, 5 years for "custodians of the martyrs," 7
years for deacons and 3 years for priests. Though this probably
reflects a situation in Rome several decades later, it can still be
interpreted as requiring 1 month as exorcist, 5 years as either acolyte, subdeacon or custodian of the martyrs, then allowing one to
become deacon at 35, priest at 42 and bishop at 45. Thus training
would take place "in house" as one served in a lower position under
the supervision of the higher clergy. Thus the Council of Nicaea
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listed baptism and blamelessness as the only two qualifications for
ordination, though they do mention an examination (Can. 19). Because of the on-the-job training, there was no need to be more specific. By the end of the fourth century, with more and more children being raised in the church, this system of selecting and educating the clergy from youth became more prevalent. Siricius of Rome
writing in 387 to the Spanish bishop Hirnerius of Terragona puts it
this way:
Whoever from infancy vows to sene the Church should be
baptized before puberty and given a share in the ministry of
the lectors. If he lives honorably from adolescence to the
age of thirty and is content with one wife (one received as a
virgin through the priest with the normal blessing), he should
be made an acolyte and a subdeacon. If thereafter he maintains his continence, he should receive the rank of deacon. If
then he performs his ministry commendably for at least 5
years, he should appropriately be granted the priesthood.
Finally, after 10 more years, he may rise to the bishop's
chair, if during this entire period he remains upright in life
and faith. (Ep. 1,13).
Note the stress on chastity and faithful service. The mere fact of his
faithfully serving is assumed to have taught him the skills he will
need to do his job and to advance to a higher level. At the same
time, the councils devoted more and more of their canons to questions
of discipline for immoral clergy. The heart and will rather than the
intellect are the areas of most concern. Jerome for example stresses
the necessity for a cleric to constantly read Scripture, but again the
reason is not to obtain theological knowledge but to keep the mind
and soul pure (E' 52.7). It is, of course, always assumed that the
clergy will have an adequate knowledge of the faith and Scripture,
but rarely, even in the midst of the Christological and hinitarian
controversies, is theological acumen and training stressed. Gregory
Nazianzen is the exception when, in his second oration, he stresses
the necessity of a thorough knowledge of Scripture and especially
Christology (Orat. 2 = De Fuga. 96-98).
By the fifth century, this new cursus had become the norm. The
only problem was finding enough young men to follow the clerical
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life. Zosirnus of Rome (41 7-4183 reduced the minimum ages for. *
clerical offices to 2 1 for subdeacons, 25 for deacons, 30 for presbyters. Gelasius (d.496) sought to make the requirements stricter (cf.
Canons of4943 but had to relax the criteria again because of a severe clergy shortage. 'The tension between thorough on-the-job training lasting a decade or more and the need for workers would continue to drive the requirements throughout the coming centuries.

.
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ahg Fifih and SiHh Centuries:
The Monastic Confribution
The early impulse for some Christians to live as anchorites and
hermits was soon far outpaced by those who wished to live a simple
but communal existence. This allowed for common worship and
training, both of which involved the teaching of Scripture. It is only
natural, therefore, that the monastery became a theological training
ground to some extent. Initially, however, the lay monks were
separated by a formidable divide from the clergy who led the "church
in the world." How early did that start to change? Charles
Kannengiesser has recently made a strong case for Athanasius having
learned the fine points of his trinitarian doctrine from the monk
Anthony. And not only Anthony, Shenoute, and Pachomius, but even
the more eccentric pillar-sitter Symeon Stylites (d. 459) appears to
have been an accomplished theologian, despite his lack of a library.
Among others, Leo 1 sought his opinion on Christological matters.
The divide between monk and cleric was bridged by Basil, whose
own life combined the two and whose monastic rule included not
only service to the poor and disciplined labor, but also encouraged
monks to become priests and even bishops. While the Origenist
controversy brought about renewed tensions for a period, the rapprochement endured, and Basil's vision became the lasting norm in
Eastern Christian monasticism. In Italy, Martin of Tours also saw
no conflict in being monk and bishop, and so the monk-becomespriest scenario became common also in the West. Meanwhile the
fourth-century bishop Eusebius of Vercelli organized his local clergy
along monastic lines. Augustine likewise organized a monastic
lifestyle for the clergy who served with him, and bishops in Tours

and Aries made similar arrangements for their clergy. Thus we
have the opposite also happening, cleric-becomes-monk. While in
these latter cases, common worship and encouragement were important motivations, the opportunity for increased training was also
a likely reason in at least some cases..
Monasteries provided a cursus honorurn parallel to that of the
clergy; in its most basic form it consisted of novitiate, monk, and
abbot. Theological training was often a vital element in this progression, although its formality varied greatly in the early days. Since
the monasteries often had larger numbers of trainees than were to
be found in the average local clerical system, it is to be expected
that its system might have taken on more definitive shape earlier
than that of the secular clergy. While this is difficult to document in
the first half millennium of the church's existence, the record of the
early Middle Ages speaks for itself. Nearly all the outstanding theologians and clergy were monastically trained.
One man with a vision for quality theological training was the
6th c. Italian Christian Gassiodoms. In his Izstitutiom, he describes
his attempt in the mid 530s AD to found a Christian university and
seminary in Rome:
I and the most holy Agapetus, bishop of the city of Rome,
worked hard to coIIect subscriptions in order to have Christian rather than secular schools receive professors in the city
of Rome, just as the custom is said to have existed for a long
time at Alexandria and is said even now to be zealously
cultivated by the Syrians in Nisibis ...that thereby the soul
might obtain salvation and the tongue of the faithful might
be adorned with a holy and completely faultless eloquence.
(Cassiodorus, institat.,pref.)
Because of the political upheavals in Italy, his attempts failed.
Instead he founded a monastery at Vivarium centered on a library
of Christian classics and their study. With the turmoil of barbarian
invasions all around, monasteries became and remained the only
safe havens of organized theological training.

