
ABSTRACT 

Demonstration of the Spirit and of Power: 
Rhetoric and Ambrose of Milan’s On the Holy Spirit 

Andrew M. Selby, Ph.D. 

Mentor: Daniel H. Williams, Ph.D. 

Despite being the first extended defense of the divinity of the Holy Spirit written 

in Latin and influencing the Trinitarian theology of Augustine of Hippo, Ambrose of 

Milan’s On the Holy Spirit (De Spiritu Sancto) has received little scholarly attention. This 

attention has been unduly influenced by Jerome’s criticism of the work, in which he 

claimed that De Spiritu Sancto (DSS) was poorly written and largely plagiarized from 

Greek writings. This dissertation seeks to change this perspective by claiming that 

Ambrose defines the Holy Spirit in a way consistent with pro-Nicene theology using 

classical Ciceronian rhetoric to interpret Scripture in a quasi-judicial situation: Emperor 

Gratian played the role of judge, the Homoians served as the prosecution, and Ambrose 

was the defendant. Instead of viewing Ambrose’s DSS through the lens of source-

criticism, this study utilizes classical rhetorical theory, especially stasis theory, as a 

methodology that gives due weight to the conflict in which Ambrose was embroiled as 

well as the bishop’s internal theological reasoning. Stasis theory provided students of 

rhetoric a means to generate arguments particularly relevant for the case before them. 

After documenting the ecclesiastical-political conflict that occasioned DSS’s 



composition, this study provides the first comprehensive account of the pneumatology of 

Ambrose’s opponents, the Latin Homoians. Ambrose’s own intellectual formation is then 

investigated, revealing his intimate knowledge of rhetoric and his acquaintance with 

some philosophical doctrines, both of which factored into the genesis of DSS. The 

prologues and epilogues of DSS reveal Ambrose’s attention to the concerns—theological 

and political—of his primary audience, the Emperor Gratian. Finally, his rhetorically 

conditioned argumentative strategies against the Homoians and for a pro-Nicene doctrine 

of the Holy Spirit are explained. Ambrose used the “Definition Issue” in stasis theory to 

understand the Holy Spirit’s identity, interpreting Holy Scripture to discover his 

differentiae from creatures but also his shared propria with the Father and the Son. Not 

only does this dissertation provide the first full study of Ambrose’s DSS, but it also 

suggests that rhetorical theory significantly influenced argumentation in fourth-century 

Trinitarian controversies, though this has been overlooked in modern scholarship. 



Demonstration of the Spirit and of Power: 
Rhetoric and Ambrose of Milan’s On the Holy Spirit 

by 
 

Andrew M. Selby, B.A., M.A. 

A Dissertation 

Approved by the Department of Religion 
 
 

 

W. H. Bellinger, Jr., Ph.D., Chairperson 
 
 

Submitted to the Graduate Faculty of 
Baylor University in Partial Fulfillment of the 

Requirements for the Degree 
of 

Doctor of Philosophy 
 
 
 
 
 

Approved by the Dissertation Committee 
 
 

 

Daniel H. Williams, Ph.D., Chairperson 
 
 

 

Mikeal C. Parsons, Ph.D. 
 
 

 

Daniel J. Nodes, Ph.D. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Accepted by the Graduate School 

May 2017 
 
 

 

J. Larry Lyon, Ph.D., Dean 
 
 
 
 

Page bearing signatures is kept on file in the Graduate School. 



Copyright © 2016 by Andrew M. Selby 

All rights reserved



v 
 

 
 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

LIST OF FIGURES ......................................................................................................... viii 

LIST OF TABLES ............................................................................................................. ix 

LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS .......................................................................................... xiv 

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS ............................................................................................. xviii 

DEDICATION .................................................................................................................. xx 

CHAPTER ONE ................................................................................................................. 1 

Introduction ............................................................................................................. 1 
The Challenge of Fourth-Century Pneumatology ............................................. 1 

The Near Inevitability of Pro-Nicene Arguments for the Spirit’s     
Divinity ....................................................................................................... 6 
The Son’s and Spirit’s Divinity in Ambrose............................................. 10 

Patristic Pneumatology: Literature Review .................................................... 13 
Jerome, Quellenforschung, and Ambrose’s De Spiritu Sancto................. 17 

Literature on Ambrose in General ............................................................ 21 
Methodology: Classical Ciceronian Rhetoric ................................................. 24 
The Present Study ........................................................................................... 27 

CHAPTER TWO .............................................................................................................. 31 

The Emperor Gratian’s Role in the Genesis of De Spiritu Sancto, 378–381 ....... 31 
A Rhetorical–Judicial Situation ...................................................................... 31 
The Origin of De Spiritu Sancto, 378–381 ..................................................... 32 

The Aftermath of the Battle of Hadrianople: The Sequestration of a 
Basilica in Milan, Homoian Charges of Heresy, and De fide 1–2 ............ 33 

The Letters Exchanged by Ambrose and Gratian and the Request for      
De Spiritu Sancto ...................................................................................... 47 

De fide 3–5 and the Resolution of the Basilica Sequestration .................. 52 
The Challenges Facing Ambrose in the Composition of DSS .................. 59 

Chapter Two Conclusion ................................................................................ 63 

CHAPTER THREE .......................................................................................................... 65 
The Prosecution’s Position: Homoian Pneumatology .......................................... 65 

Summary of Homoian Texts and their Dating ................................................ 66 
1. Palladius of Ratiaria’s Pneumatology ......................................................... 72 

2. The Pneumatology of Auxentius of Durostorum and Ulfila ....................... 79 
3. The Holy Spirit in the “Adversus Orthodoxos et Macedonianos” .............. 85 
4. The Holy Spirit in the Instructio verae fidei ............................................... 89 
5. The Pneumatology of the “Arian Sermon” ................................................. 95 



vi 

6. Collatio cum Maximino............................................................................... 98
7. Pneumatology in the De sollemnitatibus sermones .................................. 103
8. The Contra Hereticos ............................................................................... 106
Summary of Homoian Pneumatology ........................................................... 108 

Chapter Three Conclusion ............................................................................ 112 

CHAPTER FOUR ........................................................................................................... 113 
The Defendant: Ambrose’s Rhetorical, Legal, and Philosophical Formation .... 113 

Paulinus’ Testimony regarding Ambrose and the liberales disciplinae ....... 114 
Ambrose’s Rhetorical Education .................................................................. 116 

The Late Antique Decadence Narrative and Stylized Epideictic 
Rhetoric in Twentieth-Century Historiography ...................................... 120 
Rhetorical Invention in the Church in Late Antiquity ............................ 127 

Ambrose as a Lawyer.................................................................................... 129 
Ambrose and Philosophy up to 380 .............................................................. 132 

De paradiso ............................................................................................. 135 

De Cain et Abel ....................................................................................... 137 
Philosophy in Ambrose’s Virginity Exhortations ................................... 138 

Philosophy in Ambrose’s Funeral Orations for his Brother ................... 143 
Conclusion regarding Ambrose’s Knowledge of Philosophy pre-380 ... 144 

Chapter Four Conclusion .............................................................................. 146 

CHAPTER FIVE ............................................................................................................ 149 
Ambrose’s Use and Modification of Pathos toward Emperor Gratian ............... 149 

Section Two—Chapters Five, Six, and Seven .............................................. 149 
Ambrose, Pathos, and Gratian ...................................................................... 150 

Prologues and Epilogues in Ambrose’s DSS ................................................ 159 
The Strange Case of DSS’s Two Prologues and Epilogues .................... 159 

The Exordium of Book 1: Gideon the Judge, Gratian the Judge, and 
the Holy Spirit the Judge......................................................................... 162 
The Exordium of Book 2: The Holy Spirit in the Old Testament and 
Samson .................................................................................................... 171 
The Two Epilogues ................................................................................. 176 

Chapter Five Conclusion............................................................................... 181 

CHAPTER SIX ............................................................................................................... 185 

Rhetorical Invention and Refutation of Homoian Pneumatology in De Spiritu 
Sancto .................................................................................................................. 185 

The Ciceronian Theory of Issues .................................................................. 185 

Stasis Theory in Cicero’s De inventione ................................................. 188 
The Stasis of DSS .................................................................................... 190 
Cicero’s Rules for the Definitional Issue ................................................ 192 

Definition of the Holy Spirit and Refutation of the Opponent’s Definition . 194 

Ambrose’s “Brief, Clear, and Conventional” Definition of the Holy 
Spirit in his Propositio/Partitio .............................................................. 194 

Ambrose’s Refutation of the Opponents’ Definition of the Holy Spirit ....... 201 



vii 

The locus of Definition and Ambrose’s Use of differentiae to Refute 
Homoian Pneumatology.......................................................................... 204 
Biblical Exegesis as the New Legal Documentation in the 
Restructuring of the Topics of falsum, turpis, and inutilis ..................... 209 

Borrowing Refutation Arguments from Didymus and other Greek 
Writers..................................................................................................... 215 

Chapter Six Conclusion ................................................................................ 230 

CHAPTER SEVEN ........................................................................................................ 232 
Ambrose’s Confirmation Arguments for the Divinity of the Holy Spirit ........... 232 

Finding the Propria of God to Demonstrate the Spirit’s Equality: 
Common and Inseparable Operations ........................................................... 233 

Power Argumentation in Pro-Nicene Theology at Large ....................... 233 

Veni Creator Spiritus: The Holy Spirit as Creator.................................. 243 
Excursus: Didymus as Ambrose’s Primary Source for 
“Operations-Power” ................................................................................ 256 

Arguments from the Equal Dignity of the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit ...... 258 
The Pro-Nicene Tradition of Arguments from Dignity .......................... 258 

Ambrose’s Non-Subordinationist Exegesis of Jn 4:24 (DSS 3.11.69–
12.89) ...................................................................................................... 261 
Excursus: Ambrose’s Borrowing from Basil: Biblical Prepositions 
and the Inner Life of the Trinity ............................................................. 268 
On Jn 4:24: Worshipping the Spirit while Worshipping in the Spirit..... 282 

Chapter Seven Conclusion ............................................................................ 283 

CHAPTER EIGHT ......................................................................................................... 286 

Conclusion .......................................................................................................... 286 

APPENDIX ..................................................................................................................... 291 

Ambrose’s Greek Sources in Parallel Columns with De Spiritu Sancto ............ 292 
Results ........................................................................................................... 402 

BIBLIOGRAPHY ........................................................................................................... 407 
Primary Sources .................................................................................................. 407 
Secondary Sources .............................................................................................. 415 



viii 

LIST OF FIGURES 

Figure 5.1. Rhetorical Outline of Ambrose’s De Spiritu Sancto.....................................152 

Figure 5.2. Outline of Book 3’s Epilogue of Ambrose’s De Spiritu Sancto...................179 

Figure 6.1. Summary of the Objections Ambrose Raises and His Refutations of 
Them....................................................................................................................208 

Figure 7.1. Rhetorical Outline of Ambrose’s Argument that the Holy Spirit is 
Creator in De Spiritu Sancto 2.5.32–7.69............................................................245



ix 
 

 
 

LIST OF TABLES 
 

Table 2.1: Significant Dates in Ambrose’s Conflicts with the Homoians and Gratian .... 60 

Table 3.1. Proposed Dates for Key Homoian Pneumatological Texts ............................. 71 

Table 3.2: Summary of Homoian Pneumatology ........................................................... 109 

Table 5.1. Correspondences of DSS's Recapitulation with Previous Arguments ........... 182 

Table A1: DSS 1.prol.6 ................................................................................................... 293 

Table A2: DSS 1.prol.6–9 ............................................................................................... 294 

Table A3: DSS 1.prol.10 ................................................................................................. 297 

Table A4: DSS 1.prol.11 ................................................................................................. 298 

Table A5: DSS 1.prol.12–13 ........................................................................................... 298 

Table A6: DSS 1.prol.14 ................................................................................................. 299 

Table A7: DSS 1.prol.16 ................................................................................................. 300 

Table A8: DSS 1.2.27–28 ............................................................................................... 301 

Table A9: DSS 1.2.30 ..................................................................................................... 302 

Table A10: DSS 1.2.30 ................................................................................................... 303 

Table A12: DSS 1.3.44 ................................................................................................... 304 

Table A13: DSS 1.3.45 ................................................................................................... 305 

Table A14: DSS 1.3.47–48 ............................................................................................. 306 

Table A15: DSS 1.3.47–48 ............................................................................................. 307 

Table A16: DSS 1.3.50–51 ............................................................................................. 308 

Table A17: DSS 1.3.53 ................................................................................................... 309 

Table A18: DSS 1.3.54 ................................................................................................... 310 

Table A19: DSS 1.4.55 ................................................................................................... 312 



x 

Table A20: DSS 1.4.56 ................................................................................................... 313 

Table A21: DSS 1.4.59–60 ............................................................................................. 314 

Table A22: DSS 1.5.62 ................................................................................................... 316 

Table A23: DSS 1.5.63 ................................................................................................... 316 

Table A24: DSS 1.5.64 ................................................................................................... 318 

Table A25: DSS 1.5.69 ................................................................................................... 319 

Table A26: DSS 1.5.72 ................................................................................................... 320 

Table A27: DSS 1.5.74 ................................................................................................... 320 

Table A28: DSS 1.5.74 ................................................................................................... 321 

Table A29: DSS 1.5.75 ................................................................................................... 321 

Table A30: DSS 1.6.76 ................................................................................................... 322 

Table A31: DSS 1.6.78 ................................................................................................... 323 

Table A32: DSS 1.7.81–82 ............................................................................................. 324 

Table A33: DSS 1.7.83 ................................................................................................... 325 

Table A34: DSS 1.7.85 ................................................................................................... 327 

Table A35: DSS 1.7.86 ................................................................................................... 327 

Table A36: DSS 1.7.89 ................................................................................................... 328 

Table A37: DSS 1.8.90–92 ............................................................................................. 329 

Table A38: DSS 1.8.93 ................................................................................................... 331 

Table A39: DSS 1.8.94–96 ............................................................................................. 331 

Table A40: DSS 1.8.97 ................................................................................................... 333 

Table A41: DSS 1.8.98 ................................................................................................... 334 

Table A42: DSS 1.9.100–1 ............................................................................................. 334 

Table A43: DSS 1.9.105 ................................................................................................. 335 

Table A44: DSS 1.11.116–20 ......................................................................................... 336 



xi 
 

Table A45: DSS 1.11.123 ............................................................................................... 338 

Table A46: DSS 1.12.126–27 ......................................................................................... 339 

Table A47: DSS 1.12.128 ............................................................................................... 340 

Table A48: DSS 1.12.128 ............................................................................................... 341 

Table A49: DSS 1.12.130–31 ......................................................................................... 341 

Table A50: DSS 1.13.134–35 ......................................................................................... 342 

Table A51: DSS 1.12.136–38 ......................................................................................... 343 

Table A52: DSS 1.14.140–43 ......................................................................................... 345 

Table A53: DSS 1.16.158 ............................................................................................... 346 

Table A54: DSS 1.16.161 ............................................................................................... 347 

Table A55: DSS 2.4.29–31 ............................................................................................. 347 

Table A56: DSS 2.5.32 ................................................................................................... 348 

Table A57: DSS 2.5.35 and 37 ....................................................................................... 349 

Table A58: DSS 2.5.38 ................................................................................................... 351 

Table A59: DSS 2.5.44 ................................................................................................... 352 

Table A60: DSS 2.6.48 ................................................................................................... 352 

Table A61: DSS 2.6.49–50 ............................................................................................. 354 

Table A62: DSS 2.6.51 ................................................................................................... 354 

Table A63: DSS 2.6.54–55 ............................................................................................. 355 

Table A64: DSS 2.6.56 ................................................................................................... 356 

Table A65: DSS 2.8.70 ................................................................................................... 358 

Table A66: DSS 2.8.75–76 ............................................................................................. 359 

Table A67: DSS 2.8.81 ................................................................................................... 360 

Table A68: DSS 2.8.84 ................................................................................................... 360 

Table A69: DSS 2.9.85–86 ............................................................................................. 361 



xii 

Table A70: DSS 2.9.87 ................................................................................................... 362 

Table A71: DSS 2.9.88–90 ............................................................................................. 364 

Table A72: DSS 2.9.91–94 ............................................................................................. 365 

Table A73: DSS 2.9.97–99 ............................................................................................. 367 

Table A74: DSS 2.10.101 ............................................................................................... 368 

Table A75: DSS 2.10.103–6 ........................................................................................... 369 

Table A76: DSS 2.10.110 ............................................................................................... 371 

Table A77: DSS 2.11.118 ............................................................................................... 371 

Table A78: DSS 2.11.122 ............................................................................................... 372 

Table A79: DSS 2.11.124–25 ......................................................................................... 373 

Table A80: DSS 2.12.130 ............................................................................................... 374 

Table A81: DSS 2.12.131–36 ......................................................................................... 374 

Table A82: DSS 2.12.138–39 ......................................................................................... 378 

Table A83: DSS 2.13.144 ............................................................................................... 379 

Table A84: DSS 2.13.145–46 ......................................................................................... 380 

Table A85: DSS 2.13.149–52 ......................................................................................... 381 

Table A86: DSS 3.1.3 ..................................................................................................... 383 

Table A87: DSS 3.1.5 ..................................................................................................... 384 

Table A88: DSS 3.1.8 ..................................................................................................... 384 

Table A89: DSS 3.3.11–12 ............................................................................................. 385 

Table A90: DSS 3.3.13a ................................................................................................. 386 

Table A91: DSS 3.3.16 ................................................................................................... 386 

Table A92: DSS 3.4.21 ................................................................................................... 387 

Table A93: DSS 3.4.25–28 ............................................................................................. 388 

Table A94: DSS 3.5.30 ................................................................................................... 390 



xiii 

Table A95: DSS 3.8.48–49 ............................................................................................. 391 

Table A96: DSS 3.9.54–55 ............................................................................................. 392 

Table A97: DSS 3.9.56–58 ............................................................................................. 393 

Table A98: DSS 3.11.72 ................................................................................................. 395 

Table A99: DSS 3.11.81–82 ........................................................................................... 395 

Table A100: DSS 3.12.87 ............................................................................................... 397 

Table A101: DSS 3.12.90–91a ....................................................................................... 397 

Table A102: DSS 3.14.94 ............................................................................................... 399 

Table A103: DSS 3.14.101–2 ......................................................................................... 400 

Table A104: Quantitative Results of the Extent of Borrowing in the 103 Passages 
Considered .......................................................................................................... 403 



xiv 

LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS 

Ancient Texts 

Adv. Eun.   Adversus Eunomium 

Adv. Orth. et. Maced. Adversus Orthodoxos et Macedonianos  

Adv. Prax.  Adversus Praxean 

CTh  Codex Theodosianus 

De trin.  De Trinitate 

DSS  De Spiritu Sancto 

Ep. ex. col.   Epistulae extra collectionem 

Expl. in Cic. Rhet.   Explanationes in Ciceronam Rhetoricam 

HE   Historia ecclesiastica 

Instr. v. fid.   Instructio verae fidei  

NT  New Testament 

NRSV   New Revised Standard Version  

OT  Old Testament 

V. Amb.   Vita Ambrosii 

Series 

CCSL Corpus Christianorum, Series Latina (Turnhout: 
Brepols) 

CSEL  Corpus Scriptorum Eccesliasticorum Latinorum 
(Vienna: Hoelder-Pichler-Tempsky) 

ECF Early Church Fathers (London: Routledge) 

ETL  Ephemerides Theologicae Lovanienses 



xv 
 

FChr.   Fontes Christiani (Turnhout: Brepols) 

FOC   Fathers of the Church (Washington, D.C: Catholic 
University of America Press) 

GNO   Gregorii Nysseni Opera (eds. Werner Jaeger and H. 
Langerbeck (Leiden: Brill, 1921–)) 

GCS   Die griechischen christlichen Schriftsteller (Berlin: 
de Gruyter) 

IPM   Instrumenta Patristica et Mediaevalia  

LCL   Loeb Classical Library (Cambridge, MA: Harvard 
University Press) 

OECS   Oxford Early Christian Studies 

OECT   Oxford Early Christian Texts 

OTM   Oxford Theological Monographs 

OW   Origenes Werke (Leipzig: J. C. Hinrichs, 1899–
1955) 

PG   Patrologia Graeca, ed. J.-P. Migne 

PL   Patrologia Latina, ed. J.-P. Migne 

PPS   Popular Patristics Series  

SBL   Society of Biblical Literature 

SC   Source Chrétiennes (Paris: Éditions du cerf) 

STAC   Studien und Texte zu Antike und Christentum 

Supp. VC   Supplements to Vigiliae Christianae: Texts and 
Studies of Early Christian Life and Language 

WSA   Works of St. Augustine (Hyde Park, NY: New City 
Press) 

 
 
Secondary Literature 

ATA  Augustine through the Ages: An Encyclopedia, ed. 
Allan D. Fitzgerald (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 
1999) 

http://www.brepols.net/pages/BrowseBySeries.aspx?TreeSeries=IPM


xvi 

AugSt. Augustinian Studies 

CFGPLA Christian Faith and Greek Philosophy in Late 
Antiquity. Essays in Tribute to George Christopher 
Stead 

CH Church History 

Clas. Quar. Classical Quarterly 

HTR Harvard Theological Review 

JECS Journal of Early Christian Studies 

JR Journal of Religion 

JRS Journal of Roman Studies 

JTS Journal of Theological Studies 

Mod. Theo. Modern Theology 

RB Revue Bénédictine 

REL Revue des études latines 

RPh Revue de philologie de litterature et d'histoire 
anciennes 

RThPh  Revue de théologie et philosophie 

SJT Scottish Journal of Theology 

StP  Studia Patristica 

TAPA Transactions of the American Philological 
Association 

ZAC Zeitschrift für antike Christentum 

ZAG  Zeitschrift für alte Geschichte 

Reference Works 

BDAG  Walter Bauer, ed., Frederick William Danker, 
Willian F. Arndt and F. Wilbur Gingrich, trans.; A 
Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and 



xvii 
 

Other Early Christian Literature, 3rd ed. (Chicago: 
University of Chicago Press, 2001) 

OLD   Oxford Latin Dictionary, ed. P. G. W. Glare, 2nd ed 
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2012) 

TRE  Theologisches Realenzyklopädie (Berlin: Walter de 
Gruyter, 1976–2004), 34 vols. 

 
 



xviii 

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 

The process of earning a Ph.D. reveals limitations as much as it represents an 

accomplishment. Thus, my first word must be that I am grateful to God for providing the 

many conditions outside of my control that enabled me to begin, continue, and complete 

this massive project. Without a great deal of assistance from others around me, this 

project also would not have been possible. I begin with my adviser, Daniel H. Williams. 

He mentored me in the discipline of patristic studies simply by modeling excellence in 

his own scholarship as well as through his enthusiasm for the subject. His perceptive 

comments on the dissertation have also been of great value. I am grateful, too, to the 

other members of my committee—Daniel Nodes, Mikeal Parsons, Jonathan Tran, and 

Natalie Carnes—for their thoughtful questions and comments during my defense. Beyond 

the dissertation, the Baylor Religion Department and Graduate School have both 

provided me with resources to expand my horizons and test my scholarship in 

conferences domestic and international. Baylor University Libraries, especially the 

Interlibrary Loan deparatment led by Janet Jasek, has dedicated itself to finding the 

resources I needed to complete this dissertation as well as all the other projects I was 

involved in at Baylor. Many helpful people doing their jobs with excellence made it a joy 

to participate in graduate school at Baylor. At the risk of omitting some wonderful 

people, the following Baylor faculty, along with my aforementioned committee members, 

particularly advanced my studies through their helpful challenges and encouragements 

along the way: Michael Beatty, Joe DiLuzio, Meghan DiLuzio, Phillip J. Donnelly, 



xix 

David Lyle Jeffrey, Paul Martens, Melinda Nielsen, Alden Smith, Matthew Whalen, and 

David Wilhite. 

Additionally, I am grateful to Alliance Bible Church, especially the Bible study 

led by Phil Donnelly, for being family to us. The Baylor Society for Early Christianity was  

a source of joy and encouragement in studying the early Church. I am grateful for the 

support and fellowship of my co-founder, Jesse Hoover, as well as as the rest of the gang. 

The last note of gratitude goes to my wonderful family. My parents, Jim and 

Elaine Selby, constantly prayed for us and provided cheer and inspiration. My siblings, 

Phil and Grace, Emily, and Kristin have been there for us many times. My in-laws, Rick 

and Carla Llamas also offered crucial support. My children—James, Luke, John, and 

Monica—have been a constant source of joy and motivation—as well as an entirely 

beneficial distraction. To them I am deeply grateful. But above all, I am indebted to my 

wife, Malea. She has constantly supported me and has been the best part of my life. 

Without her I would be a shadow of the person and student I am today. I owe her so 

much, and it is to her I dedicate this dissertation. 



xx 
 

 
 

DEDICATION 

 
 

 

Maleae meae amatae et carae 



1 
 

 

CHAPTER ONE 

Introduction 

The Challenge of Fourth-Century Pneumatology 

Why do the majority of Christians worldwide today confess the Holy Spirit to be 

God and worship and glorify him together with the Father and the Son? This question 

pressed itself upon the church in fourth-century conflicts over the status of the Holy Spirit 

within the Godhead (θεότης) and in relation to creatures with an urgency unknown in 

earlier times. While the New Testament offers some relatively clear statements that the 

Son is God (e.g. Jn 1:1, 1:18, 10:30, 20:28; Rom 9:5; Tit 2:13; Heb 1:8), no such express 

texts for the Spirit exist, despite several passages linking “spirit” to God. Fourth-century 

authors who would argue for the Spirit’s divinity themselves recognize this and attempt 

to account for it.1 Further complicating the confession that the Holy Spirit ought to be 

conceived as divine is the presence of pneumatologies—which can be defined as 

reasoned teachings about the Holy Spirit’s being and activities based on biblical 

evidence—that taught that the Holy Spirit was an impersonal force or an exalted angel. 

Jewish and early Christian “angelomorphic pneumatologies” did not necessarily imply a 

positive identification of the Spirit as angel but certainly did imply that the Spirit can be 

described by “angelic characteristics.”2 Origen, Tertullian, and others up to and through 

                                                 
1 See the discussion in Lewis Ayres, “Innovation and Ressourcement in Pro-Nicene 

Pneumatology,” AugSt 39.2 (2008): 187–205, 193 citing Ambrose, De Spiritu Sancto 2.9.100; Basil, De 
Spiritu Sancto 10.25; Gregory of Nazianzus Oratio 31.29; Didymus, De Spiritu Sancto 130–31; 
Epiphanius, Panarion 74.10.  

2 For the definition and defense of the term “angelomorphic pneumatology” see Bogdan Bocur, 
Angelomorphic Pneumatology, Supp. VC 95 (Leiden: Brill, 2009), esp. xxv–xxvii. Bocur documents the 
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the fourth-century battled monarchians—i.e. those who believed the Spirit and Son 

ultimately were resolved into the Father and only differed from him in their mode of 

appearance and their titles3—by strongly emphasizing the distinctions between the three. 

They upheld a rigid trinitarian τάξις or ranking, such that the Holy Spirit is assigned to a 

third rank and consequently a smaller role than Father or Son.4 If the Holy Spirit is or is 

like an angel or if he belongs firmly “below” the Father and the Son, there can be little 

motivation to ascribe worship to him or to call him co-equal with the other two. 

Yet the issue was far from settled. Even before the time of the so-called Arian-

Nicene controversy over the definition of the Word of God, some Jewish and Christian 

writers, most notably Irenaeus of Lyons, could also point to a variety of biblical texts 

ascribing the power to create to the Holy Spirit. This caused them to inscribe the Spirit 

within divinity exclusive of the created realm.5 It was from this tradition that pro-Nicene 

                                                 
fairly widespread phenomenon of angelomorphic pneumatologies in second- and third-century Christian 
and Jewish-Christian sources. Other key literature on biblical, intertestamental, and early Christian 
understandings of the Holy Spirit include Jean Daniélou, The Theology of Jewish Christianity, trans. John 
A. Baker (London: Darton, Longmann & Todd, 1964); Marie E. Isaacs, The Concept of Spirit: A Study of 
Pneuma in Hellensitic Judaism and its Bearing on the New Testament, Heythrop Monographs 1 (London: 
Heythrop College, 1976); Alan F. Segal, Two Powers in Heaven: Early Rabbinic Reports about 
Christianity and Gnostics (Leiden: Brill, 1977; repr. 2002); Alisdair I. C. Heron, The Holy Spirit 
(Louisville, KY: Westminister, 1981), 3–73; John R. Levison, The Spirit in First Century Judaism (Leiden: 
Brill, 1997); Graham N. Stanton, Bruce W. Longenecker, and Stephen C. Barton, eds., The Holy Spirit and 
Christian Origins: Essays in Honor of James D. G. Dunn (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans 2004); and Michel 
R. Barnes, “The Beginning and End of Early Christian Pneumatology,” AugSt. 39 (2008): 169–86.  

3 Definition culled from Rebecca Lyman, “Monarchianism,” EEC, 2nd ed., 2 vols. (London: 
Routledge, 2013), 2:764–66.  

4 Good examples include Tertullian, Adv. Prax. 26 and Origen, Comm. Jn. 2.73–88. Barnes, 
“Beginning and End,” 180–86 provides some supporting observations while documentation of this 
phenomenon in Tertullian can be found in Andrew M. Selby, “Ambrose’s ‘Inspired’ Moderation of 
Tertullian’s Christian Discipline,” StP, ed. Markus Vinzent (forthcoming). 

5 See Anthony Briggman, Irenaeus of Lyons and the Theology of the Holy Spirit (Oxford: Oxford 
University Press, 2012), 104–81; Jackson Lashier, Irenaeus on the Trinity, Supp. VC (Leiden: Brill, 2014), 
205–21; and Barnes, “Beginning and End,” 171–74. 
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authors drew when they began to contend for the full divinity of the Holy Spirit against 

the subordinationism of their polemical foes. Following Lewis Ayres’ characterization, 

“Pro-Nicene theology” fundamentally holds that “the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit [are] 

three irreducible agents who share or constitute one indivisible divine nature or power 

and operate inseparably.”6 The confession that the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit always 

remained distinct militated against various forms of monarchianism7, while the 

affirmation that these three existed in an ineffable simplicity—a necessary precondition 

to the Trinity being one indivisible power8—provided an alternative to some varieties of 

subordinationist theologies that have often been labelled “Arianism”,9 in which the three 

are ordered according to ontological status as well as rank. 

                                                 
6 Works on the Spirit, PPS 43 (Yonkers, NY: St. Vladimir’s Seminary Press, 2011), 14. Ayres 

explores the definition of pro-Nicene at more length in Nicaea and Its Legacy (Oxford: Oxford University 
Press, 2004), 236–40. At p. 236 he provides another three broad criteria for identifying pro-Nicene 
thinking: “1. a clear version of the person and nature distinction, entailing the principle that whatever is 
predicated of the divine nature is predicated of the three persons equally and understood to be one; 2. clear 
expression that the eternal generation of the Son occurs within the unitary and incomprehensible divine 
being; 3. clear expression of the doctrine that the persons work inseparably.” 

7 On monarchianism in the fourth-century see Joseph T. Lienhard, Contra Marcellum: Marcellus 
of Ancyra and Fourth-Century Theology (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1999) and D. H. 
Williams, “Monarchianism and Photinus of Sirmium as the Persistent Heretical Face of the Fourth 
Century,” HTR 99.2 (2006): 187–206. 

8 See Ayres, Nicaea, 278–88 for elaboration of the meaning and function of divine simplicity for 
pro-Nicene thinkers.  

9 One of the accomplishments of recent revisionary scholarship on the fourth-century trinitarian 
controversies has been to recognize the way Athanasius and pro-Nicene writers attempted to discredit their 
opponents by linking them with the disgraced Alexandrian presbyter Arius. In fact, the theologies, 
sometimes labelled Eusebian, Homoian, Homoiousian, and Heteroousian (or Eunomian) do not appear to 
behold much to Arius’ actual thought. A useful survey of the literature can be found in Joseph T. Lienhard, 
“From Gwatkin Onwards: A Guide through a Century and a Quarter of Studies on Arianism,” AugSt. 44.2 
(2013): 265–85. 

Significant revisionist studies include R. D. Williams, Arius: Heresy and Tradition, rev. ed. 
(Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 2001; originally published 1987); Hanns Christof Brennecke, Studien zur 
Geschichte der Homöer: Der Osten bis zum Ende der homöischen Reichskirche, Beiträge zur historischen 
Theologie 73 (Tübingen: J. C. B. Mohr [Paul Siebeck], 1988); R. P. C. Hanson, The Christian Search for 
the Doctrine of God, 325–381 (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1988; repr. Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Academic, 
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These contrasting models of the divine life and their relations to Scripture were 

first worked out in response to the specific question of the identity of the Son and his 

relationship to the Father. That the status of Son and Father had to be defined first was 

natural, given that the NT and the church’s proclamation of the Gospel focused on the 

activity of the Son in achieving salvation. However, the baptismal formula of Mt 28:19 

alone, notwithstanding the multitude of other biblical passages regarding the Holy Spirit, 

required some answer to be given about the identity of the Spirit as well. Should the 

church think of him as existing among creatures or as the Creator rather than a creature? 

Did he share the same power as the Father and Son? While worship to the Father clearly 

occurs in the Spirit, should worship also be given to the Spirit, and if so, to the same 

degree as the Father or Son?10 

                                                 
2005). (However, while Hanson acknowledges the need for a better label than “Arian”, he proceeds to use 
the term to encompass all the varieties of subordinationist theology. A penetrating critique of Hanson on 
this point can be found in Rowan Williams, “R. P. C. Hanson’s Search for the Christian Doctrine of God,” 
SJT 45.1 (1992): 101–12); many of the essays in D. H. Williams and Michel R. Barnes, eds., Arianism after 
Arius (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1993); D. H. Williams, Ambrose of Milan and the End of the Nicene-Arian 
Conflicts, OECS (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1995); Richard Paul Vaggione, Eunomius of Cyzicus 
and the Nicene Revolution, OECS (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2000); and Ayres, Nicaea. 

Foundational studies that viewed subordinationist non-Nicenes as “Arian” include John Henry 
Newman, The Arians of the Fourth Century, 3rd ed. (1871; reprinted Notre Dame, IN: Notre Dame 
University Press, 2001); H. M. Gwatkin, Studies of Arianism, Chiefly Referring to the Character and 
Chronology of the Reaction which Followed the Council of Nicaea (Cambridge: 1882); and Adolf von 
Harnack, History of Dogma, trans. from the 3rd by N. Buchanan, 7 vols. (New York: Dover, 1961).  

The most difficult case is the group labelled the Homoiousians (classically the “Semi-Arians”). 
The key document is 19 anathemas preserved in a letter Basil of Ancyra sent to unidentified bishops in 
Phoencia in Epiphanius, Panarion, 73.10.1-73.11.10. For literature on this group see Jaakko Gummerus, 
Die homöusianische Partei bis zum Tode des Konstantius: Ein Beitrag zur Geschichte des Arianischen 
Streites in den Jahren 356–361 (Leipzig: A. Deichert’sche [Georg Böhme], 1900); Winrich Alfried Löhr, 
Die Entstehung der homöischen und homöusianischen Kirchenparteien: Studien zur Synodalgeschichte des 
4. Jahrhunderts, Beiträge zur Religionsgeschichte (Bonn: Wehle, 1986); and Hanson, Search, 348–57 and 
760–72. 

10 I include this final question to signal the significance of the question of whether the Spirit 
should be worshipped in post-360 debates about the status of the Holy Spirit. It would be possible before 
360 to ascribe honor to the Holy Spirit without assuming he is equal to Father and Son.  
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At least three aspects of pro-Nicene reasoning demanded an affirmative answer to 

all of these questions. First, despite the fact that ante-Nicene theology often reflected on 

God in binitarian terms,11 in the liturgy of baptism, in early catechisms, and in outlines of 

the faith “the threefold form was a basic datum for Christian thought from the very 

beginning.”12 Pro-Nicenes, as much as any other theological camp, had to do justice to 

the tradition of invoking Father, Son, and Holy Spirit that ran down to the roots of the 

early church. Second, once pro-Nicenes asserted that the Son always existed and was co-

equal with the Father on the basis that there could be no coming-to-be in divinity,13 the 

Holy Spirit also had to be shown to exist eternally. The Father and Son’s immutability 

was at stake if the Holy Spirit, inseparable from them based on confessions as old as the 

first-century, did not share the eternality of the other two. Third, when pro-Nicenes 

argued that the Son was “proper to (ἲδιος)” the Father, again on the basis of divine 

simplicity,14 there was a strong inclination, too, to extend the same reasoning to the Holy 

                                                 
11 Justin Martyr is a good example of both tendencies in his First Apology, e.g. at 1.6.13. See 

discussion of this phenomenon in Justin and in second century theology more broadly in Briggman, 
Irenaeus, 9–31. 

12 Maurice Wiles, “Some Reflections on the Origins of the Doctrine of the Trinity,” JTS n.s. 8.1 
(1957): 92–106, 99.  

13 Cf. Ayres, Nicaea, 281: “Pro‐Nicenes assume the impossibility of there being degrees of divine 
existence, and they assume God to be the only truly simple reality. The generation of the Son and the 
breathing of the Spirit thus occur within the bounds of the divine simplicity. Because God is indivisible the 
persons cannot be understood to work as three divided human persons work” (emphasis in original).  

Basil of Caesarea articulated this well in his early work on the Holy Spirit: “It is said that there are 
two realities: divinity and creation, sovereignty and servitude, sanctifying power and sanctified power, that 
which has virtue by nature and that which achieves virtue by freewill. In which class shall we rank the 
Spirit? Among those who are sanctified? But he is sanctity itself. … So it is unrighteous either to say that 
he is our fellow-servant, as he is a leader by nature, or to number him along with the creatures, as he is 
counted in the divine and blessed Trinity.” (Contra Eunonium 3.2.18–33 (SC 305: 152); trans. Mark 
DelCogliano and Andrew Radde-Gallwitz, Against Eunomius, FOC 122 (2011), 187–88.) 

14 This theme is usefully explored in the monograph by Peter Widdicombe, The Fatherhood of 
God from Origen to Athanasius, rev. ed. (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2010) and in an essay by 
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Spirit, showing that he necessarily belonged to the Father and Son. Athanasius rebutted a 

theology that failed to extend such arguments for the Son’s divine equality to the Holy 

Spirit by sarcastically asking: “So then, what sort of theology is this, which makes God a 

compound of Creator and creature?”15 Athanasius and other pro-Nicenes, committed as 

they were to divine simplicity, had motive to include the Holy Spirit within the sphere of 

divinity as being ἲδιον to Father and Son. 

The Near Inevitability of Pro-Nicene Arguments for the Spirit’s Divinity 

 It was not an a priori judgment for pro-Nicenes to equate the Holy Spirit with 

Father and Son. Alternative models of divinity existed that had an elevated view of the 

Son but an understanding of the Holy Spirit as a creature, most notably the so-called 

“Tropici”16 and the Macedonians.17 However, the earliest pro-Nicene defenders of the 

Holy Spirit’s divinity often built their claims on the foundation of arguments for the 

Son’s divinity. This occurs in perhaps the earliest pro-Nicene pneumatological work, 

                                                 
Andrew Louth, “The Use of the Τerm ἲδιος in Alexandrian Τheology from Alexander to Cyril,” StP 19 
(1989): 198–202. 

15 Athanasius, Epistulae IV ad Serapionem 1.2.4, trans. Lewis Ayres, Mark DelCogliano, and 
Andrew Radde-Gallwitz, Works on the Spirit, 55. Cf. Ep. Serap. 2.16.1–3. 

16 Athanasius seems to have coined this term in Ep. Serap. 1.10 as a way of accusing his 
opponents of bending Scripture’s meaning in unwarranted ways (τροπικός means a figurative expression). 
Athanasius also calls the same group the “Pneumatomachoi” or “Spirit-fighters” (Ep. Serap. 1.32). On this 
group see Haykin, Spirit of God, 20–24; Alasdair Heron, “Zur Theologie der ‘Tropici’ in den 
Serapionbriefen des Athanasius,” Kyrios 14 (1974): 3–24; C. R. B. Shapland, trans., The Letters of Saint 
Athanasius Concerning the Holy Spirit (London: Epworth Press, 1951), 26 and 31–32; and Hanson, Search, 
748–52. 

17 “Macedonians” believe that the Son belongs to the divine, though they eschew substance 
language to describe his relationship to the Father, and that the Spirit is not divine. See Hanson, Search, 
760–72; Haykin, Spirit of God, 24–49; and see the discussion of the key text, Adversus Macedonianos et 
Orthodoxos below, ch. 3.  
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Athanasius’s Epistulae IV ad Serapionem.18 Basil did so both in Contra Eunomium19 and 

De Spiritu Sancto.20 Gregory of Nazianzus did, too, epitomizing the logic pro-Nicene 

theologians applied to the controversy over the Holy Spirit’s status: 

If ever there was a time when the Father was not, then there was a time when the 
Son was not. If ever there was a time when the Son was not, then there was a time 
when the Spirit was not. If one was from the beginning, then so were the three. If 
you throw down the one, I am bold to assert that you do not set up the other two.  
 
For what profit is there in an imperfect Godhead? Or rather, what Godhead can 
there be if it is not perfect (τίς θεότης, εἰ μὴ τελεία)? And how can that be perfect 
which lacks something of perfection? And surely there is something lacking if it 
has not the Holy, and how would it have this if it were without the Spirit? For 
either holiness is something different from him—and, if so, let someone tell me 
what it is conceived to be; or if it is the same, how is it not from the beginning, as 
if it were better for God to be at one time imperfect and apart from the Spirit? 
  
If he is not from the beginning, he is in the same rank with myself [as a creature], 
even though a little before me; for we are both parted from Godhead by time. If 
he is in the same rank with myself, how can he make me God, or join me with 
Godhead?21 

                                                 
18 Examples abound. See Ep. Serap. 1.2.5–6, 1.19.1–21.4; 1.24.7–25.5; 2.1.2–9.4; and 2.10.2–4. 

19  C. Eun. Book 3 concerns the Spirit after 1–2 were about the Son. These are dated to 364–65. 
That Basil investigates the Spirit’s nature following Eunomius’ lead (C. Eun. 3.1) implies approval of 
Eunomius’ formal order of the issues, if not with other conclusions his polemical opponent might reach. 
For background on the text see DelCogliano and Radde-Gallwitz’s substantial introduction to FOC 122, 3–
78.  

20 Roughly the first third of Basil’s De Spiritu Sancto argues against subordination of the Son. See 
outline and other background below in Chapter Seven, pp. 268–70. 

21 Or. 31.4, trans. Edward R. Hardy, Christology of the Later Fathers, Library of Christian 
Classics (Louisville, KY: Westminster/John Knox, 1954), 195–6 (slightly altered). Greek from ed. Paul 
Gallay, SC 250: 280–82:  Εἰ ἦν ὅτε οὐκ ἦν ὁ Πατήρ, ἦν ὅτε οὐκ ἦν ὁ Υἱός. εἰ ἦν ὅτε οὐκ ἦν ὁ Υἱός, ἦν ὅτε 
οὐδὲ τὸ Πνεῦμα. Εἰ τὸ ἓν ἦν “ἀπ’ ἀρχῆς”, καὶ τὰ τρία. Εἰ τὸ ἓν κάτω βάλλεις, τολμῶ, καὶ λέγω, μηδὲ τὰ δύο 
θῇς ἄνω. Τίς γὰρ ἀτελοῦς θεότητος ὄνησις; Μᾶλλον δὲ τίς θεότης, εἰ μὴ τελεία; τελεία δὲ πῶς, ᾗ λείπει τι 
πρὸς τελείωσιν; λείπει δέ πως, μὴ ἐχούσῃ τὸ ἅγιον· ἔχοι δ’ ἂν πῶς, μὴ τοῦτο ἔχουσα; Ἤ γὰρ ἄλλη τις παρὰ 
τοῦτο ἡ ἁγιότης· καὶ ἥτις αὕτη νοεῖται, λεγέτω τις· ἢ εἴπερ ἡ αὐτή, πῶς οὐκ “ἀπ’ ἀρχῆς”; ὥσπερ ἄμεινον ὂν 
τῷ θεῷ εἶναί ποτε ἀτελεῖ, καὶ δίχα τοῦ Πνεύματος. Εἰ μὴ “ἀπ’ ἀρχῆς” ἦν, μετ’ ἐμοῦ τέτακται, καὶ εἰ μικρὸν 
πρὸ ἐμοῦ. Χρόνῳ γὰρ ἀπὸ θεοῦ τεμνόμεθα. Εἰ τέτακται μετ’ ἐμοῦ, πῶς ἐμὲ ποιεῖ θεόν, ἢ πῶς συνάπτει 
θεότητι;  
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With reference to Arius’ famous dictum “There was a time when the Son was not”, 

Gregory reasons that the Holy Spirit must be eternal as well.22 There could not exist a 

time in which the Holy Spirit was not. Why? Because the intolerable situation arises of 

all three members of the Trinity losing their transcendence over creatures. An objection 

could be raised that the three need not be inextricably linked in the way Gregory asserts 

here. But Gregory, in common with his opponents, understood the three to be united 

together and different from all other existent beings.23 All theological groups involved in 

the controversy took the Matthean baptismal formula as somehow indicative of the 

ontological relationship of the three.  

 With other pro-Nicene theologians, Gregory cannot help but assert a co-eternal 

Holy Spirit because of his conception of divine simplicity. Divinity (θεότης) must be 

“complete” or “perfect” (τελεία) in every circumstance. If the Holy Spirit is created, 

divinity lacked something at one time. Specifically, divinity would have lacked 

holiness—an absurdity that no fourth-century Christian writer would countenance—since 

the Holy Spirit is the source of goodness. If one assumes divine simplicity, Gregory’s 

opponents would have to assert that God improved at some point, if the Spirit were 

created. 

 Finally, Gregory continues to apply pro-Nicene categories developed in reasoning 

about the Son’s status when he comes to divine activity. Just as the Son divinizes people, 

                                                 
22 Frederick Norris rightly observes that this observation was rather unfair of Gregory, given that 

his live polemical opponents would have posited that the Son also exists in a timeless state (though it is 
unclear if the Spirit does or not). See Faith Gives Fullness to Reasoning: The Five Theological Orations of 
Gregory of Nazianzus, Supp VC 13 (Leiden: Brill, 1991), 188.   

23 In Chapter Three it will become clear that Homoians truly believe in a “Trinity”, but one based 
on a very different model than pro-Nicenes. 

 



9 
 

so the Holy Spirit does as well.24 Gregory probably has the Spirit’s sanctifying activity in 

baptism in mind.25 The Spirit cannot perform this lofty function, however, if he lacks the 

power or capability to do so. He would lack the power, if he were not a full participant in 

divinity. The action of deification is one species of a generic principle that inevitably led 

pro-Nicenes to argue for a consubstantial Trinity: the common and inseparable operations 

of Father, Son, and Holy Spirit.26 These will be discussed at length in what follows27, but 

for now it suffices to recognize that, since there cannot be division within divinity for 

pro-Nicenes, whatever one member of the Trinity does ad extra in history as represented 

by the biblical witness, the other two do as well. If the three reveal themselves partaking 

in the same activity in the testimony of Scripture, this reveals the unity of their power, 

which in turn discloses their underlying unity of substance.28  

 
 

                                                 
24 For deification as a theme in patristic writings see Norman Russell, The Doctrine of Deification 

in the Greek Patristic Tradition, OECS (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2006). 

25 That baptism is the horizon for Gregory’s remarks on the Spirit’s role in deification can be seen 
further along at Or. 31.28 and 29. Also see Russell, Doctrine of Deification, 221–22 and Christopher A. 
Beeley, Gregory of Nazianzus on the Trinity and the Knowledge of God: In Your Light We See Light 
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2008), 177–78.  

26 It should be noted that the function of divinization was first ascribed to the Son and continued to 
be spoken of as an operation most properly performed by the Son. A clear example comes from 
Athanasians’ famous formula at De Incarnatione 54: “He [the Son] became human that we might become 
divine (αὐτὸς γὰρ ἐνηνθρώπησɛν, ἵνα ἡμɛῖς θɛοποιηθῶμɛν).” Quoted in Russell, Deification, 169. As 
indicated by the Gregory of Nazianzus quotation above, the Holy Spirit came to be recognized as an agent 
in the process of divinization, but the Son remained the lead actor of this operation in theological discourse. 

27 See the definition and discussion of common and inseparable operations and pro-Nicene 
understandings of the relationship between operations and power in Chapter Seven, pp. 231–54 below. 

28 This principle and its development into the 4th century is explained at length by Michel Barnes, 
The Power of God: Δύναμις in Gregory of Nyssa’s Trinitarian Theology (Washington, D.C: Catholic 
University of America Press, 2002). Cf. Ayres, Nicaea, 279–83 and 369. 
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The Son’s and Spirit’s Divinity in Ambrose 

Along with his pro-Nicene counterparts, Ambrose of Milan was committed to the 

propositions that (1) the perfection of divinity requires what is “proper to” God in his 

uncreated simplicity, which includes the Son and the Holy Spirit, and (2) the argument 

from similar operations to similar power. In De fide, Ambrose states that the Father and 

Son eternally correspond. Divinity would be incomplete if there was one without the 

other. They both exist outside of time. Ambrose ties these concepts together: “The 

eternality of the Son is the emblem of the Father’s majesty. If the Son did not always 

exist, then the Father changed. But the Son has always existed. Therefore, the Father has 

never changed at any time, because he is always immutable.”29 In other words, divinity 

must always remain unchangeable, and the Son is an eternal, immutable fixture of God’s 

inner life.30 

Ambrose reveals his characteristic pro-Nicene manner of thinking in his reliance 

on the unity of operations argument in De fide. In a pertinent section,31 Ambrose wrestles 

with the interpretation of Jn 5:19,32 finding in it a statement of the unity of operation of 

                                                 
29 De fide 1.9.61 (CSEL 78: 26–27): Sempiternitas fili paternae maiestatis insigne est. Si iste non 

semper fuit, ergo ille mutatus est. Sed semper fuit filius, ergo nec pater aliquando mutatus est, qui 
inmutabilis semper est. See also De fide 1.8.55 (CSEL 78: 24): Inuicem in se et pater in filio et filius in 
patre cognoscitur. Cum enim patrem dixeris, eius etiam filium designasti, quia nemo ipse sibi pater est. 
Cum filium nominas, etiam patrem eius fateris, quia nemo ipse sibi filius est. Ita nec filius sine patre nec 
pater potest esse sine filio. Semper igitur pater, semper et filius. 

30 Other passages indicating the necessity of Son or Spirit for the perfection of God include De 
fide 1.1.9; 1.2.14–15; 1.3.20–22; 1.11.69; 3.3.22–25; 4.8.80–81; 4.9.102 and 112; 5.2.35; 5.2.38; and 
5.18.223. Cf. Ayres, Nicaea, 279. 

31 De fide 4.4.39–7.77 (CSEL 78: 170–83).  

32 “Very truly, I tell you, the Son can do nothing on his own, but only what he sees the Father 
doing; for whatever the Father does, the Son does likewise” (NRSV). Biblical quotations throughout will be 
translated directly from the Latin or Greek unless otherwise noted.  
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Father and Son. First, the Son “sees” and “acts” in a non-temporal, non-physical way 

(4.4.41–42), which follows from the inseparability of Father and Son (4.3.36). Ambrose 

observes that the Father does not act apart from the Son, appealing to Jn 1:3 that all 

things were made by the Son (4.4.47); conversely, because the Son “sees” everything that 

the Father does and performs everything the Father does, the Father does nothing apart 

from the Son. This indicates unity of operation, which displays one divine will and the 

unity of their power and nature. Ambrose invokes a similar pattern of reasoning in 

several other passages throughout De fide.33 

Even though De fide was written before Ambrose’s work on the Holy Spirit, 

passages in it suggest that the bishop recognized the inevitability of confessing the Holy 

Spirit to be God given his pro-Nicene commitments. The Holy Spirit is distinct but not 

separated from the Father and the Son.34 Later, Ambrose writes that the unity of Father, 

Son, and Holy Spirit embraces every glorious attribute, unlike humans, who can only 

hope to attain unity in some one characteristic, such as love or faith. Each of the three 

possesses this comprehensive unity.35 The Holy Spirit also acts inseparably with the 

                                                 
Jn 5:19 played a major role in the controversies between pro-Nicenes and Homoians because it 

seems to suggest that the Son takes cues from the Father and is therefore subordinate to him, the way a 
soldier is subordinate to a commander. Cf. Ayres, Nicaea, 182 ff., Barnes, Power of God, 162–65 and Basil 
Studer, “Johannes 5,19 f. in der Trinitätslehre der Kirchenväter,” 515–42 in “Imaginer la théologie 
catholique,” permanence et transformations de la foi en attendant Jésus Christ: Mélanges offerts à 
Ghislain Lafont, Studia Anselmiana, ed. Jeremy Driscoll (Rome: Centro Studi S. Anselmo, 2000). 

33 De fide 1.1.6 (negatively put because Arius believes in diverse powers); 1.1.8 “in the name, 
mark you, not in the names” citing Mat. 28:19; 1.2.13; 1.3.23; 1.3.25; 2.9.75–76; 2.10.85–86; 3.3.15; 
3.11.90–91; 4.10.128–29; 5.12.152; and 5.16.196. 

34 De fide 4.8.91 (CSEL 78: 188). 

35 De fide 5.3.44 (CSEL 78: 233): Generalis autem unitas, et quae in se secundum diuinitatis 
gloriam conplectatur omnia, solius est patris et fili et spiritus sancti.  Also see 5.19.227, in which Ambrose 
prays and confesses that the Holy Spirit as well as the Son are “immeasurable, uncircumscribed, 
 



12 
 

Father and Son, because, per 2 Cor 13:14, he brings believers into the fellowship 

(communicatio) with Father and Son.36 Additionally, the baptismal formula of Mat 20:19 

implies unity of power, not diversity, because it is equally in the name of the Father, Son, 

and Holy Ghost that the saving effects of baptism operate.37 Other passages affirm both 

the inseparable operations and the perfection of divinity within the entire Trinity as 

well.38 

We now have a better grasp of some of the leading factors that contributed to the 

outbreak of pneumatological polemic starting around AD 360. Once pro-Nicene theology 

crystallized in its understanding of divinity and the Son’s place within it, it needed to 

articulate the Spirit’s place as well. To be sure, other factors were involved in fourth-

century pneumatological controversies. Michael A. G. Haykin surveys several other 

reasons that scholars have advanced.39 Some of these include the bold assertions of non-

Nicene theological authors that that the Holy Spirit is subordinate to Father and Son, 

which prompted a response from Nicenes. Another proposal points to the sharp rise of 

monasticism with its reflection on the Holy Spirit in the Christian life. Still another 

                                                 
inestimable, and indescribable (inmensum… incircumscriptum, inaestimabilem, inenarrabilem)” (CSEL 78: 
303). 

36 De fide 4.11.153 (CSEL 78: 271). 

37 De fide 5.9.115–117 (CSEL 78: 259–60). Ambrose refutes the “Arian” hermeneutical argument 
that the order of the names implies a hierarchical ranking by showing other biblical texts where Son is 
placed in front of Father. 

38 Cf. De fide 2.9.75–76; 2.10.85–86; 5.11.133; and 5.16.201. 

39 See The Spirit of God: The Exegesis of 1 and 2 Corinthians in the Pneumatomachian 
Controversy of the Fourth Century, Supp. VC. (Leiden: Brill, 1994), 1–4. 
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supposes the “Pauline revival”40 that was part and parcel of fourth-century Christians’ 

vigorous biblical exegesis played a motivating role. 

Ambrose’s De Spiritu Sancto (trans. On the Holy Spirit; abbreviated throughout 

DSS) draws upon the pro-Nicene tradition just articulated to respond to Homoian 

pneumatology. As the first Latin text to apply the pro-Nicene theological vision already 

forged in the fires of polemic over the status of the Word to the Holy Spirit, DSS is 

extraordinarily significant. It assisted in building a base for what would later become 

orthodox teaching about the Holy Spirit in the Latin-speaking world. However, there has 

been surprisingly little discussion of Ambrose’s DSS, though studies of other patristic 

pneumatological texts have begun to appear increasingly of late. To this literature we 

now turn. 

Patristic Pneumatology: Literature Review 

Just as pro-Nicenes based arguments for the Spirit on what they had concluded 

about the Son, so contemporary revisionary scholarship of the “Arian”-Nicene 

controversies had been focusing on the texts about the Son and is now turning its 

attention to texts on the Spirit with increasing rapidity. A monograph providing a united 

narrative of the fourth-century conflicts over the Holy Spirit in light of new studies on the 

“Arian”-Nicene controversies to replace Henry Barclay Swete’s survey is badly needed.41 

                                                 
40 A term coined by Peter Brown, Augustine of Hippo, 2nd ed. (Berkeley: University of California 

Press, 2000), 144. 

41 Henry Barclay Swete, The Holy Spirit in the Ancient Church (London: Macmillan, 1912). Other 
broad studies of early Christian pneumatology in English include Stanley M. Burgess, The Spirit and the 
Church: Antiquity (Peabody, MA: Hendrickson, 1984) and Alasdair I. C. Heron, The Holy Spirit 
(Philadelphia: Westminster Press, 1983), 63–90.  While the last two studies pay close attention to the 
various currents of pro- and anti-Nicene theology, they nevertheless do not show the inner connections 
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A first step in this direction has been taken by Michel R. Barnes and Lewis Ayres, who 

published a set of articles broadly outlining the contours of pneumatology from Second 

Temple Judaism up to Augustine.42 Another of the virtues of revisionist scholarship about 

this era is the call for a cessation of attempts to mine fourth-century texts for their 

teaching about the “procession” of the Holy Spirit, i.e. the filioque.43 This is a temptation 

to which Hanson fell prey, despite having written one of the best treatments of fourth-

century pneumatology.44 While the pneumatology of the fourth-century may have set the 

stage for later specificity about the mode of the Spirit’s generation, this issue did not 

weigh on the minds of most writers at this time. (Ambrose is no exception, as will be 

seen below.)  

                                                 
between doctrines of the Father-Son relationship and the Holy Spirit. Similarly, J. N. D. Kelly, Early 
Christian Doctrines, 2nd ed. (New York: Harper and Row, 1960), 255–79. 

42 “Pneumatology: Historical and Methodological Considerations,” AugSt. 39.2 (2008): 165–236. 
Also see Lewis Ayres, “The Holy Spirit as Undiminished Giver: Didymus the Blind’s De Spiritu Sancto 
and the Development of Nicene Pneumatology,” 57–72 in Janet Rutherford and Vincent Twomey, eds., The 
Holy Spirit in the Fathers of the Church. The Proceedings of the Seventh International Patristic 
Conference, Maynooth, 2008 (Dublin: Four Courts Press, 2011). 

43 Ayres and Barnes rightly observe that before real progress can be made in understanding the 
basis for the later controversies over single or double processions “much more needs to be done before 
scholars have truly grasped the distinctive dynamics that drove pneumatology in the [first through fourth-
centuries]” (“Conclusions”, AugSt 39.2 (2008): 236). 

A recent overview of this topic can be found in A. Edward Siecienski, The Filioque: History of a 
Doctrinal Controversy, (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2010). Siecienski is as responsible as possible in 
his attempt to show what church fathers thought about the filioque, but that section of his book is limited in 
its usefulness for understanding the broad sweep of issues these authors addressed in their writings on the 
Paraclete.  

44 Hanson, Search, 738–90, which builds to the doctrine of the filioque (787–90). 
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Fortunately, some strong studies of the pneumatology of key church fathers have 

proliferated. New critical editions of Athanasius’ Ep. Serap.45 and Didymus the Blind’s 

De Spiritu Sancto46 along with fresh, scholarly translations of both of these works47 

provide stable and convenient access to these texts. Anthony Briggman contributed a 

significant work on Irenaeus of Lyons, whose theology would be recovered by pro-

Nicene thinkers.48 There have been some helpful studies of Latin ante-Nicene 

pneumatology as well.49 Even more so have Basil of Caesarea’s and Didymus the Blind’s 

doctrines of the Holy Spirit been the object of scholarly investigation.50 A new translation 

of Basil’s DSS has appeared.51 Gregory of Nyssa has also received attention for his 

doctrine of the Holy Spirit.52 Michael Haykin’s monograph provided some analysis of the 

                                                 
45 Dietmar Wyrwa and Kyriakos Savvidis, eds., Epistulae I–IV ad Serapionem, Athanasius Werke 

I/1. Die dogmatischen Schriften. (Berlin: de Gruyter, 2010). 

46 Louis Doutreleau, ed. and trans., Didyme L’Aveugle: Traité du Saint-Esprit, SC 386 (1992). 

47 Ayres et al., Works on the Spirit. 

48 Irenaeus of Lyons and the Theology of the Holy Spirit, OECS (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 
2012). 

49 Examples include David Wilhite, “The Spirit of Prophecy: Tertullian’s Pauline Pneumatology,” 
45–71 in Tertullian and Paul, eds. David Wilhite and Todd Still (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 2013); D. G. 
Dunn, “The Diversity and Unity of God in Novatian’s De Trinitate,” ETL 78.4 (2002): 385–409; and 
Michel R. Barnes, “Latin Trinitarian Theology,” 70–84 in The Cambridge Companion to the Trinity, ed. 
Peter C. Phan, (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2011); and Andrew McGowan, “Tertullian and 
the ‘Heretical’ Origins of the ‘Orthodox’ Trinity,” JECS 14.4 (2006): 437–57.   

50 For Basil, see notes in Chapter Seven below; for Didymus, Chapter Six. 

51 Basil, On the Holy Spirit, trans. Stephen Hildebrand, PPS 42 (Yonkers, NY: St. Vladimir’s 
Seminary Press, 2011). Hildebrand also wrote a sparing amount about pneumatology in the Trinitarian 
Theology of Basil of Caesarea: A Synthesis of Greek Thought and Biblical Truth (Washington, D.C: 
Catholic University of America Press, 2011). 

52 Andrew Radde-Gallwitz, “Gregory of Nyssa’s Pneumatology in Context: The Spirit as 
Anointing and the History of the Trinitarian Controversies,” JECS 19.2 (2011): 259–85 and an essay by 
idem, “Ad Eustathium de Sancta Trinitate,” 89–109 in Gregory of Nyssa: the minor treatises on Trinitarian 
theology and Apollinarism: proceedings of the 11th international colloquium on Gregory 
of Nyssa (Tübingen, 17-20 September 2008), ed. Volker Henning Drecoll (Leiden: Brill, 2011); Christopher 
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pneumatologies of Basil and Athanasius as well as investigation of the opposition to 

these pro-Nicenes.53 Volker Henning Drecoll,54 Andrew Radde-Gallwitz,55 Mark 

DelCogliano,56 and Kellen Plaxco57 have also studied the polemical context of pro-

Nicene writings on the Holy Spirit. Latin Homoian pneumatology will be explored 

extensively below (Chapter Three) with references to existing scholarship. 

More work has been done on Augustine and the Holy Spirit, which is unsurprising 

given the fact that later western pneumatologies draw from the fount of his writings. 

Lewis Ayres’ book-length treatment of Augustine’s overall trinitarian theology exposits 

his pneumatology throughout.58 To this should be added Chad Gerber’s book on 

Augustine’s early theology of the Holy Spirit.59 Some individual articles have contributed 

to our understanding of Augustine’s pneumatology as well.60 Thomas Humphries 

                                                 
A. Beeley, “The Holy Spirit in the Cappadocians: Past and Present,” Mod. Theo. 26.1 (2010): 90–119; and 
Miguel Brugarolas, “Anointing and kingdom: some aspects of Gregory of Nyssa's pneumatology,” 113–19 
in SP, ed. Markus Vinzent (Leuven: Peeters, 2013).   

53 The Spirit of God. The comprehensive bibliography also points to studies of these opponents. 

54 Die Entwicklung der Trinitätslehre des Basilius von Cäsarea. Sein Weg vom Homöusianer zum 
Neonizäner, Forschungen zur Kirchen- und Dogmengeschichte (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 
1997), 183–269. 

55 “The Holy Spirit as Agent, Not Activity: Origen’s Argument with Modalism and its Afterlife in 
Didymus, Eunomius, and Gregory of Nazianzus,” VC 65 (2011): 227–48. 

56 “Basil of Caesarea, Didymus the Blind, and the Anti-Pneumatomachian Exegesis of Amos 4:13 
and John 1:3,” JTS n.s. 61 (2010): 644–58. 

57 “‘I Will Pour Out My Spirit’: Didymus against Eunomius in Light of John 16:14’s History of 
Reception,” VC 70 (2016): 479–508.  

58 Augustine and the Trinity (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2010). 

59 The Spirit of Augustine’s Early Theology (Burlington, VA: Ashgate, 2012). 

60 Gerald Bonner, “St. Augustine’s Doctrine of the Holy Spirit,” Sobornost 4.1 (1960): 51–65; 
Kathryn L. Reinhard, “Somebody to Love?: The Proprium of the Holy Spirit in Augustine’s Trinity,” 
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demonstrates the effects of Augustine’s pneumatology on monastic life throughout 

western Europe in the fifth- and sixth-centuries.61   

Jerome, Quellenforschung, and Ambrose’s De Spiritu Sancto 

One of the points emphasized by both Ayres and Gerber is that Augustine learned 

much about trinitarian doctrine from his pro-Nicene Latin predecessors, especially from 

Ambrose.62 This has often been obscured by obsession over Augustine’s debts to Plotinus 

for his trinitarian theology.63 But Augustine himself expressed his admiration for 

Ambrose’s DSS.64 Despite its importance as a source for Augustine and as a vehicle for 

transmitting to the Latin-reading world the pneumatology of Didymus, Basil, and 

Athanasius, the work itself has only been the occasion for a few scholarly investigations. 

Why the neglect? To a degree, Jerome is responsible. Circa 385–387 he attacked 

Ambrose in the prologue to his translation of Didymus the Blind’s De Spiritu Sancto. 

Jerome insisted that he preferred to be a translator rather than do what  

certain men do, that is to adorn a hideous little crow with colors from another. Not 
long ago I read a certain man’s little books on the Holy Spirit [i.e. Ambrose’s 

                                                 
AugSt. 41.2 (2010): 351–73; and Adam Ployd, “The Unity of the Dove: The Sixth Homily on the Gospel of 
John and Augustine’s Trinitarian Solution to the Donatist Schism” AugSt. 42:1 (2011): 55–77. 

61 Ascetic Pneumatology from John Cassian to Gregory the Great, OECS (Oxford: Oxford 
University Press, 2013). 

62 On Augustine’s debts to pro-Nicene Latin tradition see also Ayres, “Rereading Augustine’s 
Theology of the Trinity” 145–77 in The Trinity: An Interdisciplinary Symposium, eds. Stephen T. Davis, 
Daniel Kendall and Gerald O’Collins (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1999). 

63 Ironically, there has been a great deal of scholarship on the extent of Ambrose’s familiarity with 
and use of Plotinus for the purpose of seeing how it influenced Augustine from French scholars. Examples 
are Pierre Courcelle, Recherches sur saint Ambroise; "vies" anciennes, culture, iconographie (Paris: Études 
Augustiniennes, 1973); Goulven Madec, Saint Ambroise et la Philosophie (Paris: Études Augustiniennes, 
1973); and P. Hadot, “Platon et Plotin dans trois sermons de Saint Ambroise,” RÉL 34 (1956): 202–20. 

64 De doctrina christiana 4.21.46. 
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DSS] and I saw that what the Comic [Terence] said was true: good Latin does not 
come from good Greek. The work was utterly devoid of logical structure 
(dialecticum), completely lacking the force and rigor that would draw the reader 
even unwillingly to agreement. Rather, everything was languid, feeble, sparkly, 
and pretty, and adorned here and there with artificial colors.65 

Whatever the root cause of Jerome’s antipathy toward Ambrose might be,66 his words 

here amount to an accusation of plagiarism. Modern scholars have shared his overall 

negative opinion, none more so than Hanson, who loathed Ambrose and his theology.67 

Indeed, as typified in the case of Hanson, it seems that Jerome has been successful down 

to the present time in smearing Ambrose’s DSS as mere copying. 

Howsoever their antipathy to Ambrose is judged, Jerome and Hanson are both 

correct in their assessment that Ambrose borrowed from these Greek sources. But, of 

course, Jerome’s charge left to others to specify the nature and extent of Ambrose’s 

borrowings. German scholars have contributed the most to this source criticism 

                                                 
65 Jerome in the Prologue to Didymus, De Spiritu Sancto, trans. Lewis Ayres, Mark DelCogliano, 

and Andrew Radde-Galwitz, Works on the Holy Spirit (Yonkers, NY: St. Vladimir’s Press, 2010), 140–41 
(slightly altered). Latin in Didyme l’Aveugle, Traité du Saint-Esprit, ed. and trans. Louis Doutreleau, SC 
386 (1992), 138–40: Et ut auctorem titulo fatear, malui alieni operis interpres existere quam, ut quidam 
faciunt, informis cornicula alienis me coloribus adornare. Legi dudum de Spiritu Sancto cuiusdam libellos 
et, iuxta Comici sententiam, ex graecis bonis latina uidi non bona. Nihil ibi dialecticum, nihil uirile atque 
districtum, quod lectorem uel ingratis in assensum trahat, sed totum flaccidum, molle, nitidum atque 
formosum et exquisitis hinc inde coloribus pigmentatum. 

66 Extensive literature exists on the conflicts between Ambrose and Jerome, including David G. 
Hunter, “The Raven Replies: Ambrose's Letter to the Church at Vercelli (Ep.ex.coll. 14) and the Criticisms 
of Jerome,” 175–89 in Jerome of Stridon: His Life, Writings, and Legacy, Andrew Cain and Jossef Lössel, 
eds. (Burlington, VT: Ashgate, 2009); Richard A. Layton, “Plagiarism and Lay Patronage of Ascetic 
Scholarship: Jerome, Ambrose, and Rufinus,” JECS 10.4 (2002): 489–522; Neil Adkin, “Jerome on 
Ambrose: The Preface to the Translation of Origen’s Homilies on Luke,” Revue Bénedictine 107 (1997): 5–
14; idem, “Ambrose and Jerome: The Opening Shot,” Mnemosyne 46 (1993): 364–76; and Pierre Nautin, 
“L’activité littéraire de Jérôme de 387 à 392,” RThPh 115 (1983): 247–59. 

67 For Hanson, Ambrose’s general reasoning “proceeds upon the method…of assuming as true 
what he is supposed to be proving, and too often his arguments are, as rational discussion, beneath 
contempt” (Search, 669). And, on 756, Hanson describes DSS almost identically to Jerome: “no originality, 
no distinction, no meat but much rhetorical waffle: beta minus”, besides his assessment that it is a “pot-
boiler”. At least one always knows where one stands with Hanson. 
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(Quellenforschung). In 1902 Theodor Schermann wrote a little monograph concerned 

with the degree of Ambrose’s originality (die Originalität).68 His judgement was not 

positive. Schermann put forward an expansive view of Ambrose’s borrowings, 

identifying 44 passages from Didymus’s De Spiritu Sancto and Contra Eunomium IV and 

V (though the authorship of these texts has remained a vexed question), believing also 

that Ambrose borrowed from all four of Athanasius’s Ep. Serap., Cyril of Jerusalem’s 

Catecheses, Vigilius of Thapsus’s De Trinitate 12, Gregory of Nazianzus’s Or. 31, and 

Epiphanius’s Panarion. Schermann’s Quellenforschung concluded that one could find 

nothing new in Ambrose’s work, suggesting that Ambrose could not claim most of DSS 

as his own in good conscience.69 

 However, Schermann’s findings did not go unchallenged. First, in 1903 Johannes 

Dräske only accepted Schermann’s identification of Didymus and Basil as sources for 

Ambrose.70 Then, less drastically, Eugen Stolz contested the idea that Didymus 

influenced Ambrose so heavily.71 Stolz criticized Schermann’s method of finding 

common scriptural citations as the main way to establish dependency. In contrast, he 

showed that the outline of Didymus’ treatise differed significantly from Ambrose’s. 

Whatever individual arguments he may have found useful from Didymus, Ambrose 

                                                 
68 Die griechischen Quellen des hl. Ambrosius in 11. III de Spir. S. Veröffentlichungen aus dem 

Kirchenhistorischen Seminar München, 10 (München: J. J. Lentnerschen, 1902). 

69 Die griechischen Quellen, 98. 

70 Dräske published a review of Schermann’s monograph in Zeitschrift für wissentschaftliche 
Theologie 74 (1903): 472–75. 

71 “Didymus, Ambrosius, Hieronymus,” Theologische Quartalschrift 87 (1905): 371-401. 
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departed from him at this macro-level. Additionally, Stolz also convincingly argued 

Ambrose did not borrow from pseudo-Didymus’ Contra Eunomium 4–5.72 

 The issue of Ambrose’s sources in DSS was taken up again by the great editor of 

Ambrose, Otto Faller, in his University of Breslau dissertation. Unfortunately, the 

dissertation was lost during World War II.73 Thankfully, however, the results of his 

findings are summarized in his prolegomena to the critical edition of DSS (CSEL 79: 

17*–21*). Like Stolz, Faller recognizes only Basil and Didymus as clear sources for 

Ambrose, and though he raises a question about it, asserts that Athanasius’ Ep. Serap. is a 

source.74 Faller believes that Jerome led Quellenforschung scholarship astray:  

But although Didymus’ treatise is especially the source of Ambrose’s DSS, 
nevertheless to say “the stealing of the Latins (furto Latinorum)” here is spiteful 
because nowhere does Ambrose follow either the arrangement or the words 
themselves of Didymus, but proceeds by its own distinctive plan in a free manner. 
Now and then he wisely uses [Didymus’] arguments, but he adorns them with his 
own style.75 

The accuracy of Faller’s judgment is assessed in this dissertation’s Appendix and is dealt 

with intermittently in Chapters Five–Seven. But the result of 20th century 

Quellenforschung is that Ambrose did not borrow as mindlessly as Jerome (or Hanson!) 

would have it.76  

                                                 
72 “Didymus, Ambrosius, Hieronymus,” 397–99. 

73 Related to me in a personal conversation with Prof. Christoph Markschies at the North 
American Patristics Society conference on 22 May 2016. 

74 Otto Faller, prolegomena to CSEL 79: 20*. 

75 My translation of CSEL 79: 18*. Emphasis added. 

76 It is also interesting to compare Rufinus’ remarks about Jerome’s preface to Didymus’ DSS. 
Rufinus defended Ambrose for his willingness to defend the church with his life as well as his writings. 
While acknowledging that he borrowed from “Greek catholic authors”, he also excuses these so-called 
“thefts” as appropriate in the circumstances of responding to heresy. See Rufinus, Apologia (contra 
Hieronymum) 2.28 in Tyranni Rufinii Opera, ed. Manlio Simonetti, CCSL 20 (Turnhout: Brepols, 1961), 
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Literature on Ambrose in General 

In addition to the long-standing accusation of plagiarism, certain tendencies 

among Ambrosian scholars in the last century have also occluded DSS. There has been a 

longstanding division of emphasis between Ambrose’s political-ecclesiastical role at the 

expense of his pastoral-theological role.77 Both roles fit Ambrose’s life, given that he was 

a governor in the Roman Empire’s administration and interacted with emperors and other 

public officials often in his lifetime. Many studies have focused on his political-

ecclesiastical activity with accompanying neglect or marginalization of his theological 

concerns.78 Those studying his political dealings tend to reduce his theology to political 

                                                 
104: Ambrosius sanctus de spiritu sancto non solum uerbis, sed et sanguine suo scripsit: obtulit enim 
persecutoribus sanguinem suum, quod in se fudit; sed a deo ad alios adhuc reseruabatur labores. Quod 
etiam si secutus est graecos catholicos nostrorum scriptores, et aliquid de eorum dictis praesumpsit, 
continuo haec debuit tua esse summa cura, hic labor, hoc studium ut pro hac causa interpreteris librum 
didymi de sancto spiritu ut furta illius cognoscerentur, qui fortassis etiam necessitatem scribendi passus 
est, ut insanientibus tunc haereticis responderet? 

77 In this division and recognizing it as a tendency in Ambrose scholarship I borrow from 
Christoph Markschies’s introduction to Ambrosius von Mailand, Über den Glauben [an Gratian], 3 vols., 
ed. and trans. idem, FChr. 47 (2005), 1:60–63; idem, Ambrosius von Mailand und die Trinitätstheologie: 
kirchen- und theologiegeschichtliche Studien zu Antiarianismus und Neunizänismus bei Ambrosius und im 
lateinischen Westen (364-381 n. Chr.) (Tübingen: J.C.B. Mohr, 1995), 1–3; and D. H. Williams, “Review 
of Mark Humphries, Communities of the Blessed: Social Environment and Religious Change in Northern 
Italy, AD 200-400,” JR 82.3 (2002): 462–64. 

78 Representative scholarship emphasizing the poltical in Ambrose over the theological includes 
Hans von Campenhausen, Ambrosius von Mailand als Kirchenpolitiker (Berlin: de Gruyter, 1929); J.-R. 
Palanque, Saint Ambroise et l’empire romain (Paris: E. de Boccard, 1933); F. Homes Dudden, The Life and 
Times of St. Ambrose, 2 vols. (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1935); Ludwig Herrmann, “Ambrosius von 
Mailand als Trinitatstheologe,” ZK 69 (1958): 197–218; Gunther Gottlieb (Ambrosius von Mailand und 
Kaiser Gratian (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck and Ruprecht, 1973; T. D. Barnes, “Ambrose and Gratian,” 
Antiqué tardive 7 (1999): 165–74; idem, “Ambrose and the Basilicas of Milan in 385 and 386: The Primary 
Documents and their Implications,” ZAC 4.2 (2000): 282–99; idem, “Valentinian, Auxentius and Ambrose” 
ZAG 51.2 (2002): 227–37; and Mark Humphries, Communities of the Blessed: Social Environment and 
Religious Change in Northern Italy, AD 200-400, OECS (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2000). Authors 
in this category can be more or less skeptical about the sources, especially the hagiographical ones such as 
Paulinus’ Vita Ambrosii. 
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expediency, perhaps most notably in Neil B. McLynn’s biography.79 More and more 

studies, many of them reacting to McLynn’s book, have emphasized his role as a pastor 

and theological writer.80 Given this swing in scholarly attention, it remains surprising that 

almost nothing has been done with Ambrose’s DSS save for a lone monograph, which is 

really a partial reprint of a dissertation, very broad in scope.81  

Perhaps the division in viewing Ambrose as a theological writer and an 

ecclesiastical politician has especially been detrimental to DSS since its matter is 

theological but Ambrose created it to serve a political purpose. Thus, it does not fit well 

in either of the two dominate perspectives in Ambrosian scholarship. So McLynn can 

claim that Ambrose the Kirchenpolitiker writes DSS as a “showpiece” that lacked 

scholarly acumen.82 But on the other side, a theologically-oriented interpreter such as 

Belval understands DSS as existing primarily to prove the consubstantiality of the Spirit 

                                                 
79 Neil B. McLynn, Ambrose of Milan: Church and Court in a Christian Capital (Berkeley: 

University of California Press, 1994). 

80 Representative studies of Ambrose from a pastoral perspective: Angelo Paredi, Saint Ambrose, 
His Life and Times, trans. M. Joseph Costelloe (Notre Dame, IN: University of Notre Dame Press, 1964); 
Andrew Lenox-Conyngham, “Ambrose and Philosophy,” 112–28 in CFGPLA, eds. Lionel Wickham and 
Caroline P. Bammel (Leiden: Brill, 1993); Thomas Graumann, Christus Interpres: die Einheit von 
Auslegung und Veründigung in der Lukaserklärung des Ambrosius von Mailand, Patristische Texte und 
Studien 41 (Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 1994); Boniface Ramsey, Ambrose, ECF (London: Routledge, 
1997); Ernst Dassmann, Ambrosius von Mailand: Leben und Werk (Stuttgart: Kohlhammer, 2004); Marcia 
L Colish, Ambrose’s Patriarchs: Ethics for the Common Man (Notre Dame, IN: University of Notre Dame 
Press, 2005); Jan den Boeft, “Delight and Imagination: Ambrose’s Hymns.” VC 62.5 (2008): 425–40; and 
J. Warren Smith, Christian Grace and Pagan Virtue: The Theological Foundation of Ambrose’s Ethics 
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2011). It should be noted as well that at the Oxford Patristics Conference 
in 2015, about a dozen papers were presented on Ambrose, and they almost universally engaged Ambrose’s 
theology.  

81 Norman J. Belval, The Holy Spirit in Saint Ambrose (Rome: Catholic Book Agency, 1971).  

82 Ambrose of Milan, 119. 

 



23 
 

with the Father and the Son, rather than to persuade the Emperor Gratian.83 In his 

eagerness to demonstrate Ambrose’s orthodoxy, Belval analyzes DSS according to the 

categories of “Person” and “Procession”, neither of which were yet key terms for Latin 

theology in general or Ambrose in particular.84 While Belval will also candidly admit that 

Ambrose is not the most brilliant theologian, his methodology emphasizes the literary 

and theological at the expense of the political. Surely some sort of balance needs to be 

struck between these two poles in Ambrosian scholarship, if only for DSS. A 

methodology following that of certain scholars who are at once aware of the 

overstatements of Ambrose’s hagiography yet take seriously his theology, biblical 

exegesis, and pastoral responsibility would be fruitfully applied to study of DSS.85 

Part of the reason that scholars have inordinately tended toward Quellenforschung 

on DSS is that it had been assumed that Ambrose had already achieved victory over his 

Homoian opponents by the time he wrote DSS for Gratian. As will be seen in Chapter 

Two, some historians too trustingly follow Ambrose’s biographer Paulinus’ impression 

that Gratian was something of a student to Ambrose. However, D. H. Williams has 

contradicted this conclusion, showing that Ambrose’s conflicts with the Homoians lasted 

                                                 
83 Belval, The Holy Spirit in Saint Ambrose, 10. 

84 Belval, The Holy Spirit in Saint Ambrose, 136 and see “The Doctrinal Contribution of St. 
Ambrose.” 

85 Studies exemplifying this approach, though with texts other than DSS in Ambrose’s oeuvre, 
include Christoph Markschies, Ambrosius von Mailand und die Trinitätstheologie: kirchen- und 
theologiegeschichtliche Studien zu Antiarianismus und Neunizänismus bei Ambrosius und im lateinischen 
Westen (364-381 n. Chr.) (Tübingen: J.C.B. Mohr, 1995); D. H. Williams, Ambrose of Milan and the End 
of the Nicene-“Arian” Conflicts, OECS (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1995); Hervé Savon, Ambroise 
de Milan (Paris: Desclée, 1999); Ivor J. Davidson, “Ambrose’s De officiis and the Intellectual Climate of 
the Late Fourth Century,” VC 49 (1995): 313–33; idem, ed. and trans., Ambrose, De officiis, 2 vols. 
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2001); and Marcia L. Colish, Ambrose’s Patriarchs: Ethics for the 
Common Man (Notre Dame, IN: University of Notre Dame Press, 2005).   

 



24 
 

well into the 380s.86 Gratian still needed to be won over, even in 381. In other words, 

Ambrose’s trinitarian works were forged in the crucible of high-stakes ecclesiastical-

political conflict. This implies that the historical situation surrounding DSS matters a 

great deal for its interpretation, yet it also requires enough theological aptitude to 

convince a potentially skeptical audience. It presents a particularly complicated case 

where an urgent political problem had the need for sophisticated theological reasoning. 

Methodology: Classical Ciceronian Rhetoric 

 What approach, then, can be taken toward Ambrose’s DSS to capture both the 

political situation and the significance of the theology? Given past contributions to 

Ambrosian scholarship, what is needed is a way to explain Ambrose’s own internal 

patterns of thought and approaches to theological problems. The external, ecclesiastical-

political circumstances certainly cannot be neglected. But Ambrose’s process of 

approaching theological controversy should be explained as well.  

I propose that classical rhetorical theory provides such a method. While the 

applicability and relevant details of classical rhetorical theory will be argued for at length 

in Chapters Five–Seven a brief overview of the utility of classical rhetoric for 

understanding Ambrose’s DSS will explain the methodology of this study. Rhetoric 

concerns itself both with the discovery of arguments and their arrangement (called 

                                                 
86 Williams, Ambrose. In some ways Williams’ study builds on Michel Meslin, who demonstrated 

the ongoing vivacity of Homoian communities beyond 381 (Les Ariens d'occident (Paris: Éditions du Seuil, 
1967)). See also idem, “Polemics and Politics in Ambrose of Milan’s De fide,” JTS 46.2 (1995): 519–31. 
Other studies arguing for the tenuousness of Ambrose’s position throughout the 370s and 380s include Neil 
B. McLynn, “The ‘Apology’ of Palladius: Nature and Purpose,” JTS 42.1 (1991): 52–76 and Markschies, 
Ambrosius von Mailand und die Trinitätstheologie, 165–212. Following these authors in his reconstruction 
is John Moorhead, Ambrose: Church and Society in the Late Roman World (New York: Longman, 1999), 
111–22.  
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inventio and dispositio) as well as with style (elocutio). In this study, unless otherwise 

noted, “rhetoric” will be defined, along with ancient theoreticians, as the “good person 

speaking well (vir bonus bene dicendi)” or writing well on a given subject matter with the 

aim of persuading an audience to a given end.87 The written medium assimilated these 

categories, so its nature and goals are not distinguished from the original theoretical 

reflection on the spoken medium.88 There are at least four aspects of rhetoric thus 

considered: 1) the speaker, who must be competent for the task and seeking the good of 

the community;89 2) the actual speech or text, with strong argumentation and evidence as 

well as arrangement as well as stylistic adornment; 3) the subject-matter from which 

come the proofs for the overall claim; and 4) the audience, which must be moved in both 

the areas of reason and emotion. This definition is meant to embrace the five-fold 

division of rhetoric that was earliest stated by Aristotle and, relevant for us, was 

incorporated into the Latin rhetorical tradition: Invention (inventio), Arrangement 

(dispositio), Style (elocutio), Memory (memoria), and Delivery (pronuntatio).90 

Naturally, the last two elements drop away in a literary context. 

                                                 
87 Drawn from Quintilian, Institutio Oratorio 2.15.37–38 and 12.1.1 (ed. and trans. Donald A. 

Russell, 5 vols., LCL 124 (2001), 368–69 and LCL 494 (2001), 196–97). Also see the synthetic discussion 
of ancient sources in Heinrich Lausberg, Handbooks of Literary Rhetoric: A Foundation for Literary Study, 
trans. Matthew T. Bliss, Annemiek Jansen, and David E. Orton, eds. Orton and R. Dean Anderson (Leiden: 
Brill, 1998), §§ 32–33, pp. 17–18. Since the paragraph numbers also apply to the original German edition 
and they are easy to find, only they will be given (not page numbers) for subsequent entries. 

88 This was recognized by various ancient thinkers. See discussion in Lausberg, Handbook, §§ 34–
36. 

89 The extent to which the rhetorician must be moral was one of dispute from the time of Plato and 
the sophists through Quintilian to Augustine and onwards to the present time. For a long and somewhat 
vexed argument that only a good person can be a true orator see Quintilian, Inst. Or. 12.1. 

90 See Cicero, De inventione 1.7.9 (ed. and trans. H. M. Hubbell, LCL 386 (1949), 18–19): 
inventio, dispositio, elocutio, memoria, pronuntiatio. Cf. Quintilian, Inst. Or. 3.1.1 (LCL 125: 22–23) and 
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Unfortunately, many scholars only think of style when they hear “rhetoric.” This 

perception has been reinforced by some studies that purport to teach about a figure’s 

“rhetoric” but mean style91 or habitual way of articulating a certain topic.92 On the 

contrary, late antique thinkers used rhetoric to get to the heart of particular disputes and 

then addressed them with an array of tools to achieve persuasion. The doctrine of stasis 

theory held a place of honor in rhetorical education because it furnished writers and 

speakers with the means to identify the true matter in question and suggested the places 

to look for arguments to prove one’s thesis. Cicero notably propagated classical rhetoric, 

especially stasis theory, and influenced the Latin tradition down to Ambrose and well 

beyond. Lest it be thought that rhetorical theory existed only in imperial or courtroom 

contexts, scholars of rhetoric and late antiquity such as Malcolm Heath93 and Caroline 

Humfress94 have recently argued that educated Christians used rhetorical canons to 

further their ecclesiastical agendas (see Chapter Four below). Ciceronian rhetorical 

practice drew from authoritative texts (albeit of the legal variety) and required general 

                                                 
Marius Victorinus, Explanationes in Ciceronis Rhetoricam 1.7.13–14 (ed. A. Ippolito, CCSL (2006), 132: 
45). For the significance of Victorinus’ text for Ambrose see Chapter Five. 

91 E.g. R. R. Ruether, Gregory of Nazianzus, Rhetor and Philosopher (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 
1969). 

92 E.g. Averil Cameron, Christianity and the Rhetoric of Empire: The Development of Christian 
Discourse (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1991). 

93 Hermogenes On Issues: Strategies of Argument in Later Greek Rhetoric (Oxford: Clarendon 
Press, 1995); “Invention,” in Handbook of Classical Rhetoric in the Hellenistic Period 330 B.C.-A.D. 400, 
ed. Stanley E. Porter (Leiden: Brill, 1997), 90–119; Menander: A Rhetor in Context (Oxford: Oxford 
University Press, 2004); and “John Chrysostom, rhetoric and Galatians,” Biblical Interpretation 12 (2004): 
369–400. 

94 Orthodoxy and the Courts in Late Antiquity (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2007); “Citizens 
and Heretics: Late Roman Lawyers on Christian Heresy,” Heresy and Identity in Late Antiquity, eds., 
Eduard Iricinschi and Holger M. Zellentin, Texts and Studies in Ancient Judaism 119 (Tübingen: Mohr 
Siebeck, 2008), 128–42; and “Bishops and Lawcourts in Late Antiquity: How Not to Make Sense of the 
Legal Evidence,” JECS 19.3 (2011): 375-400. 
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principles to be deployed in service of making the best possible argument in particular 

circumstances. Since Ambrose was well-versed in this classical rhetoric, it provides an 

avenue for exploration of the theological dispute witnessed by DSS. 

The Present Study 

In this dissertation, therefore, I claim that Ambrose wrote De Spiritu Sancto to 

argue for a definition of the Holy Spirit consistent with pro-Nicene theology using 

classical Ciceronian rhetoric in a quasi-judicial situation. In this situation, Emperor 

Gratian played the role of judge, the Homoians served as the prosecution, and Ambrose 

was the defendant. While some important questions about the Holy Spirit’s relationship 

to the Father and the Son go unanswered, Ambrose presents a robust case that the Holy 

Spirit is uncreated through extensive biblical exegesis relying heavily on common and 

inseparable operations arguments as well as emotional appeals to Gratian. Cicero’s theory 

of rhetorical invention provides the means to classify the wide variety of arguments 

Ambrose employs in a text that appears to sprawl amorphously. 

This argument will proceed in two parts. The first part, consisting of Chapters 

Two–Five, maps out the contours of the quasi-judicial situation itself and the players in it. 

Chapter Two focuses particularly on Ambrose’s relationship to the “judge”, Gratian, by 

narrating the historical situation leading up to the genesis of DSS and just beyond. Even 

while Gratian seemed to be favoring Ambrose and his pro-Nicene constituents by DSS’s 

completion in 381, enough uncertainty existed in the relationship to pressure Ambrose 

into writing a significant defense of the doctrine of the Holy Spirit’s shared power with 

the Father and the Son. But Ambrose had to write against a fairly well-developed 

subordinationist pneumatology from his polemical foes. Thus, Chapter Three collects 
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what can be known about Homoian pneumatology. Gathering and arranging the relevant, 

extant Homoian theological texts, this chapter reveals a Eunomian-style doctrine of the 

Holy Spirit existing in the Latin west. Homoian writers portray the Holy Spirit as a 

creature, third in rank and ontological status after the Father and the Son. Though he 

facilitates worship, to glorify him would be idolatrous. For Latin Homoians, key biblical 

texts such as Jn 1:3 and 1 Cor 8:6 imply the Holy Spirit’s identification with creatures. 

Chapter Four takes a step back from the controversy over the Holy Spirit to sketch out the 

intellectual formation of Ambrose of Milan. The chapter emphasizes his training in 

rhetoric, specifically of the Ciceronian variety that was propagated by Marius Victorinus 

in Rome at the same time Ambrose was a student there. I also argue that rhetoric served 

as the means of much rational discourse in the culture of educated fourth-century 

Romans, pagan and Christian alike. As ancillary to learning eloquence, Ambrose and 

other elites like him were also instructed in grammar, logic, and philosophy.  

Having reconstructed the background to DSS, the second part of the dissertation 

turns to the text itself. Chapters Five–Seven loosely correspond to Chapters Two–Four. 

To wit, like Chapter Two, Chapter Five characterizes Ambrose’s relationship to Gratian. 

It explains Ambrose’s use of emotional appeals and ethos, especially as communicated in 

the prologues and epilogues of DSS. While taking a little from Origen’s homilies on 

Judges, Ambrose crafts sometimes uncomfortably confrontational appeals to Gratian out 

of biblical images and themes. This chapter also gives an opportunity to view the 

rhetorical structure of DSS as a whole. Chapter Six harkens back to Chapter Three by 

investigating Ambrose’s refutation of Homoian theology. It argues that out of the three 

main questions asked in any dispute the one most relevant to the dispute raging about the 
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Holy Spirit was the definitional stasis. After explaining stasis theory and seeing how 

Ambrose selected his thesis (propositio) in that light, the rest of the chapter shows 

Ambrose refuting Homoians by identifying passages in Scripture illustrating the 

differences in his properties (differentiae) from creatures’ characteristics. This chapter 

also explores Ambrose’s use of Didymus’ De Spiritu Sancto, offering a possible 

explanation for Ambrose’s extended use of his work. Chapter Seven rounds out the 

dissertation with investigation of Ambrose’s confirmatio section. Here, he brings to bear 

all the educational shaping discussed in Chapter Four. He builds a lengthy case that the 

Spirit is divine. Ambrose identifies the propria or properties that define divinity in 

harmony with pro-Nicene principles of biblical exegesis just as he had already done in De 

fide. Ambrose strives to locate these properties in the Holy Spirit by means of bringing 

together scriptural texts demonstrating his common and/or inseparable activity with the 

other two members of divinity. In addition, Ambrose strives to show that the Spirit is 

worthy of equal honor as the Father and the Son. Since he borrows such arguments from 

Basil, I analyze Ambrose’s use of Basil’s DSS here. Following the conclusion, the 

Appendix provides parallel texts of all alleged borrowings for a more quantitative 

evaluation of the long-discussed question of Ambrose’s indebtedness to Greek writers. 

