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yOUT carnal mind; thınk the Samllec WaY YOU doAUGUSTINE, MAXIMINUS  AND IMAGINATION  In a paper presented at the 11th Oxford Patristics Conference, I  pointed out that Augustine accuses all heretics of being carnal persons,  that is, the sort of persons who can think of God only in bodily terms'. I  showed that Augustine specifically accuses the Arians of thinking of God  in a carnal or bodily fashion and even claims that their heresy arises from  an image-controlled interpretation of Jn 5:19, "The Son cannot do anything  n2  of himself, except what he sees the Father doing  . To illustrate his point,  Augustine reconstructs the logic of the Arians in thinking about Jn 5:19 as  follows:  "As far as I can see, you understand that the Father makes some things, but  the Son watches how the Father makes them so that he too can make what he  has seen the Father making. You have set up two carpenters, as it were,  thinking of the Father and the Son like a master and his apprentice, in the way  that fathers who are carpenters teach their sons their craft. See, I come down  to your carnal mind; I think the same way you do ...  n3_  In this paper I shall first show that Augustine explicitly accuses the  Arians in general and Maximinus in particular of thinking of God in a car-  nal or bodily fashion. Then I will try to determine from what Maximinus  } Heresy and Imagination in St. Augustine, forthcoming in Studia Patristica 11. For  nn  Augustine’s understanding of the Pauline terms "carnal,  animal,” and "spiritual," see my  Spirituals and Spiritual Sense in St. Augustine, in Augustinian Studies 15 (1984), 65-81;  ’Homo spiritalis’ in St. Augustine’s ’De Genesi contra Manichaeos’ , in Studia Patristica  10, vol. 22, 351-355; A Decisive Admonition for St. Augustine?, in Augustinian Studies 19  (1988), 85-92, and ’Homo spiritalis’ in St. Augustine’s ’Confessions’ , in Augustine: From  Rhetor to Theologian, ed. Joanne MCWILLIAM, Waterloo, Ont.: Wilfrid Laurier University  Press, 1992, 67-76.  ? See Tractatus in Iohannis Euangelium 18,3; CCL 36,181: "Ariani quidem haeretici.  ... capiunt ex his uerbis ansam calumniae ...”. See also Sermo 126,8 in Revue Benedictine  [RB] 69 (1959), 186-187: "Non potest filius a se facere quidquam, nisi quod uiderit  patrem facientem (/o 5,19). Hic arrianorum error exsurgit ...".  * Tractatus in Iohannis Euangelium 18,5; CCL 36,182: "sic, quantum opinor,  intelligis, quoniam quaedam facit Pater, Filius autem attendit quemadmodum faciat Pater,  ut possit et ipse ea facere quae uiderit Patrem facientem. Duos quasi fabros constituisti:  ita Patrem et Filium, ut etiam magistrum et discipulum, quomodo solent patres fabri  docere filios suos artem suam. Ecce descendo ad carnalem sensum tuum, ita interim  cogito ut tu ...". Cf. also Sermo 126,9; RB 69 (1959), 187.m3
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rum ere also number of antı-Arıan ın the Tractatus iın
Ohannıs Euangelium, datıng from the VYCAaIs 413-418, and in number of
Augustine’s Sermones®. Finally, there 15 the Ollatıo CUÜ)  S Maximino,
verbatım record of the debate between Augustine and Maxıminus held in
1ppO ın 427 428, and the books of the Contra axımınum FY1a-
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espoused the Homo1ilan Arıanısm of &s the apostle of the Goths®.

Augustine denounces the Arıan of image-  ng, but he himself frequently
K images illustrate Irımitarıan OcCtrine. C especlally Sermo 117,6,10-9,12; 38,
666-66) where he USeC.: images of the rıghtness of lıght and of A reflection of reed in
waler illustrate hOw the ather 1S NOL temporally subsequent the Son The erence
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(: Epistula 337A SEL where Augustine Sa y "dıctaul ONU“ Arrıanos ad
iıllud quod Dıionysıius de Vico ano0 miserat28  R. J. TESKE  himself said in the debate with Augustine whether or not Augustine’s  accusations are justified‘. In conclusion, I shall suggest some reflections  on the charges that Augustine is guilty of Hellenizing the biblical doctrine  of God.  I. THE ACCUSATION AGAINST THE ARIANS  Augustine’s anti-Arian writings are relatively late and few in num-  ber. In 418 Augustine received a copy of an anonymous Arian tract, Sermo  Arianorum, in response to which he wrote his Contra sermonem Ariano-  rum’”. There are also a number of anti-Arian passages in the Tractatus in  Iohannis Euangelium, dating from the years 413-418, and in a number of  Augustine’s Sermones®. Finally, there is the Collatio cum Maximino, a  verbatim record of the debate between Augustine and Maximinus held in  Hippo in 427 or 428, and the two books of the Contra Maximinum Aria-  num, which Augustine wrote after the debate, because Maximinus’s fili-  buster had deprived him of a chance to answer on the day of the debate.  Maximinus, the Arian bishop, came to Africa in 427 or 428 with  Count Sigisvult, a Goth, who was sent to suppress the rebellion of Bonifa-  cius. The fact that he accompanied Sigisvult suggests that he was a Goth,  though Meslin has argued that he was a Roman by birth’. In any case,  Maximinus took as his rule of faith the Council of Ariminum (386) which  espoused the Homoian Arianism of Ulfila, the apostle of the Goths®.  + Augustine denounces the Arian use of image-thinking, but he himself frequently  uses images to illustrate Trinitarian doctrine. Cf. especially Sermo 117,6,10-9,12; PL 38,  666-668, where he uses images of the brightness of light and of a reflection of a reed in  water to illustrate how the Father is not temporally subsequent to the Son. The difference  is that, while Augustine uses images to aid in understanding the rule of faith, the Arians  allow images to determine what the rule of faith is.  5 Cf. Epistula 33*A; CSEL 88,122, where Augustine says: "dictaui contra Arrianos ad  illud quod Dionysius noster de Vico Iuliano miserat ...". For this point and for the content  of the next note, cf. B. DALEY, The Giant’s Twin Substances: Ambrose and the  Christology of Augustine’s ’Contra sermonem Arianorum’ , in Collectanea Augustiniana  I, New York: Peter Lang, 477-495.  $ Of the Homilies on the Gospel of John, the most important in terms of their  anti-Arian doctrine are 18, 20, and 26, which date from 413, and 71, which is dated after  418. The principal anti-Arian Sermones are Sermo 117 [418], Sermo 135 [417], Sermo  139 [416-418], Sermo 140 [427 or 428], Sermo XLXXXUII [after-416], Sermo 226  [416-417], Sermo 341 [418], Sermo 330 [417], and Sermo Guelferbytanus 17 [421-423].  7 Cf. M. MESLN, Les ariens d’Occident, Paris: Editions du Seuil, 1967.  8 Cf. R. GRYSON, Scolies ariennes sur le councile d’Aquilge. (Sources chretiennes,  167). Paris: du Cerf, 1980, 250-263, for the Creed of Ulfila and Maximinus’ commentary  on it. Cf. R. P. C. HANSEN, The Search for the Christian Doctrine of God: The ArianFor thıs pOoINt and for the Conitient
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In the Contra Sermonenmn Arıanorum AL Augustine cıtes text
from the Arıan “He heard from the Father, °Sıt al rıght hand,

Controversy 318-538J, ınburgh: Clark, 1988, 557-597, for ACCOULUNL of the
Homoian Arıanısm and 1fs princıpal representatıves. FOor excellent acCount of the.
Homoljan Arıan theology, cf. GRYSON, Les scolies arıennes,

From POSS 1ta Augustin VL v1i,3; XXXI1,543-544, learn that it
the Heraclhıus who Was admınıstering the affaırs of the diıocese who ınıtially
Maxıminus.

10 Simonetti has argued that the author of the an Sermo Arıanorum
represents the SAa SOTIT of Arıanısm 15 found in the WT1UNgs of Maxıminus. . h1s
Agostino gli Arıanl, in Revue des e  tudes augustiniıennes (1967) 55-84, here
Hence, hat 1s Sal! in Sermo Arıanorum IMay counted eviıdence, ıf NnOL exphicıtly
agaınst Maxımıunus, al east agaınst the Homoian Arıanısm that he. represented.

Contra SETMONEM Arıanorum 111,4; "quıd est quod dıcunt, Jubente Patre
omnı1a Fılıum, Lamquam ater NON creaverI1t, 1110 Crearı Jusser1t?”,