Conclusion

"*r.

As we have seen, a number of trends in theolclgical training of clergy
can be discerned in the early church. These, however. are trends
that overlayed one another rather than replaced each other. At first,
theological training of the clergy was mostly an informal affair, being
gained directly from the study of Scripture in personal and
congregational settings, as well as from on-the-job experience.
Parish leaders would avail themselves of the wisdom of itinerant
apostles and preachers whenever possible. With the death of those
leaders who had had direct contact with the Apostles or with their
disciples, the importance of those who had a thorough understanding
of the written Scriptures increased. Those who shared this
knowledge became known as the experts, and people traveled from
far offto learn from them. Meanwhile the clergy themselves became
more differentiated internally and began rising through a set series
of ranks, allowing for a more regularized system of experiential
training. Monasticism contributed the final piece to the system, a
residential environment in which formal study could take place and
flourish.
While I believe what I have just described did in fact take place,
it can often be discerned only between the lines of the sources. The
fact remains that in the early treatises on the clergy almost no mention is made of the necessity, much less the means, of theological
training. It is the upright moral character, the total devotion to Christ
and the church, and the time-tested Christian lifestyle of the candidate which are constantly stressed. Even after the church was ravaged by Donatism and Arianism, Monophysitism and Nestorianism,
little ink was spent on how to ensure the doctrinal adequacy of future church leaders. One conclusion would be that the church had
not learned fmm its early history and that this resulted in the theological malaise of the medieval church. Another view might claim
that early Christians had a more immediate view of the Holy Spirit's
presence and work. They followed the lead of the disciples choosing the first deacons; they simply looked for men "full of the Spirit
and wisdom9' (Acts 6 3 ) or "full of faith and of the Holy Spirit"
(v.5). No matter which side a person chooses, it is difficult to see

e

*

Page

"

50

LSQ W l l , 7

how early church history can fairly be used to crown one type of
theological training program as more biblical than the others. Our
own synodical system, beginning with men recommended by their
congregations, and then training them theologically and practically
in classroom and congregation, has evolved over the past century
and continues to be fine-tuned. It should be viewed as a fine Christian progra~nnot because it follows some divinely established curriculum or theological tradition, but because it continues to successhliy raise up new generations of pastors to carry out the biblical functions of the public ministry.
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Grace as Taught by
Augustine and Luther

(ConiinueA@omLSQ, v 36, no. 3)

Part 3: Augusline on "By Grace AIene5' and
EiBsredes~~ndear~~~~
Augustine's Struggle with "By Grace Alone''

Augustine's Christianity and his approach to Scripture can only be
understood in the light of the events he describes in the sections
from his Con&ssions quoted above. His intellectual conversion to
the conviction that the church held the truth, and the conversion of
hisheart to an unfettered life, are the keys to his theology. In
commenting on Augustine's views on faith and reason Gilson writes
that "the decisive reason for Augustine ['s views] will always be his
personal experience, the keen recollection of his own ambitions and
of their disappointment."' This is true both for his intellectual and
moral conversion.
What did Augustine teach about "grace alone?" In his early Life
Augustine taught that we must give credit to God for all we do as
God's people, but that man has the power to come to a decision of
faith. Later on, the Semi-Pelagians would hold up his earlier statements andclaim that his view and theirs were the same. Later Augustine admits his early errors and chides the Semi-Pelagians for
not advancing to a proper understandil~galong with him.
Augustine grew to understand "by grace alone" during the
Pelagian controversy. His teaching is so clear that Chernnitz, both
in his Examination of the Council of Trea and in his Loci Theologi~i
uses Augustine against the Catholic Church on behalf of "grace
a10ne."~For example, Chemnidz quotes Augustine, "Free will is captive and is good for nothing except to sin.793
Chemnitz liberally quotes
Augustine throughout the appropriate loci.
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All this would be weil and good, except for a major wrinkle.
The ma~orwrinkle is Augustine's persistent use-even in later
years-f
the phrase, "the freedom of the will" and the frequency
with which he uses it. He is clear on the fact that we are saved by
grace alone, but he is equallly insistent that we have a free will. He
uses the tern so often that it sticks out and grates on Lutheran ears.
He says the same as Luther about the bondage of the will, but always calls it free will.
Chernnitz explains Augustine's way of speaking as stemming
from the fact that Augustine wants man to be fully accountable to
Cod, which he can be only if his will is free. Also, it stems from the
very definition of the nature of the will: to "freely
Both of
these emphases are correctives to Manichean errors. Recall that the
Manicheans taught that there were two substances, one good and
the other evil. The extent to which we are evil substance determines
our course of action. The will is not free to do anything but sin, and
the person who sins is not accountable because he is acting in line
with something he cannot change.
However, B think that there is more to it than this. I think the
answer to Augustine's use of the term "free will9' is part of the overall picture we are drawing of Augustine's understanding of grace.
Chernnitz, following Luther's use of Augustine, almost equates
Augustine's position with Luther's. On the other hand, the great
Catholic Augustine scholar, Etienne Cilson, views Augustine more
as a philosopher who has always bad the right desires, and now has
found the answer to his natural yearnings within the sphere of the
Catholic church. He writes
His doctrine has one element of unwavering constancy due
to the fact that he had refuted Pelagius even before knowing
him. The point which dominates the whole history of the
controversy is that Pelagianism was a radical negation of
Augustine's own personal experience, or, if we prefer,
hugustine's personal experience was in its essence and even
in its most intimate details the very negation of Pelagianism .... To what conclusion did Augustine's own experience
lead him? It led to this, that for many long years he had
known the law without being able to cany it out. And not
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only did he know the law; before his very eyes he saw it
carried out by others and although he longed with his whole
soul to imitate them, he had to admit that he was unable to
do so.... Since the will desires the good, it is by nature
destined to accomplisl-t it; since it is still unable to carry out
the good it desires, there is something damaged within it. Let
us call the cause of that damage "sin," and let us prescribe its
remedy, namely, man's redemption by God, along with the
grace of Jesus Christ, which flows from it. Once this is done,
the economy of the moral life, impenetrable to the philosophers, becomes transparently clear because this is the only
doctrine which takes into account all the facts, and especially the following: as long as a will relies on itself to do
good, it remains powerless. The solution to the enigma is
that there is a supernatural, divine assistance through which
the law becomes something realizable for the human will,
and failure to recognize the necessity of this assistance is the
very essence of Pelagiani~rn.~
Early on, Augustine claimed that man had a free will to believe.
In a statement written at the end of his life he says, "In the solution
of this question I labored indeed on behalf of the free choice of the
Later, in his 412 treatise,
human will, but God's grace ~vercarne."~
On the Spirit and the Letter, he set up a sort of mediating position.
He states that even if man is naturally free to believe, it is still an act
of God's grace. He writes,
If we believe that we may attain this grace (and of course
believe voluntarily) then the question arises, whence we
have this will?- if from nature, why is it not at everybody's
command, since the same God made all menxf from God's
gift, then again, why is not the gift open to all, since "He will
have all men to be saved, and to come unto the knowledge of
the truth?" Let us then, first of all, lay down this proposition,
and see whether it satisfies the question before us: that free
will, naturally assigned by the Creator to our rational soul, is
such a neutral power, as can either incline towards faith, or
turn toward unbelief. Consequently a man cannot be said to
have evefi that will wilh which he believes in God witizout
having received it,. since this rises at the call ofGod out of
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~hr.fi.eewill which he received naturally when he was
created. '

