3)     Please explain the 4 th-century Trinitarian controversy with particular attention to the Councils of Nicaea (325 CE) and Constantinople I (381 CE).
The Council of Nicaea. 
As it turned out, this meeting of the Synod of Antioch was a trial run for the Council of Nicaea which met on 19 June 325 A.D. under the joint presidency of Emperor Constantine and his ecclesiastical adviser, bishop Ossius (Hosius) of Cordoba. The Emperor Constantine, who had finally crushed his rivals for the throne in A.D. 324, turned his attention to the controversy that was threatening to split the Church that he had done so much to help by issuing the Edict of Milan in A.D. 313, which granted toleration to Christians. After a fruitless mission by Ossius, his adviser since about A.D. 312, he summoned a general council in A.D. 325. The bishops assembled at Nicaea, a city of Bithynia close to Constantine's capital. According to tradition, the emperor opened the proceedings on 20 May. The council was hardly representative of the Western Church. Of some 300 bishops present, almost all were from the Eastern half of the empire. The Latin West seems to have been represented by four bishops, and two priests delegated by the bishop of Rome. Constantine wanted a compromise solution which would uphold orthodoxy without offending any more Arians than was absolutely necessary. The bishops debated how best to achieve this aim. After examination of the charges against Arius, the council sought a formula to express orthodoxy. A submission by Eusebius of Nicomedia was rejected because of its blatant Arian teaching. Then Eusebius of Caesarea, a moderate churchman, produced the creed of his church. This creed may be the basis of the Nicene Creed, but it is more likely that the final creed was a conflation from many sources, especially the baptismal creeds of Antioch and Jerusalem. Eventually they drafted a creed that all the bishops present were required to sign. The creed was received and signed by the majority of the bishops although not a few signed with hesitation. The following is a translation of that creed. 

"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 from the Father, 
only-begotten, 
that is, from the substance of the Father, 
God from God, light from light, 
true God from true God, 
begotten not made, 
of one substance with the Father, 
through Whom all things came into being, 
things in heaven and things on earth. 
Who for us men and for our salvation 
came down and became incarnate, 
he become man, 
suffered and rose again on the third day, 
ascended to the heavens, 
and will come to judge the living and the dead. 

"And in the Holy Spirit. 

"But as for those who say, There was when He was not, and, 
Before being born He was not, and 
that He came into existence out of nothing, or 
who assert that the Son of God is from a different hypostasis or substance, 
or is created, or is subject to alteration or change 
these the Catholic Church anathematizes." 

The main emphasis of the Nicene creed are the following: 

1. the "sonship" of Christ is preferred to the Logos concept; 

2. the phrase is inserted that Christ is of the being (ousia) of the Father; 

3. to the phrase "begotten" was added "not made" to deny the Arian contention that the Logos was "made" or "created"; 

4. the Son is "one substance" (homoousios) with the Father, the momentous anti-Arian phrase; 

5. to the words "became flesh" was added "and was made man"; 

6. anti-Arian anathemas were appended to end of the creed. 

There can be no doubt about what was their theological attitude toward Arianism. Arianism was placed under a decisive ban. The Son, the creed states emphatically, is "begotten, not made" (gennethenta, ou poiethenta). The phrase "only-begotten" is displaced from its usual position before "Son of God" and given an independent place, both to confound Arius, who could have agreed that Jesus was God's only Son, and to explain the term more fully. All that follows is designed to shore up the deity of the Son and to deny that he is a creature. This is why it is said that all things, both in heaven and on earth, were created through the Son. But the key phrase is "of one substance with the Father". The first three words are rendered in the Greek by the single term homoousios, of which the official Latin translation is consubstantialis. It was on the meaning of this word that the next theological controversy was to turn. Anyone who affirms that the Father pre-existed the Son, or that the Son is a creature produced out of nothing, or is subject to moral change or development, is formally declared heretical. We have little or no first-hand evidence of the reasons motivating the bishops at Nicaea in their repudiation of Arianism, but we may suspect that they shared Alexander's conviction that Scripture and tradition alike attested the divinity and immutability of the Word. 

Arius and his friends were anathematized along with two bishops who refused to accept the creed. Then, with a dangerous precedent, Constantine banished those anathematized to Illyricum. 

Thus Arius was defeated and deposed at Nicaea, but his ideas were not. In fact, the Arians had hardly been stopped in any serious way. The orthodox had the imperial army, but the Arians had the proof-texts from Scripture and the weight of tradition, so it seemed to them. But the orthodox advantage was precarious and short-lived. Constantine tried to patch things up with Arius in A.D. 332, and swung away from those of the orthodox party who refused to compromise. This position remained the official imperial policy until A.D. 361, when the Emperor Julian the Apostate renounced Christianity altogether. Julian died in battle in A.D. 363 and his successor Jovian reverted to orthodoxy for a while, but in A.D. 364 his successor Valens leaned once more toward Arianism. It can therefore be said correctly that Arian sympathizers ruled the state for forty-three of the fifty-six years which separated the council of Nicaea in A.D. 325 from the Council of Constantinople in A.D. 381, compared with only eleven years in which the orthodox were in ascendancy. 