Contra SETMONEM Arıanorum I11.4; "Cogıitent quı carnalıter sapıunt,
quıbus 11S verbiıs Jusserı1t Pater UuNn1CO VerAUGUSTINE, MAXIMINUS AND IMAGINATION  29  Maximinus began the debate with Heraclius, the priest whom Augustine  had appointed to take over the administration of his diocese, but when  Heraclius found himself in trouble, Augustine was summoned to his aid°®.  This paper will focus upon the accusations of carnal thinking that  Augustine raised against the Arians first in his earlier Contra sermonem  Arianorum and then in his writings against Maximinus'®. In the third  chapter of his Contra sermonem Arianorum, Augustine takes issue with  the Arian claim that the Son created all things at the command of the  Father. He asks, "What do they mean when they say that the Son created  everything at the bidding of the Father, as if the Father did not create, but  commanded that everything be created by the Son?"". Augustine  suggests that such people "who are wise in a carnal manner should ask  themselves by what other words the Father commanded the only  Word"", Then, he explicitly accuses them of forming a phantasm, that is,  a false image, in their heart of two people, the one commanding and the  other obeying.  "They form for themselves in a phantasm of their heart two people, as it were,  though next to each other, still set in their own places, the one commanding,  the other obeying. Nor do they understand that the command of the Father that  all things be made is none other than the Word of the Father by whom all  things were made"',  In the Contra sermonem Arianorum XII, Augustine cites a text  from the Arian sermon, "He heard from the Father, ‘Sit at my right hand,’  Controversy 318-381, Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1988, 557-597, for an account of the  Homoian Arianism and its principal representatives. For an excellent account of the  Homoian Arian theology, cf. see R. GRYSON, Les scolies ariennes, 171-200.  ? From POSSIDIUS’s Vita Augustini VIL,vi,3; PL_XXX1IL543-544, we learn that it was  the same Heraclius who was administering the affairs of the diocese who initially debated  Maximinus.  '° M. Simonetti has argued that the author of the anonymous Sermo Arianorum  represents the same sort of Arianism as is found in the writings of Maximinus. Cf. his S.  Agostino e gli Ariani, in Revue des Etudes augustiniennes 13 (1967), 55-84, here 72.  Hence, what is said in Sermo Arianorum may be counted as evidence, if not explicitly  against Maximinus, at least against the Homoian Arianism that he represented.  * Contra sermonem Arianorum 111,4; PL 43,685: "quid est quod dicunt, jubente Patre  creasse omnia Filium, tamquam Pater non creaverit, sed a Filio creari jusserit?".  * Contra sermonem Arianorum 111,4; PL, 42,685: "Cogitent qui carnaliter sapiunt,  quibus aliis verbis jusserit Pater unico Verbo".  3 Contra sermonem Arianorum 111,4; PL 42,685: "Formant enim sibi in phantasmate  cordis sui quasi duos aliquos, etsi juxta invicem, in suis tamen locis constitutos, unum  jubentem, alteram obtemperantem. Nec intelligunt ipsam jussionem Patris ut fierent  Oomnia, non esse nisi Verbum Patris per quod facta sunt omnia". Here Augustine explicitly  points out that the Arians think in phantasms and do not understand (intelligunt) the Fa-  ther’s command.13 Contra Arıanorum 111,4:; z "Formant nım sıbı in phantasmate
cordıs Sul quası duos alıquos, ets1ı Juxta Invicem, SU1Ss Lamen I0CI1s cConstitutos, NUum
Jubentem, teram Obtemperantem. Nec intellıgunt 1Dsam Jussiıonem Patrıs ut jerent
Omn1a, NON OS!  Q 1S1 erbum 'atrıs PDeT quod facta SUnNnt omnı1a”. Here Augustine explicıtly
DOINLS Out that the Arıans ınk in phantasms and do NOL understand (intelligunt) the Fa-
ther’s cCommand.



TESKE

and thus he sat al the Father’s rght” He CommentSs, A  as he dıd thıs
at the Father’s bıddıng, NnOL by h1ıs OW W: well"!*. Augustine SaVy5,
€ess thıs 15 interpreted spirıtually, the er 111 the Son’s
left"!> He Warns that ONe cshould NOT 1n of the hand of V terms
of the dimensions of the body, 1C do nOTL ex1ist in but in terms of
the W act  n16 Augustine at least implıes that the Arıans interpret
Christ’'s being seated aft the rnght hand of the Father ın bodily

L’ater. Augustine eals wıth the texi from John, nAs hear,
Judg!  LA (JIn 530 He the Arıans understood indicating the subjection
of the Son He C1ıtes the (EXT, Son of iımself do anythıng
EXCEDL what he has SCCI] the Father o1ıng  M (JIn 5:19) er warnıng that JIn
5:30 15 IMNOTC dıfficult understand than the Arıans SUDDOSC, he cıtes
John’s words, "Ihe Father does NOTL Judge9 but has gıven a ll Judg-
ment the Son  „‚ (JIn 6:22) TIThen he asks, "How 15 ıt that ‘the Son
of himself do anythıng EXCEDL what he has SCCIHM the Father o1ng (Jn
5:19), though he Judges and does NnOTL SCC the Father judging?"". ıle
the Arıans, Augustine WOU. contend, have tried imagıne the Son obser-
ving the Father ın actiıon that he COM do what he. SCCS the Father
O1ng, Augustine ins1ısts that, 1f ONMN«C takes all the together, ONC 15
forced transcend the ıimagınatıon. He SaVYS,

them en! these things; let them of them: let them
them, and In SUOMNC WdY let their intention d far 4S possible CcCome emoved
from the MNesh (excarnetur). FOT Dy their carnal thought they SITIVE separate
the OIIC and dentical of the Trinity in distinction of substances and

It in degrees f DOWCECTnlß'

Contra Arıanorum "Audıvıt, inquiunt, Patre, ad
exteram meam , ef 1ideo sedit ad dexteram Patrıs, Llanquam mm Juss10ne, NON etiam
SUua ıd fecerit potes See Sermo Arıanorum 42,680 "Is quı voluntate 'atrıs
descendit el ascendıit, voluntate el Patrıs sede‘ ad exteram eJus, audıens em
sıbı i1centem ede ad exteram donec DONAaIM INIMICOS [UOS cabellum pedum
tuorum ”” (7°5 109:1)

15 Contra SEermOöoneEm Arıanorum "Hoc quıdem 1S1 spirıtualıter
acceplum fuer1t, Filıo 'ater ad Sinıstram erit  „

16 Contra sSermöonem Arıanorum AU; A  non secundum ıneamenta COTDOTIS
QquaCl Deo NONMN SUnNL, sed secundum effech vam virtutem30  R. J. TESKE  and thus he sat at the Father’s right hand". He comments, "as if he did this  at the Father’s bidding, not by his own power as well"'*. Augustine says,  "Unless this is interpreted spiritually, the Father will be on the Son’s  left'"!®. He warns that one should not think of the hand of God "in terms  of the dimensions of the body, which do not exist in God, but in terms of  the power to act"'®*. Augustine at least implies that the Arians interpret  Christ’s being seated at the right hand of the Father in a bodily manner.  Later, Augustine deals with the text from John, "As I hear, so I  judge" (Jn 5:30), which the Arians understood as indicating the subjection  of the Son. He cites the text, "The Son cannot of himself do anything  except what he has seen the Father doing" (Jn 5:19). After warning that Jn  5:30 is more difficult to understand than the Arians suppose, he cites  John’s words, "The Father does not judge anyone, but has given all judg-  ment to the Son" (Jn 6:22). Then he asks, "How is it that ‘the Son cannot  of himself do anything except what he has seen the Father doing’ (Jn  5:19), though he judges and does not see the Father judging?"'. While  the Arians, Augustine would contend, have tried to imagine the Son obser-  ving the Father in action so that he could do what he sees the Father  doing, Augustine insists that, if one takes all the texts together, one is  forced to transcend the imagination. He says,  "Let them attend to these things; let them think of them; let them ponder  them, and in some way let their intention as far as possible become removed  from the flesh (excarnetur). For by their carnal thought they strive to separate  the one and identical nature of the Trinity in a distinction of substances and to  arrange it in degrees of power  ll18'  14 Contra sermonem Arianorum XI; PL 42,692: "Audivit, inquiunt, a Patre, ‘Sede ad  dexteram meam’, et ideo sedit ad dexteram Patris, tanquam paterna jussione, non etiam  sua id fecerit potestate". See Sermo Arianorum 9; PL 42,680: "Is qui voluntate Patris  descendit et ascendit, voluntate et praecepto Patris sedet ad dexteram ejus, audiens Patrem  sibi dicentem: ‘Sede ad dexteram meam, donec ponam inimicos tuos scabellum pedum  tuorum”" (Ps 109:1).  S Contra sermonem Arianorum XI; PL 42,692: "Hoc quidem nisi spiritualiter  acceptum fuerit, Filio Pater ad sinistram erit".  16 Contra sermonem Arianorum XII; PL 42,692: "non secundum lineamenta corporis  quae in Deo non sunt, sed secundum effectivam virtutem ...".  17 Contra sermonem Arianorum XIV; PL 42,693: "Quomodo igitur ‘non potest Filius  a se facere quidquam, nisi quod viderit Patrem facientem,’ cum judicet, nec Patrem videat  judicantem?"  18 Contra sermonem Arianorum XIV; PL 42,693: "In ista intendant, ista cogitent, ista  considerent; et eorum quodam modo, quantum fieri potest, excarnetur intentio, qui  carnalibus cogitationibus moliuntur unam Trinitatis eamdemque naturam et substantiarum  separare distantia, et potestatum gradibus ordinare". The verb excarnare is used by  Augustine only one other time; in Sermo 140,6; PL 38,775, he says, "Exercet mentis  Evangelium Ioannis, limat et excarnat, ut de Deo non carnaliter, sed spiritualiterContra SE MOÖNEM Arıanorum XIV; "Quomodo 1g1tur Non Fiılıus
A facere quıdquam, 181 quod viderıt em facıentem,’ CU)  = Judıcet, em videat
Judıcantem? A|

13 C’ontra SETMOÖNENN Arıanorum AIV; "In i1sta inten ista cogıtent, ista
consıderent:; er COTU! quodam mO0do, u Ner] esL, EX intenuO0, quı
arnalıbus cogıtationıbus molıuntur Nam Trnmutatis eamdemque naturam ubstantıiarum
SCDaTATrC dıstantıa, pOlestalum gradıbus ordinare”. Ihe erb EXCUANNdTE 1Ss used Dy
Augustine only ONC other iıme; Sermo 140,6 R he Say>, "Exercet mentis
Evangelıum loannıs, 1ma| el EeXCarnal, ul de Deo NON carnalıter, sed spiırıtualıter
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Still later, 1n dealıng NC agaın wıth JIn 5130 1C the Arıans
took evidence of the subordinatıon of the Son, Augustine SaYy>S, qu they
WOU hınk lof what Augustine has Just saıd], they WOU. NOTL ın theır
carnal oughts AaITaN SC the DOWCIS functions of the TInı in unequal
degrees, makıng the er the CIMPCIOT, the Son the jJudge, and the Holy

119Spirıt the advocate lıke three InNnen of unequ and un. dıgnity On
the other hand, Augustine back upon them theır OW argument and
explaıns that

ven Dy such carnal thinking they Cannot emonstrate 1versity of natures
which 15 the maın point al 1SSue ween them and usS Ihey mM these

ings human practices and do NOL wıthdraw from thıngs famılıar the
human TaCe which they gTaASD in thınkıng For the anımal DEISONJN does NOL
percelve what Jongs the pırı of God (1 CorZ

er all, Augustine insists that, ın the Arıan comparıson of the
Father, Son, and Holy Spırıt wıth the CINDCITOT, Judge, and advocate, the
latter a humans wıth the Samnıc nature, despıte theır eren
WCIS and functions*!.

