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Introduction: Theological context

Labels like Catholic or Protestant can be very eaiding. They place
us where we don’t belong: Christ was not a ClamstLuther was not
a Lutheran, Wesley was not a Methodist and Calhas not a
Calvinist. But Calvin, in contrast to Wesley andher, should not be
credited or blamed for founding any particular GiurThere are no,
or if there are, there should not be, any Calvi@istirches. Reformed
Churches world wide, currently numbering 80m ansisay the
largest of Protestant and Anglican communions, atyowledge
their debt to Calvin, but need not regard him && ttounder. Calvin
was not a Presbyterian. Though he advocated ebdgnesbyters he
also supported episcopacy. Karl Barth concedednhEs" century
Protestantism, Calvin acted like the successoPetdr in Rome, a
pope! Anglicans, Presbyterians, Congregationalists, Elies of
Christ, Disciples of Christ etc should acknowletigeinfluence but at
their wisest have never felt under an obligatioagoee with
everything he said or did. Calvin’s writings do hatve the same
dominating influence as Luther’s writings on Lutiies and the
Wesley’s sermons and even more the Wesley hymmseathodists.

! Karl BarthAd Limina Apostolorum, An Appraisal of VaticaretiRichmond, John
Knox, 1968, 49



[If any wish to pursue this argument, a good plackeegin is with the
lectures a Reformed theologian dared to give irLtiteeran
University of Gttingen in 1923, Karl Bartihe Theology of the
Reformed Confessidfislohn Cotton set the tone for us when he
advised that we follow Calvin no further than hédwed Christ. The
distinction is fundamental. Is it my task as a €lmin preacher to
proclaim Christ or to defend a confessional staageCalvinism?
Calvin was a Catholic. Like all the $@&entury Reformers he was
baptised and brought up and destined for officghat we now
specify as the Roman Catholic Church, to distingiisr from ‘the
one holy, catholic and apostolic Church’ of the EBemical Creed of
381, the Church we hope we all belong to. He di€a#holic in so far
as he was never excommunicated, though Beriedimtthe Pope, or
Selderhuis, try to argue that he was denied a @iatburial’ when he
died in 1564. No one knows where he is buried. f@iely not
beneath the Reformation monument in Geneva. Thidovoave
horrified him]. Calvin belongs to us all! I ask i®pman Catholic
friends to treat him like Hans Kiing, but more goasiy! Calvin, like
King may have ‘Protestant tendencies’, but aftgreRimmhn XXII|
and Vatican Il he would wish to write and tell as,Kiing has, ‘Why
| am Still a [Catholic] Christian’ [Kliing 1987,2005pbr compare
Barth’s last ecumenical address to ‘Dear Cathalat Reformed
Fellow-Christians’, written the night before hedfie

Historical Context.

Long before Calvin was born in 1509, some Christiaad been
deeply concerned about Church Reform. Possibly hiaglyalways
done so. Reform is a perennial challenge unlesdgbave, as many
do, that the Church is in essence a perfect sqocadtyglorious, with
no stain or wrinkle’- a reading or mis-reading @hesians 5.27. But
for the past 200 years before Calvin, there haa bleenands for
reform of the Church ‘in head and members’. A rniota volume

2 Karl Barth, The Theology of the Reformed ConfessEfdarrell L Guder, Judith J
Guder, Louiseville, Westminster John Knox 2002

® Philip BenedictChrist's Churche$urely Reformed, A Social History of Calvinism
New Haven, Yale University Press 2002; Herman de&&lis, John Calvin, A
Pilgrim’s Life, ET Albert Gootjes, Nottingham IVP, 2009, 10
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commemorating the Council of Florence 1438/9 daadword
‘reform’ had never been more frequently in use thetween 1378
and 14498, Results had been disappointing and in one casstious.
The Council of Constance in 1415 had executed #exiCReformer
Jan Hus after promising him safe conduct and ahfzaring. Could
Councils dominated by the Pope and his alliesumsted? The Fifth
Lateran Council 1512-17, held shortly before Lutherotest,
advocated various reforms but one might say delikér failed to
carry them out. Such failures prompted Luther'sytaic appeal to
the German Nobility: if the whole town is on firacathe mayor
refuses to act, it is the task of every citizepud out the blaz& They
also inspired appeals made by both Luther and C#&wia genuinely
free and ecumenical council. They had to wait Z&ryand all they
got was Trent and a host of anathema. The Coureyl longed for
was not held until Vatican Il in 1962.

Reforming Bishop?

There was not much hope in"Léentury Geneva of either the local
bishop or the popes promoting reform. Bishop Pideda Baume is
well described by the Roman Catholic theologiaexahdre
Ganoczy, as ‘a pawn of the Duke of Savode had once laid siege
to the city, not the best way for a bishop to wierids, and had
effectively been banished in 1533. He was laterevadardinal and
archbishop! ‘The city had substituted its own sovereignty tfoat of
the bishop’, says Naphy. But who was going to give leadershtpe
Church? Farel realised he was not up to the jolpud¢he fear of
God into Calvin and persuaded him to stay and tiedp
consolidation of the Genevan Reformation’. Thidefor the rest of
his life, with the exception of a few years exiteStrasbourg 1538-

> Giuseppe Alberigo e@hristian Unity The Council of Ferrara- Florence 38/9
1989,Leuven Peeters 1991, 76 [eRaice td_uther Works is to
Fortress, Phiadelphia edition 1966

® Martin LutherTo the Christian Nobility of the German Nati®620 inLuther Works
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1541, during which the Genevans rediscovered thaldanot manage
without him.

Reforming Pope?

It is impossible to be impartial about the Poplesntor now. But
there is an ecumenical consensus with John McNreliprmed,
Eamon Duffy®, Roman Catholic, J N D Kelly; Anglican, and
Richard McBrier?, RC, that there were no good, reforming Popes
during Calvin’s lifetime. McBrien goes in for Papalings:
Outstanding; Good or Above Average; and Worst Popabrin lived
through three of the worst. Julius I, 1503-1518. bfibed his way
into office and is described by McBrien as thetaesis of the
Apostle Peter. Leo X 1513-21 failed to apprecidenours for
Reform and instead provoked Luther’s revolt by atiing the sale
of Indulgences to build St Peter’s. Paul IV is ddxxd as
‘triumphalist to the core’ and anti-Semitic. Heded Jews into a
ghetto in Rome and insisted they wear distinctiwadgear. Hitler,
some sort of Catholtdfollowed his example. Clement VII 1523-1534
was illegitimate. Paul Il 1534-49 fathered fodeditimate children.
We might then have had a good ecumenical Popesigrimat
Englishman, Reginald Pole, but he missed electjoonz vote and
instead we got Julius 11l 1550-1555 who enjoyedtingy banqueting
and other sensual pleasures. It is hard to agréeeB@mon Duffy,
who must have turned a blind eye to all these, wieenoomments that
the Popes are ‘a crucial dimension of the storthefprovidential care
of God’, easier to agree with Barth who, accordmfis Roman
Catholic friend Hans Bng', saw merits in the Papacy but was
accustomed to say that he could not hear the whittee Good
Shepherd speaking from the Chair of Peter. Evgalftake an
Augustinian view that bad priests do not invalidateacrament, it

19 Eamon Duffy,Saints and Sinnerdlew Haven, Yale University Press 2006

1 J N D Kelly,Oxford Dictionary of the Pope©xford, Oxford University Press 1986
12 Richard McBrien, Lives of the PopeSan Francisco, Harper 1997

13 Klaus ScholderA Requiem for HitleET John Bowden London SCM 1989, 166.
Cardinal Bertram, on hearing of Hitler's deathinsted his priests to hold a
Requiem for Hitler.

* Hans King, My Struggle for FreedorBT John Bowden, London Continuum 2003,
131 ‘And by that he means Pius XII in particular’



must surely be the case that an unreformed angentant Pope is
unlikely to support a reforming movement. One gliemraf hope
emerges when Adrian VI instructed his Legate aClet of
Nuremberg, 1522 that blame for disorders in ther€inlay primarily
with the Curia. Now we are talking! And dare | attat Calvin was
more ‘catholic’ than the Popes!