Ambrose’s pneumatology advanced far beyond the status quo of Latin neo-

Nicene Trinitarian theology and weathered resistance in the spheres of politics, law, 

rhetoric, philosophy, and biblical interpretation. While not claiming that Ambrose 

produced a theology of the Holy Spirit of equal quality to that of the Cappadocians or 

Augustine, his DSS nevertheless employed rhetorical argumentation that at once 

addressed the concerns of its primary recipient, the Emperor Gratian, and countered the 
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pneumatology of the Homoians. By drawing on pro-Nicene tradition, especially works on 

the Holy Spirit written in Greek by Didymus the Blind and Basil of Caesarea (with a few 

passages from Athanasius of Alexandria), Ambrose generated a doctrine of the Holy 

Spirit that not only adequately accounted for the quasi-judicial situation in which he 

found himself in the late 370s to 381, but also laid a suitable foundation for later Nicene 

Latin pneumatology. 
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CHAPTER TWO 

The Emperor Gratian’s Role in the Genesis of De Spiritu Sancto, 378–381 

A Rhetorical–Judicial Situation  

Among fourth-century works on the Holy Spirit, Ambrose’s is unique in that he 

composed it for an emperor. The political circumstances necessarily affected the 

character of De Spiritu Sancto (DSS). These conditions have caused some scholars to 

read it merely as a political document, only nominally theological. Neil B. McLynn 

writes, “[T]his is a text that was produced less for its contents than for its appearance and 

manner of presentation.”1 It is right to notice the highly rhetorical features of DSS. 

Ambrose employed all the tricks of the trade in his bid to persuade the Emperor Gratian 

to adopt pro-Nicene theology. So McLynn correctly speaks of the need to have a sharp 

“appearance” and “manner of presentation.” But Ambrose learned the hard way in 378–

81 that only well reasoned Trinitarian theology would succeed in the political and 

polemical context in which he found himself embroiled. Thus, it will be shown in this 

chapter’s reconstruction of the events leading up to the production of DSS that the 

situation required Ambrose to produce a treatise as theologically sophisticated as it was 

rhetorically eloquent. 

The first chapter of this section (Chapter Two) narrates the events that created 

these circumstances. It examines the contours of the complex relationships between 

Ambrose, Gratian, and the Homoians between 378 and 381. I argue that the best way to 

                                                 
1 McLynn, Ambrose of Milan, 128. 
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characterize the Emperor Gratian’s role is to consider him as a judge in a forensic 

rhetorical situation. Indeed, Ambrose regarded him as such. The bishop of Milan himself 

played the part of the defendant, and the Homoians were the prosecution. Contrary to the 

drift of recent scholarship, Gratian is portrayed as being actively involved in this 

theological controversy, albeit for reasons having to do with the health of the empire 

socially and religiously; he was no disinterested philosopher. With that in mind, let us 

turn to Gratian and the ecclesiastical-political circumstances of 378–381. 

The Origin of De Spiritu Sancto, 378–381 

 Since the 1970s, scholars have spilled much ink reconstructing the interactions 

between Gratian and Ambrose in the years from 378 through 381. This period was crucial 

for several reasons. In it, Ambrose produced his Trinitarian writings, De fide and De 

Spiritu Sancto, which would enjoy a rich reception history. Additionally, the bishop of 

Milan achieved a significant victory by deposing his nemesis, Palladius of Ratiaria, from 

his see. Gratian unequivocally began to support the Nicene party over the Homoians,2 

                                                 
2 Homoians (often Homoeans in the scholarly literature) are so-called because they believed that 

the Son is “like” (Greek: ὁμοίος) the Father. Their theology is typically associated with the creeds 
emerging from the dual councils of Seleucia and Ariminum in 359. They have been referred to as “Arians” 
in some modern literature, but it has been widely recognized that their theology differs in important 
respects from that of Arius. The label “Arian” was applied by partisans of theology emerging from Nicaea, 
and the technique of linking any subordinationist theology to Arius was pioneered by Athanasius. Ambrose 
follows this approach to his polemics. On the other hand, it has also been recognized that it is exceptionally 
difficult to name exactly which theological points constitute Homoianism (see Hanson’s difficulties with 
this problem in his detailed chapter on Homoians, Search, 557–97). As Vaggione has observed, the formula 
declaring the Son to be “like” the Father was successful not so much because it described the heart of a 
theological system, but because it was vague enough to allow “people from very different theological 
backgrounds to use them while keeping their own interpretative frameworks intact” (Eunomius and the 
Nicene Revolution, 205). A similar point is made in D. H. Williams, “Another Exception to the Later 
Fourth-Century ‘Arian’ Typologies: The Case of Germinius of Sirmium,” JECS 6.4 (1996): 335–57, 338. 

This study will continue to refer to the Latin-speaking anti-Nicene theological group treated 
especially in this chapter and the next as “Homoian” because it at least designates a politically distinct 
group from the pro-Nicenes. “Homoian” is preferable to “non-Nicene” or “anti-Nicene” because the figures 
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setting an important precedent for the legal relationship between the empire and the 

catholic church. Though Ambrose’s victory did not lead to a total triumph over the 

Homoian party,3 it nevertheless did represent an ecclesiastical-political sea change. This 

story has been ably told in several publications.4 Here, the specific goal is only to 

discover the occasion for DSS. The narrative must begin with the fateful Battle of 

Hadrianople of 9 August 378. 

The Aftermath of the Battle of Hadrianople: The Sequestration of a Basilica in Milan, 
Homoian Charges of Heresy, and De fide 1–2 

 In the summer of 378, Gratian moved his army east to assist Valens in his defense 

against the incursions of the Goths.5 He did not reach his co-regent in time. In the Battle 

of Hadrianople, Valens perished and the army suffered enormous losses.6 The aftermath 

of the disastrous defeat caused refugees to flee Thrace, Dacia, and Illyricum before the 

incursions of the Gothic forces.7 Among these was perhaps the most politically influential 

                                                 
discussed in this study have a real alliance, even if the term “Homoian” does not precisely describe a 
theological platform. 

3 See Williams, Ambrose, 185–217, where it is demonstrated that Ambrose still faced bitter 
opposition in the years following 381. 

4 A trio of scholarly studies in the mid-1990s were produced independent of one another 
concerning Ambrose’s life and thought. Each devoted large sections to this controversy. See Williams, 
Ambrose, chs. 4–6; McLynn, Ambrose, ch. 3; and Christoph Markschies, Ambrosius von Mailand und die 
Trinitätstheologie, pp. 84–212. 

5 Ammianus Marcellinus, Rerum gestarum 31.11.6. Cf. T. D. Barnes, “Ambrose and Gratian,” 
Antiqué tardive 7 (1999): 165–74, 167. 

6 Ammianus Marcellinus, Rerum gestarum 31.13.12–17; Zosimus, Historia nova 4.24.1–2. 

7 Socrates, HE 5.2 (PG 67: 568b); Sozomen, HE 7.2.1 (GCS 50: 302). Also see Williams, 
Ambrose, 139; McLynn, Ambrose, 122; and Palanque, Saint Ambroise et l’empire romain, 60. 
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Roman Homoian,8 Justina, mother of Valentinian II. Valentinian was co-regent with 

Gratian, but only nominally since he was a small child at the time. Justina and 

Valentinian II, along with their entourage, seem to have ended up in Milan, joining forces 

there with a coterie of Homoians led by Julius Valens, who evidently convinced some 

pro-Nicene clergy to ally with him.9 From sometime between 376 and 378, Julius Valens 

had been creating in Milan a parallel ecclesiastical structure by ordaining bishops to serve 

the Homoians there. Under Julius Valens’ leadership, the Milanese Homoians 

worshipped in their own homes rather than capitulate to Ambrose’s episcopal authority.10 

They even received the support of Ursinus, who had previously competed with Damasus 

for election as bishop of Rome and who now worked with Valens to overthrow the pro-

Nicene establishment.11 This Homoian group continued the tradition of the long-time and 

former Homoian bishop of Milan, Auxentius.12 Some Milanese Christians probably still 

had loyalty to Auxentius’ memory.  

                                                 
8 Michel Meslin has contributed strong arguments that Homoian “Arianism” was not merely a 

Gothic phenomenon but also vibrant in a Roman Latin milieu in Les Arienes d’Occident (Paris: Éditions du 
Seuil, 1967). The fact that Homoians were fleeing before the invasions of Goths, who shared the same 
theology, is instructive in itself about the fact that Homoianism was at home in both Roman and Gothic 
environments and that there was as yet no meaningful political allegiance between them. 

9 For Justina in Milan, see Rufinus, HE 2.15 (PL 16: 523C) and corroborating evidence in 
Socrates, HE 5.11. For Julius Valens, see Ambrose, Epistula extra collectionem 4.9–10 (CSEL 82/3: 322–
23) and Williams, Ambrose, 136–38. Arguing that Justina stayed in Sirmium are McLynn Ambrose, 122 
and Barnes “Ambrose and Gratian,” 170 and 173, who follow Paulinus, Vita Ambrosii, 11. The evidence of 
Rufinus and Socrates should be preferred to Paulinus’ generally unreliable information. On Paulinus as a 
problematic historical source see Williams, Ambrose, 105–12.  

10 A synodical letter from the Council of Aquileia bears witness to this: Ep ex. col. 5.3 (CSEL 
82/3: 183–84).  

11 Ep ex. col. 5.3 (CSEL 82/3: 183–84. See also Williams, Ambrose, 137. 

12 For an account of Auxentius and his encounters with Nicenes such as Hilary of Poitiers see 
Williams, Ambrose, 76–83. For the theological camps in the Milanese Church see Williams, Ambrose, ch. 4 
and McLynn, Ambrose, 27–31. 
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When Justina arrived, the Emperor’s mother probably exercised her influence to 

assist Julius Valens’ community to annex one of Milan’s basilicas for Homoian use. 

Ambrose later referred to this as a sequestration.13 “Sequestration” is a technical legal 

term implying that an authorized third party should hold a piece of property while the 

process of determining its ownership is resolved.14 The fact that Gratian would later put 

an end to Homoian occupation of this facility implies that he himself was the third party. 

But this further implies that the basilica was sequestrated for Homoian usage with his 

approval in the interim. In short, not long after the Battle of Hadrianople, Ambrose 

experienced serious resistance from an opposing party in his own city. 

To make matters worse for Ambrose, a storm was brewing in the important 

Illyrican city of Sirmium. If the Homoians in Milan instigated ecclesiastical-political 

controversy with Ambrose, the bishop of Milan seems to have initiated conflict in 

                                                 
13 DSS 1.1.19 (CSEL 79: 25): Etenim basilicam sequestrasti, ut fidem probares. Implevit igitur 

propositum suum pietas tua, quae sic sequestraverat, ut probaret, sic probavit, ut redderet. Nec fructum 
amisi et iudicium teneo, patuitque omnibus in quadam facti discretione discretam tibi numquam fuisse 
sententiam. Patuit, inquam, omnibus et tuum non fuisse, cum sequestrares, et tuum esse, cum redderes. One 
finds Ambrose working very hard here to diminish the awkwardness of this event by trying to find some 
way to offer Gratian a means of retroactively explaining his behavior without admitting he did a favor for 
the other side. One also wonders if it was as unconvincing to Gratian as it is to modern readers! 

McLynn makes it sound as if no sequestration occurred at all, concluding that Ambrose’s use of 
the technical term sequestratio was intentional “misrepresentation” (Ambrose, 121–22). But the quotation 
just given from DSS indicates that Gratian was responsible in some measure for the episode, even though 
other agents acted without his full involvement. The scenario that best fits this evidence is Homoian 
coreligionists in Milan brought a suit for a basilica, which Gratian tacitly approved by delaying his 
judgment until a later time. Cf. Williams, Ambrose, 139–40. 

14 Adolf Berger, Encyclopedic Dictionary of Roman Law (Philadelphia: Transactions of the 
American Philosophical Society, 1953), 701, glosses this verb as “to deposit a controversial thing with a 
third person as a sequester.” See also Christoph Georg Paulus, “Sequester,” Brill’s New Pauly, eds. Hubert 
Cancik and Helmuth Schneider (Brill Online, 2013) <http://referenceworks.brillonline.com/entries/brill-s-
new-pauly/sequester-e1109380>. Cf. CTh. 2.28.1; Tertullian, De resur. 27. 
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Sirmium. Probably in 378,15 he placed Anemius in the recently vacated bishop’s chair, an 

act breaking with the tradition of Illyricum’s regional independence from Italy.16 There 

has been much scholarly debate about when,17 and even if,18 Ambrose was present in 

Sirmium to intervene in the election to fill the vacant see upon the death of bishop 

Germinius. But one theory, proposed by T. D. Barnes19 and followed by J. H. W. G. 

Liebeschuetz20, has the advantage of consolidating several disparate pieces of evidence 

into one coherent narrative. Ambrose had cause to journey to Sirmium to report to 

Gratian the results of a synod held in Rome in autumn of 378.21 His general political 

                                                 
15 Paulinus, Vita Ambrosii 11. I adopt the reconstruction proposed by T. D. Barnes (“Ambrose and 

Gratian,” 168–70) and followed by J. H. W. G. Liebeschuetz (Ambrose of Milan: Political Letters and 
Speeches (Liverpool: Liverpool University Press, 2005), 11 and 246). An advantage of this narration is that 
it does not rely overmuch on Paulinus. Paulinus’ report of Justina rousing a mob against Ambrose can be 
accounted for as conflation of the conflicts simultaneously occurring in Milan and Sirmium in 378–381. 
Justina becomes the cipher for Homoian resistance to Ambrose because of the all too tempting 
identification of her with Jezebel and Ambrose with Elijah, and because she was the most politically 
notable representative of the party during this time. 

16 On which, see Roger Gryson, Scolies Ariennes sur le concile d’Aquilée, SC 267 (1980), 107. 
McLynn overstates Gryson’s conclusions when he describes the election of Anemius in terms of “the 
illegality of Ambrose’s conduct” (Ambrose, 92n49). As witnessed by the relatio from the synod of Rome in 
378 (see note 20 below) and Ambrose’s own irregular election, ecclesiastical law regarding bishops and 
their interrelations were less codified and in a state of flux at this time. For a diachronic narrative of 
ecclesiastical relationship between Illyricum and Italy see Mark Humphries, Communities of the Blessed, 
131–32. 

17 McLynn, Ambrose, 92n47 reviews the positions: for 376 Palanque, Saint Ambroise, 496; for 
376–377 Meslin, Les Arienes, 45; for 378 Gryson, Scolies Ariennes, 107–8; for 380 Y.-M. Duval, “Aquilée 
et Sirmium durant la crise Arienne,” Antichità Altoadriatische 26 (1982): 371n211. 

18 Williams suggests that Ambrose was never involved in the election, citing Paulinus’ tendency to 
caricature Justina “as a heretical femina monstruosa” (Ambrose, 122–27). 

19 “Ambrose and Gratian,” 165–74. 

20 Political Letters and Speeches, 246–47.  

21 But not to participate in the so-called “Great Illyrican Synod” (of 374 or 375) reported by 
Theodoret, HE 4.8–9. The possibility of the existence of such a council is extremely low. It is unlikely that 
a council which deposed six Illyrian bishops would be warmly approved by Valentianian I whose policy of 
religious neutrality is widely affirmed. Even more anachronistic is the report that western bishops 
articulated Trinitarian doctrine in terms of “three persons-one essence”, a formula not to be widespread 
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connections from his previous career in imperial administration, which had involved an 

extended sojourn in Sirmium,22 made him a good choice to deliver the letter (called a 

relatio). Pope Damasus, who exercised influence at the time, might also have been a 

likely choice, but Ambrose’s prior political connections would have made him the better 

candidate for this particular mission, despite his relative theological inexperience. 

Besides, it could not have been known that delivering the relatio would involve making 

political decisions for those holding Nicene theology. Moreover, that the relatio is 

preserved in Ambrose’s Epistulae extra collectionem strengthens the inference that 

Ambrose served as its bearer.23 During Ambrose’s stay in Sirmium, Germinius died, and 

Ambrose seized the opportunity to install a pro-Nicene as his replacement in the see of 

this important city. 

But this raises a question. Why would Ambrose choose this time to enter the 

mêlée of the Nicene-“Arian” controversies? He had studiously remained neutral since his 

                                                 
until later. See arguments to this effect in Williams, Ambrose, 125–26; McLynn, Ambrose, 92–95; and 
Markschies, Ambrosius, 109–24. 

22 For Ambrose in Sirmium see Markschies, Ambrosius, 45–57 and Savon, Ambroise de Milan, 
36–38. 

23 Michaela Zelzer argues that this collection, which contains items Ambrose chose not to include 
in his carefully edited larger corpus of correspondence, was assembled and edited by the bishop’s 
biographer Paulinus because it comes from the monastery in Milan and was quoted extensively in the V. 
Amb. (Epistulae et Acta, Sancti Ambrosi Opera 10 (CSEL 82/3), lxxxv–lxxxvi). On Ep. ex. col. 7 in 
particular, see CSEL 82/3: xci–xcii and 191–97. The letter had to be composed between Aug. 378 and Jan. 
379, i.e. between the death of Valens and the accession of Theodosius, as it is only addressed to Gratian 
and Valentinian II. 

Interestingly, Gratian’s reply is extant (see CCEL 35: 54–58). It was addressed to the vicar of 
Rome, Aquilinus. The emperor grants the request of the bishops to create an ecclesiastical judicial system 
in which accused clergy would be judged by metropolitan bishops, with ultimate authority residing with the 
bishop of Rome. See the discussion in Liebeschuetz, Political Letters, 244–48. 
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election up to this point,24 even though there is no reason to doubt that he had adopted a 

Nicene theology at least by the time he was baptized and consecrated as bishop.25 If it is 

true that Ambrose facilitated the election of Anemius, it marks a turning point in his 

career. There are several good reasons for him to have picked this moment to join the 

fray. First, a pro-Nicene bishop in the most significant city in Illyricum, a region 

traditionally seen as a bastion of Homoian power, would represent a major beachhead for 

his party. It would have been difficult to pass by such a golden opportunity. Besides, this 

all took place in an environment far from Milan, where perpetual ecclesiastical turmoil 

required Ambrose to take a less strident pro-Nicene line. But here in Sirmium, Ambrose 

could freely assist his pro-Nicene comrades. Perhaps the Homoian core in Sirmium was 

not as strong or as united as it had been in the 350s. As D. H. Williams has shown, 

Germinius, bishop of Sirmium from 351 until his death in the early 370s, held a 

traditionalist doctrine of the Son. His position that the Son was like the Father in all 

things (similis patri per omnia) bore more in common to the “Dedication Creed” of 

Antioch (341) than the explicitly subordinationist theology of leading Homoians Ursacius 

and Valens. If influenced by their bishop, the church of Sirmium was likely not to have 

been as strongly opposed to pro-Nicene theology as other churches in the region.26 Could 

Ambrose also have had former political allies in Sirmium to support his actions? This 

might provide another possible reason for his boldness. At least his knowledge of the 

                                                 
24 Williams, Ambrose, 116–22. 

25 The chief evidence being that the priest who catechized and baptized him was Simplicianus, a 
known pro-Nicene. See Williams, Ambrose, 119 and 127; Markschies, Ambrosius, 41–57 and 79–83. 

26 Williams, “Another Exception,” 335–57. 
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political character of the city would have aided his judgment about the best way to go 

about installing a pro-Nicene bishop. Finally, Gratian had just received and, in large 

measure, approved the relatio from the synod in Rome. In so doing he had agreed to 

allow the metropolitan bishops in the western part of the Empire to judge cases involving 

clergy apart from the secular courts. This enlargement of the powers of metropolitans 

may have emboldened Ambrose, metropolitan bishop of Milan, to assert himself.27  

Ambrose encountered stiff resistence from the Illyrican Homoians who were 

incensed by his action. Bolstered by the strength of increased numbers due to the 

Thracian and Dacian refugees streaming in after the Battle of Hadrianople, the Homoians 

responded by accusing Ambrose of teaching heretical doctrine. Members of their party in 

the Homoian court and theological heavyweights such as Palladius of Ratiaria, who was 

among the refugees, would have constituted a substantial faction, impossible for Gratian 

to ignore. From the Homoians’ point-of-view, the appointment of a bishop from the 

opposite party in a city as significant as Sirmium plus their increased numbers signaled 

the opportunity to effect change. They sought to strike where their opponent was 

weakest: theology. By attacking Ambrose here, the Homoians sought to expose his status 

as a novice, newly baptized and consecrated.28 

                                                 
27 Ambrose may also have been responding to the news of the sequestration of the basilica in 

Milan. But it is unclear whether the sequestration or the incidents with the Homoians in Sirmium came 
first, and thus it is impossible to determine which caused which or whether the events were unrelated.  

28 For Ambrose’s own acknowledgment of his relative inexpertise see De officiis, 1.1.4: “I was 
snatched into the priesthood from a life spent at tribunals and amidst the paraphernalia of administrative 
office, and I began to teach you things I had not learnt myself”; Latin: Ego enim raptus de tribunalibus 
atque administrationis infulis ad sacerdotium, docere vos coepi quod ipse non didici (trans. and ed. 
Davidson, Ambrose, De off., 1:118–19). At the time Ambrose admitted as much, when he wrote that he was 
“timid (verecundans)” when he composed De fide 1–2 (De fide 3.1.1 (CSEL 78: 108)). 
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While the charge of heresy is not clearly attested and non-extant, one can 

reasonably infer its existence from Ambrose’s statements at the beginnings of Books 1 

and 3 of De fide in which the work’s purpose is stated to be for Gratian’s “approval not 

for his instruction” and that he “demanded it” from Ambrose.29 Pierre Nautin has 

observed that Ambrose plainly knew the Homoians were behind Gratian’s request, given 

that De fide 1–2 are principally devoted to arguing against “Arian” positions (for 

Ambrose, “Arian” equates to Homoian).30 To this could be added the observation that, at 

several points in De fide, Ambrose worries about Gratian’s active reception of the 

“Arians,” who were threatening to sway the emperor toward their own ecclesiastical-

political interests.31 Perhaps sensing that trouble between Homoians and Nicenes was 

brewing, and knowing that such unrest could not come at a worse time with the Empire’s 

military in shambles after Hadrianople, Gratian was obliged to inquire into the heresy 

charge. It can be inferred from De fide 2.16.136–143, where Ambrose blesses Gratian’s 

imminent military campaign, that the emperor was about to lead his army eastward to 

meet the Goths. Political and ecclesiastical solidarity in the western Empire would have 

been extremely important in these circumstances. 

Peace above all else, therefore, was Gratian’s motivation for requiring an 

exposition of Ambrose’s faith. Williams characterizes Gratian’s religious policy at the 

time: “Gratian sought above all the interests of the empire and, from the example of his 

                                                 
29 De fide 1.prol.1 and 3 (CSEL 78: 4–5) and 3.1.1 (CSEL 78: 108).  

30 Nautin, “Les premières relations d’Ambroise avec l’empereur Gratien: Le De fide livres I et II,” 
229–44 in Y.-M. Duval, ed., Ambroise de Milan: Dix études (Paris: Études augustiniennes, 1974), 234. 

31 De fide 1.20.134; 1.20.136; and 2.15.131–33 (CSEL 78: 56–57 and 102–3). 
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father, to maintain an equal balance between the religious parties of the Nicenes and the 

Homoians.”32 While Gratian’s demand of a statement of faith from Ambrose may have 

seemed a partisan act for the Homoians, it would be better to understand it as an attempt 

to maintain some equilibrium and buy time until the military situation on the borders 

could be brought under control. One can still interpret Gratian’s activities through 378 as 

attempting to conserve imperial neutrality in ecclesiastical matters, a policy implemented 

by Gratian’s predecessor, Valentinian I. But perfect religious impartiality was 

subordinated to public order. Again, the example of Hilary’s charge against Auxentius 15 

years earlier is instructive.33 Just as Valentinian I had to investigate to avoid public 

commotion when a charge of impiety was raised against a prominent bishop, so Gratian 

had to respond with an inquest of his own, especially given the current stress on the 

empire.34 As we have surmised, he was hearing complaints about Ambrose in 378 from 

both Milan and Sirmium, two crucial hubs of imperial power. Gratian was forced to do 

something to forestall unrest. It is entirely conceivable that he also wanted to investigate 

the theological controversy more closely for himself in the wake of the unsettling demise 

of Valens. Gratian may have suspected impious confession of faith played a role in the 

disaster as will be discussed shortly. 

Given these circumstances, De fide 1–2, which initially stood as an independent 

work, should be seen as a defensive piece, meant to justify Ambrose’s pro-Nicene faith to 

                                                 
32 Williams, Ambrose, 133.  

33 For the charge, see Hilary, Cont. Aux. 8 (PL 10: 614C). This incident has been reviewed again 
recently, with thorough bibliography, by Michael Stuart Williams, “Auxentius of Milan: From Orthodoxy 
to Heresy,” 263–72 in StP 14, ed. Marcus Vinzent (Leuven: Peeters, 2013). 

34 Williams, “Polemics and Politics,” 523. 
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the emperor. Long gone should be the attempts to portray Ambrose as a teacher offering 

De fide 1–2 as a lesson in theology to his young emperor protégé as he went off to war.35 

The scenario thus sketched closely resembles a trial: the Homoians are the prosecution, 

bringing a charge that Ambrose has an illegal faith that threatens to foment civil unrest. 

Ambrose is the defendant, pleading that his faith makes better sense of the “law”—for 

Christians this would be Scripture—than his opponents’. Gratian plays the role of the 

judge, trying to determine which theology is legal, Ambrose’s or the Homoians’. But this 

scenario should be called “rhetorically forensic” rather than forensic per se. Unlike a 

courtroom, there is no formal, physical trial and the arguments are made in writing, not 

verbally.36 But it would not be far from the mark to conceive of the situation as a 

courtroom fashioned by words. The stakes of the ruling were nothing less than deposition 

from episcopal office and a shift in the balance of power of one Christian group over 

another. 

                                                 
35 Despite the revisionist view that Ambrose wrote De fide to defend himself to Gratian against the 

Homoians exemplified in Gottlieb (Ambrosius von Mailand und Kaiser Gratian), Nautin, Markschies, 
Williams et al., Hervé Savon persists in arguing that Gratian wanted to know the right faith as he set off for 
battle. At least Savon does not repeat Homes Dudden’s idea that Gratian wished to be “coached” given that 
he would be dealing with Arian Goths. Rather, Savon argues that Gratian would not have seen theological 
reading as a hindrance to military campaigning, but instead he would have understood De fide as “une 
talisman pour le combat,” since “[a]u temps de Gratien et d’Ambroise, les affaires de l’Empire et les 
affaires de Dieu étaient étroitment mêlées” (Ambroise, 87). While the last point is an important one to 
make, Savon’s position ignores what Ambrose himself says in the text (e.g. 1.prol.1: “this is not for your 
instruction, but approval”) and is a consequence of implausibly dating De fide to before the Battle of 
Hadrianople. In short, Savon presents a triumphant Ambrose and meek Homoian opposition, so that 
Gratian is the only real actor in his reconstruction. 

36 The Council of Aquileia could be considered a genuine trial, as has been noticed by Williams, 
Ambrose, 177, who, after describing the physical layout of the room, writes, “Such a setting made it clear to 
Palladius that this was not a council chamber where debate could take place between equals, but a ‘room of 
audience’ where his case was being judged.” Cf. McLynn, Ambrose, 127. Palladius himself talks of 
Ambrose as a judge (arbiter, iudex) in his apology and denunciation of the Council. Indeed, Ambrose 
served as judge and as prosecution in the Council. 
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Trained lawyer and rhetorician that he was37, Ambrose recognized this quasi-

forensic situation. Likewise, Palladius of Ratiaria, possibily a recipient of rhetorical and 

legal training like Ambrose, perceived the situation similarly, as indicated in a fragment 

of his “Apologia contra Ambrosium.”38 Expressing frustration and reproach against 

Ambrose after the publication of De fide 1–2 and evidently after the exchange of letters 

between Gratian and Ambrose, thus sometime after summer of 379, when Ambrose 

discovered charges of heresy were dismissed, Palladius complains: 

In effect, sinning against religion you have procured yourself the applause of an 
error that happened earlier, as much judicial (iudiciarii) as it was imperial. 
Meanwhile, you are secure concerning the charge because of the pardon of the 
moment. But would that you would seek such favor from God through the Son, 
against both of whom you sin, impaired by impious denial [of them both].39 

Here, the bishop of Ratiaria identifies an imperial and judicial mistake. In other words, 

there has been a miscarriage of justice on the part of the emperor—who is, of course, 

exonerated from guilt due to Ambrose’s wiles. The specific injustice for which Palladius 

seeks remedy is Ambrose’s impiety against the Father and Son by vitiating the 

“appropriate characteristics of the Persons (propriaetates personarum).” The unfairness 

perceived by Palladius is also theological: Ambrose is blamed for winning Gratian’s 

favor by “sinning against religion” in De fide, perhaps specifically with respect to his 

statement that right belief in the Son will result in victory against the “Arian” Goths 

                                                 
37 A description of Ambrose’s education occurs below in Chapter Four. 

38 This text was preserved in a document compiled later on by Maximinus. See Neil B. McLynn, 
“The ‘Apology’ of Palladius: Nature and Purpose,” JTS 42.1 (1991): 52–76. McLynn refines and in places 
corrects Roger Gryson’s introduction in Scolies Ariennes, SC 267, 25–51.  

39 Scholia 336v 46–50, §84 (SC 267: 270): Etenim in religionem peccando preeuntis tam 
imperialis quam iudiciarii erroris tibi conciliasti favorem, interim securus de crimine indulgentia temporis. 
Sed utinam eiusmodi ueniam a Deo per Filium posceres in quem utriusque affectus negation inpiae peccas.  
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against whom Gratian is going to fight.40 Palladius’ statement evidences the forensic 

nature of the theological dispute in which he was embroiled with Ambrose over which 

Gratian presided as judge.  

In such a forensic-like situation, we should expect to find rhetorical elements 

characteristic of a defendant utilized in De fide 1–2. Both the prologue of Book 1 and the 

epilogue of Book 2 promise to Gratian military conquest if he should hold the right faith, 

fulfilling the recommendation to show how one’s case pertains to religion or the good of 

the state in a judicial plea.41 Ambrose reasons that this is one of Gratian’s motives in 

requiring of him a book expounding the faith: “You know that victory should be sought 

more by the faith of the commander than by the strength of soldiers.”42 Ambrose also 

adduces the Old Testament examples of Abraham and Joshua’s triumphs over much 

larger armies because they were loyal servants of God.43 Similarly, in the conclusion of 

Book 2, the bishop of Milan appropriates a prophecy from Ezekiel, linking “Gog” with 

the Goth over which faithful Israel triumphs behind God’s righteous power.44 While 

some scholars have read these passages cynically,45 Ambrose certainly does attempt to 

                                                 
40 Discussed below. 

41 Cicero, De inventione 1.15.23 (ed. and trans. H.M. Hubbell, LCL 386 (1949; repr. 2006), 40–
41): …aut ad deos immortales aut ad summam rem publicam pertinere. 

42 De fide 1.prol.3 (CSEL 78: 5): Nosti enim fide magis imperatoris quam virtute militum quaeri 
solere victoriam. 

43 De fide 1.prol.3 (CSEL 78: 5–6). 

44 De fide 2.16.137–38 (CSEL 78: 104–6). Ambrose quotes from Ezekiel 38:14ff. and 39:10ff. 

45 McLynn makes De fide sound like a thinly veiled plea for Gratian’s patronage and an invitation 
to move his court to Italy (Ambrose, 103–5). 
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win Gratian’s favor by associating right belief and the health of the state.46 The rhetorical 

handbooks speak of using epilogues and prologues to garner as much favor from the 

judge as possible.47 But that tactic would only work if Gratian’s sentiments are actually 

captured by Ambrose in this way. Otherwise, the well-trained rhetorician Ambrose would 

risk losing Gratian’s good will by being exposed as a sycophant. Additionally, Ambrose 

attempts to alienate the Homoians from Gratian by casting aspersion on them. This can 

be seen throughout, but particularly in invectives against “Arians” found in De fide 

1.6.44–47 and 2.129–135. 

After a prologue one would expect the argumentative or “body” section of a 

forensic speech, which is divided into refutation (reprehensio) and confirmation 

(probatio).48 Ambrose sets out his faith in 1.1.6–4.33. Rather than dealing with “Arian” 

objections to his own rule or elaborating on it in an extensive way, he prefers instead to 

launch into reprehensio, arguing against the six “Arian” propositions listed in 1.5.35–40 

for the remainder of De fide 1–2. Instead of honing in on Homoian theology in particular, 

                                                 
46 Rather than considering this argument an example of desperate manipulation of Gratian’s 

potential superstitions to win at all costs, it is much better to see in it Ambrose’s Romanitas. Right religio 
leads to divine favor. Of course, religio means for Ambrose “belief” as well as practice, which differs from 
traditional pagan understanding of the relationship between politics and religion. It would not be until a 
generation later when Augustine articulated a theology in which there was no necessary relationship 
between a people’s faith and their political success—in the wake of the sacking of Rome in 410—in De 
ciuitate dei 5.21 that Christian thinkers began to abandon Ambrose’s reasoning in this respect.  

47 The role of prologues and epilogues is considered with respect to DSS in Chapter Five below. 

48 See Cicero, De inv. 1.24.34 and 1.42–78 (LCL 386: 68–71 and 122–23). Cf. Lausberg, 
Handbook, 160–61 (§§ 348–49). Ambrose omits the narratio and partitio sections, a decision not unusual 
in a forensic case per Quintilian, Inst. Or. 4.2.4–8 (LCL 125: 220–23). For a precedent of flexibility with 
rhetorical categories regarding introductions (exordium, narratio, propositio, and partitio)—whether using 
them in creative ways or omitting them—see the discussion of Tertullian’s rhetorical structure in 
theological works by Ronald Sider, Ancient Rhetoric and the Art of Tertullian, OTM (Oxford: Oxford 
University Press, 1979), 21–40. 
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Ambrose lumps all the “Arians” together, suggesting their theology is indebted to Arius, 

the disgraced presbyter. He portrays Arians as akin to the legendary Hydra whose heads 

continually emerge if one happens to be severed (1.6.46). With this tactic, Ambrose 

attempts to show that despite the many names of Arian theology, all its parties share “a 

common enterprise in breeding dissent and attacking the church.”49 One aspect of his 

enemies’ theology that Ambrose especially castigates is the doctrine of the Son’s 

dissimilarity to the Father. Homoians would never have held this belief, since the very 

name “Homoian” refers to their central tenet that the Son is “like (ὁμοίος)” the Father. 

Williams plausibly suggests that in utilizing this strategy Ambrose was attempting to 

assimilate Homoian theology to Eunomian theology. Politically, this would be a disaster 

for the Homoians, since imperial legislation, from Gratian in particular, already existed 

against the Eunomians.50  

The fact that Ambrose chooses to focus on refuting his opponents’ beliefs, rather 

than confirming his own, calls for further comment. As the defendant, one might have 

predicted that Ambrose would allocate more space to clarifying and supporting his own 

beliefs. Why the heavy reliance on mudslinging in De fide 1–2? It belies a lack of 

confidence. We know that Ambrose presented these books to Gratian in person in 

Sirmium before the latter left for the wars.51 At the beginning of Book 3, reviewing what 

                                                 
49 Williams, Ambrose, 146. The passage in which Ambrose likened Arians to a many-headed 

hydra particularly drew Palladius’ ire. See Scholia 337r, 14–49 (SC 267: 272–74). But Palladius did try to 
make the most of the situation by pigeon-holing Ambrose as enslaved to pagan fables rather than moored in 
biblical truth—a clever riposte! 

50 Williams, Ambrose, 147. 

51 De fide 2.16.136 (CSEL 78: 104): Neque vero te, imperator, pluribus denere debeo bello 
intentum et victricia de barbaris trpaea meditantem. 
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he had previously composed, Ambrose notes that he had to write quickly, away from 

Milan, and in a state of transition.52 We have already seen that Ambrose was 

inexperienced in polemical theology at this stage of his career. Additionally, the bishop 

twice mentions how hastily he had to pen his work.53 Away from his own library, rushed, 

and immersed in a tense political climate,54 it is no wonder Ambrose spoke to Gratian of 

his timidity (verecundans).55 Ambrose lacked the luxury to take time and care in 

articulating his Nicene faith, so he resorted to pilloring his opponents, trying to punch 

holes in their logic and biblical exegesis—a far easier task than positively stating his own 

views. Clearly, the Milanese bishop was far from assured about his rushed libellum. 

Ambrose must have been relieved that Gratian ruled in his favor.  

The Letters Exchanged by Ambrose and Gratian and the Request for De Spiritu Sancto 

 From this time, we possess an interesting and much discussed correspondence 

between Gratian and Ambrose, significant not only for their testimony to the relations 

between the emperor and bishop after De fide 1–2, but also because Gratian’s letter 

testifies to the raison d’être for DSS. Indeed, Gratian’s letter survives because Ambrose 

himself apparently prefixed it to DSS.56 It signals to readers the exact question the treatise 

                                                 
52 De fide 3.1.1 (CSEL 78: 108): …quasi in procinctu positus duos tantum conscripsi libellos… 

“…as if on active service I wrote only two books….” In procintu is a military term implying moving along 
on the way to battle away from the comforts of home. Cf. Barnes, “Ambrose and Gratian,” 171n36. 

53 De fide 3.1.1 and 2.15.129 (CSEL 78: 108 and 102): Haec ego, imperator auguste, carptim et 
breviter inpolita magis proposui quam enodata digessi. Quod si qua Arriani inconsummata arbitrantur, 
ego vix fateor incohata. 

54 These conditions summarized by T. D. Barnes, “Ambrose and Gratian,” 171. 

55 De fide 3.1.1 (CSEL 78: 108). 

56 CSEL 79: 3–4. For the textual tradition see Faller’s discussion in his prolegomena, CSEL 79: 
5*–7*. McLynn misreads Ambrose as portraying the book as an “imperial commission” by affixing the 
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intends to answer: Is the Holy Spirit God based on biblical reasoning? The exchange of 

letters exhibits two rhetorically able men exercising their craft: neither wants to say too 

much yet each firmly holds a certain point-of-view. Unfortunately, some of the nuance 

necessarily remains opaque since we know so little about their rapport up to this point. 

The exchange is best dated to autumn 379, after Gratian’s visit in the summer of the same 

year.57 

Gratian’s epistle. What do these letters tell us of Gratian’s reaction to De fide 1–

2? In fact, Gratian’s epistle provides little evidence on this score. Prima facie, it seems to 

indicate approval, since he invites Ambrose to join him “to teach (doceas) me as one who 

already believes true doctrine…so that the revelation of divinity might take further root in 

my open heart.”58 But the rest of the letter seems to indicate a noncommittal attitude. 

Gratian expresses a sense of apophaticism, declaring that God cannot be known in words 

but only in the soul. Also, his statement of faith cannot be deemed to be clearly Nicene.59 

                                                 
letter to “bolster its arguments with Gratian’s imprimatur” (Ambrose, 115–16). Barnes follows suit in 
“Ambrose and Gratian,” 171–72. While the letter does explain why Ambrose wrote the work, i.e. because 
Gratian requested it from him, Ambrose’s motive was simply to orient subsequent readers to the discussion 
and intended audience. There is no need to perceive conniving on the bishop’s part. 

57 Following Liebeschuetz, Political Letters, 273–74. 

58 Epistula Gratiani Augusti, referred to as “cupio valde,” 1 (CSEL 79: 3): …ut doceas doctrinam 
veram credentem…sed ut magis aperto pectori revelatio divinitatis insidat. It seems that Gratian is even 
being ambiguous with this phrase. The accusatives doctrinam veram may just as well be the object of the 
participle credentem “one who believes,” in which case Ambrose is not teaching the “true doctrine” but 
merely “instructing” Gratian, who is believing the true doctrine already. On the other hand, Liebeschuetz 
(Political Letters, 271) and Williams (“When did the Emperor Gratian Return the Basilica to the Pro-
Nicenes in Milan?” StP 24 (Leuven: Peeters, 1993), 208–15 at 213) construe another possibility when they 
translate the phrase as Ambrose teaching true doctrine to Gratian. Both are legitimate possibilities, and 
given the careful chosen language of the rest of the letter, one must credit Gratian with this deliberate 
ambiguity. 

59 “Cupio valde,” 2 (CSEL 79: 3–4). 
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McLynn convincingly argues that Homoians could agree with everything expressed 

there.60 Gratian also mentions that he is not desirous of controversy (contentio)61 making 

two requests at the closing of his epistle: that Ambrose resend De fide 1–2 (for unknown 

reasons) and that he “prove with a faithful disputation by arguments and [interpretation 

of] the Scriptures that the Holy Spirit is God by enlarging [on De fide 1–2].”62 Given 

these entreaties and the artful way Gratian expresses himself so as not to lend support to 

one side or another, yet taking into consideration his friendly words to Ambrose, the best 

conclusion is that Gratian could not explicitly support Ambrose at the time, although he 

was inclined in that direction. The Homoians were still pleading that Ambrose be 

removed as witnessed by the extant fragments of Palladius’ “Apologia”, which was 

written just after De fide was.63  

Gratian’s demand for a work on the Holy Spirit probably arose from the 

Homoian’s ongoing theological complaint that Ambrose’s pro-Nicene theology results in 

tritheism. They believed that making the Son and Spirit equal to the Father led to the 

confession that there were three equal gods. While the contrasting theology found in 

                                                 
60 McLynn, Ambrose, 116n138. McLynn is correct to note that predicating dominus et deus noster 

of Christ determines nothing about Gratian’s faith, since it is a quotation of Thomas’s exclamation after 
encountering the risen Christ in Jn 20:28 (despite McLynn’s apparently failure to notice the biblical 
citation, alluding instead to Secundianus of Singidunum’s testimony in the gesta of the Council of Aquileia, 
where he also quotes this verse). However, Gratian’s statement of faith, so carefully worded, contradicts 
McLynn’s idea that “Gratian was probably unaware of the undercurrents of the struggle being waged 
through him between Ambrose and Palladius” (Ambrose, 118). How could Gratian not have been engaged 
in the doctrinal controversy having written such a nuanced letter? 

61 “Cupio valde,” 1 (CSEL 79: 3). 

62 “Cupio valde,” 3 (CSEL 79: 4): …augendo illic de sancto spiritu fidelem disputationem 
scripturis adque argumentis deum esse convince. 

63 See discussion of this text below. 
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Ambrose’s De fide 1–2 and Palladius’ “Apologia” contains the kernels leading to these 

irreconcilable claims, perhaps Gratian felt that a discussion on the Holy Spirit would 

clarify which side could truly lay claim to the biblical tradition. As seen above in Chapter 

One, the doctrine of the Holy Spirit, unmentioned in Ambrose’s De fide 1–2, had been a 

live issue since about 360. On the other hand, the Homoians themselves might have 

thought they had an advantage when it came to that doctrine, and on this basis urged 

Gratian to test Ambrose’s pneumatology. When we consider that Ambrose placed heavy 

emphasis on the need to argue about God based on the Bible alone,64 Palladius and his 

Homoian colleagues might have believed that they had discovered a chink in the 

Milanese bishop’s theological armor. They would naturally attempt to exploit this 

weakness by making much of the controverted question of the Holy Spirit’s divinity to 

Gratian, prompting the emperor’s request to Ambrose. 

Ambrose’s response. If Gratian did not express unequivocal approval for 

Ambrose and his theology, when we turn to Ambrose’s response,65 we discover that the 

emperor had, however, paid him some favor unmentioned in “cupio valde.” We learn that 

Gratian’s epistle was written in his own hand,66 which certainly signifies some degree of 

personal contact and probably a sign of partiality. Even more importantly, Ambrose 

writes: “You have given back to me the peace of the Church, and you have stopped the 

                                                 
64 De fide 1.prol.4 and 1.5.42 make clear that he believes his theology is based on biblical exegesis 

while his opponents are captive to dialectic and an unhealthy love of contention. Cf. Markschies’ 
discussion of Ambrose’s use of biblical citations in De fide in his introduction to Ambrosius, Über den 
Glauben [an Gratian], 1:83–85. 

65 Ep. ex. col. 12 [Maur. 1] (ed. M. Zelzer, CSEL 82/3: 219–21). 

66 Ep. ex. col. 12.3 (CSEL 82/3: 220). 
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mouths of the faithless. Would that you had also stopped their thoughts!”67 Williams has 

argued that the “peace of the Church (quies ecclesiae)” must refer to the dropping of 

heresy charges.68 Thus, the phrase “you have stopped the mouths of the faithless” is 

epexegetical, explaining the circumstances in which the quies ecclesiae was returned. 

Williams further observes that these words echo Valentinian I’s promise to Ambrose 

upon his accession to the bishopric of Milan.69 Additionally, Ambrose thanks Gratian for 

graciously accepting De fide 1–2.70 As we recall, these books were mainly directed 

against the Homoians. We have no reason to doubt Ambrose’s testimony on any of these 

                                                 
67 Trans. Liebeschuetz, Political Letters, 275 (slightly altered); Ep. ex. col. 12.2 (CSEL 82/3: 219): 

Reddidisti enim mihi quietem ecclesiae perfidorum ora atque utinam et corda clausisti. All this militates 
against McLynn’s reading of the letter as signaling Gratian’s aloofness and unawareness caused by his 
overall lack of interest in the doctrinal conflict (Ambrose, 115–18). It seems more plausible to understand 
Gratian as caring about it a good deal because of the political consequences and because religion and 
politics were not so neatly divorced in antiquity as modern people tend to think they were. 

68 “Return of the Basilica to the Pro-Nicenes,” 208–15. Cf. Williams, Ambrose, 155–56 where he 
writes, “The quies ecclesiae, which was once secured by Valentinian and now restored by Valentinian’s 
son, is not in reference to a particular church or basilica, but to a state of affairs which Ambrose once 
enjoyed and has regained. Such a scenario fully accounts for the jubilant tone which permeates his letter to 
Gratian.”  Some have suggested that the quies ecclesiae must refer to the returning of the basilica from 
sequestration (Homes Dudden, Life and Times, 1:191; Otto Faller, CSEL 79: 13*; and Hanson, Search, 
795). But this depends on an anachronistic reading of DSS’s first prologue, which clearly indicates the 
return of the basilica lately (proxime at DSS 1.prol.19 (CSEL 79: 24))—and DSS is definitively dated to 
381 while Ambrose’s letter belongs to the second half of 379 or early 380 at the latest. 

69 “Return of the Basilica to the Pro-Nicenes,” 212, quoting Ambrose’s reminiscence of 
Valentinian I’s promise in Ep. 75.7 (CSEL 82/3: 77). It increased the likelihood that Ambrose would pick 
up on a phrase of Valentinian that there is already an abundance of allusion to Gratian’s letter in Ep. ex. col. 
12. The legally trained and bureaucratically experienced Ambrose knows that a good way to get rulers to 
do what you want them to do is by throwing their own words back at them. 

Also see Ep. ex. col. 2.12 (CSEL 82/3: 325), a letter sent to Gratian informing him of the results of 
the Council of Aquileia and making several request that the Emperor deal sharply with heretics. Ambrose, 
evidently the author, in the very last line describes Gratian as “one who looks out for the peace and calm of 
the Church (qui paci ecclesiarum quietique consulitis).” This would seem to indicate that the idea of the 
Church’s peace means for Ambrose the simultaneous silencing of heretics and the securing of Ambrose’s 
own position. 

70 Ep. ex. col. 12.7 (CSEL 82/3: 221): Misi autem duos libellos, quorum iam quia tuae clementiae 
sunt probati periculum non verebor. 
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scores, as Palladius refers to Ambrose’s maneuvering and the favorable reception of De 

fide (argued convincingly to be identical with the “blasphemy at Sirmium”71) that caused 

Gratian to cease listening to Palladius’ calls for Ambrose’s deposition.72 So Gratian 

indicated that he had decided to take no action against Ambrose and might even have 

approved him based on his restoration of “the peace of the church” to Ambrose, his 

acceptance of De fide 1–2, and Palladius’ corroboration of Gratian’s increased 

friendliness toward the pro-Nicene side. The bishop of Milan must have learned about 

Gratian’s remission of the heresy charges from another source, perhaps the messenger 

who delivered his letters.73 Despite this good news for Ambrose, there remained the 

sequestrated basilica in his own city as well as an ongoing Homoian presence in Gratian’s 

court. The battle was far from over.  

De fide 3–5 and the Resolution of the Basilica Sequestration 

 The Homoians’ ongoing access to Gratian, who continued to be as politically 

neutral as possible, caused Ambrose to delay his exposition on the Holy Spirit and devote 

time to more robustly defending pro-Nicene theology in what came to be De fide 3–5.74 

                                                 
71 Scholia, 345v, 10–19 (SC 267: 310). McLynn originally contended that the “blasphemy at 

Sirimium” should be identified with De fide in “‘Apology’ of Palladius,” a judgment affirmed by Williams, 
Ambrose, 124–125 and Markschies, Ambrosius, 126–33.  

72 Scholia, 336v, 44–48 (SC 267: 270). Cf. Gottlieb, Ambrosius von Mailand, 44 ff.  

73 I cannot agree with Liebeschuetz, Political Letters, 275n3 in his argument that CTh 16.5.5 lies 
behind Ambrose’s jubilation. The rescript deals with the whole empire (theoretically) rather than Ambrose 
in particular. The heresy charges must have been directed at Ambrose personally, so an impersonal rescript, 
which was almost certainly aimed at Donatists anyway (see Williams, Ambrose, 159–61 and Gottlieb, 
Ambrosius und Gratian, 60–61), would not provide sufficient cause for the Milanese bishop’s evident 
relief. 

74 Ep. ex. col. 12.7 (CSEL 82/3: 221): De spiritu vero interim veniam scriptioni peto, quoniam 
quem iudicem mei sim sermonis habiturus agnovi. 
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As he continued to wrestle with Homoian opposition to the pro-Nicene teaching on the 

Son’s status, he was simultaneously gathering his thoughts concerning the doctrine of the 

Holy Spirit, perhaps acquiring and studying the works of Greek pro-Nicene authors.  

But why would he expand De fide in three more books? One needs look no 

further than Palladius’ “Apologia,” fragments of which are preserved among the so-called 

Arian scholia in the manuscript Par. BN Lat. 8907.75 One of Palladius’ criticisms there is 

that Ambrose made use of pagan fables, specifically of the hydra to describe the unity 

and diversity of “Arian” theology, thereby proving his thought to be unbiblical.76 In De 

fide 3, Ambrose justifies his tactic by appealing to biblical texts that also borrow 

language and images from pagan fables.77 This is but one instance of Ambrose replying 

to what he must have perceived as objections to be seriously reckoned with. In addition to 

blowback from Palladius, Ambrose faced problems at home. This can be perceived in the 

sermons that largely constitute De fide 3–5.78 For example, in one place the bishop 

appears to be closing an address in church: “But now, because the crown of so great a 

martyr has gone before us [i.e. Stephen, whom Ambrose discussed in 3.17.137–41] let us 

relax the eagerness for combat and have a rest after today’s sermon.”79 The references to 

                                                 
75 Gryson, ed., SC 267: 264–74. This text was also reprinted with differently numbered chapters in 

Scripta Arriana Latina I, ed. R. Gryson, CCSL 87 (1982), 147–99. For a discussion of the relationship 
between Palladius’ “Apologia contra Ambrosium” and the rest of the documents preserved by the Homoian 
theologian, Maximinus, active in the fifth century, see McLynn, “The ‘Apology’ of Palladius,” 52–76.  

76 Scholia, 337r, 32–49 (SC 267: 272–73). 

77 De fide 3.1.3–5 (CSEL 78: 108–9).  

78 Williams, “Polemics and Politics,” 528–30. 

79 De fide 3.17.142 (CSEL 78: 158): Sed iam, quia martyris tanti corona processit, studia 
certaminis relaxemus, ferias hodierni sermonis habeamus. Pointed out by Williams, “Polemics and 
Politics,” 528. 
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Gratian are probably later additions.80 Williams shows that the prologue of Book 5 first 

addresses the Emperor in the singular (5.prol.1–8), but abruptly shifts to second person 

plural (vos) in 5.prol.9.81 It can be inferred, then, that much of De fide 3–5 is derived 

from Ambrose’s speeches in Milan. This implies that the bishop experienced opposition 

from the Homoian contingent in his see and confronted it with sermons on the theology 

of the Son. De fide 3–5 essentially represents a sally in both directions of the two-front 

war Ambrose was waging: on the one hand he was responding to the Homoian court 

theologians led by Palladius, and, on the other, the Homoians in Milan led by Julius 

Valens with Justina’s support. The addition to De fide should certainly be interpreted as 

Ambrose’s effort to improve “the fragility of his own position”82 and to buttress his 

theological position with Gratian.  

The resolution of the basilica sequestration. While Palladius of Ratiaria gained an 

audience with Gratian in the late summer of 380 and brokered a deal for a forthcoming 

council that the Homoian theologian believed would give a fair hearing to his side,83 

Valens, Justina, and their coterie were still enjoying imperially sanctioned worship in a 

basilica in Ambrose’s own city. As mentioned briefly above, it appears likely that, in the 

aftermath of the Battle of Hadrianople, Justina ended up in Milan, not Sirmium, as some 

                                                 
80 See the prologues of each book 3–5 as well as De fide 4.8.78, 5.78.88 and 5.13.153. 

81 Williams, “Polemics and Politics,” 529. Cf. De fide 5.prol.1–9 (CSEL 78: 216–19). 

82 Williams, “Polemics and Politics,” 531. 

83 See Palladius’ suggestion of this at Gesta 8 and 10 (CSEL 82/3: 330–32). Cf. Williams, 
“Polemics and Politics,” 530. 

 



55 
 

have claimed.84 At the urging of Valens and the community, Justina had probably sought 

the sequestration of a basilica in the autumn of 378 or winter 379.  Consequently, Gratian 

tacitly authorized the ongoing use of the basilica for the Homoians when he passed 

through Milan the next year (summer 379) by not taking any action.85 T. D. Barnes has 

posited that Gratian’s support for the Homoians with respect to the basilica explains why 

Ambrose chose not to meet the Emperor as he passed through Milan—a snub the bishop 

explains as tactfully as possible in his letter. But Barnes’ characterization of Ambrose’s 

treatment toward Gratian on his visit (or visits) to Milan as “frosty” does not quite 

capture the tone of the bishop’s epistle. It would be better to interpret the brushoff as a 

message to Gratian that only endorsement of the pro-Nicene cause would assure the 

bishop’s complete cooperation.86   

That the basilica remained sequestrated for nearly three years underscores the 

ongoing instability of Ambrose’s relationship to Gratian.87 This further contextualizes 

Ambrose’s exclamations of gratitude in his letter to the Emperor: while he was thankful 

that heresy charges could no longer be brought against him (viz. the quies ecclesiae), he 

could still walk down a street in his city and find one of the churches formerly under his 

jurisdiction occupied by Homoians who were actively seeking to undermine him. Such 

context explains why Ambrose’s tone in his letter is not effusive, even when he expresses 

                                                 
84 See note 9 above. 

85 That Gratian was present in Milan at this time is evidenced by CTh 8.18.6 and 16.5.5. 

86 Barnes, “Ambrose and Gratian,” 173–74 interpreting Ep. ex. col. 12.1 (CSEL 82/3: 220). 

87 It is also interesting to reflect the consequence of the basilica sequestration and its resolution for 
the relationship between Church and both the Roman Empire and the broader community residing in Milan. 
For the topography of the Milanese churches, and their significance to northern Italian society at this time, 
see Humphries, Communities of the Blessed, 196–202. 



56 
 

gratitude that Gratian has silenced the faithless. When one compares Ambrose’s 

expressions of thanks in the letter (Ep. ex. col. 12.2) to the triumphalist language at the 

beginning of DSS (1.prol.17–1.1.21), written two years later, one cannot fail to notice the 

contrast. In Ep. ex. col. 12, Ambrose reports something Gratian had done for him 

privately, writing, “The One who is our Judge knows…that my inmost parts are restored 

by your faith, your salvation, your glory and that my indebted prayers depend not only on 

my public office but also my private affection.”88 The bishop is thanking Gratian for 

something that relates to him personally. In the next sentence, Ambrose also makes a 

point of saying that Gratian has returned “to him (mihi)” the tranquility of the church. 

This contrasts sharply with Gratian’s undoing of the sequestration, reported in DSS, in 

which the Emperor “restored the basilica to the church (basilicam ecclesiae 

reformari).”89 The nature of Ambrose’s thanksgiving in DSS is entirely public. He lauds 

the fact that Constantinople’s extirpation of the Arians led to their military success, 

suggesting a comparison with Milan and the western Empire.90 More explicitly Ambrose 

declares, “It has become evident to all that it was not your doing when you sequestrated 

[the basilica], but it is your doing when you returned it.”91 The restoration of the basilica 

                                                 
88 Emphasis added; my translation. Ep. ex. col. 12.1 (CSEL 82/3: 220). Latin with context: Scit 

ipse nostri arbiter, quem fateris et in quem pie credis, refici viscera mea tua fide, tua salute, tua gloria 
meque non solum officio publico debitas pendere preces sed etiam amore privato. 

89 DSS 1.1.19 (CSEL 79: 24–25): …ut basilicam ecclesiae sine ullo monitore praeceperis 
reformari. 

90 DSS 1.prol.17–18 (CSEL 79: 23–24). 

91 Emphasis added. DSS 1.1.21 (CSEL 79: 25): Patuit, inquam, omnibus et tuum non fuisse, cum 
sequestrares, et tuum esse, cum redderes. 
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symbolized a new era of stability in Ambrose and Gratian’s relationship since it 

displayed Gratian’s public recognition of Nicene Christianity over Homoian Christianity.  

Why did Gratian decide to give the basilica back to Ambrose and thus support 

him publicly? His dismissal of heresy charges must indicate a personal inclination toward 

the group holding Ambrose’s pro-Nicene theology. But as an emperor, Gratian first and 

foremost was concerned over the safety and unity of his realm given the possibility of 

public disturbances connected to ecclesiastical in-fighting.92 When Gratian received 

Ambrose’s De fide 1–2 he recognized a defensible understanding of God. Gratian may 

also have been privately disposed to Nicene belief, though this is difficult to document. 

Personal predilections aside, we must also remember that Theodosius’ example of 

adamant Nicene support may have applied pressure to Gratian. Since Theodosius, in 

control of the eastern part of the Empire, had actively implemented pro-Nicene policies 

from the beginning of his accession, Gratian would have strong impetous to do likewise 

to maintain unity.93 However, as we have seen, Homoians were strong in Milan in the 

years 378–381. It was one thing for Gratian to refuse to hear heresy charges against 

Ambrose. But it was another for him to contradict overtly the wishes of the sizable 

Homoian party in Milan, which by this time possessed a network of bishops under Julius 

Valens’ oversight, some kind of alliance with Ursinus, and had the good will of the 

emperor’s mother Justina. It was much more likely to cause unrest if the emperor had 

                                                 
92 This claim with evidence is presented in Williams, Ambrose, 133–35. Similarly, Nautin, “Les 

Premières Relations,” 244 and Gottlieb, Ambrosius und Gratian, 28. 

93 On the influence of Theodosius’ religious policies on Gratian see Williams, Ambrose, 168–69. 
While Gratian was the senior emperor, Theodosius had the popularity and military strength that would have 
lent him an influence his western counterpart could not afford to ignore. 
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forced the Homoians out of their newly acquired and hard-won place of worship. These 

Homoians shared a strong bond forged under the pressure of opposition from the Nicenes 

led by Ambrose. In such circumstances, any action would have to be carefully executed 

so as to avoid public outbursts, such as occurred in Rome during Damasus’ accession94 or 

in Milan just before Ambrose’s election.95 

As we have documented above, a sequestration requires a third party, to whom 

the disputed good is legally entrusted, to render judgment on who should possess the 

property. Gratian put off this judgment when he was only in Milan for short stretches. 

But when he moved his court from Trier to Milan, taking up residence in the city in early 

381 with his army, Gratian was finally in a position to settle the sequestration.96 With his 

forces present to enforce public peace in the city, Gratian could now follow through on 

his preference for Nicene Christianity. Perhaps more significantly, he could enforce 

Theodosius’ edict (CTh 16.5.6) of 10 January 381 in the West by returning the basilica to 

Nicene control.97 The Homoians would have no choice but to return to observing their 

                                                 
94 M. A. Norton, “Prosopography of Pope Damasus,” 13–81 in Leaders of Iberean Christianity, 

ed. J. Marique (Boston: St. Paul’s Editions, 1962); Ursula Reuter, Damasus. Bischof von Rom, STAC 55 
Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2009), ch. 1; and Charles Pietri, Roma Christiana: Recherches sur l'église de 
Rome, son organisation, sa politique, son idéologie, de Miltiade à Sixte III (311-440), Bibliothèque des 
écoles françaises d'Athènes et de Rome, 224 (Rome: École Française de Rome, Palais Farnese, 1976), chs. 
6–10. 

95 A point gleaned from Williams, Ambrose, 104–16. 

96 On the movement of the court to Milan see McLynn, Ambrose, 120–21. McLynn points to “the 
vastly increased influence that Ambrose was to enjoy through sheer proximity to the government and 
access to its personnel” (120) as the reason the sequestration episode ends in the bishop of Milan’s favor. 
Despite McLynn’s general tendency to diminish Ambrose’s persuasive influence in church-state events, 
here he gives Ambrose more credit than is needful. The clearer explanation is that Gratian could now 
smother potential Homoian unrest because the proximity of his military strength. 

97 Williams, Ambrose, 166–69.  
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liturgies in private residences until another time would present itself to seize a place of 

worship they believed rightfully to belong to them.98 

The Challenges Facing Ambrose in the Composition of DSS  

Table 2.1 below summarizes the reconstruction of the events leading up to early 

381 and the publication of DSS. Clearly, Gratian’s request in “cupio valde” provided the 

immediate motivation for its composition. We have also seen that this was the emperor’s 

second request to Ambrose: he had earlier required him to write De fide 1–2, prompted 

by an Homoian accusation of heresy. We should therefore conclude that Homoian 

allegations against Ambrose stimulated Gratian’s demand for a work on the Spirit along 

with Gratian’s own interest in the question. This scenario nevertheless closely resembles 

a legal action. The Homoians prosecute Ambrose, appealing to the judge, Gratian. 

Gratian fills the role of judge by his literary “summons,” i.e. the request in the epistle 

“cupio valde.” Ambrose is thus the defendant. Ambrose’s task, therefore, was to convince 

Gratian of the biblical validity of the doctrine that the Holy Spirit is God vis-à-vis 

competing arguments from Homoians. In this high-pressure situation, Ambrose had to 

carefully construct the arguments of DSS. But his pro-Nicene commitments bound him to 

certain doctrinal conclusions about the Holy Spirit.  

Did Ambrose have reason to expect Gratian would care about his theological 

arguments? It has been suggested that, despite Gratian’s letters to Ambrose and attention 

to both Homoian and pro-Nicene solicitations, the emperor would have ignored the 

                                                 
98 I refer to the events of 385–386 in which Homoians once again made a bid for a basilica in 

Milan. 
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Table 2.1: Significant Dates in Ambrose’s Conflicts with the Homoians and Gratian 

 
Date Event 

 

374 Ambrose elected bishop of Milan with the approval of Probus and 
Valentinian I amid conflict between Homoians loyal to the cause 
of their former bishop Auxentius and the Nicenes  

9 August 378 Battle of Hadrianople. Valens killed. Homoians, led by Justina, 
mother to the boy emperor Valentianian II, flee from Thrace and 
Dacia to Milan, reinforcing a historically strong contingent of 
Homoians already there 

Autumn 378 Gratian requests from Ambrose a defense of his faith, probably 
under pressure of an accusation of heresy from Homoians in 
Sirmium, Milan, or both. He also sequestrates a basilica in Milan 
for use by the Homoian party 

January 19, 379 Theodosius becomes Emperor 

Late 378/early 379 Ambrose composes De fide 1-2 and presents it to Gratian 
personally in Sirmium 

July 31–August 3, 379 Gratian visits Milan; Ambrose avoids him in protest of the 
sequestration of the basilica 

February 27, 380 Theodosius publishes “Cunctos populos” edict (C. Th. 16.1.1) 
making the Nicene faith the standard of religious orthodoxy 

Autumn 379 
(After Gratian’s visit to Milan in 
Aug. 3, 379 but before his return to 
Milan in April 380) 

Gratian writes letter to Ambrose (“cupio valde”), approving De 
fide 1-2, asking for another copy, and requesting him both to come 
to him and to compose a work showing that the Holy Spirit is God 

Ambrose replies shortly thereafter (Ep. ex. col. 12) excusing 
himself for failing to meet the Emperor in Milan in summer 379 
and begging for more time to complete his work on the Holy 
Spirit. Ambrose thanks Gratian for dismissing heresy charges 

early 380 Palladius of Ratiara, a Homoian bishop, publishes a refutation of 
Ambrose’s De fide 1-2 

Summer(?) 380 Ambrose expands De fide into 5 books, responding to the 
criticisms of Palladius and attempting to strengthen his case in De 
fide 1-2 

January 10, 381 Theodosius mandates Nicene theology as the official religion of 
the eastern part of the Roman Empire; Arians condemned by name 
(CTh 16.5.6) 

Winter/spring 381 Gratian returns the sequestrated basilica back into control of 
Ambrose 

Easter 381 Ambrose completes De Spiritu Sancto and presents it to Gratian 
personally in Milan.  

August 381 Council of Aquileia. Ambrose and 12 fellow bishops of Italy 
depose Palladius and Secundianus, two important Homoian 
bishops from Illyricum. Gratian enforces their ruling. 
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contents of Ambrose’s theological writings. However, it is problematic to suppose 

Gratian would not have seen an intimate link between appropriate care for the gods 

(pietas) and societal flourishing. Trinitarian doctrine may have been difficult for the 

emperor to grasp—along with other laymen (and even many bishops!) of the fourth-

century—but he would not have perceived it as an inconsequential matter. His typical 

commitment to the health of the empire led him to seek out true doctrine regarding the 

relationship of the Son and the Spirit to the Father based on biblical arguments. In this, 

Gratian retained continuity with the pagan tradition of emperors believing that right 

religion leads to civic prosperity.99 Gratian’s letter, “cupio valde,” signifies his attempt to 

understand the conflict between Homoians and pro-Nicenes.100 He was listening to both 

parties, an action consistent with his characteristic trait of listening to all solicitors, 

despite the deleterious effects this practice may have had on imperial bureaucracy.101 

                                                 
99 Ambrose, De fide, 2.16.136–43 evidences a Christian way of appropriating this originally pagan 

thought. Callin attention to the importance of religion for the Roman emperors, both in their public and 
private lives, is the study by Matthew Robert Polk, “Circa deos ac religiones: Religion and the Roman 
Emperor from Augustus to Constantine,” PhD diss. (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University, 2008). Polk 
argues convincingly that Roman emperors’ piety was not mere show but seriously chosen belief for the 
sake of political and military success resulting from deities’ favor. For instance, Polk shows that Domitian 
attempted to bolster his lackluster military achievements by associating himself closely with a martial deity, 
Minerva (105–12); because of his ability to protect the Roman people through military conquest, Trajan 
became linked with Jupiter, in his coinage and by means of the literary endeavors of Pliny and Dio 
Chrysostom (170–74); in the midst of the crises that plagued the Empire in the third century, emperors by 
and large paid a great deal of devotion to the gods they hoped would deliver them from calamity (247–332, 
esp. 271–78); and Constantine inherited these attitudes about divine protection even after his conversion to 
Christianity. As Polk puts it, “Constantine’s ‘holy war’ began in 310; it is just hard to figure out when the 
identity of his divine patron changed” (367).  

100 It is difficult to square Gratian’s ongoing interest in the conflict between Homoians and 
Nicenes with McLynn’s portrayal of Gratian as barely caring about Ambrose’s writings at all: “Need 
Gratian…even have read it [sc. De fide 1–2] through?” (Ambrose, 105); “Gratian was probably unaware of 
the undercurrents of the struggle being waged through him between Amrose and Palladius” (Ambrose., 
118). In an effort to provide counterweight to the older idea that Ambrose was coaching an eager-to-learn 
Gratian in theology, McLynn swings too far the other way. 

101 See McLynn, Ambrose, 87–88, 90–91, 111, and 118. 
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Additionally, the emperors would have had advisers privy to theological debates in court. 

In this politically intense circumstance, Ambrose needed to make persuasive arguments 

in DSS because he was writing for an attentive and interested audience. 

We can add the following evidence that Ambrose carefully prepared DSS: his 

judiciously constructed letter to Gratian. In addition to observations we made above 

about the careful rhetoric of Ep. ex. col. 12, J. H. W. G. Liebeschuetz has shown how 

expertly Ambrose has interwoven and reinterpreted Gratian’s own words from “cupio 

valde” to make the emperor seem as pro-Nicene as possible.102 Additionally, DSS lacks 

the sermonic elements of De fide 3–5. There are several references to Gratian sprinkled 

throughout the text, but all instances of a second person plural pronoun, common in 

preaching, occur in scriptural citations. Furthermore, while Ambrose had to write both 

instantiations of De fide in haste, he had more time to complete DSS.  Granting that 

Gratian sent his letter in autumn of 379, the bishop was planning the treatise for roughly 

18 months.103 In both Ep. ex. col. 12 and De fide 5 he uses the word interim to indicate he 

has been busy studying the topic of the Holy Spirit while further laboring on the status of 

the Son of God.104 Moreover, we know from his borrowings from pro-Nicene writers that 

                                                 
102 Political Speeches, 272–77, especially the translation and notes on pp. 276–77. 

103 Even on the view of McLynn, who dates De fide later than any other scholar, Ambrose would 
still have had six months or so to complete De fide 3–5 and DSS (Ambrose, 118–19). This contradicts the 
common assertion that Ambrose wrote DSS with little forethought, e.g. Ayres, Nicaea, 264. 

104 Ep. ex. col. 12.7 (CSEL 82/3: 221): De spiritu vero interim veniam scriptioni peto. De fide 
5.prol.7 (CSEL 78: 218): Quinque igitur libros de patris et fili ac spiritus sancti inseparabili divinitate 
digerimus, sequestrata interim pleniore disputatione de spiritu … . Markschies comments on this text, 
arguing that the Maurist text is superior reading quinto igitur libro. This suggests that while he was writing 
the fifth book he was also working on the dispute regarding the spirit. Thus, De fide 3–5 and DSS were 
written concurrently (Über den Glauben, 1:50–51). 
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he obtained Greek manuscripts of these authors’ pneumatological works, read them 

carefully, and put them to use.  

It must also be underscored that Gratian and his retinue were not the only 

audience for DSS. Ambrose’s congregation in Milan, though probably sympathetic to the 

bishop at this point, would probably have needed to be convinced about the divinity of 

the Holy Spirit. Given that Ambrose’s predecessor, Auxentius, had Homoian leanings, 

the pro-Nicene doctrine of the Holy Spirit that the Milanese Christians heard expressed 

by their new bishop must have struck them as somewhat novel. Novelty tends to raise red 

flags. Ambrose needed to smooth any ruffled feathers he could. All this casts doubt on 

Jerome’s bitter attack on DSS, and leads us, instead, to expect a polished work.  

Chapter Two Conclusion 

 In this chapter, we have seen that Gratian required Ambrose to defend his faith in 

a rhetorically forensic situation. Gratian was the judge; the Homoians were the 

prosecutors; and Ambrose was the defendant. Homoians in Sirmium and Milan pressed 

the bishop by, respectively, bringing heresy charges and sequestrating a basilica. 

Ambrose responded with two installments of De fide and then DSS. Even while 

remaining open to Homoian complaints, Gratian endorsed Ambrose’s theology by 

dropping the charges against him and returning to the Milanese pro-Nicenes the 

sequestrated basilica by early 381. Some of Gratian’s choices may have been influenced 

by Ambrose’s theological efforts, though Theodosius’ ascension in the East and his pre-

disposition toward Nicene theology possibly played significant roles. In summary, when 

Ambrose began composing DSS, he had good reason to hope for a favorable hearing but 

he also had no guarantee that Gratian would continue to support pro-Nicene 
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congregations in his jurisdiction. Given that Ambrose’s pneumatology would have to 

compete with Homoian pneumatology, we turn to the subject of what the Homoians 

believed about the doctrine of the Holy Spirit. 
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CHAPTER THREE 

The Prosecution’s Position: Homoian Pneumatology 

Gratian, though amenable to pro-Nicene theology, would not be easily persuaded, 

so it was imperative for Ambrose to mount a convincing argument for the 

consubstantiality of the Holy Spirit with the Father and Son. But against what beliefs did 

he construct his argument? What was the basis of Homoian1 objections to his theology of 

the Holy Spirit? To use judicial terminology: the under-explored pneumatology of 

Homoianism will help us understand the contours of the challenge Ambrose faced from 

his theological prosecutors in DSS.2 

Few discussions about Homoian pneumatology exist. These are brief and some 

antedate the groundbreaking critical editions by Roger Gryson.3 This sketch of Homoian 

pneumatology seeks to fill this lacuna by being as thorough as possible. It will proceed as 

chronologically as possible through the eight most relevant Homoian documents extant 

                                                 
1 For use of the term “Homoian,” see Chapter Two, note 2, above. 

2 O. Faller suggests that Ambrose wrote DSS against “Macedonians” whom Gratian had come 
across in Sirmium and that this was the reason for his request that Ambrose wrote on the Holy Spirit (CSEL 
79: 13*–14*). But there is no other evidence that Macedonianism was known in the West and that it has 
anything to do with Ambrose’s conflict with the Homoians, which would have been the only concern for 
Gratian politically-speaking. To think otherwise is to attribute a little too much theological interest to the 
emperor. It must be remembered that Gratian’s inquiries into the Christian faith were combined with his 
imperial interests.  

3 Henry Barclay Swete gives a brief but fairly accurate summary of the main lines of Homoian 
pneumatology (The Holy Spirit in the Ancient Church (London: Macmillan, 1912), 170–71) but misses the 
mark when he later claims that Homoians in the 370s and 380s did not take an “active part in the 
controversy about the Holy Spirit” (182). Also see Meslin, Les Ariennes, 320–24 and Manlio Simonetti, 
“Arianesimo Latino,” Studi Medievali 8 (1967): 663–744 at 730–36. Only R. Gryson, SC 267: 195–96 and 
R. P. C. Hanson, Search 570–72 and 744–45 had access to critically edited texts. 
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before attempting to characterize Homoian pneumatology overall. Unfortunately, all the 

sources likely come from a date after the publication of Ambrose’s DSS.4 However, it 

will also come to light in this chapter that the extant Homoian texts also produce a 

remarkably consistent depiction of the Holy Spirit. Furthermore, as will be shown, the 

Homoian doctrine of the Holy Spirit shares many characteristics with that of Eunomius of 

Cyzicus, whose teaching was developed in the 360s. Without arguing that Homoians 

were necessarily dependent on Eunomius, the likeness between their pneumatologies at 

least suggests logical consistency in non-Nicene theologies. Thus, the material 

investigated in this chapter will give a reliable, if imperfect, description of the 

pneumatology set against Ambrose’s. If a central claim of Homoian pneumatology had to 

be hazarded, it would be the subordination of the nature and activities of the Spirit to the 

Father and Son. 

Summary of Homoian Texts and their Dating 

Of the eight texts to be considered six come from collections critically edited by 

Gryson, who has done a great service in rendering them accessible from their poor, 

neglected condition, in Scolies ariennes (SC 267) and Scripta Arriana Latina (CCSL 87). 

In these books, there are four principle groups of texts: (1) Collectio Veronensis, (2) 

Scholia in concilium Aquileiense, (3) Fragmenta in Lucam rescripta, and (4) Fragmenta 

                                                 
4 Ambrose’s DSS itself cannot be used as a source for Homoian pneumatology for two reasons. 

First, Ambrose often dealt with what he perceived to be the implications of his opponents’ theology rather 
than their theology itself, a strategy often employed by Athanasius before him. Thus, it would be all too 
easy to mistake the inference for the actual doctrine. Second, Ambrose probably brought up objections to 
pro-Nicene pneumatology that Homoians never made. Or, the bishop of Milan might himself have 
responded to doctrinal statements or exegetical moves that Homoians did not make but were made by the 
opponents of those writers who served as his sources, i.e. Athanasius, Didymus, and Basil and the so-called 
Tropiki or the so-called Macedonians.  
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theologica rescripta. Significant pneumatological reflections can be found in (1), (2), and 

(4). The third, the Fragmenta in Lucam, will not be considered, because, as Gryson 

writes, “se caractérise … par l’absence de polémique explicite dans les passages où 

affleure la doctrine arienne.”5 Additionally, we will consider two works connected to 

Augustine’s polemics against “Arians”: the Sermo arrianorum and the Collatio cum 

Maximino.6 In order to trace the development of Homoian pneumatology, we must risk 

assigning dates to these texts.  

Palladius’ literary remains only extend to some fragments in Par. BN Lat. 8907.7 

Improving upon Gryson’s original outline of the text, McLynn has argued that the whole 

text (336r, 1–349r, 4) was originally conceived by Maximinus, its editor, as the Apologia 

contra Ambrosium, aimed against Ambrose’s acts and beliefs.8 Composed of two 

different original writings, the first block of text is a fragment of a longer work refuting 

Ambrose’s De fide 1–2, probably composed in 379 and addressed to Gratian (336r, 1–

337r, 49). The second block protests Ambrose’s aggressive conduct at the Council of 

                                                 
5 Gryson, Scripta Arriana Latina (CCSL 87), xxiii. 

6 One other text might have been considered: the Altercatio Heracliani laici cum Germinio. This 
record of a debate having taken place on 13 January 366 presents some pneumatology from Germinius, a 
so-called Homoian. (It has been shown that Germinius defies the typology of “Homoianism”, however, by 
D. H. Williams, “Another Exception.”) In addition to doubts about his connections with the larger Homoian 
alliance, this text has been shown by Manlio Simonetti to have been substantially redacted by a later pro-
Nicene editor. See “Osservazioni sull’ ‘Altercatio Heracliani cum Germinio,’” VC 21 (1967): 39–58. Since 
many of the anachronisms have to do with the doctrine of the Holy Spirit and given its other problems, it 
seemed best that this text be excluded. For those interested, see the text printed with notes by C. P. Caspari, 
ed., “Altercatio Heracliani laici cum Germinio, episcopo Sirmiensi, de fide Synodi Nicaenae et Ariminensis 
Arianorum,” Kirchenhistorische Anecdota 1 (1886): 133–47. 

7 Discussion of the manuscript and previous editions of it can be found in Gryson’s introduction, 
SC 267: 25–51. 

8 McLynn, “The ‘Apology’ of Palladius,” 57. 
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Aquileia,9 and therefore must be dated later than 381. It would be reasonable to place this 

text in 383, since it speaks against Damasus, who died in December of 384, under the 

assumption he is still alive.10 Another reason it is plausible that Palladius wrote his work 

sometime close to 383 is to discredit Ambrose before journeying to Constantinople with 

Ulfila, bishop of the Goths, to request that Theodosius overturn the decisions made by the 

Council of Aquileia, if indeed he did make such a journey.11 Moreover, Palladius was 

probably a septuagenarian by the time of the Council of Aquileia (381), so he must have 

written his refutation of the Council without the lapse of too much time.12 

Gryson has also published two fragmentary writings in Scripta Arriana Latina 

relevant for Homoian pneumatology. These are the so-called treatise Adversus 

Orthodoxos et Macedonianos (Adv. Orth. et. Maced.) and the Instructio verae fidei (Instr. 

v. fid.). Gryson reassembled these from their poor, mixed up condition in a codex in the 

Bobbio Library.13 The authors of these works are unknown, though Gryson believes them 

                                                 
9 Markschies provides an alternative view of the Council of Aquileia, understanding Ambrose’s 

actions in terms of Roman law. By conciliar precedent, Ambrose needed Palladius to affirm a text such as 
the letter of Arius to prove he was a heretic. It is for the same reason that Ambrose persists in calling 
Palladius an “Arian” despite the bishop of Ratiaria’s protestations. While Markschies’ reconstruction does 
not exonerate Ambrose of underhanded dealing in allowing Palladius to suppose the Council would include 
bishops from the East—more likely to favor Palladius’ theological point-of-view—it does at least explain 
the role of Arius and Arianism in the proceedings of the day. See Ambrosius, 124–27. Compare with the 
much harsher account of Ambrose’s conduct in McLynn, Ambrose, 124–37. 

10 Scholia 343v 41–345v, 2 (SC 267: 302–10).  

11 Scholia 3084, 35–310r, 11 (SC 267: 250–58) and Meslin, Les Ariens, 91–92, though Gryson has 
shown good reason to doubt Maximinus as a chronicler (SC 267: 162–65). 

12 Meslin, Les Ariens, 111–12. Though he gives no specific date, McLynn plausibly suggests that 
the work was written close to 381 given that Palladius was probably over 70 years old, given he had been a 
presbyter for 11 years before holding his post as bishop for 35 years (“The ‘Apology’ of Palladius,” 57 
based on Scholia 342v 34–7, (SC 267: 300)). 

13 Gryson, CCSL 87: xxiii–xxiv. 
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to have been different people. Gryson supposes an Illyrican provenance for both the Adv. 

Orth. et. Maced. and the Instr. v. fid.14 For the Instr. v. fid., Gryson claims that it is used 

by the author of the Sermo arrianorum, suggesting an earlier date.15 Indeed, a rather early 

date in the 380s seems appropriate since in Frag. 23, the author asserts the wholeness of 

the Spirit: the Spirit remains one despite being present among all the saints; he is not 

composed of parts, nor is it possible to divide him, but he also maintains oneness in 

everything.16 How it is possible for a creature to be present in many places at once goes 

unaddressed. An earlier date could explain why the author is unaware of the common 

pro-Nicene argument that the Spirit’s ubiquity points to his divine nature, e.g. in 

Didymus and in Ambrose.17 The other text in these fragments is the Adv. Orth. et. Maced. 

It must have been composed later than 381, since the author laments that those who “call 

themselves orthodox … took possession of our churches and hold them fast in their 

tyrannical way.”18 The seizing of churches in Illyricum points to a time after the Councils 

of Aquileia and Constantinople (381), but this sounds like a time of recent memory since 

                                                 
14 Gryson, Scripta Arriana Latina (CCSL 87), xxiv–xxv. 

15 Gryson, Scripta Arriana Latina (CCSL 87), xxv. 

16 Instr. v. fid., frag. 23; V 207, 48–V 208, 8 (CCSL 87: 265): Manet ergo, sicuti diximus, in 
uniuersis sanctis non diuisus, sed integer; nec enim diuidi potest illa natura; qui enim compositus non est 
ex membris, nec diuidi potest, sed integer in omnibus perseuerat. On the other hand, the same doctrine is 
espoused in Maximinus’ debate with Augustine (Collatio cum Maximino 11, ed. Migne, PL 42: 709–40), 
which took place in 427/428. 

17 Didymus, De Spiritu Sancto 21–24; Traité du Saint-Esprit, ed. and trans. Louis Doutreleau, SC 
386 (1992), 162–64; Ambrose, DSS 1.7.81–88 (CSEL 79: 48–53).  

18 Adv. Orth. et Maced., frag. 7; V 193, 17 – 21 (CCSL 87: 239): … qui se dicunt orthodoxos, qui 
eclesias [sic] nostras inuaserunt et more tyrannico obtinent. 
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the “orthodox” hold their churches in the present tense against what sounds like active 

resistance. Thus, it would be reasonable to assign a date of the late 380s or early 390s.  

The Sermo Arianorum was likely composed in 419, a date argued convincingly by 

Brian E. Daley based on the knowledge that Augustine completed his refutation of this 

document by the end of 419.19 The Collatio cum Maximino originates from 427/428, a 

time too late in Augustine’s life for him to have mentioned it in his Retractationes and a 

time that also fits the chronology of other historical events.20 

The Collectio Veronensis cannot be dated beyond the late fifth century, as the 

manuscript comes from about that time.21 Two of the six texts in this collection will be 

considered in this chapter: the De sollemnitatibus sermones and the Contra hereticos. For 

the former, Gryson suggests a North African provenance based on similarities to other 

homiletic literature from that time and place.22 The fact that Cyprian, the most famous 

saint of North Africa, is named so frequently and whose birthday is celebrated in one of 

the homilies lends credence to that provenance for this cycle of homilies.23 Gryson 

further argues that the texts were probably composed under “Arian” Vandal rule given 

                                                 
19 “Giant’s Twin Substances: Ambrose and the Christology of Augustine’s Contra sermonem 

Arianorum,” in Augustine: Presbyter Factus Sum, ed. Frederick van Fleteren (New York: Peter Lang, 
1993), 477–95, especially 478–79.  

20 See the introduction by Roland J. Teske, trans., Augustine, Arianism and other Heresies WSA 
I/18 (1995), 175–76. Cf. Joseph T. Lienhard, “Augustine against Maximinus: towards a critical edition,” 
23–27 in StP 36, eds. M. F. Wiles and E. J. Yarnold (Louvain: Peeters, 2001).  

21 Gryson, Scripta Arriana Latina (CCSL 87), xix.  

22 Scripta Arriana Latina (CCSL 87), xx. 

23 “De natale sancti Cypriani,” De somn. 12; 67v, 9–69r, 20 (CCSL 87: 80–82); Cyprian is quoted 
in “Contra paganos,” 104r, 20 (124) and referenced in De somn. 3; 47v, 15 (58) and De somn. 15; 76r, 5 
(90) and Contra paganos 107v, 20 (128); 110v, 5 (132).  
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their “serene tone” and the lack of “explicit polemic” against pro-Nicene theology.24 

Thus, the texts would have been produced after 439 but before 500. The short Contra 

hereticos text in the same collection can likely be assigned the same dating. There is no 

internal hint as to the milieu of the text except that the pneumatology in the text may be 

responding to a post-381 pro-Nicene theology of the Holy Spirit. While it had been 

claimed that all six of these texts were authored by the same Maximinus that debated 

Augustine in 427/428,25 Gryson has argued that it was not based on comparison of 

scriptural citations and other factors.26  

A summary of the proposed—but admittedly tentative—dating of these texts 

follows in Table 3.1. 

Table 3.1. Proposed Dates for Key Homoian Pneumatological Texts 

Order 
Assessed 

Text Date 

1 Palladius, Apologia 383 
2 Auxentius of Durostrorum, Epistula 

(including the Confession of Ulfila) 
383 

3 Adversus Orthodoxos et Macedonianos 380s 
4 Instructio verae fidei 380s 
5 Sermo arrianorum 419 
6 Collatio cum Maximino (Augustine and 

Maximinus) 
427/428 

7 De sollemnitatibus sermones 439 but before 500 
8 Contra hereticos 439 but before 500 

                                                 
24 Scripta Arriana Latina (CCSL 87), xx. This is supported by the nearly instant backing of 

“Arians” and persecution of Nicenes following the Vandal conquest of North Africa. See Torsten 
Cumberland Jacobsen, A History of the Vandals (Yardley, PA: Westholme, 2012), 129–33 and 272–75. 

25 B. Capelle, “Un homiliaire de l’évêque arien Maximin,” RB 34 (1922): 81–108. 

26 Roger Gryson, “Les citations scripturaires des oeuvres attribuées à l'évêque arien Maximinus,” 
RB 88 (1978): 45–80 and idem, Le recueil arien de Vérone: Ms. LI de la Bibliothèque Capitulaire et 
feuillets inédits de la collection Giustiniani Recanati. Étude codicologique et paléographique, IPM 13 
(Leuven: Brepols, 1982). 
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1. Palladius of Ratiaria’s Pneumatology 

The first block of Palladius’ text—the response to Ambrose’s De fide—does not 

mention the Holy Spirit, but the second—the protest against the proceedings of the 

Council of Aquileia—contains some relevant comments. Since these occurred after the 

publication of DSS in 381, they may be responding to Ambrose’s pneumatology. 

Ambrose may not have been aware of Palladius’ specific pneumatology as exposited in 

what follows. On the other hand, they likely represent the bishop of Ratiaria’s settled 

beliefs on the Paraclete. Given Palladius’ polemical relationship with Ambrose and his 

influence on later Homoian authors such as Maximinus, they greatly assist in 

reconstructing the general drift of the Homoian doctrine of the Holy Spirit. 

The vast majority of the bishop of Ratiaria’s remarks on the Paraclete occur in his 

refutation of the “blasphemy of Sirmium.” Nine propositions attributed to this blasphemy 

are systematically disproven.27 McLynn has suggested that the nine propositions can be 

matched with, if not in exact terms, elements of the exposition of faith that begins 

Ambrose’s De fide as well as parts of DSS.28 Five of these nine points relate to the 

doctrine of the Holy Spirit. 

First, Palladius’s refutation of divinity consisting of “three co-laborers (tres 

cooperarios)” concerns us because he argues against Ambrose’s understanding of 

common operations. As discussed in Chapter Seven below, the argument that the three 

                                                 
27 Scholia 345v, 19–348r 35, (SC 267: 308–22). 

28 McLynn, “‘Apology’ of Palladius,” 61–66. Also, Williams, Ambrose, 124–25 and Markschies, 
Ambrosius, 128–33. 
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Persons29 act inseparably, thus demonstrating their one power and one nature, was a 

cornerstone argument of the bishop of Milan’s case that the Son and Spirit are equal to 

the Father. Palladius claims that Ambrose teaches that the three are meant “when a 

general work of a single worker is recorded,” listing several biblical passages: 1 Cor 8:6; 

Col 1:15–17; Prov 8:22; and Ps. 33[32]:9. All four verses are about creation, and 

Palladius’ point seems to be that the Son obeys the order of the Father in this activity 

because creation occurs “through the Son (per filium).” Prov 8:22, ubiquitous in the 

“Arian”–Nicene controversies, supports the idea that the Son, i.e. “Wisdom,” came into 

being for the purpose of creating everything. By citing this verse, Palladius appears to be 

arguing that there is one work in bringing forth the Son, and another work in bringing 

forth all other created things. In so doing, Palladius repeats a long established tradition of 

“Logos Theology” in which the Son serves “as mediator between Creator and creation … 

the means by which the transcendent divine Father creates and interacts with the 

creation.”30 Construing the Son as the intermediary between Father and creation also 

maintains a hierarchical relationship between Father and Son. Such “Logos Theology” 

runs through each Homoian author considered below. The bishop of Ratiaria links this 

argument with the role of the Spirit:  

Because [Scripture says,] “he spoke and all things were made; he commanded and 
they were created” (Ps 33[32]:9), and it does not refer to “the one Lord Jesus 
through whom are all things” (Col 1:15), will you prove that the Holy Paraclete 
has also played a role in the creation of the world, who appeared in the form of a 

                                                 
29 Homoians sometimes use the terminology of “Persons (personae)” as a technical way to refer to 

the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, e.g. Auxentius’ Letter, Scholia 305r, 36 (SC 267: 238). However, I also 
refer to the divine Persons as “the three” throughout. 

30 Ayres, Nicaea, 303. 
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dove as the sign (index) of Jesus and who was sent through him to the apostles 
after the resurrection at Pentecost as a teacher of evangelical preaching?31 

Palladius believes Ambrose is mistaking the basic sequence of the Christian story when 

he attributes creative activity to the Paraclete.32 The Holy Spirit only appears after Jesus’ 

incarnation: first as a sign at Jesus’s baptism, and then as a teacher of the Apostles at 

Pentecost. To claim a role for him in the activity of creation seems anachronistic to 

Palladius. Rather, the Father operates first by bringing the Son into being by generation; 

the Son subsequently causes all created things to come into being; and the Holy Spirit 

works in the Church. There is thus not one operation, but three separate operations over 

time, gradually diminishing in scope and honor. Against this framework, which may have 

its roots in Tertullian33, Palladius can downplay OT witnesses to the Spirit’s activity. 

Second, Palladius reasons that there cannot be tres consessores, or “three sitting 

next to one another.” The word consessor refers to someone having a royal or judicial 

function. Scripture talks about Jesus sitting at the right hand of the Father in “his one and 

only seat,” implying that there is no room for the Spirit, who can only preach about that 

seat, e.g. in Ps 110[109]:1.34 Palladius points to the Bible’s silence regarding the Holy 

Spirit. The underlying assumption seems to be that if the Spirit were God, then he would 

be included in the royal-judicial imagery of the throne room. 

                                                 
31 Scholia 347r, 3–10 (SC 267: 316): Quoniam ipse dixit et facta sunt, ipse mandauit et creata 

sunt, necnon unus Dominus Ihesus per quem omnia facta sunt referatur, tu probas sanctum Paracletum qui 
in figura columbae index Ihesu apparuit et per eum post resurrectionem doctor euangelicae praedicationis 
per Pentecosten apostolis missus est, alioquin erga craeaturam mundi esse operatum.  

32 Ambrose writes that the Spirit is Creator at DSS 1.2.27–3.54; 2.5.32; and 3.18.138–40, 
occasionally making use of Ps. 33. 

33 See Selby, “Ambrose’s ‘Inspired’ Moderation.” 

34 Scholia 347r 11–40 (SC 267: 316–18). 
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A long passage follows that captures the rationale behind Palladius’ trinitarian 

theology, and is thus worth quoting in full. Palladius is refuting the idea that the three are 

“indistinguishable (indifferentes).” While Ambrose had not used the precise word 

indifferentes, he certainly had claimed in De fide that the Father, Son, and Spirit are equal 

and share in the same substance. Palladius responds: 

When you necessarily say that the three are also indistinguishable, you have not 
directed your attention to the fact that … the Father sends the Son, the Son sends 
the Paraclete. The Father hands over the Son to suffering; the Holy Spirit, having 
endured in the office of a servant proclaims the Son. Indeed, the Son yet glorifies 
the Father, the Paraclete Spirit glorifies the Son. The Son bears witness to the 
Father. The Son’s witness with and through the apostles proves the Holy Spirit’s 
existence. The Son says what he has heard from the Father; the Holy Spirit brings 
to the apostles the things heard from the Son. The Son is sent in the name of the 
Father, the Paraclete Spirit in the name of the Son. The Father redeems the church 
by the suffering of the Son; the Holy Spirit both attends to and teaches the church 
redeemed by the blood of Christ with care. Naturally, the Spirit also appoints 
bishops in [the church] for the honour of His Lord. He also appoints offices and 
distributes graces. [Thus], a clear and obvious separation may be distinguished 
between Persons and it is entirely insufficient to refer to the three as 
indistinguishable!35  

Palladius criticizes Ambrose for failing to see the ontological implications of the different 

actions or operations of the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. Then, the one-time bishop of 

Ratiaria compares the various missions of Son and Spirit in order to show that the Spirit’s 

mission is inferior, and therefore his status is of a lower grade. The Father sends the Son; 

the Son sends the Spirit, thus implying different and neatly defined roles for Son and 

                                                 
35 Scholia 347v, 1–36 (SC 267: 318–20): Tres etiam indifferentes dicendo non advertistis quod  …  

Pater Filium mittit, Filius mittit Paracletum, Pater Filium tradit passioni, Spiritus Sanctus officio ministri 
passum predicat Filium, adhuc vero Filius Patrem, Spiritus Paracletus glorificat Filium, Filius Patri 
testimonium fert, testis Fili cum apostolis et per apostolos existit Spiritus Sanctus, Filius quae a Patre audit 
loquitur, Spiritus Sanctus a Filio audita ad apostolos perfert, Filius in nomine Patris, in nomine Fili 
Spiritus Paracletus mittitur, Pater Fili passione Eclesiam redimit, redemptam sanguine Cristi Eclesiam 
Spiritus Sanctus sua et procurat et instruit cura, quippe ipse in honorem domini sui et episcopos 
constituens in ea et ministeria dirigens et dividens gratias,—evidens ac manifesta differentia in personis 
cernatur et omnino non sufficit tres indifferentes referre. 
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Spirit: the Father’s sending redeems the church; the Son’s suffering (passio) is the means 

of this redemption; and the Spirit’s attention to and instruction of the church upholds its 

life.36 Essentially, the different functions of the divine persons (personae) indicate the 

distinction (differentia) between them. Further, this distinction implies that the Father, 

Son, and Spirit exist on dissimilar ontological planes. On this passage, Hanson has it 

backward when he asserts Palladius’ view of functions is caused by his graded hierarchy 

in the “Trinity.” 37 Instead, the Son’s actions demonstrate his unworthiness of the Father, 

and the Spirit’s deeds indicate how he falls short of the Son. Palladius’ theology of the 

divine missions entails a graded hierarchy of being in God’s life. The pattern of the 

inference from action to ontology matches Nicene reasoning—they both hold the 

principle that function reveals something essential. But Palladius uses operations to 

distinguish the three while Nicenes appeal to inseparable operations to prove the three’s 

unity.38 

Fourth, Palladius denounces Ambrose for holding the three are tres inresolutos. 