Later Augustine agaın ACCUSC5S the Arıans of carnal ng He
Hirst C1ıtes the Arıan (eXT, er begot the S50n, willıng thıs wıthout
change passıon; the Son made the Holy pırı wıthout abor exhaus-
107 Dy his OW. W alone  u22 mong ther things, Augustine states
that the Arıans should attend theıir claım that the Son made the Holy
Spirit Dy his OW W  9 for A  1ın that WaY they forced Sa y that the

sapıamus”.
19 Contra SET MONEM riıanorum "Haec Istı S1 cogıtarent, NON

arnalıbus cogıtatıonıbus SIC Irımitatis DOlLeSLales vel officıa gradıbus ımparıbus ordınarent,
MI lamquam TES homınes inaequalıs dıissımılis dıgnıtatıs facerent, (anquam iımperatorem
'atrem, Judıcem Fılıum, vocatum pırıtum sanctum ”. In ermoO Arıanorum Q9;
‚9  ' 9 the relatıonshıp 15 stated ess bluntly. After cıtıng In 5:30, it Say>S of Christ, "Unde
ei in Judıcando Patrıs praesentiam praeponıit, dıcens ‘Venıite, nedicth Patrıs me1 (Mt

Ergo Justus Judex est Fiılius: Judıcantıs CIO honor ei auctorıitas, 'atrıs imperlales
leges; Ssiıcuti el ‚Pirıtus sancthı Offic10sa advocatıo ei consolatıo”.

Contra Sermönem Arıanorum - "Qua cogıtatione carnalı,
tamen dıversıtatem, de inter NOS el 1DSOS maxıma quaestio esl, his trıbus
person1s demonstrare. NON Cum nNnım ad humanos ista referunt, el ab
humanı gener1s consuetudıne cogıtando DOSSUnNL NOMN un! anı! enım
homo NON perc1pit ua Sunt Spirıtus Deı (1 Cor 2:14) ME

21 Contra S$ermoöonem Arıanorum "quıd alıud NOS admonent, NıS1
quia el imperator, ! Judex ei advocatus, homines sunt?”" Proinde judex imperatore etj1amsı
DOLEsState MIinOor NON MINus NOomo est  A

Contra SEermoöonem rıanorump 42,702 "Pater, inquıunt, mmobilıter
impassibiliter volens Fılıum genult: ılıus sıne re el atıgatıone sola vırtute

spirıtum fecıt  n r Sermon Arıanorum 26:



3° TESKE

123Son dıd somethıng that he dıd nOT SCC the Father oing Augustine
continues them, askıng whether the Father alsSO made the Holy
piırıt, for, ıf he dıd, then the Son NnOTL make hım Dy h1s OW W
alone“. Worse yel, dıd the Father perhaps TSst make another Holy pırı

that the Son COUu. make the ON he made? er all, the Son do
anythıng that he has NOT SCCI1 the Father doing”. However, the second
hypothesıs IUNS dırectly COunNnter Jesus’ words, "Whatever the Father
does, those Samne thıngs the Son does 1n lıke manner” (Jn 3:19) Hence,
Augustine adds, “If they WOUuU 1n of these thıngs, all those thıngs
16 they make u for themselves theıir carnal thought WOULU assuredly

thrown into confusion  ||26_ Augustine elsewhere explaıns that such COMN-
fusıon 15 NOT the goal, but should rather the path that eaı

healıng. In Sermo L26: he points the confusion that results from
imagınıng that the Son watches what the Father does and then does the
Sarmnle thing, if ON adds such imagınıng of John 5:19 the Content of
John 1 namely, that all things WeTiC one through the Word Here
Augustine polnts Out that the remedy for thıs carnal inkıng lıes in the
confus1lon.

"Certamly YOU are confused, YOU heretiC; YOU confused But 1ike
ONEC who has taken hellebore, yOu confused in Order healed Now yOu

longer yourself; yOUu condemn, far S yOuTr carnal
Oopınıon and yYOUuTr carnal VIEW 4127

That 1S, the image of the Father and the Son, the ON unable do
anythıng by hımself and watching the other’s aCt1VILY, lıke the apprentice
observing the CarpenterT, 15 shattered Dy the image of the Father
oiıng all things by h1s Word that ONe 15 forced transcend thınking in

Contra SEeErmöonem rıanorum 9  s nım moOodo COgunilur
fater1, alıquıd fecC1sse Fılıum quod NON viderıt atrem facıentem ".

C’ontra sermönem rLıanorumB "An place! e1Is dıcere, quod
etiam 'ater fecerıt pırıtum sanctum? Non CIgO C  = sola vırtute Suxa fecerıt 1UsS

Contra SETMONEM Arıanorum 9l  s "An erum fecıt DT10T Pater,
ut pOssel Fılıus acere Qquem fecıt, quı NON potest facere 1S1 quod viderit Patrem
facıentem ?”.

C’ontra SEermönem Arıanorum ‚9 XLI1,703 haec COg cConen(iur,
procul 10 urbabun:| eIs ommn1a qua«c sıbı carnalı cogıtatıone Componunt  “

Sermo 126,10; (1959) 188 urbarıs, haeretice, Certe urbarıs;
lamquam eile|  TO 1O turbarıs, uL sanerTIıs. lam NON Iinuen1S, sententiam ef
carnalem intu1tum [uum, quantum arbıitror, etiam Ipse condemnas”. Oug hellebore
(helleborum) drug CUI! mental dıseases, 1ts verb (helleboro) IMNCans
"'.O purg  “ ıther SCNSC (Or both) COU: applıcable here.
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ımages and arTıve at understanding“. Hence, Augustine tells the Arıans
place the CYCS of the flesh 1N! them, ralse theır heart, and SaZC

uDON ings divine“. If they do thıs, then theır carnal intention 15 COMN-

use hıdden, destroyed””.
In h1s Contra axımiınum Arıanum, Augustune frequently ACCUSECS

the Arıan bıshop of hınkıng of ın carnal 0JM imagınatıve terms. In the
fiırst book, Augustine twıce ACCUSECS Maxıminus of such carnal thinkıng.
First, when Maxıminus appealed the ineffable of the Holy pırı

that the Holy Spirıit adores the Father”!, Augustine interprets
these the PIayCIS of the saınts and SayS of the Arıan interpreta-
t1on, "NO ON thınks of the Holy Spirıt in that WaYy unless he ınks of hım
in terms of the flesh and NnOTt 1n terms of spirıt132 Later Augustine
ACCUSCS Maxı1ıminus of leving that the Son 15 mutable

"Of YOUu would NOL belıeve thıs, if 4S Catholic yOou belıeved that the
form of the Was assumed Dy the form of God and NOL that the form of
God chang! into the form of the Ihen YOU would thınk NOTL
in carnal, but In spirıtual MannerTr that he remaıned the invisıble God

m33after avıng assumed the isıbleAUGUSTINE, MAXIMINUS AND IMAGINATION  33  images and arrive at understanding”. Hence, Augustine tells the Arians  to place the eyes of the flesh behind them, raise up their heart, and gaze  upon things divine”. If they do this, then their carnal intention is con-  fused, hidden, destroyed”®.  In his Contra Maximinum Arianum, Augustine frequently accuses  the Arian bishop of thinking of God in carnal or imaginative terms. In the  first book, Augustine twice accuses Maximinus of such carmal thinking.  First, when Maximinus appealed to the ineffable groans of the Holy Spirit  to prove that the Holy Spirit adores the Father‘', Augustine interprets  these groans as the prayers of the saints and says of the Arian interpreta-  tion, "No one thinks of the Holy Spirit in that way unless he thinks of him  in terms of the flesh and not in terms of spirit  n32  Later Augustine  accuses Maximinus of believing that the Son is mutable.  "Of course, you would not believe this, if as a Catholic you believed that the  form of the servant was assumed by the form of God and not that the form of  God was changed into the form of the servant. Then you would think — not  in a carmal, but in a spiritual manner — that he remained the invisible God  n33.  after having assumed the visible man ...  In the second book Augustine deals with a number of texts from  the debate in which he points to carnal thinking as the source of the Arian  position. At one point Maximinus stated that the Son "sees the Father, but  he sees the incomprehensible. The Father, on the other hand, sees the Son  as one who holds and has the Son in his embrace ..."*. Augustine replies  % In the Oxford paper I suggested that Augustine was using against the Arians the  Plotinian technique of correcting one image by another or of shattering one image against  another in order to move beyond imagery to understanding. Cf. Robert J. O’CONNELL, St.  Augustine’s Early Theory of Man, A.D. 386-391, Harvard: Belknap, 1986, p. 58, for a  description of Plotinus’s use of images to transcend the corporeal realm.  2 Cf. Sermo 126,10; RB 69 (1959), 188: "Repone oculos carnis post te, erige si  aliquid habes in corde, diuina intuere".  ® Cf. Sermo 126,12; RB 69 (1959), 189: "Ubi est ergo intentio ista carnalis?  Confundatur, abscondatur, perimatur".  3 Cf. Rom 8:26.  ® Contra Maximinum 1,ix: PL 42,750-751: "Nemo enim sic de Spiritu sancto sapit,  nisi qui secundum carnem, non secundum spiritum sapit."  3 Contra Maximinum 1,xix; PL 42,758: "Quod utique non crederes, si formam servi a  forma Dei esse susceptam, non formam Dei in formam servi esse mutatam, tanquam  catholicus crederes; et visibili homine assumpto, permansisse invisibilem Deum, non  carnaliter, sed spiritualiter cogitares ...".  %* Collatio cum Maximino 11,9; PL 42,728: "Vidit ergo Patrem sed vidit incapabilem.  Pater autem sic vidit Filium, ut tenens in sinu suo et habens ...". Maximinus had conflated  Jn 6:46: "Not that anyone has seen the Father except he who is from God; he has seen  the Father" and Jn 1:18: "No one has ever seen God; the only begotten God who is in the  Father’s embrace, he has revealed him".In the second Augustine eals wiıth number of from
the debate in 1C he po1ints carnal thınkıng the SOUTCEC of the Arıan
pos1ıt1on. At ON point Maxıminus stated that the Son "sees the Father, but
he SCCS the incomprehensıble. The Father, the other hand, SCCS the Son
A4Ss ONe who and has the Son in h1s embrace E  n54 Augustine replies

In the. (Oxford PDapcCI suggested Augustine WwWas usıng agaıns the Arıans the.
Plotinıan technıque of CoOrrecting OMNC ımage by another of shatteriıng ONC ımage agaınst
another in order INOVC yon ımagery understandıng. UT, Obert O’CONNELL, d
Augustine’ s Ekarly Theory of Man, 386-39]1, e  ap, 1986, 58, for
description of Plotinus of ımages transcend the COrporea. realm

&>3 Sermo (1959) 188 "Repone OCulos ‚arnıs DOSL O, er1ge S1
alıquid habes in corde, dıuina intuere".