The failings of the Bishop and of the Papacy gs@se credence to
Calvin’s argument with Cardinal SaddfetSadolet was
commissioned to urge the Genevans to return t€#ikolic Church.
Calvin’s Response [1539] was that Rome shouldldawlise! In a
less confrontational stance, Pope John Paul lledex inUt Unum
Sintthat for the current lack of unity, ‘people of batides were to
blame’, a point made thirty years earlier at Vatitla Nonetheless
says the Pope, the Church is preserved in the deghite ‘grave
crises which have shaken her’ and ‘the infidelityyome of her
ministers®®. And praise the Lord that this is so. But thereggome of
the thanks to John Calvin for what | call his ‘Gatb Reforms’ that
have benefited us all. 1 list four: Baptism, Eug$ia Ministry and
Conciliarism, including Vatican II.

Reform of Baptism

Calvin baptised but with two innovations: he expégbarents, or
particularly fathers, to be present at the bapt$mheir children and
for baptism to take place during a normal serwicehurch. Many of
us, in most traditions, take such innovations fanged. We now
know from local histories of Geneva such change®wstongly
resisted. Changes in popular piety and practiceiregopular
consent. Not all Genevan parents were happy withitCs reforms"".
Some travelled to Catholic cities to have theitdrien ‘properly’
baptised. Midwives continued to baptise the newhoprivate
homes out of respect of a popular fear, promotedulmyustine but
rejected by Calvin, that unbaptised infants woudtigo to heaven.

1> John C Olin, edohn Calvin, Jacopo Sadoleto, A Reformation Delatand
Rapids, Baker House 1976; SQNbrary of Christian Classics, Calvin Theological
Treatisesvol XXII, ‘Reply to Sadolet,219-256

8 Ut Unum Sint11; Unitatis Redintegratio 3.

7 Karen Spierlingnfant Baptism in Genevaldershot, Ashgate 2005



Calvin, unlike Barth, had no quarrel with infantd@iam but the
requirement that a parent be present was so tpéisbabe seen as
the first step in a life of discipleship and Churnbembership, not
simply as a sacrament that might operate regardfebe faith and
Christian nurture of the sponsors, including thegregation. Rome
now respects his arguments.

The Roman rites authorised in 1969 after the Sedatdtan Council
clearly involve parents and godparents and expechtto bring up
the child in the faith. The newly baptised is waham as a member of
Christ’s body, the Church. Calvin would be lesspgwagbout the
invocation of the saints. But just as he accepitatRome, despite
many errors, remained a Church because of baptizime would
surely welcome Rome’s ecumenical acceptance offialbaptised’
[Lumen Gentium 15]. In England we now have a Commo
Certificate of Baptism that is endorsed by mosti€hes including
the Roman Catholic Church.

Reforming the Eucharist

Although Calvin like other Reformers rejected thadd, as it was
then being celebrated, his intention was to pror@@smunion and
communicating in the Sacrament and institute a $elflvice of Word
and Sacrament every Sundayst I\VV/17/43]. Even though he failed
to convince the Swiss authorities and most Reforomemjregations
ever since, if parishioners communicate once a moneven once a
quarter this is still a 12 or 4 fold increase ondé&al practice. The
Mass had become a spectacle, albeit a sacrifite communal
meal. It looked to some like idolatry. There ismaed here to go into
all the painful details of arguments even amongRaormers about
the nature of Christ's preserteSufficient to say that, if today John
Calvin went to Mass in a Roman Catholic Church en@va, he
would notice and welcome tremendous reform. Thei&eis simpler
and in the language of the people. The Euchardealy related to

18 Recent studies include J Todd Billingalvin, Participation and the Gifbxford
University Press 2007; Christopher Elwodtie Body BrokerNew York, Oxford
University Press 1999; Brian Gerrishrace and GratitudeEdinburgh T&T Clark
1993; Graham Wardities of God_ondon, Routledge 2000.Earlier, Kilian
McDonnell, John Calvin,, the Church and the EucharBtinceton 1967



the Last Supper and the feeding of the multitudésifour key

actions of offering, giving thanks, breaking andrahng. Scripture is
properly honoured and expounded. The Cup hasfeséored to the
laity. Nothing is said about transubstantiation oAty two points
might a Reformed Churchman hesitate. One is apaimizocation of
the saints and the other, the reference to saefifit the matters have
now been so well rehearsed in dialogues as tomgelobe a barrier to
communion —I| speak here from personal experien€eimeva
whenever | have felt permitted to participate. Thtargical

Movement as part of the Ecumenical Movement hasdea
remarkable convergence in celebratidnn response to the WCC
Faith and Order documeraptism, Eucharist and MinistrdQ82,
drawn up by theologians from most churches inclgdie Roman
Catholic Church, even the Kirk of Scotland [Refodheoted a
consensus on the unique presence of Christ aridabeficial
character of the euchafi&t

Reform of the Ministry

Though this is a big subject and often crowds betdcumenical
agenda, it is possible to be briefer. Directly tlgb the establishment
of the Geneva Academy 1559 and indirectly by tralehge or threat
posed by Reformed teachers and preachers, Caljpacheise the
standard of ministry in both Roman Cathttmd Protestant
congregations. Catholic priests needed to be miaiteeacalibre of
Sadolet or Contarini if they were to respond coawigly to the
arguments, usually based on Scripture but alsoradifion, of Calvin
and his heirs. Even Geneva experienced a vast waprent in
episcope when Francis de Sales became bishopioteseé including
Geneva in 1602. Someone described as ‘a Calvsast he had

19 Max Thurian and Geoffrey Wainwright ed&aptism and Eucharist, Ecumenical
Convergence in CelebratioWCC Faith and Order Paper 117, Geneva WCC 1983
9 Max Thurian edChurches Respond to BEWbI 1,91 Geneva WCC 1986. Roman
Catholic response to BEM is in Vol VI 1988.‘In thext on the eucharist we find
much that we can agree with’, p25

1 Eamon Duffy Fires of Faith, Catholic England under Mary Tudsew Haven,
Yale UP 2009, 8,22- Thanks to an early alumnuseiGenevan Academy, Thomas
Bodley, we have the Bodleian Library in Oxforda¥+taught by Calvin and Beza.
Autobiography of Thomas Bodlég47, Oxford 2006, 38.



never met such a saint. He is indeed listedline Penguin
Dictionary of Saints

Contrary to a widespread notion, Calvin did noteabgo

episcopac$. Nor did he insist on his own Genevan version of a
fourfold ministry. Different patterns of ministryreerged in churches
Calvin influenced, including the Church of Englaamttl the Reformed
Church in Hungary which does have bishops. A featdihis reforms
that other churches have appreciated is that adrildElders assist
pastors both at the Communion Table, in governrardtin pastoral
care. You do not find in Calvin, as you do in Luthmuch emphasis
on the much misunderstood ‘Priesthood of All Betiess, better
phrased and more Biblically precise as the comm@sihood of the
faithful, or, as inBaptism, Eucharist anMinistry, M 1-6, ‘the

Calling of the Whole People of God’, but you dodfian emphasis,
strongly affirmed in The Churches of Christ tharéhshould be more
than one minister active in each congregationesadn the United
Reformed Church still needs to re-learn from ite@epartnership
with the Churches of Christ. Sad to admit, a ona maistry is much
more evident in Reformed congregations, not lea&eneva, than in
Roman Catholic congregations. But then Calvin wakia a

Catholic!

Complaints are sometimes voiced that Calvin wasordined. Who
could ordain him? The criticism if coming from Amgdns and
Roman Catholics is a little disingenuous. They krtbat if ordained
by fellow presbyters, his ministry would not beagnised by them.
Calvin was called and called again by the localpteand not
Imposed on them by Rome or some distant authanidiyree fiercely
defended his election on the basis of ScriptureTaadition. Calvin
himself noted Biblical precedents for ‘exceptiomahistries’-that of
prophets in the Old Testament and Paul’'s aposfi@stthe New.