The Nicene Party. 
Eusebius of Caesarea seems to have discovered during the council that Arius' subordinationism was more radical than he had supposed, and he veered toward the Alexandrian position, though he never accepted the views of the Athanasian party, which, he believed, tended toward Sabellianism. The Nicene cause suffered, at least in the minds of conservatives, from its extreme representative, Marcellus, the bishop of Ancyra, for whom the Son was but a temporary manifestation of the Father. As an enthusiastic supporter with Athanasius of the homoousian position of the Council of Nicaea, Marcellus wrote a treatise (c.335 A.D.) in its defense, giving it what some considered a Sabellian interpretation. As a result of this, he was deposed of his see at the synod in Constantinople in A.D. 336. He was all the more anti-Arian because of his passionate, one-sided devotion to the principle of divine "monarchy" which had led him to veer into the diametrically opposite error. His enemies charged that he held to either an acknowledged or implicit modalism, called Sabellianism. Marcellus tried to ground his theology on the Scriptures and the apostolic tradition, and would have nothing to do with merely human opinion, or even with the authority of the fathers. From the Scripture he concluded that God is spirit, "an indivisible Monad", "a single prosopon". Before all ages, the Logos was in God as His immanent reason, identical with Him (hen kai tauton ... to theo) as a man's reason is with himself. So he condemns the Origenist conception that the Logos is a distinct hupostasis or ousia as threatening to disrupt this unity and lead to polytheism. All that can be said about the pre-existent Logos is that He was Logos; there can be no talk of His generation, and Marcellus restricted the title "Son" to the Incarnate. But if the Logos was thus immanent in God as "potency" (dunamei), He was also externalized as God's "active energy" (enegeia drastike) for creation and revelation, since everything that the Father says or does is accomplished through His Word. In fact, it is precisely His function as God's self-activation and self-revelation which, Marcellus claims, distinguishes the Logos from His possessor, and it is the recognition of this, Marcellus holds, that differentiates his own position from Sabellianism. This externalization of the Logos does not result in His becoming a second hypostasis; His coming forth or procession is described as an extension or expansion (platunestyhai) of the Monad, which at creation and the incarnation becomes, without undergoing any division, a dyad, and with the outpouring of the Spirit a triad. Marcellus held that eventually in the future, after the judgment, the process will be reversed; the Logos will be absorbed in the Monad, and the reign, or kingdom, of Christ - not of the Logos as such - will come to an end. It is clear that Marcellus was not strictly a Sebellian. Several of his ideas are reminiscent of Irenaeus, Hippolytus and Tertullian and pf the " economic Trinitarianism " associated with them. His conception of the expansion of the Monad recalls Tertullian's description of the Son's generation as extending the divine substance without dividing it, as well as Dionysius of Rome's statement, "We expand (platunomen) the indivisible Monad into the Triad". But Mrcellus' position, while it might meet with the approval of Westerners, made no concessions to the developments which Eastern theology had made under Origen's influence, and we need not be surprised that it scandalized the followers of Eusebius of Caesarea. 
One of Marcellus' pupils, Photinus, bishop of Sirmium, taught a more provocative form of the same doctrine, possibly combined it with an adoptionist Christology, and was even more suspect in their eyes. The Nicene party at first espoused his cause, and a Roman council held in A.D. 341 under Pope Julius I cleared him of the charge of heresy; namely, "the falsehood of Sabellius, the malice of Paul of Samosata, and the blasphemies of Montanus". When they realized the embarrassment he was causing them, their attitude became cooler, and although Photinus was never formally condemned, they gradually dissociated themselves from him and his standpoint. 
While Marcellus was temporarily restored to his see (A.D. 344), the emperor Constantius again removed him upon dissent of the Eastern bishops (A.D. 347). He died in exile (c.374 A.D.), and his position was condemned as heretical at the Council of Constantinople in A.D. 381. 

Marcellus was an extremist; the attitude of the average adherent of the Nicene theology is better represented by the so-called creed of Serdica, which was drafted by the Western members of the Nicene council held there in A.D. 343 after the Easterners had withdrawn. 
Negatively, it repudiates the "Arian" theory that there are "different, quite separate hypostases of Father, Son and Holy Spirit". On the contrary, the Catholic and apostolic tradition, it affirms, is that the Three have one identical hypostasis or substance, that is, the hypostasis of the Father (hupostasis and ousia are here treated as synonyms, as in the anathemas to the Nicene creed). It is clear 
(a) that hypostasis here means substance or essence, and 
(b) that actual identity of essence is insisted upon. 
On the other hand, as against Marcellus, the creed admits that the Word was generated for the purpose of creation, and it adds that it is false to suppose the He ever had a beginning (the Arian thesis) or will have an end (against Marcellus). Further, the substantial identity of the Father and Son, it states, does not entail that the Son actually is the Father; on the contrary, the Father is Father, and the Son is Son of the Father, His Word, Wisdom and Power. He is a true, not adoptive, Son because His substance (hupostasis) is identical with the Father's. The Godhead of both is one and the same (mian patros kai hiou theoteta), and if the Father is greater than the Son, that is "because the very nature of father is greater than that of son". Thus Their unity is based, not on mutual harmony and concord (sumphonia; homonoia), as the Origenists claimed, but on "oneness of hypostasis" (he tes hupostaseos henotes). The Son's reign will never end. The term homoousios nowhere occurs in the creed, and its favorite formula is "identity of hypostasis". 

