ST ISIDORE OF PELUSIUM
AND THE NEW TESTAMENT

By
Rev. C. FOUSKAS

Chapter V
GENERAL, COMMENTS AND CONCLUSIONS

1. On the material cited and examined.

a) Isidore is mainly known as an interpreter of the Scriptures
and his knowledge of the Scriptures is profound.

b) He quite successfully deals with the question why the Scrip-
tures are called AwO%xn and why they were written.

¢) He gives some noteworthy metaphorical expressions of the Scrip-
tures, and deals with their authority, inspiration, plainness, lucidity
and reading. Isidore’s opinions here are worthy of special mention.

d) He examines the relationship of the two Testaments and says
that there is one Authority for both; that there is an interior concord
of both; that the O.T. has a preparatory character of the N.T.; that
there are some differences with regard to the instructions given by hoth
Testaments and that the superiority of the N.T. over the O.T. is un-
questionable. His teaching on these points is orthodox and remarkable.

e) Of the Biblical text which Isidore uses, about fifty passages
could improve the textual criticism of the N.T. and many other pas-
sages could enrich the critical apparatus which so far scarcely refers

1o lsidore’s letters.
f) He criticizes and tries to restore seven N.T. passages and suc-
ceeds in the five examples. His attempts are worthy of special mention.

g) With regard to the number of N.T. passages, Isldore mte_Lrets

cited. But there are some 49 addltlonal N.T. passages cited and not

mterpreted and thus the whole number of the cited N.T. passages ex-

ceeds three hundred.
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duction’ to the N.T., that is with various notes on eleven passages of
which eight are successful. ‘

i) Concerning the interpretation of the Scriptures, Isidore gives
some seven or eight noteworthy rules and uses two methods of inter-
preting the N.T.,: That is, interpretation by reference to the Scriptu-
res (about 35 examples altogether) and interpretation by reference t0
exterior witnesses for strengthening his opinion.

j) Classification of the interpretations according to their contents
is not everywhere possible, because many interpreted passages deal at
the same time with doctrines, moral truths, Church discipline etc.
Many Scholars divide Isidore’s letters into ‘exegetical’, ‘moral-ascetical’
and ‘dogmatical’ ones. We personally think that this division is not ap-
plicable. L. Bober divides Isidore’s interpretations into two large ca-
tegories: 1) Allegorical method': (a. Prophecies which refer to Christ.
b. Mystical interpretations c. tropological ones). ii) Grammaiicohi-
storical method? (a. How Isidore interprets allegories and parables, p.
56-63. b. Interpretation of some peculiar verses, p. 63-8. c. Interpre-
tation of passages of chronological nature, p. 69-72. d. How he eluci-
dates alleged ideas, p. 72-5. e. How he explains the apparently contra-
dictory passages, p. 75-6 and f. Selected examples of the order of the
books of the Scriptures, p. 77-107). We distinguished between the me-
thod and the types of interpretaiion and for technical and essential
reasons we preferred to classify Isidore’s N.T. interpretations into the
following categories: Literal Interpretations, allegorical ones, alterna-
tive interpretations and those supposed to be unsuccessful.

k) To illustrate Isidore’s thought and to sirengthen our own opi-
nions on many points and yet not to extend the Thesis to a great
length, we have cited from Isidore 105 interpreted passages out of 346,
except of many quotations we cited in the first part of the present The-
sis. In other words, we have cited less than the one third of the total
~ number:Moreprecisely speaking we -have cited-7 interpretations in-the
section —“textual-eritieism™—H—interpreted—passages—as-material-appro—
priate for an ‘introduction’ to the N.T.; 15 examples to show his me-

thod of interpretation; 25 examples of literal intepretations; 20 specimens
of allegorical interpretations; 8 examples of literal and allegorical kind,
another 6 examples of alternative interpretations and 13 examples in the

“section ‘unsuccessful interpretations we thought it necessary tocite all

1. loc. cit. pp. 82-47.
2. ibid. pp. 56-107.
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these examples because otherwise we could not form the right idea about
Isidore’s conceptions, use, criticism and interpretations of the N.T. L.
Bober, who composed a special monograph! concerning the hermeneutic
art of Isidore cites only 64 examples from the N.T. interpretations. We
think that they are not enough, moreover since he ‘systematically’ dealt
only with Isidore’s Exegesis. Heumann? and Niemeyer® cite little more
than one dozen examples from Isidore’s interpretations. Therefore
their results cannot be of general importance. The number of their exam-
ples is too limited and the selection, indicates their prejudice against
Isidore. Diamantopoulos? cites just a few selected examples from the O.
and the N.T. in order to prove that Isidore belongs to the Alexandrian
School of interpretation and that Isidore was not an important inter-
preter. Diamantopoulos is wrong and unjust because he gave us a mu-
tilated and therefore a false picture of Isidore’s interpretations and be-
cause he stated as general conclusions what were only local remarks.
Other Scholars did not cite examples of interpretations or they cited a
very limited number?.

2. On St. Isidore’s attitude towards Literal and Allegorical
Interpretations.

Isidore clearly distinguishes between literal and allegorical inter-
pretations. He apparently seems to prefer the allegorical interpretation.
Thus, interpreting Deut. 12,11 and Lev. 14, 10f he says: «I had of course
to say about their mystical meaning, &g fcwplug «dzdv. Because
there can be applied to them best an allegorical interpretation, &anyo-
ple, which could profit those whose minds are familiar with mystical
interpretation. But since I know that many people think that those who
say such things avoid the struggle because of illiteracy; and since I
also know that you delight in the things, tol¢ mpdyuxot, and only in
the literal interpretation, <7 épunveta, of the Scriptures, I shall give

a direct answer lacking in symbolisms»®. In certain cases he seems to
defend the allegorical interpretation against those who are accusing it;
«Inasmuch as I do not know how you accused those who indicate the

1. De Arte hermencutica S. Tsidori Pelusiotae, Cracoviae 1878.

- 2. loc, cit. 22-25

3. Tocart. pp - 95-1T02

“—Toc—citpp.621=26/1926- — - :
. Unfortunately we were not_able to see Joasaph’s work on TSidove’s infer-

pretations
6. IIT 84,789C.
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~mystical interpretations and change the letter into the Spirit, although

they many times say some beneficial things to those who hear them...».
But although Isidore in some cases prefers allegory, he declares that
he does not force others to do so: «If you do not wish, I should not
oblige you to allegorize...»?2.