The two leading Catholic authorities I read, Eugene Portalie and
Etienne Gilson gravitate toward establishing Augustine7s mature
position in the iight of the above quotation. Here they correctly find
Augustine giving a place to human reason and human self determination prior to a person's conversion. They state that in his concept
of grace, Augustine includes these abilities God gracious allows
man's nature to keep after the fall.
But in doing so they don't do justice to his later statements.
Chemnitz, on the other hand, focuses on Augustine's more mature
statements that exclude these human elements altogether. But does
Chemnitz give proper weight to Augustine's dogged use of the term
""feedom of the will?"
I think Chemnitz may be looking at Augustine through Lutheran
glasses. And 1 think Gilson may be looking at the mature Augustine
through Catholic glasses. I think the answer lies somelvhere between the two, or perhaps includes elements of both.
What does Augustine say? Where does he locate the boundary
line between the natural h m a n will and the will under the influence of God's grace?
My conciusion is that Augustine's own experience makes it impossible for him ro construct a fully cogent theology of the will.
When we are dealing with "infused grace9'the issue is much more
complicated than it is when grace begins with the "favor of God"
and when "by grace alone" is thought of as God's act of leading a
person to faith in "the favor of God." Augustine had thirteen years
of wanting--wanting to know God and wanting to be moral-as
the background for his understanding of the will. How should he
interpret the action of his soul during that time? He willed something and ultimately his conversion gave him what he willed. Was
that will bad? How should he interpret the fact that he was led to
understand the nature of God through Neo-Platonism. The rational
arguments for Cod's existence, and the immortality of the soul were
important to him. Were those arguments valid? Most important, did
those arguments lead him in the direction of the true God and then
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play a role in his finding him? If so, in what sense did they do this?
His experience would suggest a free will that could to some degree
prepare a person for grace.
On the other hand he had experienced how God's grace, as he
understood it, had come to him. It was something he didn't anticipate or expect. It was a free gift. It had simply flooded over him.
Could he claim any merit for his receiving it? He would answer,
No.
Chemnitz is right in quoting Augustine in the sense that later in
his life Augustine gave all credit to God's grace. Beyond doubt,
Augustine believed that a person can do nothing without God's grace.
But we must remember the underlying problem. The problem is
that in Augustine we are dealing with a different understanding of
the grace received by faith: power for keeping the law and for moral
living. This understanding of grace makes it easy for a person to
drift into the idea that man contributes something toward his salvation. The experience of the natural heart to want morality is explained as the remnant of a natural light in the human soul left there
(by God's grace--Augustine7smediating position) after the Fall into
sin. Augustine would deny this later in life. But the very nature of
his experience did not allow him to use the right terminology to
reject it. The predominance of the freedom of his will that yearned
for so many years to have liberty or power to do what it wanted was
too great to overcome.
Later generations found it too easy to exploit Augustine's concept offree will. The temptation was there to use Augustine's term
and through it to drift into Semi-Pelagianismwith Augustine's stamp
of approval. Catholicism would do just that. It would pick up on
that tern, strip it of its austere Augustinian meaning, and connect it
with man's natural desire for morality. The boundary line between
what man did prior to grace and what he could do only under grace
would be ill defined and it continues to be a source of dificulty for
Catholics even today.
Augustine was not guilty of poorly defining "by grace alone,"
but he was guilty of establishing the "infused grace" model of conversion, where conversion is a human spiritual response to the pull
ofthe natural "opinio legis" which desires morality outside the con-
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text of Christ's forgiveness. Augustine was guilty of codifying an
entire system of Christianity where the limits of man's will and
God's grace could not be clearly defined since the nature of Christianity for Augustine was weighted heavily in the direction of an
answer to this natural desire.
I believe that Augustine taught "by grace alone" in the sense
that he believed that his conversion experience was entirely a gift
of God, but not in the sense that ruled out the natural desires of the
human will. As a result, his teaching of "by grace alone" did not
flow naturally from his pen. It was forced out of him by the Pelagian
controversy. Luther speaks like this. When commenting on how the
fathers said little about the Christian's struggie against his flesh, he
writes "If it had not been necessary for Augustine to have so many
controversies with the Pelagians, he, too, would have had little understanding of it?"' And in 1538 Luther is reputed to have said,
"Augustine writes nothing especially good concerning faith except
when he fights against the Pelagians. They awakened him and made
a man out of him."9