+ ermoO m  e (1959) 189 "Ubı est CTgO intent10 1sta carnalıs?
Confundatur, aDSCON!  ur, perımatur”.

31 C Rom 826
y} Contra Maxıminum 1L1x - "Nemo nNnım SIC de Spirıtu sapıt,

1S1 quı secundum CaINem, NON secundum spiırıtum sapıt.  ”
33 Contra Maxımınum L,X1X; "Quod ut1que NONMN crederes, S1 formam SETrVI a

forma Deı 6S}  © SuScCeplam, NON formam De1 in formam SErVI 8!  Z ulatam, lanquam
catholicus crederes:; el vısıbıilı homiıne aSssump(o, permansısse invısıbilem Deum, NON
carnalıter, sed spirıtualıter cogıtaresAUGUSTINE, MAXIMINUS AND IMAGINATION  33  images and arrive at understanding”. Hence, Augustine tells the Arians  to place the eyes of the flesh behind them, raise up their heart, and gaze  upon things divine”. If they do this, then their carnal intention is con-  fused, hidden, destroyed”®.  In his Contra Maximinum Arianum, Augustine frequently accuses  the Arian bishop of thinking of God in carnal or imaginative terms. In the  first book, Augustine twice accuses Maximinus of such carmal thinking.  First, when Maximinus appealed to the ineffable groans of the Holy Spirit  to prove that the Holy Spirit adores the Father‘', Augustine interprets  these groans as the prayers of the saints and says of the Arian interpreta-  tion, "No one thinks of the Holy Spirit in that way unless he thinks of him  in terms of the flesh and not in terms of spirit  n32  Later Augustine  accuses Maximinus of believing that the Son is mutable.  "Of course, you would not believe this, if as a Catholic you believed that the  form of the servant was assumed by the form of God and not that the form of  God was changed into the form of the servant. Then you would think — not  in a carmal, but in a spiritual manner — that he remained the invisible God  n33.  after having assumed the visible man ...  In the second book Augustine deals with a number of texts from  the debate in which he points to carnal thinking as the source of the Arian  position. At one point Maximinus stated that the Son "sees the Father, but  he sees the incomprehensible. The Father, on the other hand, sees the Son  as one who holds and has the Son in his embrace ..."*. Augustine replies  % In the Oxford paper I suggested that Augustine was using against the Arians the  Plotinian technique of correcting one image by another or of shattering one image against  another in order to move beyond imagery to understanding. Cf. Robert J. O’CONNELL, St.  Augustine’s Early Theory of Man, A.D. 386-391, Harvard: Belknap, 1986, p. 58, for a  description of Plotinus’s use of images to transcend the corporeal realm.  2 Cf. Sermo 126,10; RB 69 (1959), 188: "Repone oculos carnis post te, erige si  aliquid habes in corde, diuina intuere".  ® Cf. Sermo 126,12; RB 69 (1959), 189: "Ubi est ergo intentio ista carnalis?  Confundatur, abscondatur, perimatur".  3 Cf. Rom 8:26.  ® Contra Maximinum 1,ix: PL 42,750-751: "Nemo enim sic de Spiritu sancto sapit,  nisi qui secundum carnem, non secundum spiritum sapit."  3 Contra Maximinum 1,xix; PL 42,758: "Quod utique non crederes, si formam servi a  forma Dei esse susceptam, non formam Dei in formam servi esse mutatam, tanquam  catholicus crederes; et visibili homine assumpto, permansisse invisibilem Deum, non  carnaliter, sed spiritualiter cogitares ...".  %* Collatio cum Maximino 11,9; PL 42,728: "Vidit ergo Patrem sed vidit incapabilem.  Pater autem sic vidit Filium, ut tenens in sinu suo et habens ...". Maximinus had conflated  Jn 6:46: "Not that anyone has seen the Father except he who is from God; he has seen  the Father" and Jn 1:18: "No one has ever seen God; the only begotten God who is in the  Father’s embrace, he has revealed him".Collatio CUM Maxımıno 11,9; "Vıdıt CIRO Patrem sed viıdıt ıncapabılem.
Pater SIC vidıt ılıum, In SINU SUO el nsAUGUSTINE, MAXIMINUS AND IMAGINATION  33  images and arrive at understanding”. Hence, Augustine tells the Arians  to place the eyes of the flesh behind them, raise up their heart, and gaze  upon things divine”. If they do this, then their carnal intention is con-  fused, hidden, destroyed”®.  In his Contra Maximinum Arianum, Augustine frequently accuses  the Arian bishop of thinking of God in carnal or imaginative terms. In the  first book, Augustine twice accuses Maximinus of such carmal thinking.  First, when Maximinus appealed to the ineffable groans of the Holy Spirit  to prove that the Holy Spirit adores the Father‘', Augustine interprets  these groans as the prayers of the saints and says of the Arian interpreta-  tion, "No one thinks of the Holy Spirit in that way unless he thinks of him  in terms of the flesh and not in terms of spirit  n32  Later Augustine  accuses Maximinus of believing that the Son is mutable.  "Of course, you would not believe this, if as a Catholic you believed that the  form of the servant was assumed by the form of God and not that the form of  God was changed into the form of the servant. Then you would think — not  in a carmal, but in a spiritual manner — that he remained the invisible God  n33.  after having assumed the visible man ...  In the second book Augustine deals with a number of texts from  the debate in which he points to carnal thinking as the source of the Arian  position. At one point Maximinus stated that the Son "sees the Father, but  he sees the incomprehensible. The Father, on the other hand, sees the Son  as one who holds and has the Son in his embrace ..."*. Augustine replies  % In the Oxford paper I suggested that Augustine was using against the Arians the  Plotinian technique of correcting one image by another or of shattering one image against  another in order to move beyond imagery to understanding. Cf. Robert J. O’CONNELL, St.  Augustine’s Early Theory of Man, A.D. 386-391, Harvard: Belknap, 1986, p. 58, for a  description of Plotinus’s use of images to transcend the corporeal realm.  2 Cf. Sermo 126,10; RB 69 (1959), 188: "Repone oculos carnis post te, erige si  aliquid habes in corde, diuina intuere".  ® Cf. Sermo 126,12; RB 69 (1959), 189: "Ubi est ergo intentio ista carnalis?  Confundatur, abscondatur, perimatur".  3 Cf. Rom 8:26.  ® Contra Maximinum 1,ix: PL 42,750-751: "Nemo enim sic de Spiritu sancto sapit,  nisi qui secundum carnem, non secundum spiritum sapit."  3 Contra Maximinum 1,xix; PL 42,758: "Quod utique non crederes, si formam servi a  forma Dei esse susceptam, non formam Dei in formam servi esse mutatam, tanquam  catholicus crederes; et visibili homine assumpto, permansisse invisibilem Deum, non  carnaliter, sed spiritualiter cogitares ...".  %* Collatio cum Maximino 11,9; PL 42,728: "Vidit ergo Patrem sed vidit incapabilem.  Pater autem sic vidit Filium, ut tenens in sinu suo et habens ...". Maximinus had conflated  Jn 6:46: "Not that anyone has seen the Father except he who is from God; he has seen  the Father" and Jn 1:18: "No one has ever seen God; the only begotten God who is in the  Father’s embrace, he has revealed him".Maxıminus had conflated
JIn 6:46 ot that has the ather EXCEDL he who 1$ from he has
the Father" and Jn 1:4  O "NO ONC has vVver the only begotten who 1S in the
Father’s embrace, he TEVi hım  LA



TESKE

that only the carnal-minde: hınk that WAaY and ACCUSECS hım of imagınıng
hıimself A embrace, that 1S, SOINC capacıty of the greater Father Dy

1C he and contaıns the maller Son, 4as home human
eing in bodiıly ashıon 0)8 aASs nurse’s bosom infantn35.
Augustine continues jab AaWAaY at h1s9 addıng wıth 1IronYy that
this WaY of ınkıng €ea| ONC nclude among the marvelous ings
about hrıst that "he SICW in the form of the and became arger
than he had been iın the form of that, though he Was TISt carrıed ın
h1s Father’s embrace, he NO S1ts al the Father’s rıght hand''>e Hence, he
Cr1es Out, "Cast such CN1ild1s! old womanısh phantasms from YOUI he.  Z

‘1137' Later Augustine ACCUSCS Maxıminus of thıinking of the Son’s being
born from the Father 1ın carnal and of rejecting, for this ICaSOoN,
the Son’s generatiıon from the er. "Filled wıth carnal oughts, YOU
hınk that the substance of the Father COu nOoTt beget the Son Outft of itself
wıthout undergoing what the substance of the ANesh undergoes when iıt
begets"”®. Shortly thereafter, he the Arıan, "Remove the COITUptON;
Casti asıde from the 1g of the mınd carnal pass1ıons and SCC the 1INV1S-
ble realıty of that 1s known through what has been made  u39. That 1S,