To distinguish allegorical from literal interpretation, Isidore uses
some characteristic words or phrases. Thus allegory is meant by &ny-
yopie®, or Bewpla* or 76 mvebua®, in opposition to the ypdupe or
ambppnTog Ewvoir®, or Pabitepoc xal elhinpivéotepog volic?, Or xexpuupévy
nod moponexodoppévn Sidvor®, Or xexpupuéva alviypata®, Or xexpupuévy
dnferal®, Toly mayéon xexahvppévy Toig 8¢ Aemrols yeyvpuvwpévn!t. With re-
ference to the O.T. in particular, he applies the allegorical interpreta-
tion, because many things in the O.T. have been said elg tomov pei-
Covawv mpaypatwyl?, or because Moses S oudv xal copfébhay Ty GAY-
Oerav Oméypae’®, or because ooy elyev 6 vépog Tdv peAbvray dyadiv
xol 00x adThy eixdve TGV mpaypaTwy L.

Despite all these conceptions, Isidore is not a representative of
allegory. His allegorical interpretations of the N.T. are only 15°/,. He
allegorically interpreted mainly those passages which were suitable
for such an interpretation. The greatest part of his allegories are success-
ful and the general impression is that he is quite moderate in his allego-
ry. In allegorizing he tries to offer something better, ‘for the per-
fecting of the saints’®,

In opposition to the mveluo which referring to interpretation means
the allegorical type, Isidore uses the word ypdppa'S, which signifies

1. II 81, 521C.

. IV 117, 1192B.

. IIT 84, 789C; IV 129, 1209C.

. II 81, 524C; III 84, 789C; IV 117, 1192A; IV 203, 1292A.

e s 1 e e s
. 1 360, 388A.

. IV 149, 1233C.

. I 53, 216B.
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9.1 193, 305C.

10. II 138, 580C.

11. I 71, 232A.

12. I 362, 388B. = o = - —_ =
13. IV 157, 1241B.

14, IV 141, 1221C; cf. Hebr. 10,1.

15. Ephes. 4,12.

16, II 81, 524C.
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the literal interpretations. Other words which denote this type of inter-

- pretation and which have beeen used by Isidore, are: 7 épunveta?, or d
mpdiywe?, or interpretation xa0’ Ioroptavd, or mpoyelpwet, or mpdysipos
vole® or mpbyeioog Exdndugs.

Besides allegory, Isidore knows the grammatico-historical infer-
pretation?, and follows it: «But I, although the meaning of the context
refers mainly to the soul, do not deny even the letter (that is although
I must interpret here allegorically I do not refuse to interpret literally).
Because even here the same meaning will be saved»®. In some cases
he obliges us to combine allegory and literal exposition®.

The sum of Isidore’s literal interpretations are 85%/;, which means
that for him literal interpretations were a rule. Allegorical interpreta-
tions were exceptions. His success in interpreting literally is greater
than in interpreting allegorically.

After all these remarks and especially after the exposmon of Isi-
dore’s interpretations, it is easily understood that he preferred the gram-
maticohistorical interpretations rather than the allegorical ones. This by
no means means that Isidore belonged to the Exegetical allegorical
School of Alexandria, as Diamantopoulos'® insists. Neither does it
mean that Isidore belonged to the Exegetical School of Antioch, as
Batiffol'!, Bardenhewer!?, Aigrain'® and others think. We personally
think that along with Athanasius the Great or Basil the Great!, Isi-

. 11T 84, 789C; IV 17, 1064D-1065A; IIT 18, 744C.
. IIT 84, 789C; IV 157, 1241C.

. IV 203, 1289D-92A.

. 153, 216B.

. IV 203, 1289B.

. I 310, 388A.

. IIT 84, 789C.

. IT 81, 524C.

. IV 203, 1289D-92A.

T0. I0C. Cit. 1926/67%.

11. loc. cit.

12. Patrology, p. 879.

18. loc. cit. p. 16-7.

14. cf Basil: in Ps. XXVIIIJFGAI_'LIJJEL_TO’%L% %ol pueTikerepoy,.. in Ps.
XXIX T, Garm ;177D Kol €omee %ato 5V 16 COLETinoy. . Xaro 08 T0 VOItev. .. I 5;
XXXII 6, Garn. I 196B: *EfAynois 2om...197B: Avvardy 3¢ xal éxl vdv 108 maboug xeupdy
Svoryerrety vaﬁﬁPSﬂﬂEhﬁ*G&?ﬁﬁ%%ﬁ*—Hé%WMﬁrﬁ@mﬁgdvdﬁf;
ok _dpxeaBiver ofi-xard.Td-_mpbyeipov-mposmimTobon-TriG-dx0uic- Hudv-Ewole. .. ;- A-good-
-deal-of-St-Basil’s-homilies-on—thePsalms bear witness—of-his-allegorical-er-anagogi—
~cat-interpretations; Seeatsor Imifex. V 6 Garm. T 64 o Matt. 24,33 Adversus Ev=
nomium IIT 7 Garn. I, 394C-395 stc.
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dore bvelonged to the Neo-Alexandrian School which so much vdii_"ferred
from the old allegorical one.