Augustine and Predestination
Perhaps this will becom~eclearer when we consider what Augustine
taught about predestination. His teaching on predestination fell in
line with both his understanding of the nature of grace and his concept
of the free will,
We must remember that our predestination is "in Christ." This
truth has many facets. Cod predestined us because Christ would die
for us. He called us to come to faith in Christ. We justified us on the
basis of the atonement Christ made for us. He predestined us to do
good works because we are joined to Christ, the vine. As predestination is revealed in Scripture, there is no such thing as a predestination according to God's bare will.
Within Augustine's system of grace, however, there is a shift
away from predestination "in Christ" to a predestination of "events9'
which lead to a conversion experience.
We turn to his understanding of predestination. He addresses
this issue in one of his last treatises, Predestination qf the Saints,
written in 428 or 429.
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The capacity to have faith, as the capacity to have love,
belongs to men's nature; but to have faith, even as to have
love, belongs to the grace of believers.1°
In the elect, the will is prepared by the Lord."
Therefore the election obtained what it obtained gratuitously; there preceded none of those things which they
might first give, and it should be given to them again. He did
not save them because of anything they did. But to the rest
who were bfinded, as is there plainly declared, it was done in
recompense."
Let us, then, understand the calling whereby they become
elected--not those who are elected because they have believed, but who are elected that they may believe."
Between grace and predestination there is only this difference, that predestination is the preparation fix grace, while
grace is the donation itself. When, therefore, the apostle
says, "Not of works, lest any man should boast. For we are
His worhanship, created in Christ Jesus in good works," it
is grace; but what follows-"which God hath prepared that
we should walk in them9?--is predestination.I4
Faith then, as well in its beginning as in its completion, is
Cod's gift; and let no one have any doubt whatever, unless
he desires to resist the plainest sacred writings, that this gift
if given to some, while to some it is not given. But why it is
not given to all ought not to disturb the believer, who
believes that from one all have gone into a condemnation,
which undoubtedly is most righteous; so that even if none
were delivered therefrom, there would be no just cause for
finding fault with God. Whence it is plain that it is a great
grace for many to be delivered, and to acknowledge in those
that are not delivered what would be due to themselves; so
that he that glorieth may glory not in his own merits, which
he sees to be equaled in those that are condemned, but in the
Lord. But why He delivers one rather than another--"His
judgments are unsearchable, and His ways past finding out."
For it is better in this case for US to hear or to say?"0 man,
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who art thou that repliest against God?" than to dare to speak
as if we could know what We has chosen to be kept secret.Is
-4ugustine makes some distinctions that we are used to, for example?that we are saved by grace alone, and if we are condemned it
is because of our own guilt. We agree with many of his statements
in the above quotations. Augustine does not depart from a Scriptural understanding of predestination by denying that predestination is a gift of God.
However, on further examination, we find that Augustine cannot truly present us with a cogent understanding of predestination.
His understanding of grace, shaped by his conversion experience,
leads him beyond Scripture. In his work, On the Predestination of
the Saints, he says,
God indeed calls many predestinated cl~ildrenof His--not
with that calling with which they were called who would not
come to the marriage, since with that calling were called also
the Jews, to whom Christ crucified is an offense, and %be
Gentiles, to whom Christ crucified is fooiishness; but with
that calling He calls the predestinated which the apostle
distinguished when he said that the preached Christ, the
wisdom of Cod and the power of Cod, to them that were
called, Jews as well as Creeks. For thus he says, '%~utunto
them which are called," in order to show that there were
some who were not called; knowing that there is a certain
sure calling of those who are called according to God's
purpose.16
Augustine resorts to the answer that God offers efficacious grace
to some and non-efficacious grace to others.
Portalie gives a good explanation of Augustine's perception of
election. Notice how Bortalie9s entire discussion revolves around
"graces" or specific events in one's life that trigger a response. He
asks the question, "How does the power to resist grace fit in with
the absolute certitude of the result?" In Bortalie's own words he
gives Augustine's answer,
There are many ways to invite a person to the faith. Since
souls are differently disposed, God knows which iwitaion
will be received favorably a d which will not be so received