Today’s Roman Catholics can make a case for thed &ection of
bishops. Their cry is resisted in Rome. . Somehw®@\people of Basle

22 Jacques PannieCalvin et I'EpiscopaParis, Istra 1927; Alexandre Ganoczy,
Calvin Théologien de I'Eglise et du Ministéparis, Cerf 1964
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retained this right but in 1967 the Vatican soughdbolish this and
centralise all appointments. The Swiss theolodtans Kiing
[Disputed Trutl24] defended this tradition and was strongly
supported by his good Reformed friend and citizeBasle, Karl
Barth. Popular election of Church leaders is auvieabf Reformed
Churches everywhere but it can claim to be as niatholic as
Reformed?® As Calvin noted in hinstitutesl\V/4/11

The freedom of the people to choose their own lpshveas long
preserved: No one was to be thrust into office wias not
acceptable to all. It was therefore forbidden at@ouncil of
Antioch that anyone be introduced upon the peopéenst their
will.

He claims support from Luke in Acts and from lafeadition as
found in Cyprianinst1V/3/15, Augustine, Theodoret and Latst
IV/4/11-12. Antioch was in 341.

Councils, Collegiality, Consensus, Reception and @¢r
Unresolved Issues

My argument so far has been that Calvin’s reforfri8aptism,
Eucharist and Ministry are not dismissed in Rom&éastestant
Innovations’ but have been accepted or ‘receivgdvatican Il, and
in the case of the Ministry in part by the Coumdillrent. At the risk
of a sweeping generalisation, could we not all agirat after Calvin
and Trent, the Roman Catholic Church was servdueltgr popes,
bishops and priests, both educationally and moth#y it had been
in his lifetime and the centuries before. Possilidy? a whole range
of related issues remain unresolved and unresaigednly in Rome
but also in Geneva and its Ecumenical Centre, cimeehof the World
Council of Churches, the World Alliance of Reforn@durches, the
Lutheran World Federation and various ecumenicahaigs.
Ecumenical Councils, Papal Primacy and Collegiakiyain
unresolved issues, not just for Roman Catholicddruhe whole
oikumene** And though a Roman Catholic, Alexandre Ganoczy,

23 peter NortonEpiscopal Elections 250-60@xford, OUP 2007
24 James F Puglisi, é@etrine Ministry and the Unity of the ChurdBollegeville,
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sensed the influence of Calvin on Vatican Il, inens an open
guestion as to whether that great Council has beenbeing
‘received’ and in what sense. Was it a reformingi@l, fulfilling
many of the hopes of the "1@entury Reformers or did it simply
reaffirm Rome’s self understanding? Pope Benedlinsélf seems
undecided?

The good news for Calvinus Catholicus is that tretrectural matters
remain open questions. They were not resolvedsififatime.

Calvin, like Luther before him, longed for an ecumeal council that
could resolve the points in dispute. All they g@smMrent and its
anathemas, a quarter of a century after Luthenss dippeal for a free
council and an open debate. Calvin was not the améto be
disappointed in Trent. Most of his Roman Cathaditofv
countrymen in France were too. In Calvin’'s acco&mnce sent only
two bishops to Trent, ‘both dull and unlearrf8dA century and a
half later, Jacques-Bénigne Bossuet 1627-1704tiomeBishop of
Meaux, was still asking questions about the legitiynof Trent.’

Bossuet is of special interest. He not only engagetumenical
dialogue, most notably with  that great philosepéind Lutheran,
Gottfried Leibniz 1646-1716, but was the leadinglgsman of what
became known as Gallican ecclesiology that wadeaingihg notions
of absolute papal infallibility right up to the deks on this issue at
Vatican | in 1870. Bossuet was the author of a &ation by French

Liturgical Press1999, an ecumenical response t@#pal EncyclicalJt Unum Sint
1995

> Matthew Lam and Mathew Leverinéatican I, Renewal within TraditigrOxford
OUP 2008;

John W O MalleyWhat Happened at Vatican ICambridge Mass, Belknap Press
2008

26 Ccalvin Antidote to the Council of Trentheodore Casteel, ‘Calvin and Trent’
Harvard Theological Reviedanuary 1970

2" For most of the following | am indebted to Rich&€Costigan SThe Consensus of
the Church and Papal InfallibilitpWwashington DC, Catholic Univ of America 2005;
Margaret O’'GaraJriumph in Defeat; Infallibility, Vatican | and thérench Minority
Bishops Washington DC, Cath Univ America 1988; Owen ChigéyFrom Bossuet
to NewmarCambridge 1957; Louis B Pascoe@urch and ReforpBishops,
Theologians and Canon Lawyers in the Thought afr@ié Ailly Leiden Brill 2005
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bishops in 1682 that the judgments of the Pop@alseirreformable
when they have the support of the ‘consensus ofthech’. The
minority at Vatican I, most of whom were not Francejected the
notion that of itself and without the consent & thhurch, the
decisions of the Pope are infallible.

| find it fascinating that that great 2@entury ecumenist, Yves
Congar, once described Bossuet and the views aoilsagues as
‘Gallicanisme presbyterianiste’. Alas for my argurjeCongar was
thinking Biblically rather than of Reformed Preskyans!
Gallicanism reflected the views of French presks/tBut it might
also reflect Calvin’s influence or the fact thatvdahad, like Bossuet
and company, learned much from Medieval conciliaii&e the
French Churchmen, Pierre d’Ailly 1351-1420 and Jéanson 1363-
1429. Calvin believed in collegiality and conciltgrand his main and
repeated objection to the Papacy would not havéeapm Pope John
XXIII' who called for a Council but did apply, ande&s apply, to any
form of papal tyranny or arbitrary rule.

The issue is not just ecclesiastical. Rome, frdReformed
perspective, had a bad record of supporting or coimd) 20" century
dictatorships, especially in Europe and Latin Amefi Calvin's
sympathies, by contrast, were opposed to any férabsolute one-
person rule and in favour of a mixed polity of Bvegacy tempered by
democracylpst1VV/20/8]. A few gquotations and a few references
must serve as illustrations of these claims.

Papal tyranny
This is the very height of imperiousness for ona rtiwaset
himself up as judge of all, and suffer himself bey the
judgmentof none. But what if he exercise tyranny over
God’s peoplenstIV/7/19

Conciliarity

’For Chile and Pinochet see William T Cavanauigtiure and the Eucharist,
Oxford Blackwell 1998; for Hitler see Klaus SchaldeRequiem for HitleET
London SCM 1989
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Men'’s fault or failings causes it to be safer armren
bearable for a number to exercise government,adhiey
may help one another, teach and admonish one anothe
and if one asserts himself unfairly, there may beimber
of censors and masters to restrain his willfuldass
I\V/20/8

We indeed willingly concede, if any discussion esigver
doctrine, that the best and surest remedy is synad of
true bishops to be convened, where the doctrirssaé
may be examined. Such a definition, upon which the
pastors of the church in common, invoking Chri§ysrit,
agree, will have much more weight than if each one,
having conceived it separately at home, shouldhtédao
the people Inst 1\V/9/13

Calvin’s Concern For Unity

Calvin took part in five or six Protestant—Cathdliolloquies and to
his dying day longed for a more Ecumenical Coutinah that
experienced at Trefit His conviction about unity is movingly
expressed in his letter to Archbishop Thomas Crantib2] in
England:

‘the members of the Church being severed, the bhedy
bleeding. So much does this concern me, that, dduddof
service, | would not grudge to cross even ten seaeed be,
could I be of any service®

Calvin is critical of Church leaders who preferitrmvn private peace
and who are indifferent to the ‘safety and pietyla [whole]

Church’. In a later letter, he scolded Cranmerbi@ng too half
hearted in his reforms. Hence the emergence of naglieal Reform

Y Theodore Casteel, ‘Calvin and Treffarvard Theological Review3 1970; Basil
Hall, “The Colloquies between Catholics and Pratetst 1539-41’Humanists and
ProtestantsT&T Clark 1990; John T McNiellUnitive Protestantism, the Ecumenical
Spirit, London Epworth 1964

30 John CalvirLetters of John Calvin, Selected by Borfeinburgh, Banner of Truth,
1980, 132-,140
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Movements in England with Thomas Cartwright, Jolwe® and Co,
my ancestors in what Bernard Lord Manning calledh@dox
Dissent®".