The criticism is that Ambrose’s theology causes the properties of the Persons to bleed 

into one another: no one would bind ropes or tie knots the way Ambrose tries to unify 

                                                 
36 While the influence is probably indirect rather than direct, Palladius here sounds much like 

Origen, De principiis 1.3.5, when he describes the operations of the Father, Son, and Spirit in terms of 
diminishing spheres: the Father is over all creation, the Son over rational creatures, and the Spirit over the 
sanctified alone. 

37 Hanson, Search, 564. 

38 This point of disagreement surfaces quite clearly in Augustine’s initial question to Maximinus in 
their debate: “It bothers me that you state that the Holy Spirit enlightens us by himself, as if Christ did not 
enlighten us. I want, first of all, to hear what you think on that point.” (Col. Max. 5; trans. Roland Teske, 
WSA 1/18, 189). Augustine tries to bring to the fore that Maximinus’ Trinitarian theology is predicated on 
the Spirit executing a different mission than the Son—in this case “enlightening” humankind. 
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them, because, in Palladius’ view, Ambrose claims that each of the three’s characteristic 

quality “dissolves distinction.” Palladius turns again to the example of Jesus’ baptism to 

show that the Holy Spirit merely points to Christ as a sign (index). The Spirit’s 

signification of Jesus expresses his distinction from Jesus.39 Unfortunately, lacunae in 

this section of the text render understanding the finer points of the bishop of Ratiaria’s 

argument impossible, especially the last part in which he (presumably) concludes 

regarding the significance of the difference in activities between the three in Jesus’ 

baptism. It should be noted, however, that the Spirit’s bearing witness to Christ suffices 

to reveal his third rank, which fits the “activity-indicates-essential properties” pattern we 

have already observed in Palladius. 

Last but not least, Palladius rejects Ambrose’s idea that “for the three nothing is 

impossible (tres nihil inpossibile habe[n]tes).” The bishop of Ratiaria believes that only 

the Father for whom nothing is impossible: “The Son neither gave birth to the Creator, 

God of the Father, since he is the one Father of the only-begotten, and the Holy Spirit in 

the likeness of the Son is not proven to have created anything.”40 The three are again 

distinguished by ability: they have different powers: The Father alone generates; the Son 

                                                 
39 Scholia 347v, 36–347r, 6 (SC 267: 320): Tres etiam inresolutos scribsistis […] preter uos nemo 

uel in modum funium obligauit uel nodorum ligauit exemplo, siquidem propriaetas personarum et 
distinctionem solutam et liberam ac differentem operationem […13…]at. Cum filius ihesus in abitu hominis 
baptiz[are]tur spiritus sanctus in speciae columbe caelitus superuenit baptizato; tum etiam […] l 
[….]su[…8…] Patris auditur quippe testantis illum suum filium et quem index spiritus sanctus ostendit ei 
dubitas [……]ae tam qui ostendit agnum Dei quam qui ostensus est agnus [……] etiam qui coram ostendit 
[….]ut n[,,] […23…]tur. 

The lacunae here are due to the poor state of the manuscript. See Gryson, SC 267: 25–26 for the 
conditions of the manuscript. 

40 Scholia 348r, 7–17 (SC 267: 320): Item tres nihil inpossibile habentes cum utique nec filius 
exemplo patris opificem genuerit deum siquidem unus sit unigeniti pater nec uero spiritus sanctus 
similitudine fili aliquid craeasse probetur.  
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creates; the Holy Spirit can do neither. Understanding the respective powers (potestates) 

of the Son and Spirit as delegated by the omnipotent Father and therefore inferior to his 

power is essential.41 Palladius underscores this point by further distinguishing the Son 

and Spirit: “The one [the Son], born as God from [the Father] before all things, creates all 

things. But the other [the Holy Spirit], made through the Son before all things, sanctifies 

all created things.”42 Again, Palladius signifies how crucial it is to think of the Holy Spirit 

as other than the Creator. He buttresses this claim by asserting that the Paraclete, so far 

from being Creator, is created. The Son and Spirit do not share one power with the 

Father: they are given their own particular lesser powers, indicating that they are caused 

and that, therefore, it is inaccurate to say nothing is impossible for them. The relative 

powers of the Son and Spirit are a function of the Father’s choice, his “principle and 

almighty authority.”43 All this serves to form strong distinctions between the three in their 

particular abilities and therefore in their natures. This stringent separation of the Father, 

Son, and Holy Ghost in Palladius’ theology belies his concern to rebut what he considers 

modalism in his pro-Nicene opponents. When he rebukes Ambrose for saying the “three 

are indistinguishable (tres…indifferentes)”, it becomes clear that pro-Nicene insistence on 

the substantial unity of the three has provoked Palladius’ strong distinctions between the 

three. The Homoian authors considered below take a similar hard line against modalism 

resulting in sharp divisions between the three. 

                                                 
41 Scholia 348r, 21–30 (SC 267: 320): Nihil autem inpossibile eis in his dumtaxat quae eis 

omnipotens ac principalis auctoritas dei patris congrua potestate indulsit …. 

42 Scholia 348r, 30–35 (SC 267: 320): … alter quidem ante omnia a se genitus deus cuncta 
craearet, alter uero per filium ante omnia factus sanctificaret craeata. 

43 Scholia 348r, 21–30 (SC 267: 320). On the relation between powers and will in anti-Nicene 
theology see Barnes, Power, 138–40.  
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2. The Pneumatology of Auxentius of Durostorum and Ulfila 

Auxentius contended with Ambrose in Milan throughout the 380s. Theodosius’ 

edict in 380 possibly ejected him from his original see in Durostorum in Moesia Secunda 

and caused him to migrate to Milan. Sometime before 384, he became bishop of the 

Homoian community there. He is known only from Ambrose’s works against him,44 and 

from his eulogy for his teacher Ulfila, preserved as part of Maximinus’ anti-Nicene 

documents. Like Palladius’ fragments, these have been published in Scholies Ariennes 

(SC 267: 236–51) and in CCSL 87 (160–71). Ulfila (alternatively known as Ulfilas or 

Wulfila) may have been the most famous Homoian.45 Though he was Cappadocian and 

knew Greek, he was raised among the Goths, perhaps because his parents or ancestors 

were enslaved by trans-Danubian Goths.46 Ulfila appears to have been initially 

consecrated a bishop in 341—if Auxentius is correct47—appointed with a ministry to the 

Goths by Eusebius of Nicomedia, himself frequently labeled an “Arian” by his 

opponents. After being consecrated, Ulfila evangelized many Trans-Danubian Goths as 

                                                 
44 Ep. 75A (CSEL 82/3: 82–107); ET with introduction and notes in Liebeschuetz, Political 

Letters, 142–60. This “letter” is actually a sermon to Ambrose’s Milanese congregation, often referred to as 
the Contra Auxentium. Auxentius hailed from Durostorum in Thrace. Ambrose claims he changed his name 
from Mercurinus to consolidate support in Milan in memory of the famous Homoian bishop and Ambrose’s 
predecessor. Cf. Williams, Ambrose, 202–17. 

45 On Ulfila’s life and writings see Philostorgius, Historia ecclesiastica 2.3–5; Socrates, HE 4.33; 
Sozomenus, HE 6.37; Theodoret, HE 4.37; and Auxentius in Scholia 304v, 1–307v, 38 (SC 267: 236–50). 
Secondary literature includes Gryson, SC 267: 143 – 65; Hanson, Search, 588 – 90; and Manlio Simonetti, 
Patrology, ed. Angelo di Berardino (Allen, TX: Christian Classics, 1995), 95–97. 

46 As recorded in Philostorgius, Historia ecclesiastica 2.5. See discussion in Gryson, SC 267: 144–
45. 

47 Scholia 306v, 23–27 (SC 267: 244), and discussion by Gryson in SC 267: 145–47. 
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well as the Tervingians, while he enjoyed the support of Constantius.48 As part of these 

efforts, he rendered the Bible into Gothic.49  

While Auxentius clearly wishes Ulfila to be associated with his group, the 

Homoians, some scholars, most notably Manlio Simonetti, believe Ulfila to be an 

Anhomoian or Eunomian. There is some merit to this position as he does emphasize that 

the Father is “ingenerate” vis-à-vis the Son being generated.50 However, he also was a 

signatory at the Council of Constantinople of 360 which adopted a creed widely 

recognized as Homoian and which condemned Anhomoian/Eunomian theology.51 Either 

way, the fact that Ulfila’s words exist in Auxentius’ writing shows that he was 

appropriated by Homoians and shared their political concerns.52 And, as we shall see, 

with regard to the doctrine of the doctrine of the Holy Spirit the Eunomian position and 

the Homoian are nearly indistinguishable.53  

                                                 
48 Gryson, SC 267: 147–48 and Hanson, Search, 589. 

49 Philostorgius, Historia ecclesiastica 2.3. Cf. Hanson, Search, 589. 

50 Simonetti, La Crisi Ariana nel Quarto Secolo (Rome: Institutum patristicum 
Augustinianum, 1975), 442–43 and 460n5. 

51 Hanson, Search, 590, citing J. Zeiller, Les origines chrétiennes dans les provinces danubiennes  
|de l’Empire romain (Paris: E. de Boccard, 1918), 451 and 463. Also, J. N. D. Kelly, Early Christian 
Creeds, 3rd ed. (Harlow: Longman, 1972), 294–95. 

52 However, even pro-Nicene historians as well as Philostorgius the Eunomian would later 
appropriate Ulfila for themselves as much as possible. For critical discussion of the sources for Ulfila’s life 
see Neil B. McLynn, “Little Wolf in the Big City: Ulfila and His Interpreters,” Bulletin of the Institute of 
Classical Studies 50.S91 (2007): 125–35.  

53 It is very difficult to delineate exactly what it means to be Homoian in any case. The difficulty 
Hanson has in keeping Homoianism separated from Eunomianism in his chapter on Homoian Arianism is 
telling (Search, 557–97, esp. 572–75), though he is also able to point out a few differences in emphasis 
later on (Search, 635–36). This difficulty has also been raised in the case of supposedly diehard Homoians 
such as Germinius of Sirmium and Auxentius of Milan. See, respectively, D. H. Williams, “Another 
Exception” and Michael Stuart Williams, “Auxentius of Milan.” Homoians are best understood not as 
strictly distinct from Eunomians because of hard and fast points of theology but as a political 
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Auxentius’ eulogy was composed in or shortly after 383, when Ulfila is known to 

have died in Constantinople.54 As with Palladius’ discourse on the “blasphemy at 

Sirmium” which was penned subsequent to the Council of Aquileia, we must note that 

the pneumatology expressed by Auxentius and Ulfila could be reacting to Ambrose’s 

DSS to some extent. However, this text probably reflects the beliefs about the Spirit 

within the Homoian congregation in Milan with whom Ambrose was locked in a tense 

controversy from 378 through the ending of the basilica sequestration in 381 and beyond. 

Auxentius could not have enjoyed leadership of the Milanese Homoian community if he 

were out of step with them on this important doctrine.  

Even though Ulfila’s confession comes in the text after Auxentius’ summary of 

his doctrine, we will examine the Gothic bishop’s exposition of his faith first since 

Auxentius’s comments basically expand Ulfila’s confession. Auxentius offers Ulfila’s 

creed as the last testament of his life.55 The profession is only 35 lines long, but over half 

of it deals with the Holy Spirit, reflecting the importance of the doctrine of the Spirit in 

the place and time of Ulfila’s death: Constantinople in 383. After designating the Father 

                                                 
conglomeration based on the creeds promulgated by the Councils of Seleucia and Ariminum (359). See 
Chapter Two, note 2 above for use of “Homoian” in this dissertation. 

54 For this dating, see Gryson (SC 267: 62–63), who believes it likely Auxentius’ letter was sent to 
Ulfila’s followers as an encouragement to stay the faith in the face of adversity. Gryson is probably correct 
that the strong feeling in the letter indicates it was composed a short time after Ulfila’s death. 

55 Ulfila’s biography is recorded at Scholia 306v, 4–308r, 35 (SC 267: 244). 
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as the “unbegotten and invisible” and the Son as the only-begotten Creator, he calls the 

Father “God of our god,” the Son.56 On the other hand, Ulfila believes in:  

One Holy Spirit, an illuminating and sanctifying power (virtus). As Christ said 
after his resurrection to his Apostles: “Behold I sent among you that one promised 
of my Father. But remain in the city of Jerusalem, until you are clothed with 
power from on high” (Lk 24:49). Again, “Receive the power descending among 
you by the Holy Spirit” (Acts 1:8). He is neither God nor our god, but a minister 
of Christ, … subordinated (subditum) and obedient in all things to the Son, and 
the Son is subordinated and obedient in all things to his God and Father. ….57  

Both NT passages cited suggest an identity of the Holy Spirit with power. Ulfila 

designates the Holy Spirit as a “power (virtus)” in the sense that he is a like an angel—

one, perhaps first, among the “powers and principalities”58—but not a mere force; the 

fact that the Spirit obeys indicates a personal nature. The notion that the Holy Spirit was 

some sort of activity and not an agent had largely died out by the time the Nicene-

“Arian” controversy took shape.59 The Spirit is placed under (subditum) the Son in the 

same way that the Son is under the Father. Obedience requires a lower ontological status. 

                                                 
56 Scholia 308r, 3–5 (SC 267: 250): Credo unum esse deum patrem solum ingenitum et inuisiuilem 

et in unigenitum filium eius dominum et deum nostrum opificem et factorem uniuerse creature non 
habentem similem suum ideo unus est omnium deus pater qui et dei nostri est deus…. 

57 Scholia 308r, 5–35 (SC 267: 250): et unum spiritum sanctum uirtutem inluminantem et 
sanctificantem ut ait cristus post resurrectionem ad apostolos suos ecce ego mitto promissum patris mei in 
uobis uos autem sedete in ciuitatem hierusalem quoadusque induamini uirtutem ab alto item et accipietis 
uirtutem superuenientem in uos sancto spiritu nec deum nec deum nostrum sed ministrum cristi […8…] 
[…9…] subditum et oboedientem in omnibus filio et filium subditum et oboedientem et in omnibus deo 
patrique suo [.]e[.]s[.]c[.]eri[.]s[..]i [..]i[…..] per cristum eius [in] spiritu sancto ordinauit. 

58 Germinius of Sirmium also called the Holy Spirit the first of the angels and archangels in 
Altercatio Heracliani cum Germinio 136, if the text is to be trusted. 

59 See Radde-Gallwitz, “The Holy Spirit as Agent, not Activity.”  
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Auxentius’ letter also offers “a longer, more elaborate statement” of Ulfila’s 

faith.60 In his statements on the Father and the Son, Auxentius explains that Ulfila could 

claim that the Father is “God of our god (= the Son)” because “the Father is the Creator 

of the creator, and the Father is God of the Lord, but the Son is God of every creature.”61 

Ulfila rebutted Homoousian doctrine, always emphasizing the distinction of the three 

divine entities and accusing his opponents of collapsing this distinction if not explicitly, 

then by logical necessity. After poisoning the well by associating nearly every known 

heresy with the Homoousians, Auxentius turns to Ulfila’s pneumatology: 

But also [Ulfila says] the Holy Spirit is neither the Father nor the Son but is from 
the Father through the Son. [The Spirit was] made before all things, neither being 
first nor second, but from the First, through the second, placed in the third rank (in 
tertio gradu); neither unbegotten nor begotten, but by (ab) the Unbegotten 
through (per) the begotten [the Spirit] was created in the third rank, according to 
the evangelical preaching and the apostolic tradition, by which St. John says, “All 
things have been made through him and without him not one thing has been 
made” (Jn 1:3). And St. Paul proved it, asserting, “One God, the Father from 
whom are all things and one Lord Jesus Christ through whom are all things” (1 
Cor 8:6). Because there exists only one unbegotten God and there subsists only 
one only-begotten Lord, the advocate Holy Spirit is neither able to be called 
“God” nor “Lord,” but he receives from God through the Lord in order to exist, 
neither as author nor as creator, but as illuminator, sanctifier, teacher, leader, 
deputy, intercessor, […], and guarantor. [He is] a minister of Christ and a 
distributer of gifts, a seal of inheritance in which we have been sealed until the 
day of redemption, without which no man can say, “Lord Jesus,” as the Apostle 
declares, “No one is able to say Lord Jesus except in the Holy Spirit” (1 Cor 
2:10). And Christ teaches, “I am the way and the truth and the life, no one comes 
to the Father except through me” (Jn 14:6). Therefore, they are Christians who in 
the Spirit and in truth worship Christ and glorify him, and through Christ they 
give thanks to God the Father with love.62 

                                                 
60 Hanson, Search, 105. 

61 Scholia 305r, 31–35 (SC 267: 238): et patrem quidem creatorem esse creatoris filium uero 
creatorem esse totius creationis et patrem esse deum domini filium autem deum esse uniuersa[e] 
creatur[a]e. 

62 Scholia 305v, 27–306r, 27 (SC 267: 240–42): Sed et spiritum sanctum non esse nec patrem nec 
filium sed a patre per filium ante omnia factum non esse primum nec secundum sed a primo per secundum 
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Ulfila, mediated by Auxentius, leaves no doubt that Homoian theology understood the 

Holy Spirit to be a created being. The Holy Spirit is one among “all things (omnia)” per 

Jn 1:3 and 1 Cor 8:6—two texts used by Homoians and Eunomius alike for the same 

purpose.63 This entails a gradation or sequence in divinity such that the Spirit is the third, 

firmly located behind the Son who created him. Existing on the third level of honor, the 

Spirit cannot be given the titles “God” or “Lord.” While his offices—illuminator, 

sanctifier, etc.—might seem to be divine, they only appear this way because the Spirit 

receives power to perform such actions from the Father through the Son.64 In the order of 

redemption, the Spirit reveals truth in third place because he is the “minister of Christ” 

who permits people to recognize Christ as Lord. The third (Holy Spirit) introduces people 

to the second (the Son), who in turn allows thanks to be given through him to the first 

(the Father). Thus, the activity of the three, both in creation and in salvation, corresponds 

to the three-step gradation in the divine life itself for Ulfila. It also ought to be noted that 

Ulfila distinguishes the Holy Spirit from Father and Son by their titles. The Father is 

                                                 
in tertio gradu substitutum non esse ingenitum nec genitum sed ab ingenito per unigenitum in tertio gradu 
craeatum secundum euangelicam predicationem et apostolicam traditionem sancto iohanne dicente omnia 
per ipsum facta sunt et sine ipso factum est nec unum et beato paulo adserente unus deus pater ex quo 
omnia et unus dominus ihesus cristus per quem omnia adprouabat. Vno enim deo ingenito extante et uno 
domino unigenito deo subsistente spiritus sanctus aduocatus nec deus nec dominus potest dici sed a deo 
per dominum ut esset accepit non auctor neque craeator sed inluminator sed sanctificator doctor et 
ducator adiutor et postulator pre[…10…]tor et confirmator cristi minister et gratiarum diuisor pignus 
hereditatis in quo signati sumus in diem redemtionis sine quo nemo potest dicere dominum ihesum apostolo 
dicente nemo potest dicere dominum ihesum nisi in spiritu sancto et cristo docente ego sum uia et ueritas et 
uita nemo uenit ad patrem nisi per me. Ergo hi sunt cristiani qui in spiritu et ueritate cristum adorant et 
glorificant et per cristum cum dilectione deo patri gratias agunt. 

63 Eunomius, “Liber Apologeticus,” 25.17–19; Richard Paul Vaggione, ed. and trans., Eunomius: 
The Extant Works, OECT (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1987), 66–69.  

64 One can observe the significance of the formula a Deo per Filium: it establishes rather rigidly 
the pattern of divine activity, especially with regard to creation thanks to Jn 1:3 and 1 Cor 8:6, two verses 
whose importance in the theological controversies between Homoians and Homoousians cannot be 
overstated. 
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“Unbegotten” and the Son “only-begotten.” Ulfila only conceives of divinity according to 

these two categories. Thus, the Paraclete, who cannot lay claim to either, must be ranked 

among creatures.65  

One cannot help but be struck by the similarity of Ulfila’s pneumatology to that of 

Eunomius, especially to the Liber apologeticus of 363.66 The only significant distinction 

between them is that while Eunomius speaks of the nature and order (φύσις καὶ τάξις) of 

the Holy Spirit, Ulfila only discusses order (gradus). Eunomius also uses the more 

technical philosophical term essence (οὐσία). However, they both reason that the Holy 

Spirit must be considered a creature because of Jn 1:3 and 1 Cor 8:6, which proclaims 

that the Father made all things through the Son. When set against the background belief 

that the only uncreated things are the Unbegotten God and the only-begotten Son, the 

Holy Spirit necessarily belongs to the category of creatures for Ulfila as well as for 

Eunomius. While this observation does not prove Ulfila’s dependence on Eunomius, it 

does alert us to the striking similarity of Homoians to Eunomius. When it comes to the 

doctrine of the Holy Spirit post-360, non-Nicene theologies of the Holy Spirit become 

difficult to distinguish. 

3. The Holy Spirit in the “Adversus Orthodoxos et Macedonianos”  

Another important witness to Homoian pneumatology is the so-called Adversus 

Orthodoxos et Macedonianos in the Fragmenta theologica rescripta. Though 

                                                 
65 This is a move also made by Eunomius, “Liber Apologeticus,” 25.21–23 (Vaggione 68–69) and 

“Expositio fidei,” 4.5–6 (Vaggione 156–57). 

66 For the date and occasion of this text of Eunomius see Vaggione’s introduction in Eunomius: 
The Extant Works, 5–9. 
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fragmentary, this polemical work proceeds by quoting theological passages from pro--

Nicenes—whom the writer refers to as “the so-called orthodox” (dicuntur orthodoxi)67—

such as Athanasius, Ambrose,68 Hilary, and Phoebadius, followed by responses. Frag. 2 

begins with a series of quotations from Hilary before stating what appears to be a 

Homoian rule of faith. It starts out: “The first head of the catholic faith: We confess, 

believe, and hold that God the Father is omnipotent without beginning….”69 The last 

article in this confession discusses the Holy Spirit: 

And we believe that God the Father subjected all things completely to the Son; 
and if God the Father subjected all things to the Son, He also subjected (subiecit) 
the Holy Spirit; if moreover the Holy Spirit has not been subjected to the Son, 
God the Father Almighty has not subjected all things to his own Son. But that 
which has been written [says]: The Father subjected [everything] to the Son, 
loved the Son, and gave all things into his hand (cf. Jn 3:35), and all things have 
been handed over to me by my Father (Mat 11:27), …70 

In continuity with the first part of his confession, the writer ties the subjection of the Holy 

Spirit to the Father’s omnipotence. Throughout the confession, being “all powerful 

(omnipotens)” is predicated of the Father, making it clear that this is the primary concern 

in the author’s theology. If the Spirit is not subjected to the Son, then the Father’s power 

is compromised since “all things (omnia)” would not be placed under the Son’s authority 

                                                 
67 Adv. Orth. et Maced., frag. 7; V 204, 25 (CCSL 87: 241).  

68 Unfortunately, none of the Ambrose quotations are of DSS. 

69 Adv. Orth. et Maced., frag. 2; V 202, 20–24 (CCSL 87: 231): Primus capitulus fidei catholicae. 
Confitemur, credimus, tenemus deum patrem omnipotentem since initium esse…. 

70 Adv. Orth. et Maced., frag. 2; V 196, 25–45 (CCSL 87: 233): Et omnia omnino deum patrem 
filio subiecisse credimus; et si omnia deus pater filio subiecit, et spiritum sanctum subiecit; si autem 
spiritus sanctus filio non est subiectus, non omnia deus pater omnipotens filio suo subiecit. Sed et illud 
quod scriptum est: Pater filio subiecit, diligit filium et omnia dedit in manus eius, et omnia mihi tradita 
sunt a patre meo. 
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as the Father promises in Scripture (Jn 3:35; Mat 11:27).71 Of course, the argument 

depends on the notion that the Holy Spirit belongs in the category of created things.  

In keeping with other texts considered in this section, the author of Adv. Orth. et 

Maced. understands the Holy Spirit to occupy the third place, primarily because he does 

not participate in the creation of the universe. In Frag. 5, the Father creates and gives the 

Law through the Son. The Son, for his part, gives the Holy Spirit to the Church and rules 

over the Spirit as well as angels and men.72 All this leads to a graded ontology within the 

divine:  

We believe and we say thus: that there is one God and Father of everything, as 
that Holy Spirit, whom we hand over in the symbol and the baptism as being in 
third place (tertio loco) from the Father after the Son. We say that he is not God 
the Creator, because nothing was created by Him or through Him, because all 
things have been created by the Father through the Son, and he does not rule 
himself … .73 

Unfortunately, a lacuna conceals the end of this revealing quotation. This does not 

prevent us, though, from noting that the author defines God by his creative activity. 

Similar to the text of Ulfila, the Holy Spirit belongs among “all things (omnia).” It is 

further suggested in this passage that the Holy Spirit’s location in the third step of the 

                                                 
71 Interestingly, a very similar statement was made by Eunomius: σωζομένης ἐν ἅπασι πάντοτε τῆς 

ὑπεροχῆς τοῦ θεοῦ καὶ μοναρχίας, ὑποτεταγμένου δηλαδὴ τοῦ πνεύματος τοῦ ἁγίου τῷ Χριστῷ μετὰ 
πάντων, αὐτοῦ τοῦ υἱοῦ καὶ τῷ θεῷ καὶ πατρί. ET: “In all these things the pre-eminence and sole 
supremacy of God is preserved, for the Holy Spirit is clearly subject to Christ, as are all things, while the 
Son himself is subject to his God and Father.” “Liber apologeticus,” 27.10–13 (Vaggione 70–71).  

72 Adv. Orth. et Maced., frag. 5; V 286, 10–20 (CCSL 87: 236–37): Vnum autem imperium et 
unam potestatem sic dicimus esse, quia secundum patris imperium filius omnia perficit, sed et spiritui 
sancto, angelis et hominibus ea imperat filius facere secundum quod pater uult et iubet filio, ut filius 
imperet ceteris omnibus. 

73 Adv. Orth. et Maced., frag. 5; V 286, 35–45 (CCSL 87: 237): Vnum autem deum et patrem 
omnium sic dicimus et credimus, ut istum spiritum sanctum, quem tertio loco a patre post filium in symbolo 
et in baptismo tradimus, non esse deum creatorem dicimus, quia nihil ab illo et per illum creatum est, quia 
omnia a patre per filium creata sunt, neque ipsum regere …. 
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gradation is disclosed in the form itself of the creed (symbolum) and the baptismal 

confession of “Father, Son, and Holy Spirit.” In other words, it tells us something about 

the structure of divine life that the words “Holy Spirit” come after “Father” and “Son” 

(where the author is probably referring to Mat 28:20). The order of words implies 

hierarchy.74 

Before leaving this text, we must comment upon the coincidence of Homoian and 

Macedonian pneumatology. In Frag. 7, after bitterly castigating the Macedonians 

(macedoniani) for agreeing too much with the pro-Nicenes (orthodoxi) on the equality of 

the Son with the Father, the author does concede that they rightly recognize—in his 

view—the created status of the Holy Spirit:  

… about the Father and Son it is agreed between them (sc. the orthodox and 
Macedonians) but about the Holy Spirit they differ, because the former (sc. 
orthodoxi) deem the Holy Spirit to be equal through all things and in all things 
with the Father and the Son, but the Macedonians contend that the Holy Spirit 
was created by the commanding of the Father through the Son. They also preach 
him to be the messenger and minister of the Father, just as we do.75 

This passage throws into relief the Homoian objection against pro-Nicene theology of the 

Holy Spirit. They declare him to be equal with Father and Son, and this is precisely their 

error. The Macedonians can be distinguished from the orthodox on this score, at least, 

because they think the Holy Spirit is created. The manner in which the Spirit was created 

is also noteworthy: it was not a procession or some kind of division or emanation but by 

the command (iussu) of the Father, implying that “will” is the main category in creating. 

                                                 
74 Cf. Eunomius, “Liber apologeticus,” 25.3–4 (Vaggione 66–67).  

75 Adv. Orth. et Maced., frag. 7; V 204, 15–45 (CCSL 87: 241): … de patre et filio conuenit illis et 
de spiritu sancto dissentiunt, quia isti et spiritum sanctum per omnia et in omnibus coequant patri et filio, 
macedoniani autem spiritum sanctum iussu patris per filium creatum defendunt et nuntium et ministrum 
patris eum esse praedicant, sicut et nos.   
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This point bears resemblance to Eunomian theology of the creation of the Spirit.76 It must 

be said, of course, that Eunomian and Homoian theology arose from different milieus. As 

aforementioned, the Homoian-dominated Council of Constantinople in 360 condemned 

Eunomian theology. By the time Adv. Orth. et Maced. has been generated, the polemical 

battle against pro-Nicenes has caused Homoian theology to increasingly resemble 

Eunomian theology as it distinguishes the three as strictly as possible. The conjunction of 

Homoian, Eunomian, and Macedonian pneumatology belies the discomfort each group 

felt with the theology of their pro-Nicene opponents that sounded too modalistic for their 

comfort.  

4. The Holy Spirit in the Instructio verae fidei 

The Instr. v. fidei also comes from the Collectio Veronensis. This fragmentary 

work combats sacrilege and equips the community with an answer regarding their faith in 

the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit “according to the tradition of the divine Scriptures”77 

along with some basic teaching about salvation and morals. In fact, the bulk of the extant 

text deals with righteousness and the Christian life before turning to Trinitarian matters in 

later fragments. The Father is distinguished from the Son by having a different substance 

(substantia), being unbegotten (ingenita), having no beginning (sine initio78), and being 

the only true God (solus verus deus). All the divine attributes of the Son—immutability, 

goodness, kindness, immortality, being Lord of all—follow from the Father (sed haec 

                                                 
76 Cf. “Liber Apologeticus,” 28.15 (Vaggione 74–75). This text may not be written by Eunomius, 

but Vaggione supposes it at least to be “Eunomian” (Vaggione, Eunomius: Extant Works, 16). 

77 Instr. v. fid., frag. 13; V 279, 1–45 (CCSL 87: 248–49).  

78 Hanson translates this phrase more metaphorically as “ultimate principle” (Search, 745). 
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omnia a patre consecutus est).79 The Son’s person and life illuminate and instruct those 

who truly recognize him as the revelation of the Father.80 The Holy Spirit goes virtually 

unmentioned until this comprehensive statement: 

Of [created things] the first is the Holy Spirit, the Paraclete, made (factus) by the 
providence of God through Christ, better and greater than everything else. He is 
pronounced in the third place (in tertio loco) after the Father and after the Son in 
Holy Scripture. This Spirit in the third place is discerned to be distinct and alone 
in his distinction. Neither could such [as the Spirit] be compared to Christ the Son 
of God the maker of his nature, nor does anything compare to him [sc. the Spirit] 
from other beings who receive existence through him by God’s providence. He is 
a distinct sanctifying power. This Spirit is neither God nor Lord, because he is not 
creator. He does not make any of those things which did not exist so that they 
might be brought into existence. He is incapable of making [them], because he is 
not God, but a minister of Christ, the Son of his God. He performs this ministry so 
that he might sanctify, illumine, and teach rational beings, made by the will of 
God volutate dei) through Christ, commending them to remember the commands 
of Christ (cf. Jn 14:26) and dividing gifts to all those who believe (cf. 1 Cor 
12:11). He assists the infirmity of our prayer. He prays for us with unutterable 
groans (cf. Rom 8:26). He forgives the sins of the penitent by the command of 
Christ. He contributes to a true and clear knowledge of Christ. The Spirit speaks 
not from himself, but whatsoever he hears he speaks and teaches (cf. Jn 16:13). 
He announces to believers the things to come. This one professes Christ to be his 
lord and god, saying: The Lord said to my lord, sit at my right hand, while I put 
your enemies under your feet as a footstool (Ps 110(109):1). Again, the Spirit says 
that Christ is his god: Your seat, O God, is forever, a rod of equity is the rod of 
your kingdom (Ps 45(44):7–8).81 

                                                 
79 Instr. v. fid.,, frag. 17; V 71–72 and V 197–98 (CCSL 87: 254–57), quoting from V 197, 25–35. 

80 Instr. v. fid.,, frag. 18; V 75–76 (CCSL 87: 257–58), quoting from V 76, 40–45. 

81 Instr. v. fid.,, frag. 19; V 65, 1–66, 49 (CCSL 87: 259–60): Quorum prior est spiritus sanctus 
paraclitus, prouidentia dei per cristum factus, melior et maior ceteris omnibus. In tertio loco post patrem et 
post filium in sanctis scripturis pronuntiatur. Hic spiritus in tertio loco singularis adque solus in sua 
singularitate dinoscitur. Tal[is] neque ad cristum filium dei factorem naturae suae comparari posset, 
neque ad i[llum] de ceteris quae [per] illum prouidentia dei ut essent acciperunt, comparatur aliquid; 
singularis est enim sanctificans uirtus. Hic spiritus non est deus nec dominus, quoniam nec creator; nec 
enim eorum quae non erant ut essent aliquid fecit nec facere potest, quoniam non est deus, sed minister 
cristi fili dei sui, in hoc ministrans ut ea quae per cristum uoluntate dei facta sunt rationabilia sanctificet et 
inluminet et doceat et mandata cristi retinere commoneat et omnibus credentibus gratiam diuidat; et 
adiuuat infirmitatem orationis nostrae, et pro nobis postulat gemitibus ininnarrabilibus, et nutu cristi 
remit<tit> peccata paenitentibus, et adducit ad ueram et certam scientiam cristi. Hic a se non loquitur, 
saed quaecumque audierit loquetur et docet, et futura adnuntiat credentibus. Hic cristum dominum et deum 
suum profitetur esse dicens: dixit dominus domino meo, sede ad dextram meam, donec ponam inimicos tuos 
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In addition to the familiar ranking of the Spirit in the third place, we have more 

specificity with regard to the relative status of the three. The Spirit is significantly less 

than Christ, almost on a different plane of existence, since he cannot be compared with 

Him.82 So there is an almost infinite distance between Father and Son and a 

proportionally great distance separating Son and Spirit. A similar statement can be found 

in Eunomius: “This Only-begotten God [the Son] is not to be compared either with the 

one who begot him or with the Holy Spirit who was made through him, for ... [the Son is] 

greater than [the Spirit] in being a maker.”83 Part of preserving the distinction of the Son 

from the rest of creation could be accomplished for non-Nicenes of all stripes by 

emphasizing that he could not be compared to the Son due to his inferiority.  

The common affirmation that the Holy Spirit cannot be God or Lord because he 

does not create finds expression again in this passage. The Holy Spirit’s characteristic 

functions belie his subordinated status: he ministers to Christ. Everything he does is 

dependent upon Christ and directed back to him. Yet again, missions and creative activity 

define ontological status. 

The last section of the confession provides rare insight into Homoian 

pneumatological exegesis: Rather than David speaking in Ps 110(109), it is the Holy 

                                                 
scabellum pedum tuorum; et iterum ad cristum deum suum dicit idem spiritus: sedis tua, deus, in saeculum 
saeculi, uirga aequitatis uirga regni tui, … 

82 The author made a similar statement in the previous paragraph: “the Son cannot be compared to 
the Father.” Instr. v. fid., frag. 19; V 65, 23 (CCSL 87: 259): Hic [sc. Filius] ad patrem suum non 
conparatur…. 

83 “Liber apologeticus,” 26.10–12 (Vaggione 68–71): μήτε τῷ γεννήσαντι κατὰ τὴν οὐσίαν 
συγκρινόμενον, μήτε τῷ δι’ αὐτοῦ γενομένῳ ἁγίῳ πνεύματι, τοῦ μὲν γὰρ ἐλάττων ἐστὶν ὡς ποίημα, τοῦδὲ 
κρείττων ὡς ποιητής. 
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Spirit calling both the Father and Son “Lord.”84 The author also finds the Spirit naming 

the king of Ps 45(44) “God.” This is peculiar as Heb 1:8–9 supposes the Son is the 

referent of this passage. But for the Homoian author, if the Paraclete declares the Son to 

be God for everyone, this announcement also includes himself.  

Frag. 21 contains an even lengthier confession regarding the Holy Spirit (A 31–

32, CCSL 87: 261–62), though it repeats much from Frag. 19. The Spirit is made or 

created. He is third with respect to God, but first among creatures. The confession gives a 

two-part rationale for the Father and Son’s decision to create the Spirit: (1) so that he 

might sanctify believers and (2) so that he might teach and illuminate them by imparting 

grace. Since the Spirit is neither God nor Lord, he ought neither be worshipped nor 

adored. The Spirit is made known through the Divine Scriptures alone (per diuinas 

adnuntiatus agnoscitur scripturas).85 This implies his diminished status in comparison to 

the Father and Son because the Father is revealed by the Son, and the Son is recognized 

through the created order which he fashioned by the will of the Father. The most 

interesting part of this teaching about the Holy Spirit is the attention it pays to worship:  

In that Spirit, the angels and archangels and all natures of the invisible and 
heavenly places worship the Son. In the Spirit, they worship the Son and through 
the Son the Father. And in the sanctified Spirit, all rational creatures approach the 
Son of God and, through him, they glorify the Father. Indeed, the Holy Spirit 
adores the Son before all things, for all things, above all things, and with all 
things. The Spirit alone worships, without a mediator, [the Son] by whom the 
Spirit was made before all things. In like manner the Son also adores the Father 
before all things and for all things and with all things and above all things. The 

                                                 
84 The exegesis here may harken back to Tertullian, who also identifies the speaker of the psalm as 

the Holy Spirit in Adversus Praxean 11.7, explaining, “[F]or there is the Spirit himself who makes the 
statement, the Father to whom he makes it, and the Son of whom he makes it.” 

85 Instr. v. fid., frag. 21; A 32, 6–8 (CCSL 87: 262). Origen also makes the point that the Holy 
Spirit is only known through the Scriptures in De prin. 1.3.1 followed by Didymus, DSS § 3. 
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Son alone renders thanks appropriately, without a mediator, [to the Father] who 
begot him before all things.86 

This passage signals the author’s serious concern about the legitimacy of worshipping the 

Holy Spirit, a concern already raised in Ulfila’s confession. Indeed, all of the fourth-

century pro-Nicene texts about the Holy Spirit deal with this question. Worship is the 

point at which abstract pneumatology becomes concrete practice in the life of the Church. 

For this author, the Holy Spirit serves as an exemplar for all of creation because he 

worships the Son. He stands ontologically above the angels and archangels, the two most 

exalted categories of beings. The Spirit’s elevated (yet definitely created) nature is 

underscored by the claim that the Spirit is the only being who worships the Son without a 

mediator. All rational creatures, on the other hand, can only approach the Son in the 

Spirit. The Spirit mediates worship for every rational nature. Thus, the Church would be 

committing a grave practical error by worshipping the Spirit if the Spirit himself were 

meant to induce worship of the Son. In the spirituality that can be inferred from this text, 

Homoians believe that the Christian should worship the Son with the necessary help of 

the Holy Spirit. The Father is too exalted to be directly worshipped so a system of 

mediation is in place: the Spirit assists the believer to adore the Son, who passes the 

devotion along to the Father. Theological reasoning directly relates to the practical life of 

worship for this Homoian author.  

                                                 
86 Instr. v. fid., frag. 21; A 32, 21–48 (CCSL 87: 262): In isto spiritu et angeli adorant filium et 

arcangeli et omnes inuisibilium et caelestium natura<e> in isto adorant filium et per filium patrem, et in 
ipso spirito sanctificati omnes rationabiles creatura<e> accedent ad filium dei et per ipsum glorificant 
patrem. Et ipse spiritus sanctus ante omnia et pro omnibus et super omnia et cum omnibus filium adorant 
ipse solus sine mediatore, per quem factus est ante omnia, sicuti et filius ante omnia et pro omnibus et cum 
omnibus et super omnia patrem adorat et gratias agit sine mediatore solus condignae qui genuit illum ante 
omnia. 
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In addition to the ramifications for devotion in Homoian pneumatology, another 

significant point from this passage is that one of the theological results of subordinating 

the Spirit to the Son is that the Son achieves a more elevated status. By virtue of the 

contrast between the Spirit, who is firmly located among all creatures, the Son emerges as 

a being far beyond the realm of ordinary creatures. We may infer that this was important 

for Homoian theology, which had to carve out space for the Son to exist between God the 

Father and mere creatures. Homoian ontology could not be as neatly divided as pro-

Nicene ontology could into Creator and creatures. The Son must occupy a middle place. 

Thus, pneumatology provided Homoians an opportunity to describe their graded version 

of divine ontology, especially the Son’s status in it.87 

Frag. 23 of Instr. v. fid. offers yet another statement of the Spirit’s status with 

respect to Father and Son: the Paraclete is not God. This is known because (a) Scripture 

does not say so; (b) he is subordinated (subditus) to the Son; (c) he obeys the Son in 

every way; and (d) his power (virtus) derives from the power the Son chooses to delegate 

to him (a power already delegated to the Son from the Father).88 Again, all things, 

including the various ranks of angels, worship the Son in the Spirit as the Father is 

worshipped through the Son. Matching the preposition “through (per)” with the Son and 

“in (in)” with the Spirit occurs with remarkable consistency in Homoian documents in 

general and the Inst. v. fid. in particular. This statement of stages of worship—from Spirit 

                                                 
87 Similarly, Eunomius, “Liber Apologeticus,” 26.11–13 (Vaggione 70–71). 

88 Instr. v. fid., frag. 23; V 208, 8–25 (CCSL 87: 265): Nam spiritum sanctum deum non dicimus, 
quia nec scriptura dicit, sed subditum deo filio et mandatis illius fili in omnibus obtemperantem, sicuti 
filius patri. Et quemadmodum pater totam uirtutem et totam sapientiam et bonitatem in substitutionem fili 
consignauit, ita et filius totam uirtutem et totam sapientiam in spiritu sancto patre iubente monstrauit. 
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to Son and from Son to Father—explains Jesus’s “handing over of the saving mystery of 

the Trinity to his disciples” in his commandment to the disciples to go and preach to all 

nations, baptizing them in the name of the Father, and the Son, and the Holy Spirit, the 

famous baptismal formula from Mat 28:18–20.89 Presumably, the author wishes his 

audience to understand the triune name in this crucial passage, repeated ad infinitum by 

Nicene opponents, to indicate a graded ladder, not three equal Persons. 

We suggested above that this text came from the 380s. As we shall observe in the 

following early 5th century documents, Homoian pneumatology did not significantly 

alter, especially in its consequences for spirituality. 

 5. The Pneumatology of the “Arian Sermon”  

The so-called Sermo Arianorum (Serm. Ar.) is less of a sermon and more of a list 

of theological propositions organized to follow the pattern of traditional baptismal 

creeds.90 It only survives because Augustine appended it to his refutation of it (Contra 

sermonem Arianorum). It originated in North Africa, perhaps Vicus Iuliani, which is 

about 25 miles from Hippo.91 Since the argument of the Serm. Ar. follows a creedal 

pattern, statements about the Paraclete come near the end: 

                                                 
89 Inst. v. fid., frag. 23; V 208, 25–49 (CCSL 87: 265): In illo itaque spiritu sancto arcangeli et 

angeli et omnes uirtutes spiritales et omnes sancti adorant filium et per filium patrem. Ita enim et filius post 
resurrectionem mysterium tradens salubre trinitatis discipulis suis dicit: data est mihi omnis potestas in 
caelo et in terra; euntes docete omnes gentes, baptizantes eos in nomine patris et fili et spiritus sancti, 
docentes eos seruare omnia quae mandaui uobis; et ecce ego uobis cum omnibus diebus usque ad 
consummationem saeculi. 

90 Following the description in Daley, “Giant’s Twin Substances,” 479. Meslin classifies this text 
as a “doctrinal exposition” (Les Ariennes d’Occident, 130). 

91 Daley, “Giant’s Twin Substances,” 478–79. Meslin has an elaborate (but unlikely) hypothesis 
that sets the text’s generation in Illyricum. See Les Ariennes d’Occident, 133–34. 
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§ 24. The Father is greater than his Son; the Son is incomparably greater and 
better than the Spirit. 

§ 25. The Father is God and Lord for his Son; the Son is God and Lord for the 
Spirit.  

§ 26. The Father by his will begot the Son without changing or being changed; the 
Son made the Spirit by his power alone without toil or weariness.  

§ 27. As priest, the Son adores his God, and he is adored by all as God and 
Creator of all. … There is, then, a distinction of the three substances, the Father, 
the Son, and the Holy Spirit, and there is a difference of three realities, the 
unbegotten God, the only-begotten God, and the advocate Spirit. … 

§ 28. As no one can pass to the Father without the Son, so no one can adore the 
Son in truth without the Holy Spirit. Hence, the Son is adored in the Holy Spirit. 

… 

§ 30. The work and concern of the Holy Spirit is to make holy and protect the 
holy—to make holy, not merely rational beings, as some suppose, but also many 
beings lacking reason. It is to recall those who have fallen through their own 
negligence to their former state, to teach the ignorant, to admonish the forgetful, 
to rebuke sinners, to rouse the lazy to think of and to have concern for their 
salvation, to bring back the straying to the path of truth, to cure the sick, to check 
bodily weakness with strength of soul, to strengthen all in the love of piety and 
chastity, and to enlighten all. It is, above all, to bestow faith and charity on 
individuals in accord with their desire and concern, in accord with their simplicity 
and sincerity of mind, in accord with their measure of faith and the merit of their 
way of life; it is to distribute grace as it is needed and to place each individual in 
the work and vocation for which he is suited.92 

                                                 
92 Sermo Arianorum 24–30, trans. Roland J. Teske, Arianism and Other Heresies, WSA pt. 1, vol. 

18 (1995), pp. 135–36. Latin from P.-M. Hombert, ed. (CCSL 87A (2009), 168–70): Pater maior est Filio 
suo. Filius incomparabiliter maior et melior est Spiritu. 25. Pater Deus et Dominus est Filio suo. Filius 
Deus et Dominus est Spiritui. 26. Pater immobiliter et impassibiliter uolens Filium genuit. Filius sine 
labore et fatigatione sola uirtute sua Spiritum fecit. 27. Filius ut sacerdos adorat Deum suum, et ab 
omnibus adoratur ut Deus et creator omnium. Pater uero solus nullum adorat, quia nec maiorem nec 
aequalem habet quem adoret; nulli gratias agit, quia nullius beneficium consecutus est; omnibus, ut essent, 
ob bonitatem suam donauit; ipse, quod est, a nemine accepit. Ergo haec trium substantiarum, Patris et Filii 
et Spiritus sancti distinctio, et trium rerum, Dei ingeniti et Dei unigeniti et Spiritus aduocati differentia. Et 
Pater Deus et Dominus est Filio suo et omnium quae per uirtutem Filii uoluntate ipsius facta sunt. Filius 
minister et summus sacerdos est Patris sui; omnium uero operum suorum Dominus et Deus est, Patre 
uolente. 28. Et sicuti nemo potest sine Filio ad Patrem transire, ita et nemo potest sine Spiritu sancto 
Filium in ueritate adorare. Ergo in Spiritu sancto adoratur Filius. 29. Per Filium glorificatur Pater. 30. 
Spiritus sancti opus et diligentia est sanctificare et sanctos custodire, et non solum rationabilia, ut quidam 
putant, sed et irrationabilia plura sanctificare; et eos qui ceciderunt propter suam negligentiam ad 
pristinum statum reparare, ignorantes docere, obliuiscentes admonere, peccantes arguere, pigros hortari 
 



97 
 

Propositions §§ 24–28 pair Father-Son and Son-Spirit. But what at first looks like 

symmetry cannot truly be so, as revealed in § 24. While the Father outstrips the Son 

(echoing Jn 14:28), the Son’s honor, power, and ontological status is “incomparably 

greater and better (incomparabiliter maior et melior)” than the Spirit’s. This confession 

merely adds a sharper edge to the thought in Frag. 21 of Instr. v. fid. in which the Son 

must be exalted by means of the Holy Spirit’s diminishing. The Homoians thought of the 

Spirit as John the Baptist: he must decrease that Christ might increase.  

Despite his reduced position in relation to the Son, the Spirit still retains some 

significance. These are all attributes, however, that we have seen previously. Only 

through him can anyone worship the Son (§ 28). He bestows the grace needful for 

Christians. He sanctifies them. He appoints individuals to their proper roles within the 

church. He expands their capacity to perform good works, provided they are willing, i.e. 

that they have merited it (§ 30). 

Two points of interest: First, one feature of the pneumatology in this text 

corroborates its later date. In § 30, the author notes that the Spirit’s activity extends 

beyond “rational beings (rationabilia)” to an unspecified set of irrational creatures. This 

contradicts statements found in Inst. v. fid., Palladius, and Auxentius/Ulfila, probably 

because the author of the sermon recognized the Spirit’s work in persons’ bodies in 

miracles of healing (as also seen in § 30), the Church, and the sacraments and wished to 

                                                 
de salute sua cogitare et sollicite agere, errantes ad uiam ueritatis deducere, infirmos curare et 
fragilitatem corporis per alacritatem animae continere et ad amorem pietatis et castitatis confirmare, et 
omnes inluminare; super omnia fidem et caritatem praebet singulis; pro studio quoque et diligentia, pro 
simplicitate et sinceritate mentis, pro mensura fidei et merito conuersationis, gratiam ad utilitatem 
diuidere, et unusquisque in quo opere et proposito fuerit habilis in ipso ordinare. 
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avoid giving the pro-Nicenes an easy polemical target.93 Second, the grace (gratia) 

spoken of in this passage necessarily belongs to the realm of creation. It cannot be a gift 

coming directly from the God who transcends creation. This makes sense of the next 

statement: if believers wish to ascend to God, they must first become worthy of the 

highest point of creation, i.e. the Holy Spirit, before they can attain to worship the Son 

adequately. Movement toward the transcendent God rises up from the created order in a 

mediated fashion. This is a logical outflow of the system of mediation we discussed 

above in the Instr. v. fid. Indeed, one wonders if there is any room in this theology for the 

Father or the Son to give grace directly to human beings. Naturally, Augustine would ask 

a very similar question in his dispute with Maximinus, to which we now turn. 

6. Collatio cum Maximino 

Maximinus is indisputably the most important 5th century Latin Homoian, not 

only for his famous debate with Augustine but also for his notes in the margins of various 

Homoian texts, the same ones investigated above.94 Maximinus, from the generation after 

Palladius and Ulfila, plausibly hailed from Illyricum.95 For an unknown reason, he 

accompanied a Goth commander of a Roman military detachment, Count Sigiswulf 

(Segisvultus), to Hippo where Segisvultus aimed to suppress the rebellion of 

                                                 
93 Cf. Roland Teske’s note on the text in WSA 1/18, 136 (see note 21, p. 139). 

94 For Maximinus’ role in preserving Palladius’ cause, a sympathetic assessment can be found in 
Neil B. McLynn, “From Palladius to Maximinus: Passing the Arian Torch,” JECS 4.4 (1996): 477–93. 

95 McLynn, “From Palladius to Maximinus,” 480. 
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Bonifacius.96 Augustine begins by asking Maximinus for a statement of his faith. To this, 

Maximinus replies that his faith corresponds to the Council of Ariminum of 359.97 

Augustine requires him to give a more detailed understanding of his faith, to which 

Maximinus replies briefly (the only time in the debate his comments are succinct!): “I 

believe that there is one God the Father who has received life from no one and that there 

is one Son who has received from the Father his being and his life so that he exists and 

that there is one Holy Spirit, the Paraclete, who enlightens and sanctifies our souls. I state 

this on the basis of the Scriptures.”98 Conspicuous is Maximinus’ silence on the origin of 

the Holy Spirit and his relationship to Father and Son.  

When Augustine pressed Maximinus on the question of whether the Holy Spirit 

enlightens apart from the Christ, the Homoian bishop replies by expositing a strict 

hierarchy of the flow of grace: Apostles are enlightened by the Holy Spirit (Acts 13:47; 1 

Cor 12:3); the Holy Spirit receives teaching from Christ (Jn 16:12–14); and Christ 

receives from the Father (Jn 7:16 and 8:38).99 As with Palladius before him, Maximinus 

concludes that this handing down of teaching implies different levels of being. 

Further along, against Augustine’s exposition of the equality of the Persons 

according to pro-Nicene doctrine, Maximinus finds the opportunity to discuss the being 

                                                 
96 Col. Max. 1 (PL 42: 709D). Cf. Possidius, Vita Augustini 17.7; Augustine, Serm. 140; McLynn, 

“From Palladius to Maximinus,” 485. 

97 Col. Max. 1–4 (PL 42: 709D–711A).  

98 Teske, trans., WSA 1/18: 189; Col. Max. 4 (PL 42: 711C): credo quod unus est deus pater, qui a 
nullo uitam accepit; et quia unus est filius, qui quod est et quod uiuit, a patre accepit ut esset; et quia unus 
est spiritus sanctus paracletus, qui est illuminator et sanctificator animarum nostrarum. et hoc de diuinis 
scripturis assero. 

99 Col. Max. 5 (PL 42: 711C–D). 
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of the Holy Spirit in more detail. The Spirit is “so great and so good that even the angels 

desire to gaze upon him,” but he “was also subject (subiectum) to the extent that he 

pleads on our behalf with groans,” referring to the Spirit’s intercession for believers in 

Rom 8:26.100 This statement matches the Homoian teachings we have seen thus far of a 

Spirit who exceeds all other created beings, but is as mutable as any creature and thus 

subject to the Son. However, in this same passage, Maximinus offers a surprising 

doctrine: “This Holy Spirit is so great that he is everywhere (ubique) able to hear the 

prayers of all and act as an advocate.”101 Except for the Instr. v. fidei, none of the 

Homoian texts up to this point confess the ubiquity of the Holy Spirit, for the apparently 

good reason that it is hard to understand how a creature could be simultaneously in all 

places. But Maximinus seems unaware of such a complication. Perhaps Maximinus is 

dependent on the Instr. v. fidei to some extent. While Augustine fails to exploit this point 

in the debate, he makes the most of it in his Contra Maximinum Arianum, incredulously 

wondering why Maximinus refuses to call the Holy Spirit “God” when he is 

ubiquitous.102 

In his extraordinarily long peroration, Maximinus returns to the safe harbors of 

Homoian orthodoxy. He challenges Augustine to show him from the Bible that the Holy 

Spirit receives worship. Maximinus reasons that it is the Spirit instead who worships the 

Son, since he belongs in the “all things” that bend their knee to the Son, as seen in Phil 

                                                 
100 Teske, trans., WSA 1/18: 194; Col. Max. 12 (PL 716B–C). 

101 Teske, trans., WSA 1/18: 194; Col. Max. 12 (PL 716B–C): tantus est iste spiritus sanctus, ut 
sufficiat ubique omnium postulationes suscipere, et aduocatione fungi. 

102 Augustine, c. Max. 1.11 and 2.21.2. 
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2:5–11.103 It is not strange for a Homoian to reject worship of the Spirit by making the 

counterclaim that the Spirit worships the Son. Nor is it odd for him to locate the Spirit 

among “all things.” What is unusual is Maximinus’ proof text of Phil 2:5–11. Jn 1:3 and 

1 Cor 8:6 are the preferred verses for this theological affirmation.104 But Phil 2:5–11’s 

depiction of created things bending their knees in honor more directly supports the point 

that the Spirit, being among all things, pays homage to the Son. 

Another somewhat unique move occurs where Maximinus claims that Augustine 

must teach that the Holy Spirit is also a “Son” since he is consubstantial with the 

Father.105 He accuses Augustine’s pro-Nicene pneumatology of absurdity:  

We are called sons by grace; we were not born such by nature. Hence, the Son is 
the only-begotten, because the Son was born what he is according to the nature of 
his divinity. You should apply the term “brother” to the Holy Spirit, since you 
claim that he is on a par with and equal to the Son and profess that he is equally of 
the substance of the Father. And if that is the case, then the Son is not the only-
begotten, since there is another of the same substance.106 

For Maximinus, “sonship” designates not a relation, but a substance—a substance 

identified by its range of functions. Whatever the divine entity does in the economy of 

salvation determines his status in the divine life. The Father is “Father” because he is 

unbegotten; the Son is “Son” because he is begotten. The function of begetting elevates 

                                                 
103 Col. Max. 15.3 (PL 42: 724D). 

104 Maximinus does appeal to Jn 1:3 in order to show the Holy Spirit’s dependence on the Son in 
Col. Max. 10 and 15.21. Only once does 1 Cor 8:6 occur, but it is in the context of asserting there is only 
one God, i.e. the Father, in Col. Max. 15.23. 

105 Col. Max. 15.14 (PL 42: 730C–D). 

106 Teske, trans., WSA 1/18: 212; Col. Max. 15.15 (PL 42: 732D–733A): nos dicti sumus filii 
gratia, non natura hoc nati: ideo unigenitus est filius, quia quod est secundum diuinitatis suae naturam, 
hoc est natus filius. cui forte si ipse fratrem applicas, quia spiritum sanctum parem atque aequalem asseris 
filio; aeque et de substantia patris eum esse profiteris: si ita est, ergo iam non est unigenitus filius, cum et 
aliter sit ex eadem substantia. 
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the Father; being begotten subordinates the Son. That these terms rigidly designate 

divinity for Homoians has already been observed in Auxentius and Ulfila and is a 

prominent feature of Eunomius’ theology.107 When pro-Nicenes such as Augustine 

interpret Scripture such that the Father, Son, and Spirit perform inseparable operations, 

these equally significant activities indicate equal status. On this reasoning Maximinus can 

accuse Augustine of preaching a second “Son” in the divine life; title and status follow 

from activity for Maximinus. While “begotten” and “unbegotten” have been used to 

distinguish the divine from the created order, this is the only time in Latin Homoian 

literature that an author accuses the pro-Nicenes of calling the Holy Spirit “brother,” a 

common accusation made against pro-Nicenes by Macedonians or Tropiki.108  

 Some scholars have wondered if Maximinus does or does not display creativity. If 

creativity can be defined by using traditional wisdom in new ways to solve problems, 

Maximinus achieves it in his application of the categories of the invisible and visible God 

to the doctrine of the Holy Spirit. While Homoians—and indeed traditional Latin 

                                                 
107 Eunomius, “Liber apologeticus,” 5.1–4, 8.1–9.21, passim (Vaggione 38–39; 40–45). Cf. Mark 

DelCogliano, Basil of Caesarea’s Anti-Eunomian Theory of Names: Christian Theology and Late-Antique 
Philosophy in the Fourth Century Trinitarian Controversy, Supp. VC 103 (Leiden: Brill, 2010), 25–48; 97–
134 and Basil’s critique on 135–52. This is not to say that Eunomians and Homoians are cut from the same 
cloth, but to say that their polemic against pro-Nicene pneumatology overlaps in striking ways post-380. 

108 This objection to pro-Nicene theology was enough to give Athanasius and Didymus 
conniptions in their respective pneumatological works. See Athanasius, Ep. Serap. 1.15.1–3 and 3.1.3–
3.2.6, where he recommends silence, the same silence as Scripture maintains on the question of the Spirit’s 
generation; following the same logic, Didymus, DSS 269–71. Both spare no invective against those who 
would raise such impious, impertinent questions. This rhetorical tactic perhaps indicates how difficult the 
question was for them to deal with. Augustine answers with slightly more patience that the Spirit proceeds 
while the Son is generated, c. Max. 2.14.1. Did Augustine learn that the technical pro-Nicene way to 
describe the Holy Spirit’s inner relation to Father and Son is “procession” from Gregory of Nazianzus? Cf. 
Or. 31.7–8. On Ambrose’s portentous silence on this matter see Chapter Seven, pp. 274–78 below. 
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theology—used this division to distinguish Father and Son,109 Maximinus argues that the 

fact that the Holy Spirit became visible in the form of a dove at Christ’s baptism and in 

tongues of fire at Pentecost indicates his subordination and refutes Augustine’s claim that 

he is consubstantial with the Father.110 In other words, Maximinus has appropriated an 

old conceptual framework for delineating the ontological status of Father and Son on the 

one hand and the Spirit on the other. Then, noticing that biblical evidence will allow him 

to locate the Son on the non-divine side of things, the Homoian bishop can deploy these 

categories to refute Augustine’s claim that the Holy Spirit shares the same (invisible) 

substance as the Father. While Augustine already had ample experience in rejecting these 

categories,111 it nevertheless indicates that in Maximinus the Homoian tradition still had 

the ability to innovate theologically. 

 The final texts considered in this chapter contain less innovation but good 

evidence for the practical implications of Homoian pneumatology. 

7. Pneumatology in the De sollemnitatibus sermones 

So far all the texts we have observed have been in the form of treatises or debates. 

In the collection of homilies on the principle feasts of the year, the so-called De 

sollemnitatibus sermones (De somn.)112 (folios 1r–1v and 40r–77v; CCSL 87: 47–92), we 

have a homiletic perspective on pneumatology. We have seen from Auxentius’ 

                                                 
109 See Michel R. Barnes, “The Visible Christ and the Invisible Trinity: Mt. 5:8 in Augustine’s 

Trinitarian Theology of 400,” Mod. Theo. 19.3 (2003): 329–55.  

110 Col. Max. 15.26 (PL 42: 740B).  

111 See Barnes, “Visible Christ.” 

112 It ought to be noted that this title, as well as Contra Hereticos originate with Gryson, and not 
with the original MS. Gryson briefly comments on the titles in CCSL 87: xx. 
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explanations of Ulfila’s theology that there was an underlying assumption that divine 

activities in creation and redemption correspond to status within divinity. This 

presupposition finds expression in a homily on Epiphany (“In sancta epiphania”). 

Commenting on the descent of the dove on the newly baptized Jesus, the Homoian 

preacher is eager to allay concern, somewhat surprisingly, that the Spirit is greater than 

the Son:  

But let no one say that he who came upon [Christ] is superior to him! The Holy 
Spirit is not superior to Christ. [He is] the Spirit who receives from Christ what he 
announced; and he is named after Christ; and he is proven to be the one sent by 
Christ. Just as the Son is sent by the Father, so also the Holy Spirit is sent by the 
Son.113  

Why is this preacher anxious that the Spirit might be ranked above Christ? It is because 

he comes down “upon him (super ipsum)” from above. The worry is telling: the biblical 

image suggests to this author subordination because heaven, the place from which the 

dove descended, is better than what exists below, where the Son is. The homilist’s 

instinct is to interpret the above/below locations as indicative of ontological status. This 

position had polemical implications tangible to Homoians: Maximinus had to deal with 

an objection very like this from Augustine—indeed, it is possible that the homilist knew 

of the debate or at least Augustine’s refutation of Maximinus.114 Here, the preacher 

responds with two further hermeneutical moves to alleviate the difficulty. First, he points 

out that there are other things literally above Christ, such as “sky” and “roof,” which 

obviously are not better than he. To this point the preacher adds that all these things were 

                                                 
113 “In sancta epiphania,” De somn. 2.7; 45r, 7–10 (CCSL 87: 55): Sed ne dicat aliquis quia qui 

super ipsum uenit superior est illo! Non est superior a Christo spiritus sanctus, qui a Christo accipit quod 
annuntiet et post Cristum nominator et a Christo missus probatur; sicut filius a patre mittitur, ita et spiritus 
sanctus a filio. 

114 Col. Max. 11. 
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made by Christ per Jn 1:3. We can safely assume he means that the Holy Spirit should be 

included in the omnia as well. This reply loosens the need to think “above” means 

“better/superior.” Second, both the missions—the sending of the Spirit by the Son in 

parallel with the Father’s sending the Son—and creation are the true guides to rightly 

distinguishing the three. The preacher reinforces the ethical response to this affirmation 

in his doxology at the end of the sermon: “Therefore, there is one only-begotten near the 

unbegotten Father, whom the Holy Spirit himself worships, whom every creature adores, 

to whom is the glory and rule in the ages. Amen.”115 The Spirit is first in line to worship 

Christ, even though he descends on him.116 

 

                                                 
115 “In sancta epiphania,” De somn. 2.8; 45v, 5–10 (CCSL 87: 56): Est ergo unus unigenitus aput 

ingenitum patrem, quem ipse spiritus sanctus ueneratur, quem omnis adorat creatura, cui est gloria et 
imperium in saecula. Amen. 

116 In the seventh of this series of festal sermons, perhaps the same preacher offers a similar graded 
“Trinity”:  

Therefore, that blessed day has been orchestrated for pardon and for the heavenly reward it has 
been granted, in which the Holy Spirit is given, so that the order of the Trinity (trinitatis) might be known. 
First, the Son is sent from the Father, now the Holy Spirit is sent from the Son, and the third hour comes so 
that it should demonstrate the Spirit Himself is third and third bearing a mask (tertium gerentem personam) 
and third possessing substance. Therefore, let us rejoice and be glad, brothers, in the Lord our God, and let 
us ourselves give thanks to the only Unbegotten through the Only-begotten, worshipping in the Holy Spirit, 
the illuminator and our sanctifier, for ever and ever. Amen. 

Ergo iste dies beatus et ad indulgentiam designatus est et ad caeleste munus concessus, in quo 
mittitur spiritus sanctus, ut trinitatis ordo noscatur. Primo mittitur a patre filius, a filio nunc mittitur 
spiritus sanctus, et tertia ora uenit, ut uere sese tertium et tertiam gerentem personam et tertiam habentem 
substantiam demonstraret. Exultemus igitur et laetemur, fratres, in domino deo nostro, et ipsi solo ingenito 
per unigenitum gratias agamus, adorantes in spiritu sancto inluminatore et sanctificatore nostro per omnia 
saecula saeculorum. Amen.  (“In pentecoste,” De somn. 7.5; 57v, 9–22 (CCSL 87: 69)) 

It is curious that the preacher would actually use the word trinitas, but evidently he did not feel it 
troublesome given his subordinationist interpretation of the status of the Persons within the Trinity. 
Additionally, the phrase tertiam gerentem personam is curious because persona seems to mean “mask,” the 
original and literal referent of the word. But the point is clear that the Holy Spirit is another entity and his 
status is decidedly subordinate to the Father and the Son. 
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8. The Contra Hereticos 

A noteworthy doxological statement caps off a very brief treatise called Contra 

Hereticos directed against pro-Nicenes (folios 133r–136r; CCSL 87: 142–45). The 

argument through the first four paragraphs is that the Son is subordinated to the Father 

and thus they cannot be equal as the Nicene heretics claim. The fifth paragraph mentions 

the Holy Spirit: 

…Let [the heretics] worship God in true unity, recognizing the one and invisible 
Father through his visible, only-begotten Son and through the Holy Spirit, the 
Paraclete, [who is] neither creator nor born, but a teacher and leader and the light 
of our souls. Let them [sc. the heretics] give glory and honor to God the Father 
omnipotent through his only begotten Son in the Holy Spirit now and forever. 
Amen.117 

Somewhat similar to Maximinus’ move, we find the pattern of invisible unbegotten, 

visible only-begotten, and neither. The Spirit performs functions that bring people toward 

the Father through the Son, but true worship is directed to the Father. The Spirit is also 

necessarily not the God because he is neither Creator nor begotten. These teachings 

present the positive side of Maximinus’ refutation of Augustine’s pneumatology. A Spirit 

who cannot be a brother, cannot belong on the same plane as Father and Son; He is not 

the Creator, which is a mark of divinity for Homoians. But the Holy Spirit does have a 

positive function, which is strictly limited to the well-being of the faithful. 

This passage along with the doxology at the end of the sermon “In epiphania” just 

considered also demonstrate the way that Homoians appropriated liturgical elements as 

proof for their understanding of God and especially the Holy Spirit. Indeed, this is an idea 

                                                 
117 Contra hereticos 5; 136v, 21–136r, 12 (CCSL 87: 145): …adorent deum in uera unitate, 

cognoscentes unum deum inuisibilem patrem per unigenitum eius uisibilem filium et spiritum sanctum 
paracletum, non genitorem neque genitum, sed doctorem et ducatorem et lumen animarum nostrarum; et 
dent gloriam et honorem deo patri omnipotenti per unigenitum eius filium in spiritu sancto, nunc et per 
omnia saecula saeculorum. Amen. 
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common in the Nicene-“Arian” controversies; both pro-Nicenes and Homoians attempted 

to interpret their local creeds and liturgies in light of their respective determinations about 

the Trinity. Augustine bears witness to this in his early work, De fide et symbolo, which 

was meant to interpret a local—possibly Carthaginian—baptismal creed using a pro-

Nicene hermeneutic.118 Introducing this text, he complains: “Under cover of the few 

words drawn up in the Creed [i.e. the Milanese baptismal creed] many heretics have 

endeavored to conceal their poison.”119 Thus, it is necessary to explain this Creed with 

Nicene theology to guard “the things contained in the creed against the wiles of the 

heretics.”120 As we observed in the previous two Homoian passages, these authors also 

try to show how their pneumatology corresponds to that found in liturgical elements.121 

Gaining the authority of the liturgy against whichever side one considers heretical would 

                                                 
118 On the background of this text see E. P. Meijering, Augustine: De Fide et Symbolo. 

Introduction, Translation, Commentary (Amsterdam: J. C. Gieben, 1987). Finbarr G. Clancy, “De fide et 
symbolo,” 360–61 in ATA believes Augustine interprets a Milanese baptismal creed, but offers no reasons 
why he should do so to an African audience in Carthage rather than interpret a more local creed. For 
discussion of the character of Augustine’s pro-Nicene hermeneutic in this text see Lewis Ayres, Augustine 
and the Trinity, 72–92. 

119 Augustine, Faith and the Creed I, i, trans. J. H. S. Burleigh in Augustine: Earlier Writings 
(Philadelphia: Westminster, 1953), 353; CSEL 41.4. 

120 Augustine, Faith and the Creed I.ii (Burleigh 354). Ambrose and others (Augustine, Sermones 
212–15 and Rufinus, Commentarius in symbolum apostolorum) recognized the need to wrest away from the 
“Arians” the support of the local baptismal creed, which he attempted to do in Explanatio symboli ad 
initiandos, possibly coming from the same period as DSS (ca. 378–381). On this text see R. H. Connolly, 
ed. and trans., The ‘Explanatio Symboli ad Initiandos’: A Work of Saint Ambrose (Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press, 1952). For dating, purpose, and significance see D. H. Williams, “Constantine, Nicaea 
and the ‘Fall’ of the Church,” 117–36 in Christian Origins: Theology, Rhetoric and Community, Lewis 
Ayres and Gareth Jones, eds. (New York: Routledge, 1998), 127–128, esp. n. 53. 

121 This was a widespread phenomenon, shared also by Homoiousians in the eastern Empire. See 
especially Basil of Caesarea’s De Spiritu Sancto, the raison d’être of which is to defend Basil’s doxology 
of giving glory to Father with the Son together with the Holy Spirit. Basil, DSS, 1.3; Traité du Saint-Esprit, 
ed. and trans. Benoit Pruche, SC 17: 109–11. See also Williams, “Constantine,” 127–128 and Ayres, 
Nicaea, 336–39. 
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greatly enhance one’s case to possess the orthodox faith, since the Church’s lex orandi 

tended to be the lex credendi. 

Summary of Homoian Pneumatology 

We can summarize our findings with seven points about Homoian pneumatology 

in Table 3.2 below.  

The last statement about the Holy Spirit in the Serm. Ar. concisely captures the 

heart of Homoian Trinitarian theology: “He is different from the Son in nature and 

condition, rank and will, dignity and power, virtue and activity, just as the Son, the only-

begotten God, is different from the Unbegotten in nature and condition, rank and will, 

divine dignity and power.”122 One could almost say the similarity between the Spirit and 

Son is accidental.123 

While it was noted at the end of the discussion of Contra hereticos, it is worth 

mentioning again the close connection between theology and spirituality in these 

Homoian texts. Despite—or perhaps, because of—his inferior status, the Spirit plays an 

essential role in the life of believers for Homoians. The Spirit’s function begins with the 

Father giving the Son power (virtus and potestas, used interchangeably). The Son 

provides power to the Spirit. This derived power enables the Spirit to cause rational 

beings (angels and saints) to ascend to the Son, both in knowledge and in worship. The  

                                                 
122 Serm. Ar. 31, trans. Teske, WSA 1/18, 136; Latin (CCSL 87A: 170): 31. Alium esse a Filio, et 

natura et ordine, gradu et affectu, dignitate et potestate, virtute et operatione: sicut et Filius natura et 
ordine, gradu et affectu, divina dignitate et potestate, unigenitus Deus alius est ab ingenito Deo. 

123 Meslin is thus not entirely correct when he summarizes Homoian pneumatology: “[L]e Fils et 
l’Esprit demeurent en partie liés l’un à l’autre par un certain parallélisme de situation et de function,” Les 
Ariennes d’Occident, 322. 



109 
 

Table 3.2: Summary of Homoian Pneumatology 

Doctrine Sources 

The Holy Spirit is not the Creator, but 
he is a creature belonging among the 
“all things” from passages such as Jn 
1:3 or 1 Cor 8:6 

All texts considered above 

Spirit’s mission indicates his inferior 
status 

All texts considered above 

The Spirit exists in tertio gradu or 
tertio loco after the Father and the Son 

Palladius; Auxentius/Ulfila; Adv. 
Orth. et Maced.; Inst. v. fid. 

Holy Spirit neither unbegotten like the 
Father nor only-begotten like the Son  

Auxentius/Ulfila; Serm. Ar.; Col. 
Max.; “In sancta epiphania”; Contra 

Hereticos 

Spirit’s proper sphere of activity is 
limited to rational creatures as a 
“sanctifying power”  

Palladius; Auxentius/Ulfila; Instr. v. 
fid.; [contradicted in Serm. Ar. = to irrational 

things also]; Col. Max.; “In sancta 
epiphania”; Contra hereticos  

Spirit mediates worship to Son, who 
ushers worship to Father 

Palladius; Auxentius/Ulfila; Instr. v. 
fid.; Serm. Ar.; Contra hereticos 

Spirit incomparably less than the Son  Instr. v. fid.; Serm. Ar. 

 

Spirit reveals the Son, serving as the index Christi, as Palladius puts it. In a mysterious 

way, the Paraclete works in the hearts and minds of believers to reveal Christ. Likewise, 

the Holy Spirit enables worship of the Son; in the Spirit, they glorify the Son, who ushers 

their worship on to the Father. The Spirit provides the first movement in a chain of 

worship. The grace provided by the Spirit belongs unmistakably to the created realm. 
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This grace leads the good hearted faithful on to the Son, who, from his position straddling 

the created and uncreated orders, is poised to transfer the believer’s worship and 

supplication to the Father. 

What becomes strikingly clear from these Homoian texts is that the divine 

Persons’ function indicates their order in the divine life. The diminishing spheres of 

activity of Father, Son, and Spirit, reveal the diminishing values of their respective 

substances. Homoians read the story of the Bible such that the Son only comes into being 

when the Father wills to create, and the Spirit is made by the Son at the command of the 

Father at the time of creation. Homoian theology also gives the impression that the Holy 

Spirit enters history meaningfully only after Jesus’ resurrection and ascension, an 

indication, again, of his subordination. (Against this background, pro-Nicene exegesis of 

the Holy Spirit at work in the Old Testament—beyond inspiring the prophets—stands in 

starker relief, as will be seen in Ambrose’s DSS.)  

There is a logic and symmetry to Homoian “Trinitarianism.” Meslin’s conclusion 

is apt: “Ainsi la pensée hétérodoxe prend-elle son visage définitif, dans l’ordonnance 

d’une Trinité cohérente, rationnelle, logique, dont chaque élément s’oppose 

essentiellement aux deux autres….”124 While Meslin may not be entirely correct to assert 

that Homoianism consciously collapses into Eunomianism in Palladius125, his point 

approximates the fact that Homoian pneumatology differs little from Eunomius.126 

Homoians and Eunomius alike make concerted efforts to discover in Scripture rigidly 

                                                 
124 Meslin, Les Ariens, 322. 

125 Meslin, Les Ariens, 321. 

126 Hanson also notes this striking similarity of pneumatology in Search, 745.  
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defined roles for the three divine entities. The Son mediates the Father and the Spirit 

mediates the Son to creation. Against their pro-Nicene opponents Homoian writers 

increasingly stressed the distinctions between the three, even including between the 

Father and Son, about which relationship they confessed in 360 that “the Son is like the 

Father, as also the Holy Scriptures declare and teach.”127 In his hardened polemic, 

Maximinus emphasizes the gap between Father and Son and Spirit in their functions and 

therefore in their being. It need not be concluded that Homoianism collapses into 

Eunomianism, but that the resemblances in pneuamtology are greater than sometimes 

recognized. 

Another useful conclusion to be drawn is that from Palladius and Ulfila and 

beyond, there is no major development. In other words, the pneumatology of these 

authors remains rather homogenous. Only a few points, e.g. the later acknowledgement of 

the range of the Spirit’s activities beyond rational creatures and Maximinus’ utilization of 

the object that the Spirit should be called “son” on a pro-Nicene view, indicate change. 

This calls into question the distinction between two phases of Latin Homoianism 

proposed by Meslin128 and then Simonetti,129 despite the increasing emphasis on 

differences between the three not present in 360 but seen in post-380 Homoian literature. 

 
 
 

                                                 
127 Preserved in Athanasius, De synodis 30.10, ed. H.G. Opitz, Athanasius Werke 2/1 (Berlin: De 

Gruyter, 1940), 258–59:  [Πιστεύομεν] ὅμοιον δὲ λέγομεν τῷ πατρὶ τὸν υἱόν, ὡς λέγουσιν αἱ θεῖαι γραφαὶ 
καὶ διδάσκουσι. Translation from Hanson, Search, 380. 

128 Meslin, Les Ariens, 301 f.; cf. Williams, Ambrose, 84–85.  

129 Simonetti, “Arianesimo Latino,” 664–67.  
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Chapter Three Conclusion 

We have seen that the trinitarian controversies were fundamentally a contest over 

which theology possessed a more comprehensive grasp of the Church’s Holy Scripture. 

In our findings in this chapter, the missions—the sending of the Spirit by the Son in 

parallel with the Father’s sending the Son—and order of creation are the true guides to 

distinguishing the Persons for Homoian theologians. These are two points on which the 

Homoian authors speak with one voice from the late 4th to the late 5th centuries. It is no 

accident, then, when we turn to Ambrose’s DSS that he would reverse these claims, 

arguing that the Bible teaches that the Holy Spirit is the Creator and that while his 

mission reveals distinction, it points to a fundamental unity between the three. 

Additionally, Ambrose would seek to complicate the Homoians rigid interpretation of the 

Spirit’s mission by maximally expanding the testimonies of Scripture regarding the 

Spirit’s activities. In DSS he attempts to show equality between the Son’s mission and the 

Spirit’s by sheer volume of quotations. The similarity between Eunomian, Macedonian, 

and Homoian pneumatology also sheds light on why Ambrose chose to use Greek pro-

Nicene pneumatological writings so extensively: they had such heterodox 

pneumatologies in their sights. Ambrose found this polemical aim useful, which will be 

further investigated in Chapters Six and Seven.  

But now, since the focus has been on the judge Gratian in the previous chapter 

and the prosecuting Homoians in the present chapter, let us turn our attention to the 

defendant himself and what he could bring to the task of refuting the theology seen in this 

chapter.  
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CHAPTER FOUR 

The Defendant: Ambrose’s Rhetorical, Legal, and Philosophical Formation 

As documented in the preceding chapter, Gratian, though sympathetic to 

Ambrose, could still alter his imperial policy. Even though the bishop of Milan succeeded 

in having the Homoian charges of heresy dropped and in receiving back the sequestrated 

basilica in early 381, he was not yet clear of danger. Additionally, he needed to continue 

winning the trust of his congregation in Milan, who were still becoming accustomed to 

their bishop’s pro-Nicene message. Thus, Ambrose needed to show that his theological 

position accounted adequately for the depth and breadth of the testimony of Scripture, in 

contrast to his Homoian opponents who were still vigorously contesting his pro-Nicene 

exegesis with a robust theology of the Holy Spirit constructed from their interpretation of 

Scripture. If the previous chapters set the stage of the drama by sketching the background 

of the prosecutors and their case, this chapter provides a profile of the defendant. It will 

accomplish this by specifying the intellectual resources Ambrose could and did bring to 

bear in constructing DSS. The three essential elements in sketching Ambrose’s thought-

world are rhetoric—the art or science of speaking well1, law—the practice of advocacy in 

the Roman jurisprudential system, and philosophy—the knowledge and practice of 

doctrines based on reason. It is from the resources of his education that he could 

contribute an effective presentation of Latin pro-Nicene pneumatology. As such, this 

                                                 
1 Defined further in the “Methodology” section in Chapter One above. 
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chapter will discuss in turn the rhetorical, legal, and philosophical training Ambrose had 

accumulated before 381.  

Paulinus’ Testimony regarding Ambrose and the liberales disciplinae  

The most direct testimony about Ambrose’s training and early career comes from 

the bishop’s biographer, Paulinus of Milan. He briefly summarizes Ambrose’s education, 

as his intended readers would already have been familiar with what it entailed: 

But after having been thoroughly instructed in the liberal arts (liberalibus 
disciplinis), he left the city and he declaimed in the hearing of the praetorian 
prefect. So splendidly did he speak in his trials that he was chosen by an 
illustrious man, Probus, who was then the praetorian prefect, so Ambrose could 
dispense counsel.2 

Since Paulinus’s historical accuracy has been proven suspect,3 we ought to subject this 

testimony to critical scrutiny. To begin with, what did it mean for Ambrose to have 

received instruction in the liberales disciplinae? The adjective liberalis describes the 

freedom both of the one who has the free time to study and of the one who has access to a 

measure of political freedom in which to exercise those skills that he (or sometimes she) 

has gained.4 We know from Paulinus and other sources that Ambrose belonged to an 

aristocratic family; his father, also named Ambrose, reached the rank of praetorian 

                                                 
2 Paulinus, Vita Ambrosii, ed. Michele Pellegrino (Roma: Editrice stadium, 1961), 5 (p. 56): Sed 

postquam edoctus liberalibus disciplinis ex urbe egressus est professusque in auditorio praefecturae 
praetorii, ita splendide causas perorabat, ut eligeretur a viro inlustri Probo, tunc praefecto praetorii, ad 
consilium tribuendum.   

3 This suspicion especially has occurred with regard to his presentation of Ambrose’s 
confrontation with “Arians.” See D. H. Williams, Ambrose of Milan, 105–9. Also, McLynn, Ambrose, 370–
72. Savon is a little more optimistic about Paulinus’ historical reliability, though even he uses him as a 
source only with reservations in Ambroise, 26–27, 39, 44–45 and 71. 

4 The Oxford Latin Dictionary, s.v. liberalis. Also, Bruce Kimball, Liberal Arts Tradition: A 
Documentary History (Blue Ridge Summit, PA: University Press of America, 2010), 13–14. 
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prefect in Gaul.5 Coming from this background, there would be little surprise that the 

young Ambrose engaged in the studies that enabled a life of political influence. That 

Ambrose’s family was Christian would not have affected his parents’ decision to have 

him educated in the classical manner. As H. I. Marrou has shown, although Christians 

might occasionally express theoretical reservations against the traditional paideia because 

of its close ties to paganism, in practice families with the means willingly sent their 

children to schools or had them educated in the same curriculum by private instruction.6 

Tertullian, for instance, whom one may expect to be as critical of paideia as he is of other 

matters concerning the pagan world, actually recommends that students receive the best 

education possible since such learning is necessary for life and even for “divine studies.”7 

Ambrose’s biographers do not doubt that he received an education along these lines, the 

education of a true Roman.8 The crowning jewel of any Roman elite’s education was 

proficiency in rhetoric. 

 
 
 

                                                 
5 Vita, 3 and PLRE 1:51. 

6 H. I. Marrou, A History of Education in Antiquity, trans. George Lamb (Madison, WI: University 
of Wisconsin Press, 1956), 314–29. 

7 De idolataria, 10 (eds. Reifferscheid and Wissowa, CSEL 20, 1890): Quomodo repudiamus 
saecularia studia, sine quibus diuina non possunt? Likewise, Basil of Caesarea, nearly contemporary with 
Ambrose and of a family as serious about their Christian faith as any documented in late antiquity, 
embarked on the finest possible classical education himself. See Rousseau, Basil, 27–60. As 
aforementioned, he wrote to young men close to him (perhaps his nephews) advising them work hard in 
their own pagan education, even while exhorting them to exercise caution against pagan errors. See Ad 
adulescentes (LCL 270), 363–436.  

8 E.g. McLynn, Ambrose, 31–33 and 38–39; Savon, Ambroise, 32–36; and Homes Dudden, 
Ambrose, 1:1–21. 
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Ambrose’s Rhetorical Education 

Despite the central nature of rhetoric to the thought-world of the late antique 

Greco-Roman elite, scant attention has been paid to Ambrose’s rhetorical skills and their 

manifestation in his writings.9 Indeed, the same claim could be made for many early 

Christian writers. Rhetorical education in the late Roman Empire shaped the way authors 

made arguments and approached their subject matter. Therefore, understanding the 

rhetorical precepts and practices Ambrose had imbibed will enable us to unlock insights 

into the form, structure, and meaning of De Spiritu Sancto, as well as suggesting how his 

rhetorically trained audience would have understood what he was doing. Equipped with 

this knowledge, we will possess a criterion to assess DSS and discover its most important 

points.  

Ambrose’s course of study in the liberales disciplinae, as attested by Paulinus, 

would have been oriented toward the study of grammar and rhetoric, with logic serving 

as an adjunct.10 Because eloquence provided the terminus of an aristocrat’s education, the 

course of study naturally oriented the student towards disciplines that would contribute to 

rhetorical excellence. So an aristocratic boy would learn his letters under the magister 

ludi. Here, the rudiments of education would be fostered.11 Next came grammar.12 

                                                 
9 An exception is Carole Hill, “Classical and Christian Traditions in Some Writings of St. 

Ambrose of Milan” (Ph.D. thesis, Oxford University, 1979), ch. 3. 

10 Marrou, History of Education, 210–12 and 285; cf. Kimball, Orators and Philosophers, 23–33. 

11 Marrou, History of Education, 269–71. 

12 Quintilian, Inst. Or., 1.1–10. Marrou, History of Education, 265–83, although it should be noted 
that the impression Marrou gives on these pages of a fairly rigid sequence from “primary,” to “secondary,” 
to “higher education” is anachronistic, especially for late antiquity. See the more nuanced portrayal of this 
process in Robert A. Kaster, “‘Primary’ and ‘Secondary’ Schools in Late Antiquity,” TAPA 113 (1983): 
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Quintilian provides an outline of the course of grammar study in Inst. Or. 1.4–10. Latin 

children would learn Greek along with their native tongue. (Ambrose’s knowledge of 

Greek is well established.13) Quintilian urges the grammarian to teach every kind of 

literature, starting with the poets, by which he meant Virgil and Homer, but also other 

less famous poetry. The orators receiving most attention were Cicero and Demosthenes, 

the great models of eloquence for Latin- and Greek-speakers, respectively.14 Roman 

families in late antiquity would expect of grammatical education “contact with the main 

classical texts and the correctness and adornment of language to show for it.”15 

Without going into further detail here, it should be clear from all this that the 

lower stages of education can be likened to tributaries that run into the river of rhetoric. 

They focus primarily on what 21st century educational theorists might call “language 

arts,” subordinating all other subjects. But there was still more preparation for the young 

Roman to undertake before the jump to declamation: he would wend his way through the 

progymnasmata. These “preliminary exercises”—preliminary to rhetoric proper—

                                                 
323-346. Kaster himself builds upon A. D. Booth, “The Schooling of Slaves in First Century Rome,” TAPA 
109 (1979): 11–19. 

13 E.g. Savon, Ambroise, 35–36.  

14 Some playwrights, too, would be studied carefully. On all these features of grammar school see 
Marrou, History of Education, 277–78 and Brown, Augustine of Hippo, 24. 

15 Robert A. Kaster, Guardians of Language: The Grammarian and Society in Late Antiquity 
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 1997), 44. Marrou includes an illustrative passage from 
Priscianus’ fifth century grammar, which is laid out in question-and-answer format, about the first line of 
Virgil’s Aeneid. The quotation shows how grammar instructors could expend a great deal of effort on the 
background of even a single word—arma, the Aeneid’s first word, receives over two pages of analysis in 
Priscianus! It also illumines how it is that reading a classical text leads fairly naturally into discussion of 
philology, “history,” science, mythology, etc. (History of Education, 279–80). Also worthy of consultation 
for the scope of grammatical education in the later Empire, and emerging in the same Roman context as 
Ambrose, is Marius Victorinus’ mid-fourth century introduction to grammar: Ars grammatica, ed. Italo 
Mariotti (Firenze: Le Monnier, 1967). 
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consisted of stages of gradually increasing complexity. They broke down the writing 

process into discrete skills that students would master step-by-step, with the more 

challenging stages drawing upon what was gained in the earlier ones. The latter stages 

approached more and more nearly the kinds of orations actually practiced by 

rhetoricians.16 Quintilian assigns study of the four simplest of these exercises to the 

grammar school (1.9.1–6). The remaining stages in the progymnasmata would be 

completed in the rhetorical school (2.4).17  

After acquiring mastery of literature and the composition skills bequeathed by the 

progymnasmata, Ambrose progressed to rhetoric in its fullest sense.18 For this, the 

student in late antiquity would attach himself to a master rhetor.19 Augustine filled such a 

role in Milan in the 380s, chosen by Symmachus.20 Once the instructor acknowledged 

that the student had mastered the preliminary exercises, he would provide exercises in 

declamation, which entailed study of rhetorical theory and practice. The teacher would 

                                                 
16 For more complete descriptions of the progymnasmata see the introduction by George A. 

Kennedy, trans., Progymnasmata: Greek Textbooks of Prose Composition and Rhetoric, SBL Writings 
from the Greco-Roman World 10 (Atlanta: SBL, 2003) ix–xiii; idem, Greek Rhetoric under Christian 
Emperors, 52–73; James R. Butts, The Progymnasmata of Theon: A New Text with Translation and 
Commentary, PhD diss. (Claremont, CA: Claremont Graduate School, 1986), 7–23; and Lausberg, 
Handbook, §§ 1104–44. 

17 Quintilian also notes in 1.9.6 that the Latin rhetors, not wanting to do as many of the exercises 
with their pupils, had thrust responsibility for more complicated exercises on the grammatici. He drily 
notes, “The Greeks know the burdens and the limits of their work better” (Graeci magis operum suorum et 
onera et modum norunt). Ed. and trans., Russell, LCL 124: 212–13. 

18 See the quotation of Paulinus at the beginning of this section 

19 An effective yet concise introduction to rhetoric as understood in antiquity is Malcolm Heath, 
Hermogenes: On Issues, 1–27. Other sources to consult include George A. Kennedy, The Art of Rhetoric in 
the Roman World, 300 B.C.–A.D. 300 (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1972) and Marrou, History of 
Education, 194–205 and 284–91. 

20 Conf. 5.13.23. Cf. Brown, Augustine, 58–61. 
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read orators and historians together with his pupils, carefully combing through classic 

texts to imitate the excellences found there.21 Most of their time would be spent engaging 

in practicing declamations (Latin declamatio; Greek μελετή), which were hypothetical 

controversies imagined to have either taken place in law courts or in assemblies. In these, 

the students would role-play and give speeches appropriate to the situation.22 The rhetor 

would critique and correct these. We do not know exactly which rhetorician Ambrose 

studied under in Rome, though some have noted Marius Victorinus taught rhetoric there 

while Ambrose was young.23 

It is fairly certain that in Rome Ambrose received a rigorous education in the 

liberal arts, culminating in his rhetorical prowess. His facility with rhetoric is 

demonstrated by the reputation he earned while pleading cases both early on by his 

appointment as a high-ranking official in the Roman Empire24 and later by Augustine’s 

admiration for his rhetorical ability.25 Why then has Ambrose’s knowledge of rhetoric 

been so little applied to the understanding of his texts? I contend that lack of attention to 

                                                 
21 Quintilian, Inst. Or. 2.5.6–9. 

22 Heath and Berry, “Oratory and Declamation,” in Handbook of Classical Rhetoric, 393–420 at 
408–419. 

23 See the suggestion in Markschies, Ambrosius, 81 and J. N. D. Kelly, Jerome: His Life, Writings 
and Controversies (Peabody, MA: Hendrickson, 1998), 14–15. While it does not seem that Victorinus’ 
trinitarian writings or biblical exegesis influenced Ambrose, this does not rule out the possibility that his 
teaching of rhetoric and logic did. 

