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tiefgehend 1n historischer Perspektive ZUur Diskussion gestellit werden sollen Dafür
hat eine nützliche Vorarbeit geliefert.

Groningen Drijvers
The mode ot eologica ec1ısıon Makıng early

Cr  O I r C  C Inquiry 1nto the Functijon ot Scripture and
Tradıtion the Counscıils of Nıcaea and Ephesus, by ph Person
(Bd XIV der Theologischen Dissertationen, hrsg. Bo Reicke). Friedrich Rein-
hardt Kommissionsverlag, Basel, 1978
This paper-covered dissertation of 245 printed by oftset method treats

ot particularly interesting subject. Its author has read widely and judiciously uPDOHN
the theme, thoug It 15 A p1ty that he has NOT ncluded in his bibliography either
Diıiviıne Substance (1977) by Stead ındeed he be wholly uUuNn4aWAalc
o Protessor Stead’s contributions the understandıng of the Arıan Controversy),
nOor Sımonett1's La Orısı Arıana ne! Secolo (1975) But his book Was

parently written in 1977 MUSE NOT ame hım for missıng Lorentz’s weighty
study, Arıus Iudaizans®? (1980)

He devotes much the larger DPart of hıs study the Councıl ot Nıcaea of 3725
(186 pages), and hıs LreaAtment of 1t 15 the whole highly satisfactory. He makes

z00d C4aSsSeEe trom the SCAaNTY evıdence avaılable tor concluding that the Arıans at

Nıcaea, far trom boldly stepping orward and dominatıng the inıtıal proceedings,
WT reluctant an hesitant and knew emselves be 1n M1nOr1ty (pages
C He denies the thesis of Harnack and Seeberg that Busebius of (aesarea
was the leader ot Jlarge Origenistic Party which occupied middle yround, but
Aargucs convincingly that he W as basically pro-Arıan (as he had een betore Nı-
caea) IN Was doing all he could make the sıtuatıon safe tor iımself an his
frıends: he DULt orward hıs OW') creed NOTtT only vindicate hıs OW: reputatiıon tor
orthodoxy (Gif aACCECDPT thar the supposed Council of Antioch of took Jace),
but Iso 1n the hope of affording ormula which hıs riends could sıgn (pp
- Constantıne, Person e  , pressed tor the inclusion oft homoousios,
NOTt because he wanted please Origenist majority (so Harnack), but 1ın order

z1ve the Arıans loophole, tor che term could be interpreted (as Fusebius C12es
interpreted it) siımply excluding materıjalistic (pp. 7981 and 106—107).
Here Stead’s evidence would ave assısted the Dr Person Aas useful
discussıon of the SOUTCES ot the Nıcene Creed (PP . He ıghtly discounts
the theory thar the Western theologians tavoured homoousio0s because 1t derived
from Tertullian and W as therefore pressed by Os  s  1US (pp. 100—101). In tact the
likelihood of Ossius havıng insısted homoousios Nıcaea 15 much reduced by
the consideration e hat 18 later, Sardıca, he did NOT insert it in the Aatfe-
MENT ot the Western bishops, though he had CVCIY Oopportunity do Person
also 15 right 1n rejecting the theory championed by Krafrt and de Urbina (and
earlier propounded by that the councıl homoousic0s e taken iın the
seNS: of numerıical unıty (D 102) SUI11S effectively (D. 105)

„As it stands the creed, the homoousios CAN be read either As affirma-
tion of the divine unıty a1firmation of the equal deity ot the Son,
an ıt 15 difticult 1n the liıght af the theological discussion which took place
prio0r the councıl believe that this ambigulty Wr4S accıdental.“
It ıs heartening fın Dr. Person showing scepticısm about the connection of

Lucıan of Antioch with the „Dedication“ Creed of Antioch of 341 (p 164, 62)
No OoONne has CALET- produced satısfactory Frcason why Lucian should have een
requıred produce creed: the lınks between „Arıanısm“ and the „Dedication“
creed run through Aster1us, NOt Lucian: and the single doctrinal position which

Can with contfidence attribute _ Lucıan 15 denied 1n that Creed
tew mMıiınor cr1itic1ısms might be made ot hat 15 generally z00d handling of

the Councıl ot Nıcaea. Dr. Person STAates (p 30) that the Arıans regardedırrational the V1eW propounded by Alexander of Alexandria, based Isaiah 5378:that CANnNnNOL know how the Son 1s begotten. This might apply the later,
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NOT applyradıcal, Eunomi1ans, whom nothing W aAs myster10us, but does
OS theearlier Arıans. Eusebius of Caesarea SC same argument,

Second Creed the „Blasphemy“) of Sırmıium of 257 Agaın, Dr. Person here
Z01Ng aStray with large numbe of distinguished scholars, including Harnack
and Kattenbusch) faıls distingu1s between the baptismal creed AN: the rule ot

and varıable phenomenon than the bare,faıth, which W as much IMOTre $lu1
summarizıng baptismal creed (PP E 148) Nor does he realize (p. 101) how
fragıle 15 the evıdence that Orıgen applied the term homoous10s Son.