Athanasius (c.296-373 A.D.) was the champion of orthodoxy against Arianism. He was born to wealthy Egyptian parents, but his education was Greek. At the excellent catechetical school of Alexandria, he was deeply moved by the martyrdoms of Christians during the last persecutions and was profoundly influenced by Alexander, the bishop of Alexandria, by whom he was ordained a deacon. He was small of stature but had a keen mind. Athanasius took no official part in the proceedings of the Council of Nicaea in A.D. 325, but as secretary to Alexander, his notes, circulars, and encyclicals written on the behalf of his bishop had an important effect on the outcome of the council. He was a clear-minded and skilled theologian, a prolific writer with a journalist's instinct for the power of the pen, and a devout Christian, which endeared him to the large Christian public of Alexandria and the vast majority of the clergy and monks of Egypt. When Alexander died in A.D. 328, Athanasius was enthroned as bishop by public demand at the age of thirty-three. The victory at Nicaea remained in political jeopardy for almost two generations, and Athanasius became the focal point of the Arian attack. Athanasius appeared to be the only defender of the orthodox position. But he was more than equal to the task, and the defense of the Nicene Council's decision was largely his work. The history of the Church in the fourth century parallels the events of Athanasius' life and his public ministry. He was hounded through five exiles covering seventeen years of flight and hiding, not only among the monks in the desert, but often in Alexandria where he was shielded by the people. During one exile, at Rome in A.D. 339, he established firm links with the Western Church which supported his cause. In Rome, Athanasius met Western theologians and their ideas, which were remarkably like his own. The West had played little part in the Council of Nicaea and after, until A.D. 339 when it became Athanasian to a man. By then, Athanasius had gone far beyond a merely political solution to his difficulties. He had begun the counterattack against Arius in his famous book On the Incarnation of the Word of God, which he originally wrote as a young man. This treatise is really the second part of a longer work which deals with the fall of man and his need of a savior. Arius is nowhere mentioned, and the whole book is cast as an evangelistic tract designed to win over pagans. But although he does not say so explicitly, it is clear that Athanasius was trying to present orthodox Christianity in a way that would make it a convincing alternative to the subtle Arian heresy which was threatening the Church. The book is distinguished by a clear and forceful use of Scripture, in a way which goes against the allegorizing tendencies usually characterized the Alexandrian school. Athanasius' technique was as brilliant as it was simple. Instead of arguing against the proof texts of Arius in this book, he sought to demonstrate that the logic of the Scriptures as a whole made the incarnation of the Word necessary and inevitable. God did not become man because some philosopher thought it would be good idea, but because he has created man in his own image. It was because man was uniquely related to God that when man lost that relationship through Adam's sin, only God could undo Adam's disobedience and restore the human race to fellowship with Himself. Because mankind is dead because of Adam's sin, only God could make him alive. Some have accused Athanasius of treating mankind as a Platonic Idea or an universal, but this should not be misunderstood. Athanasius saw the whole human race, every individual man, as under death, as separated from God, as the consequence of Adam's sin. He is only echoing the Apostle Paul who said "in Adam all died" (I Cor. 15:22). Only by the death of the Son of God, could this condition of mankind be changed. 

"For since from man it was that death prevailed over men, 
for this cause conversely, by the Word of God being made man 
has come about the destruction of death and the resurrection of life; 
as the man which bore Christ says: 
'For since by man came death, 
by man came also the resurrection of the dead. 
For as in Adam all died, 
so also in Christ shall all be made alive.'" 
(De incar. 10; quoting I Cor. 15:21-22) 

Of course, not all will receive this gift of life in Christ and be made alive; some souls will remain invincible to the end, and so they will perish in eternal separation from God, the second death (Rev. 20:14-15). Athanasius' presentation of the whole history of salvation demonstrated that the incarnation was a logical necessity within the created order and the plan of God. Later in other works, he tackled the Arians on their own ground. His four Discourses against them took their favorite texts to pieces, showing that within the framework of the whole of the Scriptures these texts could not be interpreted in an Arian sense. Athanasius was hampered by a faulty Greek translation of the Old Testament and his lack of knowledge of Hebrew; he was also inclined (as a modern exegete is not) to accept a verse like Proverbs 8:22 as Christological, which did not favor his argument. Yet in spite of these disadvantages, he was able to show that Arius was wrong. How could the Son be a creature when the text says that he was brought forth "for his works"? Surely this was the creation, in which the Son was co-worker with the Father. The text further states that the Son was "created a beginning of his ways", but God's ways do not have beginning as men understand that term. Therefore the Son was not created in the human sense, but begotten in an eternal and mysterious way and not made. Such dexterity in the use of Scripture established Athanasius as the leading theologian of his time, and his name became the hallmark of orthodoxy. Even centuries later, when men sought to discover who had written the greatest Western creed, it was to him that they naturally turned, and so for a thousand years he was hailed as the author of the "Athanasian" Creed. 

But Athanasius was not merely a gifted exegete; he was also skilled in logic and the use of words, which he controlled with unusual power. He was not disturbed by the many meanings of the term hupostasis, and was content to concentrate on the real point at issue, rather than get hung up on formula. He did not mind how the unity of Father and Son in the Godhead was expressed, as long as the principle of unity was guarded. He was a man so conscious of his relationship to God that he could never be sidetracked by a hair-splitting theology. But at the same time he was quick to spot error and denounce it. When Eusebius of Caesarea proposed that the word homoousios be modified to homoiousios (of a like, or similar, substance) he was quick to spot the danger. If the two words were used of mankind, they would indeed be interchangeable. I share the same substance as my father; it is also a similar substance, by which I mean that my humanity is an extension of my father's substance, which shares the same properties. But when the terms are applied to God, a numerical difficulty occurs. I share humanity with my father, but we are two human beings; Jesus shares divinity with His Father, but they are not two Gods. It is therefore wrong to say that the Son is of a similar substance to His Father. He must be of the same substance, because numerically speaking there is only one God. It is subtle point, but it was of great importance in the struggle against a semi-Arian theology which would eventually have cut the link between Jesus and His Father, and destroyed the principle and purpose of the incarnation. 