3. Evaluation of St Isidore’s Interpretations.

As it was to be expected, Heumann attacked Isidore as being an
inexperienced interpreter and as having made many mistakes?®.
Schroeckh’s? conceptions are similar to Humann’s. Niemeyer thinks
that Isidore «ome times successfully used the gift of the interpreta-
tion. But having attempted to interpret the difficult passages of
Christ and of the Apostles, he either followed other Fathers or did not
exactly expose the right meaning of these passages. If he used the
critical art in a better way and if he did not delight so much in
excessive allegory, we should count him together with the best inter-
preters who at that time were illustrirous»®. Bareill* and Diamantopou-
los® adopted and repeated Niemeyer’s conclusion.

Other Scholars on the contrary, declare that Isidore was an eminent
interpreter, whose interpretations are successful on the whole. Thus,
Richard Simon® thinks that Isidore is one of the most skilful commen-
tators of both Testaments. L. Bober insists that dsidore was not only a
learned and experienced interpreter, but also that he was endowed with
a notable innate sharpness»’. Kurtz® puts Isidore above other Alexan-
drians by saying: «His exegesis, too, which always inclines to a simple
literal sense is of far greater importance, than that of the other Alexan-
driansy. Balanos® says that «Isidore is unquestionably one of the most
expert interpreters of Scripture at that time» and the opinion of some

too severe critics cannot diminish his worth; an_interpreter who inter-
preted so many passages cannot be judged from some mistaken inter-
pretations but from the majority of his attempts where he excelled.

- 1. loc. cit. p. 22-5.
— 2,106 cit—p.—526f, - -
. loc. cit. p. 100.
. DTG VIII, 90. :
. loc. cit. 1926/627. o } i —

ot oo

6. Histoire Critique des principaux commentateurs du N.Testament, Rot-
terdam 16983, p. 306-7: «...il mérite cependant d’ étre mis au rang de plus habiles.
Commentateurs tant du Vieux que du Nouveau Testament».

7.-loc.cit.—p.-108: «..illum-in-eruendo-sensu-grammaticohistorico-non—solum———
eruditum et solertem interpretem fuisse, sed etian insigni accumine ingenii prae-
ditum.,.» i ' -

8. loc. cit. I 286.

9. lo. cit. p. 60-1.



80 . C. Touskas

P.A. Schmid sees Isidore’s strength in Exegesis! and says that he
was an eminent Exegete? who loved the Scriptures and tried to expose
their high truths.

Heumann, Schroeckh, Niemeyer, Bareill and Diamantopoulos exa-
mined a very limited number of Isidore’s interpretations. Their select~
ed examples which fluctuate from one to two dozen in number are
especially examples of allegorical interpretations, mainly cases where
Isidore was not successful. This fact denotes their prejudice against
Isidore or at least it shows that they had not the right to announce as a
general conclusion what was correct for some interpretations. General
conclusions are not derived from particular cases. Or, if they are
derived, they are not true.

Apart from that, their opinions on ‘which interpretations are not
successful’ is not everywhere correct. The unsuccessful interpretations
of Isidore are less than they thought. These unsuccessful interpretations
are only ten3 in number out of 346 of the N.T. There are also two*
other interpretations for which it is difficult to state that they are un-
successful. They simply are two opinions among many other opinions
of other ancient interpreters. In other words, with regard to Isidore’s
interpretations of the N.T., the mistakes are 3%, whereas his success
is 979,. This loudly cries that Isidore unquestionably is a successful
interpreter. We have cited approximately one third of his N.T. inter-
pretations, but our conclusion depends on the examination of the whole
number of his N.T. interpretations. What we have said for the cited
examples is more or less valid for all his N.T. interpretations. We have
however, cited and examined all Isidore’s interpretations supposed to be
unsuccessful. Hence, if our opinion is correct, our conclusion must be
correct, too: Isidore of Pelusium, being endowed with rare mental and
spiritual gifts, having been acquainted with the best education of his
age and having dedicated himself to careful and pious study of the
excellently. His success with regard to the N.T. interpretations is un-
questionable. These, being strengthened by the fact that Isidore was
not occupied with a systamatic interpretation of the Scriptures but

fions oblige s 1o number

was_ogly_accasmnauy_answeung_same_qlms
— him with the great and best"Exegetes of his time. — — =

1. loc. cit. p. 82: «Isidors Staerke liegt in der Exegese».
2. Toc. cif. p. 2.
Phil. &,3; Hebr. 7T,

&, Matt. 18,33; 24,19.




_ Chapter VI
SUMMARY OF ST ISIDORE’S DOCTRINAL TEACHING

To the question why we have put this chapter in the second part of
our Thesis, there is a threefold answer: First, since there is not any third
and separate part dealing with Isidore’s whole teaching, this chapter
could equally be put in the first or in the second part. Second, by
putting this chapter in the second part we obtain an equality of the two
parts. And third, much of Isidore’s teaching here displayed is derived
from his interpretations whether cited or not the in the proceeding five
chapters. And when this teaching is not directly derived from the inter-
pretations 1t definitely completes them.

It is not our intention here to display in detail all Isidore’s teach-
ing. This could be a second Thesis; and indeed there is plenty of ma-
terial for such a monograph. Our purpose here is to display as syste-
matically and at the same time as summarilly as possible Isidore’s
conceptions on the fundamental doctrines of Christianity about which
he wrote. We omit Isidore’s ethical teaching because an exposition of
the moral truths which occupy the greatest part of his letters is
outwith the title of our Thesis.

Almost all those who dealt with Isidore showed something of his
teaching. Of special mention must be Niemeyer!, Gliick?, Bouvy?,

someﬁhm‘g noteworthy with regard™ bo Is1d0res teacnlng are Du Pin’,
Ceillier® and Bareill®. But we personally think-that-no--one-dealt-sy-
stematically and sufficiently with Isidore’s doctrinal teaching, except
Schmid who sufficiently indeed dealt with Isidore’s Christology only.
~ Our outline of Isidore’s doctrinal teaching is synoptic. but yet it is, we

think, systematic and since we deal with almost everythlng which Isi-

1. loc. cit. 61-102.