Provisional Churches

Calvin, like Luther before him and Wesley after hsought to reform
the Church he knew, not create a new church. Iapihelescription
by Basil Hall, he sought to restore an old paintiigch over the
years had become disfigured by grime and varnidhithful to his
legacy, Reformed Churches today see themselvgs@ssional
Churches’, a point readily conceded in the Angh€aformed
International Dialogue 1984, and by the great Reéa theologian
Karl Barth. But if really faithful to Calvin’s comens, we should go
on pushing for the reform of Rome.

Half the world’s Christians are Roman Catholicse Tther half
might appear like branches splintered into a myofadompeting
sects. Rome has a structure of unity that not éve®rthodox can
match and which the World Council of Churches makeslaim to
express. But if Rome holds together half the warl@hristians, she
alienates the other half. Hence my argument tHatmeof Rome is
essential for unity. Indeed, | am attracted by atgtion | can not
locate: ‘the goal of the Ecumenical Movement iswiea with Rome,
but not with Rome as she now is’.

People of the calibre of Calvin are God’s giftihe wwhole Church.

Had he lived 400 years later, he would have bgagridus,not just an
Observer at Vatican Il. The whole Church needs $omplease, if you
will, accept him as a Catholic. Any lesser titlgust an excuse for
ignoring him on this, his 500Birthday. There is also a good case for
saying with Bartff that there is no past in the Church, Calvin i sti
with us:

31 Bernard Lord Manninggssays in Orthodox Dissehondon, Independent Press
1939

32 Karl Barth, Protestant Theology in the Nineteenth Cenfa852], ET New

Edition, London SCM 2001, p3heology of John Calvif1922] ET Grand Rapids
Eerdmans 1995, p4 ‘the historical Calvin is thenlivCalvin’ who still wants to speak
to us.
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As regards theology, we cannot be in the Churchowuit taking
as much responsibility for the theology of the @estor the
theology of our present. Augustine, Thomas Aquiha$her,
Schleiermacher and all the rest are not deadvaagli They still
speak and demand a hearing as living voices, atysas we
know that they and we belong together in the Church
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A Roman Catholic Perspective

The Revd Dr Richard Price, Roman Catholic Diocese of
Westminster and Lecturer in the History of Christig at Heythrop
College, University of London.

Calvin was long seen as a purely negative figurbman Catholics,
even more than Luther — because of Calvinism’s niesaory over
Catholicism in XVI/XVIl, when even Poland and thé&rdine came
under strong Calvinist influence.

Donald Norwood says: Calvin anticipated Vaticanuer baptism
(presence of the parents), eucharist (weekly cononunse of the
vernacular), ecumenism (concern for the unity ef@hurch).

Such a claim is plausible. See John Bo&dyjstianity in the West
1400-17000on where the real divide lies — not between Qatismn
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and Protestantism, but between medieval Chrisyiamtl early
modern Christianity, of whatever denomination. et Roman
Church was inhibited from root and branch refornthy need it felt
to defend its tradition. Development became probl&rand self-
conscious. Developments in religious devotions @astoral work
gave Catholicism the edge in the inter-confessiooalipetition of
XVI/XVII, but some obvious reforms, particularly dfe liturgy, were
delayed for centuries.

But Vatican Il doesn’t need precursors: it can ladier itself. And
the differences are just as interesting as the comfieatures. Randall
Zachman in his collectiodohn Calvin and Roman Catholicism
(2009) argues that Calvin’s sacramental theologabee more
Catholic as years passed — with a shift from vigwire sacraments as
mere symbols of divine grace to recognizing therahesnels of
divine grace. But even in his account it is cléet tCalvin continued
to deny that the water of baptism and the breadnand of the
eucharist were themselves the channels of graceiadegarticularly
concerned to stress that Christ's humanity is ewvka, and that the
purpose of the eucharist is to help us raise oartf@nd minds to
heaven, where Christ is, seated at the right h&attied-ather. This is
very different from the Catholic emphasis on ameto Calvary. This
has been somewhat modified, however, by the neha¢siogical
emphasis in the revised form of the Roman mass.

For me the most interesting part of Calvin’s leghey in his teaching
on justification and predestination. Here he clalmemply to follow
St Augustine. The main points of Augustine’s dawrare as follows:

« The depravity of fallen mankind (not total vicioess, but
a lack of a pure love of God), and the inabilityfoée
will’ to rescue us.

* We need divine grace to teach us to know and loa&, G
and further divine grace to enable us to begiivedur
lives accordingly, and yet more divine grace ifave to
reach the haven without shipwreak. God'’s love aiada)
achieve what they intend. God can force conversienn
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the case of St Paul. More often, he works on lestet
through the influences they encounter, and the aniak
of the spirit within us by the inspiration of thely Spirit.
— We genuinely respond, we are not merely pasbive,
God does all the real work. ‘For it is God who isvark in
you both to will and to do according to his goodwPhil
2:13). ‘It depends not upon man’s will or exertibi
upon God’s mercy’ (Rom 9:16).

Calvin put this pithily: ‘Certainly, we obey God Mmgly, but with a
will which he has formed in usQpera?7, 474).

The Council of Trent, Decree on Justification (1p£h. 16: ‘To
those who work well right till the end and hope&3nd eternal life
should be held out, both as a grace promised tedhs of God
through Christ Jesus in his mercy and as a reveepe faithfully
bestowed on their good works and merits accorc@dd’s own
promise... Christ Jesus continuously infuses stremjththe

justified, which also precedes, accompanies ardvisitheir good
works...Therefore, we must believe that nothing fertls needed by
the justified for them to be regarded as having&wtfulfilled the
divine law in their present state of life by therk®they have done in
God, and for them to be regarded as having trudgded to receive
eternal life.” — Note how this combinesngruentwith condign
reward (‘congruent’ meaning that is appropriateGamd to reward the
just, in view of his promise to do so, while ‘cogdi means that he is
obliged to do so by the requirements of justicategapart from his
promise). It is clear from the debates, howevext the notion of
condign reward was in fact insisted upon.

Contrast Calvinlnstitutes of the Christian Religidil.12.1: ‘[Those
who bluster about the righteousness of works] daeftect on the
righteousness of Christ, which, if they had thgldkest perception of
it, they would never treat with so much insultisltertainly
undervalued, if not recognized to be so perfedtrb#ing can be
accepted that is not in every respect entire asdlate, and tainted
by no impurity; such indeed as never has beennardr will be,
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found in man. It is easy for any man, within thegwncts of the
schools, to talk of the sufficiency of works fosiification; but when
we come into the presence of God there must h&ca to such talk.
Let us contemplate that Judge, not as our own edaitellect
conceives of him, but as he is portrayed to usciip&ire, with a
brightness which obscures the stars, a strengtbhwhelts the
mountains, an anger which shakes the earth, a misduch takes
the wise in their own craftiness, a purity befotach all things
become impure, a righteousness to which not evgalsiare equal...
Even if a man could satisfy the Law, he could nahd the scrutiny
of that righteousness which transcends all ourghtas’

The New Catechism follows Trent, but concludes (83Qvith
quoting St Therése of Lisieux: ‘In the evening of life | shall
appear before you with empty hands.... All our goantks are
tainted in your eyes.’ — It has been said that goatholics live
according to Trent, and die as Calvinists.

The gquestion we need to ask is not what desenassridtion’:
damnation is a rhetorical notion, intended to ssareers, but not to
reveal the exact nature of an eternal life in sap@n from God. The
key question is rather, what enables the beatifion, and
participation in the life of the Trinity. How coulde claim that even
the ‘righteous’ deserve this as a matter of justice

Predestination

Can God save all those he wishes to save? Or [sei$tehe can do to
make salvation an option for those who so choosef? &30, ‘Those
whom he predestined he also called, and those wWisocalled he also
justified, and those whom he justified he alsoifkxat.’ It is really
intolerable to think that God created a world adgshis control.