by each person. Only they are the elect for whom God
chooses an efficacious invitation, although God could
convert all. l 7
Before any divine decree to create the world the infinite
knowledge of God presents to Him all the graces and different series of graces which he can prepare for each soul,
along with the consent or refusal which would foltow in each
circumstance--and that in millions and millions of possible
combinations. Thus he sees that St. Peter, if he had received
a different gmce, would not have been converted and Judas,
if a different divine call had sounded in his heart, would
have done penance and been saved.ls
In other words, God could have prepared any set of circumstances
ranging from a world in which all were saved, to a world in which
no one was saved. But in his wisdom he chose to create this present
world and by so doing he established the number of elect. He created circumstances that contained enough graces to lead his elect to
faith, while at the same time offering sufficient grace to the nonelect to make the burden for their damnation rest on them.
On the surface Augustine may say the same thing as Luther.
However, where grace is a quality that God bestows on people predestination becomes God's setting up a series of events to which he
knows the elect will respond. If the series of events were different,
the out come would be different. It is almost an "every man has his
price" approach. If God ups the stakes sufficiently all people would
respond to him. In the case of the lost, why God does not reach their
breaking point belongs to the mystery of his will. The grace he gave
them, however, was real, and their refusal to accept it makes them
guilty.
Augustine can come to no other conclusion. Consider again
Augustine's experience. Augustine willed to be moral, something
his church, the influence ofthe Manicheans and neo-Platonists, and
his own conscience led him to will. God had "grace" on him, according to his thinking, giving his will the power to do what he
wanted to do. His teaching of predestination, therefore, is not "in
Christ." It is, rather, a teaching about God imparting a power, True,
the impartation of this power was according to his God's and tim-
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ing. But the iBct is that such an impartation must connect in some
way with man's will. Man's will must be directed by external influences to want, and to receive this grace when given. No longer is it
centered in something God did for the world in Christ, but something God clearly does for a seiect few. It is not based on Christ's
objective work, but on whether the subject, man, will respond to
God's calling. The focus in the teaching of predestination are the
"particles of grace," that is, the God's power coming to bear on
man's needs, and not on God's whole grace in Christ.
Scripture does teach that God elects a set group to come to faith,
but that teaching is always joined with God's will to save all in
Christ. Those who might be bothered by the first statement (a statement meant only as comfort for Christians) can flee to the second
for comfort. In Augustine, however, the nature of grace and the "process" of conversion shuts out the latter. The focus on predestination
becomes centered on God's bare will regarding whether or not he
will shape the course of an individual's life so that the person is
converted, rather in that on Christ's work for ail people.

influences through which Cod has drawn him to give himself morally to him, but it is viewed as the single grace God reveals in his
Word: that the Lamb of God has taken away the sin of the world.
The other conversion, that is, the one Augustine experienced
(where grace is the power to keep the law), cannot maintain a consistent view of "by grace alone" since experience knows that the
origins of this grace (the yearning and desire for it) are indeed to be
found in the human will. In that system, predestination will find a
few champions like Augustine and Calvin who focus on how the
impartation of grace was completely beyond their control, but for
the most part it will be lost to some brand of decision theology.
Augustine helps us answer the puzzling question of why a single
church group like the Catholics or the Reformed can waver between
the contradictory positions of absolute predestination and decision
theology: it results from a misunderstanding of the nature of God's
grace.

Conclusion

Lother the Augustinian

We have seen that Augustine used many of the same expressions as
Luther. We are saved by grace through faith. Human will can perform
nothing without God's grace. Our faith is a gift of God. Our good
works are a product of God's grace in our hearts. God predestines
his own to salvation and those who are lost, however, must beaf the
blame themselves. The categories that Luther raised and the
expressions he used are all there in Augustine. However, there is
one thing missing in Augustine: a proper understanding of the
meaning of grace.
Recall what we said about the difference between conversions
similar to Augustine, and the conversion of a person to the hope of
God's forgiveness. The latter convert focuses on God's grace as
forgiveness and will not have difficulty realizing that his human
will made no provision for his coming to faith. For him, predestination will keep its completely paradoxical nature. For him, grace is
never replaced by graces. Grace is never viewed as the series of

For some, the Augustinian order may have been merely a brand of
monastery, but for Luther it was more. He read Augustine and took
him seriously.
As a Catholic, Luther had inherited all the accretions of the past
hundreds of years that lay on his soul like a ton of bricks. He could
not escape from the burden of trying to live a good life and finding
himself unable to do so. In a sense, he was in Augustine's shoes
prior to his "conversion." But there was a difference in how Luther
and Augustine resolved their conflict.
1 believe that sometimes we are a little too simplistic in our explanation of how Luther's mind and faith developed. I admit guilt here.
We paint him as a man trapped by his guilt and show how the
wretched Catholics laid one burden after another on him. Then, by
God's grace, he came to understand the Gospel in all its fullness
and understood the righteousness of Romans 1:17 as the imputed
righteousness God gave him in Christ. Suddenly all was clear to
ather. the 95 Theses were written and the Reformation began.