Hıs trezx  men of the Councıl ot Ephesus 15 much brieter and cketchıer than his
ACCOUNT of the Councıl of Nıcaea. Indeed, the work might ave en improved
had he omitted thıs chapter and tilled OUEtF the others. He ha difficulty in
showıing how unfair, hasty and unsubstantiated ME the 2CCusatıons which thıs
Councıil made agaınst Nestor1us and 1n concludıng that Cyril an Nestor1us
represented, NOF orthodox and heretical viewpoint, but LW difterent WayS
of interpreting the Bible And his general conclusions about Scripture 2N tradı-
t10N, 15 tar an y conclusions Ca  — be drawn *+rom the tar £rom abundant evidence
about Nıcaea, ATC sound. he ancıents placed Scripture Grst an tradıtion second
L} SOUFCCS, but WEere ready interpret Scripture by tradıtiıon, and the Ü W! acted
each other 1n what Person calls „Dialogic“ dialectical) WAY. This 1S, 11 short,

useful book tor the student otf patrıist1c lıterature.
But ıt could have een better book than it 1S; because 1tSs presentatıon 15

marred by number of careless and u  EY aults. VDr Person, his credit,
qUOTECS the original Greek ot hıs SOUTCES freely; counted less than thirty
mistakes in the Greek Less excusabiy, COUNTIE aAat least 25 mistakes the
Englısh BOXT. It 15 Iso possible detect SOI CUN10U45 spellings eXpressi0onNs:
„concensus” (thıs 15 NOT mer:ıcan mode ot spelling bur mistake);
„Syrian-speakıng“ Syriac-speaking) „publically“ } VOX nıhiılı tor
„publicly“) 136; „data“ singular NOUN 142 and 158; „Pneumato-
macher“ (German-Greek?) 190 Note 160 AT 15 displaced and inappli-

15 quıitecable long ILLE beginnıng „Wırch ımportant bishops
obscure, tor the reader CannOt determıne whom „they“ the ubject) refers.
Another of ing obscurıty OCCUFTS 1:60, 11,. The clause
„Wırth che problem of transportatiıon being what It waa4s 15 deplorably clumsy, and
the expression 174 (Eusebius) „Was NOtT. terribly pleased about accepting the
homoo4si0s“ made yOUur reviewer think that he w as readıng student’s Y
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Lorenzo Perrone La Chiesa dı Palestine le CONFrös
U "Lest1 recherche dı Scıenze religi0se, Brescia/

Paıdeija edtrice, 1980, 335 Price lıre, stift
From the early of the fitth CENTUrY down the rab INVasıons, ale-

stine played peculıar role 1in the ecclesiastical an doctrinal controversies ot the
Roman aSt, Whıile Zypt W as staunchly anti-Chalcedonıan and INOST $ Syrıa
became S Palestine Airst sightr the historıan wirch piıcture oft baffling
INCONSIStENCY. Immediately after the Councıl of Chalcedon 1n 451 feeling agalnst
the Definition equalled that prevaılıng in Alexandrıa. The Patriarcl Juvenal W as

torced flee and tor LW his place W as taken by the monk Theodosius
Thereafter, however gradual change took place. While Man y promiınent monks
remaıned antiı-Chalcedonian, the ishops followed the ead of the Patriarchs
Martyrıus —4 and Sallustius 64 2n moved towards mediatıng
posıtion between the Chalcedonıians An eir OppONECNTS. In the first decades of the
sixth CeENTUrY, however, Palestine opted firmly tor Chalcedon nd Was responsible
with cthe clergy an monks of Syrıa IL ftor initiatıng the downtall of Severus ot
Antioch in 518 In Justinian’s reıgn Palestine, though loyal Chalcedon, became
the CENTre tor revival of Origenısm 245 ell the ome of ON of the theolo-
&1ANS of CeaSTt, Leontıius of Jerusalem, who converted the Iwo-Natures CONCECDL
of Chalcedon into dynamıc mystical heology capable of withstanding the ALSU-