24 Paulinus, Vita Ambrosii 5. 

25 E.g. Conf. 5.13.23. 
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Ambrose’s rhetorical training has, in some measure, obscured the structures and purposes 

of his writings.26  

The Late Antique Decadence Narrative and Stylized Epideictic Rhetoric in Twentieth-
Century Historiography 

One reason for this lacuna in recent scholarship on Ambrose is that it labors under 

a misapprehension of the definition of rhetoric in late antiquity that persisted through the 

twentieth-century. Historians of late antiquity certainly do recognize and report on the 

ubiquity of rhetoric in all parts of the Roman Empire at the time. Its roles in education, 

the imperial court, city life, and even the church have been remarked upon. However, 

these historians of late antiquity tend to regard rhetoric primarily under the aspect of 

style. Style certainly is an important feature of rhetoric, especially at this time in which 

speeches were often overly elaborate and ornamented. However, this focus on style led to 

historians regarding rhetoric as merely a form of entertainment or as functioning as an 

artificially constructed barrier to entrance into the aristocracy.27 This is not to say that 

historians of late antiquity failed to note the ubiquity of rhetoric throughout the Roman 

                                                 
26 Ambrose’s biographers note his extensive rhetorical training, but usually just as a phase at the 

beginning of his life perhaps reappearing in his preaching to the congregation at Milan. The most attention 
it receives is probably Homes Dudden, Saint Ambrose, 1:1–21, who reports it with the harsh judgment, 
followed by so many 20th century scholars, that rhetoric is a gross abuse of reason. Slight mention is made 
in Savon, Ambroise de Milan, 34–36; Ramsey, Ambrose, 18; and Dassmann, Ambrosius von Mailand: 
Leben und Werk (Stuttgart: Verlag W. Kohlhammer, 2004), 17. No mention of it exists in Moorhead, 
Ambrose: Church and Society. The welcome exception has already been cited: Hill, Classical and 
Christian Traditions in Ambrose, ch. 3. However, Hill’s analysis has less to do with understanding 
particular texts of Ambrose than in understanding his relationship to pagan culture. 

27 E.g. Robert Browning, “Education in the Roman Empire,” 855–83 in The Cambridge History 
Volume 14: Late Antiquity, eds. Averil Cameron, Bryan Ward-Perkins, Michael Whitby (Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press, 2001), 855 and 860–62. 
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Empire. Nor is it to say that they have not recognized the need for rhetorical excellence in 

the imperial court or in the church.  

But the “Second Sophistic,”28 the cultural movement flourishing in this time 

period, is associated with orators as important political and entertainment personalities 

rather than as respectable, rigorous intellectuals.29 It has been argued that, as power 

became increasingly located in the imperial bureaucratic structure of first the Hellenistic 

Empire and then the Roman Empire, forensic and deliberative rhetoric rotted away like 

unwanted fruit on the vine. Lacking the fertile ground of democracy, the forensic and 

deliberative rhetoric more concerned with inventio and argument gave way to epideictic 

or ceremonial rhetoric. Historians of the period understand epideictic as light on 

argument and heavy on ornamentation. Often described as “florid”, epideictic is assumed 

to be the most politically potent kind of speech.30 The narrative of rhetoric’s turn to style 

over substance nicely links up with the notion that late antique culture progressively 

                                                 
28 The term was originally used by Philostratus in the third-century A.D. Lives of the Sophists. 

Secondary scholarship includes George A. Kennedy, A New History of Classical Rhetoric (Princeton, N.J.: 
Princeton University Press, 1994), 230–56; Graham Anderson, The Second Sophistic: A Cultural 
Phenomenon in the Roman Empire (New York: Routledge, 1993), 16–17, though he notes that it is difficult 
to categorize “sophists” and therefore to what this period refers; and Scott Swain, The Second Sophistic 
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2005). The art of declamation, public rhetorical exercises, sometimes 
epideictic, sometimes on judicial or deliberative themes, features prominently, particularly in the Greek 
east. See also Ewen Bowie, “Second Sophistic,” in Brill’s New Pauly, eds. Hubert Cancik and Helmuth 
Schneider, accessed online 29 May 2014: http://referenceworks.brillonline.com/entries/brill-s-new-
pauly/second-sophistic-e12218340. 

29 Anderson, The Second Sophistic, 16–17. 

30 Historians of rhetoric were making a similar claim up until recently. See D. A. Russell, “The 
Panegyrists and their Teachers,” in The Propaganda of Power: The Role of Panegyric in Late Antiquity, ed. 
Mary Whitby (Leiden: Brill, 1998), 17–49, 25 and J. Bompaire, Lucien écrivain: imitation et création 
(Paris: Les Belles Lettres, 1958), 269). See the citation and refutation of the latter in Heath, Menander, 
277–79. 

 

http://referenceworks.brillonline.com/entries/brill-s-new-pauly/second-sophistic-e12218340
http://referenceworks.brillonline.com/entries/brill-s-new-pauly/second-sophistic-e12218340
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became corrupt and decadent.31 Since the presence of forensic and deliberative rhetoric 

tend to be downplayed, the significance of inventio is diminished.  Thus, rhetoric is 

perceived to count little toward rational argumentation. 

Modern scholars are somewhat to be forgiven for this overstatement, since a 

variety of first century A.D. writers, including Tacitus, Petronius, Seneca, pseudo-

Longinus, and Quintilian, criticize their contemporaries for their rhetorical decadence and 

later antique authors followed suit.32 Tacitus even links this perceived phenomenon to the 

authoritarian rule established by the Empire.33 The uncritical adoption of Tacitus’ 

pessimism encouraged the view that the rhetoric of late antiquity enervated Greco-Roman 

culture. Rhetoric was all style and no substance.  

For these reasons some historians judge rhetoric in late antiquity to be bereft of 

creativity and originality.34 It was “a culture frozen in the past with little attention 

devoted to contemporary authors and issues.”35 On this view, there was little opportunity 

                                                 
31 Jeffrey Walker, in Rhetoric and Poetics in Antiquity (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2000), 

45–46, shows that several historical works perceive such a link including George A. Kennedy, The Art of 
Persuasion in Greece (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1963), idem, The Art of Rhetoric in the 
Roman World (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1972), idem, Classical Rhetoric and Its Christian and 
Secular Tradition from Ancient to Modern Times (Chapel Hill, NC: University of North Carolina Press, 
1980); M. L. Clark, Rhetoric at Rome (London: Cohen and West, 1953); and Donald A. Russell, Greek 
Declamation (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1983). 

32 Discussed in Laurent Pernot, Rhetoric in Antiquity, trans. W. E. Higgins (Washington, D.C: 
Catholic University of America Press, 2005), 128–31.   

33 Tacitus, Dialogus 36–41 cited and discussed in Pernot, Rhetoric in Antiquity, 128–30.  

34 Clarke, Rhetoric at Rome, 139–40, who writes that late rhetoricians “are of minor interest and 
do not deserve to be read on their own account,” since “original thought is as lacking as literary charm” 
(quoted in Humfress, Orthodoxy and the Courts, 110). See also Kennedy, Greek Rhetoric, 53 who finds use 
for stasis theory only in respect to literary composition or to produce philosophical dialectic. 

35 Raffaella Cribiore, Gymnastics of the Mind: Greek Education in Hellenistic and Roman Egypt 
(Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2001), 247, although she also brings out several advantageous 
features of writing paideia as well on 248–52. 
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to influence the courts or an assembly with these forms of eloquence, which became mere 

showpieces of learning and a passport into the upper classes.36 No less scholars than Peter 

Brown37 and Henry Chadwick38 have advanced this negative evaluation of rhetoric in late 

antique society.   

Ambrose’s influential English language biographer, F. Homes Dudden, also 

affirms rhetoric’s decadence in the fourth century Roman Empire, charting Ambrosian 

scholarship’s course to ignoring or downplaying Ambrose’s debt to classical eloquence 

for argumentative strategies. He characterizes late antique rhetoric as appealing to “the 

depraved taste of the period” and that delighted “in everything that was pretentious and 

                                                 
36 Again, Pernot, Rhetoric in Antiquity, 131: “Traditionally scholars, following Tacitus, have 

adhered to the decline thesis, as explained by the political situation. This is the source of the prevailing 
view in modern historiography that holds that rhetoric under the empire no longer exists or is reduced to 
declamations, recitations, and empty encomia …. Yet such an opinion caricatures the thesis by going 
further than its original proponents did, for they recognized that even in their own time good orators still 
existed.” 

37 See Peter Brown, Power and Persuasion in Late Antiquity: Towards a Christian Empire 
(Madison, WI: University of Wisconsin Press, 1992), on p. 31: “The successful rhetor was the one who lent 
momentum, through the dazzle of his words, to the slow working of those factors. He was most effective 
when wise after the event.” Or on p. 39: “Paideia was a means of expressing social distance. Its skills were 
difficult to acquire and, once acquired, could only be displayed within rigid, traditional conventions.” Or 
again on pp. 39–40: “The very standardization of this rhetoric, which is so tedious to a modern reader, 
explains its attraction in the first and second centuries A.D. Formalized, elevated, reassuringly predictable, 
and invariably fulsome, rhetoric provided a permanent background music to the consensus in favor of 
Roman rule skillfully fostered among the civic notables of the Greek world.” For a historian capable of 
expressing complex cultural phenomena so eloquently, it is surprising in this book to find Brown reducing 
the functions of education to a mere gateway into the aristocracy and to ensuring political obedience to the 
Emperor by that aristocracy. Even if this was a function of rhetorical education in late antiquity—and I do 
not deny that such education was a path to society’s stratosphere—it is surely only one of the results of 
rhetoric among others. It is not as if the increasing complexity of the rhetorical curriculum in both Greek 
and Latin worlds was merely intended to put up higher walls around the elite!  

38 In the introduction to his influential translation of Confessions, Chadwick writes, “[Augustine] 
wrote for an age stamped with an elegant skepticism, for which a well-turned phrase gave more pleasure 
than than a cogent argument for the truth. … [Augustine’s] contemporary pagan culture … used fine words, 
even rococo elaboration, but had little or nothing to say” ((Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1991), x).  
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extravagant and bizarre.”39 Homes Dudden continued to belittle Ambrose’s rhetorical 

education: 

It is easy to indicate the defects of this rhetorical education. The habit of 
declaiming on trivial, unreal, or hackneyed themes was fatal to simplicity, 
sincerity, and good style. The speaker could not hope to attract attention by his 
matter: his success depended entirely on the manner in which he presented it. To 
keep his hearers awake, he was obliged to stuff his speech with startling epigrams, 
smart antitheses, and quaint conceits. Sense was sacrificed to sound, force to 
brilliance, and the art of saying true things to the art of making the false appear to 
be true.40 

These scathing lines capture the view that the world of discourse in which Ambrose 

participated was impossibly decadent and superficial. Naturally, this view would prevent 

investigation into the effect of rhetorical inventio on Ambrose’s works. So, for instance, 

when George A. Kennedy comments on Ambrose’s role in the history of rhetoric, he 

notes that the bishop contributes epideictic or panegyric orations, but not his use of 

rhetoric in polemical texts.41  

 Why has such a negative attitude toward late antique rhetoric prevailed? The 

answer to this question would make an interesting study in itself. Two suggestions may 

be hazarded here. First, the fact that modern scholarship—in both history and theology—

tends to value the concise and logical over the ornamental in its own literature could 

serve to make the baroque style of late antiquity distasteful. Additionally, modern 

western education has not taught invention as part of its composition curriculum for a 

long time, which may make recent scholarship tone-deaf to the way rhetorically trained 

                                                 
39 Homes Dudden, Saint Ambrose, 1:10. 

40 Saint Ambrose, 1:11. 

41 New History of Classical Rhetoric, 265. 
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authors argue in late antiquity. Second, Augustine’s famous invective against the 

profession of rhetor as portrayed in Confessions, one of the foundational primary sources 

for study of late antique society, may have poisoned the well.42 Whether descrying 

misplaced emphasis on correctness of elocution over moral uprightness43, or vain 

ambition,44 or preference for style over truth,45 or unbridled greed,46 or even his bitter 

personal characterization of the rhetor as one who sells words and sits in the chair of 

lying,47 Augustine has little positive and much negative to say of the art of rhetoric. 

While other factors may well contribute, modern scholars have possibly been tempted by 

their own thought world and Augustine to rate rhetoric negatively near the fall of the 

Roman Empire.  

However, shifting paradigms in the study of late antique rhetoric have begun to 

cause a change in its evaluation.48 The revisionist historians of rhetoric Malcolm Heath49 

and Caroline Humfress50 have contributed studies that directly counter the assumption 

                                                 
42 This point was suggested to me by D. H. Williams. 

43 Conf. 1.18.28–29. 

44 Conf. 3.3.6. 

45 Conf. 5.6.10. 

46 Conf. 5.12.22. 

47 Conf. 9.2.2–4. 

48 Documented by Pernot, Rhetoric in Antiquity, 128–34; Kennedy, Greek Rhetoric, 50–51; and 
Craig A. Gibson, “Learning Greek History in the Ancient Classroom: The Evidence of the Treatises on 
Progymnasmata,” Classical Philology 99 (2004): 103–29, 126. 

49 See 26 n. 93 in Chapter One above. 

50 See 26 n. 94 in Chapter One above. Pernot’s Rhetoric in Antiquity could also be counted in this 
group. 
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that skills in eloquence would have been irrelevant at best and deleterious to sound 

thought at worst. In Orthodoxy and the Courts in Late Antiquity, Humfress rejects the 

idea that a “top-down” hegemony of imperial constitutions dominated late antique 

Roman law,51 contending instead that opportunities were available to influence the legal 

process through rhetoric and rhetorical thinking for judges, legal experts, and advocates 

in the courtrooms.52 The evidence points away from the prevailing stereotype amongst 

scholars of Roman law that advocacy declined after the transition from Republic to 

Empire.53 Even after the senate’s role became reduced in the legislation of Rome, the 

courts were still bustling. Humfress shows that courtroom argumentation thrived in the 

late Roman Empire. Rhetorical education, especially the exercises of the progymnasmata 

and declamations designed to foster skills in invention, thus had profound “real world” 

utility. It could not possibly be a mere showpiece accomplishment for the upper classes.54 

To succeed in this dynamic legal context, late antique people of means sought training in 

the canons of classical rhetoric.55 

Thus, the training in rhetoric that young men received before embarking upon 

their public careers was essentially practical. The rhetorical schools existed to assist such 

                                                 
51 Orthodoxy and the Courts, 3. 

52 Shown in a variety of ways in Humfress, Orthodoxy and the Courts, 7–132. 

53 Humfress, Orthodoxy and the Courts, 95–96, interacting with a previous study on the topic by 
John Crook, Legal Advocacy in the Roman World (London: Duckworth, 1995). 

54 Humfress, Orthodoxy and the Courts, 93–115. 

55 These legal experts would more often provide expert advice to clients rather than actually plead 
cases in a courtroom. Humfress describes their function in the late antique legal world in Orthodoxy and 
the Courts, 62–92. 
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ambitious people in negotiating a world in which success depended on victory in the 

courts through which the imperial bureaucracy controlled society.56 In other words, how 

to reason through the relevant arguments for cases and then dressing them in attractive 

form constituted a major part of the education of those ambitious for public influence in 

late antiquity.  

Rhetorical Invention in the Church in Late Antiquity 

All this is true not only for the “secular” legal sphere, but even more so for the 

Church. Christians, whether “orthodox” or “heretical,” required excellent skills in 

eloquence in order to influence the Empire’s legal system for their group, as Humfress 

argues throughout the second part of her book.57 A dazzling array of early Christian 

figures, especially those who plainly employ forensic and deliberative reasoning from 

their rhetorical education and perhaps judicial experience, are shown to use the 

techniques for finding arguments and articulating them effectively.58 Humfress’ study 

vindicates the few voices that have called attention to the late antique church fathers’ debt 

                                                 
56 As Humfress writes, “[T]he late Roman schools of rhetoric continued to provide an essentially 

pragmatic training, primarily aimed at equipping forensic advocates for pleading in court” (Orthodoxy and 
the Courts, 94). For the ongoing significance of judicial/forensic and deliberative rhetoric to society’s 
functioning see also Heath, Menander, 277–331. Cribiore also points to the pervasive influence of 
declamation in society beyond the school years in Gymnastics of the Mind, 243–44. 

57 Orthodoxy and the Courts, 134–215. 

58 Humfress, Orthodoxy and the Courts: Particular figures treated include, with page numbers in 
parentheses: Tertullian (173–75); Gregory Thaumaturgus (175–76); Sulpicius Severus (176); Ambrose 
(176–77); Alypius of Thagaste (177–79); Gregory of Nazianzus (180); Basil of Caesarea (180–81); 
Amphilocius of Iconium (181–82); Socrates, the writer of the Ecclesiastical History (182–83); John 
Chrysostom (183); Theodore of Mopsuestia (183–84); Serapion of Thmuis (186); Lactantius, though 
“neither cleric nor advocate; but he himself states that ‘the pleading of imaginary cases’ has helped him… 
‘plead the cause of truth’” (cf. Divine Institutes, 1.1.10; 186); Minucius Felix (187); Cyprian (187); various 
Donatist bishops (187–88); and, of course, Augustine (189–94) as well as Jerome (194). 
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to classical rhetoric techniques of invention.59 She also points out how these oratorical 

and legal skills prepared bishops for the task of trying cases on behalf of their 

congregants, a practice officially acknowledged by the Roman authorities.60 It is already 

known that Ambrose regularly judged such cases.61 Additionally, as we will see below, 

Ambrose worked in the courtroom, putting his rhetorical skills to use in a practical 

context before his election as a bishop. His cultural inheritance from the Second Sophistic 

equipped him with much more valuable skills than the ability to deliver a pretty 

panegyric.  

Given, then, that Ambrose learned rhetoric well and that such skill in eloquence 

would be used in ecclesiastical conflicts, especially concerning heresy and orthodoxy, it 

is not only possible, but almost certain, that the bishop composed DSS using rhetorical 

techniques. Ambrose would not only bring to bear his expertise in literary eloquence, 

                                                 
59 The classic study is Sider, Ancient Rhetoric. Recently, see Richard Brumback, “Tertullian’s 

Trinitarian Monarchy in Adversus Praxean: A Rhetorical Analysis,” 367–78 in StP, vol. 65 (Leuven: 
Peeters, 2013); Matthew R. Crawford, “‘Reordering the Confusion’: Tatian, the Second Sophistic, and the 
so-called Diatessaron,” ZAC 19.2 (2015): 209–36; and Anthony Briggman, “Literary and Rhetorical 
Theory in Irenaeus, Part 1,” VC 69 (2015): 500–27 and idem, “Literary and Rhetorical Theory in Irenaeus, 
Part 2,” VC 70 (2016): 31–50. Others include: Dunn, Tertullian’s Adversus Iudaeos—even if Tertullian did 
not author Adversus Iudaeos, Dunn’s study still reveals the pervasiveness of rhetorical forms in a third 
century Latin Christian writer; Wolfram Kinzig, “The Greek Christian Writers,” 633–70 and Philip E. 
Satterthwaite, “Rhetoric in the Latin Church Fathers,” 686-708 both in Handbook of Classical Rhetoric; 
Frances Young, “The Rhetorical Schools and their Influence on Patristic Exegesis,” 182–99 in The Making 
of Orthodoxy: Essays in Honour of Henry Chadwick, ed. Rowan Williams (Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press, 1989); Čelica Milovanović, “Sailing to Sophistopolis: Gregory of Nazianzus and Greek 
Declamation,” JECS 13.2 (2005): 187–232; and Demetrios S. Katos, Palladius of Helenopolis: The 
Origenist Advocate, OECS (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2011), 33–61. 

60 Orthodoxy and the Courts, 153–73. 

61 For people seeking legal decisions from him see Augustine, Conf. 6.3.12. For Ambrose deciding 
a case over an inheritance, see Ep. 24 (CSEL 82/1: 170–75), 171, on which cf. Humfress, Orthodoxy and 
the Courts, 161. Ambrose’s theological nemesis, Palladius, accused him of turning a council into a tribunal 
with him sitting as the judge in the Council of Aquileia. See discussion in Williams, Ambrose, 169–81 and 
McLynn, “The ‘Apology’ of Palladius,” 52–76. 
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though. He also received training in law and philosophy that would prove to be a boon in 

his struggle with the Latin Homoians for Gratian’s approval. 

Ambrose as a Lawyer 

The testimony from Paulinus quoted earlier is the only direct testimony that 

Ambrose actually practiced law. But when the fact that Rome was well-known for its 

legal schools in the mid-fourth century is taken together with Ambrose’s later success 

under Probus, leading to his appointment as administrative governor of the province 

Aemilia-Liurgia, it can be reasonably inferred that Paulinus’ testimony is accurate.62 

Given Ambrose’s education in the disciplinae liberales, which included his rhetorical 

training, the report that Probus named him a counsel on account of his “splendid speeches 

in cases” seems likely enough.63 Ambrose made a statement later in his career that 

supports Paulinus’ claim. In his anti-Novatianist treatise on repentance, De paenitentia, 

Ambrose makes an example of himself, confessing to the Lord Jesus,  

that I owe more, and that more has been forgiven me who has been called to the 
priesthood away from the tumult and strife of the law courts (forensium) and the 

                                                 
62 For the case that Ambrose did receive formal legal training see Homes Dudden, Ambrose, 1:20: 

“[I]t is fairly certain that, towards the end of the period of his education, Ambrose devoted himself to he 
intensive study of jurisprudence. … [I]n the fourth century, the Roman school of jurisprudence had a 
world-wide reputation, and attracted young men from all parts of the Empire. It is inconceivable that 
Ambrose, residing as he did in Rome, and aspiring to practice at the Bar, should have neglected to attend 
the courses of the celebrated Roman jurists,” citing in support of this claim texts about Rome’s famous 
institutions of legal education including Augustine, Rutilius Namatianus, the Vita Sancti Germani, and 
Cassiodorus. Also see McLynn, Ambrose, 37–39.  

One also recognizes that Ambrose was the protégé of Petronius Probus, which suggests that he 
was already bound for an imperial career. 

63 Cf. Vita Ambrosii 5. 
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dread of public administration (publicae … administrationis); and therefore I fear 
that I may be found ungrateful, if I, to whom more has been forgiven, love less.64 

The key terms forensis and publica administratio probably refer, respectively, to the time 

Ambrose spent trying cases in the courtrooms and to his position as the governor of 

Aemilia-Liurgia.65 Ambrose makes a similar statement in De officiis 1.1.4, in which he 

describes his career: “I was snatched into the priesthood from a life spent at tribunals 

(tribunalibus) and amidst the paraphernalia of administrative office.”66 The word tribunal 

refers to the raised platform in a basilica on which the jurisdictional magistrate, his 

secretary, and his counsel would sit. (The word for counsel is the same as Paulinus uses 

to describe Ambrose’s role with Probus: consilium.67)  

Thus, Ambrose served as an advocate, a significant position in the Roman 

Empire’s legal system. His legal experience fits well with Humfress’ thesis that rhetorical 

education could realistically assist those who gained it to excel as advocates. Though it 

seems that Ambrose had not planned to employ these skills in an ecclesiastical context 

rather than a legal and political one, he would have had plenty of practice when he did 

find himself serving as an advocate for the pro-Nicene side. Indeed, it would have been 

natural to do so. 

                                                 
64 De paenitentia, 2.8.67, trans. H. De Romestin, NPNF2 10: 354; Latin from Roger Gryson, ed., 

SC 179, 188: … plus debuisse me fateor et plus dimissum mihi, qui de forensium strepitu iurgiorum et a 
publicae terrore administrationis ad sacerdotium vocatus sim. et ideo vereor ne ingratus inveniar si minus 
diligam, cui plus dimissum est. 

65 Berger, Encyclopedic Dictionary of Roman Law, 474 and 350, respectively.  

66 De off. 1.1.4, ed. and trans. Ivor J. Davidson, 2 vols. (Oxford: Oxford University Press), 1:118–
19: Ego enim raptus de tribunalibus atque administrationis infulis ad sacerdotium…. Discendum igitur 
mihi simul et docendum est quoniam non vacavit ante discere. See also Davidson’s useful commentary on 
this passage in 2:445–47. 

67 Berger, Encyclopedic Dictionary, 742–43; Vita Ambrosii 5. 
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In a culture in which many tried to become successful advocates, and eloquence 

was a highly valued commodity, Ambrose must have displayed a great deal of skill in 

rhetorical argumentation to have been selected for the high position to which Probus 

appointed him. Of course, Augustine bore witness to Ambrose’s eloquence in 

Confessiones68 and presented him as a model Christian preacher in DDC.69 Ambrose also 

enjoyed fame as a doctor mellifluus in the middle ages.70 All of this reinforces the 

portrayal of Ambrose as an accomplished rhetorician. This skill in speech was not only in 

epideictic, but also forensic because he tried cases and worked as a high-ranking official. 

Naturally, these forensic cases required the future bishop to support his claims with 

evidence and make convincing arguments. To be sure, he would have learned to 

ornament his discourses stylistically. However, given the common portrayal of the 

Second Sophistic as decadent and non-rational, it behooves us to underscore the 

rationality and rigor of the kind of rhetorical argumentation Ambrose would have become 

accustomed to in the courts. To assist him in gaining the hard edge of rational 

argumentation, Ambrose, like other accomplished rhetoricians in public careers, would 

have received some philosophical education as well. So we turn to this aspect of his 

formation. 

 
 
 

                                                 
68 Conf. 5.13.23. 

69 DDC 4.21.46 and 4.21.48. 

70 Henri de Lubac cites two sources that attribute sweetness of speech to Ambrose. Medieval 
Exegesis, vol. 2 trans. E. M. Macierowski (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 2000), 171. 
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Ambrose and Philosophy up to 380 

Paulinus only mentions that Ambrose studied the liberales disciplinae and that he 

went through the courts.71 But did his course of study include philosophy? It is well 

known that dialectic, the theory and practice of logical reasoning, would be studied in the 

rhetorical schools in late antiquity for its usefulness in oratory.72 The most common text 

was Porphyry’s Isagoge or Introduction.73 While many have claimed that it prepared 

students for Aristotle’s Categories, Jonathan Barnes contends it introduces the study of 

logic per se and Categories only by accident that Categories was the first text students in 

philosophy would typically work through.74 It was translated by Victorinus so that, as 

with Cicero’s De inventione, we can be reasonably confident that Ambrose studied it.75 

Isagoge provides its reader an account of predication, which would be helpful in 

understanding definitions as well as the construction and analysis of arguments. It will be 

seen how important this was for Ambrose in his polemical work on the Holy Spirit in 

Chapter Seven. 

Beyond logic, what would Ambrose have learned of philosophy? What 

philosophical doctrines might he know?76 Perhaps somewhat counter-intuitively, 

                                                 
71 Referred to on page 112 above. 

72 See Jerome, Ep. 50.1 and Augustine, Conf. 4.16. 

73 See Jonathan Barnes, ed. and trans., Porphyry: Introduction (Oxford: Clarendon, 2003). 

74 Barnes, Porphyry: Introduction, xv. 

75 For Victorinus’ translation of Isagoge see Pierre Hadot, Marius Victorinus: Recherches sur sa 
vie et ses oeuvres (Paris: Études Augustiniennes, 1971), 179–87. 

76 On this much-discussed issue in Ambrose see the important article with extensive bibliography 
by Davidson, “Ambrose’s De officiis and the Intellectual Climate,” 313–33. Other significant studies 
include Goulven Madec, Saint Ambroise et la Philosophie (Paris: Études Augustiniennes, 1974) and 
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rhetorical schools may have taught some concrete philosophical doctrines. Cicero’s later 

works urge that the ideal orator acquire knowledge of the three branches of philosophy: 

“the natural, moral, and rational (naturalis, moralis, rationalis).”77 Malcolm Heath has 

brought attention to the fact that rhetors often were philosophers, most famously 

Porphyry.78 Additionally, Marius Victorinus,79 Alypius of Thagaste,80 and Augustine81 all 

provide examples of famous rhetorical teachers who acquired philosophical acumen. The 

philosophical knowledge also found in the writings of Tertullian82 and Minucius Felix83 

suggests a long tradition of a hand-in-hand relationship of philosophy and rhetoric in the 

                                                 
Andrew Lenox-Conyngham, “Ambrose and Philosophy,” 112–28 in CFGPLA, eds. Lionel Wickham and 
Caroline P. Bammel (Leiden: Brill, 1993).  

77 Cicero, De finibus 4.5–18, De or. 1.56, 3.70–73, and 3.122–23. See an argument for Cicero’s 
ideal of integrating philosophy within rhetoric in A. A. Long, “Cicero’s Plato and Aristotle,” in Cicero the 
Philosopher: Twelve Papers, ed. J. G. F. Powell (Oxford: Claredon Press, 1995), 39 with citations of De 
inv. 1.1, 1.4; De or. 1.53–54, 3.72; Orator 11–19; and De off. 1.2–3. 

78 “Platonists and the Teaching of Rhetoric in Late Antiquity,” in Late Antique Epistemology: 
Other Ways to Truth, eds. Panayiota Vassilopoulou and Stephen R. L. Clark (Houndmills, UK; New York: 
Palgrave MacMillan, 2009), 143–59. For Porphyry in particular see idem, “Porphyry’s Rhetoric,” Clas. 
Quar. 53.1 (2003): 141–66 and idem, “Porphyry’s Rhetoric: Testimonia and Fragments,” Leeds 
International Classical Studies 1.5 (2002): 1–38 (online at http://www.leeds.ac.uk/classics/lics). 

79 Augustine, Conf. 8.2.3 portrays him as a philosopher while Jerome, De viris illustribus, 101, 
portrays him as a teacher of rhetoric. See the discussion of philosophy and rhetoric in Victorinus in Hadot, 
Marius Victorinus: Recherches, 76–88 and 92–99. Cf. the informative introduction in Stephen A. Cooper, 
Metaphysics and Morals in Marius Victorinus’ Commentary on the Letter to the Ephesians (New York: 
Peter Lang, 1995), 1–29. 

80 The evidence for his education as a rhetorician bound for the law under Augustine and then his 
participation in philosophical investigation with Augustine at Cassiaciacum is found in Conf. 6.7.11–12 and 
9.4.8. 

81 In Confessiones, Augustine reports reading Cicero’s Hortensius and being drawn to philosophy 
at 3.4.8 besides his contact with the Neoplatonists described in book 7. 

82 A well-argued summary of Tertullian’s attitude toward reason in general and philosophy in 
particular occurs in Eric Osborn, Tertullian, First Theologian of the West (Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press, 1997), 27–47.  

83 See Alfons Fürst, “Der philosophiegeschichtliche Ort von Minucius Felix’ Dialog ‘Octavius’,” 
Jahrbuch für Antike und Christentum 42 (1999): 42–49. 

 

http://www.leeds.ac.uk/classics/lics


 

 134 

late Roman Empire. Nevertheless, philosophical schools were distinct from rhetorical 

ones. But rhetorical education at least opened the possibility of learning substantial 

philosophical doctrines concerning morality and metaphysics.  

Despite these examples of rhetorically trained men becoming acquainted with 

philosophy in their training, some scholars, led by Goulven Madec, assert that Ambrose 

only learned philosophical doctrines later in his career.84 They cite the greater emphasis 

on and use of philosophy in Ambrose’s patriarchal treatises, De officiis, and other works 

that came late in the bishop’s literary output. Others demur, reasoning that Ambrose 

could only have gained philosophical knowledge during his formative years, since his 

busy life as a bishop would have prevented him from serious study of such matters.85 Our 

concern is whether Ambrose knew philosophical texts and doctrines that could equip him 

for his polemical contest with the Homoians over the status of the Holy Spirit. Thus, it 

will behoove us to investigate Ambrose’s pre-381 writings. Only a handful of works can 

be placed with confidence before 380: De paradiso, De Cain et Abel, De viduis, De 

virginibus, De virginitate, and De excessu fratris sui Satyri.86 

                                                 
84 Madec, Ambroise et la philosophie, 170 and Hill, Classical and Christian Traditions, 174–76. 

85 Lenox-Conyngham, “Ambrose and Philosophy,” 117–19 and Homes Dudden, Saint Ambrose, 
1:5, 13–14. 

86 De paradiso was composed when Ambrose, by his own words, was inexperienced as a bishop. 
See Ep. 45.1 (26). De Cain et Abel continues De paradiso, so can also be dated early in Ambrose’s 
episcopacy. De viduis follows on the heels of de virginibus, which can be dated to 376, since Ambrose 
mentions he had not yet attained three years as a bishop (Ep. 48.14; Homes Dudden, Ambrose, 2.695). De 
viriginitate is a separate work replying to criticisms that he has been over zealous in his proselytizing for 
the virgin life in De virginibus, and so should be dated within a year of that work, i.e. 377 (Homes Dudden, 
Ambrose, 2.696, but especially Neil Adkin, “A Note on the Date of Ambrose’s De virginitate,” Athenaeum 
81 (1993): 641–44). De excessu fratris sui Satyri was Ambrose’s funeral oration for his brother, who died 
either in 375 or 378 (Ramsey, Ambrose, 63). On the debate over the date of Satyrus’ death see Moorhead, 
Ambrose: Church and Society, 36n45. 
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De paradiso 

In this treatise, Ambrose works through the creation narrative in Genesis 1–3, 

unearthing ethical teachings for his congregants, defending God’s justice in placing the 

tree of the knowledge of good and evil in the garden, and polemicizing heterodox 

accounts of creation, especially the teaching of Apelles.87 In one passage bearing the 

marks of philosophy, Ambrose identifies the Greek word nous (mind) with man and 

aesthesis (the emotions of the mind and the heart) with woman. When aesthesis is led 

astray it necessarily causes the nous to err, Ambrose reasons. This demonstrates that 

unchecked pleasures cause people to sin. In this passage, Ambrose refers obliquely to an 

interpreter who came “before us (ante nos),” indicating his reliance on Philo’s De opificio 

mundi and Legum allegoriae.88 Later in the text, Ambrose names Philo as his source for 

                                                 
A few other works may possibly be dated prior to 380 (De Tobia, De Helia et ieunio, and De 

Noe), but there are good reasons to place them later. Homes Dudden (Ambrose, 2.681) makes a case that 
De Noe should be dated to the autumn of 378 because a line in 10.31 seems to fit the death of Valens and 
the disaster of the Battle of Hadrianople: quemadmodum in bello cum imperator ab hoste occiditur, 
commoritur eius exercitus, atque omnis comminuitur virtu militaris (CCEL 32/1: 432–33). However, there 
is no reason to think that this treatise was motivated by Valens’ woe, and so should be assigned Ramsey’s 
more modest range of 378–384 (Ambrose, 56). De Tobia and De Helia et ieunio were most likely both 
given before Lent; they seem to be companion pieces with De Nabothe. The latter can be dated to the late 
380s when Ambrose seems to have been influenced by several of Basil’s writings and sermons (Ramsey, 
Ambrose, 117). Additionally, De Noe, which is an edited collection of sermons, alludes to singing hymns in 
Milan, a practice begun ca. 386. All three of these can, therefore, be placed after 386 (Homes Dudden, 
Ambrose, 2.685–86). 

87 De paradiso can be found in C. Schenkl, ed., CSEL 32/1: 263–336. My portrayal of the text 
relies on J. Patout Burns, “Creation and Fall according to Ambrose of Milan,” 71–97 in Augustine: Biblical 
Exegete, eds. Joseph C. Schnaubelt and Frederick Van Fleteren (New York: Peter Lang, 2001), 72. Cf. 
Marcel Poorthuis, “Who Is To Blame: Adam or Eve? A Possible Jewish Source for Ambrose’s De 
Paradiso 12,56,” VC 50.2 (1996): 125–35 and for Philo’s influence see Hervé Savon, Saint Ambroise 
devant l’exégèse de Philon le Juif, 2 vols. (Paris: Études Augustiniennes, 1977), 1.25–54; David T. Runia, 
Philo in Early Christian Literature (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1993), 291–311; and Enzo Lucchesi, 
L’usage de Philon dans l’oeuvre exégétique de Saint Ambroise (Leiden: Brill, 1977). 

88 De paradiso 2.11 (CSEL 32/1: 271); cf. 11.51 (CSEL 32/1: 308). Also, Savon, Saint Ambroise 
devant l’exégèse de Philon le Juif, 1.25–54. 
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the first and only time in his corpus, despite his massive debts to the Alexandrian Jew.89 

Ambrose’s dependence on Philo raises a question: if Philo himself incorporates 

philosophical doctrines into his biblical exegesis, and Ambrose uses these Philonic texts, 

can we say that Ambrose “knew” these philosophical doctrines? It must be answered 

affirmatively, but the degree of knowledge is impossible to ascertain. Given the 

polemical context in which he writes, Ambrose would at least need to have some 

confidence about the doctrines he is putting forth. In other words, Ambrose seems to be 

able to converse with philosophical doctrines in physics and ethics, though he does not 

demonstrate expertise. In another passage, Ambrose interprets the four rivers spoken of in 

Gen 2:10 as the four cardinal virtues, which “the wise men (sapientes) of this world 

transported into the writings of their books having taken them from us.”90 Here, Ambrose 

is probably borrowing from Philo,91 implying that the bishop considers Philo to be a 

philosopher. Madec concurs in his treatment of Ambrose’s use of Philo.92 Thus, Ambrose 

connects particular OT passages with philosophical doctrines through Philo, such as the 

ethical teaching that there are four cardinal virtues corresponding to the four rivers in Gen 

2. Even though this philosophical dogma comes through a writer not always regarded as a 

“philosopher” among intellectual historians, Ambrose nevertheless demonstrates 

awareness of particular philosophical teachings in De paradiso. Given the context of De 

                                                 
89 De paradiso 4.25 (CSEL 32/1: 281). 

90 De paradiso 3.14 (CSEL 32/1: 273). 

91 See Schenkl’s identification, ad loc., of the citation from Philo, Legum allegoriae 1.19. 

92 Ambroise et la philosophie, 52–60. 
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paradiso, it must be inferred that Ambrose is confident enough about such philosophical 

ideas to use them in a polemic.  

De Cain et Abel 

Ambrose wrote this text shortly after De paradiso. If De paradiso concerned the 

origins of sin and its effect on human nature, this treatise has in view the effects of sin in 

the world at the present time. Ambrose sees Cain and Abel as representing two ways of 

living life: Cain represents prideful humanity, while Abel symbolizes those who 

acknowledge God as Creator and submit to him in humility.93 Long passages take their 

inspiration from Philo’s De sacrificiis Abelis et Caini and from Origen’s exegesis.94 The 

remarks made about Ambrose’s use of Philo in De paradiso with respect to philosophy 

apply equally here. However, De Cain et Abel also has a passage deriving from Cicero’s 

De republica that demonstrates Ambrose’s facility with Tully’s philosophical thought:  

This text [Gen. 4:11 on God’s promise to give sevenfold retribution to anyone 
who would kill Cain] inserts a teaching about the soul’s incorruptibility. The 
genuinely happy life is what any man lives well, consciously being very pure and 
blessed, when our soul puts aside the cover of this flesh and has been released 
from that bodily prison.95 

                                                 
93 De Cain et Abel 1.1.4 (CSEL 32/1: 340). 

94 Hervé Savon, “Saint Ambroise critique de Philon dans le De Cain et Abel,” 273–79 in StP 13, 
ed. Elizabeth A. Livingstone (Berlin: Akademie Verlag, 1975); Madec, Ambroise et la philosophie, 53;  
Vincenzo Messana, “L’esegesi tropologica presso i padri e le bibliche figure di Abele e di Caino in 
Ambrogio ed Agostino,” 187–88 in StP 15.1, ed. Elizabeth A. Livingstone (Berlin: Akademie Verlag, 
1984); and Christoph Markisches, “Ambrosius und Origenes: Bemerkungen zur exegetischen Hermeneutik 
zweier Kirchenväter,” 545–70 in Origeniana Septima, eds. Wolfang A. Bienert and Uwe Kühneweg 
(Leuven: Peeters, 1999) especially 533n51 and 566–67. 

 
95 De Cain et Abel 2.9.36 (CSEL 32/1: 407): inseritur hoc loco dogma de incorruptione animae, 

quod ipsa uera et beata uita sit, quam unusquisque bene conscius uiuit multo purius ac beatius. cum huius 
carnis anima nostra deposuerit inuolucrum et quodam carcere isto fuerit absoluta corporeo ….  
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In discussing the possibility of the afterlife as a motivation for staunch defense of the 

state, Cicero’s Scipio hears his ancestor tell him that everyone enjoys life who has 

escaped from the fetters of the body as from a prison.96 Harkening back to Plato’s 

Phaedo, Cicero mediates to Ambrose a certain anthropology of an immortal soul lodged 

in a corporeal frame. Ambrose, in turn, attempts to employ this framework in his exegesis 

of Cain’s punishment and the moral importance of submitting bodily passions to reason.97  

Philosophy in Ambrose’s Virginity Exhortations 

The three “virginity treatises,” De virginibus, De viduis, and De virginitate, seem 

to have been written one after the other in 377 and all three exhort women to live a chaste 

life.98 Ambrose especially recommends consecrated celibacy in service of the church for 

young women in De virginibus and for widows in De viduis. De virginitate urges already 

consecrated virgins to maintain their vows. In De virginibus 1.4.17–18, Ambrose 

recounts the story of a young Pythagorean woman who bites off her tongue rather than 

reveal a secret. Ambrose reasons that, while she showed the zeal proper to a martyr, she 

did not exhibit the same discipline as the Christian ascetic, since the story also reveals 

that she was pregnant outside of wedlock. This tale comes from the Neoplatonist 

                                                 
96 Cicero, De re publica 6.14 (ed. K. Ziegler, LLA 268.PH): ‘immo vero’ inquit ‘hi vivunt qui e 

corporum vinclis tamquam e carcere evolaverunt, vestra vero quae dicitur vita mors est.’ 

97 Smith argues that Ambrose’s theory of soul and body owes more to Plotinus than Aristotle, in 
opposition to Colish. At least in this early text, however, it seems Ambrose’s debts are more to Cicero. 
Perhaps in later texts Ambrose modified his anthropology, but Smith unfortunately does not investigate that 
question. Cf. Christian Grace and Pagan Virtue, 29–42. Colish points to Stoicism as well as 
Aristotelianism as the inspiration for Ambrose’s anthropology and gives a thick account of Ambrose’s 
sources in Ambrose’s Patriarchs, 31–40. 

98 For a thorough treatment of these works with extensive bibliography see Ariel Bybee Laughton, 
Virginity Discourse and Ascetic Politics in the Writings of Ambrose of Milan, Ph.D. Diss. (Durham, NC: 
Duke University, 2010). 
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philosopher Iamblichus (died ca. 325 AD) in his Vita Pythagorica.99 Iamblichus’ text is 

part of a larger work meant to justify the Neoplatonic way of life.100 Ambrose uses the 

same writing later on, at De virginibus 3.4.19. Here, the bishop exhorts the consecrated 

virgins to sing Psalms and pray when they wake and when they go to sleep. 

Simultaneously lending credence to the benefit of this practice and yet attacking pagan 

philosophy, Ambrose describes Pythagoras’ habit of listening to certain kinds of music 

before retiring for the day.101 Ambrose notes the vanity of trying to “do away with 

worldly things by means of worldly things” in contrast to the salutary Christian practice 

that cleanses out the filth of vices by prayers. While both of these examples are from 

stories, they nevertheless demonstrate Ambrose’s familiarity with a well-known 

Neoplatonic text early in his episcopacy. 

De viduis is Ambrose’s exhortation to widows not to seek a second marriage but 

to live lives devoted to the church. The clearest example of philosophical dogma in this 

text is when Ambrose characterizes Anna, the elderly widow mentioned in the Gospel of 

Luke (2:36 f.), as one exhibiting “magnanimity of virtue (uirtutis magnanimitate).”102 

This phrase recalls Aristotle’s discussion of this preeminent virtue in Nicomachean 

                                                 
99 Iamblichus, Vita Pythagorica 31. Trans. and ed. Kenneth Sylvan Guthrie and David R. Fideler, 

The Pythagorean Sourcebook and Library (Grand Rapids, MI: Phanes Press, 1988), 104. See Madec, 
Ambroise et la philosophie, 39–45. Madec contends against Courcelle that Ambrose did not know Plato’s 
Phaedrus directly, but he seems to accept that Ambrose knew Iamblichus’ work at 41n103. 

100 See Dominic J. O’Meara, Pythagoras Revived: Mathematics and Philosophy in Late Antiquity 
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1990), 30–52 and 86–106.  

101 Iamblichus, Vita Pythagorica 31; trans. and ed. Guthrie and Fideler, 85. 

102 De viduis 4.22 in Verginità et vedovanza: Tutte le opere di Sant'Ambrogio, 14/1, ed. and trans. 
(Italian) Franco Gori (Milan: Biblioteca Ambrosiana, 1989). 
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Ethics 4.3. But Ambrose most likely knows of it by way of Cicero in Tusculum 

Disputations 4.28.61. The passage again demonstrates how Ambrose had at least a little 

philosophy as part of his vocabulary and could deploy it in service to biblical exegesis.103  

Written shortly after De viduis,104 Ambrose’s De virginitate, defends his earlier 

exhortation to virgins (De virginibus), continues to recruit virgins for consecration, and 

urges committed virgins to maintain their vows. This work has been noted much more for 

its abundant use of rhetorical tropes than it has for philosophy.105 Nevertheless, Ambrose 

engages with philosophy in two significant ways in this text. First, he compares the cloak 

of philosophers—the pallium—to the garments of virtue appropriate to the life of a virgin 

(8.48). In the midst of his mystical exegesis of Song of Songs, which occupied much of 

this hortatory work, Ambrose comments on Song 5:7 about watchmen forcibly taking 

away the cloak of the beloved. Here, Ambrose assumes that the Church’s virgins are 

wrapped in a philosopher’s mantle (pallium), which should be given to anyone who asks 

for it.106  Ambrose writes, “If anyone might seek from you your tunic [cf. Mat 5:40], so 

you should release your pallium to him, that is, hand over the emblem of your 

                                                 
103 Madec overlooks this philosophical reference, in part because his study is so much focused on 

Ambrose’s attitude toward philosophy per se, rather than discovering particular passages that rely on 
philosophical doctrines. 

104 De virginitate 8.46 in Cazzaniga, ed., De virginitate: liber unus (Torino: B. Paraviae et 
Sociorum, 1954): Et ut illa uidua quam in alio perstrinximus libro cognoscat non obtrectandi me locutum 
illa studio sed monendi, me que non asperum, sed sollicitum, gratia reconciliationis accipiat: in ecclesia 
uidua iustificatur, in foro circumuenitur. Cf. Adkin, “A Note on the Date of Ambrose’s De virginitate.” 

105 Jerome, In Eph. Prol., lines 3–4, PL 26: 440B; cf. A. Ernout, review of I. Cazzaniga, Ambrosii 
Mediolanensis episcopi de virginitate liber unus (Turin: 1954), RPh 29 (1955): 317 both cited in Adkin, 
“Note on Date of De virginitate.” 

106 On this trope in early Christian literature see Arthur P. Urbano, “‘Dressing a Christian’: The 
Philosopher’s Mantle as Signifier of Pedagogical and Moral Authority,” StP 62, ed. Markus Vinzent 
(Leuven: Peeters, 2013), 213–30. 
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philosophy, and as if with a cloak of your prudence, you should wrap him up who had 

been naked before.”107 Here is a rare instance in which philosophy has a positive 

connotation for Ambrose. He portrays the virgin as the true philosopher, capable of 

patronizing the unbeliever. That taking on the pallium signifies conversion harkens back 

to Tertullian’s apology for his habit of donning the pallium as a sign to the world of his 

Christianity in De pallio. Later, at De virginitate 14.92, Ambrose negatively interprets the 

pallium as “worldly wisdom (sapientia saecularis)” that can lead the consecrated virgin 

astray. Here, philosophy must be cleansed. In both his negative and positive uses of the 

pallium we find Ambrose at least familiar with philosophy as a way of life. To know the 

philosophical way of life suggests acquaintance with philosophical doctrines, though, 

admittedly, it need not imply thorough knowledge of them. 

But a second, more significant, philosophical trope emerges in the heart of the 

message of De virginitate: the Platonic image of the soul as a chariot and the soul taking 

flight. Considering Song 6:12, Ambrose interprets the image of a prince and a chariot as 

Christ guiding and governing the just soul. Reminiscent of Plato’s image of the soul as a 

chariot drawn by horses108—one of which is noble and represents reason, and another 

which is base and symbolizes passions—Ambrose understands the horses as the 

                                                 
107 De virginitate 8.48: si quis a te tunicam petat, ut dimittas ei et pallium, id est, insigne 

philosophiae tuae tradas, et quasi amictu prudentiae tuae eum qui ante nudus fuerit circumuestias. 

108 See Plato, Phaedrus 246e–250a (LCL 36, ed. and trans. Harold North Fowler (1914), 472–83). 
Madec shows that Ambrose also uses this image in De Isaac 8.64. In both cases, he argues they both derive 
from Origen’s Song of Songs commentary while also beholding to Plato’s text, and even from Neoplatonic 
commentaries on Virgil! Madec supposes that many sources could be at work in this passage: Plato, 
Origen, Plotinus and Virgil or from some combination of these. Whatever the case may be, we can 
conclude Ambrose knew a wide variety of philosophical texts and had the confidence to use them liberally, 
if eclectically. See Ambroise et la philosophie, 122–29, especially 128n198. 
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affections (affectiones), which the Word must tame.109 The horses must be guided on the 

path of truth and partake in the sacraments.110 A little later, Ambrose exhorts the virgins 

to avoid worldliness so that their soul might take flight and not be weighed down by the 

body.111 The soul ascends if it becomes a “student of Christ (discipula Christi)” and “is 

nourished by the marvels of the heavenly virtues (miraculis uirtutum alatur 

caelestium).”112 At this point, Ambrose self-consciously admits how similar he sounds to 

a philosopher by talking about chariots, horses, and the soul’s wings. In self-defense he 

employs a move typical of him: the philosophers actually took these images from the 

Bible.113 In this instance, Ambrose points both to the “wheel within a wheel” vision in 

Ezek 1, in which the four animals refer to the four cardinal virtues, and to various Psalms 

about the soul’s flight (Ps 102:5, 123:7, 10:2, and 56:2).114  

Thus, in De virginitate, Ambrose has exhibited a clear knowledge of the Platonic 

image of the soul’s flight in the Phaedrus dialogue. Whether Ambrose received it from 

reading Plato or in mediated form, it provides further evidence for us of the bishop’s 

philosophical knowledge prior to his trinitarian writings. Again, Ambrose rarely uses 

philosophy positively—though we have observed one of those rare instances in his 

                                                 
109 Ambrose, De virginitate 15.95. 

110 Ambrose, De virginitate 15.96. 

111 Ambrose, De virginitate 17.108–9. 

112 Ambrose, De virginitate 17.110–11.  

113 On the dependency theme in Ambrose, see discussion by Davidson, ed., De officiis, 2:476–78 
and Lenox-Conyngham, “Ambrose and Philosophy,” 119–20. Passages in which Ambrose employs this 
trope include Expositio de psalmo CXVIII 2.13 and 18.4; De Abraham 1.82 and 2.54; De Excessu Fratris 
1.42; De Noe 24; and Ep. 37.28. 

114 Ambrose, De virginitate 18.112–18.  
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interpretation of the virgin as the true philosopher—but this does not negate his 

familiarity with it, which has come through in each of his early texts considered so far.115 

In his other pre-380 work, philosophy makes yet another appearance. 

Philosophy in Ambrose’s Funeral Orations for his Brother 

Several studies have detailed the Ciceronian reminiscences in this in this funeral 

oration Ambrose delivered in memory of his brother.116 It has often been categorized in 

the genre of philosophical consolation. One can observe Stoic consolation therapy in the 

way that Ambrose discusses resignation to death.117 For instance, he writes, “[D]eath 

should not be regarded as a cause of grief, for, in the first place, death is common and is a 

debt which all must pay; secondly, it frees us from the calamities of this life.”118 Several 

other references to Cicero119 and Seneca120 have been noted as well, mostly in connection 

with consolation in grief but also with descriptions of virtue and the misery of the human 

                                                 
115 In this Ambrose bears resemblance to Lactantius. On the latter’s few, but meaningful appraisals 

of pagan philosophy see Elizabeth DePalma Digeser, The Making of a Christian Empire: Lactantius and 
Rome (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 2000), 87 ff. 

116 Y.-M. Duval, “Formes profanes et formes bibliques dans les oraisons funèbres de saint 
Ambroise,” 235–301 in Christianisme et formes littéraires de l’Antiquité tardive en Occident, ed. M. 
Fuhrmann (Geneva: Fondation Hardt, 1977) and Hervé Savon, “La Première Oraison funèbre de saint 
Ambroise (De excessu fratris I) et les deux sources de la consolation chrètienne,” REL 58 (1980): 370–402.  

117 De excessu fratris 2.41 and 50 (ed. Otto Faller, CSEL 73: 207–325); cf. Smith, Christian 
Grace, 139–45 and Madec, Ambroise et la philosophie, 29–30.  

118 Ambrose, trans. John J. Sullivan and Martin R. P. McGuire, Funeral Orations, FC 22 (1953), 
198; De excessu fratris 2.3 (CSEL 73: 252): et ideo mortem non esse lugendam, primum quia communis sit 
et cunctis debita, deinde quia nos saeculi huius absolvat aerumnis.  

119 De excessu fratris 1.35–36 (CSEL 73: 229–30), 1.44 (233), 1.45 (234), 1.57 (239), 1.71 (245–
46), 2.7–8 (255), 2.14 (258), 2.18 (259), 2.29–30 (265), 2.35 (268), 2.55–56 (278–79), 2.61 (283), 2.126 
(320), 2.132 (323), and 2.134 (324). 

120 De excessu fratris 2.4 (CSEL 73: 253), 2.9 (256), 2.19–21 (260–1), and 2.42 (271). 
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condition in its unphilosophical state generally. Additionally, there are a few 

reminiscences of Plato’s Phaedo, the dialogue that recounts Socrates’ death. This does 

not demonstrate that Ambrose knew Plato’s actual text; as Madec has contended, Platonic 

passages in the bishop of Milan’s texts are possibly mediated from other philosophical 

writings, including his standard Alexandrian sources, Philo and Origen, as well as from 

Cicero.121 Nevertheless, we can see in this text that Ambrose had familiarity with a 

number of philosophical ideas, especially Stoic consolation philosophy. This further 

confirms the idea that Ambrose learned a modicum of philosophy in addition to his 

thoroughly Roman classical education and utilized these doctrines later in the context of 

Christian preaching, even if he sometimes quotes earlier authors whom he knew through 

mediating texts. 

Conclusion regarding Ambrose’s Knowledge of Philosophy pre-380 

From this survey of Ambrose’s early texts, there is enough evidence to show that 

he was at least conversant in philosophical doctrines before he came to write his 

trinitarian works De fide and DSS. With respect to the ongoing scholarly discussion about 

Ambrose’s relationship to philosophy, this investigation has lent further support to 

Lenox-Conyngham’s point that Ambrose likely picked up his knowledge of philosophy 

before or early in his episcopal career.122 As it is unlikely that a busy bishop would not 

have the leisure to be learning philosophy later in his career. We have seen that Ambrose 

                                                 
121 Saint Ambroise et la philosophie, 31–32 and 110–29; cf. Volker Drecoll, “Neuplatonismus und 

Christentum bei Ambrosius, De Isaac et anima,” ZAC 5 (2001): 104–30 at 105. 

122 See note 68 above.  
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at least had some knowledge of Neoplatonism, the philosophy of Cicero and Seneca, as 

well as acquaintance with sundry philosophical doctrines mediated by Origen and Philo.  

On the other hand, it has been observed that Ambrose’s pastoral-theological aims 

strictly subordinate his use of philosophy.123 The application in De viduis of magnanimity 

to the prophetess Anna, as a paradigm of the consecrated widow, is a case in point. 

Certainly, there is more specification that can be done on the question of Ambrose’s 

mode of integrating classical culture and Christianity. But for our purposes it is possible 

to perceive that Ambrose brought a sort of middlebrow knowledge of philosophical 

doctrines to the table when he began his polemic against the Homoians regarding the 

nature of the Trinity.  

As will be seen in Chapter Seven, in DSS Ambrose employed what Lewis Ayres 

has called the “doctrine of inseparable operations” to argue for the divinity of the Holy 

Spirit. Ayres notes that in pre-Augustinian Latin pro-Nicenes “directly philosophical 

language is used to demonstrate only that the exercise of identical power indicates unity 

of substance” and that biblical language is much to be preferred.124 Ambrose never 

expresses the principle of “unified causal activity” that underpins the doctrine of 

inseparable operations. This principle was articulated in Plato125 and Iamblichus126, who 

were sources for pro-Nicenes who used the doctrine of inseparable operations. Ambrose 

                                                 
123 Madec reaches this conclusion as well considering Ambrose’s whole career, not just his early 

writings in Saint Ambroise et la philosophie, 345. 

124 Augustine and the Trinity, 51. 

125 Barnes devotes an entire chapter to this doctrine in Plato in Power of God, 54–93. 

126 See the summary of this doctrine in Iamblichus in Barnes, Power of God, 99. 
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had some exposure to these writers and their ideas. It could be tentatively suggested, 

then, that Ambrose’s modest acquaintance with metaphysics encouraged him to deploy 

the inseparable operations arguments he found in Athanasius, Didymus, and Basil in a 

new context as well as form his own arguments of this kind in DSS.127 While not 

attributing to him any remarkable philosophical skill, it can be concluded that Ambrose 

did not utilize such an effective argument by pure luck. He had the philosophical 

knowledge to apply one of a variety of available arguments to effectively combat his 

opponent’s theology.  

Chapter Four Conclusion 

While Ambrose’s proficiency as a rhetorician has often been remarked upon, it 

has never been understood as an integral aspect of his thought. It has been used to 

comment upon his writings, but only in terms of style and not in terms of the overall 

structure of the ideas in particular works. This neglect stems from the prevailing attitude 

amongst Ambrose scholars that rhetoric either hindered Ambrose’s writings or had 

nothing to do with the substance of his writings. This chapter has shown, to the contrary, 

that rhetoric makes substantial contribution to late antique ecclesiastical thinkers’ 

arguments, as demonstrated in studies by Humfress and Heath. Rhetoric functioned as a 

highly practical way to discourse rationally. Thus, rhetorically and legally trained 

                                                 
127 Perhaps, then, Christoph Markschies’ remark must be modified in Ambrosius von Mailand und 

die Trinitätstheologie, 83: “Der ‘römische Neuplatonismus’ und der sogenannte ‘Mailänder 
Neuplatonismus’ sind für die Trinitätstheologie und Christologie des Ambrosius jedenfalls nicht 
einschlägig.” But we only need to disagree if Ambrose had, in fact, learned the “one power-one nature” 
argument from Neoplatonism. To say Neoplatonism affects him “not at all” could be changed to “perhaps a 
little bit.”  
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ecclesiastics, like Ambrose, incorporated what they had learned into their duties in the 

church, not least in disputes over orthodoxy and heresy. 

Education in late antiquity contributed to the robust character of rhetoric. Paulinus 

accurately described the course of education the future bishop of Milan received. This 

education was heavily focused on “language arts” and culminated in the intensive study 

of rhetoric. We have also seen that Ambrose entered into legal disputation at the highest 

levels in Rome and then beyond in service to Probus. This would have given him ample 

opportunity to practice forensic rhetoric, the kind interested in logical argumentation. 

Furthermore, we demonstrated that Ambrose brought to the task of composing DSS a 

modest knowledge of philosophy, which is evidenced in his pre-380 writings. Thus, in his 

participation in the pneumatological controversy with the Homoians, he had the resources 

to understand rather than merely mimic inseparable operations arguments from his Greek 

pro-Nicene sources.  

Paulinus testifies to Ambrose’s reputation as an eloquent speaker with the legend 

at the beginning of the Vita: one day, Ambrose as a baby was lying in the garden when a 

swarm of bees came and flew into his mouth. His father, wishing to discover what such a 

portend might be, prevented the nurse from trying to shoo the bees away. When they 

departed, his father announced that Ambrose would be something great. Naturally, the 

bees in Ambrose’s mouth signified his honeyed speech. Paulinus makes this plain: “For 

that swarm of bees was producing the honey-combs of his later writings for us, which 

works would declare the heavenly gifts and would raise the minds of men from the things 



 

 148 

of earth to heaven.”128 His “sweet” speech accounted for much of Ambrose’s success in 

his episcopacy. It will be argued in the following three chapters, which are about the 

structure, aims and meaning of DSS, that rhetoric also enabled Ambrose to mount a 

persuasive case for his own pro-Nicene pneumatology. He was ready with rational 

arguments for the polemical battle he waged against the Homoians thanks to his 

education in philosophy, law, and especially rhetoric. 

                                                 
128 Paulinus, Vita, 3.5: Illud enim examen apum scriptorum ipsius nobis generabat favos, qui 

caelestia dona adnuntiarent et mentes hominum de terrenis ad caelum erigerent. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

Ambrose’s Use and Modification of Pathos toward Emperor Gratian 

Section Two—Chapters Five, Six, and Seven 

Every trial has three main parties: the defendant, the judge, and the prosecutor. 

The first part of this dissertation focused on the three parties and their interactions that 

led to the creation of DSS. Chapter Two sketched the relationship between the judge 

(Emperor Gratian), the prosecutors (the Homoians), and the defendant (Ambrose) in the 

late 370s up to the publication of DSS in 381. In other words, it staged the political drama 

that gave rise to DSS, narrating the Emperor Gratian’s role in acting as judge between 

Ambrose and the pro-Nicenes and Palladius of Ratiaria and the Homoians, seeking the 

military success for his empire by inquiry into the right worship of God. Chapter Three 

then showed that the Homoian prosecutors brought to bear a consistent subordinationist 

doctrine of the Son and the Holy Spirit. Chapter Four demonstrated that Ambrose’s 

intellectual formation furnished him with the resources to identify this quasi-forensic 

situation and to deploy a variety of the tools available from the classical rhetorical 

tradition. 

If the first section described the background of DSS, this second section will 

attend to the text itself. However, DSS proves itself a difficult text to analyze efficiently. 

It consists of multiple prologues and epilogues. Its arguments sprawl over three long 

books, resisting an obvious outline. This is evident by the different choices a variety of 
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scholars have made in summarizing and explicating Ambrose’s argument in DSS.1 The 

task of this section will be to exposit Ambrose’s own mode of generating his arguments 

by drawing on what we discovered in Chapters Two, Three, and Four. 

Chapter Five pairs with Two, showing how Ambrose appealed to Gratian, his 

judge by means of his prologues, recapitulation, and epilogues. The next two chapters 

focus on the argument itself, Ambrose’s rhetorical logos, first looking at his refutation of 

his opponents in DSS 1 and then his confirmation of his own position in DSS 1–3. Thus, 

Chapter Six harkens back to Chapter Three, explaining how Ambrose attempted to meet 

and refute Homoian strategies for subordinating the Holy Spirit to the Father and the Son. 

Chapter Seven pairs with Chapter Four, which focused on the tools available for 

Ambrose given what we know about his intellectual formation. Here we investigate his 

main positive arguments for the Holy Spirit’s equality with the Father and the Son, 

especially noting his reliance on the doctrine of the common operations of the three 

members of the divinity to properly define the Holy Spirit. 

Ambrose, Pathos, and Gratian 

Ambrose had a variety of options available to him as he considered how to 

respond to the situation into which he had been thrust as he began to compose DSS in late 

380 or early 381. Read against the background of Ambrose’s defense against the 

Homoians before the Emperor Gratian and of Ambrose’s Ciceronian rhetorical training, 

the exordia and perorationes reveal Ambrose’s use of the mode of persuasion of pathos, 

                                                 
1 Compare Belval, The Holy Spirit in St. Ambrose, 90–103 with Ayres, “Innovation and 

Ressourcement,” 195 with Swete, The Holy Spirit in the Ancient Church, 317–22 with Hanson, Search, 756 
and 789. 
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or appeal to emotions. While Ambrose fairly closely follows the spirit of the Greco-

Roman rhetorical tradition in these parts of the treatise, he also breaks several of the 

rules. The two most obvious departures from the tradition are his inclusion of two pairs of 

prologues and epilogues and his use of specifically biblical, Christian subject-matter in 

forming his emotional appeal. The basic argument of the chapter is that, although 

exercising a great deal of diplomacy, Ambrose does not fawn over Gratian in the fashion 

of courtiers and panegyrists, even making some uncomfortable insinuations about the 

emperor’s limitations as a judge. To show this, the chapter will first investigate the basic 

Cicerian guidelines for the exordium and peroratio, which are the parts of a speech 

specially focused on appealing to emotions. Since Ambrose’s first exordium segues 

neatly into his narratio, the goal of this part of the oration will be touched on as well, 

finishing with analysis of Ambrose’s two prologues and two epilogues. 

Since this chapter, as well as the subsequent ones, refer to the rhetorical parts of 

DSS, an outline of the entire treatise classified in Ciceronian terms will be useful. Refer 

to Figure 5.1 below. 

Arrangement and Pathos in the Ciceronian Tradition 

From this point through the rest of this study, let us assume that Ambrose utilizes 

Ciceronian rhetorical theory, specifically the rhetorical theory found in his early work De 

inventione,2 in mind when he composes his works, especially DSS. There is good reason 

for such confidence. While Ambrose read Greek well, we lack evidence that he or any  

                                                 
2 For the dating, situation, and a sketch of the contents of De inv., along with bibliography, see 

Robert N. Gaines, “Roman Rhetorical Handbooks,” in A Companion to Roman Rhetoric, eds. William 
Dominik and Jon Hall (London: Blackwell, 2007), 163–80 at 169–70 and 180. 
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 Exordium Book 1 (1.prol.1–1.19)—Gideon, baptism, and the grace of the 

Spirit 
 Propositio (1.1.19)—HS not among all things but above all things 

 Supporting Preliminary Arguments and (1.1.20–21) 
 Reprehensio of Homoian pneumatology (1.1.22–11.125) 

 Holy Spirit is served and does not serve (1.1.22–26) 
 Holy Spirit is uncreated—against Jn 1:3 and 1 Cor 8:6 exegesis 

(1.2.27–3.54) 
 Biblical titles for the Holy Spirit and his unity (1.4.55–61) 
 Holy Spirit incorporeal, immutable as undiminished giver (1.5.62–75) 
 Holy Spirit differs from water in baptism and is incorporeal (1.6.76–80) 
 Holy Spirit is uncircumscribed, unlike created natures (1.7.81–89) 
 Holy Spirit is not a temporal gift but eternal (1.8.90–99) 
 Holy Spirit non-physical and non-temporal as ointment (1.9.100–111)   
 Holy Spirit cannot sin but forgives sins so not an angel (1.10.112–125) 

 Confirmatio of pro-Nicene pneumatology: Part 1 (1.12.126–16.161) 
 Holy Spirit shares one grace, peace, love, and fellowship with the 

Father and Son (1.12.126–31) 
 Holy Spirit shares titles with the Father and the Son (1.13.132 -16.161) 

 Peroratio Book 1 (1.16.162–166) 
 Conquestio: Goodness of salvation (1.16.162–163) 
 Indignatio: Arius as moth and rust (1.16.164–166) 

 Exordium Book 2 (2.prol.1–1.19)—Holy Spirit in the beginning and in Samson 
 Confirmatio of Pro-Nicene pneumatology: Part 2 (2.1.20–3.17.131) 

 Holy Spirit as God’s counsel, plan, and power (2.2.20–25) 
 Holy Spirit cooperates with Father and Son in exegesis of Jn 17:3 

(2.3.26–4.29) 
 Holy Spirit vivifies (2.4.29–31) 
 Holy Spirit as Creator (2.5.32–7.69) 
 The prepositional phrase “in the Holy Spirit” proves that he is God 

rather than the opposite (2.8.70–9.100) 
 One will and calling of Father, Son, Holy Spirit (2.10.101–113) 
 Holy Spirit knows all things (2.11.114–12.142) 
 Holy Spirit works in the Church as do Father and Son (2.13.143–158) 
 Spirit as “Finger of God” means he operates inseparably (3.3.11–5.34) 
 Holy Spirit convicts of sin, just as Father and Son do (3.6.35–7.44) 
 Father, Son, and Spirit all angered by sin in Scripture (3.8.48–9.58) 
 Holy Spirit is God and is to be worshipped (3.10.59–15.108) 
 Father, Son, and Spirit are holy and therefore one (3.16.109–117) 

 Book 3 Epilogue (3.17.118–22.170) 
o Indignatio: Invective against Arians as traitors (3.17.118–131) 
o Recapitulation (3.18.132–22.170) 

 
Figure 5.1. Rhetorical Outline of Ambrose’s De Spiritu Sancto 
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other late-antique Latin writer used the Hermogenic corpus, the most popular teaching 

manual in the Greek speaking portion of the Empire from its composition in the second- 

century A.D. through the flourishing of the Byzantine Empire.3 Quintilian’s approach to 

rhetoric depends heavily on Cicero.4 Ambrose will occasionally diverge, but even then, 

he is likely to have at least been acquainted with Cicero on matters relevant to the five 

canons of rhetoric. Why? Because Latin rhetorical commentaries were regularly 

produced on Cicero’s De inventione, implying Cicero’s pride of place in the rhetorical 

schools. A case in point is that Ambrose’s older contemporary, Marius Victorinus, 

commented on De inv. in his Explanationes in Ciceronis Rhetoricam5 and on other 

relevant rhetorical works of Cicero. Victorinus held the chair of rhetoric (prima 

cathedra)6 in Rome—the initial occupant of which was Quintilian—until Julian 

prohibited Christians from teaching in schools in 362.7 Since Ambrose studied rhetoric in 

                                                 
3 An account of this corpus attributed to Hermogenes can be found in Pernot, Rhetoric in 

Antiquity, 163–68 and for later Byzantine usage of it with good bibliography see Elizabeth Jeffreys, 
“Rhetoric,” 827–37 in The Oxford Handbook of Byzantine Studies, ed. Elizabeth Jeffreys (Oxford: Oxford 
University Press, 2008).  

4 On Quintilian’s Institutio Oratorio see Malcolm Heath, “Codifications of Rhetoric,” 59–74 in 
The Cambridge Companion to Ancient Rhetoric, ed. Erik Gunderson (Cambridge: Cambridge University 
Press, 2009), 68–70 and Jorge Fernández López, “Quintilian as Rhetorician and Teacher,” 307–22 in A 
Companion to Roman Rhetoric, eds. Dominik and Hall, 314–15.   

5 For a brief contextualization of Victorinus’s work on De inv. see Hadot, Marius Victorinus, 73–
101. For a more extensive treatment, see the introduction to the critical edition by A. Ippolito, ed., CCSL 
132 (Turnhout: Brepols, 2006), v–xcii. In English see Rita Copeland and Ineke Sluiter, ed. and trans., 
“Marius Victorinus, Commentary on the De inventione, Before 355,” in Medieval Grammar and Rhetoric: 
Language Arts and Literary Theory, AD 300–1475 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2009), 104–6. 

6 That there was only one chair of rhetoric in Rome is established by Marrou, History of 
Education, 303. 

7 The reports given in Augustine, Conf. 8.2.2–5; Jerome, Chronicon 7; and Jerome, De viris 
inlustribus 101 provide enough information to make this sketch. See the reconstruction based on these texts 
in Hadot, Marius Victorinus, 13–15 and 27–33.   
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Rome during the same period when Victorinus was giving instruction in that discipline—

one is tempted to speculate that Ambrose had studied with him8—we can safely assume 

that Cicero’s rhetorical teaching was the sustenance upon which Ambrose fed as a 

student. Thus, as we analyze DSS, we will follow Cicero and offer relevant points from 

Quintilian and Victorinus to confirm or illustrate.9 

Arrangement, or the parts of a speech, is the second of the so-called five canons 

of rhetoric: Invention, Arrangement, Style, Memory, and Delivery.10 The task of 

Arrangement (dispositio) is to divide up a given speech in an orderly fashion so the 

arguments to be invented have a place to go.11 As Quintilian points out, “It is not only 

what we say and how we say it that matters, but also in what sequence: Arrangement 

                                                 
8 See p. 117 n. 23 above. 

9 In accounting for Victorinus’s comments on Cicero’s rhetorical theory, I heed the prudent, but 
perhaps overly cautious, methodological observation made by Margaret Mitchell about rhetorical criticism: 
“[I]t is imperative that the ancient rhetorical handbooks not be the sole source… . The directions which the 
rhetorical handbooks provide must always be tempered and compared with actual speeches and other 
rhetorical compositions from the Greco-Roman world, so that the fluidity and variety of possibilities of 
rhetorical composition in Greco-Roman antiquity can be brought to bear on the analysis” (Paul and the 
Rhetoric of Reconciliation: An Exegetical Investigation of the Language and Composition of 1 Corinthians 
(Louisville, Ky.: Westminister/John Knox Press, 1991), 8–9). But against this position see Malcolm Heath, 
“John Chrysostom, rhetoric and Galatians,” Biblical Interpretation 12 (2004): 369–400, who, in the first 
section on “Rhetoric and late antiquity,” remarks that “as theory improved it will become more applicable 
to earlier texts” (emphasis original). Victorinus’ comments are therefore highly relevant to Ambrose’s use 
of rhetoric. However, Victorinus does not venture far from the path Cicero marked out. Mitchell’s point 
may be more relevant for the first century A.D. but by the time Ambrose learned rhetoric in the mid-fourth 
century, rhetorical theory and practice were more codified. Cicero’s De inv. had a four-century-long 
tradition of being used to teach rhetorical theory to writers, orators, and practitioners of law. Thus, we can 
rely on handbooks more than might be prudent for New Testament studies. 

Nevertheless, it is also my hope that similar analysis of fourth-century polemical texts will be 
conducted. If that were to occur, we could strengthen our conclusions about the ways in which Ambrose 
was influenced by the Ciceronian rhetorical tradition and where he broke the rules.   

10 See “Methodology” section in Chapter One above for citations in Cicero, Quintilian, and 
Victorinus. 

11 Cicero, De inv. 1.7.9 (LCL 386: 18–19): dispositio est rerum inventarum in ordinem distributio. 
Cf. Victorinus, Expl. in Cic. Rhet. 1.7.19–20 (CCSL 132: 45). 
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(dispositio) is therefore essential.”12 Cicero makes it clear that after the crux of the case is 

established and one has formulated the arguments that constitute the heart of one’s 

composition, the orator can then consider the outline, which consists of six parts: 

exordium or prologue, narrative, partition, confirmation, refutation, and peroration or 

epilogue.13 While this research could begin with Ambrose’s confirmation (discussed in 

Chapter Seven) because that would have been the part he considered first as he composed 

DSS, I opt to start at the beginning of the final form of the text. Not only does this 

correlate well with the background chapters, but it will also be easier to follow. 

In De inv. Cicero states that the exordium, also called the prologue or prooemium, 

introduces the speech. Its primary function is to put the audience in the right frame of 

mind. It should cause goodwill (benevolentia), attentiveness (attentio), and receptivity or 

teachableness (docilitas) in the hearer.14 Victorinus expands slightly on Cicero’s laconic 

comments on the goal of the exordium, adding that the aim of the exordium (as well as of 

the peroratio) is “to move the feelings.”15 Emotions are key here. 

But cultivating the right disposition of the hearer or reader depends on the way the 

case appears. Cicero provides a scheme of five different kinds of cases: the honorable 

                                                 
12 Quintilian, Inst. Or. 3.3.2 (LCL 125: 22–23 (slightly modified)): Non enim tantum refert quid 

and quo modo dicamus, sed etiam quo loco: opus ergo est dispositio. 

13 Cicero, De inv. 1.14.19 (LCL 386: 40–41). On establishing the conflict of the case first and then 
writing the rest of the oration, see Victorinus, Expl.in Cic. Rhet. 1.14.21–32 (CCSL 132: 72–73). 

14 Cicero, De inv. 1.15.20 (LCL 386: 40–41): Exordium est oratio animum auditoris idonee 
comparans ad reliquam dictionem; quod eveniet si eum benivolum, attentum, docilem confecerit. The 
subsequent tradition manifests remarkable agreement. See Quintilian, Inst. Or. 4.1.5 (LCL 125: 180–83); 
Victorinus, Expl. in Cic. Rhet. 1.14.42–69 (CCSL 132: 73–74); and Lausberg, Handbook, 121 (§§ 263–64). 

15 Victorinus, Expl. in Cic. Rhet. 1.14.50 (CCSL 132: 73): ...in exordio uero uel epilogis animi 
commouentur. 
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(honestum), the difficult (admirabilis), the base or insignificant (humile), the ambiguous 

or uncertain (anceps), and the obscure (obscurum).16 Regarding the quasi-forensic nature 

of the situation with Gratian, the Homoians, and Ambrose, this case fits best under the 

fourth, anceps. The two sides are essentially equal since both Homoians and pro-Nicenes 

set forth a doctrine of the Holy Spirit with heretofore unparalleled precision. Lacking 

clear precedents from theological tradition, both sides’ cases could be considered to have 

an “uncertain judgement (iudicatio dubia)”17. Cicero stresses the need to produce 

goodwill in the ambiguous case.18 The goal is to persuade the judge to think of one’s own 

case as honorable.  

Goodwill comes from four sources: the speaker/writer, the auditor/reader, the 

opponents (negatively), and the circumstances of the case itself.19 Benevolence arises 

from one’s own person primarily from having fulfilled one’s duty (officium) and from 

doing excellent deeds (facta).20 For Cicero, goodwill can also be obtained from one’s 

opponent if, without being overbearing, one can show his dishonorable greed or cruelty.21 

                                                 
16 Cicero, De inv. 1.15.20 (LCL 386: 40–41). Quintilian adds a sixth case, the scandalous (turpe), 

but that does not seem particularly applicable in our context. Inst. Or. 4.1.40 (LCL 125: 198–99). 
Victorinus affirms Cicero’s numbering at Expl. in Cic. Rhet. 1.14.107–9 (CCSL 132: 75). 

17 Using Victorinus’ words at Expl. in Cic. Rhet. 1.15.137 (CCSL 132: 76) 

18 Cicero, De inv. 1.15.20 (LCL 386: 40–41). Cf. Quintilian, Inst. Or. 4.1.41 (LCL 125: 198–99) 
and Victorinus, Expl. in Cic. Rhet. 1.15.134–65 (CCSL 132: 76–77). 

19 Cicero, De inv. 1.15.22 (LCL 386: 44–45), cf. Victorinus, Expl. in Cic. Rhet. 1.14.134–65 
(CCSL 132: 76–77). Unfortunately, Quintilian’s discussion is mostly lost in a lacuna at Inst. Or. 4.1.33 
(LCL 125: 195–96). 

20 See Victorinus’ definitions and explanation at Expl. in Cic. Rhet. 1.16.4–16 (CCSL 132: 77–78). 

21 Cicero, De inv. 1.16.22 (LCL 386: 44–45), cf. Victorinus, Expl. in Cic. Rhet. 1.16.18–28 (CCSL 
132: 78). 
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One can obtain benevolentia from a judge by praising his deeds, though without 

excessive flattery, and by hinting at how eagerly the speaker wants to hear the 

judgement.22 The fourth and last location for obtaining extra goodwill is the case itself: 

Cicero advises praising one’s own cause and deprecating the opponent’s. Attentiveness 

comes by expressing the seriousness embedded in the case and/or its inherent interest.23 

Speaking “clearly (aperte)” and “briefly (breviter)” produces docility in the audience. In 

short, the prologue should not be too long, because this causes the audience to lose focus 

and become annoyed with the speaker.24  

Having seen Cicero’s guidance on the cultivation of teachableness, attentiveness, 

and goodwill in the exordium, let us briefly touch on the narratio or exposition and the 

partitio or outline. Besides prologues, epilogues and the main argumentative body of a 

speech, Cicero names narrative and partition as two other elements of arrangement in De 

inv. I assert here that neither occurs in Ambrose’s DSS. He breaks the rules and moves 

straight from the exordium to the proposition or thesis and from there right into the 

reprehensio and then the confirmatio. A narratio in classical rhetoric is the description of 

the events relevant to the case at hand.25 Naturally, orators only included those parts of 

the story helpful for their side in the dispute. Since DSS has been produced in a quasi-

                                                 
22 Cicero, De inv. 1.16.22 (LCL 386: 44–47), cf. Victorinus, Expl. in Cic. Rhet. 1.16.28–31 (CCSL 

132: 78). 

23 Cicero, De inv. 1.16.23 (LCL 386: 46–47), cf. Victorinus, Expl. in Cic. Rhet. 1.16.35–67 (CCSL 
132: 78–79). 

24 Cicero, De inv. 1.16.23 (LCL 386: 46–47), cf. Victorinus, Expl. in Cic. Rhet. 1.16.67–68 (CCSL 
132: 79). 

25 Cicero, De inv. 1.19.27 (LCL 386: 54–5). Similarly, Quintilian, Inst. Or. 4.2.1 (LCL 125: 218–
19).  
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forensic situation, i.e. there is not actually a sequence of events giving rise to the case but 

rather a theological dispute between two parties, there is no narrative as one might find in 

one of Cicero’s classic judicial speeches. The testimony from witnesses and other 

evidence to be interpreted in the case all came from Holy Scripture for both sides of the 

controversy. Narrating the whole of the Bible would not necessarily cultivate 

teachableness by being brief. Another option would have been for Ambrose to narrate the 

church’s teaching over time on the Holy Spirit. Since, however, little had been said in 

councils about the Holy Spirit, such narration would presumably not have helped 

Ambrose much. It also appears that Ambrose collapses the partitio and the propositio, as 

I will argue in the next chapter.  

Since Chapters Six and Seven deal with the argumentative body—the reprehensio 

and confirmatio—here we can move on to Cicero’s directions about the epilogue or 

conclusion (conclusio or peroratio). As with the prologue, Cicero’s instruction in De inv. 

creates a consistent tradition through Quintilian to Marius Victorinus.26 The epilogue 

should remind the judge of the point for the decision and stir his emotions. Thus, it has 

two parts: the recapitulation (enumeratio) and the emotional appeal (adfectus). The 

recapitulation enumerates the main points one has made throughout the argumentative 

body. The goal of this part is to refresh the audience’s mind. Cicero advises the writer to 

touch on only the most important arguments since summing up all of them would be to 

                                                 
26 Cicero, De inv. 1.52.98–1.56.109; Quintilian, Inst. Or. 6.1.1–55; cf. Victorinus, Expl. in Cic. 

Rhet. 1.52.1–54.11. Cf. Lausberg, Handbook, 204–8 (§§431–42). 
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give the speech over again.27 Victorinus makes the salient comment that one should 

consider what the judges would want to remember and clarify those matters.28 The 

adfectus is broken into two constitutive parts: the invective against the opponents 

(indignatio) that aims to provoke anger and indignation against them and the appeal to 

pity (conquestio) that seeks to arouse compassion (misericordia) for one’s own side.29 

Again, moving the audience’s emotions is the order of the day.30 

Prologues and Epilogues in Ambrose’s DSS 
 

The Strange Case of DSS’s Two Prologues and Epilogues 

Curiously, Ambrose’s DSS has more than one prologue and epilogue. Books 1 

and 231 both begin with exordia, while Books 1 and 3 each contain epilogues.32 Why did 

the bishop of Milan plan it this way? De fide also has multiple prologues and epilogues. 

But this can be accounted for by its two-stage development. Could DSS be composed in 

multiple stages as well? Could Ambrose have written Book 1, which contains both a 

prologue and epilogue, and then added Books 2 and 3 later? While this has never been 

                                                 
27 Cicero, De inv. 1.52.100 (LCL 386: 150–51), cf. Victorinus, Expl. in Cic. Rhet. 1.52.10–20 

(CCSL 132: 176). 

28 Victorinus, Expl. in Cic. Rhet. 1.52.18–19 (CCSL 132: 176): … aut si interroges iudices, quid 
amplius uelint cognoscere, cum hoc et hoc docuerimus, cum hoc et hoc planum fecerimus.  

29 Cicero, De inv. 1.53.100–56.109 (LCL 386: 150–63), cf. Victorinus, Expl. in Cic. Rhet. 1.53.1–
54.11 (CCSL 132: 176–78).  

30 Quintilian took this goal so seriously that he devoted a long section of the Institutio Oratoria to 
the psychology of producing different sorts of emotions in one’s audience, i.e. on pathos (6.pref and 6.1.9–
3.112). Further discussion is in Matthew Leigh, “Quintilian on the Emotions (Institutio Oratorio 6 Preface 
and 1–2),” JRS 94 (2004): 122–40.  

31 DSS 1.prol.1–1.21 and 2.prol.1–1.19, respectively. 

32 DSS 1.16.162–166 and 3.17.118–22.170. 
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suggested about DSS in print to my knowledge, De fide33 and other texts across 

Ambrose’s oeuvre34 bear witness to the possibility. 

There are at least four reasons, however, to discard this suggestion and consider 

DSS as a unified whole. First, second person plural references, the tell-tale signs of 

sermonic material in some of Ambrose’s others works,35 are absent from DSS, except for 

the prologue of Book 1.36 While Ambrose does write directly to Gratian at several points, 

the relevant nouns and verbs are always singular, not plural. Second, Ambrose had 

enough time to plan DSS with some care. Between De fide’s two parts (autumn 379), 

Ambrose writes to Gratian that he has been making careful study of the doctrine of the 

Holy Spirit, which implies he had time to produce a polished text. Third, his extensive 

use of sources suggests that he would have been consulting these texts as he went along, 

                                                 
33 D. H. Williams, “Polemics and Politics,” 528–30 and Ambrose of Milan, 151. See the discussion 

above in Chapter Two, p. 52. 

34 For one example, his Expositio Evangelii secundum Lucam evidences many places where 
sermons have been edited into larger treatises. See the introduction by Gabriel Tissot, ed., Ambroise de 
Milan, Traité sur l’Évangile de S. Luc, SC 45 (Paris: Cerf, 1956), 11–14. Cf. Jacques Fontaine, “Prose et 
poésie: l’interférence des genres et des styles dans la création littéraire d’Ambroise de Milan,” 124–70 in 
Ambrosius episcopus, ed. Giuseppe Lazzati (Milan: Vita e pensiero, 1976). In another essay, G. Nauroy 
generalizes this to all or most of his works, writing that on a first read “le sentiment d’ouvrages 
composites” is unavoidable. See “La méthode de composition et la structure du De Iacob et uita beata,” 
115–53 in Ambroise de Milan: 16e centenaire de son élection épiscopale, ed. Y.-M. Duval (Paris: Études 
Augustiniennes, 1974), 116. Noting a similar composite form in Ambrose’s De fuga saeculi is John 
Moorhead, “Review of Camille Gerzaguet, ed. and trans. Ambroise de Milan, La fuite du siècle, SC 576 
(Paris: Cerf, 2015),” Bryn Mawr Classical Review 9.43 (2016), online 
<http://bmcr.brynmawr.edu/2016/2016-09-43.html>, accessed 28 September 2016. On the other hand, one 
must consider unified works such as De officiis. Ambrose often stitched materials together, but he was fully 
capable of writing a unified text from beginning to end. 

35 Williams locates a number of these in De fide III–V in Ambrose, 151n102 as well as in 
“Polemics and Politics,” 528–30. 

36 For the convincing argument that the prologue to Book 1 is a sermon—or was originally—see 
Faller, CSEL 79: 17*. The only other second personal plural references in DSS come in Book 3 when 
Ambrose directly addresses the “Arians”, though this is clearly for rhetorical vigor, not an actual address. 
See DSS 3.10.59–11.70 (CSEL 79: 174–79).  
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indicating Ambrose was writing rather than preaching the material that became to final 

form of DSS. Fourth, Ambrose’s argument intentionally progresses across the boundary 

of Book 1 to Book 2 becoming explicit in its confession of the consubstantiality of the 

Holy Spirit with the Father and the Son. (This will be demonstrated in Chapters Six and 

Seven.)  

It is granted, however, that Ambrose probably composed the exordia and 

perorationes last of all. That this is so is suggested in 1.prol.17–18. In this text, Ambrose 

refers to the baptism of “these thousands today (hos hodie mille).”37 Otto Faller dates this 

prologue to Easter 381; “today (hodie)” means Easter given that this is the traditional 

time for baptismal candidates to be initiated.38 All of this makes it sound as if Ambrose 

has appended this first prologue to the beginning of Book 1. However, this need not lead 

to the conclusion that Ambrose failed to plan the form and content of the prologues and 

epilogues in advance. In fact, by writing the prologue of Book 1 (and probably the other 

prologue and the two epilogues) last of all, Ambrose would have been following the 

order of composition recommended by Cicero.39 

But why would Ambrose include two exordium-epilogue pairs? A likely reason is 

that DSS’s extraordinary length caused Ambrose to interject an epilogue at the end of 

Book 1 and an exordium at the beginning of Book 2. These could have functioned as 

chapter breaks do in modern novels. Such a long treatise could tax a reader mightily, 

                                                 
37 DSS 1.prol.17–18 (CSEL 79: 23–24). 

38 Faller, CSEL 79: 15*–17*, with whom McLynn (Ambrose, 120–21) and Williams (Ambrose, 
166) agree. 

39 Cicero, De inv. 1.14.19 (LCL 386: 40–41) and confirmed and specified by the commentary of 
Victorinus, Expl.in Cic. Rhet. 1.14.21–32 (CCSL 132: 72–73). 

 



 

 162 

especially a layman such as Gratian. Moreover, the practice of multiple prologues was 

not unknown in the Latin rhetorical tradition. Quintilian suggests inserting prologues at 

various junctures in a speech, writing, “Certainly, if the case is a complex one, each part 

needs its own preface..... The practice is too common to need illustration.”40 In this 

section, Quintilian refers to several of Cicero’s speeches, in which the famous Roman 

orator inserted multiple exordia to introduce various arguments. Ambrose, therefore, had 

access to a theory for utilizing multiple prologues. 

The Exordium of Book 1: Gideon the Judge, Gratian the Judge, and the Holy Spirit the 
Judge 

Both of Ambrose’s prologues focus on figures from the book of Judges. In the 

first, the main character is Gideon, one of Israel’s judges who is well known for asking 

for a sign from God for assurance of military success and for then defeating the 

Midianites against great odds. The pressing question then becomes: Why did Ambrose 

select this story to introduce his defense of the pro-Nicene doctrine of the Holy Spirit to 

Gratian? Even if this first prologue originally served as Ambrose’s homily on Easter with 

Gratian in the congregation41 (at least 1.prol.1–18), he need not have included it in the 

opening of the work. Here, it is important to flag the significance of the congregation. 

Even though DSS’s ostensible recipient is Gratian, the congregation must have been 

much in Ambrose’s mind as he composed it. He needed to keep them on his side as much 

as he needed Gratian.  

                                                 
40 Inst. Or. 4.1.73–75 (trans. Russell, LCL 125: 216–17): Utique si multiplex causa est, sua 

quibusque partibus danda praefatio est… . Verum id frequentius est quam ut exemplis confirmandum sit. 

41 A scenario envisaged plausibly by McLynn (Ambrose, 121), but already posited by Faller, 
CSEL 79: 17*. 
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Ambrose likely provided the narrative of Gideon as a way for Gratian to interpret 

his own situation in relation to the Church and to the Holy Spirit. Ambrose’s 

interpretation suggests an identification of the Midianite Gentiles with the Arian Goths. 

Given that the Goths shared a very similar theological logic about God with the 

Homoians, Ambrose attempts to paint his opponents as part of the oppressive enemy over 

whom the true faith will triumph. At the closing juncture of the exordium, Ambrose 

explicitly identifies the enemies of God with Homoians and reinforces the ideas that 

holding the true faith leads to tangible political benefits in history:  

For Constantinople has now received the word of God and earned the evident 
proofs of your [=Christ’s] legal action. Indeed, while Constantinople was 
cherishing the Arians’ poisons enclosed in her vital organs, tumult was thundering 
around her walls with enemy arms, with surrounding wars. But after she expelled 
those wandering from faith, she saw the same enemy, the judge of kings, whom 
she had ever been accustomed to fear, received as a suppliant. She buried him and 
possesses his grave. Therefore, how many in Constantinople and how many have 
you cleansed today throughout the whole world!42  

The “enemy” here is the Gothic king Athanaric, who surrendered himself to Theodosius 

in Constantinople in early 381, dying shortly thereafter. Theodosius had recently 

banished the Arian bishop Demophilus, who subsequently took along with him a number 

                                                 
42 DSS 1.prol.17 (CSEL 79: 22): Nam etiam Constantinoplis iam dei verbum recepit et evidentia 

meruit tui documenta iudicii. Etenim quamdiu venena Arrianorum suis fovebat inclusa visceribus, bellis 
finitimis inquieta ‘muros armis circumsonabat’ hostilibus. Postea vero quam fidei exules abdicavit, hostem 
ipsum, iudicem regum, quem semper tremere consueverat, deditum vidit, supplicem recepit, morientem 
obruit, sepultum possedit. Quantos ergo et Constantinopolim, quantos postremo toto hodie in orbe 
mundasti! 

The quotation (‘muros armis circumsonabat’) is from Virgil, Aeneid 8.474 when Aeneas’ new 
ally, Evander, describes the onslaught of Turnus the Rutulian, and proposes a join military effort to defeat 
him. Ambrose seems to be marshalling the culture he and Theodosius hold in common with Gratian to 
persuade him to join fully the pro-Nicene cause against the “Arians” as Aeneas and Evander did against the 
Rutulians. Gratian would be Aeneas in this scenario, which would probably not be unappealing. 
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of his congregants and established churches outside the walls of Constantinople.43 

Ambrose, of course, causally links these two seemingly independent events. When 

Gratian read this, he could not have failed to perceive in the episode a sign of Roman 

victory over the “barbarian” Goths.44 Ambrose’s congregants residing in Milan, which 

had become the western counterpart to Constantinople as an imperial city, might also 

have found themselves invested in such a story. Ambrose thus attempts to cultivate 

attentiveness in Gratian and the rest of his audience by associating military conquest, that 

ever elusive but much desired achievement of emperors, with the Nicene faith. He also 

deprecates the goodwill of the opponent by inviting the comparison of the Homoians in 

Milan to “Arians” in Constantinople, suggesting that expelling the Homoians would lead 

to the eventual defeat of the Goths. Just as in De fide, where Ambrose had identified 

Gratian’s archenemy, the Goths, with “Gog” in Ezekiel’s prophetic vision, and had 

promised him victory if he maintained the right (Nicene) faith,45 so here in DSS Ambrose 

insinuates that God defeats the enemies of the orthodox. Ambrose and Gratian held the 

conventional Roman belief that right religion leads to state success. (It could be otherwise 

if Ambrose is exhibiting disingenuity here merely to score a rhetorical point—the 

                                                 
43 Demophilus acceded to the bishopric of Constantinople in the late 360s. From the few fragments 

of his writings, we can gather that his theology was of a Homoian variety and not the radical 
subordinationism of Aetius and Eunomius. In fact, Demophilus persuaded the emperor Valens to banish 
Eunomius (Philostorgius, HE, 9.11; Hanson, Search, 616). On 24 November 380, the pro-Nicene emperor 
Theodosius entered Constantinople and presented Demophilus with the choice of confessing the Nicene 
doctrine of the Trinity or of exile. He chose the latter (Sozomen, HE 7.5; Socrates, HE 5.7; and cf. Hanson, 
Search, 804–5). He was succeeded by Gregory of Nazianzus who was already preaching in the city until 
the Council of Constantinople appointed Nectarius as bishop.   

44 For this incident see Orosius, Historiae adversum paganos, 7.34; Socrates, HE 5.10; and 
Ammianus Marcellinus, Res gestae 27.5.10.  

45 De fide 2.16.136–43 (CSEL 78: 104–7). This connection was similarly made in Williams, 
Ambrose, 167.  
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hermeneutical principle of charity would require us to assume he is not so duplicitous). 