2. Summa doctrina moralis.
8. loc. cit. pp. 102-26.

4, loc. cit. pp. 55-167.
5, loc. cit. 19! 2641pﬁ538;45,_&04«5,_66544f
6. Die Christologie Isidors..

7. loc. cit. pp. 7-32.

8. loc. cit. pp. 600-40.

9. loc. cit. DTC VIII pp. 84-98.

©EOAOTIA, Téuos AH’, TelUyos A’ 6
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dore wrote concerning the Christian doctrines, this outline is also com-
plete. There is no special paragraph in this chapter on the Heresies,
because almost everything related with them is displayed under other
headings. Thus we obtain a more systematic exposition of the Christian
doctrines and at the same time we avoid unnecessary repetition. All
the conceptions included in this chapter belong to Isidore. We simply
found and showed them having added only the necessary headings or
phrases in order to make the best sense.

I. Theology in general.

a) Is the knowledge of God possible?

To learn God’s Nature is impossible, because this learning is Smep-
puis and undauddev drdowwoct. The divine Nature is dxatavépactogt
The knowledge of the essence of God is neither necessary nor possibles.
There are not natural proofs for the dmip iow truthst. The word néc
is not applicable to God®. «Although God is glorious and much more
brilliant than the sun, it is impossible for us to see Him, for the na-
tural eyes are not appropriate for such a seeing. But it is not impos-
sible to think of God, for by His providence He sends His rays espe-
cially to those who have a pure mind. Still it is most difficult to under-
stand Him, for He is above and greater than what could be understood»®.

b) What and how can we learn of God?

What we must know of God is «that God exists, not what He is»’.
We can of course learn something of Him if He wishes it® and «f we
are able to receive this knowledge which now is incomprehensible, but
which will be understandable in the future life»*. We must, however
obtain this knowledge through Faith, «for we must know and believe
that God exists and we must not bother about what He is»'%. On the
other hand the Seriptnre i te and splendid faith

concerning God*,

1. II 93, 537C.
2. T 453, 432B.
. 311299, 728A. — e —

4. T 405, 409A; TV 211, 1305A.

5. T 476, 441C; IV 183, 1273D.

6.7 117186, 636C:
-7--TI1-214;-893C; 11T 282, 913C.
81193 537B.

I 9. 1I'56, 500A: cf TV 126, 120&4C.
10. IT 299, 728A.
11. ibid. 725C.
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" ¢) What is God?

God is the supreme being «for nothing is above Him»!. «God, being
light &t8wov is &vapyoon®. The word &Bavaros is also applicable to that
which was born and does not die; The word &¢Oxprog is also applied
to those which have been created and which do not decay. Therefore
God is &i8wo¢ i.e. without origin and without end, «for the &t3iov is main-
ly peculiar to the divine essence. The &idibrng is dewlwbrnond. God is
almighty but His omnipotence has no relation with evil things* for He
can do everything but He wishes the best5, that is He wishes and does
what are appropriate for Him®. God is the Creator of angels, of wa-
ters and clouds’?, of animals® and of man® and He is Iowthe xal
"Apyov xal "Egopog xal Mpovonths xal Kndepdvni®, God is goBepés, but
He is also &yafoc for every one'. He is edepyeminbs, Sextinds t@v
yvnolwe petayvwoxévtoy, arapardyiotos and peikiyiog!®. He is not the
cause of evil things!®. God is just, paxpbBupoc'®, Whose patience is
insuperable'®. He also is Philanthropist!'?. «None can escape from the
brilliant and sleepless Eye or do something secretly. For all things are
naked to Him even if they appear as secret»'®, in other words God is
omniscient. God is perfect, avarlrotwrtog and GuerdPrnTos, el del xoto
& adTa xol doudteg Exew for He is unchangeable and superior to eve-

. IV 183, 1276A.

I 248, 333A.

III 149, 841B; III 18, 744C; IIL 63, 772D.
II 147, 557G IV 47, 1097C.

5._Slvorren piv_mdvro Boddevon O dowote... of T 353, 384C: Ilolnoig @eol, adry
¢otiv 7 BodAnois.

6. IL 117, 557D Ta mpémovraAdTa.

7. 1 843, 380AB.

8. II 119, 560B.

9. III 95, 801A; 804AD; III 115, 556C

1011 299—72513’ ==
44 IV47,-4097D; 1 343, 380A. 1 388, 401B; IT 85, 528C.

12. 1V 47, 1097C.

43-1-240,-329B.

14, II 217, 660C; II 222, 661C; IL 279, 709C; III 71, 780C; "IV 47, 1097C;
V 366, 1548C.

15. 11 160, 613D; II 222, 661C; V649 1633C.

—— ra_frftgs_ssm — — ——— — —_— e

17. 1II 71, 780C; V 260, 1488C.
18. IV 47, 1097C; V 368, 1548C.
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ry changel. God is sinless®. God is draf)c® «for the Deity not only does
not suffer, mwaoyew od Sdvarar, but even is not touched or is not seen»t.

d) Proofs of the existence of God.

‘We cannot see or touch God, we cannot understand His essence,
but we can be sure that God exists. We can prove that God exists, be-
cause the world exists. «The creatures bear witness to their Creator.
Without an architect a house is not built, neither is a ship built with-
out.a. shipbuilder, neither can a musical organ exist, without him who
makes these organs»®. The order and the harmony of the world on the
other hand, proves that God exists, «for where there is tdfic, there a
talapyoc is necessary»®. «Then we must see Him Who is invisible by
the mind, through the world; we must see Him not by the eyes, but
by the mind, not by seeing»’.

2. The Holy Trinity.

a) In general.