SaVC human parents the abılıty offspring of the Samne
substance themselves, the Father has fIrom h1s substance gotten
Son of the SaImnle substance. One MuUStL Iy  „ the CONCEDL of generatıon of
anı Yy COITUptiOoN and carnal Dassıon; OMNCEC ON has one S ONC 111 NOTL faıl

140heve Out of contentiousness, but SCC result of understandıng
Once Augustine uscs human analogy precisely A  on aCCOUNT of the

35 (ontra Maxımınum Il.1x,2; 42,764 1C NON sapıunt, N1IS1 quı er sapıunt.
Sinum quıppe tıbı fingıs, ut video, alıquam capacıtatem majorıs Patrıs, 1um
inorem capıat Oontineat SICUL homıiınem corporalıter capıt domus, aut SICU!| SINUS
Nutricıs capıt infantem  "

Contra Maxımiınum MAx. : 42,764 Ergo inter mırabilıa hristı ei hOC
deputabıtur, quıa in forma Servı crevıt, MaJor est factus forma Deı fuerat, ut
CUIMN Dr1uSs SINU Patrıs, NUuMN! sedeat ad dextram atrıs"

Contra Maxımınum 11,.1x,2; 42,764 "AbjJıce ista puerıilıa vel anıcularıa
phantasmata de corde LUO34  R JTESKE  that only the carnal-minded think that way and accuses him of imagining  to himself "an embrace, that is, some capacity of the greater Father by  which he grasps and contains the smaller Son, as a home holds a human  being in a bodily fashion or as a nurse’s bosom holds an infant  u35.  Augustine continues to jab away at his opponent, adding with irony that  this way of thinking leads one to include among the marvelous things  about Christ that "he grew in the form of the servant and became larger  than he had been in the form of God so that, though he was first carried in  his Father’s embrace, he now sits at the Father’s right hand"®. Hence, he  cries out, "Cast such childish or old womanish phantasms from your heart  .77 Later Augustine accuses Maximinus of thinking of the Son’s being  born from the Father in a carnal manner and of rejecting, for this reason,  the Son’s generation from the Father. "Filled with carnal thoughts, you  think that the substance of the Father could not beget the Son out of itself  without undergoing what the substance of the flesh undergoes when it  begets"*®. Shortly thereafter, he urges the Arian, "Remove the corruption;  cast aside from the light of the mind any carnal passions and see the invis-  ible reality of God that is known through what has been made"*®, That is,  as God gave to human parents the ability to generate offspring of the same  substance as themselves, so the Father has from his substance begotten a  Son of the same substance. One must "purify" the concept of generation of  any corruption and carnal passion; once one has done so, one "will not fail  140  to believe out of contentiousness, but see as a result of understanding  .  Once Augustine uses a human analogy precisely "on account of the  3 Contra Maximinum 11,ix,2; PL 42,764: "Sic non sapiunt, nisi qui camaliter sapiunt.  Sinum quippe tibi fingis, ut video, aliquam capacitatem majoris Patris, qua Filium  minorem capiat atque contineat: sicut hominem corporaliter capit domus, aut sicut sinus  nutricis capit infantem".  %® Contra Maximinum 1ILix,2; PL 42,764: "Ergo inter mirabilia Christi et hoc  deputabitur, quia in forma servi crevit, et major est factus quam in forma Dei fuerat, ut  cum prius portaretur in sinu Patris, nunc sedeat ad dextram Patris".  ” Contra Maximinum 1L,ix,2; PL 42,764: "Abjice ista puerilia vel anicularia  phantasmata de corde tuo ...".  % Contra Maximinum ILxiv,2; PL 42,771: "Carnalibus quippe cogitationibus pleni  substantiam Dei de se ipsa gignere posse Filium non putatis, nisi hoc patiatur quod  substantia quando gignit patitur camis".  ® Contra Maximinum ILxiv,3; PL 42,772: "Corruptionem de medio tollite, passiones  carnales a lumine mentis adjicite, et invisibilia Dei, per ea quae facta sunt, intellecta  conspicite" (Rom 1:20).  * Contra Maximinum Il,xiv,3; PL 42,772: "non contendendo diffideres, sed  intellegendo conspiceres".Contra Maxımınum IL.Xıv.2: "Carnalıbus quıppe cogıtatıonıbus plenı1
Su  1am Deı1 de 1psa gıgnere DOSSC Fılıum NON putatıs, NSı hoc patıatur quod
substantıa quando g1gnıt patıtur cCarmnıs”.

Contra Maxımınum ILx1v,3; Corruptionem de medio tollıte, passıones
carnales lumıne mentis adyıcıte, el invısıbıilıa Deı, DCT QuaC facta SuntL, intellec
conspicıte” (Rom 1:20).

Contra Maxımınum IL,x1v,3; A  Non contendendo dıffıderes,
intellegendo conspiceres”.
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weakness of the carnal ones  n4l He asks thınk of human
who obeys h1s asks h1s for somethıing, an the 15
sent somewhere Dy the where the States that he has COMNMNC

do the parent’s 111l TIhen he asks, "Does this ShOw that the 15 NOT of
the Samne substance the parent?"““, So l Augustine ACCUSECS Maxı1ım1i-
NUuUS of thinking in carnal terms of the Son’s veneration and worshiıp of the
Father”. Later Augustine, arguıng that the Holy pırı 15 seated wıth the
Father and the Son, WAarns that should NOTL 1n of the1ır being seated iın

carnal ashıon Ötherwise, WOU 1n that the Father 1s seated In the
less honorable posıt1on al the Son’s eft that the Holy pırı 15 denied
what Scripture prom1ses the saints“. Fınally, Augustine ACCUSECS the
Arıans of NOTL earıng wıth al Dt "Hear, Israel, the Lord 15 YOUT
God, the Lord 15 one,  nm and, thus, of being Israel camally, 1ke the Jews,
and NOT spirıtually, lıke Christians®.

Hence, there 1S ample evıdence that Augustine accused the Arıans
nNnOTL merely of thinkıng of the Father and the Son ın terms of images, but
also of fallıng into theır CITOT because of such ıimage-thınkıng. However,
he also points Ouft that, ıf they accepted NOTf merely that the Son
Cannot do anythıng Dy hımself that he does nNOT SCC the Father O1ng, but
also that the Father does everything through hıs Son, the Word, they
WOUuU forced transcend theır image-thinkıng and WOU COIMNC
understand what ONe mMust first aCcCCcept in faıth There remaıns the
INOTE dıfficult question of whether the Arıans dıd indeed OW such
image-thinking contro|l their eology.

I1 AXIMINUS IMAGE-  ER

In the TSt of thıs PapCT, have shown that Augustine accused
the Arlans in general and Maxıminus 1ın partıcular of being „