Part 4

- Luther and Augudint
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There is a thought provoking book by Lowell Green, a teacher
at Concordia College. River Forest at the time the book was written. In How Meianchrhon Helped Luther Discover The Gospel, (a
misnomer since there is very little on Melanchthon in the book),
Green traces Lather's early development from roughly 1 5 12 through
1518.
In the first half of his hook Green describes the crucial years in
which Luther was moving toward his Reformation position. Of importance to us is that Luther at that time was a young follower of
Augustine.
The transition that led Luther to his mature view was not a mere
jump from salvation by works to salvation by faith in Christ's forgiveness. Rather, it began with a long movement away from the
legalistic, man centered religion of Catholicism into what we might
call the pseudo-evangelical world of Augustine. After 1509 and especially in the years 1512 and 1513 Luther seems to have devoured
Augustine. In his early lectures he is well acquainted with him. Green
speaks about a crucial awakening in 1512 or 151 3 where Luther
came to see the Augustinian distinction between the works of the
law (opera legis) and the works of faith (opera fidei). He came to
see that good works were not something he had to produce for Cod,
but that God's grace would produce those works in him. Green writes
that "around 1513 Luther probably had a preliminary breakthrough
in which he discovered that the righteousness of God is not merely
punitive but also redempti~e."~
However, "this was not the definitive discovery of the evangelical concept. Rather, it was the recovery of insights taught by Augu~tine."~
During the next five years,
Luther would develop his views ofjustification "in full accord with
the Catholic teaching of the past."3 In the 1515-1516 Lectures on
Romans Luther taught that justification comes not by the works of
the law but by the works of faith "worked by the infused grace of
Cod by the Holy Ghost.""
In a study of Luther's great works between 1 5 15 and 1 5 18, Green
summarizes Luther's understanding of grace during this period.
Grace is 1) "the preparation for the production of righteousness in
the believer." it is that which 2) "brings the sinner forgiveness for
the sake of Christ." Green says,
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Here Luther at times comes close to the rnature Kefonnatiol~alview of grace as divine goodness. Nevertheless he
faiis to overcome his earlier understanding .... Grace is not
yet unequivocally the attitude of God toward sinners but is
still a substance which does something. Grace brings release
@om guilt after it hcls removed the sin and covered the
oflense. (emph. m in^!)^
3) Luther "thinks of grace as medicine.... In continuity with medieval
theology, the early Luther thought of grace as the medicine which
Christ the Physician used to heal the sin afflicted patient?"' 4) "This
new habitus brings the believer to the performance of good works.
Justification is God's pronouncement that the sinner is righteous.
First, he is made righteous through justification, and then he does
righteous deeds? This may sound close to the later Reformer, but
Green comments,
At this period Luther was still bound by Ihe older view, in
which faith was intellectual while hope involved trust and
confidence in one's salvation. It therefore becomes clear that
Luther was here thinking that the man who enjoyed the
habitus evoked by grace was the one fully justified before
God.8
It should become clear to us by now that whenever justification
is considered to be God working within us, there is doubt. As much
as Augustine led Luther to depend on God's grace for all that God
wanted Luther to do, it was still a religion of doing, and hence a
religion of uncertainty. As beautifully as the early Luther (along
with Augustine) might speak about words arising not from ourselves
but from faith in God's grace, that is, as long as grace was a quality
imparted to the soul, there could be no real peace. As long as he
interpreted the passages of Scripture that say we are saved by grace
alone in the Augustinian sense, there could never be any certainty
for Luther, and it was the matter of certainty that he had to work
out.
Just how all of this was working itself out in Luther's struggles
we do not know. Green states that the 95 Theses and all the pressure
that was brought to bear on him after they were published, were the
cause of i,uther9sfurther struggle to understand St. Paul---not the
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result of a clear ~nderstanding.~
He says that as far as he could determine, Luther "presented the new concept in his treatise against
Latomus in the summer of 1521. There he defined grace as the mercy
or favor of God."lo To digress for a moment, recall that 152 1 is
when Melanchthon published his first Loci where he spelled out the
meaning of grace clearly. Recall also the great praise Luther heaped
on Melanchthon9swork. Green may have a point to his contention
that Melanchthon was a real help to Luther and that the two of them
forged ahead together to arrive at a consistent understanding of grace
and a clear way of speaking about it.