- Writing on the Baptism of our Lord, Isidore displays his concep-
tions concerning the Holy Trinity. He writes: « This is my beloved Son’
God and Father announced from heaven while the Son was being ba-
ptized, in order to show the genuine and natural Son Who was doubted
among those who were not natural but adopted and to reveal the divine
and adored Trinity of the Godhead &v idiaug Omostdoest yvwgilopéyny...
Because while the S o n was being baptized, the Fa t he r testified and
the Holy Spirit descended proving the Son consubstantial with
the Father and with His own self»8. The adored and blessed Trinity is
not a certain tpiwpbownog dmécrTaoig, as Sabellius thought, says Isidore.
Deity is one but the dmoordoeig are three. The odola of Deity is one,
and the three Persons of the Holy Trinity share in the same odste, but

e 7 . .
UTTUCTXOG ™S d!fie!eitb bhﬂ!g aIId Bvely ifo}y ie] SOTI hHS ibs OWIT UTCU“

oracic®. We do not accept, Isidore carries on, that «the one God is only

1. V 359, 1541C and 1544A.
2. I 435, 421C.

- 3 IV 166, 12574

1242654
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V284355 D=4
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6. IV 186, 1277A; IV 58, 1113C. )
7. IV 186, 1277A. A S v

— BT 67, 228A" =
9. I 247, 332D-33A.
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Father, as the Jews think. We enlarge the Deity into a holy and con-
substantial Trinity». The doctrine of the Holy Trinity is found even
in the O.T. and even Philo and others understood it%. «Those who are
called in the sacred Scriptures évixéc, characterize the divine Nature;
for the Holy and most royal Trinity is consubstantial. But those who
are called in plural number, t¥¢ t&v Smoctdoemv ot Suwxpopds. For the
Deity is enlarged to three iduétyrag and again is diminished to one odsiav
in order that neither is polytheism understood because of the dixpopa
Tév @doewvd, nor can the Jewish conception be understood, because of
the one Person. For the identity of the Nature is divided into dmoctaceis
whereas the idiétng of the dmootdoeic is joined into one odoian®. «Tha
blessed Trinity is ¢idwog and the words mpd and pera are not applied to
It, neither are the words ‘first’ and ‘second’ and ‘third’ applied to It.
"AptBuol yae T @clov xal xeévey xpeitTov xal wdone émvoiag GYNAGTEROY,
For if the Deity with regard to i316tyreg is divided, Sipeirot, It is uni-
ted, ouvdmrerar, with regard to &fta and odcia. For the Deity being en-
larged into Omootdosic is united with regard to odsie which by all
means is followed by the &&ia» of the divine dnoctdoeic®. In other words
the divine Smoctaceg of the Holy Trinity are equal with themselves
because the essence of the divine Trinity is one”™ and because the di-
vine and most royal Trinity is consubstantial®. Thus we have é&vwouw of
the Father, the Son and the Holy Spirit®. -

To sum up: The names Father-Son-Holy Spirit, many times occur
in Isidor. He distinguishes between odstx and Snéoracic. The words.dmé-
aracig, tdibtne, and mpbécwmoy with regard to the Holy Trinity mean in

I—sidore%s_—letters—the—s&me—th~ing~.wGod-is-one-,—bu-t—the-évmcxco’co‘sug-ap&
three. The three Ymoordosig are of the same substance and equal.

b) The Father.

~ God the Father is yevw#twp'®, but He did not become Father at
a certain time: He always is Father. «If God is always the same without

1. IT 142, 585A; cf. III 27, 748D-49A.
—2—&44&—5853&890—&9%@1@4@%@%@#43—%3—“99@&&&&————
. ®borc here must mean dméotacic or iddtng or wpbowmov.
. IIT 112, 817AB.
. cf. II 18, 744D-45A; 111 63, 772D.

W

5 XL 1%9, 25&71]5\1 -
. I 59, 220C.

. III 112, 817A.

.1 97, 249A.

. IIT 334, 992C.
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any change, if He does not get anything or if nothing is added to Him,
then del éote xal Iatfp, He always, is Father. And if He is always Fa-
ther, He always had the Son, dei €oye tov Yiév. Therefore the Son is cuv-
atding with the Father»'. And if the Son is cuvaidioc with the Father, it
follows that the Father is not greater than the Son. But Christ Him-
self said ‘my Father is greater than I'2, how have we to understand it?
Isidore says; «The word ‘greater’ has been said in comparison and not
in superiority which cannot be compared. For if Christ has been made
&% odx Bvrwy then mneither can the ‘greater’ stand. For how can the im-
mortal be compared with these which have been made &x pi dvrwv?
And if you acknowledge that Christ has been made dypévwe and dmwabdée
from the paternal idiétyc, again you will not reach the precise meaning
of why ‘my Father is greater than I’ has been said. For it has been said
not in order to teach, but exclusively to comfort and to encourage the
Disciples who were afraid... Both can stand, the ‘greater’ since the Fa-
ther is yewftwp and the ‘equal’ since Christ is God and consubstan-
tial»3. Elsewhere the Father is called «God and Father»?, or Accxéryc®s.

c) The Son.

The greatest doctrinal theme which occupy Isidore, is Christology.
There are many letters dealing with Christ’s deity, manhood, hypo-
static union of the two Natures, His relationship with the Father, etc.
Here we cite only the main lines of Isidore’s teaching concerning Chris-
tology and the numbers of the respective letters as well for further
study. Following Isidore’s statement that «the main name of the mwoAu-
dvupog is the characterization of the Son which signifies the genu-
ineness and expels the conception of creature»®, we preferred the head-
ing ‘the Son’ instead of ‘Christology’. From the other names of Christ
which occur in Isidore, the name ‘Father’ is worthy of special mention:

J 4 A A\ \ ) 3 Cou) .
«X ?1 4 edc xal YT han?
4 LA}

i. The 4t3to¢ and &dmwalnc yévvnore of the Son
from the Father.

-~ The most-important-letter on this subject-is that-addressed to the

11 241,-829€C:
—=Fohor—t&E 28
3. IIT 334, 992BC ) -
. s A, X QZ,_228A,.L313F3_GQB_, III_33_5 99_&&,777 S S e
e —— N R £ 11— = :
: 6. V 28, 1344A.