Athanasius' theology represents the classic exposition of the Nicene faith. As a Christian thinker, he stood in complete contrast to Arius and Eusebius of Caesarea. Rationalists at heart, they started from a priori ideas of divine transcendence and creation. The Word, they held, could not be divine because His being originated from the Father; since the divine nature was incommunicable, He must be a creature, and any special status He enjoyed must be due to His role as the Father's agent in creation. In Athanasius' approach, philosophical and cosmological considerations played a secondary and minor part, and his guiding thought was redemption. Admittedly the Father used the Word as His organ of creation, but to suppose that He needed an intermediary was absurd. On the other hand, man by his fellowship with Christ has been made divine and has become the child of God. Athanasius wrote, "The Word of God became man that we might become God" (Or "divine"; De incar. 54; literally, "He was humanized that we might be deified."). Hence the Word Himself must be intrinsically divine, since otherwise He could never have imparted the divine life to men. As he put the matter, "the Word could never have divinized us if He were merely divine by participation and were not Himself the essential Godhead, the Father's veritable image". 

After Nicaea. 
The Nicene crisis did not come to an end with the closing of the Council of Nicaea. Arianism proper had, for the moment, been driven underground, but the conflict only served to throw into relief the deep-seated theological divisions in the ranks of the adversaries. The Church's new relationship to the State, which meant that the success or failure of a doctrine might hinge upon the favor of the reigning emperor, tended to sharpen these divisions. The dispersal of the council's members marked the commencement of a protracted period of controversy, lasting until the Council of Constantinople in A.D. 381. This period can be divided into four chief phases in the fluctuating controversy. 

1. The first phase, lasting until Constantine's death in A.D. 337, was a period of widespread reaction against Nicaea. The Arian leaders, who had been exiled, returned, and Eusebius of Nicomedia became leader of an anti-Nicene coalition. Constantine tried to patch things up with Arius in A.D. 332, and swung away from orthodox party whose members refused to compromise. This position remained the official imperial policy until Constantius' death in A.D. 361, when Julian the Apostate renounced Christianity altogether. While the emperor Constantine was alive, his creed was sacrosanct, but the Eusebians (as we may conveniently call them after their leader) were able to engineer the deposition and exile of their principal opponents, Athanasius of Alexandria, Eustathius of Antioch and Marcellus of Ancyra. 

2. In the second phase, lasting from A.D. 337 to 350, the "Arianizing" emperor Constantius ruled in the East, and the Western emperor, Constans, backed the Nicene cause and protected its leaders. In the East a series of credal statements appeared which ignored Nicaea rather than contradicting it. So, while the Eusebians were openly campaigning to get behind the Nicene creed, the formulae they produced at Antioch (A.D. 341), Philippopolis (A.D. 342) and Antioch again (A.D. 344), were on the whole moderate, omitting the homoousios, but usually critical of Arianism proper and sometimes even conciliatory to the Nicenes. 

3. In the third phase, lasting from A.D. 350 to 361, Constantius reigned as sole emperor and made a determined effort to crush the Nicene doctrine. The genuinely Arian element in the great anti-Nicene party now threw off the mask and succeeded in getting an unadulterated version of their teaching canonized at a series of synods, notably the third council of Sirmium (A.D. 357) and the synods of Nice (A.D. 359) and Constantinople (A.D. 360). This was the situation which lead Jerome to write, "The whole world groaned and marveled to find itself Arian". At the same time, as a result of the very triumph of extremism, the moderates in the vast amorphous party, called "Semi-Arians", began to rally under Basil of Ancyra around the compromise formula "of like substance" (homoiousios), saying in one way another that the Son was like the Father. At the synod of Ancyra (A.D. 358) he published the first Homoiousian manifesto. This pronounced that Christ was not a creature but Son of the Father, for "creator and creature are one thing, Father and Son are quite another"; and it condemned other typical Arian theses. But on the other hand, the Son was not simply an "energy" of the Father, as Marcellus was presumed to have taught, but "a substance (ousia) like the Father" (Note that in their terminology ousia approximated the sense of "Person".). In distinction from all creatures He is really Son. But the likeness between Father and Son is not to be conceived of as identity (tautotes); being another ousia, the Son can be like the Father, but not identical with Him. So the statement speaks of "the likeness of ousia to ousia", but condemns anyone who defines the Son as homoousios or tautousios with the Father. Thus the formula homoiousios, put under a ban at Sirmium in A.D. 357, was deliberately taken up. A year later in A.D. 359 a Homoiousian memorandum was drafted. Constantius died in A.D. 361, and Julian the Apostate, who renounced Christianity altogether, became emperor. 