It is an observed fact that not all come to fartlae regenerated in
baptism. Even among baptized Christians, therenargy in whom
there are no visible signs of spiritual growth.Qalvin, as to
Augustine, it is manifest that not all are saveisTollows St Paul’s
insistence on faith as a precondition for salvatgatvation, he
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insisted, is for all whdelieve

Why does God not convert everyone? He doeswetveryone, or
indeed anyone, entry into heaven. His mercy cansisthe fact that
he savedome when he could with perfect justice have chosdrtamo
saveany. Again thought of hell as a place of everlastimgrent
confuses the issue.

Augustine says: not all are saved, because Godraxesish to save
all. He has chosen a holy remnant.

Compare Aquinas, who is thoroughly Augustinian:

STh 1la. 23.3ls anyone reprobated by God®Pmust be asserted
that God reprobates some... Since by divine providenen are
ordained to eternal life, it also pertains to pdrnce to let some
fall short of this goal. This is called reprobatiorfor as
predestination involves the will to confer gracel giory, so
reprobation involves the will to let someone falia guilt, and

to inflict the penalty of damnation accordinglyidttrue that
God loves all human beings and indeed all his areat
iInasmuch as he wills some good to all, but he dogsvill

every kind of good to each. In that he does ndttewisome the
blessing of eternal life, he is said to hate amdaleate them...
Reprobation is not the cause of what exists hedenaw,
namely guilt, but it is the cause of abandonmenGby... But
guilt comes from the free will of the one who ipmaebated and
deserted by grace... Although anyone who is reprobayeGod
cannot acquire grace, nevertheless the fact thiieders in
this sin or that happens as a result of free chaice therefore
he is deservedly accounted guilty.’ [RP: we sirlyebut
predictably, if God does not give us efficient graas
contrasted to merely ‘sufficient’ grace.]

23.5 ad 3. ‘The reason for predestination of sontkthe

reprobation of others must lie in the divine goane God has
willed to manifest his goodness in men, in thosenvtne
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predestines in the mode of mercy by sparing thewhadso in
those whom he reprobates in the mode of justigaumyshing
them. This is why God chooses some and reprob#tesso.. If
God prepares unequal lots for those who are najuaiethis
does imply injustice in God. This would only be trany to
justice if the effects of predestination were a tube paid and
not a gift of grace. As regards the gifts of graagjone is free
to give to whom he wills and as he wills, be it mobe it less,
provided that he does not deprive anyone of whaisislue.’

See STh 1a. 19.6 for Aquinas’ explanations of 1 Zify ‘God

wills all men to be saved.’ (1) God wills all thos®o are saved to
be saved — in other words, no one can saved cgnt&od’s will.
(2) God saves some from every class of human b&ngsod’s
‘antecedent’ or preliminary will is that all shoube& saved, since
this is good in itself, but his ‘consequent’ wilhat takes everything
into account including the requirements of justis¢hat some
should be damned.

Applying this reasoning to reprobation, we could gaat the
desirabilityin sethat all be predestined for salvation is overridgn
the need to manifest God'’s justice as well asdvs.|

Calvin followed this traditional and establishethodoxy. There is
nothing new in Calvin that he himself thought todigrime
Importance. He did, however, introduce supralapsari
predestinationism — not only is the ultimate dgsthall men and
women since the Fall predestined, but the Fallfitgas
predestined.

Divine Institutedll.23.7, ‘They eloquently deny that it was by
divine decree that Adam should fall away and perisis if
God, who (according to Scripture) does whatevewisées, had
created the most noble of his creatures for an gunalis end.
They say that Adam had the free will to determirsedwn
fortune and that God decreed nothing, save to tieat
according to his deserts. If this frigid fictionascepted, where
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will be the omnipotence of God, by which, accordiadnis
secret plan, which is itself dependent on nothiregcontrols
everything? ... The decree, | admit, is, fearful; gatit is
impossible to deny that God foreknew what the dndan
would be before he made him, and foreknew it bex&eshad
so ordained by his decree... God not only foresawahef the
first man, and in him the ruin of his descendelnts,also
ordained it by his own decree.’

11.4.3 How God acts on the hearts of mérhis comes about in
two ways. When God'’s light is withdrawn, nothingnans but
blindness and darkness; when his Spirit is takesyaaur
hearts become as hard as stone; and when his geidaases,
they immediately wander off in the wrong direction.

111.23.8 [Does this make God the author of §inRlthough the
perdition of the wicked depends on the predestinadif God,
the cause and matter of it is in themselves... Maretiore falls
according to the decree of divine providence, leutatls by his
own fault. The Lord had declared only just befdratt
everything he made was very good (Gen 1:31). Frdwre/then
comes the depravity of man, which led him to falbg from
God? To exclude the supposition that creation Wasause,
God had expressly approved what proceeded frometims
Therefore it was man’s own malice that corruptedpbre
nature God had given him, and his ruin brought withe death
of his whole posterity. Let us then perceive thiglent cause of
condemnation in the corruption of human naturea{sse which
comes more closely home to us), rather than ingoicethe
hidden and almost incomprehensible cause in theeptmation
of God.’

In all, according to Calvin the Fall was ‘free’ tyaccording to the
divine plan and intention. The opposite view, dlle
‘infralapsarianism’ (that predestination only cam effectafter
the Fall), makes the whole history of salvatioreeosid thought,
after ‘Plan A’ (the history of man without a falipd failed. It also
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implies that we do not know what sort of God itvish whom we
have to do in creation. But God’s plan of salvaticas pre-eternal.
The felix culpd was eternally pre-ordained.

The Synod of Dort (1618-9), confirming Calvinismaagst its
Arminian critics, insisted on: (1) total depravdafyman, (2)
unconditional election, (3) limited atonement [Ghdied only for
the elect], (4) irresistibility of grace, (5) thertainty of the
perseverance of the elect and the reliability efdit of assurance.

Assurance depends not on confidence in our own oare free
perseverance, but in trust that God will protecfram ourselves. —
Though Trent criticized the notion of ‘assurancepaesumptuous,
yet in a slightly weakened form (stopping shortde€laring ‘Il am
saved) it is standard in Catholic spirituality.

Limited atonement: does God owe everyone entryhetmen? He
manifestly does not bestow on all his creaturep@dkible benefits.
It is plausibleto say that in his infinite love he intends thiahes
rational creatures enter into heaven, and weho@ethat this is the
case; but it would surely be presumptuousxpeciit.

Molinism (Catholic)

Molina published in 1588e concordia liberi arbitrii cum gratiae
donis, divina praescientia, providentia, praedestione et
reprobatione God offers sufficient grace to all. God forekrsoaur
response (bgcientia mediabut does not determine it; his
‘predestination’ respects our anticipated respotidécacious’
grace (which saves) is no different in kind fromaffecient’ grace
(in effect, ineffective grace): the difference iply that God
foreknows byscientia medidhat it will actually be accepted. This
Is quite different from Augustine’s belief that Geeinds the elect
the graces that he knows will be efficacious.

Arminianism (in the Reformed tradition)

Developed by Arminius (d. 1609), his teaching sstio the five
articles of theRemonstrancéagainst strict Calvinism) of 1610.

22



The following is a summary of them:

1. God’s eternal decree is to save those who belietleobey
and to condemn the incorrigible and unbelieving.

2. Christ died to win forgiveness of sins for everyrtan being,
this forgiveness being received by every believer.

3. Man is dependent on divine grace to achieve angttiiat is
‘truly good’

4. All good thoughts or deeds require grace, but giaoet
irresistible.

5. Those incorporated into Christ by true faith arsuasd of the
assisting grace of the Spirit. Whether those witle faith can
fall away and be lost ‘must be more particularlyedsiined
out of the Holy Scripture, before we ourselves eath it
with the full persuasion of our mind.’

So the divide is not between Roman Catholics omtteeside and
Reformed Christians on the other, but exists withoth traditions —
with Augustinians (and Thomists) lined up againstilists in just
the same way that Calvinists are against Arminidhss continued
right down into living memory. Contrast ti@atholic Encylopedia
(Molinist) to Garrigou-Lagrange in tHeictionnaire de Théologie
Catholique(Augustinian) — both early twentieth-century texts
suspect that since Vatican Il Molinism has becom®at universal.
Likewise, | was once told by a teacher at the themdon Bible
College (now the London College of Theology) thaew he started
teaching there 30 years ago most of his students @alvinists, but
now most of them are Arminian.