7. 1 460, 436B.
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deacon Elias and dealing with John 1,1. Isidore says: «The Scriptures
call ‘birth® of Christ His &ypovov and &idiov and duesivevrov and supe-
rior to any reason or thought mp 6 03 ov from the Father, not in order
to signify some passion, but in order to establish the 6poovouiov, i.e. the
consubstantiality. For, indeed, those who give birth are consubstan-
tial with those who receive birth. And in order that nothing newer be
invented, the Scriptures say: ‘in the beginning was the Word’. Then
they declare the relation of the Son with the Father: ‘and the Word
was with God’. Then they declare the &&ixv of the Son: ‘and the Word
was God’. All these are so declared in order that having learned the
dpoovaiov from the Son, the &rabic from the Word, the olxeibryra with
the Father from His being with God, and His &&iav because He is God;
and having expelled from every name that which is inappropriate,
that is to say, having expelled the vedrepov from the Son, the avuréorarov
from the Word, we might inow and adore Christ as God &t3iov and
6uoovaiov, as having dispassionately and not under time sprung from
the Father»'. In other letters we find that God the Father is always
Father and therefore «the Son is always Son»2 and He is cuvaidiog with
the Father. We also find that «birth is mainly applied to the Son where
as it is improperly applied to other creatures. Birth is applied to the
Son because of the truth and consubstantiality, whereas it is applied
to creatures because of honour and adoption. For He, having wished,
gave birth to us Aéye dinBeizcn®. In another letter Isidore declares
that the «Word drnubé¢ étéyby or mposhniubent.

H—The—det+tyv—of Chrisit

1
T

TS T 3

Christ is God; but He is God not by adoption or grace. He is God
because He ltad the deity before-time, Epeurov-Eoye npd-rév-alwvwv;-and
when He came to us as a man, He did not lose His deity. These facts
are illustrated in Isidore’s interpretation of Phil. 2, 6-7, to wit: «“To be
equal with -God’: if Christ was not _equal with God, the example of the
Apostle_was useless since Christ did what He did obeying Him who

ordered Him. If Christ was equal with God-He of course was equal-

then—the-example-is—properly-aiming—at—humiliation—If-Ghrist’s-equa~——

lity with God was an &pouov,i.c. an unexpected gain or find, then Christ

4. IV 142, 1224AB.
2. T 241, 329C.
3. IIT 31, 753A.
4. TII 141, 837BG.
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could not humiliate Himself, since His subordination®! could be in
advance a judgement for His office. But inasmuch as He was equal éx
pboswe, by His Nature, and had His edyéveiav i.e. brilliant origin essen-
tially and not granted by grace, He did not avoid humiliating Himself»®2.
‘Christ madz himself of no reputation’. « Christ, being in the form of
God, thought it no robbery to be equal with God’. That is Christ did
not seize dzity and reign but He had it innate before Time, and He did
not accept the taking away of His deity, but He, being Lord of things
in heaven and things on earth and things under the earth did not aban-
don his heavenly position and at the same time He came to us»3.
Christ is not «trdc &vbpwmog» endowad with divine grace, but He is
the only-begotten Son Who wished to be incarnated®. Christ is God®.

lii. The equality and consubstantiality of
the Son with the Father.

Interpretingi Cor. 1,24 “Christ the power of God’, Tsidore says: «Christ
is power not dvumborarog but dvuréotarog and almighty, the creator of Hrmo-
otdoei and equal in force with Him Whose power He is»®. On John 14,28
‘my Father is greater than I’, Isidore says that «the ‘greater’ can stand
because the Father is yevwftwp but also the ‘equal’ stands well because
the Son is God consubstantial»?, with the Father. «Since the rule of
comparison is applied to those which are 6poyevij, the comparison be-
tween the Son and Father proves that they are consubstantial»®. The
phrase ‘the Son can do nothing of himself, but what he seeth the Fa-
ther do’®, does not mean that the Father is greater than the Son, but
«it declares the icotiuiav and the icocfevic and the op.000GLovnt? of the
Son with the Father. The Son and Father arc one in glory and in essen-

1. The text in Migne has: «“Iva p4 # mepiooeia mpbuprpa worfoy 5 dEla». The
meaning of this phrase is obscure; there is no word Yrepiooeio. If we will change this

—__ WOrd {ImtU STTpEsty 0f WG SuDOTrAInation 15 a meanng, then this line could make

sense.
. IV 22, 1072AB.
. 1139, 276A.

05 9A T 384, 992B DT IV 142, TZ2a AT TV 166, TZ60UA.

T 143, 585D.

2
3
4. 1T 157, 612B; IV 166, 1257AB.
)
6
7

b Y
IO UE 992D~

8. I 422, 417AB; cf 1473, 441A; III 342, 1001B.

———9. John—5:49
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ce: Christ promised* that He shall come in the glory of His Father and
by this verse He shuts the mouths of the heretics and blows cut their
rabies. For He did not say in ‘such a glory in which the Father is, but
showing® the most exact, He says He shall come in the same glory, in
order that this glory may be considered as one and necessary the same.
Then, those whose glory is one moreover their essence is also one»®.
«For everything which the I"ather has belongs also to the Son and vice
versan®. Christ is not «an interpreter of the Father, but He is Aéyoc
évomborartoc and has His own idibtyran’. Since the Father and the Son
are of the same substance, They also have the same will. «Mix &pa
odclor Tlatpdg xal YioD dHomep BAnoLgn®.

Cav. Ch_rist the Man.