Contra Maxımınum 1,x1v,8; "Ut Nım humanum alıquid dıcam propier
nfiırmitatem carnalıumAUGUSTINE, MAXIMINUS AND IMAGINATION  35  weakness of the carnal ones"*. He asks us to think of a human child  who obeys his parent, asks his parent for something, thanks the parent, is  sent somewhere by the parent where the child states that he has come to  do the parent’s will. Then he asks, "Does this show that the child is not of  the same substance as the parent?"*, So too, Augustine accuses Maximi-  nus of thinking in carnal terms of the Son’s veneration and worship of the  Father*. Later Augustine, arguing that the Holy Spirit is seated with the  Father and the Son, warns that we should not think of their being seated in  a carmal fashion. Otherwise, we would think that the Father is seated in the  less honorable position at the Son’s left or that the Holy Spirit is denied  what Scripture promises to the saints“. Finally, Augustine accuses the  Arians of not hearing with faith Dr 6:4: "Hear, O Israel, the Lord is your  God, the Lord is one," and, thus, of being Israel carnally, like the Jews,  and not spiritually, like Christians®.  Hence, there is ample evidence that Augustine accused the Arians  not merely of thinking of the Father and the Son in terms of images, but  also of falling into their error because of such image-thinking. However,  he also points out that, if they accepted as true not merely that the Son  cannot do anything by himself that he does not see the Father doing, but  also that the Father does everything through his Son, the Word, they  would be forced to transcend their image-thinking and would come to  understand what one must first accept as true in faith. There remains the  more difficult question of whether the Arians did indeed allow such  image-thinking to control their theology.  II. MAXIMINUS AS AN IMAGE-THINKER  In the first part of this paper, I have shown that Augustine accused  the Arians in general and Maximinus in particular of being "carnal” in  %* Contra Maximinum 11,xiv,8; PL 42,776: "Ut enim humanum aliquid dicam propter  infirmitatem camalium ...".  ® Contra Maximinum 1Il,xiv,8; PL 42,776: "numquid hinc ostenditur non ejusdem  cujus pater est esse substantiae?".  % Contra Maximinum IL,xviii,;3; PL 42,786: "Quodlibet de veneratione et obsequio  Filii erga Patrem carnaliter sentias ...".  * Contra Maximinum 11,xxi,3; PL 42,792: "Cum ipsa sessio non sit utique cogitanda  camnaliter: alioquin opinaturi sumus honorabilius Filium sedere quam Patrem; honorabilius  quippe sedetur ad dexteram: et videbitur esse consequens ut Pater sedeat ad sinistrum.  Postremo qualis vobis persuaserit spiritus, ut sancto Spiritui denegetis quod sanctis homi-  nibus sancta Scriptura concedit, vos videritis".  * Contra Maximinum I1,xxiii,1; PL _ 42,796: "Quod et vos utique audiretis, si Israel  esse velletis, non carnaliter ut Judaei, sed spiritualiter ut Christiani".Contra Maxımınum I, x1v,8; "Numquıd 1INC Oostendıtur NON ejusdem
CUJUS paler est SSC substantıae.AUGUSTINE, MAXIMINUS AND IMAGINATION  35  weakness of the carnal ones"*. He asks us to think of a human child  who obeys his parent, asks his parent for something, thanks the parent, is  sent somewhere by the parent where the child states that he has come to  do the parent’s will. Then he asks, "Does this show that the child is not of  the same substance as the parent?"*, So too, Augustine accuses Maximi-  nus of thinking in carnal terms of the Son’s veneration and worship of the  Father*. Later Augustine, arguing that the Holy Spirit is seated with the  Father and the Son, warns that we should not think of their being seated in  a carmal fashion. Otherwise, we would think that the Father is seated in the  less honorable position at the Son’s left or that the Holy Spirit is denied  what Scripture promises to the saints“. Finally, Augustine accuses the  Arians of not hearing with faith Dr 6:4: "Hear, O Israel, the Lord is your  God, the Lord is one," and, thus, of being Israel carnally, like the Jews,  and not spiritually, like Christians®.  Hence, there is ample evidence that Augustine accused the Arians  not merely of thinking of the Father and the Son in terms of images, but  also of falling into their error because of such image-thinking. However,  he also points out that, if they accepted as true not merely that the Son  cannot do anything by himself that he does not see the Father doing, but  also that the Father does everything through his Son, the Word, they  would be forced to transcend their image-thinking and would come to  understand what one must first accept as true in faith. There remains the  more difficult question of whether the Arians did indeed allow such  image-thinking to control their theology.  II. MAXIMINUS AS AN IMAGE-THINKER  In the first part of this paper, I have shown that Augustine accused  the Arians in general and Maximinus in particular of being "carnal” in  %* Contra Maximinum 11,xiv,8; PL 42,776: "Ut enim humanum aliquid dicam propter  infirmitatem camalium ...".  ® Contra Maximinum 1Il,xiv,8; PL 42,776: "numquid hinc ostenditur non ejusdem  cujus pater est esse substantiae?".  % Contra Maximinum IL,xviii,;3; PL 42,786: "Quodlibet de veneratione et obsequio  Filii erga Patrem carnaliter sentias ...".  * Contra Maximinum 11,xxi,3; PL 42,792: "Cum ipsa sessio non sit utique cogitanda  camnaliter: alioquin opinaturi sumus honorabilius Filium sedere quam Patrem; honorabilius  quippe sedetur ad dexteram: et videbitur esse consequens ut Pater sedeat ad sinistrum.  Postremo qualis vobis persuaserit spiritus, ut sancto Spiritui denegetis quod sanctis homi-  nibus sancta Scriptura concedit, vos videritis".  * Contra Maximinum I1,xxiii,1; PL _ 42,796: "Quod et vos utique audiretis, si Israel  esse velletis, non carnaliter ut Judaei, sed spiritualiter ut Christiani".4%3 Contra Maxımınum IL xvi11,3; , "Quodlıbet de veneratione Obsequı0
Fılu CIa em carnalıter sentlasAUGUSTINE, MAXIMINUS AND IMAGINATION  35  weakness of the carnal ones"*. He asks us to think of a human child  who obeys his parent, asks his parent for something, thanks the parent, is  sent somewhere by the parent where the child states that he has come to  do the parent’s will. Then he asks, "Does this show that the child is not of  the same substance as the parent?"*, So too, Augustine accuses Maximi-  nus of thinking in carnal terms of the Son’s veneration and worship of the  Father*. Later Augustine, arguing that the Holy Spirit is seated with the  Father and the Son, warns that we should not think of their being seated in  a carmal fashion. Otherwise, we would think that the Father is seated in the  less honorable position at the Son’s left or that the Holy Spirit is denied  what Scripture promises to the saints“. Finally, Augustine accuses the  Arians of not hearing with faith Dr 6:4: "Hear, O Israel, the Lord is your  God, the Lord is one," and, thus, of being Israel carnally, like the Jews,  and not spiritually, like Christians®.  Hence, there is ample evidence that Augustine accused the Arians  not merely of thinking of the Father and the Son in terms of images, but  also of falling into their error because of such image-thinking. However,  he also points out that, if they accepted as true not merely that the Son  cannot do anything by himself that he does not see the Father doing, but  also that the Father does everything through his Son, the Word, they  would be forced to transcend their image-thinking and would come to  understand what one must first accept as true in faith. There remains the  more difficult question of whether the Arians did indeed allow such  image-thinking to control their theology.  II. MAXIMINUS AS AN IMAGE-THINKER  In the first part of this paper, I have shown that Augustine accused  the Arians in general and Maximinus in particular of being "carnal” in  %* Contra Maximinum 11,xiv,8; PL 42,776: "Ut enim humanum aliquid dicam propter  infirmitatem camalium ...".  ® Contra Maximinum 1Il,xiv,8; PL 42,776: "numquid hinc ostenditur non ejusdem  cujus pater est esse substantiae?".  % Contra Maximinum IL,xviii,;3; PL 42,786: "Quodlibet de veneratione et obsequio  Filii erga Patrem carnaliter sentias ...".  * Contra Maximinum 11,xxi,3; PL 42,792: "Cum ipsa sessio non sit utique cogitanda  camnaliter: alioquin opinaturi sumus honorabilius Filium sedere quam Patrem; honorabilius  quippe sedetur ad dexteram: et videbitur esse consequens ut Pater sedeat ad sinistrum.  Postremo qualis vobis persuaserit spiritus, ut sancto Spiritui denegetis quod sanctis homi-  nibus sancta Scriptura concedit, vos videritis".  * Contra Maximinum I1,xxiii,1; PL _ 42,796: "Quod et vos utique audiretis, si Israel  esse velletis, non carnaliter ut Judaei, sed spiritualiter ut Christiani".Contra Maxımiınum HAXx1.3: "Cum 1psa SESSIO NON sıt utıque cogıtanda
carnalıter: alıoquın opınaturı honorabilius Fılıum sedere Qquam atrem; honorabıiılıus
quıppe sedetur ad dexteram el videbDbıtur C!  © CONSCQUCNS ut 'ater sedeat ad Ssinıstrum.
Postremo qualıs vobıs persuaserit spırıtus, Spiritul deneget1s quod SancUıs hOomı1-
nıbus Sanclia Scriptura concedit, VOS viderıtis”.

45 Contra Maximinum Il xxin, 1: 42,796 "Quod el VOS utıque audıretis, 61 Israel
SSC velletis, NON carnalıter ul Judaeı, sed spirıtualıter uL Christiani  ”



TESKE

theıir ınkıng about God Augustine nOL, of hınk that ON

became heretic sımply because ONC thought of bodily OT Dy 1ima-
gining hım. 'TIhe hlıttle 190 in the Church also hınk of in terms of
bodily images, but they humbly leve what they do nOT understand. The
Arıans, Augustine claıms, WEeEIC pDrou merely remaın at the eve of
al and thought they understood when they nOL understand“”®.

It 1s5 IMOIC dıifficult show that Maxıminus dıd in fact hınk of
In carnal ashıon Augustine claıms. Yet, there arc, lıeve,

indıcations in the Ollatıo Maximino that Augustine s aCCusatıon Wäas

ell grounded There 1S, first of all, SOII1IC indırect evidence that Max1-
m1Inus hought of God bodily and AS able pictured in the imagın-
at10N. The Homo1lan Arıanısm IC Maxıminus espoused cshunned anı y
philosophiıcal learnıng and insisted uDON}N fdelıty the Scriptures and
the Scrptures alone*’. When Maxıminus stated for Augustine what he
beliıeved, he immediately added, III thıs the basıs of the SCNp-
tures  n48. He NOTL merely accepted the authorıty of the Scriptures, but IC-

|l49.use': aCCeptL "those words 1C nOL Oun! in the Scriptures
Maxıminus surely ntended xclude the non-bıblical language of the
Councıl of Nıcea, Dut h1s claım clearly SCS yon that fact, he claıms
that use words NOTL contaıned iın the Scriptures 15 fall into the word1-
NCecSsSS condemned Dy the Scriptures”®. He ins1ısts that the IN of testimonl1es
from the Scriptures 18 the only admıssıble form of proof. Yane truth 15 NOL

151attaıned Dy argumentatıon, Dut 1s5 proved Dy Ccertaın testimon1es
Though Max1ıminus appeals the Councıl of Arımiınum, the auth-

OT1ty of that Councıl irom the fact that the athers athered there
declared AP  Iın aCccord wıth the dıvıne Scriptures the al that they earne

46 CT Enarratıo In Psalmum 130,9 CE1: An  uvolunt extendere ad 1d quod
CaDCIC NON Sunt; el SI alıquıd ceperınt, aut 1S1 sıbı fuerunt quod NON

CeperunLl, extolluntur inde. el superbiunt ınde: uldentur Sıbı quası sapıentes”.
4] C1. Search for the Chriıstian Doctrine of (J0d. The Arıan

Controversy 318-311, Edınburgh: Clark, 1988, ST
4® Collatıo (‚ UM Maxımıno 4: 4271 "Et hOocC de dıvıinıs Scripturis asSsero”'.
49 Collatio (‚ UmM Maxımıno 1: 42,709 A  eae CIO VOC| QqUuUaC exira Scripturam SUnNLtL,