4. In the final phase, lasting from A.D. 361 to A.D. 381, Arianism was overthrown and the then dominant "Homoiousians" were gradually converted to accept of the homoousios. The brief pagan reaction under Julian the Apostate at least removed imperial pressure in favor of one form of Christianity against another. At its end what can be called a Neo-Nicene party was prepared to take the lead in the Eastern Church. In 363 Julian the Apostate died in battle and his successor Jovian reverted to orthodoxy for a while. The important development in this final phase was the conversion of the great body of Homoiousian churchmen to the acceptance of the homoousion. The figures largely instrumental in this development were Athanasius and Hilary of Poitiers; the latter spent A.D. 356-359 in exile in Asia Minor and for the first time found himself in direct contact with the Eastern theological debate. Hilary was born of a good family in Gaul about A.D. 315, educated in the Latin classics, converted about A.D. 350 to Christianity, and some three years later was made by popular choice bishop of Poitiers, his birth place. He became leader of the orthodox in Gaul and was in A.D. 359 banished by the Emperor Constantius to Phrygia, where he studied theology and wrote his De Trinitate. At Alexandria, the old lion Athanasius was prepared to make the necessary explanations to unite those who accepted generally the Nicene position. The works of Athanasius of this period also deals with the related questions which the long-continued discussion had brought up. His Letters to Serapion defend the place of the Holy Spirit in the Godhead, which Arianism had rather incidentally challenged, and the Letter to Epictetus, bishop of Corinth, asserts clearly the completeness of the humanity of Christ. An important shift in technical terminology is the use of ousia, essence, for the being of the Godhead, and hupostasis, substance, for its particular expression in Father, Son, and Spirit. The anathemas attached to the Nicene Creed had used the two words as synonyms, which seems on the whole to have been usage that Athanasius preferred. But in his conciliatory Letter to the Bishops of Africa, Athanasius agreed that hupostasis might be used either way, and the general usage has become, as Basil defines it, that ousia indicates the universal and hupostasis the particular. "One ousia and three hypostaseis" is therefore in Trinitarian theology recognized as the equivalent of the Latin phrase, "Three person in one substance." It is necessary to remember that Greek hupostasis corresponds in etymology but not in meaning to the Latin (and English) substance, which confused the young Jerome when he came to Antioch and found those whom he supposed to be orthodox talking, as it seemed to him, of three divine substances. Ancient Latin being chary of abstract terms, substantia with its concreteness had to serve for the general idea of being until medieval philosophers felt more at home with esse and essentia. Both Athanasius and Hilary realized that as regards the fundamental issues, the gap between the Homoiousians and the Nicene party was extremely narrow, and that the final success of the latter could be ensured by establishing a rapprochement between them. So in his De Synodis (A.D. 359), Athanasius made a conciliatory gesture, saluting the Homoiousians as brothers (os adelphoi pros adelphous dialegometha) who in essentials were at one with himself. A further practical step of great importance was taken in A.D. 362 at the council of Alexandria, which met under Athanasius' chairmanship during the détente caused by the death of Constantius (A.D. 361) and the accession of Julian the Apostate. At this council it was formally recognized that what mattered was not the language used but the meaning underlying it. Thus the formula "three hypostases", hitherto suspect to the Nicenes because it sounded in their ears painfully like "three ousiai", that is, three divine beings, was pronounced legitimate provided it did not carry the Arian connotation of "utterly distinct, alien hypostases, different in substance from each other", in other words, "three principles or three Gods", but merely expressed the separate subsistence to the three Persons in the consubstantial Triad. The opposite formula, "one hypostasis", so disturbing to anti-Nicenes of every school, was equally approved, its adherents having explained that they had no Sabellian intent but, equating hupostasis with ousia, we merely trying to bring out the unity of nature between Father and Son. By these statesmanlike decision, which incidentally shocked many in the West who saw in "three hypostases" a confession of tritheism, the union between the two parties was virtually sealed, and we can see foreshadowed in it the formula which became the badge of orthodoxy, "one ousia, three hupostaseis". 

This statesmanlike attitude of Athanasius and Hilary was not without effect. Coming at a time when the great body of the Homoiousians were growing increasingly apprehensive of the menace of unmitigated Arianism, it quietened their suspicions that the orthodox party was inveterately Sabellian, and made the Homoousian theology more palatable to them. 

Hilary died in A.D. 368 and Athanasius died in A.D. 373. After Roman emperor Jovan suddenly and mysteriously died in Ancyra in A.D. 364, political Arianism was again supported by the emperor Valens, ruler of the Roman East from A.D. 364 to 378. This delayed the victory of the Neo-Nicene party; but it was probably helpful in the long run, since it gave time for the Neo-Nicene party to formulate a clearer statement of its ideas and to consolidate its forces. In A.D. 379 Theodosius came from the West to be emperor, where Arianism had never had any real foothold in the Latin Church. He was baptized in A.D. 380, gave up use of the title pontifex maximus, and made it illegal to depart from the Nicene faith. His recognition of the doctrine of the coequal Trinity as the creed of the Empire, and of its supporters as the officially recognized leaders of the Church, put the seal on the Church's later development. The Nicene formula, not wholly welcome even to its proponents in A.D. 325, had now become the hallmark of orthodoxy, as it has ever since remained. In A.D. 381, he outlawed heretical churches and sects (the Arians), and put their property at the disposal of the orthodox, and called the (First) Council of Constantinople. At this Council that was held at Constantinople in A.D. 381, the Nicene faith was reaffirmed, and the various Arian and Arianizing deviations were placed under a ban. 

4)     Explain the orthodox Christology developed at the Councils of Ephesus (431 CE) and Chalcedon (451 CE).
	In 431 CE, the Emperor Theodosius summoned a third Ecumenical Council, held at Ephesus, in an attempt to settle the Nestorian controversy. Nestorius objected to the term, 'Theotokos' (God-bearer, Mother of God) applied to the Virgin Mary. From the Oxford Dictionary of the Christian Church: 

"Opinion is widely divided as to what the doctrine of Nestorius really was and how far it was heretical. His sustained objection to the term, 'Theotokos' has traditionally been held to imply that he asserted not only to two different natures, but also two different persons, in Christ, the one the man, born of Mary. But we must not overlook that he repeatedly affirmed the oneness of Christ, though he preferred to speak of conjunction (synapheia) rather than of union (henosis). His fear of the Monophysite tendencies, which were actually to come into the open a few years later, led him to reject Cyril's conception of a hypostatic union (henosis ksth'hypostasin), substituting for it a union of the will (kat'eudokian). The latter term certainly savoured of Adoptionism, of which he was actually, though unjustly, accused. Certainly his zeal for upholding the integrity of the two natures, which he believed to be both self-subsisting and therefore incapable of being physically united in the Person of the God-man, caused him to fall into unguarded language, and the fact that his own friends finally abandoned him supports the view that, by trying to defend, he actually compromised the Antiochene Christology." 