This theological belief coincided with the rhetorical device of arousing goodwill 

(benevolentia) and receptivity (docilitas) as Ambrose connects the Nicenes with triumph 

in combat. The bishop suggests that Gratian could become as Gideon in victory if he 

aligns himself with the true faith.  

Gratian’s need to combat the Germanic tribes is similar to the office of Israel’s 

judges (iudices), who were tasked with defeating the surrounding heathen by force. At 

several points Ambrose underscores Gideon’s eventual defeat of the Gentiles46, 

especially noting that Gideon and his 300 men would “save the world from the very 

oppressive enemies’ assault.”47 Ambrose knew well that historically Gideon’s task only 

involved a skirmish with a band of Midianite raiders, not the “whole world”. But such 

language would have resonance with Gratian, who, as emperor, would have felt duty-

bound to protect the “whole world”.  

Another way in which Ambrose invites Gratian to imagine himself as Gideon 

comes from the bishop’s awkward attempt to smooth over Gratian’s unfriendly action of 

sequestrating a basilica in Milan for Homoian use. That Ambrose has this incident in 

mind can be inferred from his use of the rare verb sequestrare, which is a technical term 

for the legal seizure of private property held in deposit by a third party,48 early in 

prologue (1.prol.2) when he discusses the spiritual meaning of Gideon threshing the 

                                                 
46 DSS 1.prol.2 (lines 13–15; CSEL 79: 16); 1.prol.4 (38–41; 17); and 1.prol.11 (106–7; 20). 

47 DSS 1.prol.5 (CSEL 79: 17): ...mundum ab incursu graviorum hostium liberandum. 

48 See discussion in Chapter Two above, p. 36. McLynn notes Ambrose’s subtle signal here, 
Ambrose, 122n166. 
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wheat. For the bishop of Milan, when Gideon “separates (sequestraret)” the wheat from 

the chaff, the elect saints are set apart from the rest. These elect gather in the Church, 

symbolized by the winepress in which Gideon was hiding his crop from the unbelieving 

Gentiles.49 Bringing up a point of contention with Gratian, albeit indirectly, certainly 

does not seem to be the best way to produce goodwill, but it at least signaled the bishop’s 

invitation to the emperor to identify with Gideon, perhaps rendering him attentive.  

Ambrose further explored this touchy subject with an interpretation of the story of 

Gideon asking for a sign with the fleece and the dew. In the Judges narrative, Gideon 

requests that God reassure him that he will gain victory by sending dew on the fleece 

alone while keeping the ground dry all around the fleece. Gideon asks for a reversal of 

the sign the next morning (Judg 6:36–39). Based on Gideon’s further inquiries for a sign, 

Ambrose raises the sensible objection, “Did Gideon lack faith?” Ambrose’s source for 

several points of his exegesis of this Gideon story, Origen of Alexandria, had raised the 

same question in his third-century homily on the same text.50 Ambrose finds Origen’s 

solution convenient given his audience: Gideon does not test God, which would be a sin 

according to the Law of Moses (cf. Deut 6:16) and would seem to be disregarding the 

signs God had already given. Instead, Gideon consciously requests a sign to make patent 

                                                 
49 DSS 1.prol.1 (CSEL 79: 15): ... electionemque sanctorum a purgamentis inanis paleae 

[Gedeon] sequestraret, qui tamquam virga veritatis exerciti superflua veteris hominis cum eius actibus 
deponentes quasi in torculari [Judg 6:11] ita in ecclesia congregantur. 

50 See discussion in Appendix, Tables A1–A7. Ambrose draws from Origen, Homiliae IX in 
librum Iudicum, 8.4–5, Baehrens, ed., GCS 30, OW 7 (Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1921), pp. 511–15. 
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the mystery of God’s plan of salvation and to remove doubt from others and increase his 

own sense of security (securus) prior to the battle (proelium).51  

But what does Gideon’s “request” have to do with Gratian’s basilica 

sequestration? Ambrose uses it as a pattern by which Gratian’s less-than-benevolent 

actions toward the Nicene party can be interpreted. Just after the prologue he finally 

addresses the issue, though in a cautious, tactful way:  

And I do not lament the lost possessions of that earlier time seeing that the 
sequestration of the basilica raked in the profit of a sort of interest. Indeed, you 
sequestrated the basilica, so that you might confirm your faith. Therefore, your 
piety fulfilled your intention, which was: thus you sequestrated [it] so that you 
might prove [your faith]; thus you proved [your faith], and so you might return 
[it]. I do not lose the fruit and I do not hold a court, and it has become apparent to 
all that even in a certain discrimination (discretione) of action it was never 
discriminated (discretam) in your intention. It has become apparent to all, I say, 
that it was not your [action] when you sequestrated it, but it is your action now 
that you’ve given it back.52 

Here, the bishop tries to show that Gratian sequestrated the basilica as a proof of his faith 

rather than how it manifestly appeared: Gratian’s endorsement of—or at least indulgence 

of—the Homoian party. Ambrose alters the perspective of the event so that it can be seen 

in a light that does not only yield a beneficial result (usura), but even redeems Gratian’s 

intention (sententia). He wants Gratian to be able to reinterpret past actions in a coherent 

way such that he need not apologize or feel shame. While the sequestration issue is not 

                                                 
51 Ambrose, DSS 1.prol.6 (CSEL 79: 18): Non ergo ille ambiguus, sed providus, ne nos 

abigeremus. Nam quomodo ille ambiguus, cuius precatio habebat effectum? Unde autem securus adorsus 
esset proelium, nisi intellexisset oraculum? Ros enim in vellere fides erat in Iudaea, quia ‘sicut ros dei 
verba descendunt’ [Deut 32:2]. 

52 DSS 1.1.21 (CSEL 79: 25): Nec superioris temporis damna deploro, quandoquidem sequestratio 
illa basilicae cuiusdam faenoris traxit usuras. Etenim basilicam sequestrasti, ut fidem probares. Implevit 
igitur propositum suum pietas tua, quae sic sequestraverat, ut probaret, sic provabit, ut redderet. Nec 
fructum amisi et iudicium teneo, patuitque omnibus in quadam facti discretione discretam tibi numquam 
fuisse sententiam. Patuit, inquam, omnibus et tuum non fuisse, cum sequestrares, et tuum esse cum 
redderes. 
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obviously one of faith versus disbelief, it does follow the same pattern as Ambrose’s 

Origenian interpretation of the Gideon story: what appeared to be a spiritual deficit turns 

out to be a spiritual gain. In other words, Ambrose’s Gideon interpretation addresses, 

albeit awkwardly, the sequestration episode.53 

 The third and final reason Ambrose probably chose the Gideon story as the 

pattern he wanted Gratian to use to understand himself and his role is for the grand 

connection between Gideon’s heavenly dew and the subject-matter of DSS as a whole. 

The dew that fell on the fleece is ultimately the Holy Spirit. The bulk of the exordium 

(1.prol.6–18) explores an allegorical interpretation of the dew and the fleece. Ambrose 

comes to the identification of that dew with the Holy Spirit somewhat circuitously. First, 

he understands the dew as faith: the Jews first have it (the Jews are the fleece), and then 

after Christ’s advent true faith moves to the Gentiles (they are the ground around the 

fleece moistened by the dew on the next day).54 Next, the ros caelestis is fulfilled in the 

water Christ uses to wash the disciples’ feet (John 13).55 Ambrose further spiritualizes 

this interpretation, asking Jesus in a direct prayer to wash the “feet of the mind”56 and the 

                                                 
53 Ambrose may also have the same goal in mind when he mentions that Gideon foresaw the 

reception of the Gospel—which is the dew—by the Gentiles—who are represented spiritually by the 
ground around the fleece. Ambrose praises Gideon that he “enquires more diligently (diligentius 
exploravit)” in asking for the sign of the fleece, just as Joshua rightly asked God whatever he was for him 
or his enemies [Jos 5:13]. Ambrose could be suggesting that Gratian also did well either to sequestrate the 
basilica in order to take time to discern God’s will or to write “cupio valde”, enquiring from Ambrose on 
the identity of the Holy Spirit. See DSS 1.prol.9 (CSEL 79: 19). 

54 DSS 1.prol.6–11 (CSEL 79: 18–20). 

55 As noted in the Appendix, Table A5, Ambrose appears to translate Origen here. As will be 
shown, Origen’s exegesis, besides being characteristically delightful to those with a taste for allegory, also 
provides a stepping-stone to the next two phases of interpretation of Gideon’s dew. 

56 Cf. DSS 1.prol.13–15 (CSEL 79: 20–21). 
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“steps of the soul.”57 Next, Ambrose celebrates the work Christ is doing in the present 

time by cleansing (mundare) so many, i.e., Easter 381, in baptism. The dew becomes the 

baptismal waters.58 Finally, for Ambrose, the power of those waters to cleanse belongs 

not to human beings—even metropolitan bishops such as Ambrose or Damasus of Rome 

or Peter of Alexandria or Gregory of Constantinople—but to the Holy Spirit.59 Ambrose 

arrives at this culminating affirmation by way of Joel 2:20 in which the Father promises 

“to pour out my Spirit upon all flesh.”60 Ambrose’s winding exegesis culminates in the 

statement: “This is ‘that heavenly dew’ in a type.”61 The heavenly dew is the Holy Spirit 

that has a power of his own which cannot be controlled by human will, as the bishop 

emphatically states: “For the Holy Spirit has not been subjected to a foreign power or 

rule, but he is the judge (arbiter) of his own freedom. Thus we read: ‘he divides’ all 

things on the authority of his own will ‘to each individual, just as he wishes’ [1 Cor 

12:11].62 

                                                 
57 Cf. DSS 1.prol.16 (CSEL 79: 22). 

58 DSS 1.prol.17 (CSEL 79: 23). 

59 It is worth noting that Ambrose moves away from Origen starting at 1.prol.17 as he becomes 
more sacramental and focused on grace. While Ambrose freely employed Origen’s exegesis throughout his 
writings, he also altered it in a markedly grace-based and ecclesiastical direction. For an example, see 
Andrew M. Selby, “Ambrose and Origen on John the Baptist and the Holy Spirit in the Gospel of Luke,” 
501–9 in Origeniana Undecima: Origen and Origenism in the History of Western Thought, ed. Anders-
Christian Jacobsen, Bibliotheca Ephemeridum Theologicarum Lovaniensium 279 (Leuven: Peeters, 2016). 

60 DSS 1.prol.18 (CSEL 79: 23–24): Non mundavit Damasus, non mundavit Petrus, non mundavit 
Ambrosius, non mundavit Gregorius, nostra enim servitia, sed tua sunt sacramenta. Neque enim humanae 
opis est divina conferre, sed tuum, domine, munus et patris est, qui locutus es per prophetas dicens: 
‘Effundam de spiritu meo super omnem carnem, et prophetabunt filii et filiae eorum’ [Joel 2:20]. 

61 DSS 1.prol.18 (CSEL 79: 24): Hic et in typo ‘ros ille caelestis’ [Judg 6:37]. 

62 DSS 1.prol.18 (CSEL 79: 24): Non enim sanctus spiritus aut potestati alienae est subiectus aut 
iuri, sed suae libertatis arbiter, omnia pro auctoritate propriae voluntatis dividens, sicut legimus, singulis 
prout vult [cf. 1 Cor 12:11]. 
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The point about the Holy Spirit existing beyond the power of human control was 

not suggested by anything Ambrose wrote at first. This is the surprising culmination. But 

at the summit of the prologue, one can turn around and observe the entire argument 

building to this conclusion: Just as Gideon does not ultimately control the dew and as the 

bishops in the Church do not cause the baptismal waters to be efficacious, so the Holy 

Spirit is subject to none.63 Into this concluding sentence, Ambrose compresses the entire 

purpose and contents of DSS. The bishop also indirectly—so as not to affront his imperial 

audience—establishes the parameters by which the rest of his argument must be read. 

Even though DSS was composed in response to Gratian’s request, Ambrose implies that 

ultimately neither Gratian nor an opposing Homoian bishop nor even the most powerful 

pro-Nicene bishops could properly be reckoned as judges (iudex or arbiter) in this matter. 

The Holy Spirit is his own judge. To be precise, he is “the judge of his own freedom 

(suae libertatis arbiter).” While Gratian may be the judge in the quasi-judicial contest 

between Ambrose and the Homoians, the Holy Spirit stands in judgement over all the 

participants, even the emperor. 

Thus we have seen in the exordium that Ambrose has inserted his Christian, pro-

Nicene theological agenda fairly neatly into the general rules for prologues coming from 

the Ciceronian rhetorical tradition. He appears to have selected the Gideon episode 

because it provided a pattern in which Gratian could locate himself. The Gideon exegesis 

allowed Ambrose to promise Gratian victory if he supported the pro-Nicene agenda, to 

                                                 
63 See Carmen Castillo, “El prólogo al libro I ‘De spiritu sancto’ de San Ambrosio,” Anuario de 

Historia de la Iglesia 8 (1999): 87–96, at 96 where he agrees that this identification is the key to the 
meaning of the whole prologue. While Castillo regrettably fails to take into account Origen’s influence and 
the historical situation Ambrose faced with Gratian, his literary reading of the text does illuminate its 
structure. 
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address the elephant in the room—the basilica sequestration episode—in an indirect 

manner that prepared the way for a more direct confrontation just after the prologue, and 

to reframe the quasi-judicial situation that led to DSS’s production by suggesting to 

Gratian that he is not the ultimate judge on the matter of the Holy Spirit’s identity: the 

Spirit himself is. The last point transitions into Ambrose’s propositio or thesis statement. 

The second prologue also utilizes OT themes as a way to match Gratian’s needs as an 

audience with Ambrose’s pro-Nicene theology of the Holy Spirit.  

The Exordium of Book 2: The Holy Spirit in the Old Testament and Samson 

In the second exordium, why does Ambrose emphasize the Spirit’s role in the 

OT? As demonstrated in Chapter Three, Homoian pneumatology nearly ignored the OT, 

implying the Paraclete only entered history personally after Jesus’ resurrection. By 

highlighting the appearance of the Holy Spirit in the OT with memorable passages and 

allegorical exegesis in the first and second exordia, Ambrose opposes his adversary’s 

theology in a firm yet indirect manner. Rather than justify the Holy Spirit’s presence in 

the OT, the bishop of Milan assumes it.64 This was probably calculated to pre-fortify the 

arguments about the Holy Spirit in creation that form such a significant part of DSS Book 

2. As with the first prologue, Ambrose focuses on the Holy Spirit’s relationship to one of 

Israel’s judges, inviting the emperor to find himself in the story. This prologue contrasts 

with the first as it is shorter and simpler.  

                                                 
64 On Ambrose’s alteration of Latin pneumatology with respect to his exegesis of the Holy Spirit 

in the OT, see Selby, “Ambrose’s ‘Inspired’ Moderation,” forthcoming. 
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Ambrose begins with a reflection on Genesis 1:1–2, but less artfully appeals for 

attentiveness, one of the three goals of the Ciceronian exordium, with gauche directness: 

“If anyone should diligently pay attention (advertat), it will be recognized that the Father, 

the Son, and the Spirit are in the beginning.”65 The bishop explains that the Father speaks 

and the Son creates in the beginning (Gen 1:1), while the Spirit is discerned “being borne 

over the face of the waters” (Gen 1:2).66 Ambrose playfully and self-consciously 

connects his exegesis to the current part of the oration: “And in the prologue of creation 

(in exordio creaturae) the figure of baptism is aptly designated, through which the 

creature could be cleansed.”67 The significance of the Spirit’s role in baptism is brought 

to the fore as the waters of the unformed cosmos become a type of the waters of baptism. 

By tapping into the traditional connection between the chaos of “waters” in the OT with 

baptism in the NT,68 Ambrose heeds Quintilian’s advice to mention advantageous points 

of one’s argument in the exordium.69 Part of the difficulty of Ambrose’s case is that his 

pro-Nicene doctrine of the Holy Spirit lacks clear continuity with the Christian 

                                                 
65 DSS 2.prol.1 (CSEL 79: 87): Namque si quis diligenter advertat, et patrem in principio et filium 

agnoscet et spiritum. 

66 For Ambrose’s later, fuller exposition of the Holy Spirit’s role in Gen 1:2 see Hexaemeron 
1.8.29, where he connects Gen 1:2 with the creative activity of the Spirit in Ps 33(32):6. Also cf. De 
mysteriis 3.9, in which the bishop makes a similar point. 

67 DSS 2.prol.1 (CSEL 79: 87): …de spiritu dictum est: Spiritus superferebatur super aquas [Gen 
1:2]—et bene in exordio creaturae baptismi figura signatur, per quod habuit creatura mundari…. 

68 The connection between the Spirit over the waters in Gen 1:2 and Christian baptism occurs 
seminally in the Latin tradition in Tertullian, De baptismo 3–4. Also see Jerome, Hom. 10 and Augustine, 
Conf. 13.12.13. Ambrose elaborates on his interpretation here both later in DSS at 2.6.52 and 3.9.92 and 
especially in De myst. 3.9. Also, cf. De virginitate 11.65.  

69 Inst. Or. 4.1.23 (trans. Russell, LCL 125: 190–91): Si causa conciliandi nobis iudicis materiam 
dabit, ex hac potissimum aliqua in usum principia quae maxime favorabilia videbuntur decerpi oportebit.  
“If the cause gives us material for winning over the judge, some parts of this material—those which seem 
most favorable—should be selected for use in the Prooemium.” 
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theological tradition. Using OT typology suggests that at least there is continuity of the 

Holy Spirit performing divine functions throughout the whole of Scripture.  

Samson becomes the subject from this point to the end of the prologue.70 Of 

course, Ambrose immediately links Samson with the Holy Spirit and marshal endeavors: 

“Samson, born by divine promise, had the Spirit as a guard (comitatem), and so we read, 

‘The Lord blessed him and the Spirit of the Lord began to go along with (comitari) him 

into the [enemy] camps.’”71 If Gratian were in doubt that Ambrose was suggesting to him 

that victory could be gained by becoming a friend of the Holy Spirit, then a line a little 

further would be sure to produce certainty of it: “Rightly he was considered stronger than 

others because the Spirit of the Lord was guiding him, by whose leading he alone put to 

flight foreign peoples… .”72 Striving to cultivate docilitas, Ambrose again dangles the 

promise of military might by the power of the Spirit. Playing on this sentiment, Ambrose 

reminds Gratian of Samson’s eventual faithlessness: “Would that he had been as cautious 

of preserving grace as he was strong to conquer the beast!”73 Here, Ambrose was likely 

                                                 
70 As Otto Faller notes at CSEL 79: 89, line 64, Ambrose’s exegesis of Samson (2.prol.5–16) 

appears to be influenced by Origen. Only eight of Origen’s homilies on Judges survived. Did Ambrose 
have access to one that we now lack? The editors of the SC edition of Origen’s homilies appear open to the 
possibility, but they also give evidence that would imply that only nine ever existed in written form. See 
Origéne, Homélies sur les Juges, trans. and ed. Pierre Messié, Louis Neyrand, and Marcel Borret, SC 389 
(1993), 10. 

71 DSS 2.prol.5 (CSEL 79: 88): Sampson divinia promissione generatus spiritum comitantem 
habebat; sic enim legimus quia benedixit eum dominus et coepit spiritus domini comitari cum eo in castra 
[Judg 13:24–25]. 

72 DSS 2.prol.5 (CSEL 79: 88): Meritoque fortiori ceteris habebatur, quia eum spiritus domini 
dirigebat, quo duce solus nunc alienigenarum fugabat populos.... 

73 DSS 2.prol.5 (CSEL 79: 88): …utinam tam cautus ad servandam gratiam quam fortis ad 
superandam bestiam. Eleonore Stump eloquently elaborates on Samson’s complacency regarding God’s 
gift in “Samson and Self-Destroying Evil,” in Transformations in Biblical Literary Traditions: Essays in 
Honor of David Lyle Jeffrey, 246–67, eds. D. H. Williams and Phillip J. Donnelly (Notre Dame, IN: 
University of Notre Dame Press, 2014), 257. 
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attempting to cultivate even more attentiveness and teachableness in his reader as 

Samson’s example suggests that power could be acquired by rightly following the Spirit, 

but disaster would ensue should the emperor apostatize through carelessness concerning 

the Holy Spirit. 

After interpreting elements of the Samson story allegorically regarding the 

inclusion of the Gentiles as God’s people,74 Ambrose returns in 2.prol.12 to the theme of 

Samson’s invincibility as long as the Spirit of the Lord was present with him. However, 

Ambrose does teach Gratian that suffering injuries is the mark of grace’s perfection and 

leads to resurrection.75 This qualifies Ambrose’s bold promises of military victory in De 

fide 2 and his insinuations of the same in the prologue to DSS Book 1. Ambrose also 

wants Gratian to recognize that the most significant triumph is not military victory but 

rather spiritual victory over evil and death by means of spiritual grace.  

If Ambrose is providing Gratian an opportunity to recognize himself as a figure of 

Samson in this episode, he is implying that Gratian depends on the Holy Spirit for both 

his worldly and spiritual success. As in the first prologue, Ambrose subtly challenges 

Gratian’s authority as judge, placing the Holy Spirit in that role instead. 

Ambrose also uses these reflections about Samson to transition into the argument 

proper of Books 2–3, noting that in Judg 13:25, the text reads, “The Lord blessed 

(Samson), and the Spirit of the Lord began to go with him,” while below in Judg 16:20, it 

                                                 
74 DSS 2.prol.6–11 (CSEL 79: 88–90). 

75 DSS 2.prol.12 (CSEL 79: 91): Per hanc enim iniuriam patientiam, quam erudiunt sacramenta 
baptismatis, de quibusdam stimulis iracundiae triumphamus, ut ‘morte obita’ resurrectionis requiem 
consequamur.  
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reads, “The Lord departed from him.”76 Ambrose draws the conclusion, then, that the 

Spirit of the Lord is also the Lord, implying his equality with Father and Son. The 

overlapping title of Lord (dominus) shows the unity of the Trinity.77 Ambrose further 

points to Judg 14:6 where Samson declares, “If I am shaven, then my power (virtus) will 

leave me.”78 This implies that the Spirit is power (virtus) personified. Other biblical 

passages show that the Father is power (Mat 26:64) and that the Son is power (1 Cor 

1:24). Thus, the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit are each and all power (virtus), 

revealing the oneness of their nature. Thus these two paragraphs, which close the 

prologue (1.1.17–19), anticipate the confirmatory arguments of overlapping titles and 

unity of power that pervade Books 2–3.  

In sum, Ambrose maintains continuity with the Ciceronian rhetorical tradition by 

attempting to cultivate goodwill, attentiveness, and teachableness in Gratian. In both 

prologues Ambrose forecasts the hermeneutical strategies he will deploy in the rest of 

DSS, a technique, however, which is not explicitly prescribed by the rhetorical 

handbooks. Scriptural narratives and images serve as the means by which Ambrose 

achieves these goals. Using two prologues rather than one provides an opportunity to 

reset Gratian’s attitude after the controversial nature of Book 1, which confronted 

Homoian pneumatology. Both prologues subtly challenge Gratian’s assumed role of 

                                                 
76 DSS 2.1.17 (CSEL 79: 93): Nunc lectionis seriem consideremus. Supra habes quia benedixit 

eum dominus et coepit spiritus comitari cum eo. Infra ait: Et direxit super eum spiritus domini. Item ait: Et 
si tonsus fuero, discedit a me virtus mea. Posteaquam tonsus est, vide, scriptura quid dicat: Dominus, 
inquit, discessit ab eo. 

77 DSS 2.1.18 (CSEL 79: 94): Habes ergo dominum dici etiam spiritum sanctum. Non enim unus, 
sed unum sunt spritus sanctus et filius. 

78 DSS 2.1.17 (CSEL 79: 93): Et si tonsus fuero, discedit a me virtus mea. 
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judging, reminding the emperor that the unseen Holy Spirit actually wields the power, as 

the judges Gideon and Samson discovered. The second prologue serves as a means to 

discipline Gratian. But the bishop makes use of indirect communication. It is likely he 

hoped these prologues would herald his extensive doctrinal arguments.   

The Two Epilogues 

 Besides exordia, the conclusion also sways the audience’s emotions in a particular 

direction, according to the Ciceronian tradition. Ambrose’s DSS has epilogues at the end 

of Book 1 and at the conclusion of Book 3.79 As with the prologue, Cicero’s instruction in 

De inv. creates a consistent tradition through Quintilian to Marius Victorinus.80 The 

epilogue should both remind the judge of the point for the decision and stir the emotions. 

It consists of two parts: the recapitulation (enumeratio) and the emotional appeal 

(adfectus). The latter divides into another two parts: an attack (indignatio) that aims to 

provoke anger and indignation against the opponent and a plea for pity (conquestio) for 

one’s own side.  

Book 1’s epilogue. Ambrose concludes Book 1 with an epilogue, but not one that 

follows the pattern of recapitulation and emotional appeal. In fact, it is difficult to discern 

the point at which it begins since it retains the water imagery—a favorite of Ambrose’s as 

                                                 
79 Quintilian explains why speeches might contain more than one epilogue, in a sentence quite 

appropos of Ambrose’s situation in DSS: “What everyone agrees is that a recapitulation [part of the 
epilogue] is often useful in other parts of the speech as well, if the cause is a complex one and defended by 
a number of different arguments.” Inst Or. 6.1.8 (trans. Russell, LCL 126: 20–21): Ceterum illud constitit 
inter omnes, etiam in aliis partibus actionis, si multiplex causa sit et pluribus argumentis defensa, utiliter 
anacephaliaosin fieri solere.  

80 Cicero, De inv. 1.52.98 – 1.56.109; Quintilian, Inst. Or. 6.1.1–55; Marius Victorinus, Expl. in 
Cic. Rhet. 1.52.1–54.11. Cf. Lausberg, Handbook, 204–8 (§§431–42). 
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we saw in both prologues—the bishop had been expounding in the context of calling the 

Spirit the river from God per Jn 7:38–39.81 Probably it should be demarcated at 1.16.162 

when Ambrose switches from addressing Gratian to Jesus himself. He has Jesus speak the 

words of Mat 6:19–21, a passage about laying up treasures in heaven where moth and 

rust cannot destroy.82 Ambrose wants to know how he—standing in for any Christian—

can retain as much of the grace that Holy Spirit pours out as possible, comparing himself 

to a vessel. Then, Ambrose teaches that the rust that destroys treasure equates to moral 

vices, but the moth is heresy. He specifies that the chief heretics are “Arius and Photinus, 

who tear the holy robes of the church by their impiety, who want to separate the 

indivisible unity of divine power.” The gnawing of such heretics destroy the vessel and 

cause the water to spill out.83 The remaining two paragraphs (1.16.165–166) employ the 

second person singular, urging Gratian to persist in devotion to Jesus. Ambrose employs 

examples of biblical characters such as the Samaritan woman who found Jesus at a well 

in Jn 4 and Abraham who received God’s presence at a well (Gen 21:30) as motivation 

for Gratian. 

Though this section clearly has elements of the indigatio in which the orator 

arouses resentment against his adversary, i.e. the Arians as moths who destroy salvation, 

Ambrose also summarizes one of the crucial points of Book 1: this opponents deny the 

                                                 
81 See DSS 1.16.156–61 (CSEL 79: 81–83). 

82 DSS 1.16.162–63 (CSEL 79: 84).  

83 DSS 1.16.164 (CSEL 79: 84): Aerugo nostra lascivia est, aerugo nostra libido est, aerugo 
nostra luxries est, quae flagitiorum sordibus aciem mentis obducunt. Tinea rursus nostra Arrius est, tinea 
nostra Fotinus est, qui sanctum ecclesiae vestimentum impietate sua scindunt et unitatem divinae potestatis 
individuam separare cupientes sacrilego morsu praetiosum fidei velamen obrodunt. Funditur aqua, is 
Arrius dentem inpresserit. 
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“unity of power” in the Trinity. Cicero cautions that it is important to use variety in 

summarizing the arguments lest one induce boredom.84 One way to avoid being too plain 

is by prosopopoeia or speech-in-character.85 Ambrose appears to embed his summary 

within his appeal to emotion, perhaps accomplishing both tasks at once. His prayer to 

Christ is not speech-in-character per se, but it does have the effect of altering the 

perspective of the auditor, who is invited to imagine Jesus as a participant in the treatise’s 

reasoning. It is also worth noting that Ambrose does not try to arouse pity for himself, but 

rather urges Gratian himself to concern himself with his spiritual well-being. Rather than 

conjure compassion, this rhetorical move impresses upon the emperor the situation’s 

gravity: nothing less than salvation is at stake. Nothing can be more beneficial than 

gaining it or more harmful than losing it. In this Ambrose invokes the category of utilitas 

as he did earlier in amplifying his arguments about the non-creaturely nature of the Holy 

Spirit.86  

Book 3’s epilogue. Ambrose’s two prologues contained most of the elements 

prescribed by the Ciceronian rhetorical tradition. But we just observed that he left out the 

summary of arguments (enumeratio) in Book 1’s conclusion. Ambrose more than makes 

up for this omission with the massive epilogue to Book 3, which serves not just as a 

conclusion to Books 2 and 3, as one might expect, but to the whole of DSS. Figure 5.2 

orients the following analysis by providing a map of this unwieldy section. 

                                                 
84 Cicero, De inv. 1.52.98. 

85 Cicero, De inv. 1.52.100. 

86 Ambrose explicitly defines the Ciceronian topic utilitas as spiritual benefit pertaining to 
salvation in De officiis. See discussion in Chapter Six below. 
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Ambrose begins the end with a long, punching invective against his opponents. 

As with the prior epilogue, this takes its point of departure from the exegesis Ambrose 

had already been pursuing. In 3.16.113, he argued from Jn 10:29–30 that the Son and 

Spirit receive all things from the Father. The conclusion begins at 3.17.118 with Ambrose 

noting the places in which Jesus gave speeches and performed actions. In the case of this 

Gospel passage, he was walking in the portico of Solomon, which means that Christ was 

walking in wisdom, since Solomon is wise.87 But to the Arians, who are identified with 

the unbelieving Jews who wished to stone Christ to death because of his words, “I and 

the Father are one” (Jn 10:30), Christ’s words seem foolish because they have not 

received the Spirit of God.88 Ambrose further reasons that, just as the betrayal of the 

original Jews—Joseph’s brothers, the sons of Jacob—caused violence to Joseph, so Jews 

do to Christ.89 Arians do likewise. But Ambrose’s invective goes further: as Joseph’s 

brothers sold him for 20 pieces of gold, Judas peddled Christ for 30 pieces. In similar 

                                                 
87 DSS 3.17.118–20 (CSEL 79: 200–1).  

88 DSS 3.17.121–22 (CSEL 79: 202). 

89 DSS 3.17.123–24 (CSEL 79: 202–3). 

 

 
I. Indignatio: Invective against Arians, tying them to Judas (3.17.118–131) 

II. Enumeratio: Recapitulation (3.18.132–22.169) 
a. Four notes of God present in Holy Spirit (3.18.132–19.152) 
b. Holy Spirit as river of God in Rev 22 and sharing in the kingdom 

(3.20.153–158) 
III. Summative Digression: Father, Son, and Holy Spirit as Lord Sabaoth in Isa 6, 

so they share one majesty, rule, honor, and glory (3.21.159–169) 
IV. Closing that ties together enumeratio and indignatio (3.22.170) 

 
Figure 5.2. Outline of Book 3’s Epilogue of Ambrose’s De Spiritu Sancto 
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fashion, the Arians put a price on Him because they say that he is lower than God.90 The 

catholicus, in contrast, cannot consider him a commodity but can only glorify him 

because he is the infinite, transcendent God.91 Despite calling themselves “Christians,” 

Arians cannot truly lay claim to that name because they cut asunder the name and power 

of the Son and the Spirit from the Father.92 “Concerning which [power],” Ambrose 

accurately adds in concluding the invective, “We already said many things.”93 

This section represents Ambrose’s longest pillorying of Homoians and their 

theology in DSS. Besides attacking them for heretical belief, Ambrose employs lively 

biblical imagery to portray them as traitors.94 While such invective is precisely what 

Cicero prescribes in an epilogue, its content is quite different than Cicero’s advice and 

examples, indicating again the profound influence of the Bible on Ambrose’s rhetoric. 

Since much of the material in the recapitulation will be discussed in the following 

chapters, it will be omitted here. Table 5.1 provides an outline with the corresponding 

earlier passages.95 The four criteria for what counts as God are:  

1. God is without sin. 

2. God forgives sins. 

                                                 
90 DSS 3.17.125–28 (CSEL 79: 203–5). 

91 DSS 3.17.129 (CSEL 79: 205). 

92 DSS 3.17.130–31 (CSEL 79: 205–6). 

93 DSS 3.17.131 (CSEL 79: 206): De quo multa diximus. 

94 E.g. De fide 1.6.43–47, invectives are sprinkled throughout the epilogue of Book 2 (2.15.129–
16.143), and 5.19.228–38. 

95 Interestingly, Ambrose breaks the rule that one should not introduce a new argument at the end 
in 3.20.153–58. 
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3. God is not a creature, but the creator 

4. God does not worship, but is worshipped.96  

Ambrose reviews these statements point-by-point, using biblical passages from both the 

OT and NT to prove each case.97  

Chapter Five Conclusion 

 When it comes to the arrangement of DSS, Ambrose primarily follows the 

precepts of the Ciceronian rhetorical tradition in crafting prologues and epilogues to 

influence Gratian’s affections. By means of allegorical exegesis of Gideon and Samson, 

figures from the book of Judges, Ambrose appears to offer Gratian a way of 

understanding himself that suggests that military victory can be achieved through holding 

the right faith. Additionally, the prologues also indirectly prepare for the main theological 

point of DSS, namely, that the Holy Spirit is Lord. 

One could summarize the two prologues as Ambrose’s attempt at making Gratian 

benevolent by emphasizing the necessity of right faith in the Holy Spirit for success, 

teachable by suggesting he could gain victory over enemies against all odds just as the 

judges of Israel did, and attentive by forecasting the arguments that Ambrose will soon 

make showing that consistently through the Scriptures the Holy Spirit performs divine 

functions proper to the nature of God. The prologues are directly aimed at causing 

Gratian to favor Ambrose and his pro-Nicene pneumatology.  

 

                                                 
96 DSS 3.18.132 (CSEL 79: 206–7): … cum ex ceteris, tum ex quattor istis prae ceteris manifesta 

divinitatis gloria conprobatur: deus enim ex eo cognoscitur, aut quia sine peccato est aut qua peccata 
condonat aut quia creatura non est, sed creator est, aut quia non adorat, sed adoratur. 

97 DSS 3.18.133–43 (CSEL 79: 206–11). 
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Table 5.1. Correspondences of DSS's Recapitulation with Previous Arguments 

Recapitulation (3.18.132–22.170)   Corresponding Argument Earlier in DSS 

Holy Spirit is without sin 3.18.133–135 1.5.64–75   

Holy Spirit forgive sin 3.18.136–138 1.10.112; 3.6.35–9.58 

Holy Spirit is the Creator not a creature 
3.18.139–40 

1.2.27–3.54; 1.5.62-63; 1.7.81–9.104; 
2.5.32–9.100 

Holy Spirit is worshipped but does not 
worship 3.18.141–43 

1.3.47–49; 3.10.59–15.108; 3.16.109–
112 

Holy Spirit possess and works all things 
possessed and worked by the Father and the 
Son 3.19.144 and 3.19.152 

1.4.55–61; 1.13.140–16.166; 2.2.20–21; 
2.3.26–4.29; 3.3.11–5.34; 3.16.113–117 

Holy Spirit shares divinity with the Father 
and the Son 3.19.145 

1.9.105-111; 1.11.117–125 

Holy Spirit searches hearts like Father and 
Son (equal knowledge) 3.19.146 

2.11.114–12.142  

Holy Spirit is Truth like Father and Son 
3.19.147 

1.4.55–61   

Holy Spirit has a Name above every name 
like Father and Son 3.19.148 

1.13.132-39 

Holy Spirit raises the dead and makes 
people to live 3.19.149–51 

1.6.76–80; 2.4.29–31 

Holy Spirit shares in the kingdom with the 
Father and the Son 3.20.153–58 

*not found until this point* 

Holy Spirit sends Isaiah and empowers 
praises of Seraphim (Isa 6:1–3) 3.21.159–
164 

1.7.81–92; 1.10.113–11.117 

The three are in one another 3.22.165–167 3.11.81–12.89 

Holy Spirit has the same right to command 
and the same glory as Father and Son 
3.22.168–169 

1.12.126–31; 2.2.22–25; 2.10.101-113; 
2.13.143–158; 3.1.1–2.10   

 

The epilogues, on the other hand, focus on castigating the “Arians” for 

shipwrecking the faith. The first epilogue warns that Arius’s heresy is the gnawing of the 

moth from Jesus’s saying, “Lay up treasures in heaven where neither moth nor rust 
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destroy.” After this invective, it recapitulates the significance for salvation—and thus 

usefulness—of the doctrine that the Holy Spirit is not a creature. The last, lengthy 

peroration first portrays the “Arians” as traitors. Then, it enumerates many of the 

treatise’s arguments. Thus, it adheres to Cicero’s rules in some ways, though not by 

dragging on rather than being brief. 

The somewhat sprawling nature of the text might suggest that DSS was stitched 

together as many of the bishop’s writings were and not planned as a unified whole. 

However, the Ciceronian rhetorical traditional already had room in it for multiple 

prologues. The second exordium provided Ambrose with an opportunity to recalibrate 

Gratian’s approach to the text, challenging his self-proclaimed role as judge. 

Additionally, the added epilogue and prologue break up an otherwise overwhelmingly 

lengthy argumentative section. But even more significantly, the first epilogue does not 

summarize the arguments of Book 1, while the second epilogue does so. This suggests 

that even while writing the first epilogue, Ambrose had it in mind to save the summary 

for the second epilogue. Within all the parts of DSS the marks usually signaling that 

Ambrose has edited sermonic material (as in De fide or the Expositio in Lucam) or has 

edited together various parts of a text (again, as in De fide), such as referents to various 

interactions with the recipient over multiple prologues and second personal plural 

constructions, do not appear. To these considerations can be added that Ambrose planned 

DSS for a longer time than De fide, and so necessity did not drive him to publish 

piecemeal as it did for his earlier polemical book. 

Having carefully surveyed these texts, one might be tempted to ask whether 

Ambrose succeeded in influencing Gratian or not. The difficulty with qualitative 
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assessments of rhetorical features of ancient texts is that the audience’s actual reaction to 

them are usually lost to history. We do not and cannot know if Gratian felt more 

teachable, benevolent, and attentive after reading the prologues of DSS; it is impossible to 

ascertain whether he was reminded of the main points of Ambrose’s arguments by the 

recapitulation in the conclusion or if he felt well-disposed to pro-Nicene pneumatology 

but ill-disposed to Homoian pneumatology when he first encountered the epilogues. 

While Gratian did, in fact, endorse Ambrose’s point-of-view and became a defender of 

the Nicene faith, other factors than Ambrose’s writings were involved, not least of which 

was the ascendancy of the staunchly pro-Nicene Emperor Theodosius in the east. 

Whether Ambrose was ultimately successful at winning over Gratian’s heart, the 

refutation and confirmation sections of DSS needed to win his head. To these arguments 

we now turn.  
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CHAPTER SIX 

Rhetorical Invention and Refutation of Homoian Pneumatology in De Spiritu Sancto 

 The next two chapters form a diptych, together treating Ambrose’s full doctrine 

of the Holy Spirit in De Spiritu Sancto. As we witnessed in Chapter Four, Ambrose 

possessed the rhetorical skill of “invention (inventio)” from his education and experience 

as a lawyer and magistrate. Ambrose, as well as his educated contemporary Christians, 

were already applying their formal rhetorical training in ecclesiastical contexts. This 

chapter applies that observation in the case of DSS, specifically the tool of invention 

called stasis or issue theory, which enables orators to identify the point of conflict and the 

kinds of arguments available to make one’s case plausible.  

Thus, the first part of this chapter will lay out the rhetorical doctrine of stasis 

theory current in Ambrose’s time. Then, it will be shown what places (loci) he would 

have searched for his arguments. The remainder of the current chapter analyzes Ambrose 

refutation of his opponents, drawing on the results of Chapter Three’s investigation of 

Homoian pneumatology. 

The Ciceronian Theory of Issues 

The discovery of rational and persuasive arguments was the heart and soul of 

ancient rhetoric. Malcolm Heath notes that orators cannot merely speak prettily; they 

must worry about offering reasons, convincing “a possibly skeptical audience in the face 
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of an opponent who will delight in pulling bad or specious arguments to pieces.”1 Cicero 

bears witness to this reality. In one part of De inventione, he warns his readers: “It will be 

necessary to keep a sharp watch that this kind of argument cannot be refuted in any way, 

so that the proof may not contain in itself only a form of argument and a mere appearance 

of a necessary conclusion, but rather that the argument may rest on rigorous reasoning.”2 

Solid logic offers the best defense in a hostile situation. Thus, the rhetorically trained in 

antiquity devoted themselves to logical reasoning from the given evidence. 

In addition, the rhetorician had to think about his audience, his opponents, how 

his character was perceived by his audience, and, of course, the subject matter.3 With 

respect to the audience, the speaker must consider whether they are disposed to agree 

with him or not. With respect to the opponents, the speaker should anticipate the 

arguments and objections that will be raised against him. With respect to his own 

character, the speaker ought to portray himself as trustworthy and knowledgeable. With 

respect to the disputed subject, the orator must seek mastery over the issues involved.  

 Within invention, the theory of issue or stasis (Latin: constitutio or status; Greek: 

στάσις) was developed to help advocates identify and lay out the case they would need to 

                                                 
1 Hermogenes: On Issues, 8. 

2 Quoted by Heath, Hermogenes: On Issues, 8n19 from Cicero, De inv. 1.45 (LCL 386: 84–85): 
Atque hoc diligenter oportebit videre, ne quo pacto genus hoc refelli possit, ut ne confirmatio modum in se 
argumentationis solum habeat et quondam similitudinem necessariae conclusionis, verum ipsa 
argumentatio ex necessaria ratione consistat.  

3 This sub-section is indebted to Health’s introduction to invention in Hermogenes: On Issues, 7–
24. 
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argue.4 Rhetorical teachers recognized that they could never proffer a theory 

comprehensive enough to cover the infinite possible situations that would arise in a 

courtroom (much less in other contexts). But the framework of issue theory provided 

enough flexibility within its structure to develop arguments for almost any imaginable 

kind of case.5 Students in the rhetorical schools hoped to learn a framework that would 

help them to recognize what kinds of arguments would be particularly relevant in a given 

case and to anticipate what their opponents would most likely argue. Ambrose’s 

education in fourth-century Rome would almost certainly have used Cicero’s De inv. as 

the textbook for instruction in stasis theory.6 Just as Ambrose garnered the rules for 

prologues and epilogues from De inventione, so he would have gleaned knowledge of 

stasis theory from there as well. Thus, Marius Victorinus’ commentary on Cicero’s stasis 

theory in his Expl. in Cic. Rhet. provides a control for how an educated Latin writer in 

fourth-century Italy such as Ambrose likely approached Cicero’s handbook.7 

                                                 
4 The terms “issue theory”, “stasis theory”, “status theory,” and “theory of issues” are used 

interchangeably. 

5 Quintilian suggests eight different issues (Inst. Or. 3.6 and 7.2–10), while the most enduring of 
all stasis theory proponents in antiquity, the second-century A.D. Greek rhetor, Hermogenes, gives 
thirteen: see Hermogenes, On Issues, 34.16–43.14 and Heath, Hermogenes, 20. Regardless of the number 
of issues, the process was the same.  

6 See discussion above, pp. 148–51. 

7 Despite Ambrose’s ability to read Greek, no evidence exists for late-antique Latin writers 
utilizing Hermogenes’ second-century A.D. textbook on stasis theory, the most widely taught text on 
invention in the part of the Empire that communicated in Greek. The fact that Marius Victorinus and other 
Latin rhetorical teachers, such as Augustine, relied on Cicero for teaching stasis theory, also suggests that 
the Latin world did not yet know of or care for Hermogenes. As George A. Kennedy writes, “There are 
very few signs among late Latin writers on rhetoric of familiarity with the works of Hermogenes or other 
Greek rhetoricians; theirs was largely a Latin, and in particular Ciceronian, tradition” in New History of 
Classical Rhetoric, 273. Kennedy also remarks about Augustine in De doctrina christiana: “Augustine, in 
common with most Latin writers, shows no knowledge of Hermogenes’ ‘ideas’ of style” (269). Indeed, 
Hermogenes’ rhetorical corpus, The Art of Rhetoric (τέχνη ῥητορική), which included On Issues, is not 
found in Latin translation until the sixteenth-century, when it became enormously popular. See Annabel M. 
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Additionally, we can reference Quintilian’s account of stasis theory in Institutio oratoria, 

which clearly derives from Cicero’s version and provides another source for the Roman 

understanding of this tradition.8 

Stasis Theory in Cicero’s De inventione 

Crucially, the orator must first identify the status of a case, i.e. the point of 

conflict or the true crux of a dispute. Cicero advises his readers to look for the status out 

of “the first conflict of pleas which arises from the defense or answer to our accusation.”9 

In this way, one can discover the kind of question that emerges from their verbal 

contentions. 10 Cicero generalizes all possible cases into eight types.11 He divides these 

eight issues into two larger categories: three issues in “General Reasoning (ratio)” and 

five concerning “Written Documents (scripta).”12 Which of the three issues in “General 

                                                 
Patterson, Hermogenes and the Renaissance: Seven Ideas of Style, (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 
2015), 3–43 esp. 15–21. 

8 On Quintilian’s account of stasis theory see Malcolm Heath, “Codifications of Rhetoric,” 59–74 
in The Cambridge Companion to Ancient Rhetoric, ed. Erik Gunderson (Cambridge: Cambridge University 
Press, 2009), 68–70 and Jorge Fernández López, “Quintilian as Rhetorician and Teacher,” 307–22 in A 
Companion to Roman Rhetoric, eds. Dominik and Hall, 314–15.   

9 Cicero, De inv. 1.8.10 (trans. Hubbell, LCL 386: 20–21): Constitutio est prima conflictio 
causarum ex depulsione intentionis profecta. 

10 Quintilian follows Cicero quite closely by saying that the status is properly discovered by what 
comes out of the “first conflict” in a dispute. See Inst. Or. 3.6.5 (LCL 125: 50–51): Non enim est status 
prima conflictio: ‘fecisti,’ ‘non feci’, sed quod ex prima conflictione nascitur, id est genus quaestionis.  

11 If one counts the “Translative Issue,” which is the technical legal objection that a case needs to 
be heard in a different court, then there are actually nine stases. For the long-running debate over the best 
number of stases to teach in late antiquity see Malcolm Heath, “The Substructure of stasis-theory from 
Hermagoras to Hermogenes,” Clas. Quar. 44 (1994): 114–29.  

12 De inv. 1.13.17 (trans. Hubbell, LCL 386: 34–35): Deinde considerandum est, in ratione an in 
scripto sit controversia. Nam scripti controversia est ea quae ex scriptionis genere nascitur. “In the second 
place one must consider whether the dispute turns on general reasoning or on written documents. For a 
dispute about a document is one which arises from the nature of a written document.”  
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Reasoning” a case falls under can be determined by the way the parties involved in the 

dispute respond to one another. If one side claims a fact or deed is true, and the other side 

denies that claim, then it is a “Conjectural Issue (constitutio coniecturalis)” and 

corresponds to the question: “Does it exist?/Did it happen? (an sit?).” If both parties 

agree on the state of affairs or that the deed did occur, but they disagree about how to 

classify it, the “Definition Issue (constitutio definitiva)” arises and corresponds to the 

question: “What is it?/How is it defined?” (quid sit). If concord can be reached on both of 

the prior conditions, but the defendant argues that there were extenuating circumstances 

or that the deed was justified or honorable, the “Quality Issue (constitutio generalis)” 

occurs, with arguments responding to the question: “What kind of a thing is it?/What is 

the character of the action?” (quale sit).13 If the dispute is over the interpretation of a 

document, five sorts of case can arise. These include (1) Letter and Intent, (2) Conflict of 

Laws, (3) Inference, (4) Ambiguity, and (5) Definition.14  

Once the stasis or issue has been identified, the rhetor must, above all, accurately 

grasp the constellation of problems surrounding his case. Cicero advises, “You must see 

what the question in the case is, its core reasoning, and the point for the judge’s decision, 

which is the foundation of the case. All of these should develop out of the determination 

                                                 
13 Cicero, De inv. 1.8.10. Quintilian follows Cicero closely on these points. Inst. Or. 3.6.66 and 

3.6.80–82. Quintilian had earlier expressed his broad agreement with Cicero and his formulation of the 
three terse questions leading to each of these three kinds of issues in 3.6.44: sitne, quid sit, quale sit. Also, 
on the three “rational issues,” in the same place: Secundum plurimos auctores servabam tres rationales 
status, coniecturam, qualitatem, finitionem. 

14 Cicero, De inv. 1.13.17 (LCL 386: 34–37): Quare primum genus de scripto et sententia, 
secundum ex contrariis legibus, tertium ambiguum, quartum ratiocinativum, quantum definitivum 
nominamus. Cf. Quintilian, Inst. Or. 3.6.66: Legalem in quinque species partiebar: scripti et vountatis, 
legum contrariarum, collectivum, ambiguitatis, tralationis.  
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of the issue.”15 In other words, the orator has to keep clearly in mind the question upon 

which the case hangs: what is the fundamental difference between the two parties in this 

dispute? One must also take into account that point which the judge is going to decide, 

because, after all, the judge has to be convinced first. Once those elements become clear, 

according to Cicero’s reasoning, it is possible not only to map out clearly one’s own case, 

but also to anticipate the most likely path the opponent will take.16 

The Stasis of DSS 

So what was the exact conflict of ideas in the controversy over the Holy Spirit? 

As we saw from the inquiry into the historical situation in Chapter Two, Gratian had 

asked Ambrose to write a treatise for him proving that the Holy Spirit was God based on 

“the Scriptures and on arguments.”17 The ratio or cause that instigated the case is the 

Homoians’ accusation that Ambrose held heretical beliefs. The Homoians believed the 

true Christian faith to be that the Holy Spirit is not God. The pro-Nicenes, excluding the 

Macedonians (if they can be considered pro-Nicene), refused to affirm this point, with 

many (though not all) positively confessing the consubstantiality of the Holy Spirit with 

the Father and the Son. Into which of the main three staseis does this dispute best fit? Not 

Conjecture (“Does it exist?”) because all parties agreed the Holy Spirit to be an entity in 

                                                 
15 De inv. 1.13.18 (LCL 386: 36–37 (translation modified): …deinceps erit videndum, quae 

quaestio, quae ratio, quae iudicatio, quod firmamentum causae sit; quae omni a constitutione 
proficiscantur oportet. 

16 Victorinus’ comments do not depart from Cicero on this matter. See Expl. in Cic. Rhet. 1.8.13–
63 (CCSL 132: 47–48). 

17 The letter, “cupio valde,” is appended, probably by Ambrose himself, to the beginning of DSS 
and is included by Faller in his edition, CSEL 79: 3–4: Rogo te, ut mihi des ipsum tractatum, quem 
dederas: augendo illic de sancto spiritu fidelem disputationem scripturis atque argumentis deum esse 
convince. See also Chapter Two above for its historical setting. 
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his own right. Definition works well. The specific question “Is the Holy Spirit to be 

understood as divine?” at issue in the case matches the generally phrased Definition stasis 

“What is it?” Though evaluations of the honor of the Holy Spirit and the practical 

consideration of whether he should be worshipped did come into the pneumatological 

debates, the Quality stasis (“How should we evaluate the thing?”) can only gain traction 

after all agree about what it is they are arguing about, i.e. what the thing at issue is. 

Therefore, the stasis of DSS is Definition: “What is the Holy Spirit?” 

By virtue of his request and his position of power, Gratian becomes the de facto 

judge, and he makes the decision about this question. The point for judgment (iudicatio) 

is whether the Homoian or the pro-Nicene definition of the Holy Spirit was the correct or 

most truthful one. 

Definition issues occur in both the “Written Documents” and the “General 

Reasoning” categories. Which of the two better suited Ambrose’s situation? In fact, we 

need not hazard a guess for three reasons. First, when Gratian originally solicited this text 

from Ambrose, he demanded both disputation from the Scriptures and from rational 

arguments (scripturis atque argumentis). Given that Gratian was well-educated and 

would have been familiar with the tenets of classical rhetoric, it is clear he demands 

reasoning of both the scripta and ratio kinds, so Ambrose was unlikely to have 

dramatically distinguished between these two issues. Regardless of whether Ambrose and 

Gratian accorded the Bible the same degree of authority, they both were treating the 

Bible analogously to a legal document in the Ciceronian rhetorical tradition. Second, in 

the case of the conflict between pro-Nicenes and Homoians over the doctrine of the Holy 

Spirit, there was divergence in both the way they interpreted individual Scripture 
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passages and how they considered the divine life of the Trinity and the rest of reality to 

be constituted. Either way the parties chose to argue, they would have to deal with logical 

and ontological as well as biblical arguments. Lastly, for our purposes, the “Written 

Documents” and “General Reasoning” definition issues were supposed to be argued in 

much the same manner; Cicero recommends using the same topics for the each.18 That is 

to say, whether Ambrose considered the issue or stasis to be of logical or legal definition, 

the resources he would have brought to bear on the case would have been similar.  

Cicero’s Rules for the Definitional Issue 

What were those resources from the position of the defendant for making a 

definitional case? Cicero outlines these at some length.19 By Ambrose’s time, Victorinus 

had distilled Cicero’s topics (loci) into a mere four points—much easier for a busy orator 

to remember than Cicero’s six or seven20: 

(1) begin with a brief, clear, conventional definition, 
 
(2) adduce arguments confirming one’s own definition, 
 
(3) adduce arguments refuting the opponents’ definition, and 

                                                 
18 When he comes to speak of the Written Documents definition issue, after he has alread 

discussed the general reasoning issue, Cicero writes: Isdem autem ex locis omnibus quibus definitiva 
constitutio tractabitur (De inv. 1.51.154 (LCL 386: 322–23)). 

19 De inv. 2.17.52–18.56 (LCL 386: 212–19). When Cicero moves from his advice to the 
prosecutor to the defendant, he directs him to the same topics of argument as the prosecutor, except from 
the opposite point-of-view per De inv. 2.17.53–18.56 (LCL 386: 218–19).  

20 Expl. in Cic. Rhet. 2.18 (CCSL 136: 207–8): Datis omnibus locis accusatori ad suam 
definitionem, defensori quoque ad definitionem eius dem proprios locos tradit; ex quibus primus est 
definitio et ipsa breuis, deinde eius adfirmatio, tertio loco a definitione sua separatio eius speciei de qua 
quaestio est; post quem locum locus communis infertur, per quem facti utilitas aut honestas augetur. Quam 
quidem locum habet etiam accusator, sed ex contrario; ille enim indignitatem rei auget, hic utilitatem. 
Quarto loco sequitur aduersariorum definitionis reprehensio, eadem illa omnia retinens quae definitionis 
reprehensio includit, id est ut falsa, ut turpis, ut inutilis doceatur, fiatque utriusque definitionis etiam a 
defensore similiter comparatio.  
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(4) either separate the opponents’ definition from the concrete case (species) for 
the defendant or apply the definition to the case for the plaintiff. 

 
The fourth of these topics would have to be applied to both the second and third topics. A 

constitutive aspect of refuting an opponent’s definition would be to show that the species, 

i.e. the particular bits of evidence in the case, do not fit within the genus, i.e. the 

definition. Victorinus also underscores using the three topics (loci) of the true, the 

honorable, and the beneficial (verum, honestas, utilitas) that should be consulted in 

forming any and all of these four kinds of arguments.21 This could be slightly confusing, 

given that the four major points are called “topics (loci)” by both Cicero and Victorinus 

and the three sources of argumentation to be woven throughout are also designated as 

loci. It helps to remember that geographical metaphors permeate rhetorical theory. Just as 

a map of the state of Texas might have an inset map of the city of Dallas, so there are 

broader topics associated with each stasis and narrower, more detailed topics that can be 

utilized within each of the stasis topics.  

It is crucial to recognize that rhetoricians knew quite well that none of the 

precepts of rhetoric, especially issue theory, could be employed rigidly and 

mechanically.22 Every case has its own unique situation. Thus, as Heath observes, the 

more adept the orator, the more flexible with the topics and structure. The structure 

                                                 
21 Expl. in Cic. Rhet. 2.17–18 (CCSL 136: 204–8). 

22 “[I]f this [the skill of applying issues correctly] could be taught by some definite method which 
made it applicable to any material, the skill would not have been as rare as it is. But since there always has 
been and always will be an infinite variety of lawsuits (litium), and in all the centuries there has never been 
found one Cause (causa) exactly like another in every respect, the pleader must use his good sense, be 
watchful, exercise Invention and Judgement, and seek his strategy in his own resources,” Quintilian, Inst. 
Or., trans. D.A. Russell, 7.pref.4 (LCL 126: 152–53). Quintilian stresses this also at 2.11 and 10.3 as well 
as other places in his treatise.  
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should be in service to the case that the orator makes, not vice versa.23 In this way, a 

proficient rhetorical student would have understood Cicero’s topics for invention for the 

“Definition Issue” as possibilities that make sense, but never as laws to be followed 

slavishly. The best orator selects and arranges arguments to maximum advantage. Given 

Ambrose’s rhetorical skill, he would not have been beholden to rules at the expense of his 

case. Nevertheless, the orator would initially think about the case in terms of stasis theory 

with its accompanying topics. In our case, then, the next step is to examine Ambrose’s 

actual strategy. 

Definition of the Holy Spirit and Refutation of the Opponent’s Definition 

 Given the length at which Ambrose argues for the divinity of the Holy Spirit, I 

have divided the investigation into two parts. The first occurs in this chapter, focusing on 

points 1 and 2 of Victorinus’ four topics. These are his attempts to navigate the difficult 

straights of making the pro-Nicene definition of the Holy Spirit appear conventional and 

his attack on his opponent’s doctrine of the Spirit. The remaining topics come in the 

following chapter, where Ambrose deploys a variety of arguments to support his own 

definition of the Paraclete. 

Ambrose’s “Brief, Clear, and Conventional” Definition of the Holy Spirit in his 
Propositio/Partitio 

DSS should contain a clear, brief definition that corresponds with received 

opinion. Ambrose approximates this directive and achieves quite a bit more in his 

                                                 
23 “[Issue t]heory defines an order that is optimum in general, but the speaker’s task is to identify 

the order that is most appropriate to the given case. That does not render theory otiose, for in knowing the 
‘natural’ order of the heads (the one likely to prove optimal in most cases) the speaker has substantial 
advantages: a default strategy, and a ready-made starting-point from which to consider the merits of 
possible adaptations,” Heath, Menander, 17. 
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propositio—which serves much the same function as a thesis statement in a modern 

essay—located at the completion of the prologue. In the case of DSS, the propositio also 

serves as the outline or partitio. Quintilian explains that a partitio is actually unnecessary 

“if…there is a single charge to be defended in various ways”, since the propositio 

suffices.24  

The main function of the propositio is to inform the judge on which point he must 

decide framed in as advantageous a way toward one’s own case as possible. It should 

show where one agrees with one’s opponent as well as where the disagreement lies. The 

other function is to set out the outline in an orderly way.25 Cicero explains that the 

excellent partitio is short, complete, and concise.26 The first is achieved by using the bare 

minimum of words; the second by including everything which must be said; and the third 

by only giving the genera to be discusses without mixing in species.27 In short, if one can 

                                                 
24 Quintilian, Inst. Or. 4.5.8 (LCL 125: 302–3): …at, si unum crimen varie defendemus, 

supervacuas. Quintilian devotes a short, separate section to the propositio but this treatment blends into his 
explanation of the partitio (Quintilian, Inst. Or. 4.4.1–5.28). He even speaks of the partitio as a propositio 
that has been divided into several parts: Et divisa autem et simplex propositio, quotiens utiliter adhiberi 
potest (Quintilian, Inst. Or. 4.5.26 (LCL 125: 308–9). While Cicero does not use the precise terminology of 
the propositio, he does address this part of the speech at De inv 1.22.31–23.33 under the rubric of the 
partitio. As Lausberg points out, in other rhetorical textbooks the propositio is often not distinguished from 
the partitio or outline of arguments in classical rhetoric (Handbook, 160 (§§ 346–47)). 

25 Cicero, De inv. 1.22.31 (LCL 386: 62–63). Note that the translation in the Loeb that the partitio 
has two “forms” is misleading. Cicero uses partes. The partitio must accomplish both of these tasks. 
Victorinus confirms as much at Expl. in Cic. Rhet. 1.22.75–76 (CCSL 132: 99): Partitionis duae partes 
sunt, una quae quid cum aduersariis conueniat indicat et quid in controuersia sit demonstrat, altera quae 
dicitur distrbutio.  

26 Cicero, De inv. 1.22.32 (LCL 386: 64–65): Quae partitio rerum distributam continet 
expositionem, haec habere debet: brevitatem, absolutionem, paucitatem. 

27 Cicero, De inv. 1.22.32 (LCL 386: 64–65). See Victorinus’ expansive comments on this text as 
well at Expl. in Cic. Rhet. 1.22.102–98 (CCSL 132: 100–3). Cf. Quintilian, Inst. Or. 4.5.26–27 (LCL 125: 
308–11). 
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simultaneously state the parts of one’s case and inform the judge of the point on which he 

must rule and accomplish this without spilling much ink, so much the better.28  

Ambrose succinctly distills the controversy over the Holy Spirit as well as his task 

in DSS. As he transitions from the exordium to the argument, Ambrose writes: 

For the Holy Spirit has neither been subject to an alien authority or law, but He is 
the arbiter of his own freedom, “distributing” all things “to each one” for the sake 
of the decree of his own will “just as he wishes,” as we read [in 1 Cor 12:11]. 
Therefore, the Holy Spirit is not among all things, but he is above all things.29  

The italicized last line of the quotation is the propositio since it states concisely the point 

for decision, Ambrose’s position in the matter as a whole, and an outline of the entirety of 

the argumentative parts of DSS. He defines the Holy Spirit as that which is above the 

created realm, simultaneously denying he is a creature.30 The sentence preceding this one 

fills out this simple definition by attributing titles and actions to the Holy Spirit. He is the 

arbiter of his freedom (arbiter libertatis), implying that he possesses power in his own 

right and does not derive it from elsewhere (non...potestati alienae), especially since he is 

not subject to any alien authority or law. Creatures, by virtue of having been created, are 

subject at least to something outside themselves, namely, the one who created them. If 

the Holy Spirit experiences no such subjection, the definition becomes clearer: He is 

“above all things.” It also becomes more evident that he is contradicting the Homoians’ 

definition of a Holy Spirit “subjected to” Father and Son as a creature. As we saw in 

                                                 
28 See Cicero’s example from Terence’s play Andria, which briefly lays out the partition at De inv. 

1.23.33 (LCL 386: 68–69); cf. Quintilian, Inst. Or. 4.4.3 and 4.4.9. 

29 DSS 1.prol.18–19: Non enim sanctus spiritus aut potestati alienae est subiectus aut iuri, sed 
suae libertatis arbiter, omnia pro auctoritate propriae voluntatis dividens, sicut legimus, singulis prout 
vult. Non ergo inter omnia, sed super omnia spiritus sanctus est.  

30 Henry Barclay Swete also recognizes this as the thesis, Holy Spirit in the Ancient Church, 318. 
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Chapter Three, Homoians frequently employed subjection language to characterize the 

relationship of Spirit to Son as well as Son to Father. Additionally, we saw that Homoian 

theologians adamantly assigned the Holy Spirit a place among “all things (omnia)” per 

biblical texts showing the Son creating “all things” in 1 Cor 8:6 and Jn 1:3. The hallmark 

of Homoian pneumatology is the created nature of the Holy Spirit. Thus, Ambrose’s 

propositio contains a definition that, while appropriating the language of key texts for his 

opponents, directly contradicts their definition and signals to Gratian the point on which 

he must render judgement. 

 While Ambrose’s definition is unspecific, it nevertheless achieves Cicero’s 

criteria for being brief, complete, and concise. Self-evidently, only using ten words for a 

proposition counts as short: Non ergo inter omnia, sed super omnia spiritus sanctus est. 

Despite its brevity, the whole of the case is contained in his struggle to show that the 

Holy Spirit belongs with the Father and the Son and not with the creation on the other 

side of the basic Christian ontological divide. It is also concise in that he refers only to 

the genus of omnia, i.e. of all created things. Throughout DSS he will argue that the Holy 

Spirit could not be species of the creation, e.g. an angel. But in the propositio, Ambrose 

maintains clear logic, remaining at the level of genus.  

But does Ambrose’s propositio meet Cicero’s condition of being conventional? 

Does it arise “from the belief of humankind (ex opinione hominum)”?31 In setting out his 

case before Gratian, a layman, Ambrose needs to put forward a definition that is non-

technical as possible. He eschews the specialized theological terms common in the 

                                                 
31 See Cicero’s extended treatment of this aspect of giving a successful definition in a court case in 

De partitione oratoria 123–28. 
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Nicene-“Arian” controversy. Additionally, his proposition would appear to be boiler-

plate fare to people familiar with the Bible. Using the key term omnia adds an air of 

conventionality since, as already noted, it appears in key passages related to this 

controversy such as Jn 1:3 and 1 Cor 8:6. Indeed, in De fide 4.1.3, Ambrose had already 

deemed wrong opinion to be contrary to Scripture, with the implication true opinion is 

based on Scripture.32 For him, the conventional should at least approximate the biblical. 

Moreover, by using biblical language in his propositio, it would not be easy for 

Homoians to deny immediately that the Spirit is “above all things (super omnia),” since 

they could understand super to refer to the Spirit’s status as the first creation of the Son. 

Indeed, rather than state the view that was not yet entirely accepted and propounded in 

pro-Nicene circles—that the Holy Spirit is eternally equal to the Father and the Son 

sharing the same substance—Ambrose employs the most innocuous terms possible. 

 Nevertheless, the main virtue of Ambrose’s propositio—its conventionality—

would also be its main vice. To say that the Holy Spirit is not “among all things” but 

“above all things” elicits a significant question in the pneumatological controversy: How 

is the Holy Spirit related to the Father and the Son? As will be shown, Ambrose never 

offers an in-depth answer to this question. Indeed, the weakest point of his pneumatology 

                                                 
32 In the prologue to De fide (4.1.1–14). Ambrose argues that human knowledge could not guess at 

or comprehend the miraculous work of Jesus Christ, so it must sumbit to the authority of Scripture. As he 
states at 4.1.1 (CSEL 78: 159): …nequaquam satis mirum videtur quia erravit humana scientia de supernis, 
sed quia scripturis non detulit oboedientiam. In this section, he uses the word opinio twice to express the 
conventional attitude of those not shaped by faith yet. This occurs most significantly at 4.1.3 (CSEL 78: 
159): Quis enim potuit opinione magis quam fide sequi dominum Iesum, nunc de caelie altissimis ‘inferna 
penetrantem’, nunc ab inferis ad caelestia resurgentem, subito ‘exinanitum’, ut ‘habitaret in nobis’ (cf. 
Wis 9:17 and Sir 24:8, 45), nec umquam inminutum, cum semper filius in patre et in filio pater esset? 
Human opinion pales in comparison to faith based on the testimony of Scripture for Ambrose.  
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is the thinness of his account of the inner relations of the Trinity.33 On the other hand, 

with his definition Ambrose clearly reframes the issue, making the Creator-creation 

distinction the criterion which the status of the Holy Spirit ought to be understood. He 

insists with many arguments that the Holy Spirit belongs on the divine side of this 

distinction. 

Before launching into the refutation section of DSS, Ambrose follows up on his 

propositio by setting further limits to his definition in 1.1.22–26. Here, he continues to 

rely heavily on biblical language to portray his argument as conventional. First, he ties 

the biblical concept of “serving” to “all things.” Using Ps 119(118):91—“All things serve 

you (universa serviunt tibi)”—Ambrose defines “all things” as “those created beings 

which serve God.” He points out that the Spirit who inspired the Psalmist is the true 

speaker. Yet the Psalm does not say “we serve (servimus)” but “they serve (serviunt),” 

which demonstrates that the Spirit does not serve God the way creatures do.34 While 

Ambrose’s exegetical logic may not seem entirely clear since his premise that the Spirit 

alone authors the Psalm appears to neglect the reality of a human author of the text, his 

opponents employed precisely the same strategy when interpreting Psalms.35  

                                                 
33 This point is implied by Michel Barnes in “Latin Trinitarian Theology,” 77–78 as well as in 

Lewis Ayres, Augustine and the Trinity, 47–48. Surprisingly, neither Hanson nor Jerome mentions this 
problem specifically in their respective invectives against Ambrose and his writings. 

34 DSS 1.1.23 (CSEL 79: 26): Principium disputationis est quia serviant omnia. Servire autem 
omnia liquet, quoniam scriptum est: Universa serviunt tibi. Dixit hoc spiritus per prophetam. Non dixit 
‘servimus,’ sed serviunt tibi, ut crederes quod ipse a servitio sit exceptus. Ergo cum universa serviant, non 
serviat spiritus, utique inter universa non est spiritus sanctus.     

35 See above Chapter Three, e.g. p. 90. 
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Ambrose adds another reason that the Spirit cannot belong in the created order. 

The Apostle Paul writes that the Holy Spirit “searches the deep things of God” (1 Cor 

2:10). Were the Holy Spirit a creature, this would entail the absurdity and impiety that a 

creature knows the Father most intimately.36 The bishop further augments this argument 

by pointing to Ps 33(32):6, showing that the Holy Spirit is “the spirit of God’s mouth” 

and is therefore proper to his being. Ambrose draws on the idea that the Holy Spirit is 

“proper to” God’s inner life here: “How can we say that the Holy Spirit is among all 

things (inter omnia), when God is above all things (super omnia), to whom the Spirit 

belongs who is the ‘Spirit of his mouth,’ and to whom belongs full perfection and 

complete power?”37 Ambrose continues on this line of reasoning by quoting Jn 15:26 

about the Spirit testifying to the Son, who testifies to the Father. This means Son and 

Spirit are sharers of the secrets of the Father. In other words, intimate knowledge of God 

the Father suggests a common power among the Trinity. The bishop’s conclusion is that 

this shared power excludes the Holy Spirit from the fellowship and number of creatures, 

who themselves are excluded from the knowledge of God required to testify about him.38 

In this section (1.1.22–26), then, Ambrose has buttressed his propositio with three 

arguments: that Scripture shows the Spirit to be the inspirer of the prophets and apostles 

                                                 
36 DSS 1.1.24 (CSEL 79: 26): Nam si inter omnia dicimus esse spiritum, utique, cum legerimus 

quia alta dei scrutatur spiritus, deum patrem esse supra omnia denegamus.  

37 DSS 1.1.24 (CSEL 79: 26): Etenim cum ex deo spiritus sit et spiritus oris eius, quomodo 
possumus inter omnia dicere spiritum sanctum, cum super omnia deus sit, cuius est spiritus, plenae utique 
perfectionis perfectaeque virtutis?     

38 DSS 1.1.25–26 (CSEL 79: 26–27): …nihil ad unitatem divinae potestatis est evidentius, cum 
idem noverit spiritus, quod et filius, quia paternorum testis et consors individuus secretorum est. Exclusit 
itaque a cognitione dei societatem et multitudinem creaturae. Non excludendo autem spiritum sanctum 
ostendit non esse socium creaturae.    
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and therefore not a creature that follows after the Son; that the Spirit “belongs to” the 

Father and Son; and that the Spirit has the power or ability (specifically with regard to 

knowledge), which only God could possess. These arguments are interspersed with a 

range of biblical passages from the Psalms, the Pauline epistles, and the Gospels.39 The 

breadth of biblical citations adds an air of conventionality to his thesis. But Ambrose’s 

opponents could also appeal to earlier exegetical traditions to demonstrate their 

conventionality.40 As standard bearer of the pro-Nicene case for the Holy Spirit’s divinity 

to Gratian, Ambrose had to refute such claims by his opponents. It is therefore to his 

refutation (reprehension) that we now turn.  

Ambrose’s Refutation of the Opponents’ Definition of the Holy Spirit 

While Ambrose broadly followed the rules of the rhetorical tradition in offering 

his definition, he has inverted the precept given by Cicero on the Issue of Definition by 

placing the refutation (reprehensio) of his opponents’ position first before giving the 

confirmation (confirmatio) of his own position. When Cicero discusses the parts of 

speech in De inv., as seen in Chapter Five, he places the confirmation first, and then the 

refutation. But in a court case, the prosecution always goes first, and is then followed by 

the defense. As Marius Victorinus points out in his definition of the refutation, the 

refutation is the part of the speech that contradicts the confirmation of the opponent.41 

                                                 
39 When Ambrose cites supporting biblical texts, he generally follows this order in DSS, extending 

the same observation about De fide’s biblical citations made by Markschies, Über den Glauben [an 
Gratian], 1:84. 

40 Some of these earlier traditions are described in Barnes, “Beginning and End.”  

41 Victorinus, Expl. in Cic. Rhet. 1.42.5–7 (CCSL 132: 162): Reprehensio est oratio quae post 
nostrum confirmationem aduersariorum confirmationem reprehendit.  
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Thus, if the opponent has laid out his case already, there is no need to wait to refute it. As 

we saw in Chapter Two, Ambrose had already been accused of heresy by the Homoians. 

They had almost certainly charged him with an impious doctrine of the Holy Spirit and 

had asserted their own view. (This is part of what would have provoked Gratian to write 

“cupio valde”.) So Ambrose probably wanted to start by attacking the Homoian doctrine 

that had already reached Gratian, despite the fact that he inverted the usual Ciceronian 

order of confirming before refuting. Additionally, by first refuting the Homoian assertion 

that the Holy Spirit’s status is among all created beings, Ambrose could then cover over 

the relative novelty of pro-Nicene pneumatology, while exposing problems within 

Homoian formulation of pneumatological doctrine. This would have the further benefit of 

making his definition seem even more conventional by contrast. 

Ambrose’s propositio forecasts at this structure, since the first part (Non ergo 

inter omnia) denies that the Holy Spirit could be a creature and the second part affirms 

that the Spirit is God (sed super omnia spiritus sanctus est). Moreover, shortly after the 

propositio, the bishop of Milan further indicates the direction of his argument, writing, 

“Let us first begin from lower things, so that as if by certain steps our treatise might 

ascend, so that those who do not submit to the faith might even be more easily persuaded 

by reason.”42 Apparently, Ambrose considers the “lower things” to be the negating of his 

Homoian opponents’ arguments that the Spirit is a creature, for he begins by trying to 

persuade his audience that the Homoian claim is false. To call the Holy Spirit a creature 

                                                 
42 DSS 1.1.22 (CSEL 79: 25): Primum igitur ab inferioribus inchoemus, ut quasi per gradus 

quosdam tractatus noster ascendat quo facilius hi qui fidem non deferunt, vel ratione flectantur. Faller 
agrees that this statement serves as a rough outline of the remainder of DSS (CSEL 79: 17*). The argument 
here specifies what Ambrose meant. 
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is to count him as a “lower thing.” To show that the Holy Spirit is not among all things 

(non inter omnia) proves the first part of the propositio and serves as a refutation of the 

Homoian position.43 The reprehensio section seems to run from 1.1.22–1.11.125, 

although it is difficult to determine when it comes to an end as Ambrose increasingly 

wants to ascribe divine qualities and actions to the Holy Spirit.44 Nevertheless, statements 

throughout show that Ambrose’s focus is on disproving his opponents’ assertion that the 

Holy Spirit belongs among all things.45 While there is no indisputably visible seam 

separating the refutation from the confirmation parts of DSS, from 1.12.126 onward 

Ambrose refers to his opponents with far less frequency. 

Turning to the rest of the refutation, let us first trace Ambrose’s attempts to 

separate his opponent’s definition from the evidence. He does this with the three topics 

Cicero and later Victorinus suggest, the particular loci of definition (definitio, which can 

be both a topic or locus and a stasis), the false (falsum), the dishonorable (turpis), and the 

inexpedient (inutilis).46  

                                                 
43 Ambrose confirms he will move from what is “lower” to what is higher in DSS 1.3.50 (CSEL 

79: 35): Interim nunc, quoniam propositum est ordine suo adserere non esse inter omnia spiritum 
conputandum, ipsum apostolum…. Ambrose signals to his reader that he is coming back to the main point 
of this part of the treatise: that the Spirit cannot be considered to exist as a created thing. 

44 At DSS 1.3.47–49, 1.7.86, and 1.9.106 Ambrose cannot help but assert the Holy Spirit is divine. 

45 See Ambrose, DSS 1.2.27 (CSEL 79: 28): Solent enim dicere ideo inter omnia spiritum sanctum 
esse numerandum…; 1.3.50 (CSEL 79: 35): Interim nunc, quoniam propositum est ordine suo adserere non 
esse inter omnia spiritum conputandum…; 1.3.53 (CSEL 79: 36): Arbitror, clementissime imperator, 
plenissime confutatos eos, qui audent inter omnia sanctum spiritum conputare; 1.5.62 (CSEL 79: 41): Non 
ergo sanctus spiritus de substantia corporalium…; 1.7.81 (CSEL 79: 49): …quomodo quis audeat 
creaturam adpellare spiritum sanctum, qui non habeat circumscriptam determinatamque virtutem…; and 
1.8.92 (CSEL 79: 54): Quis ergo audeat dicere creatam spiritus sancti esse substantiam…. 

46 Cf. Cicero, De inv. 2.17.54–18.56 (LCL 386: 216–19), esp. 2.17.54: Post erit infirmanda 
adversariorum descriptio. Ea autem infirmabitur, si falsa demonstrabitur. Hoc ex opinione hominum 
sumetur, cum quaemadmodum et quibus in rebus homines in consuetudine scribendi aut sermocinandi eo 
verbo uti soleant, considerabitur. Item infirmabitur, si turpis aut inutilis esse ostenditur eius descriptionis 
approbatio et, quae incommoda consecutura sint, eo concesso ostendetur—id autem ex honestatis et ex 
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The locus of Definition and Ambrose’s Use of differentiae to Refute Homoian 
Pneumatology   

The topic of definitio provides the resources for the orator to separate his 

opponent’s definition from the reality of the case at hand.47 In the Ciceronian tradition, 

the rhetor must locate the “characteristic (proprium)” or “property (proprietas)” that 

marks off his subject from others. While Cicero’s diverse accounts of proper definition 

over the course of his oeuvre include emphases on several different methods of defining 

things, three of his texts share the feature of identifying propria or proprietas as the 

essential element in any adequate definition.48 The subsequent rhetorical tradition 

especially latched onto this technique for defining key terms. When Quintilian discusses 

the constituent elements of a definition, he names Genus, Species, Characteristics, and 

Differentia (genus, species, propria, differentia),49 specifically observing, “A definition is 

confirmed by characteristics (propriis), undone by differentia.”50  

                                                 
utilitatispartibus sumetur, de quibus in deliberationis praeceptis exponemus—….  . Cf. Lausberg, 
Handbook, 172 (§ 374) and Victorinus, Expl. in Cic. Rhet. 2.17–18 (CCSL 132: 204–9), and at 208: Quarto 
loco sequitur aduersariorum definitionis reprehensio, eadem illa omnia retinens quae definitionis 
reprehensio includit, id est ut falsa, ut turpis, ut inutilis doceatur, fiatque utriusque definitionis etiam a 
defensore similiter comparatio. My translation: “In the fourth place follows the refutation of the 
adversaries’ definition, preserving all the same things that the refutation of the definition includes [in 
Cicero’s De inv.]—namely, that the definition should be shown up as false, shameful, and useless. And, 
similarly, let there be a comparison by the defense of its definition with the opponent’s.” (The last part I 
take not to be a topic so much as a reminder that the two definitions need to be placed next to each other for 
the judge to be able to discern between them adequately.) 

47 De inv. 2.18.55 (LCL 386: 218): Deinde huius confirmatio similibus et exemplis et rationibus 
postea sui facti ab illa definitione separatio. 

48 The texts arranged chronologically are De oratore 1.189 and 3.115; De part. or. 41; and Topica 
26–34, and 81–83. 

49 Quintilian, Inst. Or. 5.10.55–64 and, briefly, 7.3.2–3.  

50 Inst. Or. 5.10.58 (trans. Russell, LCL 125: 394–95): Propriis confirmatur finitio, differentibus 
solvitur (translation slightly modified). 
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In cases in which two events or persons or ideas had to be separated from each 

other, differentia—a distinguishing quality or attribute—would be employed. Quintilian 

gives the example that humans can be distinguished from some creatures by being called 

“terrestrial” or “biped”, thus marking them off from “marine” or “quadruped.”51 In a 

treatise Victorinus devoted to understanding how definitions work and how to create 

effective ones, De definitionibus, he discusses how to employ differentiae effectively in 

orations.52 What rhetors in fact must do is rather simple in theory and does not differ 

from Quintilian’s example above: To be as thorough as possible in defining the term(s) at 

issue, they should systematically separate the thing which they are defining from other 

similar things by working their way through genus (or substance), species, and differentia 

until they come to the defining characteristic (propria). Indeed, Victorinus’ example of 

this process is nearly identical to Quintilian’s.53 Thus, in Ambrose’s time, the method of 

defining a key concept in the Latin rhetorical tradition would have been nearly the same 

as for Cicero or Quintilian.54  

When we speak of Ambrose’s confirmatio in DSS in the next chapter, we will 

focus on propria. But taking a cue from Quintilian’s advice here we shall apply ourselves 

                                                 
51 Inst. Or. 5.10.61 (trans. Russell, LCL 125: 396–97): Animal genus, mortale species, terrenum 

vel bipes differens; nondum enim proprium est, sed iam differt a marino vel quadrupede. 

52 De def. 8.12 ff. Commentary on the passage can be found in Andreas Pronay, ed., C. Marius 
Victorinus: Liber de definitionibus: Eine spätantike Theorie der Definition und des Definierens mit 
Einleitung, Übersetzung und Kommentar, Studien zur klassischen Philologie 103 (Berlin: Peter Lang, 
1997), 196–99. 

53 Victorinus, De def. 8.12–13: homo est animal rationale mortale terrenum bipes risus capax.   

54 Because of the ascendancy of Porphyry’s Isagoge, accident (accidens) had been added as part of 
the reflection on how to identify substances. See p. 121 below.  
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to understanding differentia, which will illumine the Milanese bishop’s strategy for 

refuting his Homoian opponents. 

Thus, we find Ambrose seeking differentiae to distinguish the Holy Spirit from 

creatures. For instance, Ambrose describes the Spirit’s lack of service to God while 

showing creation characteristically does render service to God in the Bible. He spends 

quite some time (1.2.27–3.54) separating the Holy Spirit from the most characteristic 

mark of a creature: being created. Ambrose interprets two mainstay texts of 

subordinationist Homoian pneumatology, Jn 1:3 and 1 Cor 8:6. Both of these passages 

omit mentioning the Holy Spirit in the divine activity of creation. 

Ambrose must contend against the hermeneutical assumption underpinning this 

Homoian exegesis if he wishes to separate the Holy Spirit from the category of creaturely 

omnia in these verses. Thus, the bishop of Milan concentrates on debunking the idea that 

if one of the Trinity is not named, he cannot be present. He pursues this argument in two 

ways. First, he employs a reductio ad absurdum to show that the Son would have to be 

numbered among all things per 2 Cor 5:18, which states that “all things are from God,” 

implying that all things come from God the Father. Consequently, a Homoian reading 

would have to include the Son among “all things”, an assertion they would not wish to 

make.55 Ambrose’s second counter-exegesis asserts that in biblical passages where only 

one of the Trinity’s activity is expressed, all three must nevertheless be present for the 

activity to make sense within Scripture’s larger narrative. At DSS 1.3.44 Ambrose 

proposes the alternative hermeneutic: “He who has named one has signified the 

                                                 
55 DSS 1.2.31 (CSEL 79: 29–30). See above in Chapter Three that the activity of creation is 

assigned to the Son exclusively in Homoian theology. 
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Trinity.”56 This would make the names of the Trinity inseparable, providing a 

hermeneutical point-of-view in direct contrast to his opponents’ stance.57 It also serves 

the larger polemic against the assertion that the Spirit is a creature. For instance, Rom 5:5 

only names the agency of the Holy Spirit in the outpouring of God’s love. But the Father 

and Son must be involved in this act as well. Thus, by appealing to other NT texts that 

appear to require the presence of the other members of the Trinity, Ambrose casts doubt 

on the hermeneutical principle Homoians’ use to interpret Jn 1:3 and 1 Cor 8:6.  

With that first example, Ambrose’s refutation arguments are summarized in 

Figure 6.1 below. In each case, Ambrose arrays biblical passages for evidence that the 

Holy Spirit has a differentia distinguishing him from creatures. In 1.5.63–75, Ambrose 

reasons that the Spirit is unlike creatures insofar as he cannot be changed, but he himself 

changes creatures, making them good and holy. The differentia is the Holy Spirit’s 

immutability, the characteristic that sets him apart from creatures. Next, the Holy Spirit is 

the source of grace, for Ambrose, even providing the water in baptism with its spiritual 

efficacy, a capability marking him off from all other creatures (1.6.76–80). While 

creatures can only be in one location at a time, Ambrose points to Scriptures that testify 

to his ubiquity (1.7.81–89). When facing the objection that the Spirit is merely a created 

gift, Ambrose reasons that the Holy Spirit comes right from God’s own substance. He 

compares the Spirit’s outpouring with Christ’s to show that the Holy Spirit cannot be 

common to creatures. He employs differentiae to navigate the exegesis of this episode in 

Christ’s life (1.8.90–99). While Ambrose suspects the Holy Spirit is identical to the  

                                                 
56 DSS 1.3.44 (CSEL 79: 33): …qui unum dixerit, trinitatem signavit. 

57 DSS 1.2.29 (CSEL 79: 28–29).  



 

 208 

  

 
I. 1.2.27–31 Objection that the Spirit was made by the Son, per Jn 1:3 and 1 Cor 8:6, 

and therefore is among all things. 
a. Ambrose refutes that by arguing that by the same logic the Father and the 

Son would also need to be reckoned among created things. 
II. 1.3.32–54  Objection that 1 Cor 8:6 assumes Holy Spirit is a creature because 

unnamed in 1 Cor 8:6 while Father and Son are named.  
a. Ambrose refutes that by arguing that the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit are 

inseparably present even when only one is named in biblical passages, 
especially those having to do with baptism. 

III. 1.4.55–61  Objection that there are different “spirits” referred to in Scripture.  
a. Ambrose refutes that by arguing that the Holy Spirit’s titles are equivalent: 

Spirit of God, Spirit of Christ, Paraclete, etc. all refer to the one Holy Spirit. 
IV. 1.5.62–75  Objection that the Holy Spirit possesses the same substance as creatures 

and exhibits corporeality and mutability.  
a. Ambrose refutes that by arguing that the Holy Spirit intrinsically possesses 

goodness demonstrated by his infinite giving of good gifts, which also 
implies incorporeality and immutable goodness. 

V. 1.6.76–80  Objection that the Holy Spirit functions identically to water in baptism, 
implying that there is no difference in his nature and the water’s nature.  

a. Ambrose refutes that by saying that the Holy Spirit’s work in baptism is 
spiritual and gives life while the water is physical and represents death. 

VI. 1.7.81–89  Objection that the Holy Spirit is circumscribed and thus betrays his 
creaturely nature. 

a. Ambrose refutes that by pointing to biblical passages that show the Holy 
Spirit in many places at once and filling people’s hearts, yet remaining 
undivided.  

VII. 1.8.90–99  Objection that Holy Spirit is a created gift.  
a. Ambrose refutes that by stating the Holy Spirit is given as a gift in the same 

way as the Son, right from God’s own substance, so his being given does 
not imply created characteristics. 

VIII. 1.9.100–111  Objection that the Holy Spirit is the ointment of Christ, suggesting 
his created and temporal nature. 

a. Ambrose responds that the ointment of Christ from Ps 45[44]:8 might be 
the name of Christ, but if it is the Holy Spirit it is applied to the divine 
nature of the Son from eternity, so that the oil is eternal. 

IX. 1.10.112–11.125  Objection that the Holy Spirit is not divine but (like) an angel. 
a. Ambrose counters that the Holy Spirit forgives sin, but the Seraph in Isa 6 

does not. Also, as with the Son and Father, the Spirit does not come from a 
place. Based on 1 Cor 12:3, the Holy Spirit enables confession of Christ for 
angels, thus proving his superiority to the angels.  

 
 
Figure 6.1. Summary of the Objections Ambrose Raises and His Refutations of Them 
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ointment of Christ per Ps 45[44]:8, he concludes that such ointment has been applied to 

Christ’s divine nature throughout all eternity, showing the Holy Spirit is qualitatively 

different than the creature with respect to eternality (1.9.100–111). The differentiae 

Ambrose highlights in the last section of the refutation are ubiquity and the capacity to 

forgive sins. Angels can only move from one place to another and can only announce 

forgiveness of sins; the Holy Spirit comes from God’s divine nature and forgives sins 

(1.10.112–125). Thus, the differentiae Ambrose applies to the Holy Spirit in the 

refutation section include immutability, incorporeality, power to affect grace, 

ubiquity/infinity, direct divine origin, eternality, and ability to forgive sins. These marks 

set him apart from creatures, and Ambrose provides ample supporting evidence from the 

Bible. 

 Ambrose’s extensive biblical exegesis must be commented upon, especially in 

relation to two questions about the traditions, Ciceronian and pro-Nicene, he was drawing 

upon: 1) To what extent did Ambrose follow or modify the Ciceronian rhetorical tradition 

in the development of his arguments in the refutation section of DSS? 2) Why and how 

did he borrow material from Greek writings about the Holy Spirit as he formulated his 

case against Homoian pneumatology? 

Biblical Exegesis as the New Legal Documentation in the Restructuring of the Topics of 
falsum, turpis, and inutilis 

In the refutation section of DSS Ambrose’s keeps the framework of the 

Ciceronian rhetorical tradition, but he also moves it into a new venue—the church—and 

from there significantly alters the meaning of the topics of argumentation to conform to 
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the standards of his community.58 Chapter Four pointed out that most students of rhetoric 

were headed toward a career involving law. Legal concerns largely shaped the rules for 

rhetoric, especially invention.59 After the orator had found the stasis and accompanying 

topics, he then needed to develop these arguments. The grist for the mill would come 

from the laws, the specific actions related to the case along with the witnesses of these 

actions, and the persons involved. Scholars have recently shown the connections in late 

antique thinking between rhetoric and law60 as well as the connection between the 

Scripture as divine law agreeing with and/or replacing Roman Law.61 So when Cicero 

wrote that the three topics for weakening an opponents’ definition were the false 

(falsum), the dishonorable (turpis), and the expedient (inutilis), his audience would have 

had a similar idea of what he meant and where to go to discover the matter for such 

arguments. 

But when the point for decision in the case became the nature of God in general or 

the Holy Spirit in particular in an ecclesiastical context, the meanings of topics such as 

false, dishonorable, and useless changed. To fill in the topics (loci) Ambrose had to go to 

Scripture rather than the Greco-Roman stock legal examples learned in the grammar and 

                                                 
58 Which was Ambrose’s location, if not his audience’s. Ambrose has an ecclesiastical setting in 

mind in DSS, which can be seen in the culmination of the prologue in baptism on Easter Day and his 
mention of the sequestration episode as the key to Gratian’s theological loyalties. 

59 See above, Chapter Four, pp. 128–29. 

60 Some groundwork in this area has recently been laid by Olga Tellegen-Couperus and Jan 
Willem Tellegen, “Artes Urbanae: Roman Law and Rhetoric,” 31–50 in Law and Society in the Roman 
World, ed. Paul J. du Plessis (Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 2013). 

61 See Caroline Humfress, Orthodoxy and the Courts in Late Antiquity, 147–52 and 197–211. 
Interaction between Jewish law and Roman law has already been studied as well. See S. Lieberman, 
“Roman Legal Institutions in Early Rabbinics and in the Acta Martyrum,” Jewish Quarterly Review 35 
(1944): 1–57 cited in Humfress, Orthodoxy and the Courts, 146. 
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rhetoric schools. This is why the majority of DSS consists of biblical quotations and 

interpretations of those quotations. Such interpretations were still organized in a 

recognizably Ciceronian fashion, and we can assume Ambrose generated the organization 

of these arguments using Ciceronian stasis theory. In short, while the blueprint for DSS 

may have derived from the pages of De inv., the building materials themselves came from 

the leaves of Scripture.  

Ambrose particularly leaned on the topic of falsity in the refutation section, 

claiming that the Homoians speak untruth when they attribute creatureliness to the Holy 

Spirit. Near the beginning of the refutation the bishop exclaims: “How badly is the 

activity [of the Son creating] misunderstood! [Their claim] does not contain truth 

(veritatem), and it is wrapped up by a string of preposterous claims.”62 Many similar 

examples could be multiplied, even if the specific words falsum or its antonym verum do 

not occur. The nature of the case is about whose theology is true and whose is false.  

Knowing that honor and dishonor were powerfully persuasive in his culture, 

Ambrose points out several times that defining the Spirit as a creature was shameful 

(turpis). In one early passage, he forges a strong link between falsity and shame in 

relation to belief in the Trinity: “But it is the same impiety to detract from the Father, 

Son, or Holy Spirit…. Thus, because there is a unified piety in right believing, so also 

there is a unified impiety in believing wrongly.”63 For Ambrose, putting one’s faith in 

                                                 
62 DSS 1.2.28 (CSEL 79: 28): Quam male confunditur actio, quae non tenet veritatem et 

praeposterae adsertionis ordine involvitur!    

63 DSS 1.2.30 (CSEL 79: 29): Eiusdem autem impietatis est vel patri vel filio vel sancto spiritui 
derogare. … Ergo quia pietatis est unitas bene credere, ita etiam unitas impietatis est male credere, ita 
etiam unitas impietatis est male credere. 
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what is true concerning God amounts to piety, i.e. an honorable orientation toward the 

divine, while error in religious belief entails the disgrace of impiety, i.e. a dishonorable 

stance toward God.64 Without right belief the other virtues cannot flourish as they ought. 