For the drawbacks in Arminianism consider this pgesfrom an
Arminian poet:

JOHN MILTON, PARADISE LOST1667), Ill. 93-128
[The Father in heaven is addressing the Son]

For man will hearken to his [Satan’s] glozing lies,
And easily transgress the sole command,
Sole pledge of his obedience: so will fall,
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He and his faithless progeny: whose fault?

Whose but his own? Ingrate, he had of me

All he could have; | made him just and right,
Sufficient to have stood, though free to fall.

Such | created all the ethereal powers

And spirits, both them who stood and them who thile
Freely they stood who stood, and fell who fell.

Not free, what proof could they have given sincere
Of true allegiance, constant faith or love?

Where only what they needs must do, appeared,
Not what they would, what praise could they receive
What pleasure | from such obedience paid,

When will and reason (reason also is choice)
Useless and vain, of freedom both despoiled,
Made passive both, had served necessity,

Not me. They therefore as to right belonged,

So were created, nor can justly accuse

Their Maker, or their making, or their fate,

As if predestination overruled

Their will, disposed by absolute decree

Of high foreknowledge. They themselves decreed
Their own revolt, not [; if | foreknew,
Foreknowledge had no influence on their fault,
Which had no less proved certain unforeknown.
So without least impulse or shadow of fate,

Or aught by me immutably foreseen,

They trespass, authors to themselves in all

Both what they judge and what they choose; for so
| formed them free, and free they must remain

Till they enthral themselves. | else must change
Their nature, and revoke the high decree
Unchangeable, eternal, which ordained

Their freedom; they themselves ordained their fall.

Repellent in this passage is the egoism of a Gause/lprime concern

Is self-justification, accompanied by a shouldemgiging
indifference to the fate of man. Does God desirewll-being or
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not? It is wholly inadequate for Milton to preséimin as an impartial
umpire, presiding over human destinies after suinjge¢hem to a test
of their obedience.

Note how akin Milton’s position is to the so-calléskewill defence’
so popular nowadays with philosophers of religidhat there cannot
be human virtue without a real possibility, andréfiere in practice
the actuality, of sin and sinners, even to therexé alienation from
God. Against it | would argue:

1. A world in which creatures invariably but freelyadse the
good is a possible world, and therefore God coakklcreated
it. God as creator is not like an agent in the dwho, if
omnipotent, would have the greatest difficulty @specting
human freedom) but more like the author of a nowab has to
decide what his characters are freely going to do.

2. The free will defence attributes to freedom an w@lifjed value
in a way that no sane person would do in a reaa8dn. Parents
have to teach their children to develop their foeadcnd use it
responsibly: but they would themselves be uttergsponsible
if they allowed a child a freedom that could leadelf-harm.

3. In any case, freedom has plenty of scope outsidalityo The
valuable choices in life are choices between dfieégoals, all
of real but varying value, and the adoption of ipathr means,
leading to the creation of a wide range of distuectifestyles.
That we sometimes find ourselves in situations @hez are
faced with a choice between good and evil, andog&cehwhere
evil is genuinely tempting, is an unfortunate aeaid To
imagine that God created the world to be a moratauite
course is to fall into the sort of crude moralidrattcould be
plausibly attributed only to a vindictive governess

4. If moral goodness requires resistance to temptstioat the
agent is capable of yielding to, then the sairashea state
where they are incapable of moral goodness, andlmor
goodness cannot be attributed to Christ, as heegepted in
Scripture and Tradition. Here again it is sureBeclthat the
situation where one is faced with a genuine chbateveen the
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simply good and the simply bad, with both possdiieices
being psychologically credible, is not a desiraine. If this is
what ‘human freedom’ means, human freedom is mpeat
endowment, but a debility.

. But in fact choices that are morally significantaruly free,
involving a real and genuinely moral choice betwgead and
evil, are surely rare. Most morally wrong choicegalve moral
blindness — a failure to perceive clearly thatragéng course of
action is wrong. Such a failure may well be pavtjyuntary,
resulting from self-interest or the indulgence ofi@ational
drive, but it remains the case that, more often that, human
misbehaviour resists analysis in straightforwarchteof
culpable sin arising from a conscious misuse afdoan.
Likewise, most good behaviour involves no real cholf the
whole purpose of human freedom is that we shouhgciously
choose to follow God, despite a real alluremeniadhe
opposite, we would need to possess a real freedemagainst
habit, inhibition, social control, and mere cautiBuoit most
decent people have been so shaped by strict uptgiagd
other early influences that they have no inclimat@ murder, to
defraud, or to commit adultery. They are neveQmy rarely,
put to the test; and even when they are put téetsteand pass
with flying colours, it will only sometimes be tlzase that this
Is due to real moral goodness or the love of Godili more
often be due to a fortunate lack of the indeterynaf will and
psychological freedom that are required for wrongad.

Why, then, is there evil? The answer of Augustimel &quinas,
powerfully restated by Calvin, is that God wishedlisplay both his
justice and his mercy.

Christopher Nessin Antidote against Arminianis1700), 48: ‘The
Arminians may be called sub-mortuarians, for thetding no full

election till men die; and post-destinarians, féeicmg the eternal
election beyond the course of man’s life... And miagytnot also be
styled re-lapsarians, for saying that the elect noaglly and finally

fall away?’
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Spurgeon: ‘Arminianism marries Christ to a bridedid not choose.’

In contrast, Calvinism preserves the sovereignt@ad, and offers a
real possibility of assurance. Augustinian Catlgllike myself, look
on Calvin as an ally.

Note

Predestination does not necessarily mean that Goohsl some to
hell, for it can be combined with universalismfact universalism
requires universal predestination — to salvatidrronirse. Note the
subtle position of the great Reformed theologian Barth, who
argues that Christ himself is simultaneously edext reprobate:

‘What did God elect in the election of Jesus CRrBy the one
decree of self-giving he decreed his own abandohtoen
rejection and also the wonderful exaltation of ema@nt of
man to existence in covenant with himself, that rslaould be
enriched and saved and glorified in the livingdelship of that
covenant... The only knowledge that we have of man’s
preordination to evil and death is in the form ihiglh God of
his great mercy accepted it as his own portiontanden,
removing it from us and refusing to let it be oveqrdination in
any form... We know nothing above or beyond the wflGod
as it is thus realized in time. And for this reasando not find a
proportion but a disproportion between the posiwiéof God
which purposes the life and blessedness of marthend
permissive will of God which ordains him to sedantby Satan
and guilt before God... God willed that the objefcthis election
should be himself and not man. God removed from amh
took upon himself the burden of the evil that undably
threatened and actually exercised dominion in tbddathat he
had ordained as the theatre of his glor@€h(rch Dogmaticl.
2, pp. 168, 172)

The meaning appears to be that Christ exhausisngelf the decree
of reprobation, and that everyone else will be daV¥éis combines,
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brilliantly, an implication of universalism withkang the notion of
human guilt and reprobation seriously.

A Reflection from Orthodoxy

Father Maximus Lavriotes, is an independent theologian and writer.
The following is a summary of his talk on The Rawthristian
Mysticism, “ The Theology of the later ByzantingHeas from the 7th
-14th century", given at the London Christian Matidn Centre, St
Mark's, Clerkenwell, 26 April 2005.

The occasion for the West’s divide — whether aver Augustine and
Calvin, or between Catholic and Protestant, or betwMedieval and
Modern - is not something that registers greatiyiniOrthodoxy. In
the Orthodox Church, Augustine is honoured as drtliesoFathers,
but his teaching is not seen as a defining achiem¢in the same way
as itis in the Latin tradition, to which both Calilks and Protestants
belong. As one of the Fathers, his writings hagstading proper to
one of the Church’s saints; his feast is kept oredl8". But, as with
many of the other Fathers, his teaching is seemanghed in the
context of the whole tradition, not just in ternfhe significance and
contribution within the tradition. So tradition hagendency to
provide a balance or a counterweight where itistbthat something
In one instance is overstated, or inadequate afgweebe developed.
In some cases, this may even amount to correction.