At the Council of Ephesus, St. Cyril of Alexandria took the chair and began the proceedings before the arrival of the Syrian bishops or indeed of the papal legates. Nestorius was deposed from his see of Constantinople and excommunicated, his doctrines condemned, and the Creed of Nicaea reaffirmed. Furthermore, the Council gave formal approval to the term, 'Theotokos.' This is usually rendered in the west as 'Mother of God' and Catholics used it every day in the 'Hail Mary:' 'Holy Mary, Mother of God, pray for us sinners now, and at the hour of our death. Amen.' 

Eutyches (378-454) was archimendrite of a large monastery at Constantinople. His opposition to Nestorianism, which separates the two natures of Christ so radically as to make him into two persons, led him into the opposite heresy of monophysitism, teaching that Christ had only one nature The monophysites held firmly to a phrase of St. Cyril, 'one Incarnate Nature of the Word.' As with Arianism, so there are various degrees or varieties of monophysitism. Eutyches himself seems to have held that 'after the incarnation there was only one nature in Christ, and that nature was not consubstantial with us;' i.e. Christ had no human nature. 

The phrase, 'one nature after the union' is commonly found in monophysite writers. The process envisioned is that there is a pre-existent Divine nature and a pre-existent human nature which are united at the Incarnation, to make a new nature. This implies the belief in a pre-existent, immortal human soul-a notion congenial to Platonic, Origenist Alexandrians, but not at all to Antiochenes. It also seems to be envisaged that these natures were changed by the union into something else, that they were confused, confounded, or melted into one another. As we shall see, these ideas were to be specifically refuted at Chalcedon. 

Eutyches was deposed in 448 by his archbishop, Flavian, patriarch of Constantinople, who of course would have no sympathy at all with such ideas. Eutyches appealed to Pope Leo for support, and through influence at the inperial court secured a retrial at a council at Ephesus in 449. This council was summoned by the Emperor Theodosius II and was chaired by Dioscorus, Patriarch of Alexandria, a strong supporter of Monophysitism and no friend of Flavian. 

Pope Leo, far from supporting Eutyches, was entirely supportive of Flavian, and sent delgates to the council armed with a letter to Flavian, known as the 'Tome' of Leo. These legates were insulted, and not allowed to read the letter. Eutyches was acquitted of heresy and reinstated, whereas Flavian and other bishops, including Ibas of Edessa and Theodoret of Cyrrhus, were deposed. A spirited account of this council is given in 

"So the great council ended with the deposition of Flavian of Constantinople, Eusebius of Dorylaeum, Daniel of Carrae, Irenaeus of Tyre, Aquilinus of Biblus, and Domnus of Antioch as well as of Theodoret. One word of manly Latin had broken in on the supple suffrages of the servile orientals, the 'Contrdicitur' of Hilarius the representative of the Church of Rome." 

Pope Leo (the 'Great') was not at all pleased. He wrote a remarkable letter about the affair to the Empress Pulcheria  

"For, as I have very often stated in letters from the beginning of this matter, I have desired that such moderation should be observed in the midst of discordant views and carnal jealousies that, whilst nothing should be allowed to be wrested from or added to the purity of the Faith, yet the remedy of pardon should be granted to those who return to unity and peace. Because the works of the devil are then more effectually destroyed when men's hearts are recalled to the love of God and their neighbours. But how contrary to my warnings and entreaties were their actions then, it is a long story to explain, nor is there need to put down in the pages of a letter all that was allowed to be perpetrated in that meeting, not of judges but of robbers ('non iudicium, sed latrocinium') at Ephesus." 

Following these depositions and condemnations, the aggrieved parties appealed to Leo. Flavian, the deposed Patriarch of Constantinople, sent an appeal by the hand of Hilary the deacon, papal legate at the council and the utterer of the 'one word of manly Latin' to be heard among the supple suffrages of the servile orientals. Flavian pleaded that the faith, not of the Fathers, but of Eutyches was being preached by Dioscorus and his associates; complaining that the Alexandrian had long been seeking his humiliation; asking the Pope to be the first to rise up 'on behalf of our right faith;' and suggesting a united council of east nd west to heal the terrible wound that had been inflicted. 

Eusebius of Dorylaeum also sent an appeal, and followed it up with a visit to Rome in person. He complained that 'contary to the divine canons' he had been most unjustly treated by Dioscorus and those compelled to obey his will, begged Leo to declare him restored to his office and in communion with the Roman see. The most eloquent appeal, however, came from Theodoret of Cyrrhus: 

"Extolling the dignity and privileges of the throne in the West, he called to mind that when the early Christians at Antioch had been in doubt concerning their manner of life according to the Law, Paul had gone to the great Peter to learn from him the method whereby such difficulties could be solved. In the same way he and those with him were now turning to Peter's successor, seeking healing for the wounds recently inflicted upon the churches. And, he went on, it befitted Leo to take the initiative, since in him God had granted to the West an orthodox bishop who had already manifested his zeal against the ill-famed Manichaeans, and whose recent writing 'on the incarnation of our God and Savior'-in which was set forth 'both the everlasting godhead of the Only-begotten derived from the everlasting Father and, and the manhood derived from the seed of Abraham and David-had sufficiently indicated his apostolic character and spiritual wisdom." 
It was an appeal which Leo could scarcely ignore. Nor did he; he wrote two letters, dated 13 October 449, to the Emperor Theodosius: 


"In the first, claiming that as the successor of the Chief of the Apostles his was the power 'both to maintain the cause of peace, and to allow no one to distort its firm foundation but at once to repel the mischief,' he entreated that most Christian and revered Prince to allow everything to remain as it was before the bishops met at Ephesus, till a synod of 'the whole company of bishops from all the world'-which, he suggested, should be held in Italy-could give its judgement..." 