This is the reason Ambrose connects piety and correct belief.65  

This theme continues later on. In an involved argument meant to prove the 

immutable goodness of the Holy Spirit vis-á-vis the fact that creatures’ goodness can 

change, Ambrose asks,  

If God is good [Mat. 7:17], how is he not good who is “the Spirit of his mouth 
[Ps. 32:6]”, who “searches the deep things of God [1 Cor. 2:10]”? Or can it be 
that a malignant disease has made its way into the deep things of God? From 
which, it is understood how insane (amentes) those are who reject the goodness of 
the Son of God when they are not able to deny that the Spirit of Christ is good…66 

Misunderstanding the status and character of the Holy Spirit (or of the Son) leads to the 

loss of one’s mind, thus degrading the rational nature of a person holding heretical 

beliefs. Ambrose uses the colorful term amentes, literally “mindless,” to describe this 

                                                 
64 For Ambrose this would hold true for the virtue of prudence. In De officiis, Ambrose ranked 

prudence as the highest of the virtues, because, as Davidson suggests, “the most practical knowledge of all 
is…the knowledge of God; the piety of faith is the primus…officii fons [the first font of duty]” (Davidson, 
Ambrose, De off. 1:17). See Ambrose’s text at De off. 1.126 (ed. and trans. Davidson, 1:190–91): Primus 
igitur officii fons prudentia est. Quid enim tam plenum officii quam deferre auctori studium atque 
reverentiam? Qui tamen fons et in virtutes derivatur ceteras. “The first source of duty, therefore, is 
prudence. What better way of fulfilling our duty could there be than to show devotion and reverence for our 
creator? But prudence is also the source from which all the other virtues derive.” 

65 Parenthetically, this statement also reveals the intimate bond that fourth-century authors on 
either side of the controversies about the Trinity perceived between right confession and appropriate 
devotion to God. This is the rationale for the frequency with which writers portray the heterodox as full of 
vice. Fourth-century writers were themselves drawing upon earlier traditions already established in writers 
such as Irenaeus in Adversus Haeritcos and Tertullian in, e.g., Adversus Marcionem or De praescriptione 
haereticorum. 

66 DSS 1.5.70 (CSEL 79: 45): Itaque si bonus deus, quomodo non bonus, qui oris eius est spiritus, 
qui scrutatur etiam alta dei? An in alta dei contagio mali possit intrare? Unde et illud intellegitur, quam 
amentes sint, qui bonum filium dei abnegant, cum bonum spiritum Christi negare non possint…. 
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regrettable state of affairs. The bishop of Milan will return to the topic of shamefulness 

again with more vitriol in the confirmation and epilogue sections of DSS.   

The topic of usefulness also occurs. What counts as useful (utilis) for Ambrose is 

that which contributes to attaining eternal life (vita aeterna)—a marked re-definition of 

the term from Cicero! When Ambrose wrote De officiis he made this alteration of 

concepts explicit: “What could be more beneficial (utilius) than that by which the 

kingdom of heaven is obtained?”67 If Ambrose had such a re-definition in mind by the 

time he wrote DSS, it should not surprise us if arguments that accused the prosecutor of 

holding a wrong faith—one that would lead one away from salvation—would be present. 

Ambrose does as much when offers an interpretation of the famous “blasphemy against 

the Holy Spirit” passage found in Mat 12:32 and its parallels in the refutation section.68 

Ambrose conveniently infers that reckoning the Holy Spirit among all things is 

tantamount to blaspheming him. Thus, the Homoians have committed a serious offense 

risking damnation: “… there can be no plea for forgiveness where there is fullness of 

sacrilege!”69 Thus, wrong belief about the Holy Spirit is inexpedient in the extreme for 

Ambrose.  

It is not only the specter of damnation that Ambrose raises. Calling the Spirit a 

creature prohibits one from experiencing the riches of salvation, which is the most useful 

attainment of all. In a passage in which Ambrose argues that the Holy Spirit and the 

                                                 
67 De off. 2.27 (Davidson, 1:284–85): Quid etiam hoc utilius, quo regnum caeleste acquiritur? 

68 DSS 1.3.53–54. The parallels are Mk 3:29, and Lk 12:10. 

69 DSS 1.3.54 (CSEL 79: 37–38): Si qui vero sancti spiritus dignitatem, maiestatem et potestatem 
abneget sempiternam et putet non in spiritu dei eici daemonia, sed in Beelzebub, non potest ibi exoratio 
esse veniae, ubi sacrilegii plenitudo est. 
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water of baptism should not be collapsed into one another, but rather must be separated 

by the infinite difference between Creator and creature, he appeals to Eph 1:13–14. This 

Pauline passage describes the Holy Spirit as a seal and pledge of the inheritance of 

eternal life. Something natural like water could not accomplish this. The bishop 

rhetorically asks: “Who would dare to say that the Holy Spirit is separated from God the 

Father and Christ, when through [the Spirit] we attain ‘to the image and likeness’ of God 

[Gen 1:27], and through him, as the Apostle Peter said, we become ‘partakers in the 

divine nature’ [2 Pet 1:4]?”70 The Holy Spirit ushers human beings into the presence of 

God, reshapes them into what they were originally designed to be, and goes beyond this 

by introducing them to communion with God. But this beneficial process can only 

happen, according to Ambrose, if the Holy Spirit is above all things and is not one of the 

creatures.71 

In these ways, then, Ambrose attacks his opponents’ definition, portraying it as 

false by separating it from reality as depicted by the Bible. But a false confession of the 

Holy Spirit also entails disgrace and disadvantage. Wrong belief causes humanity to fall 

short of its proper goal. False confession about God entails impiety. In summary, 

Ambrose has taken the Ciceronian rhetorical inheritance and restructured the topics—

falsum, turpis, inutilis—biblically. The Bible becomes the grist of the mill of rhetorical 

invention in Ambrose’s ecclesiastical context. 

                                                 
70 DSS 1.6.80 (CSEL 79: 48): Quis igitur audit dicere discretum a deo patre et Christo esse 

spiritum sanctum, cum per ipsum ad imaginem et similitudinem dei esse mereamur, et per ipsum fiat, 
quemadmodum Petrus apostolus dixit, ut divinae simus consortes naturae?   

71 Another important argument Ambrose makes for the Spirit’s essential role in salvation is that 
his name completes the confession of the divine name in baptism. See DSS 1.3.32–45 and 1.13.132 inter 
alia. 
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Borrowing Refutation Arguments from Didymus and other Greek Writers 

 Ambrose faced sophisticated, determined opponents. He had to make his case 

before a somewhat mercurial judge. He also needed to translate the Ciceronian rhetorical 

tradition he had received into his polemical-ecclesiastical context. All these 

considerations were relatively new to Ambrose given his abrupt ascent to the bishopric of 

Milan and the consequent lack of training he himself lamented.72 Is it any wonder that he 

appropriated Greek sources? While Ambrose does not draw attention to the fact of his 

borrowing, he does refer to “our forebears’” position on the Holy Spirit in one place.73 

There was not a great deal of material Ambrose could appeal to from the Latin tradition.74 

                                                 
72 Two texts of Ambrose’s own hand bear witness to his swift transition from governor to bishop: 

De paenitentia 2.8.67 (Roger Gryson, ed., SC 179: 188): plus debuisse me fateor et plus dimissum mihi, qui 
de forensium strepitu iurgiorum et a publicae terrore administrationis ad sacerdotium vocatus sim. et ideo 
vereor ne ingratus inveniar si minus diligam, cui plus dimissum est. And De off. 1.1.4 (Davidson 1:118–
19): Ego enim raptus de tribunalibus atque administrationis infulis ad sacerdotium…. Discendum igitur 
mihi simul et docendum est quoniam non vacavit ante discere. See also Davidson’s useful commentary on 
this passage in De off. 2:445–47. Faller also supposes Ambrose’s relative inexperience at polemical matters 
contributed to his borrowing: “Et quid aliud faceret nisi ut adhibito optimo hoc Didymi tractatu theologiam 
de spiritu sancto ad id tempus a Graecis traditam Latinis proponeret?” (CSEL 79: 18*). 

73 DSS 2.8.81 (CSEL 79: 118): … maiores nostri…. 

74 There was much more material about the Holy Spirit available to Ambrose in the Greek 
tradition than in the Latin tradition. Phoebadius of Agen and Hilary of Poitiers tend to refer to the Spirit as 
divinity. For the former author see, e.g., Contra Arianos 22.2 and 25.7–8; for the latter, Commentarium in 
Matheum 5.15 and De Trinitate 2.30. (However, at Contra Arianos 27.4–5 Phoebadius clearly believes that 
there are three in divinitas and the Holy Spirit is a real, nonreducible entity. Hilary does likewise in De 
trinitate 12.55–56, though maintaining interpreters should not venture to say too much about the Holy 
Spirit’s status.) 

Gregory of Elvira likewise tends to mean divinitas when he speaks of spiritus (De fide orthodoxia 
contra Arianos lines 759, 875, 880 and 933), though he, too, assigns the Holy Spirit a place in the Trinity as 
a persona sharing a substantia with the Father and the Son (line 975). 

Regarding Marius Victorinus, Ambrose’s editor, Otto Faller, did not indicate any influence of 
Marius Victorinus on Ambrose in either De fide or DSS. In his treatment of the sources for De fide, 
Christoph Markschies maintains the same silence in Ambrosius von Mailand, De fide = Über den Glauben 
(Turnhout: Brepols, 2005), 68–81. While Ambrose agrees with Victorinus’ assertion that the Holy Spirit is 
homoousion with Father and Son, the letter never refers to Spirit as the former does when characterizes him 
as the returning movement toward the Father (Adversus Arium 3.2.8); as mother of the Logos (AA 1B.3.58); 
as hidden in Christ (AA 1B.4.59); as “a subsisting essence (subsistens esse; AA 2.4.51–53); as identical with 
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As stated in Chapter One, there has been a fair amount of scholarship on this 

point, and nearly every mention of Ambrose’s DSS points out that he utilized Greek 

sources extensively. The Appendix provides a detailed investigation of this phenomenon 

by setting Ambrose’s text in parallel columns with his sources. Here, we will offer a 

qualitative analysis of Ambrose’s borrowings in the refutation section of DSS. A 

companion analysis will be done for the confirmation section in the next chapter.  

In the refutation section, Ambrose most often draws upon Didymus the Blind of 

Alexandria and his text, De Spiritu Sancto (DSS). He also utilizes some passages from 

Basil’s De Spiritu Sancto (DSS), but not his other source, Athanasius’ Epistulae IV ad 

Serapionem (Ep. Serap.). Since borrowings from Didymus occur most frequently here, 

we will focus on Ambrose’s use of him in a few representative texts. Despite claims to 

the contrary as laid out in Chapter One, it is contended here that, while Ambrose certainly 

did avail himself of Didymus’ DSS, he shaped Didymus’s material to fit his own 

rhetorical ends, which was to persuade Gratian by refuting Homoian doctrine. To pursue 

this claim, I will present the structure and purpose of Didymus’ DSS, the similarities and 

differences of those with Ambrose’s own DSS, and then a brief analysis of a 

representative passage in which Ambrose borrows Didymus. 

The purpose and structure of Didymus’ De Spiritu Sancto. No Greek manuscripts 

of Didymus’ treatise are still extant owing to his posthumous condemnation as an 

                                                 
Logos, Nous, and Wisdom (AA 1.59.13–14 (cf. AA 4.3.18 and 4.3.33); as “to understand (intellegere)” 
versus the Father being “to be” and the Son “to live” on analogy with the human soul (AA 1B.63.16–24).  

None of these Latin works written prior to DSS would have furnished Ambrose much ammunition 
in his polemical war against the Homoians.  

 



 

 217 

“Origenist” in the sixth-century.75 The document has survived in Jerome’s Latin 

translation of 385.76 It enjoyed a rich Nachleben in the West.77 Ambrose undoubtedly 

possessed a Greek manuscript of this text. It had plenty of time to make its way to Milan, 

given new arguments that date the text to 360–365 rather than the usual assertion of the 

mid-370s.78  

What motivated the blind Alexandrian theologian to compose this systematic 

investigation into the nature of the Holy Spirit, probably the first of its scope?79 At the 

beginning of the work he signals his desire to have remained silent on this fraught topic.80 

But the impiety of “some (quidam)” reckless persons who teach an untraditional doctrine 

of the Paraclete has compelled him to respond to the frequent solicitation of his brothers 

                                                 
75 Didymus was condemned as an “Origenist” at the Fifth Ecumenical Council (i.e. the Second 

Council of Constantinople) in 553. The primary reconstruction of the events and characters involved in the 
sixth-century controversies related to Origen is F. Diekamp, Die origenistischen Streitigkeiten im sechsten 
Jahrhundert und das fünfte allgemeine Concil (Münster: Aschendorff, 1899). Also, see Alasdair Heron, 
“The Holy Spirit in Origen and Didymus: A Shift in Perspective from the Third to the Fourth Century,” 
298–310 in Kerygma und Logos, ed. A. M. Ritter (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1979), 298. 

76 See Kelly, Jerome, 142–44. 

77 The influence begins with Augustine, as argued by Berthold Altaner, “Augustinus und Didymus 
der Blinde: eine quellenkritische Untersuchung,” VC 5 (1951): 116–20. On the work’s further legacy in the 
West, see Louis Doutreleau (Didymé, Traité du Saint-Esprit, 122–32). 

78 Lewis Ayres has argued for a terminus post quem of 360 for Didymus’ DSS because of anti-
Eunomian exegesis of Jn 5:19 together with 16:14—Eunomius put these two verses together in his 
controversial Apologia, which was delivered in 360 (“Holy Spirit as Undiminished Giver,” 66–67). 
DelCogliano has further proposed that Basil’s Adversus Eunomium 3.7 concerning the Holy Spirit presents 
an abridged version of Didymus’ exegesis from DSS. Knowing that the Adv. Eun. is dated to 364 or 365, 
provides a terminus ante quem of 365. See DelCogliano, “Anti-Pneumatomachian Exegesis of Amos 4:13 
and John 1:3.” Also see Ayres, et al., Works on the Spirit, 40–42. 

79 Ayres, DelCogliano, and Radde-Galwitz plausibly date Athanasius’ letters (Ep. Serap.) to 359–
361, making them the earliest independent treatment of the doctrine of the Holy Spirit (Works on the Spirit, 
25–29). My point here is only that Didymus had a larger, better planned writing on the topic than 
Athanasius. 

80 Didymus, DSS 1–2 (SC 386: 142–45). Throughout, I use Doutreleau’s paragraph numbering 
rather than the old Maurist paragraph enumeration followed in PG.   
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in the faith to propose his understanding of the Holy Spirit via his interpretation of the 

Scriptures.81 Thus, while no specific controversy appears to have elicited DSS from 

Didymus’ pen, the catechetical instructor in Alexandria believed some Eunomian or 

quasi-Eunomians (adversarii) might deceive the faithful.82 If Didymus also had the same 

group in view as Athanasius did,83 there were Egyptian pro-Nicenes according to the 

understanding of the Son who nevertheless confessed that the Holy Spirit is a creature 

against whom the Alexandrian teacher was also writing. Didymus’ task was to present the 

orthodox understanding of the Holy Spirit in a comprehensive fashion with an abundance 

of supporting biblical references.  

The structure of DSS is not easy to discern. Jerome, after assuring his readers that 

they will find in Didymus much more robust theology than what they would find in 

Ambrose’s plagiarized text, nevertheless admits that Didymus is “inexpert (imperitus)” in 

eloquence.84 Didymus himself as well as at least one modern critic agree.85  

                                                 
81 Didymus, DSS 2 (SC 386: 144–45): …compulsi sumus creberrimae exhortationi fratrum, 

quaeque sit nostra de eo opinio etiam Scripturarum testimoniis comprobare. 

82 Didymus, DSS 2 (SC 386: 144–45). Kellen Plaxco has recently argued that Eunomian theology 
stands behind at least some of Didymus’ DSS (“‘I Will Pour Out My Spirit’”). Could “Macedonian” pro-
Nicene thinkers also stand behind Didymus’ polemic? It is possible but unlikely, because, according to the 
historian Socrates, Macedonians were located in the Hellespont region at this time (HE 2.45).  

83 See Athanasius, Ep. Serap. 1.1.2–3. 

84 Jerome excuses this deficiency by claiming he imitates Apostolic rhetoric with the simplicity of 
his words. Text in Doutreleau, ed., SC 386 (p. 140): Imperitus sermone est, sed non scientia, apostolicum 
uirum ex ipso stilo exprimens, tam sensuum nomine quam simplictate uerborum.  

85 Though Didymus claims to have a “pious mind” that makes up for a deficit in rhetorical 
excellence. DSS 277 (SC 386: 390): Sicut enim pietatis sensum nobis audacter iuxta nostram conscientiam 
uindicamus, ita quantum ad eloquii pertinet uenustatem et rhetoricam facundiam et consequentiam 
textumque sermonis, procul nos abesse simpliciter confitemur. Modern critic: Richard A. Layton, Didymus 
the Blind and his Circle in Late-Antique Alexandria: Virtue and Narrative in Biblical Scholarship (Urbana, 
IL: University of Illinois Press, 2004), 26–35 but esp. 137. On the other hand, see the statement that 
Didymus has knowledge of rhetoric among several other arts by Sozomen, HE 3.15 and Socrates, HE 4.25. 
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But however inelegant DSS may be, it still bears marks of classical rhetorical 

organization as recognized by Didymus’ most recent editor, Louis Doutreleau.86 After a 

brief introduction impressing the seriousness of the topic on the reader87 and a narrative 

section that delimits key terms in an Origenian fashion.88 One then finds the propositio: 

“Therefore, the very expression ‘Holy Spirit’ is not a meaningless designation but 

indicates the underlying essence that is associated with the Father and the Son and 

altogether foreign to creatures.”89 One can see that this thesis resembles Ambrose’s.90  

In the argumentative body of the work,91 Didymus reasons similarly to his 

Milanese counterpart in a reprehensio, resisting the idea that the Spirit is a creature. The 

main arguments in this section are that the Holy Spirit is not located in a place and can 

indwell the minds of other beings substantially, thus indicating his non-creaturely 

                                                 
86 However, Doutreleau’s outline of DSS lacks attention to the classical rhetorical standards of 

disposition and arrangement. Generally, Ayres et al. follow Doutreleau in Works on the Spirit, 44–45 and 
the headings throughout. My outline bears more similarity to Stolz (“Didymus, Ambrosius, Hieronymus,” 
388–92).  

87 Didymus, DSS 1–2. 

88 Didymus, DSS 3–9, in which he follows Origen, De prin. 1.3.1–8. Two specifics include 
Didymus’ assertions that the Holy Spirit can only be known in the Bible, which he inspired, while the 
Father and the Son can be recognized through reason and that the Holy Spirit can be distinguished from 
other spirits by the presence of the definite article.  

89 Didymus, DSS 10, trans. Ayres et al., Works on the Spirit, 146 (SC 386: 150): Ipsa igitur uox 
Spiritus Sancti non uacua appellatio est, sed subiacentis essentiae demonstratrix, Patri Filioque socia et a 
creaturis penitus aliena. 

90 The propositio further suggests that Didymus’ treatise is also written according to the stasis of 
definition. The key terms “expression (uox)” and “designation (appellatio)” applied to the Holy Spirit 
signal to the reader that we will be investigating the proper understanding of this matter. In other words, 
like Ambrose’s DSS, Didymus’ probes the question “what is it (quid sit)?” concerning the Paraclete. Unlike 
Ambrose’s rhetorically-oriented work, however, Didymus omits topics of honor and usefulness. The fact 
that truth serves as Didymus’ sole topic harmonizes with Layton’s findings about his lack of rhetorical 
education but familiarity with and commitment to a philosophical mode of argumentation (Didymus and his 
Circle, 135–58). 

91 Didymus, DSS 10–271. 
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nature.92 Furthermore, the Holy Spirit can give gifts of spiritual grace repeatedly, since he 

subsists in these gifts, yet even as he distributes gifts he never lacks them.93 In other 

words, he is an “undiminished giver.” Whereas creatures participate (capax) in him to 

gain holiness or goodness, he has these things in himself by nature and is thus able to be 

participated in (capabilis).94 Didymus then refutes the interpretation of the “heretics” of 

Jn 1:3 and Am 4:13 as signifying the created being of the Spirit.  

Didymus reviews the reprehensio and signals the beginning of the confirmatio 

section95: 

On the basis of the passages I have brought to our attention (as well as many 
others), we have shown that the Holy Spirit is not a creature and is never 
classified with created things but is rather always placed together with the Father 
and the Son. And so, let us now investigate in what way he is not different from 
either of them.96  

Noting that Didymus trod the exact ground Ambrose’s intended to in his refutation, 

Didymus moves on to investigate how the Holy Spirit is “not different (indifferentia)” 

from the Father and the Son. This section predominantly consists of various iterations of 

two closely related arguments: the common operations of the Trinitarian Persons and 

their inseparability based on biblical titles (i.e. the fact that the Holy Spirit is proper to 

                                                 
92 Didymus, DSS 10–73. 

93 Cf. Didymus, DSS 11–18. 

94 See analysis of this idea traced throughout the early church and terminating in a discussion of 
Didymus by Ayres, “Holy Spirit as Undiminished Giver,” 70–72.  

95 Didymus, DSS 74–271. 

96 Didymus, DSS 74, trans. Ayres et al., in Works on the Spirit, 166 (SC 386: 212): Quoniam igitur 
ex his quae memoraui et ex multis alis, non esse creatura Spiritus Sanctus demonstratus est, nusquam 
conditionibus connumeratus, sed semper cum Patre et Filio positus, nunc uideamus quam cum utroque 
habeat indfferentiam. 

 



 

 221 

(proprium) the Father and the Son). An instance of the first kind of argument occurs at 

the outset of this section: Didymus shows from various passages (mostly in the NT, but 

some in the OT) that the Holy Spirit grants the same communion, love, and grace that the 

Father and the Son bestow on creatures.97 His conclusion to this section contains the 

principal argument he uses to prove the Trinitarian nature of the Holy Spirit: 

On the basis of all these passages it is proved that the activity (operatio) of the 
Father and the Son and the Holy Spirit is the same. But those who have a single 
activity also have a single substance. For things of the same substance—
ὁμοούσια—have the same activities, and things of a different substance—
ἑτεροούσια—have discordant and distinct activities.98 

Didymus expresses a variation of the one power argument for the unity of the Trinity99 

omitting, however, the step of asserting that a thing displaying a common activity will 

always have a common power, which entails a common substance. Didymus’s and other 

pro-Nicene’s rationale for this argument and Ambrose’s appropriation of it will be further 

explored in Chapter Seven. The second argument is that the names of the Holy Spirit in 

Scripture reinforce his uncreated nature. The Holy Spirit is the Spirit of God, the Spirit of 

truth, the Paraclete—just like Christ (cf. Jn 14:16), and the Lord.100 According to 

Didymus, the Paraclete is “given a name derived from his activity”, aligning Didymus 

                                                 
97 Didymus, DSS 75–80. 

98 Note that Jerome let the Greek terms stand alongside his translation of them—eiusdem 
substantiae and alterius substantiae, respectively. Didymus, DSS 81, trans. Ayres et al., in Works on the 
Spirit, 168. Latin: SC 386: 218–220: Ex omnibus aprobatur eamdem operationem esse Patris et Filii et 
Spiritus Sancti. Quorum autem una est operatio, una est et substantia, quia quae eiusdem substantiae 
ὁμοούσια sunt easdem habent operationes, et quae alterius substantiae ἑτεροούσια dissonas atque 
diuersas. Didymus also makes a similar statement at 145. 

99 For this concept, see Chapter Four and Michel R. Barnes, The Power of God: Δύναμις in 
Gregory of Nyssa’s Trinitarian Theology (Washington, D.C: Catholic University of America Press, 2002). 

100 Didymus, DSS 110–130. 
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with a tradition assuming that at least some biblical names for God result from his actions 

toward humanity.101 Exegesis of several biblical passages consolidates the foregoing 

arguments.102 Then, he adds a grab bag of “complementary reflections,”103 including a 

short explanation of how the Father and the Son can also be understood as “holy” and 

“spirit”, an overview of the various ways the word “spirit” can be employed in the Bible, 

and responses to two objections. A short epilogue, urging readers to be cautious and 

pious in their speech about the Holy Spirit, caps off the treatise.104 

Comparison of Didymus with Ambrose. How does the structure and purpose of 

Didymus’ DSS compare with Ambrose’s? One can easily see why the former’s DSS was 

congenial to the latter—as long as the comparison is restricted to the argumentative 

body.105 Didymus was pursuing a definition stasis and argued for the consubstantiality of 

the Father and the Son with the Holy Spirit. Didymus even began with a refutation of the 

creatureliness of the Spirit before confirming his divinity. Ambrose’s borrowing was 

focused almost exclusively within the main argumentative body (10–131); he took almost 

nothing from Didymus’ prologue (1–9) and epilogue (272–277) and very little from the 

excursus-like sections late in the confirmatio (between 132–271). Additionally, in the 

                                                 
101 See, e.g. Basil, Homily 326 (traditionally numbered 15): “None of these has been acquired by 

him, nor do they belong to him as something that supervenes later. Rather, just as heating is inseparable 
from fire and illuminating from light, in the same way sanctifying, giving life, goodness, and righteousness 
are inseparable from the Spirit.” Translated and quoted in Andrew Radde-Gallwitz, Basil of Caesarea, 
Gregory of Nyssa, and the Transformation of Divine Simplicity, OECS (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 
2009), 167.  

102 Didymus, DSS 131–230. 

103 Didymus, DSS 231–71. The language is from Louis Doutreleau, ed., SC 386: 48 and 53. 

104 Didymus, DSS 272–77. 

105 A similar comment occurs in Belval, The Holy Spirit in Saint Ambrose. 
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context in which Ambrose needed to convince Gratian that his pro-Nicene doctrine 

produced the best reading of Scripture, Didymus was useful since his emphasis on the 

inseparable operations of the Trinity—to an extent not present in Basil or Athanasius—

provided fecund ground for maximum biblical exegesis. Here, we will have occasion to 

examine one passage in which Ambrose used Didymus’ concept of the “undiminished 

giver”, which examination will assist in unearthing Ambrose’s reasoning behind his 

borrowing.  

Ambrose’s utilization of Didymus in the refutatio. As Ambrose strove to separate 

the biblical testimony from his opponent’s definition of the Holy Spirit as a creature, he 

found a wealth of pertinent matter from Didymus. But their different contexts required 

attention. In a core section of the reprehensio (DSS 1.7.81–83), Ambrose mined 

Didymus’s biblical exegesis to show the definition of “creature” could not be applied to 

the Holy Spirit, since the former is finite, but the latter ubiquitous. However, Ambrose 

usually avoids Didymus’ complex “undiminished giver” argument in favor of using his 

opponents’ reasoning against them, though he would find use for this argument 

elsewhere. Ambrose and his opponents agreed that the divine nature should be defined as 

uncircumscribed and infinite. On the basis of Rom 1:20, at least, as well as on other texts, 

the Homoians ascribed infinitude to the Father.106 The flipside is that all creatures should 

                                                 
106 But they denied this proprium to both the Son and (presumably) to the Spirit. See the Homoian 

text Instr. v. fid., frag. 17; V 71, 1–28 (CCSL 87: 254–55): Illud itaque quod saepius dictum est: ‘ego in 
patre et pater in me’ (Jn 14:10), non unam substantiam, sed duo significat, patris ingenitam et fili 
unigenitam. Et ideo intellegitur filius in sinu patris, quod sentitur in caritate adque in potestate illius qui 
omnia tenet, ipse autem est infinitus. Hic et illum circu(m)tenet, filius uero omnium quae post illum et per 
ipsum facta sunt a patre accipiens potestate circu(m)tenet uniuersa. Non est igitur unus et ipse pater et 
filius, qui circumtenet et qui circumtenetur…. If this logic held for the Son, it would apply even more 
strongly to the Holy Spirit. 
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be defined as circumscribed and limited. If Ambrose can proffer a biblical argument that 

the Holy Spirit has no such bounds, his opponent’s definition of the Spirit as a creature 

will be shown to be false. The hard case, of course, will be angels, whose invisible nature 

and involvement with humanity both seem similar to the Holy Spirit. The bishop Ulfila, a 

contemporary of Ambrose, suggests that the Holy Spirit belongs to the genus of angels107, 

though later Homoians seem to deny that. But no such positive identification was 

necessary for Ambrose to be concerned about this claim. Jewish and Christian exegetical 

traditions already existed that, if they did not identify the Holy Spirit as an angel, still 

portrayed him as equivalent to an angel.108 Moreover, this could be a case in which 

reading Didymus and Athanasius109 alerted Ambrose to a potential objection that needed 

to be dealt with. 

In DSS 21–28, Didymus first contends that even invisible creatures—i.e. angels—

“are limited by the distinctive feature of their substance.”110 The Holy Spirit, however, 

has no such limitations. Didymus knows this because the Bible testifies (Jn 20:22, Mt 

                                                 
107 See discussion above, Chapter Three, p. 80. The text in question is Scholia 308r, 5–35 (SC 267: 

250). Also, another figure contemporaneous with Ambrose, Germinius of Sirmium, identified the Holy 
Spirit as the first of the angels and archangels in Altercatio Heracliani cum Germinio 136, but this text has 
been tampered with and may not be reliable. See review of the matter at Chapter Three, p. 65 n. 6. 

108 See Bucur, Angelomorphic Pneumatology; Levison, The Spirit in First Century Judaism; and 
Barnes, “Early Christian Pneumatology,” 169–86. In DSS Book 1 Ambrose distinguishes the Holy Spirit 
from angels several times. For the bishop of Milan the Holy Spirit has distinctive qualities (propria) that 
angels lack: He is neither of the substance of things visible nor invisible (1.5.62); he has no need to receive 
grace because he is the source of grace (1.5.62); he is sent to many, not to a few (1.7.82); he forgives sin 
(1.10.112–15); and he is from neither a physical nor an invisible place (1.11.116–120). 

109 E.g. Athanasius, Ep. Serap. 1.11.4–1.14.7. 

110 DSS 21, trans. Ayres et al., Works on the Spirit, 150; Latin: SC 386: 162: Iste uero Spiritus 
sanctus, si unus de creaturis esset, saltem circumscriptam haberet substantiam, sicut uniuersa quae facta 
sunt. Nam etsi non circumscribantur loco et finibus inuisibiles creaturae, tamen proprietate substantiae 
finiuntur.   
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28:19–20, and Acts 1:8) to the Spirit’s filling of the disciples, who subsequently spread 

out all over the world. No creature, including angels, can be present in multiple locations 

simultaneously in this way.111  

Ambrose takes over this argument by offering a definition so similar that it is 

likely he has translated Didymus:112  

Since every created being is circumscribed by the boundaries of its own fixed 
nature, and if indeed even those invisible works [= angels], unable to be 
comprehended by places and limits, are nevertheless enclosed by the 
characteristic of their own substance, then how can anyone dare to accuse the 
Holy Spirit, who does not possess a circumscribed and delimited power, of being 
a creature, because he is certainly in all things and everywhere always, which is 
the proprium of divinity and lordship. For “the earth is the Lord’s and the fullness 
thereof”.113 

Ambrose translates Didymus, except for two noteworthy changes. First, he specifies that 

the Holy Spirit’s power (virtus) is uncircumscribed, not his substance, as Didymus had 

said. Ambrose did speak of substance in reference to creatures, but when he speaks of the 

Spirit, it is almost always in terms of proving or describing his power in DSS. This 

probably results from Ambrose’s need to show his rhetorically trained audience that the 

primary differentia of the Holy Spirit from creatures is his power. Second, Ambrose 

programmatically notes that the Holy Spirit exists in everything (in omnibus) and 

everywhere (ubique) always (semper), a distinguishing characteristic—and Ambrose 

                                                 
111 Didymus, DSS 22–23. 

112 For comparison of these texts see Appendix, Table A32 below with evaluation below the table. 

113 Ambrose, DSS 1.7.81 (CSEL 79: 48): Cum igitur omnis creatura certis naturae suae sit 
circumscripta limitibus, siquidem et illa invisibilia opera, quae non queunt locis et finibus conpraehendi, 
substantiae suae tamen proprietate claudantur, quomodo quis audeat creaturam adpellare spiritum 
sanctum, qui non habeat circumscriptam determinatamque virtutem, quia et in omnibus et ubique semper 
est, quod utique divinitatis et dominationis est proprium? Domini est enim terra et plenitudo eius [Ps 
24[23]:1]. 
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employs the technical rhetorical/logical term proprium—of God (divinitas et dominatio), 

backed up by Ps 24[23]:1. Like Didymus, Ambrose supports these points with reference 

to the Holy Spirit’s presence with the disciples as they made their way throughout the 

world, also referring to Acts 1:8, though he adds Ps 139[138]:7, “Where shall I go away 

from your Spirit?”,114 which was not present in Didymus. This argument probably had 

some effect. In Chapter Three above, a tension inhered in Homoian pneumatology 

between the classification of the Spirit as a creature and Bible verses that speak of his 

omnipresence.115 

 Returning to Didymus, the Alexandrian apparently feared that his first argument 

would not satisfy the skeptic that the Holy Spirit’s identity could not be angelic. 

Therefore, he argues that, while angels are holy, a creature’s holiness only comes by way 

of participation in that which makes holy, i.e. participation in the Holy Spirit (24–25), 

relying on the definition, “For every creature is sanctified not from his own substance but 

by communion with another’s sanctity”,116 and the premise, “The angels are holy through 

participation in the Holy Spirit.”117 Thus, angels’ substance must be different than the 

Trinity. If his opponents were to assert that the angels have holiness naturally, they would 

be forced to say that the angels are ὁμοουσίοι [the same in substance] with God, which is 

absurd. Didymus concludes,  

                                                 
114 Ambrose, DSS 1.7.82 (CSEL 79: 49): ‘Quo ibo ab spiritu tuo…’? 

115 See Chapter Three above, pp. 96–100. 

116 Didymus, DSS 24, trans. Ayres et al., Works on the Spirit, 151 (SC 386: 163): …omnis 
creatura non ex sua substantia, sed ex communione alterius sanctitatis sancta perficitur. 

117 Didymus, DSS 24, trans. Ayres et al., Works on the Spirit, 151 (SC 386: 163): Uerum sancti 
sunt angeli participatione Spiritus Sancti…. 
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Therefore, since the Holy Spirit is different from those whom he sanctifies, he 
does not share a single nature with the other creatures who receive him. But if his 
nature is different from those other creatures and he subsists in his own 
characteristic essence (in propria subsistit essentia), it is clear that he is not 
created and not made.118  
 

Of course, Didymus’ entire argument depends upon the veracity of the premise that 

creatures’ holiness comes by way of their participation in the Holy Spirit. Didymus had 

already argued in DSS 11–15 that the Holy Spirit sanctifies, i.e. makes something holy, 

expressing this in terms of the important concept of participation. The idea that there is a 

single source of virtue in which rational individuals can participate probably has its roots 

in Plato. Philo and early Christian writers, notably Origen, adapt this concept to show that 

God is the font from which all virtues flow. But even as the Almighty graciously pours 

out these gifts, his own supply of them is never diminished. Christians like Didymus add 

that God is present in these gifts, but, even so, his ubiquity is such that he remains 

undivided.119 This concept provides a way to understand biblical texts such as 1 Cor 6:11: 

“But you have been washed, you have been sanctified, you have been justified in the 

name of our Lord Jesus Christ and in the Spirit of our God.” Christ and the Spirit bring 

holiness and the human being receiving them participates in the holiness inherent in these 

divine entities. The Holy Spirit is, therefore, the source of holiness. Creatures participate 

(Greek: μετέχειν; Latin; participare), while the Creator is participated in (μετέχεσθαι; 

participari). To explain with an analogy common in the Platonic tradition for this 

                                                 
118 Didymus, DSS 29, trans. Ayres et al., Works on the Spirit, 152 (slightly altered); Latin (SC 386: 

168): Quapropter cum alius sit Spiritus Sanctus ab his quae ipse sanctificat, non est unius naturae, cum 
caeteris creaturis quae eum recipiunt. Si autem alterius est naturae a caeteris creaturis, et in propria 
subsistit essentia, increatus et ineffectus ostenditur. 

119 For a fuller treatment of this background, upon which this synopsis relies, see Ayres, 
“Undiminished Giver,” 59–65 and Plaxco, “‘I Will Pour Out My Spirit,’” 505–7. 
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doctrine: the divine is like a fire, which can multiply itself ad infinitum without being 

reduced when it causes more flames.120  

In a section just previous to the one analyzed above, Didymus had articulated this 

theology: “Now because he is good, God is the source and principle of all goods. 

Therefore, he makes good those to whom he imparts himself; he is not made good by 

another, but is good. Hence it is possible to participate in him but not for him to 

participate.”121 Later, in response to a very similar passage, Jerome explains for his 

readers what Didymus means by this concept and clarifies how he is assigning the Latin 

terms:  

[Didymus] calls a substance “capable of being participated in” (capabilis) when it 
is participated in (capiatur) by many and bestows on them a share in itself. But a 
substance is “capable of participating” (capax) when it is filled through 
communion with another substance and participates in (capiens) something else, 
while not being participated in (capiatur) by another.122 
 

The idea is that Didymus can demonstrate, based on the evidence of biblical passages, 

that the Holy Spirit is capabilis, but not capax, that he offers to creatures holiness and 

goodness and other spiritual gifts, but does not receive these from elsewhere. 

 The fact that Jerome feels the need to explain the concept of participation here 

and that he translated Didymus’ De Spiritu Sancto to replace Ambrose’s, suggest that the 

                                                 
120 For examples of this analogy see Ayres, “Undiminished Giver,” 60. See also Plato, Timaeus 

42e (LCL 234, ed. and trans. R. G. Bury (1924), 92–93). 

121 Didymus, DSS 17, trans. Ayres et al., Works on the Spirit, 148 (SC 386: 158): Deus uero cum 
bonus sit, fons et principium bonorum est. Facit igitur bonos eos, quibus se impertit, bonus ipse non factus 
ab alio sed subsistens: ideo capabilis, non capax.  

122 Didymus, DSS 55, trans. Ayres et al., Works on the Spirit, 160 (SC 386: 194): Capabilem 
substantiam vocat, quae capitur a pluribus, et eis sui consortium tribuit: capacem vero eam quae 
communicatione substantiae alterius impletur: et capiens aliud, ipsa non capitur ab alio. Capabili quippe 
statim inconvertibile, et inconvertibili aeternum est consequens: quomodo e contrario capienti convertibile, 
convertibili creabile subsequens est. 
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bishop of Milan did not utilize the “undiminished giver” trope. Indeed, in the section we 

were just considering regarding angels, Ambrose chooses his own path toward refuting 

what he takes to be Homoian angelology and its relation to the Holy Spirit.  

However, earlier in the refutation section (1.5.64–75), Ambrose does utilize the 

“undiminished giver” argument, arguing that the Holy Spirit as immutable and a source 

of goodness for creation. These attributes mark him off as necessarily different from the 

creature. In 1.5.74, Ambrose writes, “Therefore, the Spirit is good, but not good as if 

getting, but good as if giving. The Holy Spirit does not receive from creatures, but is 

received. In like manner, he is not sanctified, but he sanctifies.”123 Ambrose shuns 

Didymus’ more technical language, but expresses the idea itself.  

This point assists Ambrose toward achieving his purpose in the refutation, as seen 

near the conclusion of this section: 

Therefore, because all remaining invisible natures (except for the Trinity), whose 
rationality and incorporeality certain men rightly consider to be a substance, does 
not bestow spiritual grace, but acquires it, does not participate, but receives, the 
community of the creature must certainly be separated from connection with the 
Holy Spirit. So let them believe that the Holy Spirit is not a creature.124 

Ambrose remains faithful to the objective set forth by Victorinus for orators pursuing a 

definitional issue in the reprehensio: he tries to separate the opponent’s definition from 

                                                 
123 Ambrose, DSS 1.5.74 (CSEL 79: 46): Bonus ergo spiritus, bonus autem non quasi adquirens, 

sed quasi inpertiens bonus est; non enim accipit a creaturis, sed accipitur spiritus sanctus, sicut non 
sanctificatur, sed ipse sanctificat. Cf. Didymus, DSS 16–19. 

124 Ambrose, DSS 1.5.75 (CSEL 79: 46): Itaque cum omnis invisibilis praeter trinitatem reliqua 
natura, cuius rationabilem et incorpoream iure quidam substantiam putant, non inpertiat spiritalem 
gratiam, sed adquirat, nec participet, sed adsumat, separanda utique est a societate spiritus sancti 
communitas creaturae. Credant igitur quia creatura non est spiritus sanctus. 
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the matter under discussion. The verb separare suggests self-consciousness about this 

task. Didymus’ “undiminished giver” argument proves useful at least here.125  

 Why, then, did Ambrose use it in 1.5.64–75, but leave it alone in 1.7.81–83? It 

should be recalled that both Ambrose and his audience lacked a tradition of such 

participation arguments. The Greek, and specifically Alexandrian, milieu in which 

Didymus wrote already had a history with the philosophical concept of lower things 

participating in a higher, unified source of goods. And, as Lewis Ayres has shown, 

Didymus and Athanasius are the first authors to apply this argument to the Holy Spirit.126 

Ambrose had already become the first Latin author to proffer this argument in a 

pneumatological context when he did so at DSS 1.5.64–75. Perhaps he felt wary of 

pinning too much on a trope untested in his setting. Ambrose was pressed to interpret 

verses like Jn 1:3 in a pro-Nicene direction, while Didymus was probably eager to annex 

the “undiminished giver” argument for his cause. In the next chapter, we will have 

occasion to examine how another of Didymus’ arguments assisted Ambrose in the 

confirmatio, the argument from common and inseparable operations. 

Chapter Six Conclusion 

 While it has long been known that the brightest figures in the Nicene-Arian 

controversies received extensive rhetorical training as part of their paideia, little use of 

this has been made in explaining the cultivation of the arguments these authors make for 

the identity of God. This chapter has shown that one of these figures, Ambrose, utilized 

                                                 
125 See Appendix, Table A29 for comparison. 

126 “Undiminished Giver,” 63–64; cf. Athanasius, Ep. Serap. 1.23.1–3 and 1.27.1–2. 
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the complex tradition of stasis theory, received from Cicero, and represented by Marius 

Victorinus, with respect to the controversy over the Holy Spirit. This tool enabled him to 

find definitional arguments to show that the Holy Spirit is consubstantial with the Father 

and the Son by means of separating the definition of the Holy Spirit from that of creatures 

and joining him to the definition of God. Ambrose also incorporated the Ciceronian loci 

of the true, honorable, and the useful and their opposites. The bishop attempts to make his 

pro-Nicene definition appear conventional by employing non-technical biblical language 

as much as possible.  

 The rest of the chapter concentrated on Ambrose’s refutation arguments against 

his opponents’ theology. According to Ciceronian rules, he needed to separate their 

definition of the Holy Spirit as a creature by identifying differentiae. Ambrose 

accomplishes this through a variety of means. But his source remains Scripture. This is an 

innovation to the rhetorical tradition, which had concentrated on legal and logical 

sources. Naturally, the Bible overtook such sources in Ambrose’s ecclesiastical context. 

To assist in the task of filling out the structure provided by stasis theory, Ambrose 

borrowed from Greek sources writing on the Holy Spirit. He particularly employed 

Didymus the Blind in the reprehensio. Didymus’ arguments about the Spirit’s 

uncircumscribed nature and the Spirit as “undiminished giver” strengthened Ambrose’s 

differentiations of the Spirit from creatures. Now, Ambrose faced the perhaps more 

difficult task of proving that the Spirit should be defined with the Father and Son, sharing 

their propria.  
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CHAPTER SEVEN 

Ambrose’s Confirmation Arguments for the Divinity of the Holy Spirit 

It is one thing to tear down, but quite another to build up. Ambrose attacked 

Homoian pneumatology, but could he positivley argue that the Holy Spirit is equal to the 

Father and the Son? We saw in the last chapter that Ambrose only sparingly uses 

Didymus’ “undiminished giver” argument, perhaps since such reasoning would appear 

novel and therefore unpersuasive. Could his Greek pro-Nicene allies provide the 

resources to accomplish this task in the confirmation section of his pneumatological 

writing? The bishop of Milan needed to bring to bear all his intellectual aptitude to meet 

this challenge. Thus, this chapter connects especially with Chapter Four above. Ambrose 

continued to utilize the Ciceronian rhetorical tradition to find and organize his arguments. 

The key for him was to attribute to the Spirit propria shared by the Father and the Son 

from the Bible so that the Holy Spirit could not be separated from the other two, but 

affirmed as having equal power, substance, and dignity. Ambrose tried to satisfy this 

requirement through two different, though often overlapping, arguments: 1) arguments 

from operations leading to a unity of power and 2) arguments from titles, nature, and 

power leading to a unity of honor.  

Therefore, this chapter will begin with a brief explanation of Cicero’s rules for 

confirming a definition issue case. Then, it will explore each of the two ways Ambrose 

attempted to meet this rule. Each of the two kinds of arguments—from operations-power 

and from titles-dignity—will be analyzed with a key text from DSS illustrating 



 

233 
 

Ambrose’s reasoning. Just as in the refutation section, Ambrose’s Greek sources 

sometimes supplied the matter for these arguments.  

Finding the Propria of God to Demonstrate the Spirit’s Equality: Common and 
Inseparable Operations 

Recalling the investigation of the rhetorical tradition of how to define terms in 

connection with Ambrose’s refutation in the last chapter, the two most important aspects 

of making a “Definition Stasis” and using the locus of definition are identifying the 

differentiae for refuting and propria for confirming. While Ambrose attempted to 

separate or differentiate the Holy Spirit from creatures in the refutation section, in the 

confirmation section the bishop argues that the Spirit shares the same characteristics as 

the Father and the Son. In other words, to show that the Holy Spirit should indeed be 

defined as being supra omnia (“above all things”), Ambrose seeks to locate those 

characteristics that mark the Spirit as divine from Holy Scripture. 

Power Argumentation in Pro-Nicene Theology at Large 

Given the pro-Nicene presupposition of God’s simplicity, to what characteristics 

could Ambrose appeal in order to identify the Spirit with God? The most frequent quality 

Ambrose points to is the Holy Spirit’s powers (potestates or virtutes). These serve as the 

propria that reveal the Paraclete’s equality with the Father and Son. A thing’s power is its 

ability or capacity for some action. Thus, powers are revealed by activities or operations 

(operationes). The idea that an agent’s activities reveal its power, which in turn indicates 

its nature, was a long-established assumption first in Greco-Roman philosophy and then 

in early Christian theology.  



 

234 
 

Michel R. Barnes has narrated the development of this concept, concluding that it 

became an indispensable argument for all parties in the “Arian”-Nicene controversies of 

the fourth-century.1 Briefly summarized, power (Greek: δύναμις; Latin: virtus or 

potestas) reveals a thing’s nature, a notion arising in Plato and ancient medical writers. 

While the medical writers, e.g. Hippocrates, utilized this concept in their quest for the 

underlying principles that would lead to good health of the body, Plato applied similar 

reasoning to non-physical reality. Most germane to later Christian appropriation of the 

concept, Plato has Socrates explain the relationship of “the Good” to existent reality by 

means of analogy to the sun and visible things in Republic 508A–509B (Book VI). Just as 

the sun causes plants to grow without being these objects, in similar fashion, the Good 

causes existence in the first place, even though the Good is non-identical with those 

things it produces. In other words, a distinguishing feature of the Good, for Plato, is its 

generative power (δύναμις). This marks it off from other entities, revealing that the Good 

“transcends essence in dignity and surpassing power (ἐπέκεινα τῆς οὐσίας πρεσβείᾳ καὶ 

δυνάμει ὑπερέχοντος).”2 On this passage Barnes comments, “What happens in the 

Republic argument is that ‘dignity and power’ are used to express the difference in 

natures between the causes (sun, the Good), and their effects … . The differences in 

causal natures serve as a way of illuminating the unique and superior nature of the 

Good.”3 Significantly for our purposes, Barnes also notes that while Neoplatonist 

                                                 
1 The Power of God: Δύναμις in Gregory of Nyssa’s Trinitarian Theology (Washington, D.C: 

Catholic University of America Press, 2002). The next two paragraphs rely heavily on Barnes’ narrative. 

2 Plato, The Republic 509B, vol. 2, ed. and trans. Paul Shorey, LCL 276 (1906), 106–7. 

3 Power of God, 90.  
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inheritors of Plato’s doctrine deny that the Good has traits or properties, they nevertheless 

still talk about the Good as having a power. For them, power plays a similar role to 

characteristics or properties in physical things. Thus, Plato established a precedent of 

defining natures by means of power in the context of discussions of divinity.  

The fact that Plato’s discussion of the connection between power and nature 

occurs in the context of talking about the Good, which later patristic writers identified 

with God as a matter of course,4 made it especially portable for Christian theology. 

Barnes documents a wide variety of fourth-century patristic authors deploying this 

argument in the context of trinitarian theology explaining how they understood this 

doctrine of power to function: “The general Nicene understanding of ‘power’ is that it is 

the intrinsic capacity of a nature to affect, insofar as that nature is what it is (as opposed 

to some other nature with another power) and exists.”5  

Ambrose had access to this idea. As argued above in Chapter Four, he knew 

philosophical doctrines and some of these were Platonic or Neoplatonic, as evidenced by 

his pre-380 writings. It is possible that in this philosophical training he encountered 

reflections on the Good’s causation. It is certain, however, that Ambrose was acquainted 

                                                 
4 For the Christian interpretation of the Good as God see John Whittaker, “ΕΠΕΙΚΕΙΝΑ ΝΟΥ 

ΚΑΙ ΟΥΣΙΑΣ,” VC 23 (1969): 91–104. Whittaker argues that Justin Martyr, Chalcidius, Origen, and 
Clement of Alexandria were early Christians aware of this identification. Also, see Barnes, Power of God, 
88n108 where he cites Eusebius of Caesarea as another such early Christian writer in Praeparatio 
evangelica 11.21.  

5 Power of God, 171. Earlier in the book Barnes gives a general definition of the one power 
concept: “[P]ower means the affective capacity (or capacities) of any given existent distinctive to the 
identity of that existent…power is the affective capacity of the nature, or nature as affective capacity” (7). 
Barnes documents patristic use of the concept of the unity of power and nature in God in chapters 4–7 in 
Power of God. 
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with the works of Nicene authors who employed this concept in similar ways, both to the 

Son and to the Holy Spirit, including Hilary of Poitiers, Didymus the Blind, and Basil of 

Caesarea.6 On the one hand, it must be said that Ambrose does not innovate on this 

doctrine in any way. In fact, it is possible that he may not have been aware of all the 

developments of the “one power—one nature” concept. But on the other hand, he at least 

understood the idea well enough to make use of it in De fide7 and DSS.  

The “one power—one nature” concept could be highly useful for Ambrose. 

Porphyry, in his widely-circulated Isagoge—the same text Ambrose probably learned 

when he studied logic—utilizes two examples to illustrate the kind of propria most 

fundamental to the essence of a thing: men laughing and horses neighing. 

… and [we come to the fourth kind of proprium], where “alone and all and 
always” coincide (as laughing of man). For even if man does not always laugh, he 
is said to be laughing not in that he always laughs but in that he is of such a nature 
as to laugh—and this holds of him always, being connatural, like neighing of 
horses. And they say that these are properties in the strict sense, because they 
convert: if horse, neighing; and if neighing, horse.8 

It will be noted that both laughing and neighing are activities proper to their respective 

substances: human being and horse. The activity reveals a power. Late-antique thinkers 

                                                 
6 While he does not mention all of the authors in this list, Barnes discusses power in fourth-century 

controversies in ch. 4, pp. 125–72. He singles out treatments of this one power-one nature argument in 
Latin authors such as Phoebadius of Agen (pp. 150–51), Victorinus and his idiosyncratic interpretation of 
this concept (pp. 153–56), Hilary (157–62), and Ambrose himself (165–72). Also on Hilary, see Mark 
Weedman, The Trinitarian Theology of Hilary of Poitiers, Supp. VC 89 (Leiden: Brill, 2007), 141–44. On 
Basil’s and Gregory of Nazianzus’ use of operations, powers, and nature in the context of arguing the Spirit 
is a substantive agent see Ayres, Nicaea, 215–18 and on Didymus, Gregory of Nazianzus, and Eunomius of 
Cyzicus’ use of this concept, see Radde-Gallwitz, “The Holy Spirit as Agent, Not Activity,” 235–47.  

7 See De fide 4.3.35–4.42. Also see discussion of Ambrose on the power and nature of the Trinity 
in Barnes, Power of God, 165–69. 

8 Isagoge 12.13–21 (J. Barnes 11–12). 
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already considered God to have properties distinctive to himself that were analogously 

manifest in various powers.  

Shedding further light on the idea that propria defines an essence in such a way 

that an action reveals distinctive properties, Quintilian describes propria in two parts, as 

“(a) that which belongs to one object alone (as speech or laughter to man) or (b) that 

which necessarily belongs to something, but not to this alone (as heat to fire).”9 

Naturally, “proprium is a very frequent subject of inquiry” for rhetoricians10 because in 

any situation calling for a distinction of one thing from another, properties must 

necessarily be investigated. Porphyry provided a more philosophical, precise way of 

understanding this concept, but one that would have been useful to rhetoricians.11 

Furthermore, Marius Victorinus also emphasizes the importance of finding the 

distinctive property or characteristic of the thing to be defined. Even though he brings up 

the possibility that “accident” might apply to making rhetorical definitions, he 

nevertheless stresses the importance of proprium: “But in a definition stasis, ‘accident 

(accidens)’ is the least important but ‘characteristic (proprium)’ the most.”12 When he 

                                                 
9 Quintilian, Inst. Or. 5.10.58 (trans. Russell, LCL 125: 394–95): Proprium autem est aut quod 

soli accidit, ut homini sermo, risus, aut quidquid utique accidit, sed non soli, ut igni calfacere. 

10 Quintilian, Inst. Or. 5.10.58 (trans. Russell, LCL 125: 394–95): Saepissime autem quid sit 
proprium cuiusque quaeretur. 

11 On Porphyry’s rhetorical activity see Heath, “Porphyry’s Rhetoric,” 141–66. 

12 De def. 9.4–5: Sed accidens in definitione minimum, proprium plurimum valet. Victorinus adds 
to Cicero and Quintilian’s account of definition the category of “accident (accidens),” indicating his 
familiarity with Porphyrian logic. For the connection between Porphyry and Victorinus, who translated 
Porphyry’s Isagoge into Latin (according to Boethius), see the discussion in Hadot, Victorinus, 179 ff. 
However, this does not much affect the general stress on the importance of propria, since in 9.4–5 he 
writes, Sed accidens in definitione minimum, proprium plurimum valet. For a historical contextualization of 
Victorinus’ stress on the importance of proprium in logic with respect to the art of definition, see Pronay’s 
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provides an example of the theory of definition he had just described, he trots out the 

same example as Porphyry and Quintilian: the proprium of man (homo) is “one capable 

of laughter.”13 This property must be predicated of homo in order to prevent it from being 

confused with any other entity and to confirm that a particular instance of a laughing 

creature should be defined as a human being.14 Several of the texts and traditions with 

which Ambrose would have been familiar claim that discovering propria was the best 

way to prove one’s own definition. 

Other pro-Nicene thinkers besides Ambrose made their definitional case for the 

Holy Spirit as divine via the rhetorical-logical connection between proprium and 

definition. Gregory of Nyssa provides an example of the identification of power and 

property in To the Greeks from Common Notions. In a passage clearly drawing on 

Porphyry’s Isagoge, Gregory seeks to provide an essential definition of God: 

For this name [i.e. “God”], which indicates the substance, does not tell us what it 
is (which is obvious since what the divine substance is is inconceivable and 
incomprehensible). Rather, since it is drawn from some proprium that belongs to 
the substance, this name intimates the substance, just as when we say “neighing” 
and “laughing”, which are propria of natures, we signify the natures of which 
they are propria.15 

                                                 
commentary on this passage and its surrounding context in C. Marius Victorinus: Liber de definitionibus, 
191–201. The relevant passage is in Porphyry, Introduction, ed. and trans. Jonathan Barnes, 12. 

13 De def. 8.12–13: homo est animal rationale mortale terrenum bipes risus capax. See 
commentary in Pronay, C. Marius Victorinus: Liber de definitionibus, 196–99. 

14 De def. 8.13–27. 

15 Comm. not. (GNO 3.1: 21.20–22.3): δηλωτικὸν γὰρ τοῦτο τῆς οὐσίας οὐ τὸ τί αὐτῆς παριστῶν 
(δῆλον ὅτι ἐπείπερ ἀπερινόητον καὶ ἀκατάληπτον τὸ τῆς θείας οὐσίας), ἀλλ’ ἀπό τινος ἰδιώματος 
προσόντος αὐτῇ λαμβανόμενον παραδηλοῖ αὐτήν, καθάπερ τὸ χρεμετιστικὸν καὶ τὸ γελαστικὸν ἰδιώματα 
ὄντα φύσεων λεγόμενα σημαίνει τὰς φύσεις, ὧνπέρ ἐστιν ἰδιώματα. Quoted and trans. by Radde-Gallwitz 
in Basil of Caesarea, 200–1. His analysis of this passage shows how in the more philosophical context of 
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While Gregory’s point here is to designate “God” as a proprium, he still has in mind an 

activity. As Andrew Radde-Gallwitz observes, “[As Gregory] explains elsewhere, he 

believes that the term ‘God’ (θεόϛ) etymologically derives from the verb for ‘seeing’ 

(θεα̑σθαι), which is semantically equivalent (in this case) to terms like ‘observing’ and 

‘knowing’.”16 In the quasi-forensic rhetorical context of DSS, if Ambrose could show that 

the Holy Spirit possesses power just as the Father and the Son did, then he would have 

progressed a long way toward an effective definitional argument. Ambrose need not even 

match Gregory’s philosophical sophistication; he only need a means by which he could 

identify the Holy Spirit’s activity with that of the Father and the Son from biblical 

evidence and then infer their same nature. 

From the models of Quintilian, Porphyry, Marius Victorinus, and Gregory of 

Nyssa, we can see how advantageous it would be for Ambrose to demonstrate the Spirit’s 

equal power with the other two. Ambrose turned to biblical evidence of the Spirit’s 

activity (operatio). Since Ambrose was committed to the pro-Nicene assumption that 

God was simple, the divine could not be thought of according to the categories of greater 

and lesser or general and specific.17 However, he tried to show that the Spirit’s propria 

                                                 
Gregory of Nyssa, Basil, and Eunomius, propria played a major role in correctly defining the divine nature 
and the relative status of the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. 

16 Basil of Caesarea, 202, citing the following texts from Gregory: Ad Ablabium (GNO 3.1: 
44); Contra Eunomium 2.585; cf. anim. et res. (PG 46: 57B). 

17 On the prominence and importance of divine simplicity in pro-Nicene thought see Lewis Ayres, 
Nicaea, 286–88. Cf. Christopher Stead, Divine Substance (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1977), 96–97 and 
271–72 (but complications are noted at 164–66) and especially Radde-Gallwitz, Basil of Caesarea, 49–52, 
71–72, 82–85, 124–35 on passages in which genus is rejected as a category to analyze God’s simple 
constitution in, respectively, Clement of Alexandria, Stromateis 5.12; Justin Martyr, Dialogue 3.5; 
Athanasius, De decretis 22; and Basil, Contra Eunomium 2.28.27–42. 
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include actions and titles characteristic of the Father and the Son. It was through certain 

actions predicated of God such as creating, saving, and sanctifying that God’s powers or 

capabilities were revealed. These powers, in turn, revealed a nature that transcended 

creatures. In other words, Ambrose and members of his milieu assumed that certain 

capabilities or powers were characteristic of God.  

So, if Ambrose could show that the Holy Spirit’s activities overlapped with the 

Father and the Son, he would be a sharer in the power of God. From this, the equality of 

the Spirit with Father and Son followed logically and necessarily. The “one power—one 

nature” argument based on operations allowed him to find the distinctive qualities or 

propria that, more than simply distinguishing the Holy Spirit from created natures as he 

had in the reprehensio section, positively identified his substance with the Father and the 

Son. If the Holy Spirit performs operations that only God can perform, then he shares a 

nature with the Father and the Son, and it must be concluded that he is God. This is the 

logic that underlies the majority of the confirmation arguments in DSS. 

Arguments from either common or inseparable operations. It should also be 

acknowledged that there are two closely related yet distinct sorts of argument for the 

identity of operations. Appropriating the terminology from Lewis Ayres, these are 

“arguments from common operations” and “arguments from inseparable operations.”18 

The former utilize various biblical passages to show that each of the Father, Son, and 

Holy Spirit performs a particular action. Ambrose straightforwardly employs such an 

argument at DSS 3.6.35–43 where the three members of the Trinity rebuke (arguere) sin: 

                                                 
18 Ayres, “Innovation and Ressourcement,” 192n14 and Augustine and the Trinity, 46. 
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For why would we reject the similitude of the words, where we claim a unity of 
power? Because by that similitude, there is always a unity of power, so that the 
Spirit rebukes, the Father rebukes and the Son rebukes. For as it has been written: 
“O Lord, do not rebuke me in your wrath … (Ps 6:2)”, and as below in the forty-
first Psalm the Lord says, “I rebuke you and set your sins before your face (Ps 
42[41]:21)”, so too the Son spoke about the Holy Spirit: “But when I go, I will 
send the Paraclete to you. And when he comes, he will rebuke the world 
concerning sin and righteousness and judgement (Jn 16:7–8)”.19 

While Ambrose leaves the key term operatio out of this particular passage, it is clear that 

the “rebuking (arguere)” serves as the activity that demonstrates the “unity of power 

(unitas potestatis)”. As with this argument, the general pattern for Ambrose is that he will 

find at least one passage in which each of the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit performs a 

similar action, usually united by the same verb or at least root word.20 

But in distinction from individual common operations arguments, inseparable 

operations almost functions as a principle: where one divine entity is named, the other 

two are present as well. As Ayres puts it, “Inseparable operations states that all three 

divine persons work in each divine act.”21 A good example of such an argument in 

Ambrose occurs at 3.7.45–47. From the conjunction of 2 Thess 2:8, Mt 10:34, and Rev 

19:15, Ambrose interprets the Spirit to be a sword; but the Word is also a sword 

according to Eph 6:16–17 (“Receive … the sword of the spirit, which is the word of 

                                                 
19 Ambrose, DSS 3.6.35 (CSEL 79: 164): Cur enim verborum similitudinem recusamus, ubi 

unitatem potestatis adserimus, cum eo usque unitas potestatis sit, ut arguat spiritus, sicut arguit pater, 
arguit filius? Sic enim criptum est: Domine, ne in ira tua arguas me neque infurore tuo corripias me, 
deinde in quadragesimo et nono psalmo sicut dicit dominus: Arguam te et statuam ante faciem tuam 
peccata tua, ita etiam de spiritu sancto filius dixit: Cum autem abiero, mittam paraclimtum ad vos, et ille 
veniens arguet mundum de peccato et de iustitia et de iudicio.    

20 Other examples include: DSS 2.4.29–31 (though inseparable operation arguments are mixed in); 
2.10.101–12.142; 2.13.143–58; 3.1.1–8; 3.2.9–10; and 3.8.48–9.58. 

21 Ayres, Augustine and the Trinity, 46. 

 



 

242 
 

God”22). So Ambrose concludes: “Since the sword of the Word is the Holy Spirit and the 

sword of the Holy Spirit is the Word of God, there is a unity of power.”23 In other words, 

whenever the Son and Holy Spirit act like swords, the other one is present. In this 

particular argument, the Father is omitted, since it suffices for Ambrose to show the 

identity of power in the other two. But other passages, such as the proof that the Holy 

Spirit participates in creation, include all three.24 It must be said that Ambrose mixes 

common and inseparable operations arguments together25, which suggests that this 

distinction may not have been entirely conscious on his part. Nevertheless, rigid 

distinctions will not be required for these categories to assist in understanding the force of 

the passages about to be considered. 

In the next subsection, Ambrose’s most powerful strategy for proving the Holy 

Spirit’s divine power will be scrutinized: the Holy Spirit’s work in creation. We know 

this strategy is central to Ambrose’s argument because in other contemporary pro-Nicene 

authors it plays a similar role.26 It occupies a significant chunk of the work as a whole, 

                                                 
22 DSS 3.7.46 (CSEL 79: 168): Accipientes … gladium spiritus, quod est verbum dei.  

23 DSS 3.7.47 (CSEL 79: 168): Cum igitur verbi gladius spiritus sanctus sit, spiritus sancti gladius 
dei verbum sit, utique unitas est potentiae.    

24 Other examples of inseparable operations passages include: DSS 1.12.126–131; 2.3.26–28; 
2.13.147–158; and 3.3.11–5.34. 

25 E.g. DSS 2.prol.17–2.25; 2.4.29–31; and 2.5.32–7.69. 

26 Ayres, Augustine and the Trinity, 47: “Arguing that all of the divine three create is a common 
argument among pro-Nicenes; the activity of creating ex nihilo was understood to be the preserve of God 
and, thus, if all create, all must possess the power of divinity.” On the same topic, also see Ayres, 
“Innovation and Ressourcement”, 194–97. 

 



 

243 
 

and when Ambrose selects arguments to recapitulate in DSS’s conclusion, it stands out as 

one of the four marks of God that the Holy Spirit also possesses.27 

Veni Creator Spiritus: The Holy Spirit as Creator 

When Ambrose begins his positive argument for the unity of the Holy Spirit with 

the Father and Son at 1.12.126, he selects particular divine attributes, endeavoring to 

demonstrate that Father, Son, and Spirit share them based on biblical passages. He asserts 

the Trinity possesses one grace (1.12.126),28 one peace (1.12.127), one love (1.12.128–

130),29 one communion (1.13.131), and one name/title (nomen, 1.13.132–16.160), the last 

of which he subdivides into the specific titles of light, fire, and life.30 It will be noted that 

these three titles (light, fire, and life) suggest activities (illumination, heating, and life-

giving). The climactic moment in Book 1, the place at which Ambrose’s discourse 

                                                 
27 The recapitulation or collectio is found in 3.18.132–142. This part of the rhetorical text is 

further discussed below in the next major section of this chapter on arrangement. The four arguments 
Ambrose designates that prove God’s manifestation of his own particular glory are: (1) that God cannot sin, 
(2) that he forgives sin, (3) that he creates and is not created, and (4) that he receives worship but worships 
no one. Ambrose considers these four marks to be the clearest ways to distinguish divinity from 
creatureliness. Of course, Ambrose contends that the Holy Spirit bears all four of these notes. See 
especially, DSS 3.18.132 (CSEL 79: 206–7). 

28 The source for this argument is Didymus, DSS 75.7–76.9 (SC 386: 214). See Appendix, Table 
A46.  

29 The partial source for this argument is Didymus, DSS 77.1–10 (SC 386: 216). See Appendix, 
Table A48. That the Holy Spirit and the Son are both called “Paraclete”, interpreted as a sign of their unity 
is seen at Didymus, DSS 124.4–125.6 (SC 386: 260). See Appendix, Table A51. 

30 Overall, most of the section on the overlap of names seems to be original to Ambrose. See 
Appendix, Tables A50–A54. The general idea that the Trinity share one name derives from Didymus, DSS 
132.1–134.2 (SC 386: 268–70). See Appendix, Table A50. That the Holy Spirit and the Son are both 
named “Paraclete”, interpreted as a sign of their unity is seen at Didymus, DSS 124.4–125.6 (SC 386: 260). 
See Appendix, Table A51.  
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ascends from lower things as he promised early on,31 occurs when Ambrose concludes 

his argument that the Holy Spirit is the river (flumen) flowing from the fount (fons) that is 

Father and/or Son.32 Based on that exegesis, Ambrose adjures his reader: “Speak rightly: 

the Holy Spirit is of one substance (substantiae unius) with the Son of God and God the 

Father, of one brightness and glory.”33 Using the polemically-charged, philosophically-

significant language of substantia leaves no room for doubt: the Holy Spirit is God to the 

same extent that the Father and the Son are God. Books 2 and 3 can be considered 

Ambrose’s extensive efforts to confirm this claim, which is conceptually identical to the 

Holy Spirit being “above all things” in a pro-Nicene framework. In these two books, 

Ambrose confirms his definition of the Holy Spirit as God by consistently arguing that 

Father, Son, and Holy Spirit unite in their working, activity, and operation, indicating that 

these three have the same power (virtus or potestas).  

What action better proves the unity of power and therefore unity of nature better 

than creation? If it can be demonstrated that the Holy Spirit participated in forming the 

cosmos, the task of showing that the Paraclete belongs not among creatures but is truly 

God is all but accomplished. Of the properties that mark off the divine from all other 

entities, the capacity to create out of nothing is perhaps the most basic. We already 

                                                 
31 DSS 1.1.22. Here in 1.16.160, he uses a similar expression to urge his audience not to allow 

their minds to dwell on lower things (ad inferiora) as he did in 1.1.22, where he promised to begin from 
lower things (ab inferioribus) and ascend step-by-step. DSS 1.16.160 marks the pinnacle of that ascent. 

32 Ambrose admits both interpretations that the Father is the fount or the Son in 1.15.153–54. The 
whole of Ambrose’s interpretation of the Spirit as a fount appears to be his original contribution to the 
exegetical tradition. See below Appendix, Tables A52–A54. 

33 DSS 1.16.160 (CSEL 79: 82–83): Dic sane et tu spiritum sanctum unius cum filio dei et deo 
patre esse substantiae, unius claritatis et gloriae.  
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witnessed above the importance of generative power in the Platonic metaphysics of the 

Good which is beyond being. The ability to cause generation distinguishes the Good from 

all else. If the Holy Spirit exhibits generative power, then the conclusion follows that he 

is God. The Homoians flatly denied that the Spirit creates and asserted the opposite. 

Given all this, it comes as no surprise that Ambrose devotes much effort to defending the 

proposition that the Spirit participates in creating in Book 2.34 One can understand this 

long section (2.5.32 through 2.7.69) as a definition issue in its own right, i.e. as a 

definitional argument within the larger definition issue that shapes the whole DSS. The 

following rhetorical outline of this section emerges as seen in Figure 7.1 below. 

I. Definition of the Holy Spirit as creator with examples and arguments. While 

Irenaeus had discovered reasons to attribute the creation of the cosmos to the Holy Spirit 

                                                 
34 Lewis Ayres underscores the importance of the Holy Spirit as creator by calling it the “central 

thread” of Book 2. “Innovation and Ressourcement,” 195.  

 

 
I. Definition of the Holy Spirit as creator with supporting arguments and examples 

(2.5.32–47) 
 

II. Refutation of opponents’ definition of Holy Spirit as creature: Exegesis of  
   Amos 4:13 (2.6.48–61) 
 

III. Confirmation: The Holy Spirit is the author of regeneration (2.7.62–69) 
 

Figure 7.1. Rhetorical Outline of Ambrose’s Argument that the Holy Spirit is Creator 
in De Spiritu Sancto 2.5.32–7.69 
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as well as the Son,35 this idea was neither in common currency in third century theology36 

nor ever in Latin theology until Ambrose’s DSS. Ambrose confronts the lack of scriptural 

support for the Spirit as creator by beginning at Gen 1:2. He argues that the Spirit was 

present and cooperating with Father and Son “at the beginning of creation” since he “was 

being borne over the waters.”37 It was already a well-established Christian interpretation 

that Gen 1:1 testifies to both the Father and the Word; the opening verse of the Gospel of 

John ensured such a reading. But it was less clear that the “spirit” of God in 1:2 referred 

to a divine entity as opposed to physical breath or wind, possible meanings for spiritus 

(Hebrew: ruach: Greek: πνεῦμα).38  

The crucial move comes when Ambrose links the Spirit’s work in redemption to 

his work in creation. This provides the key to unlock the pneumatological significance of 

Gen 1:2. Previous to the argument considered here, Ambrose had reasoned that just as the 

                                                 
35 Irenaeus, Adversus Haereses 1.22.1, 3.24.2–3.25.5, and 3.9.3. Cf. Briggman, Irenaeus of Lyons, 

89–95 and 97–103. 

36 Michel R. Barnes argues that the motif of the Holy Spirit as Creator flourished in Irenaeus in the 
late second century before going into a long eclipse through the third century until authors such as 
Athanasius and Basil recovered it in service of pro-Nicene theology. See “The Beginning and End,” 171–
74. 

37 DSS 2.5.32 (CSEL 79: 99): in principio creaturae spiritus superferebatur super aquam. 

38 However, at De baptismo 8 Tertullian does seem to identify Gen 1:2’s “spirit” with the Holy 
Spirit. This notion was quickly dropped, however. See, e.g., Tertullian, Adversus Hermogenem, ed. E. 
Kroymann, CSEL 47, ch. 33 (p. 161), in which Tertullian rejects the idea that the spiritus mentioned in Gen 
1:2 is more than simply wind that God had created along with the formation of the earth by referencing Am 
4:13. De spiritu aeque amos: qui solidat tonitruum et condit spiritum et adnuntiat in homines christum 
suum, eum spiritum conditum ostendens, qui in terras conditas deputabatur, qui super aquas ferebatur, 
librator et adflator et animator uniuersitatis. Non ut quidam putant, ipsum deum significari spiritum, quia 
deus spiritus; neque enim aquae dominum sustinere sufficerent. Other texts are either silent or suggest the 
Spirit was not active until a later time in history. On this theme in Tertullian, see Selby, “Ambrose’s 
‘Inspired’ Moderation,” forthcoming). Ayres, too, claims that Ambrose introduced Latin pro-Nicene 
literature to the Spirit as creator (“Innovation and Ressourcement,” 195). 
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Father and Son make people to live (vivificare), so too does the Spirit because, per 2 Cor 

3:6, “The letter kills but the Spirit makes alive.”39 Since the Spirit accomplishes the re-

creation of life in the economy of salvation, so He adds grace to creation: “Therefore, 

until the Spirit was being borne over [the waters], there was no grace for creation. After 

this world’s creation received the operation of the Spirit, it gained the right to all this 

beauty of grace with which the world shone.”40 This connection between creation and 

renewal is reinforced for Ambrose by Ps 104(103):29–30: “Take away their breath 

(spiritum) and they will perish and be turned into dust. Send forth your Spirit (spiritum) 

and they will be created and you will renew the whole face of the earth.”41 By citing the 

Holy Spirit’s work in redeeming creation in 1 Cor 3:6 as well as Ps 104(103):29–30, 

Ambrose begins to mount his exegetical case that the Spirit ought to be defined as the 

Creator.42 

A potential vulnerability arises, however, as Ambrose’s opponents could deny 

that there exists a necessary connection between the Spirit’s operations of re-creation or 

redemption and the original creation of the earth. Ambrose attempts to forestall such an 

objection by pigeonholing it as Manichaean. To deny the Spirit’s activity in creation as 

                                                 
39 DSS 2.4.30–31 (CSEL 79: 98): Sed scriptum est: Littera occidit, spiritus autem vivificat. Ergo 

vivificat spiritus. Sed ut intellegas patris et fili et spiritus sancti vivifcationem non esse divisam, accipe quia 
vivificationis quoque unitas sit, quando ipse per spiritum vivificat deus.  

40 DSS 2.5.33 (CSEL 79: 99): Itaque cum superferebatur spiritus, nulla erat gratia creaturae. 
Posteaquam vero operationem spiritus etiam mundi istius creatura suscepit, omnem hanc gratiae meruit 
venustatem, qua mundus inluxit.  

41 DSS 2.5.33 (CSEL 79: 99): Aufer spiritum eorum et deficient et in puverem suum convertentur. 
Emitte spiritum tuum et creabuntur et renovabis omnem faciem terrae. Ambrose translates the LXX text.  

42 Augustine would later make much the same theological maneuver in his later Genesis 
commentaries. Cf. Conf. 13.5.6; De Genesi ad litteram 1.6.12; and De civitate 11.24. 
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well as in redemption implies that these two activities arise from different sources. 

Anyone separating the primal creation of Father and Son from the redemption 

accomplished by the Spirit (ironically) runs the twin risk of saying that the Spirit’s work 

is actually better—“for there is no doubt that the renewed earth is better than a [merely] 

created one”—and that the operation of Father and Son was lacking in some way so that 

the Spirit had to come in and bring it to completion.43 Ambrose also cites another verse, 

one put to good effect by Irenaeus long before in a different polemic context,44 that 

solidifies the Spirit’s role as cosmic creator along with Father and Son, Ps 33(32):6, 

which reads, “By the Word of the Lord the heavens were established, as were all of their 

powers by the Spirit of his mouth.”45 For Ambrose, this verse demonstrates the 

inseparable operation of the Trinity in Creation: the Lord is the Father and the principle 

of the divine activity; the Word is the Son through whom all things were made; and the 

Spirit is the Holy Spirit that simultaneously perfects creation by endowing all things with 

appropriate abilities. In short, Ambrose tries to demonstrate that the Holy Spirit’s creative 

activity is both in continuity with His work in redemption and in harmony with the 

operation of the Father and the Son. 

                                                 
43 DSS 2.5.34 (CSEL 79: 99–100): Nam si negare cupiant quod per spiritum sit creata, cum per 

spiritum novatam negare non possint, meliorem ergo operationem spiritus sancti quam patris et fili, qui 
cupiunt separare, defendent. Quod abhorret a vero; neque enim dubium est quod novata terra melior quam 
creata sit. Aut si primo sine operatione spiritus sancti terram pater fecit et filius, postea vero spiritus sancti 
operatio copulabitur, videbitur id quod factum est, eius quod accessit, eguisse praesidio. Sed absit ut hoc 
quisquam aestimet, ut operatio divina varietatem creatoris, quam Manicheus inducit, habere credatur.    

44 See citation of Briggman, Irenaeus and the Holy Spirit, 32–34 and 97–103. But Ambrose’s 
proximate source is likely Athanasius, Ep. Serap. 1.31.3. 

45 DSS 2.5.35 (CSEL 79: 100): Verbo domini caeli firmati sunt et spiritu oris eius omnis virtus 
eorum.  
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 Going a step further, Ambrose attempts to buttress this interpretation of Gen 1:2 

with a comparison between his opponents and “gentile writers” to castigate the former 

because they display less piety than the latter. Virgil’s Aeneid 6.724–27 alludes to the 

Spirit’s power of creation. In the underworld’s Elysium fields, Anchises explains to his 

son, Aeneas: “The spirit (spiritus) within everything nourishes the heaven and the earth 

as well as the spheres, the moon, and the shining stars.”46 Besides creating bias against 

his opponents, who now seem to have a less correct understanding of the power of 

spiritus than mere pagans, Ambrose also appropriates Virgil’s cultural and intellectual 

credibility—and perhaps his authority as a pagan prophet.47 Here we have another 

example of Ambrose using the topic of dishonor (turpis), which we encountered in 

exploration of the refutation section, showing that his opponents’ definition of the Holy 

Spirit is impious. Ambrose believes that this Virgilian passage corroborates his theology 

and the allusion also shames his opponents. 

 The reference to the Aeneid also functions as a bridge from the Old Testament 

passages just considered to the New Testament passages that indicate, for Ambrose, that 

                                                 
46 DSS 2.5.36 (CSEL 79: 100): caelum ac terras, lunae quoque stellarumque micantium globos 

spiritus intus alat. A comparison with the critical edition of the Aeneid shows that while Ambrose did not 
recite the lines precisely as they are in the poem, he still captured the sense. Note that he deleted the 
reference to the Titans, probably so as to make Virgil appear as “orthodox” as possible! Vergilius, Aeneis, 
ed. O. Ribbeck 6.724–26 (p. 517): caelum ac terram campos que liquentis / lucentem que globum, lunam 
Titaniaque astra / spiritus intus alit. 

47 For Lactantius’ interpretation of Virgil holding such authority, largely due to a prophetic 
interpretation of the Fourth Eclogue, see Vinzenz Buchheit, “Cicero inspiratus—Vergilius propheta? Zur 
Wertung paganer Autoren bei Laktanz,” Hermes 118 (1990): 357–72 and Antonie Wlosok, “Zwei Beispiele 
frühchristlicher Vergilrezeption: Polemik (Lact., div. inst. 5,10) und Usurpation (Or. Const. 19–31),” in V. 
Pöschl, ed., 2000 Jahre Vergil. Ein Symposium, Wolfenbüttler Forschungen 24 (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 
1983), 63–86, both cited in Sabine MacCormack, The Shadows of Poetry: Vergil in the Mind of Augustine 
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 1998), 25, and from 25–31 she discusses other early Christians’ 
attitudes toward Virgil. 
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the Spirit is Creator. As observed in Chapter Six, it would be convenient for Ambrose to 

show that the Holy Spirit created angels, since he needed to argue against the Spirit’s 

classification as one of them. Ambrose could appeal to no biblical locutions that 

unequivocally could prove that the Holy Spirit formed the angels. However, Ambrose 

discovered an exegetical matrix from Didymus to assist him in overcoming this 

obstacle.48 The NT passage that preeminently testifies to the Holy Spirit as Creator is Lk 

1:35, where the Spirit is said to create the body of Jesus Christ in the womb of the Virgin 

Mary. If the Paraclete created the body of the Lord, then he must have also created the 

angels, since they are far inferior. In rhetorical terms, Ambrose’s tactics are to reason 

from what is clear to what is unclear and from the greater to the lesser. It may be unclear 

that the Spirit forms the angels, but it is clear he authored the Incarnation. If the Spirit can 

be understood as the creator of the Lord’s body through which the redemption of the 

cosmos was wrought and which body the angels worship, then how much more should 

the Spirit be recognized as creator of the angels? 

                                                 
48 Didymus, DSS 144.1–9 (SC 386: 278). See Appendix, Table A58 below. I borrow the term 

“exegetical matrix” for such a constellation of biblical passages organized around a theme from Ayres, 
“Innovation and Ressourcement,” 192, where he comments on a passage from Ambrose’s DSS: “It is an 
argument which creates a new Scriptural matrix, a set of relationships between texts that shape how each is 
read and create new possibilities for links to further texts and ideas. These matrices are fluid: different 
authors shape collections of texts that overlap with their predecessors—gradually creating traditional 
links—but which also demonstrate local and personal emphasis. It is within such matrices that pro-Nicenes 
begin to recover texts and themes central in earlier pneumatology.” 
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 After a digression meant to bolster the honorability of his case (2.5.38–40)49 and 

after two more examples to shore up his definition of the Holy Spirit as Creator,50 

Ambrose moves on to forestall his opponents’ potential exegetical objections.  

II. Refutation of anti-Nicene exegesis of Amos 4:13. Aware that his definition of 

the Holy Spirit as Creator would engender resistance, Ambrose anticipates a possible 

objection based on exegesis of Am 4:13.51 No extant Homoian text records such an 

                                                 
49 At least two additional encomiastic digressions occur in DSS, some appearing at moments when 

Ambrose has to engage in a thorny exegetical argument. Cf. DSS 1.5.67 on Rom 5:5 and the phrase 
“captivity is led captive” by Christ; 1.9.107–11 about the mystery of the cross in the context of a discussion 
of how Father, Son, and Paraclete can all be “Spirit’ but not the same person, i.e. the fact that only the Son 
went to the cross does the work of distinguishing the persons for Ambrose; 3.8.50 again about Christ on the 
cross after assuming humanity and becoming the antitype of Moses’ brazen serpent to overcome the true 
serpent; and 3.21.161–64 about the Seraphim Isa 6:1–3 and the importance of worshipping God rather than 
skeptically questioning him. 

50 First, he appeals, with some hesistance, to Job 33:4 at DSS 2.5.44 (CSEL 79: 103): Quid quod 
etiam Iob creatorem suum spiritum evidenteter ostendit dicens: Spiritus divinus qui fecit me? Et divinum 
utique et creatorem uno versiculo demonstravit. Faller notes that a similar use of this text is used to prove 
that the Holy Spirit is a non-creature in Basil’s Adv. Eun. 3.4. While Basil uses the same text, he interprets 
it to mean Job’s perfection in virtue, not his coming-into-being as Ambrose does here. While Ambrose may 
have had this verse suggested to him by Basil’s text, his interpretation takes on a different character from 
that of the bishop of Caesarea. Cf. Appendix, Tables A59 and A60. 

Second, he appeals to Phil 3:3, which he reads as exhorting worship of the Holy Spirit. See DSS 
2.5.44–47 (CSEL 79: 103–4). Aware of variations in the Latin text of Phil. 3:3 that would vitiate his 
argument, Ambrose appeals to the Greek text, the same that now appears in NA-27: πνεύματι θεοῦ 
λατρεύοντες. Most modern commentators understand πνεύματι θεοῦ to be an instrumental dative, but it is 
possible for it to be read as the direct object of the participle λατρεύοντες, since λατρεύω takes a dative as 
its direct object. It is easier for Ambrose to read the Latin translation (spiritui dei servimus) with spiritui as 
a direct object since the ablative would have been used to indicate instrumentality and servio takes a dative 
direct object in the same way that λατρεύω does. See J. H. Thayer, ed., A Greek-English Lexicon of the 
New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker, 1977), 372 at λατρεύω; BDAG, 587; and OLD, 1746 at servio.  

Neither of these appear to be particularly strong arguments, relying on variant readings of texts as 
they are. 

51 Quoted at DSS 2.6.48 (CSEL 79: 104–5): Sic enim habet: Ecce ego firmans tonitruum et creans 
spiritum et nuntians in homines Christum suum, faciens lucem et nebulam et ascendens super excels; 
dominus deus omnipotens nomen est ei [Am 4:13]. Translation: “It reads thusly: ‘Behold, I am the one who 
establishes thunders, and creates the wind, and declare unto man his Christ, making the light and the mist, 
and ascending upon high places, the Lord Almighty is his name.’” 
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interpretation of Am 4:13. But Ambrose’s knowledge of “Pneumatomachian” and/or 

“Tropikoi”52 exegesis of this passage probably derives from Didymus53 and/or 

Athanasius,54 both of whom combatted an interpretation of Am 4:13 which portrayed the 

Spirit as created.55 Whether his Homoian opponents actually appealed to Am 4:13 in a 

lost text or whether Ambrose feared they might later do so given that his Greek pro-

Nicene counterparts had to deal with such objections, the rhetorically trained bishop 

wished to diffuse his opponent’s potential exegetical weapon. Ambrose did not want to 

risk the possibility that Gratian’s first hearing of this argument might occur in a rebuttal 

to his work.  

Ambrose first appeals to the sequence (series) of the passage and then to allegory. 

The sequence yields two reductio ad absurdum arguments and an interesting piece of 

polemical posturing by Ambrose. First, since the passage initially states that the thunder 

was formed, this means that the thunder has priority over the Spirit on the opponents’ 

reading, which is ridiculous.56 Second, if the Spirit is the wind, it follows that he is 

created over and over again (cottidie creatur) like the “gusts of wind (flabra ventorum).” 

                                                 
52 This was Athanasius’ label for the group of Christians that denied the divinity of the Holy Spirit, 

although they affirmed a Nicene understanding of the Son (see Ep. ad Serap. 1.32.2 and 3.1.2; also 
Didymus the Blind, Commentarii in Zacchariam 4.87.5; Basil, DSS 11.27 and 21.52 and Ep. 140.2 and 
263.3). This label evolved from Athanasius’ earlier name for this group: “Tropikoi” (Ep. ad Serap. 1.10.4, 
1.17.4–5, 1.21.4, 1.30.3, and 1.32.1). For discussion, see Haykin, The Spirit of God, 20–49. 

53 Didymus, DSS 65–73. 

54 Athanasius, Ep. ad Serap. 1.3.1–1.10.2. Though Basil deals with Am. 4:13 in Contra Eunomium 
3.7, I argue below that this text was not a source for Ambrose. See Appendix, Tables A57, A59, and A60 
(DSS 2.6.48). 

55 For further discussion see Haykin, Spirit of God, 61–68 and DelCogliano, “Anti-
Pneumatomachian Exegesis of Amos 4:13 and John 1:3,” 644–58. 

56 DSS 2.6.50 (CSEL 79: 105–6). 
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But it is impious to say that the one who “is borne over the waters” at the beginning of 

creation, per Gen 1:2, who therefore existed before the world, is frequently created. Next, 

Ambrose challenges a version of modalism. He rejects the idea of unspecified “others 

(qui)” who fail to distinguish between the Spirit and Father. This unidentified theology 

presents the Son and Holy Spirit as extensions or enlargements (prolationes) of God, but 

they are reabsorbed (refundi) into the single God. He probably has in mind the theology 

of Photinus. Rather than devoting substantial argumentation to refuting this new 

opponent, Ambrose abruptly rejects such theology, affirming in contradistinction that 

“The Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, remaining always immutable and distinct, yet possess 

a unity of their power.”57 Ambrose seizes this opportunity to distance himself from 

Photinus’ monarchian-modalism as many pro-Nicenes were apt to do,58 though he does 

so without elaboration on the differences between his doctrine and theirs.  

 However, Ambrose recognizes that not everyone will be satisfied with the 

explanation that spiritus means “wind (ventum)” in this passage, because the passage 

does mention “Christ,” after all, in the LXX and Latin versions of Am 4:13. The bishop 

relishes the opportunity, offering an allegorical interpretation of the passage as pointing 

to the Incarnation.59 The “thunder” in Am 4:13 refers to the sound of the Scriptures 

                                                 
57 DSS 2.6.53 (CSEL 79: 107): Qui prolativum verbum putant in patrem redire, prolativum 

spiritum in deum refundi, ut unius refusio sit et quaedam vicissitudo in varias formas se saepe mutantis, 
cum patris et fili et spritus sancti manens semper inmutabilisque distinctio unitatem suae teneat potestatis. 

58 On Photinus’ theology and how it allowed Latin pro-Nicene authors to distance themselves from 
modalism vis-à-vis that theology, see D. H. Williams, “Monarchianism and Photinus,” 187–206.  

59 DSS 2.6.54 (CSEL 79: 107): Si quis tamen propheticum dictum ideo dirivandum putat ad 
interpraetationem spiritus sancti quia habet adnuntians in homines Christum suum, is ad incarnationis 
dominicae mysteria dictum facilius derivabit.  
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established by Christ. Just as the roar of thunder amazes people, so the words signifying 

the Son of God’s mighty deeds strike them with astonishment.60 In this interpretation, the 

“spirit” is the soul of Christ, who stated on the cross, “Into your hands I commend my 

spirit.”61 But Ambrose then offers an alternative trinitarian reading of the passage: we 

know from elsewhere in the Scripture, he reasons, that the Father created the body of 

Christ (Prov 8:22; Gal 4:4), that the Son also created his body for himself per Prov 9:1, 

“Wisdom made a home for himself;” and that the Spirit did the same work in Mat 1:18, 

“Mary was found having a child in her womb by the Holy Spirit.”62 Scripture testifies to 

the Father’s, the Son’s and even the Holy Spirit’s involvement in the creation of the 

Son’s humanity so he could become incarnate. On this basis, the Holy Spirit cannot be 

considered a creature.63 We see here a common operations argument: each of the 

members of the Trinity perform a similar action, i.e. creating Christ’s body.64 Ambrose 

could have framed this argument as an inseparable operation, since all three are doing the 

same work. But the way Ambrose puts it, the Holy Spirit is found to have similar 

ontological status given his ability to accomplish the same tasks as the Father and the 

Son. 

                                                 
60 DSS 2.6.54 (CSEL 79: 107–8). 

61 DSS 2.6.56 (CSEL 79: 108): Spiritum autem hoc loco animam, quam suscepit, rationabilem 
adque perfectam intellegimus, quia scriptura frequenter et animam hominis spiritus vocabulo 
designativit…Unde et dominus animam suam spiritus adpellatione significans ait: In manus tuas 
commendo spiritum meum (Lk. 23:46). 

62 DSS 2.6.59–60 (CSEL 79: 109–10). 

63 DSS 2.6.60 (CSEL 79: 110): Ergo spiritus sanctus, qui creavit incarnationis dominicae 
sacramentum, quod super omnes est creaturas, quomodo esse poterat creatura? 

64 Augustine uses a similar argument at De Trinitate 2.5.8 in his discussion of the missions of the 
Father, Son, and Holy Spirit.  
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In sum, Ambrose’s counter-exegesis of Am 4:13 safeguards his strategy of 

defining the Holy Spirit as Creator and therefore as God. The proprium of possessing the 

power to create would remain viably attributable to the Holy Spirit, assuming his 

audience is convinced by this refutation. 

III. Confirmation that the Holy Spirit is the author of regeneration (2.6.61–7.69). 

To further prove that the Holy Spirit is creator, Ambrose delivers another “greater-to-the-

lesser” argument, reasoning that it is a greater thing to renew the interior of a person than 

to form a body.65  To the extent that it can be proven from Scripture that the Holy Spirit is 

the author of “the new man who is created unto the image of God,”66 i.e. Christ, that is 

the extent to which the Holy Spirit’s work surpasses the creation of the cosmos in the 

beginning. Ambrose unleashes an arsenal of NT texts that link the work of the Holy Spirit 

with the adoption or new birth given to a believer in Christ, such as Jn 3:8, “…so is 

everyone born of the Spirit”; Gal 4:29, “…he that is born after the flesh persecutes him 

that follows the Spirit”; and Rom 8:14–17 in which the Spirit adopts believers as sons of 

God and co-heirs with Christ.67 Thus, Ambrose refutes the “Pneumatomachian” exegesis 

of Am 4:13 and confirms his own definition of Spirit as Creator by means of “greater-to-

the-lesser” arguments.  

                                                 
65 DSS 2.6.61 (CSEL 79: 110): De generalitate autem supra ostendimus quia secundum carnem 

creator est noster spiritus sanctus in homine exteriore. Nunc ostendamus quia creator est noster etiam 
secundum gratiae sacramentum, et sicut creat pater, ita creat et filius, ita creat et spiritus, sicut legimus 
dicente Paulo: Dei enim donum est, non ex operibus, ut ne quis glorietur. Ipsius enim sumus factura, creati 
in Christo in operibus bonis.  

66 DSS 2.7.66 (CSEL 79: 112): …et novi huius hominis, qui creatur ad imaginem dei [Gen. 1:27]. 

67 DSS 2.7.62–65 (CSEL 79: 110–112). 
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Ambrose’s “Spirit-as-Creator” argument can be understood as a variation on the 

common operations argument. If the Spirit has the power to re-create, then he surely has 

the power to create. Since the Father and the Son also have the power of creating, the 

three divine entities share one divine nature. In this section (2.5.32–2.7.69), therefore, 

Ambrose institutes a definition that contributes to his larger definition: the Holy Spirit is 

Creator, which in turn contributes to the characterization of the Holy Spirit as above all 

things and equal to God. 

Excursus: Didymus as Ambrose’s Primary Source for “Operations-Power” 

In Chapter Six we compared Ambrose and Didymus, but found that Ambrose 

used Didymus’ “undiminished giver” argument sparingly. Ambrose dipped into 

Didymus’ treasure trove of common and inseparable operations arguments much more 

liberally. While Basil and Athanasius also apply common and inseparable operations 

arguments to the task of proving the Spirit’s divinity,68 they did not offer nearly as rich a 

store as Didymus.69 Indeed, we saw in Chapter Six that Didymus employed many such 

arguments.70 Somewhat surprisingly, Didymus appeals little to the Spirit’s role in the 

creation of the cosmos. At 144–45, Didymus argues that the Holy Spirit shares the same 

power as the Father as testified in the creation of the body of the Lord, appealing to the 

                                                 
68 For Basil see DSS 12.28, 16.37–40, 18.46–47, 19.49, and 24.57. For Athanasius, see Ep. Serap. 

1.19.9, 1.20.5–6, 1.24.5–6, and especially 1.30.4–31.12.  