In the case of St Augustine, the Orthodox Churdlebes that what
become the great questions for the West - of waylesse, faith and
justification, anthropology, human nature, the,fadllvation — were
already settled at the Sixth Ecumenical Councd80-1, which
condemned the heresy of Monothelitism, and answibi@duestion
of what will was at work in Christ. Behind the contersy lay
different views in East and West on what a humdhisvand the role
humanity thus has in salvation, especially the @filChrist himself,
human and divine. In effect the Council, which ferpart of the
doctrine of both East and West, adopted a postifferent from
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Augustine’s and actually went further than PelagAssuch, the
Council vindicated the standpoint of St Maximus @unfessor, and it
Is the development and expression of his teachiagd-how it was
furthered by St Gregory Palamas in the fourteeattiury — that we
explore now, by way of reflection on where the Westld arrive in
the sixteenth and the teaching of John Calvin.

Maximus the Confessor

Maximus was born about 590. He came to prominemtiea seventh
century. Regarded as one of the most importanté@hisathers of the
Eastern Christian - Byzantine tradition.

Background-influences

The beginnings of the Eastern theological traditian be traced back
to Alexandria in the very first centuries after (ShrBy the latter part
of 5™ century Proclus’ pupil Ammonius, the son of Herasei
transformed under duress the pagan “Neoplatonibb8icof Science
(focused on the study of Aristotle) into a “Chrsti School of
Science. His most distinguished pupil became JbarGrammarian.
(Ammonius’ Philosophical School had nothing to dithwvhat
western scholars have dubbed “the great Christatadhetical
School” founded by Pantaenus, the teacher of Cl&mEme
Byzantine Emperor Justinian had shown respect fomanius’
School and unlike the Athenian spared the Alexamd8chool from
closure in 529-though yet not fully christianized.

The greatest figure in Alexandria just before Maxamvas John the
Grammarian (known as John Philoponus). He publishiedatise
“Against Proclus on theternity of the world"and shortly after that
anothet Against Aristotle” in both of which he showed a serious
error in Aristotle. Aristotle up to then had beegarded as infallible
especially in physics. Aristotle denied the podiybof infinitude
regarding the Cosmos but at the same time accémegternity of
time and consequently of the world. How could sdmmef eternal be
not infinite? John Philoponus became a Christianr{iphysite) and
got embroiled in the theological debates of histim
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Gap between East and West

Already in the & century Irenaeus who came from Asia Minor to the
West to become Bishop of Lyons, has proven hinteelteal founder
of Eastern theological tradition, which became ustbanasius a
School of theological Realism — by adopting adgfly Alexandrian
interpretation of Aristotle. Irenaeus tried to lyedthe gap between
the East and West with regard to the date of calitig Easter. (It
became custom since th8 dentury the date of Easter to be
announced each year from Alexandria, the astroredroentre of the
empire, using astronomical tables). Irenaeus dteoated to defeat
the many dualistic forms of Christianity (DocetisBnostics,
Marcionism) mostly influenced by the Platonic distions between
matter and Spirit, (or body and soul and the ddmrgattitude
adopted towards the former); but dualism survived ffourished
after Irenaeus’ death (202) in other forms sucthadManicheans
(Augustine had been a Manichean before becomingtlaoic). The
tendency to dualism had very serious repercus$mribe fate and
destiny of Western Christianity.

Maximus became head of the christianized Scho8lceénce but fled
Alexandria when the city was invaded by Islamicdesin 642
becoming a monk in Rome. Being the most eminernsistt of his
time he produced the first permanent tables falifig the Easter Day
and the Yom Kippur Day (still then fervently obsedvaccording to
the Jewish calendar by Christians until its transftion into the
Exaltation of the Cross Day on September 14 in @2P#asing his
calculations on observations on the circles ofnlo®n. He then
established the Alexandrian interpretation of Arilet's Physicsas the
theological instrumerptar excellencdor understanding the Cosmos
and human nature in particular. His all-esseni@rma thatnecessity
Is incompatible witmatureand thus freedom isreatural propertyof
every nature (of the Divine and human natures itiqudar), became
the backbone of Eastern Theology and opened up a&javeen the
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Eastern and Western Empires both doctrinally arutactical
matters.

Maximus was also influenced by the Cappadociansi(B&
Caesarea, Gregory of Nyssa and Gregory Naziankhey. adhered
to the very same realistic principles establishgthle Alexandrian
tradition through Irenaeus and Athanasius but a@steast in Basil’s
case, made use of the scientific revisions whicrewleen taking
place.

Maximus, a man ahead of his time

Maximus was the greatest scientist within sevensian centuries!
He perceived the general relativity theory as aslthe evolution of
species through natural selectiiom the most general genera down
to the most specific speciedie established that there was no eternal
matter which pre-existed (as the Platonists anddDdists believed).
He became very accurate in asseverating that Gafthigude

together withall properties of the Divine Nature is communicable to
man. He also introduced the principle of ceasedgsfution in the
study of the universe by suggesting that all cekatgure has the
ability to expand and contract on end. He urgetdhi@pecies evolve
and eventually become extinct though we don't gatiosv the latter
occurs precisely from his writings. He also conththere were no
constants in physicdlothing that is created can be immutal{[Ehis
means that Einstein was wrong to assume that #wdspf light is a
constant and contemporary astrophysicists have dsimaded his
error). He also contributed to the unification thgfd@ hat is, how can
the fundamental forces in nature become one (gravit
electromagnetism, weak and strong interactionsgdmnepting the
Stoic axiom (already adopted by the Alexandriano®tithat human
will, expressed as desire and motion, is a fundaahéorce in the
universe!

Maximus’ understanding of Christology

Aristotle’ s understanding of good and evil as edoies prevailed
in Alexandrian thought up until the time of Johnl&bonus.
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According to Aristotle evil and good eternally g with equal
force. Humans were equally inclined to good or .evil

Christian theologians tended to examine the humanhiChrist; in
order to establish that he was fully human he baktin possession
of all inclinations that humans display throughthir lives and if so,
theologians had to accept that Christ was equadlyried to good and
evil. Maximus overturned this theory. He suggested goodness
was granted to us by nature and that evil was reangb- having
never been created by God and thus by no meamgahtdement of
any nature. We therefore have to abuse our ownavitiake evil
happen (which Christ was unable to do since bothiohatural wills
were of their own accord in natural harmony withhbof his natures),
yet in our very nature we still remain virtuous ewehile abusing it —
no abuse whatsoever can distort God’s creationt@/ét have to
import virtue in from outside as Aristotle said. \\Ust have to get rid
of lust and all other unnatural by-products of fuily abused natural
energy in order to allow our inalienaliatural goodness to shine
properly. The purification of our own nature becaimeideal of the
monastic life. This is of paramount significancedigse Christ’s
human nature is the embodiment of original goodnHsis had
serious implications for understanding human Irid aeality.

Maximus’ Anthropology

Maximus’ Anthropology is purely Pelagian which pesvthat
Pelagius himself borrowed his views from the Scludd\lexandria.
But St. Maximus went much further than Pelagiuslbglaring that
God has created man self-sufficient to cause his saivation
through Christ’'s humanity by simply enacting hisumal and innate
salvific capacity!

There are three human states of being:
1) Life contrary to nature (fallen beings, human hfethe majority
of us know it)
2) Life According to nature (the Christian life attathby
purification of all abuses of the will)
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3) Life beyondnature (to which we can only be elevated by God’s
uncreatedctivity)
So we fallen human beings can only activate ouenmatural
splendour but God must intervene to raise us abmeted nature and
make us uncreatduly grace.