"In the second, he ventured to tell Theodosius that had the Bishop of Alexandria allowed the papal letters to the Council of Ephesus and to Flavian to be read, all disputings would have been hushed, and no place left for either ignorance or jealousy, since these contained the declaration of the divinely inspired faith which he had received and was determined to uphold." [Sellers, p. 90] Theodosius did not respond; it is possible, as Sellers suggests, that the letters were intercepted by agents of Dioscorus, and never reached their destination. So Leo wrote again, on 25 December. This time, he made his appeal: 

"...simply on the ground that he, too, strictly adhered to the Creed of Nicaea. Within this Creed, he affirmed, his letters were in complete agressment, since in them he anathematized the perverse doctrine of Nestorius, and condemned the impiety of those who were denying that real flesh had been assumed by our Lord Jesus Christ. And again he besought Theodosius to summon an episcopal council in Italy, since this was the only sure means of checking the disorder affecting the whole church, and of preserving the integrity of the catholic faith." 

Again, "No Answer" was the stern reply. But in early 450, the Western imperial court visited Rome, and Leo petitioned the Emperor Valentinian III, the Empress Licinia Eudoxia and the Emperor's mother, Galla Placidia [the cousin, daughter, and aunt respectively of Theodosius] to write to their imperial relative in the East on behalf of the catholic faith,' so long guarded by our divine Father Constantine.' Leo also persuaded Galla Placidia to write to her niece, Pulcheria Augusta [sister of Theodosius], soliciting her aid. 

Theodosius was, however, not having any of this. He made it clear that, as far as he was concerned, the matter was settled. Flavian, the cause of all the trouble, had been banished. No further decisions were required. One Anatolius wrote to Leo, informing him that he had been appointed Bishop of Constantinople, but offering no assurances of his orthodoxy. Leo rolled up his sleeves and wrote stronger letters, dated 16 July 450, indicating his intention, if it should prove necessary, to hold a General Council in Italy. 

In the event, Theodosius solved the problem by falling from his horse and dying on 28 July. He died without male issue, nominating the military commander, Marcian, as his successor. Pulcheria married Marcian, and when the papal delegates arrived in Constantinople, they found the throne occupied, not as they had expected by Theodosius, but by Pulcheria and Marcian. 
Marcian and Augusta Pulcheria summoned a council to be held at Nicaea, and the bishops duly made their way there for the opening on 1 September, 451. A certain kindly but misunderstood old gentleman called Attila the Hun was, however, causing some anxiety in Illyria, and Marcian found it necessary to keep one hand on the tiller of state. The bishops were therefore instructed to proceed to Chalcedon, which is close to Constantinople. Now Marcian could keep one eye on the bishops, and the other on the Hun. One wonders which he found more troublesome. 

The Council of Chalcedon assembled in the basilica of St. Euphemia. No less than eighteen imperial officers sat facing down the church. On their left, the place of honour, sat the representatives of Leo, headed by Paschasinus, followed by Anatolius of Constantinople, Maximus of Antioch, Thalassius of Caesarea in Cappadocia, Stephen of Ephesus, and the bishops of their jurisdiction. On their right sat Dioscorus of Alexandria, Juvenal of Jerusalem, Anastasius of Thessalonica, and the bishops of Egypt, Palestine, and Illyricum. There were more than five hundred bishops present in all. 

The first session began on 8 October. The Roman delegation immediately objected to the presence of Dioscorus. Dioscorus, now on the defensive, was instructed to sit in the middle as he could not be both judge and defendant. Eusebius of Dorylaeum, who had been deposed by the Latrocinium (see previous entry), then appealed to the Council, which proceeded to review the acts of the Latrocinium. Theodoret of Cyrrhus was allowed to enter, amid scenes of uproar, until the imperial officers called meeting to order. A number of Dioscorus' supporters, including Juvenal of Jerusalem, went over to the other side. Only Dioscorus himself refused to yield, maintaining that Flavian had been justly deposed because he had spoken of 'two natures after the union.' 

Clearly the 'dyophysite' or 'two-nature' position was gaining ground. However, 

"Eustathius of Berytus thought it right to warn the bishops that, in their support of the doctrine of 'two natures' they should make it clear that theirs was not the 'dividing' of Nestorius; and Basil of Seleucia threw out the suggestion-which, it would seem, was to bear fruit when the 'Definitio' was drawn up-that they could safeguard the truth by stating that, while the two natures in Christ were not to be 'divided,' they were not to be 'confused' but to be 'recognized' (in their difference)." (Sellers, p. 108) 

At the second session of the Council, on 10 October, the creeds of Nicaea and Constantinople were read, together with Cyril's letters to Nestorius and John of Antioch. Finally the Tome of Leo was read. This was greeted with shouts of approval: "This is the faith of the fathers and of the Apostles. This we all believe. Peter has spoken through Leo; thus Cyril taught; Leo and Cyril teach the same; anathema to him who teaches otherwise. This is the true faith; the orthodox hold this; it is the faith of the Fathers. Why was it not read at Ephesus [at the Latrocinium]? Dioscorus kept it concealed.' 