Luther On Augustine
This section is based on checking all the references to Augustine in
the American Edition of Luther's Works. While we do not have
enough time to do a complete analysis of what Luther says about
Augustine we can summarize and give a few important quotations
from Luther.
Luther was well versed in Augustine. The editor of Volume One
of the American Edition of Luther's works writes, "It is beyond
doubt that Luther had read widely in the works of St. Augustine."ll
The index to Luther's Works lists 104 diEerent works that Luther
quotes or the editors feel Luther alludes to. These represent most of
the major writings of Augustine as well as a broad sampling of letters and sermons. Luther quoted Augustine quite consis~ently
throughout his entire life. There can be no doubt that Augustine
was Luther's mentor,
We can make the following general conclusions. Luther lectured
on Psalms, Romans, Hebrews and Galatians between 1512 and 1519.
Those lectures are filled with quotations from Augustine on basic
points of teaching, particularly on grace. They show a Luther struggling to come to grips with grace. These comments, as Green pointed
out above, lead us to realize that Luther's understanding of imputed
righteousness was less than clear at the beginning. Up to and somewhat beyond the publication of the 95 Theses, Luther was essentially an Augustinian. His reaction to Rome was not the reaction of
a man who had come to understand grace as forgiveness, but of a
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man who understood that in order to become righteous, i.e. in order
to fulfill the Law. a person must rely on God's power to do so. He
was reacting against work righteousness in this sense: the Catholics
taught that human efforts were necessary to earn grace and help
keep the law, and Luther, following Augustine. taught that that power
came only from God's grace.
Tt is important to note that Augustine's search resulted in a conversion experience in which he found the power he was looking for,
while Luther would not allow himself to stop at that point. Even
before he understood the matter clearly, Luther seemed to be able to
see that a teaching based on such a conversion could not give peace
to his conscience. There is an interesting statement in the First Psalm
Lectures of 15 13. In commenting on Augustine's conversion Luther
said,
Take the conversion of Saint Augustine in Book 8 of his
Confessions. Note there how he was disturbed and did not
speak, and how he thought and meditated on the divine plans
and counsels for the salvation of mankind, as here described.
Hence one who has not experienced this remorse and
meditation cannot be taught this Psalm with any words. It is
dificult for me, too, because I am outside of remorse and yet
speak about remorse. No one can wodhily speak or hear any
Scripture unless he is touched in conformity with it, so that
he feels inwardly what he hears and sighs outwardly and
says, "Ah, this is true!" Theretbre since 1 cannot speak of the
practices of iny remorse, I will proclaim it after the example
and on the basis of the practice of blessed Aug~stine.'~
We hear so much about Luther's awareness of his sins. Yet here
he says he had not experienced remorse and admits he cannot muster the feelings he witnesses in Augustine. It doesn't seem to bother
him, though. To me this is significant. It tells me that Luther's concerns were not the same as Augustine's. They were no less intense,
but they were not fostered by the yearning of the human heart to
overcome sin (which was Augustine's remorse) but by a heart that
seemed to have the ability to see even in remorse a work of the Law
that could not afford peace. Or, we might express it this way: Even
when Luther was struggling to overcome sin, he was guided by the
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Lord to sense that the ultimate answer could not be found in
A~igustine'sexperience to overcome his sin. (You can be the judge
of whether 1 am reading too much into this.)
After the 15 19 Galatians lectures, references to Augustine's theology became fewer and fewer. Whereas before this Luther quoted
liberally from Augustine's Anti-Pelagian treatises, afterward the
majority of references are to points of exegesis, and to favorite topics such as the role of Monica in Augustine's life, and a few of
Augustine's statements on forgiveness that Luther found great cornfort in.
One finds Luther using Augustine in rebuttal to Catholic writers
who used Augustine against him, particularly in regard to
Augustine's understanding of the Church and Papacy. In his 1520
response to the Bull of Excommunication, Luther calls Augustine
to his side, "Augustine says in his Confessions, IX, 'Woe unto every human life, even the most praiseworthy, were it to be judged
without mercy.' Look how this great heretic, St. Augustine, speaks
brazenly and sacrilegiously against the holy buil."" Luther treasures Augustine whenever Augustine speaks about forgiveness, for
example when he says, "All saints need to pray: 'Forgive us our
debts."14 Luther also uses Augustine at Marburg in his debates with
the Reformed on the Lord's Supper. In his mature years Luther always had great respect for Augustine, and always had good things
to say about him. In his Genesis Commentaries Luther praises him
for his "daily battles with the heretics."15 He says of Augustine, "He
devoted himself completely to the study of theology and became a
teacher who shines in the church up to this day and teaches and
instructs it,"16 and "Augustine is certainly a princely elector in
heaven."17 Augustine "freed countless souls from many errors and
was second only to the Apostles in conquering so many heretics."I8
One senses that Luther loved Augustine as his spiritual father to the
day of his death, even though he knew he had advanced beyond
him.
On the topic of this paper, grace, Luther makes it very clear
what he thought about the church fathers, including Augustine. Once
when he corrected Augustine, he said he did this "not to scoff at
him, but to show that they [the fathers] are human beings. The Word

is to be believed above the fathers."19 There are many good examples of Luther's though on this point, but a few will have to suffice:
The papists say, "Do you think that all the Fathers were in
error?" It is indeed painful to maintain this, especially about
the better ones--Augustine..,andthat entire company of lofty
men.20
[On their undersranding of the righteousness of God] it is
true all the fathers, Augustine and Ambrose, had idle dreams
and dashed against the stumbling block.21
You will not find anything about this distinction between the
Law and the Gospel in the books of the monks, the canonists, and the recent and ancient theologians. Augustine taught
and expressed it to some extent. Jerome and others like him
knew nothing at all about it.22
So it is with the sectarians; they talk a great deal, but when
one reads a book of theirs, it has no content. f have read
Jerome; but when the reading was finished, the time had
been wasted, for he says nothing to comfort the conscience. I
have read through the books which Augustine wrote before
his conflict with Pelagius and the same is true of them??
In Augustine one finds too little faith. In Jerome, none at
Ever since I came to an understanding of Paul, I have not
been able to think well of any doctor of the church. They
have become of little value to me, At first 1 devoured, not
merely read, Augustirae. But when the door was opened for
me in Paul, so that I understood what justification by faith is,
it was all over with Augustine, There are only two notable
assertions in all of Augustlne, The first is that when sin is
forgiven it does not cease to exist but ceases to damn and
control us. The second is that the law is kept when that is
forgiven which does not happen. The books of his Confessions teach nothing; they only incite the reader; they ape
made up merely of examp%es,but do not instruct.25
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Immediately following the famous quotation from Luther's Preface to the Latin Edition of his works where Luther speaks about the
gates of heaven being opened to him. he comments on Augustine's
role in his finding this hope,
Later I read Augustjne's The Spirit and the Letter, where
contrary to hope I found that he too, interpreted God's
righteousness in a similar way, as the righteousness with
which God clothes us when he justifies us. Alfhoagh this was
heretofore s~didimperfectly and he did not explain all things
concerning imputation clearly, it nevertheless was pleasing
that God's righteousness with w h i ~ hwe are justified was
taught.(emph. mine)"b
Finally, in a table talk, Luther clearly states the main issue with
Augustine,