nullo ASsu nobıs susc1plunturR. J. TESKE  36  their thinking about God. Augustine did not, of course, think that one  became a heretic simply because one thought of God as bodily or by ima-  gining him. The little ones in the Church also think of God in terms of  bodily images, but they humbly believe what they do not understand. The  Arians, Augustine claims, were too proud merely to remain at the level of  faith and thought they understood when they did not understand“®.  It is more difficult to show that Maximinus did in fact think of  God in.a carnal fashion as Augustine claims. Yet, there are, I believe,  indications in the Collatio cum Maximino that Augustine’s accusation was  well grounded. There is, first of all, some indirect evidence that Maxi-  minus thought of God as bodily and as able to be pictured in the imagin-  ation. The Homoian Arianism which Maximinus espoused shunned any  philosophical learning and insisted upon a fidelity to the Scriptures and to  the Scriptures alone*. When Maximinus stated for Augustine what he  believed, he immediately added, "I state this on the basis of the Scrip-  tures"“%. He not merely accepted the authority of the Scriptures, but re-  u49.  fused to accept "those words which are not found in the Scriptures  Maximinus surely intended to exclude the non-biblical language of the  Counecil of Nicea, but his claim clearly goes beyond that. In fact, he claims  that to use words not contained in the Scriptures is to fall into the wordi-  ness condemned by the Scriptures”. He insists that the use of testimonies  from the Scriptures is the only admissible form of proof. "The truth is not  nS1  .  attained by argumentation, but is proved by certain testimonies  Though Maximinus appeals to the Council of Ariminum, the auth-  ority of that Council stems from the fact that the fathers gathered there  declared "in accord with the divine Scriptures the faith that they learned  4 Cf. Enarratio in Psalmum 130,9: CCL 40,1905: "uolunt se extendere ad id quod  capere non possunt; et si aliquid utcumque ceperint, aut uisi sibi fuerunt capere quod non  ceperunt, extolluntur inde. et superbiunt inde; uidentur sibi quasi sapientes".  # Cf. R. P. C. HANSON, The Search for the Christian Doctrine of God. The Arian  Controversy 318-311, Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1988, 557-558.  4 Collatio cum Maximino 4; PL 42,711: "Et hoc de divinis Scripturis assero".  %9 Collatio cum Maximino 1; PL 42,709: "eae vero voces quae extra Scripturam sunt,  nullo casu a nobis suscipiuntur ...".  50 Cf, Prv 10:19 and Mr 12:36, as well as Collatio cum Maximino 13; PL 42,718:  "Quamvis etiam etsi per totum diem quisque de divinis Scripturis proferat testimonia, non  in verbositate illi imputabitur revera: quod si aut litteraria arte usus, aut expressione  spiritus sui quisquis concinnet verba quae non continent sanctae Scripturae; et otiosa sunt  et superflua”.  5 Collatio cum Maximino 15,21; PL 42,736: "Veritas non ex argumento colligitur, sed  certis testimoniis comprobatur”.C4 Prv 10:19 and Mt 12:36, ell Collatıo C U: Maxımiıno L3:
"Quamvıs et1am ets1ı DCI ium dıem quı1sque de divinıs Scripturis proferat testimon14a, NON
In verbosıtate ıllı ımputabıtur I[CVECTIA quod S] aut ıtterarıa USUus, aut expressioNe
spiırıtus SUul qu1SQqUIis concınnet verba QquaC NON}N contunen sanctiae Scripturae; ei Ot10sa S  —A

superflua”.
51 Collatıo CUmM Maxımuıno 15 Z1: "Verıitas 1970)8| argumen(to0 collıgıtur,

certis testimon11s comprobatur”.
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from the dıvine Scriptures  1152 So l Maxıminus po1nts Out that ugus-
tine’s charges arlse from the of phılosophy and Warnns Augustine
agaınst the dangers of usıng the rhetorical figure of INCcans
of exegesis””. Thus, 1n Opposition the Nıcaean interpretation of
concerning Christ’s obedience the Father, Maxıminus ins1ısts that "the
divıne Scripture has NOTL COIMNC 4S SUOUTCEC of OUT instruction that
m1g COITTECTI 1t  n54 Hence, Maxıminus NOTL merely n1s theological
position the Scriptures, but also refuses make IN of NOMN-
1DI11Ca. anguage philosophical hought interpret the Scriptures”.

The CONCEDL of non-bodily pırıtual realıty, however, 15 ph1-
losophical CONCEPL. The abılıty understand that 15 incorporeal
involves INOIC than being able speak of ASs invisıble OT sımple
spırıtual terms 16 Maxıminus admits>®©. To understand that
15 incorporeal 15 STaSp that he 15 ole everywhere, that there 15 NOTL
LNOITIC of hım ın arger place and less of hım in smaller place, but that
wherever he 1s and he 1s everywhere he 15 ole and undivided?’.
The Confessiones reveal the long struggle that Augustine underwent
ın coming CONCEDL of ‚pırıtual substance CONCEPL that he Camne

from readıng the rı Platonicorum wıthın the Christian Neoplatonist
cırcle of the church of Mılan What 15 all often forgotten 18 that the
CONCEPL of spiırıtual incorporeal substance 15 NnOTL Oun ın the Scr1p-

ın an Yy of the Western Fathers pPT10T Augustine ın ully artıcu-

C'ollatio Maxımino 4: n on ad excusandum Arıminensis
concılı ecretum interesse voluı, uL ostendam auctorıtatem Patrum, quı secundum
dıvınas Scripturas em nobıs 'adıderun ıllam quam dıvinıs Scripturis dıdıcerunt  AA

573 &Q Collatio CUM Maxımıno 15,5 and 13 and 718
Collatio CUMmM Maxımıno 15,20; "Nec enım ın magısteriıum

devenıt dıyına Scriptura, nODIS emendatiıonem accıpıat".
It 1S, of COUISC, VC] dıfficult remaın wıth the language contaıned in the

Scriptures and avo1ld NnONn- language. Maxıminus does NOL Ssucceed ın
domg Aı Contra Maxımiınum Il.ıx,2; ,  9 where Augustine points OuL that aul
dıd 470)1 that the ather incomprehensible (incapabılis). Sımilarly, Augustine
remınds Maxıminus that the terms ingenitus, Innatus and incomparabılıs NOL bıblıcal:
cf. below NO!

Though Maxıiıminus that the er 18 alone invısıble, he m1 that the Son
18 also invısıble: cf. Collatio ( UmM Maxımıiıno © He speaks of the
ather and the Son Spirıts; cf. Collatio ( Um Maxımıno 15.15° In Collatio
C U Maxımıno 10:; ,  B  9 he Says that the er IS sımple DOWCTI, Cf£. below NO!

57 (: Confessiones VIL12 C XXVIL92-93 and Epistula IL4 SEL
XLIV,550-553, for Augustine s realızatıon of the nOon-corporeal natiure of and hıs
escr1ption of the soul Incorporealıty.
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ate!ı form  58 FOoT, ap from the Neoplatonist circle the urc of
ılan, the corporealısm of StO1C philosophy remaıned the COMMON phılo-
sophıca. patrımony of the West°?. Indeed, EVECNMN after the time of
Augustine, there WeTiIC earned bıshops, such Faustus of Rıez, who, 1ıke
Tertullıan in earlıer CENTLUTY, insisted that the soul Wds> bodily®® Hence,
gıven Maxıminus’s rejection of all philosophy and h1s iInsıstence uDON the
sola Scriptura princıple, it 1S nOTL surprising that he acked CONCEDL of
incorporeal realı and COU. only th of d bodiıly and in terms of
what Can magıned

All the ın 16 Augustine aACCUSCS Maxıminus of ınk-
ing of ın carnal of evidence that Maxı1-
m1inus CcConce1ved of iın bodily terms But there 1S af least ONC other
DPasSsasc 16 leve, confirms the evidence presented far In Maxı1-
mıinus’s long final discourse, he 1ns1ısts "that the Father alone 15 the ONC

nOoTt ON along wıth second and thırd, but that he alone 18$ the ONC

Godvlöl Maxıminus SOCS AISuC the point. "If he alone 15 nOoTt the ON

|God| he 15 part  u62. IThat 1S, Maxı1ıminus SCCS WaY that the Son Can

a1sSOo the ON wıthout the Father being merely of the ON

fOr, 1f the Son 18 also the ON then the Father the
ole of the ONC God Moreover, Maxıminus g1ves IC4AasON why the
Father Cannot nI deny. that the ONC 15 composed of parts;

1623rather, what he 15 15 unbegotten sımple W: Maxıminus’s argument,
namely, that eıther the Father alone 18 the ON OT the Father 18
of the ONeC PT'  S that pluralıty only pluralıty

58 Cr VERBEKE, L’evolution de la ctrine duN} du Stoicısme Augustın,
Parıs and Louvaın, 1945, and Les CONVerSLONS de saınt Augustin el les debuts
de spiritualisme Öcciıdent, in oyen Age (1961) 1-4'  >

59 For the diıstınction ween corporealısm and materi1alısm, cf. WEIL, Remarques
SUr le ‘materialısme' des Stoiciens, In Melanges Alexandre Koyre. I1 L’aventure de
l’esprit, Parıs: Herman, 1964, 556-572

For Tertullıan ’s pOos1ıt0N, Ccf. De CHhristi A1,4:; CEN. 11,895 "Omne, quod esL,
est SUul generI1s. ıhıl est incorporeale 1S1 quod NOMN est.  LA and De anıma VIL3

CT "Nıhıiıl en1ım, 1S1 COTDUS . Though Tertullıan admıtted that Spirıt,
he nonetheless held that he was Yy; ct. Aduersus Praxean VIL S: CE1- I1,1166 "QuıI1s
negabıt Deum CSSC, eisı Deus spırıtus est  r FOor the CONUNULE! debate about the

of the soul In Gaul, cf. IThomas SMITH, Augustine In 1 wo (yallıc
Controversies: {/se Abuse?, in Collectanea ugustinıana I, New ork Peter Lang,
1993, 43-55

Collatıo ( UmM Maxımıno 15:10: 42,728 ‚Z0 em solum secundum antelata
testimon1a, NONMN CUM tero terti10 dıco quod UNus esSL, sed quod solus NUuUsSs est Deus"”.

Ollatıo ( UmM M axımuiıno 15,10:; "SI CcIO solus NUus NON esL, Dars est  [E
63 Ollatıo ( Um Maxımiıno 10; e "Nec nım partıbus COMpDpOSI  m

NUM dıico Deum: sed Jlle quod esL virtus est ingenıta sımplex”.
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of Darts and of the SO  P of parts that COMIDOSC ole greater than anı Yy
of the parts And that, of COUTSC, 15 precıisely what ıt 1S body What
Max1iıminus aCcC 15 the STASp of the spirıtual non-bodily realıty of
that Augustine has and that allows hım Sa y that the Father, the Son, and
the Holy pırı ON

18 NOL third of this Trinity, NOT ATC [WO of them greater D than ONGC,
and of them dIC 19(0)1 something greater than each of them, Decause their

15 spirıtual, NOL corporeal”®®.