69 In fact, Ambrose used Athanasius sparingly. While I have devoted excurses in this chapter and 
the previous one to Basil and Didymus, Athanasius’ influence on DSS was minimal enough that it did not 
merit a full section of its own. For some discussion of Ambrose’s use of Athanasius, though, see below, 
Appendix, Tables A9, A10, A17, A18, A23, A52, A54, A63, A64, A87, and A92. 

70 E.g., Didymus, DSS 81. See discussion above in the section on Didymus in Chapter Six.  
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Annunciation, specifically Lk 1:35.71 Ambrose uses a similar argument in the same 

context, but elaborates on it. Indeed, Ambrose adds more supporting biblical passages 

including Gen 1:2 and Ps 33:6.72 These significantly enhance his quest for a case that the 

Holy Spirit’s divinity is witnessed in multiple parts of the Bible. Then, Didymus appeals 

to the Ps 104[103]:29–30, which states, “Send forth your Spirit, and they are created.” 

For the Alexandrian, this supports his deduction that the Holy Spirit is divine because of 

his involvement in the creation of the Lord’s body. Didymus wraps up by concluding that 

“the Holy Spirit’s activity is the same as that of the Father and the Son, and that a single 

substance is implied by the same activity, and vice versa, that those who are ὁμοούσια 

[the same in substance] do not have an activity that is diverse.”73 So Didymus’ argument 

from creation can also be classified as a common operations argument.  

An example of an inseparable operations argument that Ambrose reproduces from 

his Alexandrian source comes from one of the first arguments of Didymus’ confirmation 

section (77–80). It shows that God’s love and communion derive from all three of the 

Trinity. After citing a variety of passages showing how the Father, the Son, and the Holy 

Spirit pour out love and communion, he concludes: “Therefore, since whoever has 

                                                 
71 See Appendix, Table A58.  

72 Ambrose could have learnt to apply these passages from the following: On Ps 33:6: Basil, DSS 
16.38 in the context of arguing that the Spirit is the perfecting cause in creation as well as Athanasius, Ep. 
Serap. 1.31.2–3 (possibly 2.13.4–14.1, but it is unclear whether Ambrose had access to this text), though 
neither of these passages has quite the same purpose as Ambrose’s. Neither Didymus, nor Athanasius, nor 
Basil refers to Gen 1:2 in the context of the Spirit’s creative activity. 

73 Jerome kept the original Greek. Didymus, DSS 145, trans. Ayres et al., Works on the Spirit, 189 
(SC 386: 280): Porro iam frequenter ostendimus eiusdem operationis esse Spiritum Sanctum, cuius est 
Pater et Filius, et in eadem operatione unam esse substantiam, et reciproce eorum quae ὁμοούσια sunt, 
operationem quoque non esse diversam.    
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communion with the Holy Spirit immediately has communion with both the Father and 

Son, whenever anyone has the love of the Father, he has it as a gift from the Son through 

the Holy Spirit.”74 In other words, the Holy Spirit works inseparably from the Father and 

the Son. Ambrose borrowed this argument from Didymus, condensed it, and packaged it 

together with arguments showing the inseparable work of the Trinity in giving grace and 

peace as well.75 The Appendix below provides further examples of Ambrose’s borrowing 

argument from operations for the divinity of the Holy Spirit from Didymus’s DSS.76 

 
Arguments from the Equal Dignity of the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit 

 
The Pro-Nicene Tradition of Arguments from Dignity 

While Ambrose most frequently employs “operations-power” arguments in the 

confirmation section of DSS, there are other points he makes to prove that the qualities of 

the Holy Spirit are the same as the qualities of God. One of these is that the Holy Spirit is 

worthy of being worshipped. If any characteristic would define God, the right to be 

worshipped deserves mention. Ambrose himself selected this as one of the four 

arguments he recapitulated in the conclusion.77 While Ambrose’s favorite strategy for 

                                                 
74 Didymus, DSS 80, trans. Ayres et al., Works on the Spirit, 168 (SC 386: 218): Quia igitur 

quicumque communicat Spiritui Sancto, statim communicat Patri et Filio, et qui caritatem habet Patris, 
habet eam contributam a Filio per Spiritum Sanctum. See Appendix, Tables A48 and A49.    

75 Ambrose, DSS 1.12.128–31 (CSEL 79: 70–72). 

76 See the passages discussed below in Appendix, Tables A46–A49, A77, A78, A80, A81–A83, 
A85, A89, A90, A91, A93, A94, A96, and A97.  

77 See p. 177 above. 
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proving the Holy Spirit’s honor is to appeal to His unified power with the Father and the 

Son,78 sometimes such arguments were founded on the dignity or honor proper to the 

Holy Spirit in himself.79 Recently, Andrew Radde-Gallwitz has noticed that Ambrose’s 

contemporaries, Basil of Caesarea and Gregory of Nyssa, argue from the Son and Holy 

Spirit’s dignity to their divinity, which stands alongside other arguments from operations 

or nature.80 In fact, as will be shown at the end of this section, Basil provided Ambrose 

with much of the material for his arguments for the Spirit’s divine dignity. However, 

Ambrose sets up his arguments from dignity on the foundation of arguments from 

operations. 

But Ambrose’s Homoian opponents would certainly disagree with the notion that 

the Spirit should be accorded such honor. Indeed, they plainly declared worship of the 

Spirit to be wrong.81 Glory and honor could only appropriately be paid to God the Father, 

and perhaps God the Son.82 For Ambrose’s polemical foes, one can legitimately worship 

the Son in him, but one could not licitly give worship to him. Their argument seems to 

have been based on Scripture’s silence about worship of the Spirit and the trio of 

                                                 
78 A good example of such an argument is at DSS 2.prol.4 (CSEL 79: 87–88): Sed nec Abraham 

ignoravit spiritum sanctum; denique tres vidit et unum adoravit, quia unus deus, unus est dominus et unus 
spiritus. Et ideo unitas honoris, quia unitas potestatis. Cf. DSS 2.5.47; 2.8.81. 

79 E.g. Ambrose, DSS 1.13.133; 2.13.154; 3.5.29; and most significantly 3.12.86–89. 

80 See Radde-Gallwitz, “Gregory of Nyssa’s Pneumatology,” 259–85. 

81 E.g. Instr. v. fid., frag. 21; A 32, 21–48 (CCSL 87: 262) and Maximinus, Col. Max. 12 (PL 
716B–C). See Chapter Three, pp. 89–90 and 97, respectively, above. 

82 E.g. Contra hereticos 5; 136v, 21–136r, 12 (CCSL 87: 145): … et dent gloriam et honorem deo 
patri omnipotenti per unigenitum eius filium in spiritu sancto, nunc et per omnia saecula saeculorum. 
Amen. See Chapter Three, p. 103 above. 
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prepositions that they believed matched each ontological level of the Trinity: of or from 

(ex) the Father, through (per) the Son, and in the Holy Spirit. Consequently, piety would 

forbid them from rendering worship to a non-divine being. 

Ambrose combatted this position in several places in DSS. In a long section 

(2.8.70–9.100) he contends that these prepositions are not revelatory of some ranking of 

the divine members, but rather indicate their inseparable association. Along with Basil,83 

Ambrose appeals to Mt 28:19’s baptismal formula to indicate that the Bible applies in to 

all of the Trinity: “…baptizing in the name of Father, Son, and Holy Spirit.”84 The 

counter-point to the Homoian’s point about worship? “When ‘in the Spirit’ is said, one 

should reckon no service on the part of the Spirit but rather a sharing of honor or work.”85 

This sentence illustrates not only that the right way to define the Spirit’s honor would be 

at stake, but also that, as is ubiquitous in DSS, the three’s cooperation to show their 

unified power would come into the argument.86 The way Ambrose relates the 

constellation of concepts of honor and worship and majesty to the “operation-power” 

argument is seen clearly toward the end of Book 2: “If a man [Cicero] thus defined 

‘friend’ so he could say that he was another self through their evident unity of love and 

favor, how much more should we consider the unity of majesty in the Father, Son, and 

                                                 
83 See below, Appendix Tables A65–A73.  

84 Ambrose, DSS 2.8.71 (CSEL 79: 114): ...baptizate…in nomine patris et fili et spiritus sancti. 

85 Ambrose, DSS 2.8.71 (CSEL 79: 115): Unde nullum sancti spiritus ministerium, sed consortium 
magis honoris aut operis, cum in spiritu dicitur, aestimatur.  

86 Ambrose also argues that the Spirit should be worshipped at DSS 1.3.47–49 to counter the 
Homoian claim that he worships the Father and Son—and Ambrose appeals to the Spirit’s opus of bearing 
witness. 
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Holy Spirit, when a unity is pronounced through the same operation and divinity?”87 For 

Ambrose, inseparable power necessitates inseparable honor. This concept will further be 

seen in Ambrose’s efforts to interpret Jn 4:24 in a pro-Nicene direction. 

Ambrose’s Non-Subordinationist Exegesis of Jn 4:24 (DSS 3.11.69–12.89) 

Arguments concerning the proprium of dignity and prepositions extend beyond 1 

Cor 8:6. In 3.11.69–12.89, Ambrose contends that the Holy Spirit’s role in bringing glory 

to the Father and Son proves his own equal honor. Ambrose reaches this somewhat 

counterintuitive conclusion through appeal to the concept of the mutual indwelling of the 

Spirit and hermeneutical considerations rooted in his understanding of the shared power 

of the Trinity. Ambrose begins by refuting his opponents’ argument that Jn 4:24 (“God is 

spirit, and they that worship him must worship in spirit and in truth”88) entails that the 

Spirit is a mere instrument and therefore a creature who facilitates worship of God. The 

bishop counters that the phrase “worship in spirit” does not indicate any subjection of the 

Holy Spirit who facilitates worship (3.11.69–72) and causes him to positively argue that 

the Spirit should be worshipped in his own right, on analogy to worship of the Son 

(3.11.73–12.89). The overarching goal is the confirmation of the definition that the Holy 

Spirit is as worthy to receive worship as the Father and the Son. In the course of 

                                                 
87 Ambrose, DSS 2.13.154 (CSEL 79: 147–48): Si ergo homo amicum ita definivit, ut alterum esse 

se diceret, per unitatem videlicet amoris et gratiae, quanto magis in patre et filio et spiritu sancto unitatem 
maiestatis aestimare debemus, cum per eandem operationem ac divinitatem vel unitas … exprimatur!  

Even though Aristotle (Nicomachean Ethics 1166a32, 1169b6–7, and 1170b6–7) had already 
stated that a friend is another self, Faller rightly attributes the definition to the more proximate Cicero, 
Laelius de amicitia 21.80. 

88 Ambrose’s Latin for this verse reads: Spiritus est deus, et eos, qui adorant eum, in spiritu et 
veritate oportet adorare (DSS 3.11.69 (CSEL 79: 179)). 
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analyzing this section of the text, we will have opportunity to explore the character of 

Ambrose’s dependency on Basil, who was himself greatly interested in the status of the 

Spirit’s honor. 

As with so many of Ambrose’s arguments in DSS, this one appears to begin by 

accident as Ambrose transitions from one exegetical argument to another. Ambrose was 

contending that Jn 3:6, which reads, “God is Spirit” or “The Spirit is God” (Deus spiritus 

est), proves definitively the divinity of the Paraclete.89 To reinforce his point, he argues 

from the context of the Fourth Gospel and 1 Jn that the Holy Spirit is certainly the author 

of rebirth (3.10.63–68). Ambrose then directs his attention against the subordinationist 

interpretation of Jn 4:24: “God is spirit, and it is fitting for those who worship him to 

worship in spirit and in truth.”90 The bishop’s opponents had interpreted this verse such 

that the Holy Spirit is understood as the second “spirit” referred to, corresponding to their 

understanding that he is the instrument by which God receives worship. 

                                                 
89 DSS 3.10.59–62. Ambrose accuses his “Arian” opponents especially Auxentius, Ambrose’s 

Homoian predecessor in the see of Milan, of falsifying manuscripts by having this phrase deleted. In fact, 
deus spiritus est only occurs in some manuscripts of the Old Latin and did not make it into the Vulgate. In 
other words, Ambrose greatly overstates his case. But despite his bluster, he goes on to consider the thrust 
of the entire paragraph in Jn 3:1–12 and even part of 1 Jn, suggesting he recognized it was necessary to 
support his assertion by appeal to internal content rather than relying on external “textual criticism,” if it 
can be called that. Incidentally, the invective against anyone who alters a text of Scripture in 3.10.61 uses 
the common topic Cicero specifies as most useful for definition stasis cases. In the common topic, the 
defense should allege that the opponent is changing the meaning of words to advance their own interests. 
See De inv. 2.18.55. But if Ambrose thought he had a strong case here, certainly he would have positioned 
this argument more prominently toward the beginning rather than so close to the end and in service of 
another point. 

90 DSS 3.11.69 (CSEL 79: 179): Spiritus est deus, et eos, qui adorant eum, in spiritu et vertitate 
oportet adorare [Jn 4:24]. Non solum enim hoc exemplo divinitatem sancti spiritus vultis negare, sed etiam 
‘in spiritu adorari’ deum tamquam ad suiectionem spiritus derivatis. 
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In rebuttal Ambrose first states a general hermeneutical principle about the Holy 

Spirit: “‘Spirit’ is often substituted for ‘spiritual grace.’”91 The verse that best expresses 

this principle is 1 Cor 12:4, “Now there are varieties of gifts but the same Spirit.” This 

Pauline passage indicates that the Holy Spirit is not divided and remains the same even 

when gifts are given.92 So when believers worship the Father “in spirit” per Jn 4:24, they 

do so by means of the work of the Spirit, not the Spirit personally (personaliter).93 But 

Ambrose is not willing to interpret “in spirit” exclusively as the gift of the Spirit; he also 

allows that it could be understood as the Holy Spirit personally. His second response 

concedes this point. But this concession entails that “in truth” must also be understood 

personally as Christ to maintain the biblical parallelism. This pins his opponents on the 

horns of a dilemma. Either they must say that “in truth” does not refer to the Son 

personally, but refers to the gifts given by the Son to enable worship so that “spirit” and 

“truth” are gifts not Persons.94 Or, if they take both personally and assert that the Spirit 

cannot be worshipped as divine since the Father is worshipped “in the Spirit,” then they 

must also claim the Son cannot be worshipped for the same reason, which they would be 

                                                 
91 DSS 3.11.70 (CSEL 79: 179): …spiritus plerumque ponitur pro gratia spirituali. 

92 This is a version or entailment of the “undiminished giver” argument. 

93 DSS 3.11.71 (CSEL 79: 180). 

94 Ambrose first uses the term persona to apply to the Father, Son, and/or the Holy Spirit in De 
fide 3. One can find him employing this term, albeit rarely, to refer to the members of the Trinity in De fide 
3.15.126, 5.3.45 (probably, though it may not be specificially applied to the Trinity in the context) and DSS 
1.7.81, 3.11.71–72 and 81 (using the adverb personaliter), and 3.13.92a. This refutes Hanson’s assertion 
that Ambrose does not use the term persona in a trinitarian context (see Search, 756), though it was 
certainly not his typical Trinitarian terminology.  
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unwilling to concede.95 Ambrose is ready for the latter case, bringing forward a number 

of passages demonstrating that the incarnate Christ is worshipped, including Mary 

Magdalene’s worship of him, which was affirmed when she met the risen Christ (Jn 

20:17), as well as acts of worship performed by the apostles and the angels.96 Ambrose 

goes further: If that is true for Christ, it must also hold for the Spirit because of the 

parallelism of Jn 4:24. Ambrose seals up this aspect of his ratiocination with an appeal to 

Phil 3:3—“We serve the Spirit of God.” “Serve” is equated with “worship.”97 The Phil 

3:3 text is an important one for Ambrose’s case that the Spirit ought to be adored. 

Ambrose adds a “lesser-to-the-greater” argument to enhance his inference that the 

Spirit should be worshipped. He notes that Christ is worshipped as the “footstool” in Ps 

99(98):5. This refers to “the earth” literally, because of the Father’s utterance in Isa 66:1: 

“…the earth is my footstool.”98 Since the earth is a created thing, it cannot be 

worshipped. So the true referent of “footstool” is the Lord’s incarnate body and, by 

extension, the Eucharist for Ambrose.99 Since Christ is one (unus), he must equally be 

                                                 
95 DSS 3.11.72–73 (CSEL 79: 180). A few of the Homoian documents discussed in Chapter Two 

articulate the worship of the Son as a foundational premise of their theology. Believers worship the Son 
who passes along that worship to the ineffable Father.  

96 DSS 3.11.74–75 (CSEL 79: 181). 

97 DSS 3.11.77 (CSEL 79: 181–82): Qui enim servit, et adorat, sicut supra dictum est: Dominum 
deum tuum adorabis et illi soli servies (Mt 4:10; Deut 6:13). Here Ambrose finds a text to link “service” 
with “worship.”  

98 DSS 3.11.78 (CSEL 79: 182). 

99 DSS 3.11.76 and 3.11.79 (CSEL 79: 181–82). 
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adored as Son of God and as born of the Virgin.100 This prepares the way for the bishop’s 

inference regarding the Spirit: “Therefore, since the sacrament of the incarnation ought to 

be worshipped, and the incarnation is the work of the Spirit…there is no doubt that the 

Holy Spirit ought to be worshipped, when [the Son] is worshipped who was born of the 

Spirit according to the flesh.”101 Thus, Ambrose’s thought unfolds: if the Holy Spirit 

fashioned the Lord’s body by his agency,102 and the Lord’s body is worshipped, how can 

we fail to worship the one who authored the Incarnation?103 

Mutual indwelling as interpretative strategy. Recognizing that he still has not 

adequately addressed the objection that the Holy Spirit still appears to be a mere 

instrument to adoration of the Father in Jn 4:24, Ambrose essays again into the 

“personal” interpretation of the passage, i.e. taking “in spirit and in truth” to mean in the 

Holy Spirit and in the Son. Two theological concepts and an example assist the bishop in 

this deeper reading. The familiar “unity of power” idea along with the concept of the 

mutual indwelling of the three Persons explain that, even while the Father is worshipped 

                                                 
100 Cf. DSS 3.11.79 (CSEL 79: 182): Neque enim divisus Christus [1 Cor 1:13], sed unus, neque, 

cum adoraretur tamquam dei filius, natus ex virgine negabatur. 

101 DSS 3.11.79 (CSEL 79: 183): Cum igitur incarnationis adorandum sit sacramentum, 
incarnatio autem opus spiritus sit, sicut scriptum est: Spiritus sanctus superveniet in te et virtus altissimi 
obumbrabit tibi, et quod nascetur ex te sanctum, vocabitur filius dei [Lk 1:35], haud dubie etiam sanctus 
spiritus adorandus est, quando adoratur ille, qui secundum carnem ‘natus ex spiritu’ est. 

102 As seen above in this chapter, Ambrose already argued that the Spirit created the Lord’s body 
(DSS 2.5.37–41). 

103 Interestingly, Ambrose rejects worship of Mary in DSS 3.11.80. If the Virgin is also involved in 
the beginning of the body of the Lord, should she be considered as exalted as the Holy Spirit by the same 
logic? No, responds Ambrose, because she is the “temple of God (templum dei),” and it is the one who does 
the work of God himself, who represents God’s presence within the temple, not the temple itself, that is 
appropriately worshipped. 
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“in” Son and Spirit, Son and Spirit themselves receive worship “with” the Father. While 

arguments from power have been discussed above, “mutual indwelling” requires a brief 

explanation.104 Before Ambrose, Latin authors such as Tertullian,105 Novatian,106 

Hilary,107 and others108 all used the preposition “in” to describe how the Father and Son 

are eternally related, often when commenting on Jn 14:10: “I am in the Father and the 

Father is in me.” For the Father and Son to exist “in” one another entails that the Son 

cannot be reduced to the Father nor vice versa, yet an incomprehensible union is 

presupposed. Additionally, Latin authors generally take care to qualify this argument as 

conceived incorporeally. This concept was often deployed to show that, contra 

monarchian theology, the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit always remain irreducible. They 

also exist in an eternal order such that it is most proper for the Son and the Spirit to be 

“in” the Father, who is their source. Ambrose found this to be fruitful ground to plant an 

interpretation of Jn 4:24.  

Following this tradition, Ambrose appeals to Jn 14:10–11 to interpret “the Father 

is to be worshipped in truth” as the Father existing in Christ, speaking in Christ, and 

abiding in Christ.109 In other words, there is no distance or hiatus between Son and Father 

                                                 
104 What follows on “mutual indwelling” is indebted to Ayres, Augustine and the Trinity, 49–51. 

105 Tertullian, Adv. Prax. 24. 

106 Novatian, De trin. 31. 

107 Hilary, De trin. 8.52. 

108 See the citations in Ayres, Augustine and the Trinity, 50–51. 

109 DSS 3.11.82 (CSEL 79: 184): Quid est ergo ‘adoratur in Christo pater,’ nisi quia ‘est in Christo 
pater’ et ‘loquitur in Christo pater’ et ‘manet in Christo pater’?  
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as might be wrongly inferred from the instrumental language of Jn 4:24. To the contrary, 

the Father is already immediately present: that is the meaning of worshipping “in truth.” 

Ambrose bolsters this idea by allusively appealing to the language of the Nicene Creed: 

“[They indwell one another] not as a body in a body—for God is not a body—not as if 

confused in confusion, but as true in true, God in God, light in light, as if eternal Father in 

the co-eternal Son.”110 Just as the indwelling of the Father and the Son means that when 

the Father is worshipped, the Son receives worship, too, so the Holy Spirit receives 

worship and does not give it because God is worshipped “in Spirit” as Jn 4:24 states.111 

So what had appeared to be a subordinationist phrase became for Ambrose a proof of the 

Holy Spirit’s equality. The unity of power shared by the Trinity requires that they all 

receive worship. The Holy Spirit reflexively receives the worship he enables to be given 

to the Father because he shares one power, and therefore one nature, with the Father in a 

simple, non-physical manner.  

Ambrose feels the need to specify how the Son’s being “in” the Father indicates 

his equal power, so that he can make a parallel claim for the Spirit. He begins with verses 

about creation to set the stage for his claims about worship. First, from 3.11.83–85, he 

shows that creation is represented as happening “in the Son”. Thus, Ps 104:24 reads, 

“You have made them all in Wisdom” and the force of “in” here is equivalent to “by 

means of,” which Ambrose also deduces from Scriptures like Jn 1:3 and Ps 33:6 that 

                                                 
110 Ambrose, DSS 3.11.82 (CSEL 79: 184): … Non utique quasi corpus in corpore—non enim 

deus corpus—, nec quasi confusus in confuso, sed quasi verus in vero, deus in deo, lumen in lumine, quasi 
pater sempiternus in filio coaeterno.   

111 DSS 3.11.82 (CSEL 79: 184): Similiter itaque per unitatem potestatis eiusdem coadoratur in 
deo spiritus, dum deus adoratur in spiritu [cf. Jn 4:24]. 
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speak of creation happening by him.112 Next, the bishop concludes with reference to 1 

Cor 8:6: “Therefore, when [1 Cor 8:6] reads ‘in [the Son] all things were created, and it 

reads, ‘through whom all things exist,’ the expressions ‘in him’ and ‘with him’ have this 

same force so that in these verses it might be understood that they mean one and the same 

thing, not contrary things.”113 Ambrose strives to show that it is illegitimate to make too 

much of the differences among the prepositions “in,” “through”, “with,” and “by.” They 

all connote equal power based on common and inseparable operations and equal nature 

based on the three’s mutual indwelling, and therefore equal dignity 

Excursus: Ambrose’s Borrowing from Basil: Biblical Prepositions and the Inner Life of 
the Trinity   

Earlier in DSS, Ambrose had argued at length regarding the way prepositions 

should be interpreted with respect to the activity of the Father, Son, and Spirit and their 

power (2.8.70–9.100), inspired by Basil of Caesarea’s argument on the same topic. Given 

that Ambrose relies on Basil for such claims, an opportunity arises to consider the 

character of Ambrose’s borrowing of Basil. While it has been claimed that Ambrose 

employed Basil’s Adv. Eun. 3 in DSS—and he did indeed use Contra Eunomium 1–2 in 

                                                 
112 DSS 3.11.83 (CSEL 79: 184): Omnia, inquit, in Sapientia fecisti [Ps 104(103):24]. Quid igitur? 

Intellegimus exsortem factorum esse sapientiam? Sed omnia per ipsum facta sunt [Jn 1:3], et David ait: 
Verbo domini caeli firmati sunt [Ps. 32:6]. Ergo ipse, qui dei filium etiam caelestium dicit auctorem, ita 
uitque dixit in filio facta omnia, ut in operum instauratione filium a patre minime separaret, sed patri 
iungeret. 

113 DSS 3.11.83 (CSEL 79: 185): Ergo cum dicit in ipso condita esse omnia, per quem dicit esse 
omnia, hanc vim habent verba haec in ipso et cum ipso, ut unum in his adque consimile, non contrarium 
intellegatur.    
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De fide114—this does not appear to be the case in light of a comparison of the parallel 

passages.115 But Ambrose certainly had access to and utilized Basil’s De Spiritu Sancto.  

The purpose and structure of Basil of Caearea’s De Spiritu Sancto. Basil (330–

379), like Ambrose, received the best available education in the liberal arts (probably 

even studying with the legendary rhetorician, Libanius) and served as bishop of a 

metropolitan see.116 However, the motives, structure, and results of their treatises on the 

Holy Spirit differ in significant ways. Basil relates that he composed his De Spiritu 

Sancto because “certain people (τινες)” accused him of employing an untraditional 

doxology alongside a more traditional one when he led prayer in church.117 They believed 

that one form of Basil’s doxology was acceptable: “Glory to God the Father, through the 

Son, in the Holy Spirit (τῷ θεῷ καὶ Πατρὶ διὰ τοῦ Υἰοῦ ἐν τῷ Πνεύματι).” The second, 

objectionable doxology was phrased: “Glory to God the Father with the Son together 

with the Holy Spirit (τῷ θεῷ καὶ Πατρὶ μετὰ τοῦ Υἰοῦ σὺν τῷ Πνεύματι).” Basil’s 

opponents evidently deemed it unscriptural and untraditional to bestow equal honor upon 

the Holy Spirit and they further asserted that using the preposition with (σὺν) to glorify 

the Spirit along with Father and Son meant that equal glorification was being claimed. As 

                                                 
114 Ambrose, De fide 1.9.58–59 and 1.10.67, and, though Faller also cites multiple other authors as 

potential sources, it is possible that 4.9.96, and 4.9.98 bear traces of Basil’s Adv. Eun. 

115 See Appendix, Tables A57 (DSS 2.5.35 and 37), A59 (DSS 2.5.44), and A60 (DSS 2.6.48). 

116 The best biography on Basil remains Philip Rousseau, Basil of Caearea (Berkeley: University 
of California Press, 1994). More theologically-oriented is Andrew Radde-Gallwitz, Basil of Caesarea: A 
Guide to his Life and Doctrine (Eugene, OR: Wipf and Stock, 2012). 

117 Basil, DSS 1.3 in Benoît Pruche, ed. and trans., Basile de Césarée. Sur le Saint-Esprit, 2nd ed., 
SC 17bis (1968): 256–58. Discussion of the text’s background and theology can be located in Drecoll, Die 
Entwicklung der Trinitätslehre des Basilius von Cäsarea, 183–269, Pruche in SC 17bis, 9–248, and Radde-
Gallwitz, Basil, 108–20.    
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Basil’s careful argument unfolds, it becomes clear that his opponents’ suspicions were 

correct: he did endorse the equal honor of the Holy Spirit with the Father and the Son. 

DSS becomes an opportunity for the metropolitan bishop of Caesarea to argue positively 

that the Holy Spirit is due the “same honor (ὁμοτιμία)” as the other two.  

However, Basil exercises circumspection in the claims he proffers about the 

Spirit. He notably never states that the Holy Spirit equals “God (ὁ θέος)” or that he is 

“consubstantial (ὁμοούσιος)” with the Father and/or the Son. This reticence later required 

Gregory of Nazianus to excuse his friend in his funeral oration for Basil, explaining that 

Basil’s “silence” in this respect was only caused by political pressure and a desire to 

unify the most possible people under the banner of Nicene theology.118 While there may 

also be a theological conservatism underlying Basil’s measured language,119 he seems to 

have actually hoped to win over his opponents, unlike so many polemical situations of 

the fourth-century.120 In this hope, Basil completed DSS in late 373 or early 374.121  

                                                 
118 Gregory of Nazianzus, Or. 63.68–69. Cf. Hanson, Search, 698–99. 

119 See the argument in Timothy P. McConnell, Illumination in Basil of Caesarea’s Doctrine of 
the Holy Spirit (Minneapolis, MN: Fortress, 2014), 6–8. 

120 Drecoll, Die Entwicklung der Trinitätslehre des Basilius, 267. 

121 On Basil’s setbacks in this time period see Drecoll, Die Entwicklung, 267–68;  Rousseau, Basil, 
264; and Pruche, SC 17bis: 57–70, especially 62. On the dating see Drecoll, Die Entwicklung, 268–69 and 
Pruche, SC 17bis: 56–57. At least two scholars see it as a composite document, especially Hermann 
Dörries, who thought that part of DSS (Books 10–26) originated from a dialogue with Eustathius in 373 and 
that Basil added on the rest in 375 (De Spiritu Sancto. Der Beitrag des Basilius zum Abschluß des 
trinitarischen Dogmas, Forschungen zur Kirchen- und Dogmengeschichte 66 (Göttigen: Vandenhoeck & 
Ruprecht, 1956), 87–93. His position is followed by Paul J. Fedwick, “A Chronology of the Life and 
Works of Basil of Caesarea,” in Basil of Caesarea: Christian, Humanist, Ascetic (Toronto: Pontifical 
Institute of Mediaeval Studies, 1981), 3–19, 16–17 and Hildebrand, Trinitarian Theology, 92. It seems, 
however, that Drecoll has fairly soundly argued for the unitive nature of DSS in Die Entwicklung, 184–90, 
which offers three counters to Dörries’ position: 1) there are objections in Bks. 2-7 as well as in 10 ff.; (2) 
not all of the objections occur in the second person, but a number of them are in the third person, which 
suggests Basil has invented them himself as a plausible thing for his opponent to say—not that he has in 
fact said them; and 3) little of the content of DSS matches the content of Basil’s Ep. 125, from which 
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Basil’s purposes naturally diverge from Ambrose’s in a number of ways. To begin 

with, his audience would be bishops and other church leaders who had more theological 

training and awareness than Ambrose’s primary audience: Gratian. Additionally, 

Ambrose was dealing with opponents who were as intransigent as he in their theology. 

Thus, Basil’s DSS emerged in a squarely ecclesiastical setting, while Ambrose presents 

an intra-church conflict to an adjudicating secular authority. Basil’s conciliatory attitude 

and complex situation differs from Didymus as well, and we have here an explanation for 

Ambrose’s more extensive use of the latter than the former. Nevertheless, a similarity is 

that both Ambrose and Basil present their pro-Nicene pneumatology in the context of 

defending themselves. Like Ambrose, Basil would also draw on his formal rhetorical 

training to structure his work. 

Structure of Basil’s DSS. Rather than answering the question “What is it?” as in 

Ambrose’s definitional stasis, Basil was justifying his practice of giving glory to the 

Father with the Spirit, making his DSS a qualitative stasis.122 Using the appropriate 

                                                 
Dörries postulates the objections come. Drecoll, however, in great detail, ties in the various sections of the 
treatises and problematizes Dörries identification of the objections as coming directly from Eustathius or 
any other figure. A further strong point to Drecoll’s position is that he acknowledges the truth that Basil’s 
theology, especially his theology of the Holy Spirit, is in development in the late 360s and early 370s, and 
in the 370s it is developed within the milieu of Eustathius’ very conservative party along with those who 
were keen to adopt Nicene language and conceptuality. DSS is the product of a pneumatology forged in this 
polemical fire.  

122 Rhetorically trained persons, such as the addressee of Basil’s DSS, Amphilochius (who, like 
Basil, was a student of the world-renowned rhetor Libanius), would immediately recognize that DSS argues 
along the lines of a qualitative stasis. There are several sub-divisions of the quality issue, according to 
Hermogenes of Tarsus’ famous system of 13 stases (Περὶ τῶν στάσεων), which were widely employed by 
this time in the Greek-speaking world. (On the Qualitative issue and the ubiquity of Hermogenes at this 
time see Heath, Hermogenes, 19–20; Kennedy, Greek Rhetoric, 73–86; and Russell, Greek Declamation, 
40–73.  
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divisions in Hermogenes’ Περὶ τῶν στάσεων, the layout of this text emerges. After a 

prologue in 1.1–2 in which Basil builds his ethos and establishes the gravity of such a 

theological inquiry, he presents the facts of his case briefly in 1.3 (aforementioned). Next, 

Basil tackles the definitional task of his case (2.4–9.23). He argues against Aëtius’ 

interpretation of 1 Cor 8:6 as a subordinationist text and posits his own understanding of 

the Holy Spirit. While many commentators make a division between 8.21 and 9.23 

because the 2.4–8.21 is about the relationship of the Son and Father based on an 

interpretation of prepositions relating to these two Persons throughout Scripture, while 

9.22–23 concerns “general notions (κοιναὶ ἐννοίαι)” about the Holy Spirit,123 it is not 

difficult to see how this assists Basil in defining the technical terms in dispute.124   

                                                 
Hermogenes’ system of stases do not differ greatly in their underlying premise from those in 

Cicero and Quintilian. (On the theoretical underpinning of stasis theory and its historical development see 
Heath, “Substructure of Stasis-Theory”) Hermogenes’ rhetorical text provides more detail about the 
available Quality arguments than his Latin counterparts, and for all 13 issues, he elaborates more divisions 
than had been given previously by Hermagoras and his successors, both Latin (Cicero and Quintilian inter 
alia) and Greek. As Heath observes, “The practical value of Hermogenes’ treatise lies in the sophisticated 
and effective structures of argument which his divisions [of stases] offer the would-be speaker or 
declaimer” (“Substructure,” 129).  

Basil’s opponents neither deny that Basil has in fact used the doxology (Conjecture), nor do they 
contest the meaning of it, namely that it recognizes that the Holy Spirit receives the same glory as the other 
Persons (Definition). The conflict is over the appropriateness or piety of ascribing worship to the Holy 
Spirit in the way Basil does (Quality). According to Hermogenes’ options for the Quality issue, this 
situation best fits the counterplea issue (ἀντίληψις), which turns on whether the given deed is legitimate in 
itself. Basil’s DSS acknowledges that the action took place, but asserts that nothing wrong was done. This, 
of course, is different from the situations of either Ambrose or Didymus. We have here a reason that 
Ambrose did not use Basil as extensively as his Alexandrian source. 

123 On this concept see broadly Mark DelCogliano, Basil of Caesarea’s Anti-Eunomian Theory of 
Names, 153–260 and specifically G. J. M. Bartelink, “Observations de Saint Basile sur la langue biblique et 
théologique,” VC 17 (1963): 85–104. 

124 As Drecoll reasons in great detail, this opening section prepares the way for the understanding 
of the Spirit Basil presents in 10.24 onward (Die Entwicklung, 218–25). 

 



 

273 
 

From 10.24 begins the heart of Basil’s argument, which might best be 

summarized in one of the first sentences there: “But if [the Holy Spirit] is joined [in the 

baptismal formula said in church deriving from Mt 28:19] to the Father and the Son—and 

no one is so intemperate as to say anything else—then let them not blame us if we follow 

the Scriptures.”125 Basil responds to objections126 defending his doxology from 10.24–

29.75. Until the end of the treatise he levels an invective at his opponents for intending to 

wreck the peace of the Church, while defending his own motives for ecclesiastical unity 

and proper honor of God (30.76–79). 

The character of Ambrose’s borrowing from Basil. Ambrose did not employ 

material from Basil’s prologue or epilogue. This is unsurprising since these aspects of 

speeches tend to be tailored to the concrete circumstances of the writer. Neither did the 

bishop of Milan deem it necessary to refute his opponents’ exegesis of 1 Tim 5:21127 as 

Basil does (10.29–30). We may surmise that the Homoians had not employed this text in 

their polemic, or if they did, that Ambrose was unaware of it.  

One of the most significant differences between the trinitarian theology of the two 

metropolitan bishops occurs in their understanding of the character of the three’s 

                                                 
125 Basil, DSS 10.24, trans. Hildebrand (slighlty modified) (SC 17bis: 332–34): Εἰ δὲ συνῆπται 

ἐκεῖ τῷ Πατρὶ καὶ τῷ Υἱῷ, καὶ οὐδεὶς οὕτως ἀναιδὴς ὥστε ἄλλο τι φῆσαι, μηδ’ οὕτως ἡμῖν ἐγκαλείτωσαν, 
εἰ τοῖς γεγραμμένοις ἀκολουθοῦμεν. 

126 These are so true to his opponent’s thought that Dörries supposed that they came directly from 
a conference between Eustathius and Basil. See De Spiritu Sancto. Der Beitrag des Basilius, 87 ff. 
However, this position has been refuted by Drecoll, Die Entwicklung, 183–269. This analysis of Basil’s 
DSS against the background of rhetorical theory further demonstrates the integrity of the text, delivering 
another blow to Dörries’ hypothesis. 

127 “In the presence of God and of Christ Jesus and of the elect angels, I warn you to keep these 
instructions without prejudice, doing nothing on the basis of partiality” (NRSV). 
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inseparability. In Basil’s DSS 16.37–40, he argues that the Holy Spirit is inseparable from 

Father and Son in his creative activity:  

In the creation [of angelic beings], consider for me the initial cause (τὴν 
προκαταρκτικὴν αἰτίαν) of their existence, i.e. the Father, the Maker (τὴν 
δημιουργικήν), i.e. the Son, and the Perfecter (τὴν τελειωτικήν), i.e. the Spirit. So 
the ministering spirits exist by the will of the Father, they are brought into being 
by the energy of the Son, and they are perfected by the presence of the Spirit.128 

For Basil, the Holy Spirit certainly must be reckoned as a cause (αἰτία) of created things 

and thus he must be deemed a participant in the act of creation. Basil affirms in no 

uncertain terms elsewhere that there was never a time when the Holy Spirit did not exist 

(19.49). Nevertheless, he clearly designates a specific role to the Holy Spirit. By dividing 

up one cause of creation into three parts or moments or steps corresponding to each of the 

three (προκαταρκτικὴ, δημιουργική, τελειωτική), the Cappadocian theologian gives the 

impression that the Holy Spirit is ranked third and does not fully participate in activity 

(ἐνέργεια) of creation as a whole.  

This impression becomes stronger a few short phrases later: 

And let no one suppose that either I say that there are three hypostases as sources 
(τρεῖς εἶναι λέγειν ἀρχικὰς ὑποστάσεις) or I declare that the Son’s work is 
incomplete. For there is one source (ἀρχή) of things that exist, who creates 
through the Son and perfects in the Spirit. And neither does the Father, who works 
all things in all [cf. 1 Cor 15:28; Eph 1:23], have an incomplete work; nor does 
the Son have a defective creation, assuming it is completed by the Spirit. For just 
as neither the Father, creation by his will alone, would be bound by the Son, so 
too does he will [creation] through the Son. Just as the Son, working in harmony 

                                                 
128 Basil, DSS 16.38, trans. Hildebrand, 71 (slightly altered) (SC 17bis : 376):  Ἐν δὲ τῇ τούτων 

κτίσει ἐννόησόν μοι τὴν προκαταρκτικὴν αἰτίαν τῶν γινομένων, τὸν Πατέρα· τὴν δημιουργικήν, τὸν Υἱόν· 
τὴν τελειωτικήν, τὸ Πνεῦμα· ὥστε βουλήματι μὲν τοῦ Πατρὸς τὰ λειτουργικὰ πνεύματα ὑπάρχειν, ἐνεργείᾳ 
δὲ τοῦ Υἱοῦ εἰς τὸ εἶναι παράγεσθαι, παρουσίᾳ δὲ τοῦ Πνεύματος τελειοῦσθαι.  
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with the Father, would not be bound by a co-worker (συνεργίας), so too the Son 
wills to complete [creation] through the Spirit.129 

Basil includes no further corresponding part that declares the Spirit’s free decision to 

create with the Father and the Son. While Basil certainly wishes to affirm the Spirit’s 

activity in creation, he nevertheless sets a high priority in his theology to keep the three 

distinct. He accomplishes this distinction with recourse to the concept of willing: the 

Father wills to co-operate with the Son, and the Son wills to co-operate with the Spirit. In 

other words, the Father, Son, and Spirit are differentiated according to their mode of 

causation: the Father as the source, the Son as the creative power, and the Spirit as the 

one who perfects. For Basil, if one attributes too much operative power to Son or Spirit, 

then the Father may seem to be lacking in some way, which is the height of impiety. To 

suggest that the Spirit is lacking does not seem to trouble Basil as much.  

Pruche rightly notes that Basil introduces a counterfactual in this text: in his 

theology, the Father would never act without the Son, nor would the Son act apart from 

the Holy Spirit. Pruche comments, “There is, therefore, only one action, but three modes 

of attribution, depending on whether it is considered as coming from the Father or the 

Son or the Holy Spirit.”130 On this understanding, Basil suppresses the premise that the 

                                                 
129 Basil, DSS 16.38 (SC 17bis: 378–8): Καὶ μηδεὶς οἰέσθω με ἢ τρεῖς εἶναι λέγειν ἀρχικὰς 

ὑποστάσεις, ἢ ἀτελῆ φάσκειν τοῦ Υἱοῦ τὴν ἐνέργειαν. Ἀρχὴ γὰρ τῶν ὄντων μία, δι’ Υἱοῦ δημιουργοῦσα, 
καὶ τελειοῦσα ἐν Πνεύματι. Καὶ οὔτε Πατήρ, ὁ τὰ πάντα ἐν πᾶσιν ἐνεργῶν, ἀτελῆ ἔχει τὴν ἐνέργειαν· οὔτε 
Υἱὸς ἐλλιπῆ τὴν δημιουργίαν, μὴ τελειουμένην παρὰ τοῦ Πνεύματος. Οὕτω γὰρ ἂν οὔτε Πατὴρ 
προσδεηθείη Υἱοῦ, μόνῳ τῷ θέλειν δημιουργῶν· ἀλλ’ ὅμως θέλει διὰ Υἱοῦ. Οὔτ’ ἂν Υἱὸς συνεργίας 
προσδεηθείη, καθ’ ὁμοιότητα τοῦ Πατρὸς ἐνεργῶν· ἀλλὰ καὶ Υἱὸς θέλει διὰ τοῦ Πνεύματος τελειοῦν. (My 
translation) 

130 Pruche, SC 17bis: 379n5 (my translation).  
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actions of Father, Son, and Spirit are necessarily inseparable, which follows from his 

assertion elsewhere that the Son and Spirit are co-eternal with the Father.  

But the same tension existed in the Contra Eunomium in which Basil both 

asserted that the Son is necessary to the life of the Father (1.5 and 2.12) and that “[T]he 

Son’s principle comes from the Father” with the result that the Father is greater than the 

Son apropos Jn 14:28 insofar as the Father is cause and principle, albeit considered 

eternally (1.25). So, for Basil, according to Mark DelCogliano and Andrew Radde-

Gallwitz, “the Father is only greater than the Son in the way a cause is greater than its 

effect.” In the same place, the translators note, however, that the Father is not greater than 

the Son at the level of substance or power.131 There had thus been precedent for Basil to 

make a statement sounding like subordinationism yet able to be interpreted according to a 

pro-Nicene conception of ὁμοούσιος. As he states a little later in DSS: “By worshipping 

God from God, we confess the particularizing property of the persons and we stay within 

the monarchy.”132 A key aspect of Basil’s mission in DSS was to show that in 

worshipping the Holy Spirit with the Father and Son, he did not confuse the three at all. 

Thus, he differentiates them according to their roles in causation, but he conceived of 

them as united. 

 Precisely in this area Ambrose diverges from Basil. Where Basil carefully 

maintained distinction, Ambrose emphasized unity. Rhetoric played a significant role in 

                                                 
131 Mark DelCogliano and Andrew Radde-Gallwitz, trans., Basil of Caesarea, Against Eunomius, 

FOC 122, 53. 

132 Basil, DSS 18.45 (SC 17bis: 404–6): Θεὸν γὰρ ἐκ Θεοῦ προσκυνοῦντες καὶ τὸ ἰδιάζον τῶν 
ὑποστάσεων ὁμολογοῦμεν, καὶ μένομεν ἐπὶ τῆς μοναρχίας. 
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this difference. As we have seen, the differentiae Ambrose employs distinguishes the 

Holy Spirit from creatures, not from Father and Son. In the confirmation, the Holy 

Spirit’s propria do not name the characteristics that belong to him and him alone (not the 

other two), but the matching propria of divinity. In short, his primary polemical aim was 

not to differentiate between the three in the Trinity. When Ambrose employs common 

and inseparable operations arguments, he consistently concludes with an affirmation of 

the unity of power (unitas potestatis). DelCogliano and Radde-Gallwitz provide some 

illumination on this feature of Basil’s thought as well. For Basil, discovering the propria 

of something—expressed by the Greek terms ἰδίωματα and ἰδιότητες—can express “what 

is unique to a common nature or substance” but also “what is unique to each individual 

that shares that common nature.”133 But for Ambrose, the distinction that was above all in 

his mind was that between Creator and creature, between what was “above all things” 

and “among all things” as stated in DSS’s propositio.  

 The lack of distinction between the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit is probably the 

most significant deficiency in Ambrose’s trinitarian theology from the point-of-view of 

post-Augustinian Latin pro-Nicenes. As early as 393 when he revised his address to a 

gathering of bishops in North Africa in De fide et de symbolo,134 Augustine wrote:  

But the learned and great commentators of divine Scriptures have not yet dealt so 
extensively and diligently with the Holy Spirit that His distinctive character 

                                                 
133 Against Eunomius, 50. 

134 On the context of this piece see Meijering, Augustine: De Fide et Symbolo. 
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(proprium), too, could easily be understood, a distinctive character through which 
it happens that we call Him neither Son nor Father, but only Holy Spirit.135 

 Augustine sought the proprium of the Holy Spirit qua member of the Trinity, not that 

which was the distinguishing mark of divinity. The question rankling him was: What 

defined the Holy Spirit as other than Father and Son? Ambrose, whom Augustine 

probably ranked among the “learned and great commentators”, had not adequately 

described the Holy Spirit’s place in the Trinity. In his own later pneumatology, Augustine 

would appeal to the Holy Spirit’s unique procession from the Father in Contra 

Maximinum.136 The Homoian theologian Maximinus pressed Augustine on how his 

theology could possibly avoid absurdly calling the Holy Spirit another son. Augustine 

responds by distinguishing the procession of the Spirit from the generation of the Son.137 

At this point, such a strategy was already employed by Gregory of Nazianzus in Oration 

31 in 380138 and was suggested by the creed emerging from the Council of 

Constantinople in 381.139 

                                                 
135 De fide et de symbolo 9.19, quoted and translated in Gerber, The Spirit of Augustine’s Early 

Theology, 1–2. See also Gerber’s discussion of this passage on these pages and his recognition that 
Ambrose did not speak of the Spirit’s procession on p. 149.  

136 For context see Michel R. Barnes, “Maximinum Arianum, Contra,” 550 in ATA. For dating see 
ATA, xlvi.  

137 Contra Maximinum 2.14 (PL 42: 770C–771B). On the other hand, see Augustine’s speculations 
about how to answer this question in more detail in De Trinitate 5.14.15–15.16 and 15.25.45–27.48, but he 
still struggled to solve this problem. 

138 Gregory of Nazianzus, Or 31. On the dating and situation see See Jean Bernardi, La 
Prédication des Pères Cappadociens: le prédicateur et son auditoire, (Montpellier: Presses Universitaires 
de France, 1968) 181–88 and John A. McGuckin, Saint Gregory of Nazianzus: An Intellectual Biography 
(New York: St. Vladimir’s Seminary Press, 2001), 277 ff.  

139 While the language of the Spirit proceeding from the Father is biblical, it was included in the 
symbol of Constantinople for anti-Pneumatomachian purposes, which could also be used in an anti-
Homoian context. See Kelly, Early Christian Creeds, 341 and 344.  
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This is not to say that Ambrose fails to distinguish between the Father, Son, and 

Holy Spirit. To the contrary, we have already seen above that part of what Ambrose 

gleans from the “mutual indwelling” concept of prior Latin theology is that the three are 

irreducible to one another. Moreover, at several junctures throughout DSS, he adamantly 

distances his theology from the theology of “Sabellius” or “Photinus” or other varieties of 

monarchian-modalism that he was aware of,140 which ultimately blurred the distinctions 

between the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit.141 In addition, Ambrose even used Basil’s 

notion of distinct causes originating in each. He did so in the long preposition section, 

borrowed from Basil (2.8.70–9.100). In it, Ambrose tried to demonstrate that rather than 

different scales of power implying different levels of substance, prepositions in the NT 

function to reveal the unique disposition of each Person in executing the unified divine 

will.  

But given the thrust of his message that the Spirit shares the propria with the 

Father and Son that prove he exists in one power with them, it is a little surprising to find 

that Ambrose sometimes hints at an ordering within the Trinity. In 2.12.130, Ambrose 

has just completed an argument that the Spirit cannot be ignorant of the knowledge 

proper to God. He turns his attention to explain the seemingly subordinationistic verse, Jn 

16:13. His opponents had perceived a Spirit beholding to the Son for knowledge, since 

Christ himself declares that the Spirit does not “speak from himself”.142 Ambrose paints 

                                                 
140 1.9.105–7; 1.13.136; 2.6.53; 2.12.130–34; 2.12.142; and 3.16.117. 

141 See Williams, “Monarchianism and Photinus,” 187–206. 

142 See Instr. v. fid.,, frag. 19; V 65, 1–66, 49 (CCSL 87: 259–60) and Maximinus in Col. Max. 5 
(PL 42: 711C–D), both discussed in Chapter Three above. 
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an alternative picture. He thinks that Scripture speaks in this way to illustrate the 

character of the “one work (unum opus)” of the Trinity in the world. But the path our 

experience of God’s gifts takes, and the path traveled by those gifts stretches out in 

opposite directions. He writes: 

For our knowledge proceeds from (ex) one Spirit, through (per) one Son, and into 
one (in unum) Father. But the goodness and sanctification and imperial law of 
eternal power is handed down from (ex) one Father, through (per) one Son, into 
one (in unum) Holy Spirit. Therefore, where the Spirit is exhibited, there is God’s 
power (dei virtus). There can be no separation where there is one work.143 

Ambrose’s editor, Otto Faller, has noted that Ambrose has come close to translating Basil 

in the first two sentences of this quotation.144 He definitely follows his fellow bishop’s 

pattern of the “golden chain” of the path of knowledge that begins with the Spirit, moves 

through the Son, and reaches the apex with the Father, but the gifts descend from Father 

through Son and are received in the Holy Spirit. But the sentence immediately following 

these sentences in Basil could not contrast more starkly with Ambrose’s reasoning here: 

“Thus the hypostases (ὑποστάσεις) are confessed and the monarchy’s right dogma does 

not crumble to pieces.”145 The “monarchy” refers to the Father’s evident primacy over the 

Son and the Spirit. Ambrose clearly shies away from such a teaching. His conclusion 

reveals the thrust of his rhetorical task and his instincts as a Latin theologian: despite the 

                                                 
143 Ambrose, DSS 2.12.130 (CSEL 79: 137): Ex uno enim spiritu, per unum filium, in unum 

patrem cognitio nostra procedit, ex uno patre, per unum filium, in unum spiritum sanctum bonitas et 
sanctificatio et imperiale ius aeternae traditur potestatis. Ubi ergo ostensio est spiritus, ibi dei virtus est, 
nec potest esse discretio, ubi opus unum est.  

144 See CSEL 79: 19*. Cf. below with Appendix, Table A80. 

145 Basil, DSS 18.47 (SC 17bis: 412): Οὕτω καὶ αἱ ὑποστάσεις ὁμολογοῦνται, καὶ τὸ εὐσεβὲς 
δόγμα τῆς μοναρχίας οὐ διαπίπτει. My translation. 
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Father-Son-Spirit pattern, Scripture’s ultimate witness is to the one work and one power 

of the Trinity.  

It will be found that in every passage in which Ambrose comes close to 

differentiating the Spirit from the Father and the Son according to an ordering of the 

three, Basil proves to be the source.146 It must be said that overall, the conceptuality 

behind such passages remains the inseparable operations of the Trinity in the economy, 

not their causal relations to one another in themselves. Ambrose had not felt the urgency 

to articulate the fundamental difference of the Holy Spirit.  

However, lest it be suggested that a fundamental chasm between Greek and Latin 

or East and West trinitarian theology becomes evident here, remember that neither 

Didymus nor Athanasius offers much more than Ambrose on the aetiological relations in 

the Trinity.147 For instance, neither of them takes up the mantle of responding to 

                                                 
146 For instance, Ambrose, DSS 2.9.92–93 (CSEL 79: 123). Ayres claims that in this passage 

Ambrose was “still assuming a fundamental order of operation (the Father working all things through the 
Son and in the Spirit) even as he denies that the prepositions ‘from’ and ‘through’ indicate an ontological 
hierarchy.” After analyzing the passage, though, Ayres concludes that it “contributes little towards any 
formal discussion of the modes of distinction, unity and causality implied.” See Augustine and the Trinity, 
48–49. See the parallels between Ambrose and Basil on this below, Appendix, Table A72. 

147 One could also point to Gregory of Nyssa’s trinitarian theology. He interprets common 
operations in a way very similar to Ambrose, especially in his works On the Holy Trinity, To Ablabius On 
“Not Three Gods”, and Third Homily on the Lord’s Prayer. Michel Barnes sees the arguments for the 
Spirit’s divinity in these texts as a last, distinct stage in Gregory of Nyssa’s Trinitarian theology. Here, 
Gregory meets objections about the lack of biblical texts specifying the unity of nature and/or power of the 
Holy Spirit with the Father and the Son by arguing that every activity applies in the same way to each 
Trinitarian Person. Rather than parse out the activity, assigning one aspect to each of the three as we saw in 
the quotation from Basil above, Gregory interprets a variety of Scripture passages to name the identical 
activity of the three Persons. The product of each activity is a work. Thus, Barnes explains, “Gregory uses 
the sequence as an ascending ladder in order to discover greater and greater degrees of unity between the 
Son and Spirit: same products (erga), same activity (energeia), same power (dynamis), same nature 
(physis).” Gregory, time and again in these three later texts, finds the same works (erga) being 
accomplished by the Three, and reasons from there to their common activity and hence their common 
power and nature. Gregory was unlikely influenced by Ambrose, yet their theological strategies bear 
remarkable similarity. See Barnes, Power of God, 303–4. 
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objections that pro-Nicene pneumatology seems to entail that the Holy Spirit is the 

grandson of the Father and the brother of the Son.148 A thick description of eternal 

relations of the Trinity, i.e. conceptuality of their processions, would later provide the 

needed ammunition for pro-Nicenes to fire back against such objections. But in the time 

before reflection on the Spirit’s procession developed, Didymus and Athanasius are left 

with mere protest, dismissing such objections as impiety, while Ambrose remains silent 

about the problem altogether even though he knew of it from his sources.  

Basil’s willingness to articulate an eternal ordering (τάξις) in the Trinity may not 

have appealed to Ambrose and the stringent subordinationism of his opponents. But 

Basil’s strategies for rejecting hermeneutics that demand ontological hierarchy based on 

prepositions equipped Ambrose to continue asserting the single power that the Holy 

Spirit shares within the Trinity. This united power entails right worship, implying the 

Spirit’s equal dignity, even when Jn 4:24 seemed to suggest a merely instrumental Spirit. 

On Jn 4:24: Worshipping the Spirit while Worshipping in the Spirit 

Returning from reflection on the character of Ambrose’s debts to Basil, let us 

attend to arguments from dignity: Ambrose culminates his argument about Jn 4:24 with 

the analogy that just as everything has been formed in the Son—the Father and the Son 

creating together—so when the Father is worshipped in the Son, the Son receives similar 

worship. The irreducibility of the Father and the Son in the context of their shared power 

and nature, which is witnessed in the biblical description of creation, provides the license 

                                                 
148 See Didymus, DSS 269–71 and Athanasius, Ep. Serap. 1.15–17.  
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for the Son being lawfully worshipped. Since, per Jn 4:24, God is worshipped “in” Spirit 

and since the Spirit shares the same power and nature as the Father and Son—as seen in 

previous arguments in DSS—the Spirit should be worshipped along with the other two.149  

The confirmation of the proposition that the Holy Spirit ought to be worshipped 

over and against protests that the Spirit is subjected like a creature in the context of 

exegesis of Jn 4:24, weaves together in one place six significant strands of Ambrose’s 

trinitarian theology: The Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit (1) should all be worshipped 

because (2) they possess a unity of power (3) enabled due to their mutual indwelling (4) 

in an incorporeal and incomprehensible fashion, which is supported by (5) their joint 

activity in creation (6) testified to by a variety of biblical passages that interpret each 

other so as to rule out subordinationist interpretations. The correct interpretation of Jn 

4:24 as expressing the equality of the Spirit with the Father (an instance of #6) can only 

occur when the other five points have been established. From this reflection, it is not 

difficult to see why Ambrose left the exegesis of this vexed passage until late in the 

treatise, after he already had the opportunity to fortify the theological points that 

supported his pro-Nicene interpretation. 

Chapter Seven Conclusion 

In accord with the goals of definition in the Ciceronian rhetorical tradition and 

with Porphyrian logic, Ambrose sought to attribute to the Holy Spirit the propria, or 

distinguishing marks, of God. To achieve this, he made use of a variety of biblical texts, 

collecting ones that bore witness to the Spirit performing the same activities as the Father 

                                                 
149 E.g. DSS 3.11.83 (CSEL 79: 184). 
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and the Son. A prominent example of such a strategy was Ambrose’s argument that the 

Holy Spirit performed the activity of creation. Once Ambrose could establish that the 

Paraclete participated in the creation of the world, it would logically follow that he 

possessed the same capacity as the Father and the Son. This, in turn, led to the 

affirmation of their unity of power, implying their single nature. Didymus the Blind of 

Alexandria served as a source for the “Holy Spirit as Creator” argument as well as for 

“operation-power” arguments in general. Ambrose recognized that the most forceful 

arguments he could put forward for his pro-Nicene affirmation of the Holy Spirit as 

divine were ones demonstrating his overlapping activities with the Father and the Son. 

An essential part of the case for the Spirit’s equality with the Father and the Son 

was the legitimacy of him being worshipped. Ambrose’s opponents roundly objected to 

such a stand. Ambrose could appeal to arguments from dignity to assist his case. The key 

verse to be interpreted toward this end was Jn 4:24. Ambrose brought in the principle of 

the Trinity’s inseparable operation to help show that the Father being worshipped “in the 

Spirit” implies no derogation to the Spirit. Another idea Ambrose found useful in this 

area was the mutual indwelling of the three, which allowed him to uphold their 

irreducibility while strongly affirming their shared nature. Ambrose also drew from the 

well of Basil’s De Spiritu Sancto, which provided a hermeneutical framework for 

interpreting prepositions (such as “in”) in a way that did not result in a graded ontological 

hierarchy among the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. However, Ambrose did not follow 

Basil’s lead in maintaining a distinct or strict ordering in the Trinity. His opponents’ 

insistence on the subordination of the Spirit in being as well as dignity and rank 

combined with his own lack of a nuanced account of the eternal relations of Father, Son, 
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and Holy Spirit prevented him from journeying too far with Basil. Nevertheless, Basil 

furnished him with resources to show the Spirit’s dignity and worthiness to be 

worshipped. Jn 4:24 ends up revealing that the Spirit receives worship while 

simultaneously enabling it.  

In the confirmation section of DSS then, Ambrose fought against gradation of 

Father, Son, and Spirit by emphasizing commonality among the Trinity in many ways 

and through a wide assortment of biblical texts. Arguments both from the Spirit’s dignity, 

and especially from his activities and power filled out the rhetorical category of propria, 

which showed, not the distinction of the Spirit from the other two, but his distance from 

creatures and his identity as Creator. 
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CHAPTER EIGHT 

Conclusion 

At the beginning of this study, we asked why many Christians worship the Spirit 

and consider him in some way equal with the Father and the Son, despite lacking clear 

scriptural passages signaling such worship. Ambrose did not set out with the express 

intention of answering this question. His pneumatological reflections were provoked by a 

less-than-demur demand for them by Emperor Gratian. Far from being Ambrose’s pupil, 

Gratian sought the best theology for the sake of the prosperity of his imperiled empire. 

Gratian sat as the judge in a verbally constructed courtroom with Ambrose playing the 

role of defendant and the Homoians acting as prosecutors. While already inclined toward 

Ambrose and his pro-Nicene coterie, Gratian was also listening to the prosecution in 

Milan and Illyricum who stiffly countered Ambrose’s theology.  

These Homoians had a pneumatology that thoroughly subordinated the Spirit to 

the Father and the Son, defining him as a creature. On the basis of Jn 1:3 and 1 Cor 8:6, 

Homoians could proclaim that the Spirit was created along with all things by the Son. For 

them, the Spirit mediated their church’s worship to the Son, who mediated that worship 

to the Father. These links of mediation reflect an ontological subordination in which the 

Son is infinitely less than the Father, and the Spirit is infinitely less than the Son. 

Homoians accused pro-Nicenes of proclaiming three gods and of dishonoring the Father 

by wrongheadedly giving praise to the Son and Spirit. 
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Whether he had long contemplated it or not, Ambrose had to affirm that the Spirit 

was of the same power and same nature as the Father and the Son because the pro-Nicene 

theology to which he subscribed held two premises that demanded this conclusion: 1) 

Divinity is simultaneously transcendent over all created things and simple, not composed 

of parts. 2) The Holy Spirit belongs to the divinity given the evidence of the baptismal 

formula of Mt 28:19 (along with implications for the Spirit’s divine action). The Holy 

Spirit must belong to this transcendent, simple divinity. He cannot occupy a mediating 

ontological middle place.  

To help him make this case which was pressed upon him by political, polemical 

and logical necessity, Ambrose drew from the intellectual resources at his disposal, 

stockpiled from his first-rate Greco-Roman education. Ambrose utilized the skills he had 

learned from the Ciceronian rhetorical tradition to identify the stasis of his case against 

the Homoians, which was the question of definition: What is the Holy Spirit? To open his 

treatise, he chose to attack his opponents’ claim by showing the Spirit has differentiae 

from creatures; he should be considered separate from the creaturely realm. To call him a 

creature neglects biblical testimony about his properties, such as his ubiquity and 

eternality. He is an undiminished giver who is the source of grace, especially seen in 

baptism. To rank him with creatures fails to account for the biblical evidence according 

to Ambrose. Furthermore, defining the Spirit as a creature indicates negative traits in his 

opponents: falsity (falsum), dishonor (turpe), and inexpediency (inutile). 

On the other hand, Ambrose also sought to define the Spirit as divine according to 

the biblical witness. The rhetorical tradition taught Ambrose to identify the propria, or 

characteristic features, that mark divinity and then show that the Spirit possesses them. 
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Above all, Ambrose reasoned that the Holy Spirit has a unity of power with the Father 

and the Son. This is manifested in his biblically attested operationes: creating, 

sanctifying, calling, sending, and judging, just as the Father and the Son do. If he has 

these powers, he can only exist in God. While the Spirit facilitates worship—Ambrose 

agreed with his Homoian opponents on this score—he simultaneously receives the glory 

rendered to the other members of the Trinity by virtue of mutually indwelling them. The 

Spirit exists in the Son, just as the Son exists in the Father. Ambrose understands the 

three to remain always irreducible yet ineffably united. Therefore, the Spirit must be 

defined as God for Ambrose. He is above all things, not among all things.  

Good orators know they must influence their audience’s emotions as much as 

their intellects. Ambrose also utilizes the Ciceronian rhetorical tradition to craft two 

prologues and two epilogues that he intended to appeal to Emperor Gratian’s emotions. 

Ambrose attempts to win goodwill from Gratian by inviting him to imagine himself as an 

Old Testament judge upon whom the Spirit could fall, enabling him to conquer his 

enemies. But receiving this blessing requires proper acknowledgement that the Holy 

Spirit is judge. Gratian’s obviously wavering support for the right faith is reinterpreted as 

a Gideon-like sign of confidence in the Nicene faith. Ambrose also seeks docility and 

attentiveness from Gratian by reminding him of Samson who achieved mighty victories 

by the Spirit, but eventually abandoned that grace with devastating consequences. The 

Homoians, whom Ambrose always calls “Arians”, come in for sharp attacks in the 

epilogues. These “Arians” eat away at the faith like a moth and betray Christ like Judas 

with their theology. In these ways Ambrose attempted to sway the judge toward his 

cause. 
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From his rhetorically-conditioned response to the question of the definition of the 

Holy Spirit, Ambrose tried to show Gratian that not only can the Spirit be worshipped, 

but he must be worshipped.  

 Did Ambrose make his case effectively? When evaluating Ambrose’s DSS, we 

should keep in mind that the standard against which it was judged at his time was his 

opponents’s pneumatology. Now that the Homoian doctrine of the Holy Spirit received a 

more thorough treatment than it has before in Chapter Three, it can be seen that Ambrose 

was at least on point in his responses. He framed his argument within the pro-Nicene 

framework of a simple, incomprehensible divinity that infinitely transcends creation. He 

utilized a liberal cadre of biblical passages within inseparable and common operations 

arguments from Didymus and with arguments from titles and honor from Basil to show 

that the Holy Spirit should be defined on the Creator side. He even marshalled his sources 

to fortify his position against possible counter-arguments from Homoians, as evidenced 

by his exegesis of Amos 4:13 and Jn 4:24. When viewed against the background of 

Homoian pneumatology, it is easier to render a more positive judgment of Ambrose’s 

argumentation than it is when his pneumatology is compared with that of more 

philosophically sophisticated contemporaries such as Basil or Augustine of Hippo. 

 However, Ambrose’s pneumatology is weakest against his opponents’ claim that 

pro-Nicene theology lacks a way of articulating the manner in which the Spirit is 

distinguished from the Father and the Son. Ambrose had plenty of tools in his theological 

arsenal to mark off the Spirit from creatures; but he lacked the conceptual resources to 

explain how his mode of existence could share one power with Father and Son but not 

become confused with them. He was fortunate that Maximinus came on the scene too late 
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to press him on this issue, cheekily inquiring whether the Holy Spirit constituted another 

son or even a grandson to the Father. Augustine was better prepared for such 

provocations.  

 The rhetorical analysis of DSS confirms Ivor Davidson’s conclusion that Ambrose 

assimilated the framework from pagan culture and filled it in with Christian content.1 

Chapters Five–Seven show that Ambrose recognizably followed Ciceronian rules for 

invention and arrangement. But the content was far from the law courts. Ambrose 

exchanged authorities, substituting biblical texts for legal ones. Exegesis of Scripture 

furnishes his imagination far more than poetry or history. His logical arguments and 

emotional appeals all derive from the Bible.  

 Ambrose cannot be completely vindicated from Jerome’s charge that he stole 

from the Greeks. Indeed, Ambrose found inspiration from his predecessor’s 

pneumatological writings, usually condensing their arguments and adding evidence, 

illustrations, and digressions of his own drawn from the Bible. The bishop of Milan 

definitely plucked a few feathers to adorn himself.2 But the rigor of his argumentation 

does suggest that Jerome’s criticism of Ambrose’s DSS as weak and lacking logic has 

little merit. Ambrose may have lacked the philosophical acumen of Didymus or Basil, but 

manifested his own considerable gifts as an exegete and rhetorician under political 

pressure. 

                                                 
1 “Ambrose’s De officiis and the Intellectual Climate,” 325. 

2 Though to say “himself” risks missing the point that Jerome seems to have (willfully?) missed: 
Ambrose was not arguing DSS for the sake of his own reputation but for the sake of his community. 
Certainly his social status—what might contemporarily be called his “image”—was wrapped up in the fate 
of his pro-Nicene ecclesiastical community. But nothing suggests that Ambrose’s ego served as a 
motivating factor, despite Jerome insinuating the contrary in his comparison to Aesop’s raven. 
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APPENDIX A 

Ambrose’s Greek Sources in Parallel Columns with De Spiritu Sancto 

 The following parallel columns build on the painstaking work of Otto Faller, the 

editor of the CSEL critical edition of De Spiritu Sancto. These columns proceed through 

Ambrose’s DSS from the beginning to the end. The first column provides the citation 

from Ambrose’s DSS, the second gives Ambrose’s Latin text, the third offers the original 

text and source from which Ambrose has borrowed according to Faller.  

 Scriptural quotations have been noted in square brackets in both Ambrose’s and 

his source’s texts.  

To assist the reader, I have categorized them into three types of borrowing. To be 

clear, these are my own categories, not those of Faller. These offer a way to understand 

more precisely and conveniently categorize the parallels Faller had identified in CSEL 

79:  

(A) translation or slightly paraphrased translation (the strongest borrowing 
possible); 
 

(B) verbal and/or logical borrowing (where there is a strong similarity of 
argument and/or similar keywords); 

 
(C) allusion (in which the only real similarity is the matrices of biblical 

passages employed, in which Ambrose may or may not have been actively 
using his source and may not have shared the conclusion of his source in 
the interpretation of the passages); 
 

(D) no convincing evidence of borrowing despite Faller’s cross-referencing a 
source in the notes of the critical edition. 
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These categories are flexible, especially (B) and (C). It is difficult to identify the degree 

of borrowing when Ambrose is already translating or paraphrasing a source from a 

different language. The situation is further complicated by our lack of Didymus’ original 

Greek text. In some instances, Ambrose borrows in different ways within the same 

passage. Therefore, some passages will have multiple categorizations. Brief commentary 

has also been made on many of the passages, noting and/or explaining the character of 

the parallels. 

Table A1: DSS 1.prol.6 

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De 
Spiritu Sancto Text of Ambrose’s Source 

“C” Quaerit fortasse aliquis, 
utrumnam quasi 
incredulus esse videatur, 
qui frequentibus 
informatus indiciis adhuc 
plura poscebat. (lines 59–
61; CSEL 79: 18) 

Fortassis enim dicit aliquis ex his, qui 
attentius audiunt, quae leguntur, quia non 
videntur convenire haec ad illud, quod 
scriptum est: non tentabis Dominum Deum 
tuum [Deut 6:16], quod lex praecepit.. 
        Origen, Homiliae IX in librum Iudicum, 
8.3 (Baehrens, ed., GCS 30, p. 511, lines 18–
21) 

 

 It is extraordinarily difficult to ascertain with any precision how much Ambrose 

might have used of Origen. To begin with, Origen’s Homilies on Judges only exist in 

Rufinus’ Latin translation, as with most of his other homilies. The status quaestionis 

among scholars who have compared Rufinus’ Latin translations with the available Greek 

of Origen where possible is that Rufinus accurately paraphrases Origen’s homilies.1 

                                                 
1 See Rufinus’ own remarks in the epilogue of his translation of Origen’s Commentary on Romans 

1–2 and in his Apologia 2.40. Recent discussions reviewing the state of the question of Rufinus’ accuracy 
should be consulted. On the question concerning Origen’s texts generally, see Ronald E. Heine in his 
introduction to his translation of Origen, Homilies on Genesis and Exodus, FOC 71 (1982), 25–43. On the 
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While some scholars have defended the overall accuracy of Rufinus’ Latin translations of 

Origen, it is still the case that the text we cannot hope to translate back to the Greek 

original for Homilies on Judges. This makes it difficult to render a judgement on the 

extent of Ambrose’s borrowing in this passage and in subsequent passages in the 

prologue in which he explains biblical text that Origen also explains. In this specific 

passage, Ambrose, like Origen, deems Gideon not to be hesitant and doubtful because to 

do so would have tested God, which would be unworthy for a spiritual hero such as 

Gideon. Of course, Ambrose had more reason than Origen to uphold Gideon’s 

steadfastness given that he was inviting Gratian to imagine himself as a type of Gideon.2 

Given that Ambrose’s prologues are highly contextualized by their primary intended 

audience, the Emperor Gratian, and by the subject matter of the Holy Spirit, it seems 

reasonable to assume that he used Origen’s homilies for inspiration and direction, but did 

not attempt to directly translate them or even follow them thought-for-thought. 

Table A2: DSS 1.prol.6–9 

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De 
Spiritu Sancto Text of Ambrose’s Source 

“B” 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Sed quemadmodum 
potest videri quasi 
ambiguus incertus que 
temptasse, qui mysteria 
loquebatur? Non ergo 
ille ambiguus, sed 
providus, ne nos 
ambigeremus. Nam 
quomodo ille 

Sed esto, impetraveris efficaciam signi, o 
Gedeon; quid et accipis vellus lanae et exprimis 
in pelvem [Judg 6:38]? Quid te permovit, ut hoc 
faceres? Sed esto, impetraveris primum signum, 
quid ut secundum etiam signum perverso ac 
permutato ordine posceres? Fortassis enim dicit 
aliquis ex his, qui attentius audiunt, quae 
leguntur, quia non videntur convenire haec ad 
illud, quod scriptum est: non tentabis Dominum 

                                                 
questions of the Homilies on Judges specifically, see Elizabeth Ann Dively Lauro introducing her 
translation of Origen, Homilies on Judges, FOC 119 (2010), 5–12.  

2 See discussion above, pp. 162–64. 
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Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De 
Spiritu Sancto Text of Ambrose’s Source 

 
 

ambiguus, cuius 
precatio habebat 
effectum? Unde autem 
securus adorsus esset 
proelium, nisi 
intellexisset oraculum? 
Ros enim in vellere 
fides erat in Iudaea, 
quia sicut ros dei verba 
descendunt [Deut 
32:2]. 
  
7. Ergo quando totus 
orbis infructuoso aestu 
gentilis superstitionis 
arebat, tunc erat ros ille 
caelestis visitationis in 
vellere. Postea vero 
quam oves quae 
perierunt domus 
Istrahel [Mat 15:24]—
unde puto figuram 
Iudaici velleris 
adumbratam—oves, 
inquam, illae fontem 
aquae vivae [Jer 2:13] 
negarunt, ros fidei 
umentis exaruit in 
pectoribus Iudaeorum 
meatus que suos fons 
ille divinus in corda 
gentium derivavit. Inde 
est quod nunc fidei rore 
totus orbis umescit, at 
vero Iudaei prophetas 
suos et consiliarios 
perdiderunt. 
  
8. Nec mirum, si 
perfidiae subeunt 
siccitatem, quos 
dominus deus 

Deum tuum [Deut 6:16], quod lex praecepit. Sed 
exitus rei docet non esse contra mandatum 
factum; neque enim exaudiret Deus petitionem 
contra legem aliquid deposcentem. 
  
Nunc autem cum videamus quia et in primo 
signo ros cecidit super vellus lanae, in omni 
autem terra facta est siccitas [Judg 6:37–38] et 
in secundo super omnem terram cecidit ros, 
siccitas autem fuit in vellere [Judg 6:39–40], in 
quo et fiduciam accepit Gedeon quia Dominus 
in manu eius salvum faciet Istrahel, videnda est 
mysterii huius ratio, de qua memini etiam 
quendam ex praecessoribus nostris in libellis 
suis vellus lanae populum dixisse Istrahel, 
reliquam autem terram reliquas gentes posuisse 
et ros, qui cecidit super vellus, verbum esse Dei, 
quod illi soli populo coelitus fuisset indultum. 
Supra solum namque Istrahel ros divinae 
legislationis advenerat; siccitas autem habebat 
omnes gentes, quia nullus iis humor divini 
infundebatur eloquii. 
  
Secundi vero ratio signi in contrarium 
permutati, in quo ait: ut supra omnem terram 
ros descendat, supra vellus autem maneat 
siccitas [Judg 6:39–40], talis quaedam 
deprehenditur. Vide omnem hunc populum, qui 
per omnem terram ex gentibus congregatus est, 
habentem nunc in se rorem divinum; vide eum 
Moysei rore infundi, prophetarum litteris 
irrorari; vide eum etiam evangelico et apostolico 
humore viridantem; illud autem vellus, id est 
iudaicum populum, siccitatem et ariditatem 
verbi Dei patientem, secundum quod scriptum 
est quia: erunt filii Istrahel multo tempore sine 
rege, sine principe, sine propheta; non erit 
altare neque hostia neque sacrificium [Hos 3:4]. 
Intueris, quanta apud illos siccitas permanet, 
quanta iis ariditas divini sermonis evenit. Haec 
quidem nobis, sicut fateri decet, ex maiorum 
labore collata sunt; verum quoniam etiam nos 
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Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De 
Spiritu Sancto Text of Ambrose’s Source 

prophetici imbris 
ubertate privavit 
dicens: Mandabo 
nubibus meis, ne pluant 
super vineam istam [Isa 
5:6]. Est enim 
propheticae nubis 
pluvia salutaris, sicut et 
David dixit: Descendit 
sicut pluvia in vellus et 
sicut stillicidia 
stillantia super terram 
[Ps 72[71]:6]. Hanc 
nobis scripturae 
divinae totius mundi 
pluviam pollicebantur, 
quae rigaret orbem sub 
domini salvatoris 
adventu spiritus rore 
divini. Venit ergo iam 
dominus, venit et 
pluvia, venit dominus 
stillicidia se cum 
caelestia deferens. Et 
ideo iam nos bibimus, 
qui ante sitiebamus, et 
divinum illum spiritum 
haustu interiore 
potamus. 
  
9. Hoc ergo praevidit 
sanctus Gedeon quia 
verum et spiritalem 
rorem etiam gentes 
nationes que erant fidei 
perceptione bibiturae. 
Et ideo diligentius 
exploravit; est enim 
necessaria cautela 
sanctorum. Siquidem 
etiam Iesus Nave cum 
vidisset ducem 

audito verbo a sapientibus, sicut scriptum est, 
collaudare debemus et adicere ad illud, 
videamus, quid etiam nos superaedificare 
possimus in talibus. 
  
Etenim cum septuagesimum primum psalmum 
apud memet ipsum saepe discuterem, movit me 
[in hanc rem] quod, cum adventum Christi in eo 
describeret, in ipso etiam hoc asserit eventurum: 
et descendet inquit sicut pluvia in vellus, et sicut 
stillicidia stillantia super terram [Ps 72[71]:6]. 
Vellus hic nominatur, vellus et in psalmis 
scribitur. Descendet enim sicut pluvia inquit 
super vellus. Descendit ergo in illud vellus 
populi circumcisionis et sicut stillicidia 
stillantia super terram, hoc est super reliquam 
terram, descendit Dominus noster Iesus Christus 
stillans etiam super nos et guttas nobis quoque 
gentibus afferens roris coelestis, ut et nos 
bibamus, qui eramus super omnem terram iugi 
ariditate siccati. Hunc igitur mysterii ordinem 
Gedeon sanctus prophetico spiritu contuens non 
solum primum signum poposcit a Deo, sed et 
secundum converso ordine repetit. Sciebat enim 
rorem divinum, qui est adventus filii Dei, non 
solum Iudaeis, sed et postmodum etiam 
gentibus esse venturum, quoniamquidem ex 
incredulitate Istrahel salus fit gentibus [Rom 
11:30–31]. Et hoc est, quod pro ariditate velleris 
universa terra gratia divini roris infunditur.  
 
Sed et illud in hoc facto viri fidelissimi 
Gedeonis praetereundum minime puto, quod 
nobis ad formam potest cautelae spiritalis 
accedere. Angelum vidit [Judg 6:12], sed vir 
eruditus et habens iam Iesu praecessoris 
exemplum cautius agit [cf. Jos 5:13]. Sciebat 
enim possibile esse etiam angelos tenebrarum 
transfigurare se in angelos lucis [2 Cor 11:14], 
et ideo examinatione cautissima volo, inquit, 
probare spiritum, si a Deo est [1 Jn 4:1], quia 
spiritalis examinat omnia [1 Cor 2:15]. Sic 
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Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De 
Spiritu Sancto Text of Ambrose’s Source 

caelestis militiae, 
interrogavit: Noster es 
an adversariorum [Jos 
5:13]? ne forte 
aliquibus adversarii 
praestigiis falleretur. 
(63–93; CSEL 79: 18–
19) 

namque et praecessor suus fecerat Iesus Nave; 
cum principem coelestis militiae vidisset, 
inquirit et discutit, si noster sit an 
adversariorum [cf. Jos 5:13–14]. Hoc modo 
etiam sanctissimus Gedeon discutit angelicam 
visionem diversitate et immutatione signorum.. 
        Origen, Homiliae IX in librum Iudicum, 
8.4–5  (Baehrens, ed., GCS 30, p. 511, l27–p. 
513, l. 25) 

   

 

 Ambrose seems to have condensed Origen’s points about Gideon’s faithfulness 

(despite appearances to the contrary in the biblical story) and the point about the word of 

God falling on the Jews first and then the Gentiles. Some of the supporting Scriptures are 

similar, i.e. Ps 72:6 and Jos 5:13. We can certainly conclude Origen heavily influenced 

the exegesis at this point.

Table A3: DSS 1.prol.10 

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De Spiritu 
Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

“A” Non tamen otiose vellus vel in 
campo posuit vel in prato, sed 
posuit in area, ubi messis est 
tritici [Judg 6:37]: Messis enim 
multa, operarii autem pauci 
[Mat 9:37], eo quod per fidem 
domini futura esset messis 
fecunda virtutum. (94–97; CSEL 
79: 19) 

Sed et illud, quod ait Gedeon: ponam 
vellus—non ubicumque, non in campo 
neque in saltu, sed in area—quale tibi 
videtur? In area, ubi messis est [Judg 
6:37]: messis enim multa, operarii 
autem pauci [Mat 9:37]. 
 Origen, Homiliae IX in librum 
Iudicum, 8.5  (Baehrens, ed., GCS 30, 
p. 513, 26–p. 514, 1) 

 Ambrose still follows the order of Origen’s explication of this passage in Judges, 

demonstrating his close dependence. We can assume with Faller that Ambrose is directly 

translating Origen here.
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Table A4: DSS 1.prol.11 

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De Spiritu 
Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

“C” Nec illud otiose, quod exsiccavit 
vellus Iudaicum et rorem eius 
misit in pelvem, ut repleretur 
aqua, non tamen ipse eo rore 
pedes lavit. Alii debebatur tanti 
praerogativa mysterii. 
Expectabatur ille, qui sordes 
omnium solus possit abluere. 
Non erat tantus Gedeon, qui hoc 
sibi mysterium vindicaret. (97–
102; CSEL 79: 19–20) 

Non ergo sine causa vir tantus et talis, 
cuius et sanctus Apostolus ad 
Hebraeos scribens facit in 
prophetarum catalogo mentionem 
[Heb 11:32], aream delegit ad vellus 
ponendum; nec sine causa expressit 
vellus in pelvem et replevit eam aqua 
[Judg 6:38]. Requiramus et de hoc in 
scripturis sanctis, si qua nobis etiam 
huius intelligentiae praestatur occasio  
          Origen, Homiliae IX in librum 
Iudicum, 8.5  (Baehrens, ed., GCS 30, 
p. 514, 7–10) 

   

  

 While there still looks to be dependency here as Ambrose transitions to the 

allegorical meaning of Gideon and the fleece—i.e. how Christ himself fulfills the 

prophetic utterance—the vocabulary and citations are rather different.

Table A5: DSS 1.prol.12–13  

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De Spiritu 
Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

“A” Veniamus ad evangelium. 
Invenio dominum meum 
spoliantem se vestimenta et 
praecingentem se linteo, 
mittentem aquam in pelvem, 
lavantem pedes discipulorum 
suorum [Jn 13:4–5]. Haec 
erat aqua ros ille caelestis, 
hoc prophetabatur, quod illo 
rore caelesti discipulorum 
suorum dominus Iesus pedes 
lavaret. 
  

Veniamus ad Evangelium. Invenimus ibi 
Dominum et Salvatorem nostrum 
exuentem se vestimenta sua et linteo 
praecinctum mittere aquam in pelvem et 
lavare pedes discipulorum suorum [Jn 
13:4–5]. Vides ergo quia haec 
adumbrabant prophetae, quae erant in 
novissimis temporibus implenda per 
Dominum. Illa ergo aqua, quam mittebat 
Iesus in pelvem, ros erat gratiae coelestis, 
ex quo lavabat pedes discipulorum 
suorum. Unde et merito dicebat ad eos: 
vos autem mundi estis propter verbum, 
quod locutus sum vobis [Jn 15:3]. Sed et 
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Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De Spiritu 
Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

Et nunc extendantur pedes 
animorum nostrorum. Vult 
dominus Iesus et nostros 
lavare pedes. Non enim Petro 
soli, sed unicuique dicit 
fideli: Nisi lavero tibi pedes, 
non habebis me cum partem 
[Jn 13:8]  
13. Veni ergo, domine Iesu, 
exue te vestimenta, quae 
propter me induisti; esto 
nudus, ut nos misericordia tua 
vestias. Praecinge te propter 
nos linteum, ut nos tui 
muneris inmortalitate 
praecingas. 'Mitte aquam in 
pelvem [Jn 13:5]'. Lava non 
solum pedes, sed etiam caput 
[Jn 13:9], nec solum corporis 
nostri, sed etiam mentis 
vestigia. Volo exuere omnes 
nostrae sordes fragilitatis, ut 
et ego dicam: Nocte exui 
tunicam meam, quomodo 
induam eam? Lavi pedes 
meos, quomodo inquinabo 
eos? [Song 5:3] (108–24; 
CSEL 79: 20–21) 

nos, modo si praebeamus pedes nostros, 
paratus est Dominus Iesus lavare pedes 
animae nostrae et purgare eos rore 
coelesti, gratia Spiritus sancti, verbo 
doctrinae. Non enim solos Apostolos 
mundos  esse voluit, sed et omnes, qui 
credunt per verbum eius [cf. Jn 17:20]. Et 
omnibus credentibus dicit illud, quod 
Petro dixit: nisi lavero te, non habebis 
partem mecum [Jn 13:8]. Certum est enim 
quia nemo habeat partem cum Christo, 
nisi fuerit lotus et mundus. 
 
Veni, precor, Domine Iesu fili Dei, exue 
te vestimenta, quae propter me induisti, et 
accingere propter me et mitte aquam in 
pelvem et lava pedes servorum tuorum, 
dilue sordes filiorum et filiarum tuarum. 
Lava pedes' animae nostrae, ut nos te 
imitantes et te sectantes 'exuamus nos' 
vetera 'vestimenta' et dicamus: noctu exui 
me vestimentum meum, quomodo induam 
illud? et iterum dicamus: lavi pedes meos, 
quomodo sordidabo eos? [Song 5:3] 
      Origen, Homiliae IX in librum 
Iudicum, 8.5  (Baehrens, ed., GCS 30, p. 
514, 10–p. 515, 4) 

   

 

 The order of the verses, the prayer, and the interspersing of Jn 13 and Song 5 with 

the Gideon story all suggest that Ambrose directly translates Origen here. 

Table A6: DSS 1.prol.14  

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De Spiritu 
Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

“B” Nec solum “pedes lavas”, sed 
etiam, ut te cum recumbamus, 

Statim namque ut laveris pedes meos, 
etiam recumbere me facias te cum, ut 



Table A6 (continued) 

300 
 

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De Spiritu 
Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

invitas, et exemplo nos tuae 
dignationis hortaris dicens: 
Vocatis me dominum et 
magistrum et bene facitis; sum 
enim. Si ergo ego lavi pedes 
vestros, dominus et magister, et 
vos invicem lavate pedes vestros 
[Jn 13:13–14]. Volo ergo et ego 
pedes lavare fratrum meorum 
domini implore mandatum. 
(126–132; CSEL 79: 21) 

audiam abs te: vos vocatis me Domine 
et magister; et recte dicitis, sum enim. 
Si ergo ego Dominus et magister lavi 
pedes vestros, et vos alterutrum lavate 
pedes. Volo ergo et ego nunc 'lavare 
pedes' fratrum meorum, 'lavare pedes' 
condiscipulorum meorum. 
      Origen, Homiliae IX in librum 
Iudicum, 8.5  (Baehrens, ed., GCS 30, 
p. 515, 4–8) 

   

 

 The direct quotation of Jn 13:13–14 occurs in Ambrose but not in Origen, yet the 

direct address to Christ and the theme of Christ washing feet displays close dependence 

of the bishop of Milan on the Alexandrian.

Table A7: DSS 1.prol.16 

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s 
De Spiritu Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

“C” Est et quaedam aqua, 
quam mittamus in 
pelvem, aqua de 
vellere et libro 
Iudicum, aqua de 
libro Psalmorum [cf. 
Ps 23[22]:2], aqua est 
ros caelestis oraculi. 
(146–48; CSEL 79: 
22) 

Et propterea accipio aquam, quam haurio de 
fontibus Istrahel, immo quam exprimo de 
Istrahelitico vellere. Exprimo enim nunc aquam 
de vellere libri Iudicum et alio tempore aquam de 
vellere Regnorum et aquam de vellere Esaiae vel 
Hieremiae; et mitto eam in pelvem animae meae, 
concipiens sensum in corde meo, et accipio pedes 
eorum, qui se praebent et praeparant ad lavandum, 
      Origen, Homiliae IX in librum Iudicum, 8.5  
(Baehrens, ed., GCS 30, p. 515, 9–14) 

 

 Origen seems to be Ambrose’s source in the first sentence of this passage, but not 

beyond to line 151 despite Faller’s note (CSEL 79: 22), since Ambrose moves on to a 
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prayer addressed directly to Christ while Origen keeps discussing the purification Christ 

provides through preaching all in the third person.  

Table A8: DSS 1.2.27–28 

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De Spiritu Sancto Text of Ambrose’s Source 

“C” Solent enim dicere ideo inter omnia 
spiritum sanctum esse numerandum, 
quia scriptum est de dei filio: Omnia per 
ipsum facta sunt [Jn 1:3]. Quam male 
confunditur actio, quae non tenet 
veritatem et praeposterae adsertionis 
ordine involvitur! Hoc enim tunc 
valeret, ut inter omnia dicerent esse 
spiritum sanctum, si factum probarent. 
Namque 'omnia' per filium scriptura 
dicit esse, 'quae facta' sunt; cum autem 
factus non doceatur spiritus sanctus, 
utique nec inter omnia probari potest, 
qui neque factus est sicut omnia neque 
creatus est. (lines 6–15; CSEL 79: 28) 

Si autem hoc verum est, 
impiissime quidam inter omnia 
connumerant Spiritum 
sanctum, dicentes in eo quod 
omnia per Verbum a Deo facta 
sunt [cf. Jn 1:3], etiam 
significari Spiritus sancti 
facturam. Neque enim unum 
ex omnibus, sed aliud extra 
omnia per substantiam ex 
utroque demonstratus est 
Spiritus sanctus. 
         Didymus, DSS 61.2–8 
(SC 386: 198; PG 39, 1045 B–
C, §13)1 

   

  

 This is the first passage where Ambrose probably borrowed from Didymus. 

Didymus’ text, like Origen’s Homilies on Judges, was preserved only in Latin translation, 

but the translator was Jerome. Above, it was explained that Jerome’s primary motivation 

for translating this text was to discredit Ambrose as a literary thief.2 Doutreleau provides 

the best discussion to date of the accuracy of Jerome’s translation.3 He follows the 

                                                 
1 For the reader’s convenience, all citations of Didymus have been augmented to include the new 

textual numeration of Louis Doutreleau (SC 386) in addition to the older divisions in PG, which had been 
used by Faller. 

2 See discussion, p. 18. 

3 See Doutreleau, ed. and trans., Traité du Saint-Espirit, SC 386 (1992), 96–100. See also 
confirming, brief remarks in Ayres, et al., Works on the Spirit, 47–48 and Faller, ed., CSEL 79, 18*. 
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general consensus that Jerome stayed close to Didymus’ original. We must necessarily 

exercise caution when judging how closely Ambrose followed Didymus, since we only 

have Didymus’ Latin while Ambrose worked from the original Greek. Nevertheless, we 

can be confident that at least the sense of Didymus’ DSS emerges from the Latin, 

provided in parallel to Ambrose’s text here. 

Both passages mention Jn 1:3 along with the idea of numbering the Spirit among 

all things or not (Ambrose: numerare; Didymus: connumerare). While these 

programmatic statements are quite similar, Didymus appeals to the “undiminished giver” 

concept he has worked to establish in 10–60, but Ambrose opts for a more hermeneutical 

argument, criticizing his oponents for unjustly filling in the silences of Scripture about 

the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit.  

Table A9: DSS 1.2.30 

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De 
Spiritu Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

“C”  Non enim credit in 
patrem, qui non credit 
in filium, nec credit in 
dei filium, qui non 
credit in spiritum. (32–
36; CSEL 79: 29) 

ὥσπερ γὰρ ἐκεῖνοι ἀρνούμενοι τὸν υἱὸν 
ἀρνοῦνται καὶ τὸν πατέρα οὕτω καὶ οὗτοι 
δυσφημοῦντες εἰς τὸ πνεῦμα τὸ ἅγιον 
δυσφημοῦσι καὶ εἰς τὸν υἱόν. καὶ ἀμφότερα τὰ 
μέρη διείλοντο τὴν πρὸς τὴν ἀλήθειαν 
ἀντίστασιν ...  
       Athanasius, Ep. Serap. 1.1.3 (lines 14–16; 
AW 1/1: 451) 

   

  

Faller does seem to have identified a conceptual parallel here, though the verbs 

Athanasius uses (ἀρνέομαι and δυσφημέω) express an idea more akin to rejection and 

blasphemy, while Ambrose’s credere means “belief.”  
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Table A10: DSS 1.2.30 

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De 
Spiritu Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

“D” Nam qui negare 
coeperit unitatem 
potestatis in patre et 
filio et spiritu sancto, 
non potest utique ibi, 
ubi nulla divisio sit, 
fidem probare divisam. 
Ergo quia pietatis est 
unitas bene credere, ita 
etiam unitas impietatis 
est male credere.4 (37–
40; CSEL 79: 29) 

οὕτως ἡ ἁγία τριάς, ἡ αὐτὴ οὖσα ἑαυτῇ καὶ 
ἡνωμένη πρὸς ἑαυτήν, οὐδὲν ἔχει ἐν ἑαυτῇ τῶν 
γενητῶν. καὶ αὔτη τῆς τριάδος ἡ ἀδιαίρετος 
ἑνότης καὶ μία ἡ εἰς αὐτὴν πίστις ἐστίν. εἰ δὲ 
κατὰ τὴν ὑμῶν τῶν Τροπικῶν ἐπεξεύρεσιν οὐχ 
οὕτως ἐστίν, ἀλλ’ ἐνυπνιάσθητε κτίσμα λέγειν 
τὸ πνεῦμα τὸ ἅγιον, οὐκέτι μία πίστις ἐστὶν 
ὑμῶν οὐδὲ ἓν βάπτισμα, ἀλλὰ δύο· ἓν μὲν εἰς 
πατέρα καὶ υἱόν, ἕτερον δὲ εἰς ἄγγελον κτίσμα 
ὄντα. καὶ οὐδὲν λοιπὸν ὑμῶν ἀσφαλὲς οὐδὲ 
ἀληθές. 
        Athanasius, Ep. Serap. 1.30.2–3 (14–20; 
AW 1/1: 524) 

  

Faller was perhaps misled in drawing this parallel because Athanasius’ argument 

is, like Ambrose’s, about the unity of the baptismal confession: that the Father, Son, and 

Spirit share one name. Yet Athanasius’ opponents think they can refer to different entities 

under one name. While he discusses baptism several pages, Ambrose’s point in this 

passage is that misbelieving in the Spirit separates one from piety. 