The orthodox doctrine on this point and Isidore’s teaching as well
can be summarized in what he epigrammatically says: The second Man,
that is Christ, «@edc &v dAnBéc, yéyovev &vBpwrog dAnBicn?. In more
detail: «The true God of everything truly became man obtaining what
He was not without changing what He was and the one existing Son
Who was and is &vapyoc and anépavtos, mpbopatoc and &tdrog is now of
two Natures»8. Christ did not become a xata déxnowv man®, but «hav-
ing been incarnated in and from His Mother, He became &vBpwmog
xord aAfferey similar with us in everything but without sin»'%. «He who
together with the Father reigns and keeps control of the supermundane
things and administers the early things was incarnated»?. It is our

1. Matt. 16,27.

2—Instead-of-neprorg-which-the-Migne’sedition has, we prefer Altemps™ co-
dex which has mapiorag, not only because we obtain the best interpretation, but
especially because this opinion of Isidore’s derives directly from Chrysostom: In
Matthew LV 4 Montf. VII 630B; «’Axé 7o émnupiBouévoy Seun vic, &v adrh dxetvy
i S6E oty iEer; G phay-wdmhvironTebeoOor wot -ty e

4. 11 138, 581B.

5. TIT 141, 837BC.

 oYme- B Fvapameic—rot-S-odx-Hv-TpookaBov, tx-giccav duutv 5 ele tndpyey Yibe, dvapyos

6. I 353, 384C; cf also I 67; 246; 389; IIT 27;31; 112; 149; 342; IV 99.
7. 1 803; 357C. i
8. 1 323, 369B: «‘O @n0wic xol énl mavrwv Bcbs, &vbpwmoc véyovev dhnbi,
xol dmépavtog mpboguTog ol &idLooy.
9. I 102, 252C. .
10. T 121, 264A; I 123, 197A; I 289, 352C.
11, IV 166, 1256B.
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God and Saviour!, or God the Word?, or simply God® or the divine
Essence* who was incarnated. Christ remained &vpewroc i.e. unchange-
able when He was incarnated®, «for God, having been incarnated od
térpamral, obte ocuyxéyurar, olite Sifionter i.e. He was not changed,
neither has He been confused nor divided. But He is one and the same
&vapyog and &tdiog Son, the same after incarnation as He was before it»®.
Christ became man «éxdv, willing, to regenerate the people by His in-
carnation»”. The incarnation of Christ is an oixovopte which He did «for
the salvation of the sinful men»®. The passion of Christ on the Cross
«reached the flesh»® and not His deity.

v. The two Natures of Christ.

«The divine Nature of the Son is &végixtoc to every human mind»°.
The great mystary of the divine oixovopin!, i.e. the Deity’s and Man-
hood’s union in Christ, happened &ppfrwe!?, or dppdoTwe!® and therefore
«the ineffably united God with the cheapness of the apparent flesh is
with difficulty conceived and is difficult to look at»'¢. Two ‘things’,
mpdyuatel®, were united in Christ: The Deity and Manhood. Isidore
expresses this truth by the following phrases:

Deity Manhood
I 10,185B: Oedg &vBpwmoc yéyove
I 23,197A: ’AMBac 8¢ (dv xal) &anB&e (dnbneg) yevbpevoce &vBpwmoc
Oede
T 42299A: Ocle odolx 7 &8 Huey adtf) voleion dvapdptn-
Toc oapk
» "Appnroc Tol Ab-  mpdg tO avbpdmivoy
you évwotg
1. I 109, 256B.
2. IV 64, 1121B.
3. T 404, 408C.
4. T 42, 209A.
5.1 416, 413B.
6. 1419, 416C.
7-T-256,336D-37A.

8 1 936_398: 1 453 _432RB

9. II 132, 576A

10. T 416, 413B.
11,1 219, 320D; I 192; 640C.

492 1. .50 994 A
. =+ T

13. T 219, 321A.
14. T 59, 221A.
15. 1 248, 333B.
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I 59,221A: ‘O +Wvwpévog &ppn-
Twe Ocdc
» Bebrng
I 109,256B: ‘O Beog xal Zotip
v
I 124,265A: @ecod
I 182,301A: T& Pubéd tic Océd-
TNTOG HvLToLL
I 193,305C: Tov Kipioy fuév xal
wTipe
I 219,320D- 21A T nlp %c Oetog
odaotag
T 248,333A:°‘H &vapyoc Ocdrye
I 303,357C: @edg &v arnbic
I 310,361C: ©coc
I 323,369B: ‘O d&an0hs xal émi
mavTwy BOedc
» Tide &vapyoc, &-
mépavroc, &iSiog
T 344,380B: ‘O Qcdc
I 360,388A: T oixetw mupl wiic
B®zdrmrog, 6 Kiprog
I 405,409A: O Adyog
I 419,416C: ‘O @edg
I 436,421D: Yiod 700 Oeoil
I 496,452C: Ociq @lotg

1T 192,640D:
IIT 95,804A
IIT 130 820C:

To &pbaprov Hverly
Movoyevi)g Oedg

ﬂgr\mr

T edredela Thg puvouévig capxde

coprwielon
évavBpwnnoug
coapxwbévroc... T} mpooAndel TT¢
cauprdG

6 Képroc 17¢ 36Eng

TV EVapdpTNTOY QUOLY AVRUOPTATWS
dekdpevoy
copxl APPACTWE GUVETTAGXY)

xowvevie T7¢ avBpwrivng mrwyelag
véyovev &vbpwmoc dAn0ig
xatafiver piavlpdmwg 7OSéunce
&vBpwmog yéyovev dAnBe

TedGEATOG

dua Tovg anBpdmove yéyovey &vBpwmoc
v Qopny 7ol dvBpwmeion pupdpatoc
evihoae xal xabdpag

capl dAnbie

gvavlpwmhoac

Evoaprog EmipaveLn

oopf xal doréa
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II1_329,988C: ——O—Howpwog Aeyohav@pwmwv-uno%g—cpuo-rv

The word ¢iouc in singular, used by Isidore occurs in many cases
and means various things. Thus it means, ‘the divine Nature in Christ’?