CONCLUDING

have shown that Augustine ACCUSCS the Homoilan Arıans and
Maxıminus of inkıng of ın carnal fashıon, that 1S, of ng of

bodiıly terms terms of what Can imagıned. Indeed, he
claıms that the1ır heresy arlıses from interpreting JIn 5:19 ın terms of imag-
inıng the Father and the Son 1ıke master craftsman and h1s apprentice.
ere 1S ample evidence that Augustine made thıs claım agaınst the
Arıans. have also tred arguc that, gıven Maxıminus’s insıstence upOonNn

1DI1Ca. eology and upON the avoldance of all non-biblical anguage, he
COUuU ar expected have the SOTT of CONCeDL of incorporeal realıty
that Augustine acquıred only after YCars of struggle and then only from the
works of the Neoplatonists. ere 1S, SOINC direct evidence from
Maxıminus’s long final discourse that indıcates that he COuU NOT 1n of

eXCcEepPL bodily, though the evidence for the absence of CONCEDL
Can at best EeNUOUS.

Contemporary theologıans at mes bemoan the Hellenization the
Platon1ızation of the Christian doctrine of and the loss of the bıblıcal
doctrine of the Father, 50n, and Holy Spirıt65 Maxıminus’s attempt

Contra Maxımınum 165 0 ,  NneC huJus Irmitatis tertia Dars est un
majJor Dars duo QUamMı un est ıbI:; NC majus alıquıid S  un sıngulı, quıa
spirıtualıs, NON corporalıs est magnıtudo".

63 KUNG, On eing Christian, 'ans. by (QUINN, arden CIty,
Doubleday, 1976, AA Küng refers the N! thought of the appadocıan
ers "almos!AUGUSTINE, MAXIMINUS AND IMAGINATION  39  of parts — and of the sort of parts that compose a whole greater than any  of the parts. And that, of course, is precisely what it is to be a body. What  Maximinus lacks is the grasp of the spiritual or non-bodily reality of God  that Augustine has and that allows him to say that the Father, the Son, and  the Holy Spirit are one God.  "One is not a third of this Trinity, nor are two of them a greater part than one,  and all of them are not something greater than each of them, because their  greatness is spiritual, not corporeal"®,  IH. CONCLUDING REFLECTIONS  I have shown that Augustine accuses the Homoian Arians and  Maximinus of thinking of God in a carnal fashion, that is, of thinking of  God in bodily terms or in terms of what can be imagined. Indeed, he  claims that their heresy arises from interpreting Jn 5:19 in terms of imag-  ining the Father and the Son like a master craftsman and his apprentice.  There is ample evidence that Augustine made this claim against the  Arians. I have also tried to argue that, given Maximinus’s insistence upon  a biblical theology and upon the avoidance of all non-biblical language, he  could hardly be expected to have the sort of concept of incorporeal reality  that Augustine acquired only after years of struggle and then only from the  works of the Neoplatonists. There is, moreover, some direct evidence from  Maximinus’s long final discourse that indicates that he could not think of  God except as bodily, though the evidence for the absence of a concept  can at best be tenuous.  Contemporary theologians at times bemoan the Hellenization or the  Platonization of the Christian doctrine of God and the loss of the biblical  doctrine of the Father, Son, and Holy Spiri  1  Maximinus’s attempt to  % Contra Maximinum 11,x,2; PL 42,765: "nec hujus Trinitatis tertia pars est unus, nec  major pars duo quam unus est ibi; nec majus aliquid sunt omnes quam Singuli, quia  spiritualis, non corporalis est magnitudo".  5 Cf. Hans KÜnG, On Being a Christian, trans. by E. QUINN, Garden City, NY:  Doubleday, 1976, 472-477. Küng refers to the trinitarian thought of the Cappadocian  fathers as "almost ... a kind of higher trinitarian mathematics" that "scarcely reached any  lasting solutions" and compares "this Greek speculation, remote from its biblical roots", to  the flight of Icarus (473). Augustine, of course, took over and worked out the trinitarian  thought of the Cappadocians. But "[t]he real difficulties of the specifically Western  doctrine of the Trinity arise from the fact that Augustine, its founder, . . . started out, not  like the Greeks, from the triplicity of persons, but from the unity of the divine nature. In  this respect Augustine had against him not only the Greeks and — for instance — Hilary  of Poitiers in the West, but also the New Testament" (475). Cf. also M. SCHMAUS, Die  Spannung von Metaphysik und Heilsgeschichte in der Trinitätslehre Augustins, in Studia  Patristica VI. (Texte und Untersuchungen, 81). Berlin: Akademie Verlag, 1962, 503-518,kınd of hıgher trınıtarıan mathematıcs” that scarcely reache:
astıng solutions  b and COMDAaICS "thıs reeck speculatıon, rTremote from Its bıblıcal roots ,  L4
the flıght of Icarus Augustne, of COUFTS®e, OVOCI and worked OutL the trinıtarıan
thought of the Cappadocıans. But real dıffıculties of the specıfıcally Western
Octrine of the Trinıty arıse from the fact that Augustine, ıts ounder, started nOolt
lıke the Greeks, from the triplicıty of DeErSOoNS, hut from the unıty of the divine nalilure In
thıs reSspecCt Augustine had agaınst hım nOoL only the TEL and for instance Hılary
of Pointiers in the West, but also the New Tes  en! &} also SCHMAUS, Die
Spannung VON Metaphysık und Heilsgeschichte In der Trinitätslehre Augustins, in Studia
Patristica VI (Texte und ntersuchungen, 81) erln Akademıe Verlag, 1962, 503-518,
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rely the Scripture alone and avo1d all phılosophical terms miıght
hought a1m aft such purely bıblical formulatıon of the faıth However,

Augustine po1ints Out, Maxıminus does introduce non-bıiblical termıinol-
OSY al times®®. Furthermore, in supposing that he has avoılded all phılos-
ophy ın h1is eology, Maxıminus has sımply and unreflectively adopted
the ph1ılosophy that WAas the patrımonYy of hISs dDC, namely, StOIC
corporealısm, e W das Just much Hellenızation of the bıblıcal faıth

the spirıtualıst metaphysıcs that Augustine earne: irom the eoplato-
nısts. Hence, in conironting Arıanısm, Augustine certaiınly hought Out the
Christian doctrine of wıth the a1d of spirıtualıst metaphysics he
earne: from the Platonists. The alternatıves he faced WeEIC NOT e-
nızed VEISUS non-Hellenized understandıng of but StO1C OT-
ealıst VEISUS Neoplatonıic spirıtualist understandıng of

Moreover, it 1s arguable that Maxıminus had operatıve in the artı-
culatıon of h1is Trınıtarıan faıth unreflective phılosophıc: princıple,
ultımately erıved from Platonısm, that subordinates whatever 15 erıved
from another that other from I6 ıt 15 derived®’. Such phılosophıi-
cal princıple held unreflectively, whniıle he hıimself innocent of all
phılosophy, eal Maxıminus the conclusıon that the Son, though
grealt 15 infer10r the Father®®. In thıs CasC, phılosophical prın-
Ciple, though held unwittingly, 1s the NO!] Dy 1C the CONIiENT of the
bıblıcal revelatıon 15 judged For Augustine, the ther hand, phılosophy
Was NnOL the 18(8) (JI tandard Dy WN1C the word of Wa jJudged, but

Dy IC 1t Wäas understood. However ımportant phiılosophic I1C-

especıally 508-510 FOor further discussıon of thıs question, ct. the ntroduction
Augustine’s antı-Arıan works In OÖbras completas de San Augustin XXXVUI,
Bıblioteca de Autores Crnstianos, 1990, 240-251

Augustine pOomts OutL that Arıans and Catholıcs the non-bıblıcal terms
Ingenitus and InNNAatUSs of the ather and that the. make the non-bıiıblical claım that
the ather 15 incomparable the Son. ""Iu ubı legıstı em Deum ingenıtum vel
innatum. Et tamen CI U est. Quod CIO alıquoties dixisti, Fılıo 6S|  R

iımcomparabılem Patrem, legı1s, CI U est  A C’ontra Maxımınum Arıanum IL:
42,760 10 Maxiıminus’s that the Scriptures do NOL SdYy that the Holy Spirıt 18
adore« Augustine replıes, uası NONMN 118 QuaC legımus, alıqua eti1am qua«c NON Jegımus,
intellızamus’; ıb

Maxımminus, for example, SaySs, "Saeplus ag  em um ASSETIS Patrı CuUum Ipse
unigen1ıtus Deus SCHMDEI el in Omnıbus auctorem SUUM pra|  ce' atrem, QquO, ut paulo

dıx1, el vıiıtam SECHLUM hOcC mMOdo professus est:*  b Collatio Maxımino 14:;

Thus, Irom the tatement that hrıst A genıtore SUO Omnıa haec ei
1vıt Dropter atrem”,  ®: Maxımin1ius draws the conclusion 1l1us Patrı subjectus esL, uL
charıssımus, obediens, ul DONusSs d bono genitus”; Collatıo CUM Maxımıno
'g
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fection Was for comiıing understandıng of the al for Augustine
leving Camllec Hirst and faıth remaıned the NOITIN. ndeed, Augustine 15
quite insıstent that ONC who desıires understand desires understand
precisely what he beheves, NnOT something else  69

Miılwaukee, WI Roland JESKE,

69 ( Epistula M  8  9 SEL ’  ' where Augustine explaıns Consentius that
ONC who desıres understand hıs 'al! desıres understand that 1C| he heves
SC ıth the. lıght of 1C| he wıth the firmness of faı  z x  ut quod credıs
intellegasAUGUSTINE, MAXIMINUS AND IMAGINATION  41  flection was for coming to an understanding of the faith, for Augustine  believing came first and faith remained the norm. Indeed, Augustine is  quite insistent that one who desires to understand desires to understand  precisely what he believes, not something else®.  Milwaukee, WI  Roland J. TESKE, SJ.  ® Cf. Epistula 120,1,2; CSEL XLIV,706, where Augustine explains to Consentius that  one who desires to understand his faith desires to understand that which he believes or to  see with the light of reason that which he holds with the firmness of faith: "ut quod credis  intellegas ... ut ca quae fidei firmitate iam tenes, etiam rationis luce conspicias".QUaC fıde1 fırmıtate 1am LeNES, etiam ratlonıs uce CONSPICIAS .