Life in the fallen state

Our fallen state is a state of self-division andfasion without any
real damage, defect or distortion of what the G@neatiginally made
in His Image and Likeness and therefore there lg @me single
image to which humanity amounts. The fall causad tiis unique
iImage seems as if smashed into smithereens; soimaagkists in a
fragmentary state of being according to Maximusabise the one
image is split. Reunification at the natural lelrat to do with
restoring what belongs to nature (and thereforet wheains only to
the one natural will, active in all humans). Asdaas individuality
(occurring as a multiplicity gbersong prevails over nature there is
an unnatural situation allowing for selfish abustthe one will we
all share in common. It is a kind of feeblenesdigaession from what
the common will naturally intends. In this case Wik follows the
interests of each particular individual no mattewlhdestructive to
human nature or detrimental to the rest of theedpthese interests
are. This abusive function pkersonalwillfulness is defined by
Maximus as Gnomic Will. Gnomic Will is a potentfak strictly
personalaxity in sticking to what nature dictates to ratab creatures,
but not a naturatapacity of these creatures. Christ’'s true hurganit
was totally deprived of gnomic will d$e has never become a
human person despite His incarnation. Hence His ultimatg
sinlesshumanity and incapacity to “choose” sin (no nature
whatsoever has been created by God with a capaciiy sin). Had
the Creator ever granted to any nature the pronenesto sin, He
would have proven Himself the very author of evil...

Life in the natural state

It is impossible for anyone to make a choice-untheg will acts in

its gnomic or personal capacity-because every eatas been created
choice-less. Any natural will expresses the spaitaof nature itself
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which knows at any time what to do. Thinking (im@agion in
particular) is set in motion in our fallen statdyorintellectual

thinking is_unnecessaffgr people restored in their natural state. The
activity of the intellect is a negatifactor in the spiritual life. At state
2, meditation or contemplation is pointless (atestait is strictly
prohibited!).The great ideal of Eastern monastidisto cease the
function of the intellect completely in order taiae at real Union
with God in this life - this is very close to Budshideals - by
invoking the uncreated power of God —the only Ohe wan elevate
us to a real and unmediated Union with Himself. ©we are in state
2, all human virtue is completely activated. Everydere is
extremely active in virtue. He loses his own “salf’personality and
thinks only of others and of the common good.

Life in the supernatural - uncreated state

In state 3, there is absolute passivity- as huneamgls are being
completely overwhelmed by God. This state will @iéin the life to
come but here and now purified people we may getages of it.

Maximus’ understanding of Salvation

Maximus gives an extraordinary definition of Chasthe One with
whomall rational creatures shall inevitably unit& hus the divine
motive for salvation of the world precedes its tiama God is
therefore never risking anything! He is not goinddse a single
human being. There are two possible images of aterand
everlasting Union with Christ: either by grace ($s) or contrary to
grace (sinners), bl will be equally united with Him for evermore.
Christ will treat both sides equally. This is tHarpGod had in mind
when he saved the world before creating it. Maxind.ed never gets
himself in a mess! (as if faced by a “sudden” ¢ailsin of man...)

It is very important to notice that human beinggenao natural
capacity whatsoevdo do anything sinful or evil. They can though
abuse their natural will and then actpgssonsthrough gnomic will
in order to achieve wrongdoing. Conversely, alldaatural capacity
for their own salvation; for spontaneous acts @fritip, gratitude and
prayer. They are not in such a defective statetktegt can’t help
themselves without “spiritual” help from outsidern the Church or
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other human beings...In fact human beings do nolyreakd such
help at all, providing that they remain within tiealm of their own
nature and they never violate their natural will.

In state 3 God imparts all his divine attributesheut exception to
these people but not his own essence. This is Vedtcation”

means- partaking of the divine attributes withasirhg any human
attributes.’Out of his ultimate goodness he turns everything human
into himself.” This famous expression by Maximus describes State
According to the Western scholastic tradition ih¢d possible to

attain this state of ultimate Union with God nerthrethis life nor in

the life to come. The dualism that Irenaeus fowagjainst was
successfully overcome in the East but not in thetWWumanityor
Adam(in Hebrew) literally means the one made of clagd@ssumes
humanitythus making Adam so much God, as much Himself leecam
clay. You do not lose your created status in statet®berything is
transformed.

Greqory Palamas

Gregory was a follower of Maximus in the fourteenoémtury. He was
a compiler. He was not an original. He intendetdéa monk living

in solitude elevating himself to the natural statel expecting
elevation from God, but an unusual thing happened.

He came from a very noble family. His father wasember of the
royal council of the emperor. He was found praydaging council
and dismissed. Gregory was very distinguishedlat@c He wrote an
essay on Aristotle. His professor said that Arlstbimself would
have approved. The Scholastics associated necesgtitpature so
even God had to exist and act out of necessityg@ye like

Maximus and the Cappadocians, associated natunenegdom.
Gregory came to Mount Athos to become a monk.

Another Greek monk arrived from Calabria in Southigaly well

versed in scholasticism and an Augustinian. He hegggesting
things that were prominent in the West but alieByaantine
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tradition. For example monks in the East closed #yes and placed
their chin on their chest as they said the Jesayepr He wrote with
irony that if they were naked they would be naaigg! He said that
whatever is inferior to intellect has to be disragas he believed that
the cardinal sin of man was his ignorance of stfierituth and thus
salvation could come only through research andi@ateial activity.
He however misunderstood the term “ignorance”. Dksert Fathers
had said that the fall led to a state of ignorasfc@od, a confusion
which doesn’t allow the eye of the soul be illundri®y God. In the
West ignorance was understood as lack of knowldugefore quite
early the western monks left the cloister and hdddethe
schoolroom. The only way to get rid of sin in thagw was to learn.

The monk newly arrived from Calabria discovered tha monks on
Mount Athos did not favour learning and began tesiion Gregory
to try and entrap him into admitting that ignorantecience was an
obstacle to salvation. In the dialogue betweenwemonks
completely different understandings about divineetation, salvation
and human nature emerged. The western monk saigtlenvg
material was contemptible. He was confident thatahly way a
human could get in touch with God was through egstad intellect;
to get out of the body and the passivity of sentithé¢o find God. The
Hesychast movement in the East was based on rididénigptellect of
all concepts. This is what the monks in the ddsadtbeen striving to
do. Gregory said how can | get in touch with Gothaiit being in
love with him? And how can | love him without allowg the passive
faculty of the soul and the body become activehsseus rather than
mortified for the sake of the intellect? (The saatording to Aristotle
had three parts of which the highest was the ede) Apparently all
Western mystics attempted to mortify the lower parhereas Eastern
monks suggested that if God were to make contabthvimanity it
must be with the whole of man. According to the @akhtics God was
pure essence therefore he was completely inactessiman. But in
the East God has attributes as well as essencéhé-tvest this poses
the problem of how God can retain his simplicityl aiot be said to be
composite. The Scholastics say that Go#élagis Puruspure

actuality. The real problem in the West is the moaunicableness of
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God. Tackling this problem made Gregory Palamasanjreat
theologian. He took his arguments from his predsmssespecially
Maximus and used it to challenge Scholasticismmieféective way.
This was a difficult period in the history of thgZantine Empire
which was collapsing. Its fall was a matter of tirBait at another
level people were turning to God in droves. Thegkiom of God was
seen as something within humanity (Luk.17:21) nathan of the
world. Most of the male population was turning tomastic life and
in fact this was one of the reasons for the fathef Empire, there
were not enough men left to fight.

There followed three general councils at Constapl& at which the
Emperor John Cantakouzenos presented a list ofignesThe first
was the question of whether there really was andisbn between
God'’s essence and his attributes which might teretite idea of
God’s simplicity. The West remained unable to attiegt humans
can move into the divine sphere and a Papal ermaych 1943 still
insisted that to assert that humans could takewnedattributes was
blasphemous. Meister Eckhart is one of the few Wasnhystics who
did declare it was possible for God and Man to bezone and he is
still regarded as a heretic.

Final points to note - it is interesting to note thespair on the face of
Christ on the cross in the western art of the neiégdjes-a sign of
complete separation between God and humanity; athdragard to
the incarnation of God note the differences betwhertast and
West: For the East the incarnation of God meartseliemes even
more hidden-not revealed! He manifests again hinnsgjlory after
his resurrection to all those who are pure in hiasee Him.

It should be regarded as a source of consolat@mithie common

destiny of humanity has already been safeguardedstds
determined to claim all his baggage!
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