‘nature’®, ‘human nature’®, ‘devil’s nature’s,

‘mankind’® etc. The word

pboeic, in the plural, with regard to-the Natures-in-Christ, -oceurs under

the following forms: s -

I 23,197A: *EE apgotépwy TdV @ioewy Tpooxuvebuevog

1. I 436 is identical with IV 229.

2. T 416, 413B; T 436, 421D; 1T 157 612B IT 192 640D

———————3-—T1-402,-252€:

4. T 124, 265A; T 193, 305C; I 303, 357C; II 2, 456B; III 329, 988C; IV 230,

1324C.
5. III 328, 909C.
6. I1I 195, 880C.
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ibid. note 23: &v dugotéonig Talc ploest mpooxuYODpEVOL

I 236,328C: Ado g@lcewy évwaig :

I 303, 357D-60A: *Ex 800 gbocwv elg Yiog &v Gcob

I 323, 369B: *Ex ¢@bozwv dvoiv 6 ele dmapywv Yiog )

I 405, 409A: *Ev éxorépors toic pbaeowy elg Orapyet YioG (tol) ol

To signify the union of the two Natures in Christ, Isidore uses the
words: &woic?, &vebeico®, fvopévoct, voinS, Avetub, évelbels’, évo-
sucd, &vdoer (verb)®, lcl®, wowaviall, cuvepuordynoic!®, coumhoxn'®, xa-
rdBucicl®. The union of the two Natures in Christ is perfect!®, or true'$,
or it happenad truly’* and neither division nor confusion is applied to
this union'8. This union happened @uxavfpmmeme!®.

To sum up all that Isidore says concerning the hypostatic union
of Godhead and Manhood in Christ, we cannot do better than quote
Isidore’s own words: «The Lord united and purified the human nature
and inflamed it by His own fire of the Godheed and became one Per-
son with it and one worshipped Hypostasis»2°. «

d) The Holy Spirit.
The Holy Spirit is called by Isidore: IveBuo®, Hveuy,oc &yov®2, Hocv—

. This form is more correci than the former one.
. I 42, 209A; I 236, 328C; I 247, 333A.

.1 42, 209A; IV 436, 421D.

. 159, 221A.

. 1124, 265A; 11 192, 640D,

. 1182, 301B.

. T 199. 309C.

. I 360, 388A.

. T 248, 333B.

. I28, 197A 1199, 309C; 1323 369B I 405, 409A
. 1249, 333A.
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23 197A, [ 303 357C; T 323 3698
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20. T 360, 388A.
21,159, 221A; T 97, 249B; TII 77, 785A. ~
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109, 256C; I 250, 333C; II 5, 461A; III 106, 612BC twice;. III 252, 9_3_2B twice;
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&ywovl, Beiov®, mpooxuvolpevov?, Mvebuo Oeol, Adxrvrog OcobS, Tlupd-
xAnTocS, i -
The Holy Spirit shares in and completes the Holy Trinity, being
of the same essence as the Father and the Son: «The’ divine Spirit is
not ioTdv or xtieTdv or Tii¢ dolAng @ioewe, but He is cuyyevéc and
dpoodsiov of the lordly, creative and royal essence, because: a) Our God
and Saviour having become man, taught that the All-holy Spirit com-
pletes the divine Trinity: b) He is counted together with the Father
and the Son in the epiklesis of the holy Baptism as releasing men from
sin; ¢) He renders the usual bread on the mystical Table His own (i.
e. Christ’s) body of His incarnation; (The Holy Spirit also changes the
wine into Christ’s blood)’. If the Holy Spirit is Sothov, let Him not be
counted with the Lord. If He is tiope, let Him not complete or have
relations with the Creator. But the Holy Spirit has been united and
counted together - Since we must obey Christ Who is the accurate dovy-
pattotig of such truths, Who accurately teaches those truths referring
to His own essence». «The Comforter is xowwvog of the divine
essence and glory»® and is united with the Father and the Sonyl®.
Blasphemy against the Holy Spirit is inexcusable, «inasmuch as
His deeds being apparent prove those making the blasphemies foolish
and ungrateful. Because whereas the passions were being cut out and
demons expelled by the Godhead’s power, the grumbling Jews calum-
niated that these miracles were made by Beelzebub. Now, this blas-
phemy, which is clearly against the divine essence is -the Lord said—
out—devi—ls’TI-sidﬁre—sa-ysf-that-«Finge‘r’Of‘GD‘d“i“sTt}WHoly Spirit. And the
finger, to take an example.inom_our_bodyriswfi,heresse-nee%)fﬁthe—body;
Thus Christ called ‘finger’ the Holy Spirit’s Hypostasis which is inse-

. 1197, 249A; 1109, 256B; I 243, 382A. . . . -
= 2. 1106, 253C; T 313, 364C; I 416, 413B; I 500, 453B; III 77, 785A; III
£06;-842€;TH-252,-932B; TIT 260, 944 A; 11T 39%, 1033B; IV 145, 1998D; IV 182,
1273C. N
T-560;—453B; - : )
4.1 119, 261C.
5.1 60, 221C.
6. IT 260, 944A. o , e
—— 7. 1313, 364C. :
8. 1 109, 256BC.
9. III 260, 944A.
10. 1 97, 249A.
11. I 59, 221AB; 1 60, 221B.
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parable and relative with the divine essence»’. «The divine and wor-
shipped Spirit, descended on the sacred Disciples ten days after
Christ’s Ascension or fifty days after the day of His resurrection,
as He promised»?. During Christ’s baptism also, «the Holy Spirit
descended ascertaining the Son consubstantial with the Father and
with His own self»® and «He émepdvy like a dove»?. It is the Holy Spirit
«Whom we have received»® and Who inspired the sacred authors to
write the Holy Seriptures®.

( Continued)

1. 1605;224G

2. 1 500, 453BC; 1 499, 453B.

3. 167, 928A. —_— —
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