"The Tome" is the title usually given to Leo's letter to Flavian concerning Eutyches. The word is usually applied to a lengthy and weighty volume in English, but "Tomos" in Greek can be applied to any document, without regard to length. In fact, the "Tome" runs only to a couple of pages, and can easily be read aloud at one sitting, as it was at Chalcedon. The text can be found in NPNF, Series 2, Letter XXVIII (pp. 38-43). Leo insists that Christ was true God and truw man: "Without detriment therefore to the properties of either nature and substance which then came together in one person, took on humility, strength, weakness, eternity, mortality...Thus in the whole and perfect nature of true man was true God born, complete in what was His own, complete in what was ours...both natures retain their own proper character without loss...each form does what is proper to it with the co-operation of the other." The great merit of the document is its clarity. It is written in simple, unphilosophical language which can be understood by anybody. 

The definition of Chalcedon, 451: 

"Therefore, following the holy Fathers, we all with one accord teach men to acknowledge one and the same Son, our Lord Jesus Christ, at once complete in Godhead and complete in manhood, truly God and truly man, consisting also of a reasonable soul and body; of one substance [homoousios] with the Father as regards his Godhead, and at the same time one substance with us as regards his manhood; like us in all respects, apart from sin; as regards his Godhead, begotten of the Father before the ages, but yet as regards his manhood begotten, for us man and for our salvation, of Mary the Virgin, the God-bearer [Theotokos]; one and the same Christ, Son, Lord, Only-begotten, recognized IN TWO NATURES, [en dyo physesin] WITHOUT CONFUSION, [asynchytos] WITHOUT CHANGE, [atreptos] WITHOUT DIVISION, [adiairetos] WITHOUT SEPARATION [anchoristos]; the distinction of natures being in no way annulled by the union, but rather the characteristics of each nature being preserved and coming together to form one person and substance [hypostasis], not as parted or separated into two persons, but one and the same Son and Only-begotten God the Word, Lord Jesus Christ; even as the prophets from earliest times spoke of him, and our Lord Jesus Christ himself taught us, and the creed of the Fathers has handed down to us." 

This did not end all discussion, dissension, and debate. 

"From the political point of view, the Council of Chalcedon was a failure. In his zeal for uniformity, the Emperor Marcian had not reckoned with that spirit of nationalism which was destined to prove one of the major forces in the forthcoming disruption of Eastern Christendom. Whilst the Greek cities-at any rate, officially-supported the decisions of the Council, the peoples of Egypt and Syria, living in the days when strong patriotic feeling could be expressed only through the medium of theological controversy, rose in revolt against what they regarded as an attempt on the part of the Greek government to 'Graecize' its subject races; and a hundred years later, after the Church in the East-for the West never wavered in its adherence to Chalcedon-had endured another long period of internal strife, the Monophysites separated themselves into their own communities, and Copt and Syrian were moved to denounce the doctrine of 'two natures' partly because this was the government's creed."[Sellers, 'The Council of Chalcedon,' p. 254]

5)     Explain the notion of original sin in Augustine of Hippo and its relationship with the human free will.
Saint Augustine, , was one of the foremost philosopher-theologians of early Christianity and, while serving (396-430) as bishop of Hippo Regius, the leading figure in the church of North Africa. He had a profound influence on the subsequent development of Western thought and culture and, more than any other person, shaped the themes and defined the problems that have characterized the Western tradition of Christian Theology. Among his many writings considered classics, the two most celebrated are his semiautobiographical Confessions, which contains elements of Mysticism, and City of God, a Christian vision of history.

Augustine believed that original sin manifested itself in sexual desire. His attitude towards sex was not unusual for his time: “Augustine lived in an ascetic age, where the sensitive man already felt humiliated by his body and where his clerical readers would have been increasingly celibate”

Augustine believed sin originated with free will, which is a created good Free will implies the ability to do evil It is a voluntary noncompulsory self-determined act (FW III, 17, 49). Augustine appears to have later contradicted this view when he concluded that Donatists could be forced to believe against their will (Correction of the Donatists III, 13). With the fall man lost the ability to do good without God's grace (E 106), yet he retains the ability of free choice to accept God's grace (True freedom, however, is not the ability to sin but the ability to do good which only the redeemed have (E 30).
Augustine lived in a society where many religious philosophies related the body to evil; his struggles with his own desires left him fascinated and perplexed with the concept of evil. He strove to reconcile his own shortcomings with the immaculate perfection of God and God’s creation
Augustine eventually developed the theory that all humans are inherently evil because of Adam’s sin, which is transmitted through semen; no one is good, and we do not have free will because we are trapped in sin.

Humans become evil, then, at the moment of conception; no one is innocent, not even infants, their sin evident in their ability to act selfishly or jealously. Original sin proved compatible with other theological ideas, such as the virgin birth; if sin is transmitted through semen during conception, then all humans are implicated except for Christ.

Initial Reactions to Original Sin

Although it was initially contested, the notion of original sin soon became widely accepted. It may seem puzzling to outsiders why people would voluntarily accept such a negative, condemning idea. Some Christians of the time did disagree; they found the concept of original sin contrary to foundational beliefs such as the goodness of creation and the human freedom (Pagels 131).

In Augustine’s time, however, many people lived in a “mentality of dependence,” so Augustine’s explanation fit perfectly with society's outlook. Original sin also provides an answer to theodicy. Original sin does not ease suffering, but for Christians, it proposes an answer as to why humans must suffer; as Pagels explains, perhaps “people would rather feel guilty than helpless” (146).

Emperors would also have supported the idea of original sin, since it reinforced their power; because man, a fallen creature, could not control himself, he needed “more than purely spiritual pressures to keep him from evil” (Brown 239).

According to Pagels, “Augustine’s dark vision of a human nature ravaged by original sin and overrun by lust for power rules out uncritical adulation and qualifies his endorsement of imperial rule” (118). Interestingly, though, Christians believe that the power and authority to control human sinfulness is, under imperial rule, given to merely another fallen and sinful human.