I
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It was Augustine's view that the law, fulfiliied by the powers
of reason, does not justify, even as works of the moral law
do not justify the heathen, but that if the Spirit assists, the
works of the law do justify. The question is not whether the
works of the law justify, but whether the law, kept with the
Spirit's help, justifies. I reply by saying, No. Even if in the
power of the Holy Spirit a man were to keep the law cornpletely, he ought nevertheless to pray for divine mercy, for
God has ordained that man should be saved not by the law
but by Christ. Works never give us a peaceful heart. Christ
would never have been sad in spirit unless he had been
pressed hard by the law, to which he subjected himself for
our sakez7
Drawing on what we have learned so far, and adding some additional m&erial, we can draw the contrast between Luther and Augustine. These contrasts are drawn sharply for emphasis. One could
argue for a less distinct line between them.28 However, they will
help us summarize the differences between the two men.
The basic issue in all of these distinctions is the nieaning of the
Gospel of God's grace. Luther and Augustine both taught that we
are saved by grace. Augustine taught that grace was a power God
infused in the Christina to give him the power to serve God while
Luther viewed grace primarily as the favor of Cod on the world in
Christ,
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Luther and Augustine both taught that we are saved through
Christ. Augustine taught that Christ's power cleanses us while Luther
taught that Christ's atonement on the cross gives us the forgiveness
Luther and Augustine both taught that we are saved by faith.
Augustine taught that faith is assent to the teachings of the Catholic
Church and trust that God could be found there, while Luther taught
that faith was the hand that accepted the gift of God's favor in Christ.
Augustine and Luther both taught that the will was bound in sin.
Augustine, however, stressed the freedom of the will that God was
wooing with his grace, while Luther stressed the fact that the will
was hostile toward God and could only be changed by hearing God's
verdict of "not guilty."
Augustine and Luther both taught justification. Augustine taught
that justification was the sinner becoming more and more righteous
until finally he was fully justified, while Luther taught that justification was won by Christ on the cross and received fully by faith in
the Savior's work.
Augustine and Luther both taught that man was a rational creature. Augustine taught that we believe in order to understand, while
Luther taught that by God's grace we believe a message that is inherently foolish to our sinful mind.
Augustine and Luther both taught about the means of grace.
Augustine taught that God's grace was anything that led a person to
trust in him, while Luther identified the means of grace with the
Word and Sacraments, because they alone conveyed to mankind
the message of grace: Christ crucified.
Augustine and Luther both taught predestination. Augustine
taught that God effects one's coming to faith by an appropriate set
of graces, while Luther believed that the same gospel grace and
Spirit are offered to all and we cannot explain why one accepts and
the other rejects.
Augustine and Luther both taught that the condemned are lost
through no fault of God. Augustine taught that God gave each person enough graces that those guilty of rejecting God cannot say
God did not try to save them, while Luther would say that God gave
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even to those who reject his word the full measure of his grace,
since all his grace is revealed in Christ's work for sinners.

The religious world is not so difficult to sort out. There are two
basic streams of thought flowing together. Augustine can be
considered the best of the "infused grace" strand, while Luther is
the best of the "imputed grace" strand. All the differences between
churches are only superficial compared to this basic difference.
Pieper makes no overstatement when he writes "Substituting grace
in the sense of gvirtia iqfusa or a good quality in man, for the gataitus
favor Dei, or combining the two, is the fundamental error of all who
within Christendom depart from the pure Christian doctrine.7729
There can be nothing that we can do as practical as discussing,
studying, and asking the Lord to help us better understand Law and
Gospel, sin and grace. It flows throughout our theology and informs all of the methods of our ministry.
Augustine has many good things to tell us, and he has told us
much through Luther. However, Luther rose above him, and although
he loved him he would not remain with him. He could appreciate
all that Augustine did for him, but he was not afraid to censure his
writings on the basic point of Christian faith-the Gospel of God's
grace.
Augustine is still with us. He is alive in the majority of churches
in their theology and practice. Many are tezching his view of grace
and teaching others how to impart that grace to their hearers. He is
also alive in us, leading us into the subtle shifts of emphasis that
lead us into his brand of theology. Remember, Luther easily accepted Augustinianism, but he struggled for years to move beyond
it and keep himself and his church immersed in God's gracious favor in Christ. This is the struggle we have inherited as recipients of
the Scriptural understanding of God's grace.
We must evaluate all areas of our ministry-preaching, teaching, evangelism, liturgy and music--in the light of the difference
between Augustine and Luther. If we ever create a vacuum of the
Gospel and replace it with pressure for sanctification, we will expe-

rience "conversions" but we will find ourselves burdened with a
wrong understanding of grace. However, if we patiently preach the
Gospel of God's grace. lead our people to rest in the holiness they
have received in Christ, and encourage sanctified living, we will
give to future generations a clear understanding of God's gracious
favor and the firm hope of eternal life.
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Csrreetion:
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XXXVI:3, September 19961, the following Confessional excerpts
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Large Catechism n: 61-62 (Tappert p. 4 19).
The following excerpt should have been included under Thesis III
(p. 16):
Smalcald Articles ID, XI: 1 (Tappert p. 3 14).