Table A11: DSS 1.3.42 

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De Spiritu Sancto Text of 
Ambrose’s 

Source 
“B” Plenum autem est, si patrem et filium spiritumque 

fateare. Si unum neges, totum subruas. Et 
quemadmodum, si unum sermone conpraehendas, aut 
patrem aut filium aut spiritum sanctum, fide autem 
nec patrem nec filium nec spiritum sanctum abneges, 
plenum est fidei sacramentum, ita etiam, quamvis et 
patrem et filium et spiritum dicas et aut patris aut fili 

Ἡ γὰρ τοῦ 
Χριστοῦ 
προσηγορία τοῦ 
παντός ἐστιν 
ὁμολογία· 

                                                 
4 Clearly if there is borrowing here, it is conceptual, not verbatim. 



Table A11 (continued) 

304 
 

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De Spiritu Sancto Text of 
Ambrose’s 

Source 
aut sancti spiritus minuas potestatem, vacuum est 
omne mysterium. (41–48; CSEL 79: 32) 

        Basil, DSS 
12.28 (7–8; SC 
17bis: 344) 

   

 

 Basil and Ambrose are both arguing for the idea that “where one name is, there all 

three are.” Basil suggested the idea, but Ambrose filled it out with his own vocabulary. 

Ambrose often seems to use Basil’s text in this way. The next table would appear to be a 

similar example.  

 

Table A12: DSS 1.3.44 

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De Spiritu 
Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

“B”  Si Christum dicas, et deum 
patrem, a quo unctus est filius, 
et ipsum, qui unctus est, filium 
et spiritum, quo unctus est, 
designasti. Scriptum est enim: 
Hunc Iesum ab Nazareth, 
quem uncxit deus spiritu 
sancto. (63–66; CSEL 79: 33) 

Ἡ γὰρ τοῦ Χριστοῦ προσηγορία τοῦ 
παντός ἐστιν ὁμολογία· δηλοῖ γὰρ τόν τε 
χρίσαντα Θεὸν καὶ τὸν χρισθέντα Υἱὸν 
καὶ τὸ χρῖσμα τὸ Πνεῦμα, ὡς παρὰ 
Πέτρου ἐν ταῖς Πράξεσι 
μεμαθήκαμεν·Ἰησοῦν τὸν ἀπὸ Ναζαρέτ, 
ὃν ἔχρισεν ὁ Θεὸς τῷ Πνεύματι τῷ 
ἁγίῳ.1 
        Basil, DSS 12.28 (7–12; SC 17bis: 
344) 

   

  

See the previous passage.  

 

                                                 
1 Note that this text repeats the previous text Ambrose borrowed. 
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Table A13: DSS 1.3.45 

 It seems likely that Ambrose had Basil close at hand for this passage, since they 

both use Acts 1:5 and 1 Cor 12:13 to show that the Holy Spirit must be associated with 

baptism. However, it is significant that Basil’s point is that one’s salvation is imperiled 

should one omit the Spirit’s role in the sacrament of baptism, while Ambrose’s 

conclusion reinforces his main point throughout the refutation and confirmation portions 

of DSS: the Holy Spirit shares the same operation as the Father and Son, which 

demonstrates his divinity. The two rhetorically trained bishops utilize the same passages 

for different ends.  

 

 

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De 
Spiritu Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

“B” Unde ut rationi copuletur 
auctoritas, in spiritu 
quoque recte baptizari nos 
posse scriptura indicat 
dicente domino: Vos 
autem baptizamini in 
spiritu sancto [Acts 1:5]. 
Et apostolus ait: Omnes 
enim in ipso corpore in 
unum spiritum baptizati 
sumus [1 Cor 12:13]. 
Unum opus, quia unum 
mysterium, unum 
baptisma [Eph 4:5], quia 
mors una pro mundo. 
Unitas ergo operationis 
unitas praedicationis, quae 
non potest separari. (70–
77; CSEL 79: 33) 

Φαίνεται μέντοι ποτὲ καὶ μόνου τοῦ 
Πνεύματος ἐπὶ τοῦ βαπτίσματος 
μνημονεύσας. Πάντες γάρ, φησίν, ἐν ἑνὶ 
σώματι εἰς ἓν Πνεῦμα ἐβαπτίσθημεν [1 Cor 
12:13]. Συμφωνεῖ δὲ τούτῳ καὶ τό·Ὑμεῖς δὲ 
βαπτισθήσεσθε ἐν Πνεύματι ἁγίῳ [Acts 1:5]. 
καὶ τό· Αὐτὸς ὑμᾶς βαπτίσει ἐν Πνεύματι 
ἁγίῳ [Lk 3:16]. Ἀλλ’ οὐ παρὰ τοῦτο τέλειον 
ἄν τις εἴποι βάπτισμα, ᾧ μόνον τὸ ὄνομα τοῦ 
Πνεύματος ἐπεκλήθη. Χρὴ γὰρ ἀπαράβατον 
μένειν ἀεὶ τὴν ἐν τῇ ζωοποιῷ χάριτι 
δεδομένην παράδοσιν. Ὁ γὰρ λυτρωσάμενος 
ἐκ φθορᾶς τὴν ζωὴν ἡμῶν, ἔδωκε δύναμιν 
ἡμῖν ἀνακαινώσεως, ἄρρητον μὲν ἔχουσαν 
τὴν αἰτίαν καὶ ἐν μυστηρίῳ κατεχομένην, 
μεγάλην δὲ ταῖς ψυχαῖς τὴν σωτηρίαν 
φέρουσαν. Ὥστε τὸ προσθεῖναί τι ἢ ἀφελεῖν 
ζωῆς ἐστι τῆς ἀϊδίου προδήλως ἔκπτωσις. 
        Basil, DSS 12.28 (15–27; SC 17bis: 
344–46) 
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Table A14: DSS 1.3.47–48 

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De Spiritu 
Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

“C” Denique de filio scriptum est: Et 
adorent illum omnes angeli dei 
[Hebr 1:6]. Non habes ‘adoret 
spiritus sanctus’. Et infra: Ad 
quem autem angelorum dixit 
aliquando 'sede ad dexteram 
meam, donec ponam inimicos 
tuos scabillum pedum tuorum'? 
Nonne omnes sunt, inquit, 
ministri spiritus in ministerium 
qui mittuntur? [Heb 1:13–14] 
Cum dicit ‘omnes’, numquid et 
sanctum spiritum 
conpraehendit? Non utique, quia 
angeli et ceterae potestates in 
ministerium et obsequium dei 
filio, ut serviant, destinantur. At 
vero spiritus sanctus non 
minister, sed testis est fili, 
quemadmodum de ipso filius 
dixit: Ille testimonium perhibet 
de me [Jn 15:26]. Testis est ergo 
fili spiritus. Qui testis est, novit 
omnia, sicut deus pater testis est; 
sic enim habes in posterioribus 
quia confirmata est salus nostra 
testificante deo signis quoque et 
prodigiis et variis virtutibus et 
spiritus sancti divisionibus [Heb 
2:3–4]. (88–102; CSEL 79: 34) 

Si autem hoc verum est, impiissime 
quidam inter omnia connumerant 
Spiritum Sanctum, dicentes in eo quod 
omnia per Verbum a Deo facta sunt, 
etiam significari Spiritus Sancti 
facturam. Neque enim unum ex 
omnibus, sed aliud extra omnia per 
substantiam ex utroque demonstratus 
est Spiritus Sanctus.1 ... Propter quod 
subjecit: Nonne omnes sunt 
administratorii spiritus, in ministerium 
missi? [Heb 1:14]. Licet enim non 
omnes singillatim invisibiles creaturae 
missae sunt, tamen quia eiusdem 
generis et honoris aliae missae sunt, 
quodammodo et ipsae possibilitate 
sunt missae: missarum consortes 
aequalisque substantiae. ... sed et Deus 
qui testimonium perhibet signis et 
portentis isti saluti, alius est ab 
omnibus administratoriis spiritibus: sic 
et Spiritus Sanctus, cuius diuisionibus 
iuxta voluntatem eius testimonium 
perhibet Deus, distribuens eum [cf. 1 
Cor 12:13], non per concisionis partes, 
sed per communionem quibus eum 
praestare decreuerit: alterius est et ipse 
substantiae ab his in quae dispertitur 
effusus. 
       Didymus, DSS 61.2–8; 63.10–15 
and 64.7–13 (SC 386: 198–202; PG 
39, 1045B–1046A, §13) 

   

                                                 
1 Faller only cites this text, but since Didymus’ exegesis of the Hebrews passage extends on, it 

would be prudent to quote more. 
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 While Ambrose’s point is to show that the Holy Spirit cannot be ranked among 

the angels because he does not worship and obey the Son the way creatures do, Didymus’ 

is to underscore the ontological difference between the Spirit and angels. While both 

passages differentiate the Holy Spirit from the angelic “ministering spirits” of the 

Hebrews passage, their conclusions run in different directions.  

Table A15: DSS 1.3.47–48 

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De Spiritu Sancto Text of Ambrose’s Source 

“A” ... utique et pater 'deus qui testificatur 
et adseverat signis et prodigiis' de 
salute nostra, exceptus a cunctis est. 
Similiter autem et spiritus, qui 
'divisionibus' suis nostrae 
testimonium fert saluti, non est in 
creaturarum plebe numerandus, sed 
cum patre aestimandus et filio. Qui 
non per incisiones sui dividitur ipse, 
cum dividit. Individuus enim cum sit, 
nihil amittit, cum omnibus largiatur, 
sicut et filius regnum patre accipiente 
nihil perdit nec pater, filio cum sua 
tradit, amittit. (105–112; CSEL 79: 
35) 

... sed et Deus qui testimonium 
perhibet signis et portentis isti 
saluti, alius est ab omnibus 
administratoriis spiritibus: sic et 
Spiritus Sanctus, cuius 
diuisionibus iuxta voluntatem eius 
testimonium perhibet Deus, 
distribuens eum [cf. 1 Cor 12:13], 
non per concisionis partes, sed per 
communionem quibus eum 
praestare decreuerit: alterius est et 
ipse substantiae ab his in quae 
dispertitur effusus. 
Didymus, DSS 64.7–13 (SC 386: 
202; PG 39, 1045B–1046A, §13) 

  

Didymus argues that the Holy Spirit shares God the Father’s ability to provide 

signs of salvation. Additionally, the Spirit has the power to pour himself out into 

communion with creatures without division. Ambrose argues that the Spirit gives signs 

along with the Father. Then, he reasons that the Holy Spirit loses nothing when he is 

divided as the Father loses nothing when he shares the kingdom with. The first part of 

this passage should be considered an (A) type of borrowing; Faller even adds quotation 

marks because they so closely match up with Jerome’s text of Didymus. 
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Table A16: DSS 1.3.50–51

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De 
Spiritu Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

“C” Quae enim essent illa 
omnia, sive visibilia sive 
invisibilia [Col 1:16], ipse 
signavit dicens: Quoniam 
in ipso condita sunt omnia 
in caelis et in terra [Col 
1:16]. Vides omnia de his 
dicta, quae vel in caelis 
sunt vel in terra; sunt enim 
in caelis etiam invisibilia, 
quae facta sunt. Tamen ne 
cui esset incognitum, 
addidit de quibus diceret: 
Sive sedes, inquit, sive 
dominationes sive 
principatus sive 
potestates, omnia per 
ipsum et in ipso creata 
sunt, et ipse est ante 
omnes, et omnia in ipso 
constant [Col 1:16]. 
Numquid ergo hic inter 
creaturas sanctum spiritum 
conpraehendit? Aut cum 
dicit ante omnes esse dei 
filium, numquid ante 
patrem dixisse 
aestimandus est? Non 
utique; nam sicut hic per 
filium dicit omnia creata 
esse et in ipso omnia 
constare caelestia, ita 
etiam in spiritu sancto 
vires habere universa 
caelestia dubitari non 
potest, quando lectum est: 
Verbo domini caeli firmati 
sunt et spiritu oris eius 
omnis virtus eorum [Ps 
32:6]. Super omnia est 
igitur, de quo est omnis 

Μάθοις δ’ ἂν τὴν πρὸς Πατέρα καὶ Υἱὸν τοῦ 
Πνεύματος κοινωνίαν καὶ ἐκ τῶν 
δημιουργημάτων τῶν ἐξ ἀρχῆς. Αἱ γὰρ 
καθαραὶ καὶ νοεραὶ καὶ ὑπερκόσμιοι 
δυνάμεις, ἅγιαι καὶ εἰσὶ καὶ ὀνομάζονται, ἐκ 
τῆς παρὰ τοῦ ἁγίου Πνεύματος ἐνδοθείσης 
χάριτος τὸν ἁγιασμὸν κεκτημέναι. Ὥστε 
ἀποσεσιώπηται μὲν ὁ τρόπος τῆς κτίσεως 
τῶν οὐρανίων δυνάμεων·ἀπὸ γὰρ τῶν 
αἰσθητῶν μόνον, τὸν δημιουργὸν ἡμῖν ὁ τὴν 
κοσμογονίαν συγγραψάμενος ἀπεκάλυψε. 
Σὺ δέ, ἔχων δύναμιν ἐκ τῶν ὁρατῶν 
ἀναλογίζεσθαι τὰ ἀόρατα, δόξαζε τὸν 
ποιητὴν ἐν ᾧ ἐκτίσθη τὰ πάντα, εἴτε ὁρατά, 
εἴτε ἀόρατα, εἴτε ἀρχαί, εἴτε ἐξουσίαι, εἴτε 
δυνάμεις, εἴτε θρόνοι, εἴτε κυριότητες, καὶ εἴ 
τινές εἰσιν ἕτεραι λογικαὶ φύσεις, 
ἀκατονόμαστοι [cf. Col 1:16]. Ἐν δὲ τῇ 
τούτων κτίσει ἐννόησόν μοι τὴν 
προκαταρκτικὴν αἰτίαν τῶν γινομένων, τὸν 
Πατέρα· τὴν δημιουργικήν, τὸν Υἱόν· τὴν 
τελειωτικήν, τὸ Πνεῦμα· ὥστε βουλήματι 
μὲν τοῦ Πατρὸς τὰ λειτουργικὰ πνεύματα 
ὑπάρχειν, ἐνεργείᾳ δὲ τοῦ Υἱοῦ εἰς τὸ εἶναι 
παράγεσθαι, παρουσίᾳ δὲ τοῦ Πνεύματος 
τελειοῦσθαι. Τελείωσις δὲ ἀγγέλων, 
ἁγιασμός, καὶ ἡ ἐν τούτῳ διαμονή. Καὶ 
μηδεὶς οἰέσθω με ἢ τρεῖς εἶναι λέγειν 
ἀρχικὰς ὑποστάσεις, ἢ ἀτελῆ φάσκειν τοῦ 
Υἱοῦ τὴν ἐνέργειαν. Ἀρχὴ γὰρ τῶν ὄντων 
μία, δι’ Υἱοῦ δημιουργοῦσα, καὶ τελειοῦσα 
ἐν Πνεύματι. Καὶ οὔτε Πατήρ, ὁ τὰ πάντα ἐν 
πᾶσιν ἐνεργῶν [1 Cor 12:6]. ἀτελῆ ἔχει τὴν 
ἐνέργειαν· οὔτε Υἱὸς ἐλλιπῆ τὴν 
δημιουργίαν, μὴ τελειουμένην παρὰ τοῦ 
Πνεύματος. Οὕτω γὰρ ἂν οὔτε Πατὴρ 
προσδεηθείη Υἱοῦ, μόνῳ τῷ θέλειν 
δημιουργῶν·ἀλλ’ ὅμως θέλει διὰ Υἱοῦ. Οὔτ’ 
ἂν Υἱὸς συνεργίας προσδεηθείη, καθ’ 
ὁμοιότητα τοῦ Πατρὸς ἐνεργῶν· ἀλλὰ καὶ 
Υἱὸς θέλει διὰ τοῦ Πνεύματος τελειοῦν· Τῷ 
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Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De 
Spiritu Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

caelestium et terrestrium 
virtus. (120–137; CSEL 
79: 35–36) 

λόγῳ γὰρ Κυρίου οἱ οὐρανοὶ ἐστερεώθησαν, 
καὶ τῷ Πνεύματι τοῦ στόματος αὐτοῦ πᾶσα 
ἡ δύναμις αὐτῶν [Ps 32:6]. 
       Basil, DSS 16.38 (1–31; SC 17bis: 344–
45) 

   

 This passage ought to be classified as a (C) type of borrowing, since Ambrose 

does follow the sequence of Basil’s passages. Both authors reason that Col 1:16 does not 

show the Spirit amidst created things, but that the Spirit was active in the formation of the 

world as revealed in Ps 33:6. However, Basil takes pains to distinguish the activity of the 

Father, Son, and the Holy Spirit, designating a manner of causality to each one, while 

nothing similar occurs in Ambrose’s parallel passage. See Chapter Seven above.

Table A17: DSS 1.3.53 

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De Spiritu Sancto Text of Ambrose’s Source 

“D” Arbitror, clementissime imperator, 
plenissime confutatos eos, qui audent 
inter omnia sanctum spiritum 
conputare. Sed tamen ut sciant non 
solum apostolicis se testimoniis, sed 
etiam dominicis perurgueri, quomodo 
audent inter omnia numerare spiritum, 
quando ipse dominus dixit: Qui 
blasphemaverit in filium hominis, 
remittetur ei; qui autem 
blasphemaverit in spiritum sanctum, 
nec hic nec in futuro remittetur ei? 
[Mt 12:32 / Mk 3:29] Quomodo igitur 
inter creaturas audet quisquam 
spiritum conputare? Aut quis se sic 
obligat, ut, si creaturae derogaverit, 
non putet sibi hoc aliqua venia 
relaxandum? (143–152; CSEL 79: 36–
37) 

ὁ δὲ κύριος εἰδὼς τὰς ἐνθυμήσεις 
αὐτῶν εἶπεν αὐτοῖς· πᾶσα 
βασιλεία μερισθεῖσα καθ’ 
ἑαυτὴν ἐρημοῦται [Mt 12:28]. 
καὶ εἰρηκώς·εἰ δὲ ἐν πνεύματι 
θεοῦ ἐγὼ ἐκβάλλω τὰ δαιμόνια, 
ἄρα ὑμῖν· πᾶσα ἁμαρτία καὶ 
βλασφημία ἀφεθήσεται ὑμῖν τοῖς 
ἀνθρώποις· ἡ δὲτοῦ πνεύματος 
βλασφημία οὐκ ἀφεθήσεται· καὶ 
ὃς ἂν εἴπῃ λόγον κατὰ τοῦ υἱοῦ 
τοῦ ἀνθρώπου, ἀφεθήσεται 
αὐτῷ· ὃς δ’ ἂν εἴπῃ κατὰ τοῦ 
πνεύματος τοῦ ἁγίου, οὐκ 
ἀφεθήσεται αὐτῷ οὔτε ἐν τῷ 
αἰῶνι τούτῳ οὔτε ἐν τῷ μέλλοντι 
[Mt 12:31–32]. 
       Athanasius, Ep. Serap. 4.2–3 
(12–22; AW 1/1: 581). 
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 The only similarity between these passages is that they both quote Mt 12:32 about 

the blasphemy against the Holy Spirit. This would seem significant at first glance. But 

when it is noted that in the so-called Ep. Serap. 4, Athanasius’ task is actually to affirm 

the divinity of the Son, not the Spirit, then we must conclude that there is no evidence 

here that Ambrose took from Athanasius, so the passage must be rated a (D). Faller was 

probably led to his conclusion given that this separate treatise on the Holy Spirit 

circulated along with the three genuine letters to Serapion and until relatively recently 

was considered part of what was the fourth letter to Serapion, which has since been 

rightly recognized as part of the the third letter.1  

What was Ambrose’s source? Surprisingly, neither Didymus nor Basil uses this 

“blasphemy against the Spirit” Gospel passage in substantial ways in their texts, probably 

because a tradition of interpreting it to be about the Son’s divinity. The same is true in 

Hilary, the pre-eminent Latin writer of the generation before Ambrose.2 Thus, it seems to 

me that the connection between the Mat. 12:31–32 passage and the divinity of the Holy 

Spirit is a contribution of Ambrose.  

Table A18: DSS 1.3.54 

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De 
Spiritu Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

“D”  Cur autem dixerit 
dominus qui 
blasphemaverit in filium 
hominis, remittetur ei; 
qui autem blasphemaverit 

ἀδιαίρετος γάρ ἐστιν ἡ ἁγία καὶ τελεία καὶ 
μακαρία τριάς. ἔτι δ’ αὖ εἰ πάντα διὰ υἱοῦ 
γέγονε καὶ ἐν αὐτῷ τὰ πάντα συνέστηκε, πῶς 
ἂν ἐκτὸς εἴη τῶν δι’ αὐτοῦ γενομένων; μὴ 
ὄντων δὲ ἐκείνων αὐτοῦ μακρὰν ἐν πᾶσιν ἂν 

                                                 
1 See Shapland’s introduction, The Letters of Saint Athanasius. 11–16 and Syavvidis’ notes at AW 

1/1, 579–80. 

2 See Hilary, Commentarium in Matheum 5.15 and 12.17; idem, De Trinitate 2.30 and 8.21–24.  
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Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De 
Spiritu Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

in spiritum sanctum, nec 
hic nec in futuro 
remittetur ei, diligenter 
adverte [Mt 12:32; Mk 
3:29]. Numquid alia est 
offensa fili, alia spiritus 
sancti? Sicut enim una 
dignitas, sic una iniuria. 
Sed si quis corporis 
specie deceptus humani, 
remissius aliquid sentit 
de Christi carne quam 
dignum est—neque enim 
vilis nobis debet videri, 
quae aula virtutis, fructus 
est virginis—, habet 
culpam, non est tamen 
exclusus a venia, quam 
fide possit adscire. Si qui 
vero sancti spiritus 
dignitatem, maiestatem et 
potestatem abneget 
sempiternam et putet non 
in spiritu dei eici 
daemonia, sed in 
Beelzebub [Mt 12:27–
28], non potest ibi 
exoratio esse veniae, ubi 
sacrilegii plenitudo est, 
quia qui spiritum negavit, 
et dominum patrem 
negavit et filium, 
quoniam idem est spiritus 

καὶ αὐτὸς εἰκότως εἴη· ὡς ἐξ ἀνάγκης τὸν εἰς 
τὸν υἱὸν μαρτάνοντα καὶ βλασφημοῦντα 
ἁμαρτάνειν καὶ εἰς τὸν πατέρα καὶ εἰς τὸ 
ἅγιον πνεῦμα. 
        Athanasius, Ep. Serap. 4.5.2 (5–10; AW 
1/1: 584) 1 
 
τοιαύτης δὲ οὔσης τῆς ἐκκλησιαστικῆς 
πίστεως, ὅταν τινὲς εἰς τὰ ἀνθρώπινα 
βλέποντες ἴδωσι τὸν κύριον διψῶντα ἢ 
κοπιῶντα ἢ πάσχοντα καὶ μόνον 
φλυαρήσωσιν, ὡς κατὰ ἀνθρώπου τοῦ 
σωτῆρος, ἁμαρτάνουσι μὲν μεγάλως, 
δύνανται δὲ ὅμως ταχέως μεταγινώσκοντες 
λαμβάνειν συγγνώμην, ἔχοντες πρόφασιν τὴν 
τοῦ σώματος ἀσθένειαν. ὅταν δὲ πάλιν τὰ τῆς 
θεότητος ἔργα θεωροῦντές τινες διστάσωσι 
περὶ τῆς τοῦ σώματος φύσεως καὶ αὐτοὶ μὲν 
ἁμαρτάνουσι τὰ μέγιστα, ὅτι καίτοι βλέποντες 
ἐσθίοντα καὶ πάσχοντα φαντάζονται 
φαντασίαν· συγγινώσκειν δὲ ὅμως καὶ τούτοις 
ταχέως μεταγινώσκουσιν ὁ Χριστὸς δύναται 
διὰ τὸ καὶ αὐτοὺς ἔχειν πρόφασιν τὴν ἐκ τῶν 
ἔργων ὑπὲρ ἄνθρωπον μεγαλειότητα. ἐπειδὰν 
δὲ τὴν ἀμφοτέρων τούτων ἄγνοιαν καὶ 
πήρωσιν ὑπερβάντες οἱ δοκοῦντες ἔχειν τοῦ 
νόμου τὴν γνῶσιν (οἷοι ἦσαν οἱ τότε 
φαρισαῖοι) εἰς μανίαν τραπῶσι καὶ αὐτὸν τὸν 
ἐν τῷ σώματι λόγον τέλεον ἀρνήσωνται ἢ καὶ 
τὰ τῆς θεότητος ἔργα τῷ διαβόλῳ καὶ τοῖς 
τούτου δαίμοσιν ἀναφέρωσιν, εἰκότως 
ἀσύγγνωστον ἔχουσι τὴν ἐκ τῆς τοιαύτης 
ἀσεβείας ἐπιτιμίαν.2 

                                                 
1 Translation: “For the holy and complete and blessed Trinity is undifferentiated. But further, if all 

things have come to be through the Son and in him all things hold together, how could he exist completely 
away from those things which have come to be through him? But since he is not [identical to] those things, 
he would be far from similar in all things with the result that from necessity one who is sinning and 
blaspheming against the Son sins also against the Father and against the Holy Spirit.”    

2 I included the last sentence to reveal better the purpose of Athansius’ argument even though 
Faller did not for his purposes.  
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Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De 
Spiritu Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

dei, qui spiritus Christi 
est. (159–73; CSEL 79: 
37–38) 

         Athanasius, Ep. Serap. 4.8.2–4 (7–23; 
AW 1/1: 587–88) 

   
  

See the previous passage. The aims of these two are quite different. Ambrose 

attempts to show that denying the power of the Spirit is unpardonable blasphemy. 

Athansius shows the same thing for the Son’s divinity—not the Holy Spirit’s. In other 

words, Ambrose’s focus is pneumatology and Athansius’ Christology. The only 

similarity is the place where Ambrose states that to deny the Spirit’s power in this way 

also is to deny the lordship of the Father and the Son. But he could have received this 

interpretation from Basil (18.46) or Didymus (275.1–76.4).

Table A19: DSS 1.4.55 

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De Spiritu 
Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

“A” 
 

  

Unum autem esse spiritum nemo 
dubitaverit, etsi de uno deo 
plerique dubitarunt; alium enim 
dixerunt plerique heretici deum 
veteris, alium novi testamenti. 
Sed sicut unus pater, qui et olim 
locutus est, ut legimus, patribus 
in prophetis et in novissimis 
diebus nobis est locutus in filio 
[Heb 1:1–2], et sicut unus filius, 
qui iuxta veteris seriem testamenti 
ab Adam offensus, ab Abraham 
visus, a Iacob adoratus est, ita 
etiam spiritus sanctus unus est, 
qui efferbuit in prophetis, 
insufflatus est apostolis, copulatus 
est patri et filio in baptismatis 
sacramentis. (1–10; CSEL 79: 38) 

Nemo autem suspicetur alium Spiritum 
Sanctum fuisse in sanctis uiris ante 
aduentum Domini et alium in apostolis 
caeterisque discipulis, et quasi 
homonymum in differentibus esse 
substantiis. Possumus quippe et 
testimonia de diuinis Litteris exhibere, 
quia idem Spiritus et in apostolis et in 
prophetis fuerit.  
        Didymus, DSS 6.1–6 (SC 386: 
146; PG 39, 1034C, §3) 
        Arguendus ex praesenti capitulo 
haereticorum error, qui bonitatem a 
iustitia separantes, alium Deum 
bonum, alium iustum esse finxerunt. 
            Didymus, DSS 203.1–3 (SC 
386: 326; PG 39, 1072B, §45) 
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 Didymus goes on to cite Heb 3:7 and Acts 28:25 after the text of the first citation. 

Especially given that Ambrose’s opponents never claim there are different Holy Spirits in 

the OT and NT and the logic of Homoian pneumatology would not need to do so, one 

suspects he was closely paraphrasing Didymus by bringing up this argument. Faller notes 

the second Didymus text as a source for the reference to some kind of Marcionism, but 

Ambrose would not need Didymus to know of this belief. Thus, the first citation is “A”, 

though we also see Ambrose adding his own biblical text to shore up his argument, and 

so the second should not be considered a source. 

Table A20: DSS 1.4.56 

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De Spiritu 
Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

“B”  Ut scias quia idem spiritus dei est, 
qui est spiritus sanctus, sicut et in 
Apostolo legimus: nemo in spiritu 
dei loquens dicit anathema Iesu et 
nemo dicit dominum Iesum nisi in 
spiritu sancto [1 Cor 12:3], ipsum 
apostolus spiritum dei dixit, ipsum 
etiam spiritum Christi adpellavit, 
sicut habes: Vos autem in carne 
non estis, sed in spiritu, si tamen 
spiritus dei inhabitat in vobis. Si 
quis autem spiritum Christi non 
habet, hic non est eius, et infra: 
Quod si spiritus eius, qui 
suscitavit Iesum a mortuis, habitat 
in vobis [Rom 8:9]. (16–24; CSEL 
79: 39) 

Apostolus quoque ad Corinthios 
scribens, et enumerans eos qui 
regnum coelorum sunt consecuturi, 
addit dicens: Et haec quidem fuistis; 
sed abluti estis, sed sanctificati estis, 
sed justificati estis, in nomine Jesu 
Christi et in Spiritu Dei nostri [1 Cor 
6:11]: Spiritum Dei, non alium 
asserens esse quam Spiritum 
sanctum. Etenim in consequentibus 
idem approbat, dicens: Nemo in 
Spiritu Dei loquens, dicit anathema 
Jesu: et nemo dicit Dominum Jesum, 
nisi in Spiritu sancto [1 Cor 12:3], 
Spiritum Dei, Spiritum sanctum esse 
confirmans. 
       Didymus, DSS 15.1–10 (SC 386: 
154–56; PG 39, 1036C, §4)  

 

 Faller correctly shows that Ambrose followed Didymus’ argument that the Holy 

Spirit can be identified with the appellation “Spirit of God (spiritus dei)” in Scripture. 
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However, rather than the long series of lines suggesed as a source (Didymus, DSS 10 ff. 

(PG 39, 1036B–C, §4)), the above quotation can be specified as Ambrose’s source. Note 

that Ambrose also uses 1 Cor 12:3, but he cites it first and then uses a different Pauline 

text than Didymus.

Table A21: DSS 1.4.59–60 

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s 
De Spiritu Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

“C”  Ipsum quoque esse 
spiritum sanctum, 
qui est spiritus 
domini, Petrus docet 
dicens: Annania, 
quid tibi visum est 
mentiri spiritui 
sancto? et statim ad 
uxorem Annaniae 
idem ait: Quid vobis 
visum est temptare 
spiritum domini? 
[Acts 5:3 and 5:9] 
Cum dicit vobis, 
ostendit de eo 
dictum spiritu, de 
quo Annaniae 
dixerat. Ipse est 
ergo spiritus 
domini, qui spiritus 
sanctus. Ipsum 
etiam spiritum 
sanctum, qui 
spiritus patris est, 
declaravit dominus 
dicens secundum 
Matthaeum in 
persecutione non 
cogitandum, quid 
loquamur; non enim 
vos estis, qui 
loquimini, sed 

Neque uero ex his tantum quae praemisimus. 
Trinitatis unitas edocetur, sed ex innumerabilibus 
aliis, de quibus rursum secundum suum ordinem 
pauca ponemus. Arguens Petrus Ananiam in eo 
quod in uenditione agri, cuius se totum pretium 
obtulisse dicebat, fraudem fecisset ex medio, Sancti 
Spiritus unitatem ad Deum, non secundum 
numerum, sed iuxta substantiam comprobauit, 
dicens: Anania, quare compleuit Satanas cor tuum, 
ut mentireris Spiritui Sancto, et absconderes de 
pretio agri? Nonne manens tibi manebat, et 
uenditum in tua erat potestate? Quare posuisti in 
corde tuo rem istam? Non hominibus mentitus es, 
sed Deo [Acts 5:3–4]. Si enim qui Deo mentitur, 
mentitur Spiritui Sancto; et qui Spiritui Sancto 
mentitur, mentitur Deo, nulli dubium est 
consortium Spiritus Sancti esse cum Deo. Et quo 
modo sanctitas subsistit in Deo, eodem modo et 
deitas intelligitur in Spiritu Sancto.  
 
Iste autem Spiritus Sanctus, quem diximus eiusdem 
naturae esse cum Patre, etiam a Filii diuinitate non 
differt, Saluatore dicente discipulis: Cum in 
synagogas et principatus et potestates 
introduxerint uos, nolite solliciti esse solliciti 
quomodo, aut quid respondeatis. Spiritus enim 
Sanctus docebit uos in ipsa hora quid debeatis 
dicere. [Lk 12:21] Ponite in cordibus uestris non 
praemeditari ad respondendum. Ego enim dabo 
uobis os et sapientiam, cui non poterunt resistere, 
aut contradicere [Lk 21:14]. Et in his quippe 
dicens non debere eos esse sollicitos, quid 
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Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s 
De Spiritu Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

spiritus patris 
vestri, qui loquitur 
in vobis [Mat 
10:19–20]. Idem 
autem secundum 
Lucan ait: Nolite 
solliciti esse, 
qualiter 
respondeatis aut 
dicatis; spiritus 
enim sanctus 
docebit vos in ipsa 
hora, quae oporteat 
dicere [Lk 12:11–
12]. (41–53; CSEL 
79: 40) 

respondeant contradicentibus quia in eadem hora 
doceantur a Spiritu Sancto quid debeant 
respondere, statim intulit quae sit causa fiduciae: 
Ponite, dicens, in cordibus uestris non 
praemeditari ad respondendum: ego enim dabo 
uobis os, id est sermonem, et sapientiam, cui non 
poterunt resistere aut contradicere [Lk 21:14]. 
Cum enim dixerit, in tempore respondendi doceri 
eos a Spiritu Sancto quid debeant respondere, in 
sequentibus ait: Ego enim dabo uobis os et 
sapientiam, etc. [Lk 21:14].  
 
Ex quibus ostenditur sapientiam quae discipulis 
datur a Filio Spiritus Sancti esse sapientiam, et 
doctrinam Spiritus Sancti, Domini esse doctrinam, 
unumque et naturae et uoluntatis consortium esse 
Spiritus Sancti cum Filio.           
           Didymus, DSS 82.1–85.5 (SC 386: 220–24; 
PG 39: 1090A–D, §§18–19) 

   

 Ambrose uses the passage in Acts to prove that the Holy Spirit is the Spirit of the 

Son and of the Father, which concludes a train of argumentation started in DSS 1.4.55 

aimed to define the biblical range of meaning of “Holy Spirit”. For Didymus, this passage 

demonstrates the principle that the Holy Spirit and the Son have a single activity and 

therefore a single substance because the Holy Spirit gives Peter wisdom to know 

Ananias’ true motives while the Son and Holy Spirit in the Lucan passages also equip the 

disciples to speak in the face of persecution. Ambrose follows the pattern of biblical 

passages in Didymus but towards a different conclusion, as Faller already noted on this 

text. Faller also references Basil, DSS 16.37 in which he refers to the same Ananias 

passage. Basil’s purpose is the same as Didymus’ here: to show that sameness of the 
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work of the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, and therefore their same substance. If one of 

these two inspired Ambrose it was more likely Didymus since he also cites the Gospel 

text in the same order while Basil does not. 

Table A22: DSS 1.5.62 

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De 
Spiritu Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

“A”  Non ergo sanctus spiritus 
de substantia 
corporalium; hic enim 
corporalibus incorpoream 
infundit gratiam. Sed nec 
de substantia invisibilium 
creaturarum est; nam et 
illae sanctificationem 
huius accipiunt et per 
hunc reliquis mundi 
operibus antecellunt. (1–
11; CSEL 79: 41) 

Cum enim creaturae in visibilia, et in 
invisibilia, id est in corporalia et in 
incorporalia partiantur, nec de corporalibus 
substantiis est Spiritus sanctus, animae et 
sensus habitator, sermonis et sapientiae, et 
scientiae effector: nec de invisibilibus 
creaturis, haec quippe omnia sapientiae et 
ceterarumque virtutum, et sanctificationis 
capacia sunt. Ista uero substantia, de qua 
nunc sermo est, sapientiae et sanctificationis 
effectrix est. 
           Didymus, DSS 10.3–11.2 (SC 386: 
150–52; PG 39, 1035C, §4) 

   

 Ambrose’s argument closely paraphrases Didymus’ except that he uses the 

general concept of grace (gratia) to demonstrate the Spirit’s incorporeal nature while 

Didymus appeals to the particular gifts of the Spirit of knowledge, wisdom, and speech. 

Table A23: DSS 1.5.63 

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of 
Ambrose’s De 
Spiritu Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

“D” Omnis ergo 
creatura 
mutabilis [Rom 
8:22], non solum 
ea, quae iam 
peccato aliquo aut 
'elementorum' 

Ὅτι δὲ ἄνω τῆς κτίσεώς ἐστι τὸ πνεῦμα καὶ ἄλλο μὲν 
παρὰ τὴν τῶν γενητῶν φύσιν, ἴδιον δὲ τῆς θεότητος, 
ἔξεστι καὶ ἐκ τούτων πάλιν συνιδεῖν. ἄτρεπτον καὶ 
ἀναλλοίωτόν ἐστι τὸ πνεῦμα τὸ ἅγιον·«ἅγιον» γάρ 
φησι, «πνεῦμα σοφίας φεύξεται δόλον καὶ 
ἀπαναστήσεται ἀπὸ λογισμῶν ἀσυνέτων» [Wis 1:5] 
αὶ ὁ μὲν Πέτρος φησίν· «ἐν τῷ ἀφθάρτῳ τοῦ πραέος 
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Borrowing 

Text of 
Ambrose’s De 
Spiritu Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

condicione mutata 
est [cf. Gal 4:3 
and 9], verum 
etiam, quae 
corruptelae potest 
esse obnoxia vitio 
naturae, etsi 
nondum est studio 
disciplinae. Nam 
<si>, ut in 
superioribus libris 
docuimus, et 
angelorum 
naturam liquet 
potuisse mutari, 
utique aestimari 
convenit quia, 
qualis unius 
natura, talis et 
ceterorum. 
Mutabilis ergo et 
reliquorum 
natura, sed melior 
disciplina. (14–
20; CSEL 79: 41–
42) 

καὶ ἡσυχίου πνεύματος» [1 Pt 3:4].. καὶ πάλιν ἐν τῇ 
Σοφίᾳ· «τὸ γὰρ ἄφθαρτόν σου πνεῦμά ἐστιν ἐν 
πᾶσι» καί, εἰ «οὐδεὶς οἶδε τὰ τοῦ θεοῦ εἰ μὴ τὸ 
πνεῦμα τοῦ θεοῦ τὸ ἐν αὐτῷ» [1 Cor 2:11], οὐκ ἔνι δὲ 
παρὰ τῷ θεῷ, ὡς εἶπεν ὁ Ἰάκωβος, «παραλλαγὴ ἢ 
τροπῆς ἀποσκίασμα» [Jam 1:17. ἐν τῷ θεῷ ὂν τὸ 
πνεῦμα τὸ ἅγιον εἰκότως ἂν εἴη ἄτρεπτον καὶ 
ἀπαράλλακτον καὶ ἄφθαρτον. ἡ δὲ τῶν γενητῶν καὶ 
κτιστῶν φύσις ἐστὶ τρεπτή, ἅτε δὴ ἔξωθεν οὖσα τῆς 
τοῦ θεοῦ οὐσίας καὶ ἐξ οὐκ ὄντων 
ὑποστᾶσα· «πᾶς» μὲν γὰρ «ἄνθρωπος», 
φησί, «ψεύστης» [Ps 115:2]. καί· «πάντες ἥμαρτον 
καὶ ὑστεροῦντ  αι τῆς δόξης τοῦ θεοῦ» [Rom 
3:23]. «ἀγγέλους δὲ τοὺς μὴ τηρήσαντας τὴν ἑαυτῶν 
ἀρχήν, ἀλλ’ ἀπολιπόντας τὸ ἴδιον οἰκητήριον εἰς 
κρίσιν μεγάλης ἡμέρας δεσμοῖς ἀιδίοις ὑπὸ ζόφον 
τετήρηκεν» [Jud 6]. ἐν δὲ τῷ Ἰώβ· «εἰ κατὰ ἁγίων 
ἀγγέλων αὐτοῦ οὐ πιστεύει» [Jb 4:18], «ἄστρα δὲ οὐ 
καθαρὰ ἐνώπιον αὐτοῦ» [Jb 25:5]. ὁ δὲ Παῦλος 
γράφει· «οὐκ οἴδατε, ὅτι ἀγγέλους κρινοῦμεν, μήτιγε 
βιωτικά» [1 Cor 6:3]; ἀλλὰ γὰρ καὶ ἠκούσαμεν, ὅτι ὁ 
διάβολος ἐν μέσῳ τῶν χερουβὶμ ὢν καὶ 
«ἀποσφράγισμα ὁμοιώσεως» [cf. Ez 10:6–
7] γενόμενος «ἐξέπεσεν ἐκ τῶν οὐρανῶν ὡς 
ἀστραπή» [Lk 10:18]. εἰ δὲ τὰ μὲν κτίσματα τρεπτὴν 
ἔχει τὴν φύσιν καὶ γέγραπται περὶ ἀγγέλων τοιαῦτα, 
τὸ δὲ πνεῦμα τὸ αὐτό ἐστι καὶ ἀναλλοίωτον καὶ τῆς 
τοῦ υἱοῦ ἀτρεψίας ἐστί, μένον ἀεὶ σὺν αὐτῷ 
ἄτρεπτον, ποία ὁμοιότης τῷ ἀτρέπτῳ πρὸς τὰ 
τρεπόμενα; 
        Athanasius, Ep. Serap. 1.26.1–6 (1–24; AW 1/1: 
515–16) 

   

 There is no reason to name Athanasius as the source for Ambrose’s principle that 

the Spirit is immutable. Firstly, the scriptural passages do not overlap. Secondly, the 

immutability of the Spirit is argued for in Didymus, DSS 56–59, which might have 
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suggested the argument to Ambrose, especially since just after this passage Ambrose 

utilizes Didymus.  

Table A24: DSS 1.5.64 

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De Spiritu 
Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

“B” Ergo omnis mutabilis creatura, sed 
non mutabilis spiritus sanctus. 
Neque enim aliquo vitio mutari 
potest, qui omnium abolet vitia, 
peccata condonat. Quomodo ergo 
mutabilis, qui sanctificando alios 
mutat ad gratiam, non ipse mutatur? 
Quomodo mutabilis, qui bonus 
semper est? Neque enim malus 
umquam spiritus sanctus, per quem 
nobis, quae bona sunt, ministrantur. 
Unde et evangelistae duo in uno 
eodem que loco diversis quidem 
inter se verbis, sed eadem 
designarunt; habes enim in 
Matthaeo: Si vos, cum sitis mali, 
nostis bona data dare filiis vestris, 
quanto magis pater vester, qui in 
caelis est, dabit bona petentibus se 
[Mt 7:11]; secundum Lucan autem 
invenies ita scriptum: Quanto magis 
pater vester de caelo dabit spiritum 
sanctum petentibus se [Lk 11:13]. 
Advertimus enim bonum esse 
spiritum sanctum domini iudicio, 
evangelistarum testimonio, quando 
alius pro sancto spiritu 'bona', alius 
pro bonis 'sanctum spiritum' 
nominavit. (22–37; CSEL 79: 42–
43) 

... quia istiusmodi natura mutabilis 
est. Porro Spiritus sanctus, 
confessione omnium, immutabilis 
est sanctificator, scientiae divinae 
et universorum attributor 
bonorum, et, ut breuius dicam, 
ipse subsistens in his bonis quae a 
Domino largiuntur. Nam eumdem 
Evangelii locum Matthaeus 
Lucasque describens, alter ex his 
ait: Quanto magis Pater coelestis 
dabit bona petentibus se? [Mt 
7:11] Alter vero: Quanto magis 
Pater vester coelestis dabit 
Spiritum suum sanctum petentibus 
se? [Lk 11:13] Ex quibus apparet, 
Spiritum sanctum plenitudinem 
esse donorum Dei; et ea quae 
divinitus administrantur, non 
absque eo subsistere; quia omnes 
utilitates, quae ex donorum Dei 
gratia suscipiuntur, ex isto fonte 
demanant. Quod autem 
substantialiter bonum est, non 
potest extraneae capax esse 
bonitatis, cum ipsum tribuat 
caeteris bonitatem. 
        Didymus, DSS 11–13 (SC 
386: 152–54; PG 39, 1035C – 
1036A, §4) 

   

 

 Didymus’ argument is more sophisticated; Ambrose does not utilize the language 

of capax/capabilis here (though he does below in 1.5.74–75). However, both by 
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considering the Spirit to be the source of sanctification  and forgiveness and immutability 

while creatures depend on him for holiness, forgiveness, and the ability to cease changing 

and by aligning these particular two Gospel passages, Ambrose has clearly followed 

Didymus closely. See discussion in Chapter Six. 

Table A25: DSS 1.5.69 

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s 
De Spiritu Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

“B” Sed videamus, 
utrum bonitatem 
habeat, cum fons sit 
principiumque 
bonitatis. Sicut 
pater bonitatem 
habet et filius habet, 
ita etiam bonitatem 
habet spiritus 
sanctus. ... (67–70; 
CSEL 79: 40) 

Deus uero cum bonus sit, fons et principium 
bonorum est. Facit igitur bonos eos, quibus se 
impertit, bonus ipse non factus ab alio sed 
subsistens: ideo capabilis, non capax.  
       Didymus, DSS 17.1–4 (SC 386: 158; PG 39, 
1036D, §5) 
 
... sin uero sanctos facit capaces sui, cum Patre 
ponatur et Filio. Quod autem ab aliis capiatur 
Spiritus Sanctus, et non alia capiat .... 
       Didymus, DSS 19.3–5 (SC 386: 160; PG 39, 
1037C, §5) 

   

 

 Ambrose goes on to cite Gal 5:22, Mt 7:17 and 19:17, Ps 33[32]:6, 1 Cor 2:10, Jn 

16:15, Eph 5:8, and Ps 142, but none of these are mentioned in the Didymus text. 

Didymus also writes about the Holy Spirit as the source of good things in 43–53 as well 

as in the passage Faller suggests. It appears Ambrose found the suggestion for his 

argument in this section from Didymus, but he developed it in a different direction for 

himself. 

 
 
 
 



 

320 
 

Table A26: DSS 1.5.72 

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De Spiritu 
Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

“A” Qui cum sit inaccessibilis 
natura, receptabilis tamen 
propter bonitatem suam nobis 
est, conplens virtute omnia, 
sed qui solis participetur 
iustis, simplex substantia, 
opulens virtutibus, unicuique 
praesens, dividens de suo 
singulis et ubique totus. (87–
91; CSEL 79: 45) 

Ἀπρόσιτον τῇ φύσει· χωρητὸν δι’ 
ἀγαθότητα· πάντα μὲν πληροῦν τῇ 
δυνάμει, μόνοις δὲ ὂν μεθεκτὸν 
τοῖς ἀξίοις, οὐχ ἑνὶ μέτρῳ μετεχόμενον, 
ἀλλὰ κατ’ ἀναλογίαν τῆς πίστεως 
διαιροῦν τὴν ἐνέργειαν. Ἁπλοῦν τῇ 
οὐσίᾳ, ποικίλον ταῖς δυνάμεσιν· ὅλον 
ἑκάστῳ παρὸν καὶ ὅλον ἁπανταχοῦ ὄν. 
        Basil, DSS 9.22 (29 – 34; SC 17bis: 
324–26) 

   

  

Ambrose translates Basil here. See Faller’s discussion of this particular passage in 

CSEL 79: 18*–19*.  

Table A27: DSS 1.5.74 

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of 
Ambrose’s De 
Spiritu Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

“A” Ite, baptizate 
gentes in nomine 
patris et fili et 
spiritus sancti 
[Mat 28:19], non 
dedignatus sancti 
spiritus 
societatem. Cur 
igitur, quod 
dominus non 
dedignatus est in 
baptismatis 
sacramento, 
moleste ferunt 
aliqui filio vel 
patri spiritum 
nostra devotione 
coniungi? (92–96; 
CSEL 79: 45–46) 

Εἰ γὰρ ὁ μὲν Κύριος σαφῶς ἐν τῇ παραδόσει τοῦ 
σωτηρίου βαπτίσματος προσέταξε τοῖς μαθηταῖς 
βαπτίζειν πάντα τὰ ἔθνη «εἰς ὄνομα Πατρὸς καὶ Υἱοῦ 
καὶ ἁγίου Πνεύματος» [Mat 28:19], οὐκ ἀπαξιῶν τὴν 
πρὸς αὐτὸ κοινωνίαν, οὗτοι δὲ μὴ χρῆναι αὐτὸ Πατρὶ 
καὶ Υἱῷ συντάσσειν λέγουσι· πῶς οὐχὶ τῇ τοῦ Θεοῦ 
διαταγῇ προδήλως ἀνθίστανται;  Εἰ μὲν γὰρ οὐκ εἶναί 
φασι τὴν τοιαύτην σύνταξιν κοινωνίας τινὸς καὶ 
συναφείας δηλωτικήν, εἰπάτωσαν τί μὲν νομίζειν 
τοῦτο προσήκει, τίνα δὲ ἕτερον συναφείας τρόπον 
οἰκειότερον ἔχουσι. Καίτοιγε εἰ μὴ συνῆψεν ὁ 
Κύριος ἑαυτῷ καὶ τῷ Πατρὶ τὸ Πνεῦμα κατὰ τὸ 
βάπτισμα, μηδὲ ἡμῖν τὴν συνάφειαν ἐγκαλείτωσαν. 
Οὐδὲν γὰρ ἡμεῖς ἀλλοιότερον οὔτε φρονοῦμεν, οὔτε 
φθεγγόμεθα. Εἰ δὲ συνῆπται ἐκεῖ τῷ Πατρὶ καὶ τῷ 
Υἱῷ, καὶ οὐδεὶς οὕτως ἀναιδὴς ὥστε ἄλλο τι φῆσαι, 
μηδ’ οὕτως ἡμῖν ἐγκαλείτωσαν, εἰ τοῖς γεγραμμένοις 
ἀκολουθοῦμεν 
        Basil, DSS 10.24 (5–21; SC 17bis: 332–33) 
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 Ambrose follows Basil closely by trying to make out his opponents to be 

disassociating Jesus and the Holy Spirit when Jesus binds himself to the Spirit in Mat 

28:19. Ambrose’s expression non dedignatus sancti spiritus societatem almost translates 

Basil’s οὐκ ἀπαξιῶν τὴν πρὸς αὐτὸ κοινωνίαν. 

Table A28: DSS 1.5.74 

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De 
Spiritu Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

“B” Bonus ergo spiritus, 
bonus autem non quasi 
adquirens, sed quasi 
inpertiens bonus est; non 
enim accipit a creaturis, 
sed accipitur spiritus 
sanctus, sicut non 
sanctificatur, sed ipse 
sanctificat. enim 
sanctificatur, sanctificat 
autem spiritus sanctus, 
in quo licet verbi 
communio, discretio 
tamen naturae est. (97–
103; CSEL 79: 46) 

Quod autem ab aliis capiatur Spiritus Sanctus, 
et non alia capiat, et nunc, et in Sectarum 
volumine, prout potuimus, expressimus; et ex 
omni Scriptura sermonem nostrum affirmare 
perfacile est.  
       Didymus, DSS 19 (4–8; SC 386: 160; PG 
39, 1037B, §5) 
 
Haec quippe omnia sapientiae et caeterarum 
virtutum, et sanctificationis capacia sunt. Ista 
vero substantia, de qua nunc sermo est, 
sapientiae et scientiae, et sanctificationis 
effectrix est. 
         Didymus, DSS 10.8–11.2 (SC 386: 152; 
PG 39, 1035C, §4) 

   

 

 For the first time Ambrose employs Didymus’ way of distinguishing creatures and 

the Creator along the lines of one who is capable of receiving spiritual gifts and one who 

is capable of giving them. He closely follows Didymus’ reasoning, though not his exact 

words.

Table A29: DSS 1.5.75 

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De 
Spiritu Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

“B” Itaque cum omnis 
invisibilis praeter 

Cum igitur invisibilis creatura, quam 
rationabilem et incorporalem substantiam 
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Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De 
Spiritu Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

trinitatem reliqua natura, 
cuius rationabilem et 
incorpoream iure 
quidam substantiam 
putant, non inpertiat 
spiritalem gratiam, sed 
adquirat, nec participet, 
sed adsumat, separanda 
utique est a societate 
spiritus sancti 
communitas creaturae. 
(107–11; CSEL 79: 46) 

uocari consuetudinis est, non sit capabilis, sed 
capax—si enim capabilis esset, nullius boni 
capax esset—, per se simplex ipsa subsistens, 
et alterius boni receptatrix, participatione 
habeat bonum, et non de his quae habentur ab 
aliis, sed de his quae habent alia intelligatur,—
Patre et Filio habitis magis quam habentibus, 
creatura uero habente, non habita. De Spiritu 
Sancto retractemus, et si quidem ipse quoque 
participatione alterius sanctimoniae sanctus 
est, connumeretur caeteris creaturis. 
        Didymus, DSS 18.1–19.3 (SC 386: 159–
60; PG 39, 1037A, §5) 

   

Given the similarity of the argument and the appearance of some key words in 

Ambrose’s text (invisibilis, creatura, participo), we can conclude Ambrose followed 

Didymus in a near paraphrase in this passage. It is worth noting Ambrose’s less technical 

presentation of the argument, though, given that he was writing for a layman. 

Table A30: DSS 1.6.76 

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De 
Spiritu Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

“B” Sunt tamen plerique, qui 
eo quod ‘in aqua 
baptizamur et spiritu’ [cf. 
Jn 3:5], non putent aquae 
et spiritus distare munera 
et ideo non putant distare 
naturam nec advertunt 
quia in illo aquarum 
sepelimur elemento, ut 
renovati per spiritum 
resurgamus. In aqua enim 
imago mortis, in spiritu 
pignus [2 Cor 1:22] est 

Καὶ εἰς ὕδωρ, φασί, βαπτιζόμεθα, καὶ οὐ 
δήπου τὸ ὕδωρ πάσης ὁμοῦ τῆς κτίσεως 
προτιμήσομεν, ἢ καὶ αὐτῷ τῆς Πατρὸς καὶ 
Υἱοῦ τιμῆς μεταδώσαμεν. 
        Basil, DSS 15.34 (1–3; SC 17bis: 364) 
...  
τὴν μὲν τοῦ θανάτου εἰκόνα τοῦ ὕδατος 
ἐκπληροῦντος, τὸν δὲ τῆς ζωῆς ἀρραβῶνα 
παρεχομένου τοῦ Πνεύματος.   Ὥστε σαφὲς 
ἡμῖν ἐντεῦθεν γέγονε τὸ ζητούμενον, διὰ τί τῷ 
Πνεύματι τὸ ὕδωρ συμπαρελήφθη. Ὅτι δύο 
σκοπῶν ἐν τῷ βαπτίσματι προκειμένων, 
καταργῆσαι μὲν τὸ σῶμα τῆς ἁμαρτίας [Rom 
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Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De 
Spiritu Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

vitae, ut per aquam 
moriatur corpus peccati 
[Rom 6:6], quae quasi 
quodam tumulo corpus 
includit, et per virtutem 
spiritus renovemur a 
morte peccati. (1–8; 
CSEL 79: 47) 

6:6], τοῦ μηκέτι αὐτὸ καρποφορεῖν τῷ 
θανάτῳ [cf. Rom 7:6], ζῆν δὲ τῷ Πνεύματι, 
καὶ τὸν καρπὸν ἔχειν ἐν ἁγιασμῷ [Rom 6:22]· 
τὸ μὲν ὕδωρ, τοῦ θανάτου τὴν εἰκόνα παρέχει, 
ὥσπερ ἐν ταφῇ τὸ σῶμα παραδεχόμενον· τὸ 
δὲ Πνεῦμα τὴν ζωοποιὸν ἐνίησι δύναμιν, ἀπὸ 
τῆς κατὰ τὴν ἁμαρτίαν νεκρότητος εἰς τὴν ἐξ 
ἀρχῆς ζωὴν τὰς ψυχὰς ἡμῶν ἀνακαινίζον. 
        Basil, DSS 15.35 (42–53; SC 17bis: 368) 

   

 

 As with so many of Ambrose’s borrowings, he seems to have closely followed 

Basil’s logic and scriptural citations while simplifying the argument. 

Table A31: DSS 1.6.78 

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De 
Spiritu Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

“B” Numquid in aqua 
signamur sicut in 
spiritu? In ipso enim 
vivimus, et ipse est 
pignus hereditatis 
nostrae, sicut et 
apostolus scribens ad 
Ephesios ait: In quo 
credentes signati estis 
spiritu promissionis 
sancto, qui est pignus 
hereditatis nostrae 
[Eph 1:13]. (15–18; 
CSEL 79: 47) 

Beatus quoque Apostolus ad Ephesios scribens 
ait: In quo et credentes signati estis Spiritu 
promissionis sancto, qui est pignus haereditatis 
nostrae [Eph 1:13]. 
Si enim signantur quidam Spiritu sancto, formam 
et speciem ejus assumentes: ex his est Spiritus 
sanctus, quae habentur, et non habent: habentibus 
illum signaculo ejus impressis. Ad Corinthios 
quoque idem scribens, Nolite, inquit, contristare 
Spiritum sanctum, in quo signati estis [Eph 4:30], 
signatos esse contestans eos qui susceperant 
communionem Spiritus sancti. 
        Didymus, DSS 20.1–10 (SC 386: 160; PG 
39, 1037B, §5) 

   

 

 It is likely Ambrose is following Didymus here since he concludes the argument 

that the Holy Spirit and water in baptism are entirely different with the same quotation 

from Eph 1:13.
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Table A32: DSS 1.7.81–82

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De Spiritu 
Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

“A” Cum igitur omnis creatura 
certis naturae suae sit 
circumscripta limitibus, 
siquidem et illa invisibilia 
opera, quae non queunt locis et 
finibus conpraehendi, 
substantiae suae tamen 
proprietate claudantur, 
quomodo quis audeat creaturam 
adpellare spiritum sanctum, qui 
non habeat circumscriptam 
determinatamque virtutem, quia 
et in omnibus et ubique semper 
est, quod utique divinitatis et 
dominationis est proprium? 
Domini est enim terra et 
plenitudo eius [Ps 24[23]:1]. Et 
ideo cum dominus servulos 
suos apostolos destinaret, ut 
agnosceremus aliud creaturae 
esse, aliud gratiae spiritalis, 
alios alio destinabat, quia 
omnes simul esse ubique non 
poterant. Dedit autem omnibus 
spiritum sanctum, qui, licet 
separatis apostolis, inseparabilis 
gratiae munus infunderet. Erant 
igitur diversae personae, sed 
unus in omnibus operationis 
effectus, quia unus est spiritus 
sanctus, de quo ait: Accipietis 
virtutem veniente spiritu sancto 
in vos et eritis mihi testes in 
Hierusalem et in omni Iudaea 
et Samaria usque in fines terrae 
[Acts  1:8].  
 

Iste uero Spiritus sanctus, si unus de 
creaturis esset, saltem circumscriptam 
haberet substantiam, sicut uniuersa 
quae facta sunt. Nam etsi non 
circumscribantur loco et finibus 
inuisibiles creaturae, tamen proprietate 
substantiae finiuntur. Spiritus autem 
Sanctus, cum in pluribus sit, non habet 
substantiam circumscriptam. Mittens 
quippe Jesus praedicatores doctrinae 
suae, replevit eos Spiritu; et insufflans 
in faciem eorum: Accipite, inquit, 
Spiritum sanctum [Jn 20:22] et, Euntes, 
docete omnes gentes [Mat 28:19], quasi 
omnes cunctis gentibus mitteret. Neque 
enim omnes apostoli ad omnes gentes 
pariter sunt profecti, sed quidam in 
Asiam, quidam in Scythiam, et alii in 
alias dispersi nationes, secundum 
dispensationem illius quem secum 
habebant Spiritus Sancti, quomodo et 
Dominum dicentem, Vobiscum sum 
omnibus diebus usque ad 
consummationem saeculi [Mat 28:20]. 
His et illud congruit: Accipietis 
uirtutem superuenientis in uos Spiritu 
Sancto; et eritis mihi testes in 
Hierusalem, et in omni Iudaea et 
Samaria, et usque ad extremum terrae" 
[Acts 1:8]. 
 
Si ergo hi in extremis finibus terrae ob 
testimonium Domini constituti 
distabant inter se longissimis spatiis, 
aderat autem eis inhabitator Spiritus 
Sanctus, incircumscripta inhabitantis 
substantia demonstratur.1 Angelica 
uirtus ab hoc prorsus aliena: angelus 

                                                 
1 Doutreleau has altered the reading in PG substantially in this sentence. 
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Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De Spiritu 
Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

Incircumscriptus igitur et 
infinitus spiritus sanctus, qui se 
discipulorum sensibus per 
separatarum divortia discreta 
regionum remotos que fines 
totius orbis infudit, quem nihil 
potest praeterire vel fallere. Et 
ideo David sanctus ait: Quo ibo 
ab spiritu tuo aut quo fugiam a 
facie tua? [Ps 139[138]:7] De 
quo hoc angelo scriptura dicit, 
de qua dominatione, de qua 
potestate? Cuius invenimus 
angeli virtutem per plurimos 
esse diffusam? Angeli enim ad 
paucos mittebantur, spiritus 
autem sanctus populis 
infundebatur. (1–26; CSEL 79: 
48–49)  

quippe qui aderat, uerbi gratia, apostolo 
in Asia oranti [cf. Acts 20:36], non 
poterat eodem simul tempore adesse 
aliis in caeteris partibus mundi 
constitutis. 
  
Spiritus autem Sanctus non solum 
seiunctis a se hominibus praesto est, 
sed et singulis quibusque angelis, 
principatibus, thronis, dominationibus 
inhabitator assistit; et ut homines 
sanctificans, alterius quam sunt 
homines est naturae, sic et alias 
creaturas sanctificans, alius ab earum 
est substantia. omnis creatura non ex 
sua substantia, sed ex communione 
alterius sanctitatis sancta perficitur. 
        Didymus, DSS 22.1–24.6 (SC 386: 
162–64; PG 39, 1037C–1038B, §6) 

   

   

 Besides dealing with the same argument that the Holy Spirit could not be a 

creature because he is ubiquitous, Ambrose also uses similar key words such as 

circumscribere, appeals to Acts 1, and compares the Spirit to angels. However, the 

Milanese bishop prefers the language of proprietas, proprium, and virtus to Didymus’ 

reliance on substantia. See discussion in Chapter Six above.

Table A33: DSS 1.7.83 

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De 
Spiritu Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

“C” Sed quemadmodum 
sanctificans apostolos 
spiritus non est humanae 
consors naturae, ita 
etiam sanctificans 

Verum sancti sunt angeli participatione 
Spiritus Sancti, et inhabitatione Vnigeniti Filii 
Dei, qui sanctus est et communicatio Patris. De 
quo Salvator ait: Pater sancte [Jn 17:11]. 
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Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De 
Spiritu Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

angelos, dominationes et 
potestates non habet 
consortium creaturae. Si 
qui autem putant non 
esse spiritalem in 
angelis sanctitatem, sed 
aliam quandam gratiam 
suae proprietate naturae, 
hi inferiores profecto 
angelos hominibus 
iudicabunt. Cum enim et 
ipsi fateantur quod 
spiritui sancto angelos 
conferre non audeant, 
nec possint negare quod 
hominibus infundatur 
spiritus sanctus, 
sanctificatio autem 
spiritus donum 
munusque divinum sit, 
invenientur utique 
homines, qui meliorem 
sanctificationem habent, 
angelis praeferendi. Sed 
cum angeli hominibus in 
adiumenta [Heb 1:14] 
descendant, 
intellegendum est quod 
creatura quidem superior 
angelorum sit, quae plus 
recipit gratiae spiritalis, 
eiusdem tamen et erga 
nos et illos munus 
auctoris sit. (30–44; 
CSEL 79: 50–51) 

Si igitur angeli non ex propria substantia sancti 
sunt, sed ex participatione sanctae Trinitatis, 
alia angelorum ostenditur a Trinitate esse 
substantia. Vt enim Pater sanctificans alius est 
ab his qui sanctificantur et Filius est alius ab 
his quos efficit sanctos, ita et Spiritus Sanctus 
alterius est substantiae ab his quos sui 
largitione sanctificat. 
  
Si vero haeretici proposuerint, ex natura 
conditionis suae angelos sanctos esse, 
consequenter cogentur dicere ὁμοούσιους esse 
Trinitati et inconuertibiliter eos iuxta 
substantiam sanctos esse. Si autem hoc 
refugientes, dixerint unius quidem naturae esse 
cum caeteris creaturis, non tamen eamdem 
habere quam habent homines sanctitatem1, 
necessario deducetur, ut dicant multo melioris 
homines esse substantiae, cum hi per 
communionem Trinitatis habeant sanctitatem, 
et angeli, propria natura sancti, ab ea sint 
alieni. 
  
Sed uota sunt hominum perfectorum, et ad 
consummationem sanctitatis uenientium, 
aequales angelis fieri [cf. Lk 20:36]. Angeli 
quippe hominibus, et non homines angelis, 
auxilium tribuunt, ministrantes eis salutem [cf. 
Heb 1:14] et annuntiantes largitorem eius. Ex 
quo liquido ostenditur honorabiliores et multo 
meliores esse angelos hominibus, per 
germaniorem, ut ita dicam, et pleniorem 
Trinitatis assumptionem. 
        Didymus, DSS 25.6–28.8 (164–68; PG 
39, 1038C–1039B, §7) 

   

   

                                                 
1 Doutreleau alters the PG reading significantly in this sentence. 
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 Ambrose forays into the same territory traversed by Didymus, but he eschews 

Didymus’ reliance on the “undiminished giver” participation logic. Ambrose seems to 

have recongized the significance of separating the Holy Spirit from angels, but chose a 

different path to arrive there. See discussion in Chapter Six. 

Table A34: DSS 1.7.85 

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De 
Spiritu Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

“D” De qua autem creatura 
dici potest quia 
repleverit universa, 
quod scriptum est de 
spiritu sancto: 
Effundam de spiritu 
meo super omnem 
carnem? [Joel 2:28; 
Acts 2:17] (49–51; 
CSEL 79: 51) 

Iste autem Spiritus effusus quoque esse a Deo 
super omnem carnem dicitur, ut prophetent et 
uisiones uideant qui eum acceperint, secundum 
Ioelem qui ex persona Dei loquitur: Effundam de 
Spiritu meo super omnem carnem, et 
prophetabunt filii uestri, et filiae uestrae 
uisiones uidebunt [Joel 2:28]. Effusio quippe 
Spiritus causa extitit prophetandi et uidendi 
sensu pulchritudinem ueritatis.  
        Didymus, DSS 49.4–50.4 (SC 386: 188–90; 
PG 39, 1043C–1044A, §11)   

   

 There is a slight resemblance in the thrust of Ambrose’s and Didymus’ 

arguments, but this could well be an example of independent interpretation of Joel 2:28, 

especially since this verse is also quoted in Acts 2:17. 

Table A35: DSS 1.7.86 

Borrowing Text of Ambrose’s De Spiritu Sancto Text of Ambrose’s Source 
“D” Domini est enim omnia conplere, qui 

dicit: Ego caelum et terram conpleo [Jer 
23:24]. Si ergo dominus est, qui caelum 
conplet et terram, quis potest sanctum 
spiritum iudicare dominationis et divinae 
potestatis exsortem, qui replevit orbem, et, 
quod ultra totum orbem est, replevit, 
Iesum, mundi totius redemptorem? (55–
60; CSEL 79: 51) 

Neque enim aut Scriptura sibi hoc 
uindicat aut sermo communis, ut 
dicas plenum esse quempiam 
angelo, throno, dominatione; soli 
quippe diuinae naturae hic 
conuenit sermo. 
        Didymus, DSS 30.3–6 (SC 
386: 170; PG 39, 1039C, §8) 
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 Besides the common concept of lordship (dominiatio), there is nothing to suggest 

Ambrose was borrowing from Didymus in this passage.  

Table A36: DSS 1.7.89 

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De Spiritu 
Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

“C” Quid igitur sancti spiritus 
operatione divinius, cum etiam 
benedictionum suarum 
praesulem spiritum deus ipse 
testetur dicens: Ponam 
spiritum meum supra semen 
tuum et benedictiones meas 
super filios tuos? [Isa 44:3] 
Nulla enim potest esse plena 
benedictio nisi per infusionem 
spiritus sancti. Unde et 
apostolus nihil melius hoc 
nobis quod optaret invenit, 
sicut ipse dixit: Non defecimus 
pro vobis orantes et 
obsecrantes, ut repleamini 
cognitione voluntatis eius in 
omni sapientia et intellectu 
spiritali ambulantes digne 
domino [Col 1:9].  
 
Hanc igitur docuit dei esse 
voluntatem, ut magis in bonis 
operibus et sermonibus et 
sensibus ambulantes 
repleamur voluntate dei, qui 
‘ponit in cordibus nostris 
spiritum’ sanctum [cf. 2 Cor 
1:22]. Ergo si is, qui habet 
spiritum sanctum, dei repletus 
est voluntate, utique inter 
deum patrem et spiritum nulla 
distantia voluntatis est. (83–
98; CSEL 79: 53) 

... nunc proposuimus ostendere 
superintelligi semper Spiritu Sancto dona 
uirtutum, ita ut is qui eum habet, 
donationibus Dei plenus habeatur. 
  
Vnde et in Esaia ipse Deus cuidam dicit: 
Ponam Spiritum meum super semen 
tuum, et benedictiones meas super filios 
tuos [Isa 44:3], nunquam accipiente 
quoquam spirituales benedictiones Dei 
nisi praecesserit Spiritus Sanctus. Qui 
enim acceperit Spiritum Sanctum, 
consequenter habebit benedictiones, id 
est sapientiam et intellectum et cetera, de 
quibus Apostolus ita scribit: Propter hoc 
et nos, ex quo die audivimus, non 
cessamus pro vobis orantes et 
deprecantes ut impleamini cognitione 
uoluntatis eius in omni sapientia, et 
intelligentia spiritali, ambulantes digne 
Deo [Col 1:9–10]. Eos enim qui digne 
bonis per opera et sermones et 
prudentiam incedunt, impleri ait 
uoluntate Dei, ponentis Spiritum 
Sanctum suum super eos, ut impleantur 
sapientia et intellectu et reliquis 
spiritualibus bonis. Sapientia autem et 
intellectus, quae in Spiritu Sancto sunt, a 
Deo donantur: Dominus, inquit, dabit 
sapientiam, et a facie eius scientia et 
intellectus [Prov 2:6], cum ea sapientia 
quae ab hominibus uenit non sit 
spiritalis, sed carnea et humana. 
        Didymus, DSS 41.8–42.18 (SC 386: 
180–82; PG 39, 1042A–B, §10)  
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The sequence of Isa 44:3 followed by Col 1:9 strongly suggests Ambrose was 

consulting Didymus here.

Table A37: DSS 1.8.90–92 

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De 
Spiritu Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

“B” Petrus quoque ait quia non 
erat idoneus, qui possit 
spiritum sanctum vel cogere 
vel arcere; sic enim dixit: 
Ergo si eandem gratiam 
concessit illis deus sicut et 
nobis, ego quis eram, qui 
possim prohibere deum? 
[Acts 11:17]. Sed fortasse 
apostolicis non moveantur, 
et ideo divinis utamur 
oraculis: Iacob puer meus, 
suscipiam eum, Istrahel 
dilectus meus, suscepit eum 
anima mea, dedi spiritum 
meum in ipsum [Isa 42:1]. 
Dominus quoque per 
Eseiam dixit: Spiritus 
domini super me, propter 
quod unxit me [Isa 61:1; Lk 
4:18]. Quis ergo audeat 
dicere creatam spiritus 
sancti esse substantiam, qui 
cum ‘inluxerit in cordibus 
nostris’ [2 Cor 4:6], divinae 
cernimus pulchritudinem 
veritatis et distantiam 
creaturae divinitatis que 
cognoscimus, ut opus 
segreget ab auctore? Aut de 
qua creatura deus ita locutus 
est, quod aut dominationes 
aut potestates effundat aut 
angelos? Sed de spiritu meo 
[Acts 2:17; Joel 2:28], 
inquit, effundam. Non 

Nouit et Petrus discipulus Jesu largitionem 
Spiritus Sancti donorum Dei esse naturam. 
Ait quippe ad eos qui obiurgabant 
introitum suum ad Cornelium: Si itaque 
aequalem gratiam dedit eis Deus praebens 
Spiritum Sanctum quomodo et nobis in 
principio, ego quis eram qui possem 
prohibere Dominum? [Acts 11:17] Et 
insuper ad suos, Agnitor, inquit, cordium 
Deus testimonium tribuit eis dans Spiritum 
sanctum sicut et nobis; et nihil discreuit 
inter nos et eos, fide mundans corda eorum 
[Acts 15:8]. 
  
In hunc sensum congruit etiam illud quod 
in multis locis dicitur Spiritum Sanctum a 
Deo dari: Iacob puer meus, suscipiam eum; 
Israel electus meus, suscipiet eum anima 
mea; dedi spiritum meum in eo [Isa 42:1]. 
Didymus, DSS 47.1–48.4 (SC 386: 186–88; 
PG 39, 1043B–C, §11)  
... 
Effusio quippe Spiritus causa extitit 
prophetandi et uidendi sensu 
pulchritudinem ueritatis.  
 
Ipsum quoque effusionis nomen increatam 
Spiritus substantiam probat. Neque enim 
Deus, cum angelum mittit aut aliam 
creaturam: Effundam, dicit, de angelo meo 
aut principatu aut throno aut dominatione. 
Didymus, DSS 49.4–50.4 (SC 386: 188–90; 
PG 39, 1043C–1044A, §11)   
... 
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Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De 
Spiritu Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

‘spiritum’ ait, sed de spiritu. 
Neque enim nos capere 
possumus plenitudinem 
spiritus sancti, sed tantum 
accipimus, quantum de suo 
arbiter nostri pro sua 
voluntate diviserit [cf. Heb 
2:4]. Sicut enim dei filius 
non rapinam arbitratus est 
esse se aequalem deo, sed 
semet ipsum exinanivit [Phil 
2:6], ut nos eum nostris 
animis percipere possimus, 
exinanivit autem, non quo 
ipse esset suae vacuus 
plenitudinis, sed quo mihi, 
qui ‘plenitudinem eius’ [cf. 
Jn 1:16] sustinere non 
possim, pro eo quod capere 
possim, infunderetur, ita 
etiam de spiritu sancto pater 
se dicit effundere super 
omnem carnem [Acts 2:17; 
Joel 2:28]. Non enim totum 
effudit, sed quod effudit, 
omnibus abundavit. (11–35; 
CSEL 79: 54–55) 

Ex quibus uniuersis docemur, capabilem 
Spiritus Sancti esse substantiam, et ex hoc 
increatam. 
  
Capabilem substantiam uocat, quae 
capiatur a plurimis et eis sui consortium 
tribuat; capacem uero eam quae 
communicatione substantiae alterius 
impleatur, et capiens aliud, ipsa non 
capiatur ab alio.  
Didymus, DSS 54.1–55.5 (SC 386: 194; 
PG 39, 1044C–D, §12)   
... 
...Quae principium accipiens ad loquendum 
per Dominum, ab his qui audierunt in nos 
confirmata est, testimonium dante Deo 
signis et portentis et uariis uirtutibus, et 
Spiritus Sancti diuisionibus iuxta suam 
uoluntatem [Heb 2:4]. ... sic et Spiritus 
Sanctus, cuius diuisionibus iuxta 
uoluntatem eius testimonium perhibet 
Deus, distribuens eum, non per concisionis 
partes, sed per communionem quibus eum 
praestare decreuerit, alterius est et ipse 
substantiae ab his in quae dispertitur 
effusus. 
        Didymus, DSS 62.9–13 and 64.9–13 
(SC 386: 200–2; PG 39, 1045D and 1046B, 
§13)  

   

  

Ambrose utilizes similar biblical texts as Didymus in this passage and employs 

similar argumentation toward the same claim: the Spirit is indivible. 
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Table A38: DSS 1.8.93 

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De 
Spiritu Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

“B” Quod igitur nobis satis 
esse iudicavit, effudit, 
et quod effusum est, 
non separatum est nec 
incisum, sed quod 
unitatem habeat 
plenitudinis, quae 
aciem nostri cordis 
inluminet pro nostrae 
possibilitate virtutis. 
Denique tantum 
capimus, quantum 
profectus nostrae 
mentis adquirit. 
Inseparabilis est enim 
plenitudo gratiae 
spiritalis, sed nobis pro 
nostrae participatur 
facultate naturae. (41–
48; CSEL 79: 55–56) 

... sic et Spiritus Sanctus, cuius diuisionibus 
iuxta uoluntatem eius testimonium perhibet 
Deus, distribuens eum, non per concisionis 
partes, sed per communionem quibus eum 
praestare decreuerit, alterius est et epse 
substantiae ab his in quae dispertitur effusus. 
         Didymus, DSS 64.9–13 (SC 386: 202; PG 
39, 1046B, §13) 
 
... πλῆρες εὐθύς... φῶς νοητόν ... Ἀπαθῶς 
μεριζόμενον, καὶ ὁλοσχερῶς μετεχόμενον· 
κατὰ τὴν εἰκόνα τῆς ἡλιακῆς ἀκτῖνος, ἧς 
ἡ χάρις τῷ ἀπολαύοντι ὡς μόνῳ παροῦσα, καὶ 
γῆν ἐπιλάμπει καὶ θάλασσαν, καὶ τῷ ἀέρι 
ἐγκέκραται. Οὕτω δὴ καὶ τὸ Πνεῦμα ἑκάστῳ 
τῶν δεκτικῶν, ὡς μόνῳ παρόν, διαρκῆ τοῖς 
πᾶσι τὴν χάριν ὁλόκληρον ἐπαφίησιν· οὗ 
ἀπολαύει τὰ μετέχοντα, ὅσον αὐτὰ πέφυκεν, 
οὐχ ὅσον ἐκεῖνο δύναται. 
        Basil, DSS 9.22 (26, 27, 34–40; SC 17bis: 
324–26) 

 

 Faller rightly notes that the idea of the invisibility of the Holy Spirit and the 

inseparability of his grace from the Father and Son could have come from both or either 

Didymus and Basil.

Table A39: DSS 1.8.94–96 

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De Spiritu Sancto Text of Ambrose’s Source 

“B” Effudit ergo deus de spiritu [Joel 
2:28; Acts 2:17]. Effunditur etiam 
caritas dei per spiritum [Rom 5:5]. 
Quo loco unitatem debemus 
agnoscere operationis et gratiae. 
Sicut enim de spiritu sancto deus 
effudit, ita etiam caritas dei effusa 

In solis quippe his quae ab aliis 
participantur hic sermo consentit: 
sicut nunc et paulo ante de caritate 
Dei diximus, quae effusa est in 
cordibus eorum qui Spiritum 
sanctum receperunt. Charitas, 
inquit, Dei diffusa est in cordibus 
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Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De Spiritu Sancto Text of Ambrose’s Source 

est in cordibus nostris per spiritum 
sanctum, ut intellegamus non esse 
opus spiritum sanctum, qui divinae 
arbiter et fons profusus caritatis 
est. Similiter autem ut credas id quod 
effunditur cum creaturis non posse 
esse commune, sed speciale 
divinitatis, etiam fili nomen 
effunditur, sicut habes: Unguentum 
exinanitum est nomen tuum [Song 
1:2]. Cuius virtute sermonis nihil 
potest esse praestantius. Nam sicut 
inclusum in vase aliquo unguentum 
cohibet odorem suum, qui odor, 
quamdiu vasis illius angustiis 
coercetur, etsi ad plures non potest 
pervenire, tamen vim suam servat, 
cum vero de vase illo, quo 
claudebatur, ‘unguentum fuerit 
effusum’, longe lateque diffunditur, 
ita et Christi nomen ante eius 
adventum in Istrahel populo quasi in 
vase aliquo Iudaeorum mentibus 
claudebatur. Notus enim in Iudaea 
deus, in Istrahel magnum nomen 
eius [Ps 75:2], hoc utique nomen, 
quod vasa Iudaeorum angustiis suis 
coercitum continebant. Magnum 
quidem et tunc nomen, cum 
infirmorum adque paucorum 
haereret angustiis, sed magnitudinem 
sui nondum per corda gentium et in 
fines totius orbis effuderat. 
Posteaquam vero omnem mundum 
suo inluxit adventu, per omnem 
utique creaturam divinum illud suum 
nomen extendit, non repletum 
accessione aliqua—‘plenitudo’ enim 
nescit augmentum—sed replens 
vacua, ut esset admirabile nomen 
eius in universa terra [Ps 8:2]. 
  

vestris, per Spiritum sanctum, qui 
datus est vobis [Rom 5:5].  
 
Salvator quoque, quia et ipse 
capabilis est, in similitudinem 
unguenti effusus dicitur: 
Unguentum effusum nomen tuum 
[Song 1:2]. Nam ut unguentum 
quod uase continetur habet quidem 
odoris substantiam, sed prohibetur 
longius spargi quia uase 
intrinsecus clauditur, cum autem 
uas foris fuerit effusum, emittit 
procul beneolentiam suam, ita 
Christi nomen beneolens, ante 
aduentum eius in solo Israelis 
populo versabatur, quasi Iudaeae 
uase conclusum: Notus enim, ait, 
in Iudaea Deus, in Israel magnum 
nomen eius [Ps 75:2]. Quando 
autem coruscans in carne sua 
Saluator, in uniuersam terram, 
quin potius in omnem creaturam 
extendit uocabulum suum, impleto 
eo quod scriptum est: Quam 
admirabile est nomen tuum in 
universa terra! [Ps 8:2, 10], 
quibus consequenter Apostolus 
loquitur: Non enim aliud nomen 
datum est sub coelo, in quo 
oporteat saluari nos [Acts 4:12], 
et in Psalmis ad Dominum dicitur: 
Magnificasti super omne nomen 
sanctum tuum [Ps 138[137]: 2], 
tunc completum est: Vnguentum 
effusum nomen tuum [Song 1:2]. 
  
Significat autem effusionis 
verbum largam et divitem muneris 
abundantiam. 
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Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De Spiritu Sancto Text of Ambrose’s Source 

Huius igitur effusio nominis 
abundantem quandam exuberantium 
gratiarum bonorumque caelestium 
significat largitatem; ex abundanti 
enim superfluit, quidquid effunditur. 
(49–78; CSEL 79: 56–57) 

        Didymus, DSS 50.4–52.2 (SC 
386: 190–92; PG 39, 1044A – C, 
§11) 
 
οὐ προσθήκαις αὐξανόμενον, 
ἀλλὰ πλῆρες εὐθύς. 
         Basil, DSS 9.22 (26; SC 
17bis: 324) 

   

 

 Ambrose follows much of the pattern of biblical exegesis as Didymus. But while 

the Alexandrian’s argument focuses on showing that the Holy Spirit and Christ are 

participated in but do not participate as a mark of their divinity, Ambrose uses the same 

passages to show that Christ and the Holy Spirit are similarly poured out everywhere, 

revealing a common divine quality of outpouring grace. As Faller well notes, Ambrose 

seems to be roughly translating Basil’s phrase “οὐ προσθήκαις αὐξανόμενον, 

ἀλλὰ πλῆρες εὐθύς” when he writes, “‘plenitudo’ enim nescit augmentum—sed replens 

vacua.”

Table A40: DSS 1.8.97 

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De Spiritu Sancto Text of Ambrose’s Source 

“D” ...quia etiam dei patris eadem gratia 
sit, quae spiritus sancti est, et quod 
sine incisione ac detrimento dividatur 
mentibus singulorum. Quod ergo de 
spiritu effunditur, nec inciditur nec 
partibus aliquibus corporalibus 
conpraehenditur aut secatur. 
Quomodo enim credibile est quod 
spiritus sectibulis aliquibus dividatur? 
(85–89; CSEL 79: 57–58) 

... non per concisionis partes, sed 
per communionem quibus eum 
praestare decreuerit, alterius est et 
ipse substantiae ab his in quae 
dispertitur effusus. 
        Didymus, DSS 64.9–13 (SC 
386: 202; PG 39, 1046B, §13) 



 

334 
 

 The passage reveals that Didymus and Ambrose have a very similar 

understanding of what it means for the Spirit to be poured out (effusus), but no borrowing 

is clearly happening in this passage. 

Table A41: DSS 1.8.98 

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De 
Spiritu Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

“B” Quod autem manet, 
semper est nec mutatur. 
Ergo si mutationem non 
habet, aeternitatem habet, 
et ideo sanctus spiritus 
sempiternus est, creatura 
autem obnoxia vitio ideo 
que mutabilis. Quod autem 
mutabile est, esse non 
potest sempiternum. Et 
ideo non potest spiritus 
sancti et creaturae esse 
consortium, quia 
sempiternus est spiritus 
sanctus, creatura autem 
omnis in tempore est. (92–
98; CSEL 79: 58) 

Nihil ergo de creaturis inconuertibile, 
propter quod neque sempiternum. Non 
solum igitur quod in hominibus est rationale 
conuertitur et creatur, uerum etiam in 
omnibus creaturis haec eadem conuersio 
reperitur. Nam et angelorum conuersiones et 
ruinas diuina eloquia demonstrant. Licet 
enim multitudo angelorum et aliarum 
excellentium uirtutum in beatitudine et 
sanctimonia perseuerent, tamen cum ea quae 
similem habent naturam conuersa sint, 
dilucide ostenditur in pristino eos statu non 
per immutabilitatem substantiae suae, sed 
per sollicitius in Deum seruitium, 
permanere. Neque enim potest coaequalium 
diuersa esse natura. 
        Didymus, DSS 56.4–59.2 (SC 386: 
194–96; PG 39, 1044D–1045A, §12) 

   

 

 Manifestly, Ambrose’s logic and vocabulary mimics Didymus’.

Table A42: DSS 1.9.100–1 

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De Spiritu Sancto Text of Ambrose’s Source 

“C” Plerique autem arbitrati sunt unguentum 
Christi esse spiritum sanctum. Et bene 
unguentum, quia oleum laetitiae 
nuncupatum est, quo plurimarum 
redolente copulam gratiarum verum 
illum deus omnipotens pater unxit 

Ἡ γὰρ τοῦ Χριστοῦ 
προσηγορία τοῦ παντός ἐστιν 
ὁμολογία· δηλοῖ γὰρ τόν τε 
χρίσαντα Θεὸν καὶ τὸν 
χρισθέντα Υἱὸν καὶ τὸ χρῖσμα 
τὸ Πνεῦμα, ὡς παρὰ Πέτρου ἐν 
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Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De Spiritu Sancto Text of Ambrose’s Source 

‘principem sacerdotum’, qui non ut alii 
in typo unctus ex lege, sed et secundum 
legem unctus in corpore et in veritate 
supra legem virtute sancti spiritus ex 
patre plenus est. Hoc est oleum laetitiae, 
de quo dixit propheta: Uncxit te deus, 
deus tuus, oleum laetitiae prae 
consortibus tuis [Ps 45[44]:8]. Et bene 
Petrus unctum spiritu dicit Christum, 
sicut habes: Vos scitis quod factum est 
verbum per totam Iudaeam, incipiens a 
Galilaea post baptismum, quod 
praedicavit Iohannes, Iesum a 
Nazareth, quomodo unxerit eum deus 
spiritu sancto [Acts 10:37–38]. (2–15; 
CSEL 79: 58–59) 

ταῖς Πράξεσι 
μεμαθήκαμεν·«Ἰησοῦν τὸν ἀπὸ 
Ναζαρέτ, ὃν ἔχρισεν ὁ Θεὸς τῷ 
Πνεύματι τῷ ἁγίῳ» [Acts 
10:38]. Καὶ ἐν τῷ 
Ἠσαΐᾳ·«Πνεῦμα Κυρίου ἐπ’ 
ἐμέ, οὗ εἵνεκεν ἔχρισέ με» [Isa 
61:1; Lk 4:18]. Καὶ ὁ 
ψαλμῳδός· «Διὰ τοῦτο ἔχρισέ 
σε ὁ Θεὸς ὁ Θεός σου ἔλαιον 
ἀγαλλιάσεως» [Ps 45[44]: 8]. 
        Basil, DSS 12.28 (7–14; 
SC 17bis: 344) 

   

 

 This is a good example of Ambrose borrowing relevant passages while pursuing 

an entirely different point than his source. Basil seeks to justify why only Christ is 

mentioned sometimes in biblical baptismal formulae, such as Gal 3:27 or Rom 6:3; 

Ambrose wants to prove the Holy Spirit is the unction on Christ from eternity as part of 

his argument that the Holy Spirit is eternal.

Table A43: DSS 1.9.105 

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De Spiritu 
Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

“C” Sed quid mirum, cum et pater et 
filius spiritus esse dicatur? De 
quo quidem dicemus plenius, 
cum de unitate nominis dicere 
coeperimus. Tamen quia hic 
quoque incidit pulcherrimus 
locus, ne sine corollario eum 
praeterire videamur, accipiant 

Quia ergo recte, et pie, et ut se ueritas 
habet, haec diximus, sanctitatis 
bonitatisque uocabulum et ad Patrem 
et ad Filium et ad Spiritum Sanctum 
aeque refertur, sicut ipsa quoque 
appellatio spiritus. Nam et Pater 
Spiritus dicitur, ut ibi: Spiritus est 
Deus [Jn 4:24], et Filius Spiritus: 
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Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De Spiritu 
Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

quia et pater dicitur spiritus, sicut 
in evangelio dominus est locutus 
quoniam spiritus est deus [Jn 
4:24], et Christus spiritus dicitur, 
quia Hieremias dixit: Spiritus 
ante faciem nostram Christus 
dominus [Lam 4:20]. (43–50; 
CSEL 79: 61) 

Dominus, inquit, Spiritus est [2 Cor 
3:17]. Et Spiritus Sanctus semper 
spiritus appellatione censetur, non quo 
ex consortio tantum nominis Spiritus 
cum Patre ponatur et Filio, sed quo 
una natura unum possideat et nomen. 
        Didymus, DSS 237.1–9 (SC 386: 
356–58; PG 39, 1079A, §54)  

   

  

Ambrose probably has Basil more directly in mind than Didymus. In DSS 19.48, 

he uses Jn 4:24 followed by Lam 4:20 in the context of showing that the Father and the 

Son share the name “spirit” with the Holy Spirit (SC 17bis: 416–18, lines 12–26). But all 

three authors intend to show that the Holy Spirit’s sharing in the appellation “spirit” 

indicate his equality of nature. 

Table A44: DSS 1.11.116–20 

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De 
Spiritu Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

“B” Seraphin descendit cum 
aliquo secundum naturam 
suam transitu, at vero de 
spiritu sancto hoc non 
possumus aestimare, de quo 
dicit dei filius: Cum venerit 
paraclitus, spiritus veritatis, 
quem ego mitto vobis, qui a 
patre meo procedit [Jn 
15:26].  
Etenim si de loco procedit 
spiritus et ad locum transit, 
et ipse pater in loco 
invenitur et filius, si de loco 
exit, quem pater mittit aut 
filius. Itaque de loco 

Cum venerit, inquit, Consolator quem ego 
mittam uobis, Spiritum ueritatis, qui de 
Patre egreditur, ipse testimonium dabit de 
me [Jn 15:26]. Consolatorem autem 
uenientem Spiritum Sanctum dicit, ab 
operatione ei nomen imponens, quia non 
solum consolatur eos quos se dignos esse 
repererit et ab omni tristitia et 
perturbatione redit alienos, uerum 
incredibile quoddam gaudium et 
hilaritatem eis tribuit, in tantum ut possit 
quis, Deo gratias referens quod tali hospite 
dignus habeatur, dicere: Dedisti laetitiam 
in corde meo [Ps 4:8]. Sempiterna quippe 
laetitia in eorum corde versatur quorum 
Spiritus Sanctus habitator.  
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Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De 
Spiritu Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

transiens spiritus adque 
progrediens et patrem sicut 
corpus—secundum impias 
interpraetationes—
relinquere videtur et 
filium. Hoc secundum eos 
loquor, qui putant quod 
habeat spiritus 
descensorium motum. Sed 
neque in loco aliquo pater 
circumscribitur, qui est 
super omnia, non solum 
corporeae naturae, sed etiam 
invisibilis creaturae, neque 
filius suorum operum locis 
temporibus que concluditur, 
qui super omnem est 
creaturam, totius opifex 
creaturae, neque spiritus 
veritatis [1 Cor 12:3], utpote 
dei spiritus [Jn 14:17], 
circumscribitur aliquibus 
finibus corporalibus, qui 
cum sit incorporeus, omnem 
intellegibilem substantiam 
creaturae inenarrabili 
divinitatis plenitudine 
supereminet, spirandi ubi 
velit et inspirandi quomodo 
velit habens super omnia 
potestatem. Non ergo quasi 
ex loco mittitur spiritus aut 
quasi ex loco procedit, 
quando procedit ex filio, 
sicut ipse filius, cum dicit de 
patre processi et veni [Jn 
8:42], omnes interfecit 
opiniones, quae ex loco ad 
locum possunt sicut in 
aliquibus corporalibus 
aestimari. 
  

 
Iste Spiritus consolator a Filio mittitur, non 
secundum angelorum aut prophetarum, aut 
apostolorum ministerium, sed ut mitti decet 
a sapientia et ueritate Spiritum Dei, 
indiuisam habentem cum eadem sapientia 
et veritate naturam. Etenim Filius missus a 
Patre non separatur atque disiungitur ab eo, 
manens in illo et habens illum in 
semetipso. 
  
Quin Spiritus ueritatis supradicto modo 
missus a Filio de Patre egreditur, non 
aliunde ad alia transmigrans. Impossibile 
quippe hoc pariter et blasphemum est. Si 
enim de loco ad locum egreditur Spiritus, 
et ipse Pater in loco inuenietur, et Spiritus 
ueritatis iuxta naturam corpoream certo 
spatio circumscriptus, alium deserens 
locum, ad alium commigrabit. Sed 
quomodo Pater non consistit in loco, cum 
ultra omnem corporum sit naturam, ita et 
Spiritus ueritatis nequaquam locorum fine 
clauditur, cum sit incorporalis et, ut uerius 
dicam, excellens uniuersam rationalem 
creaturam.  
 
Quia ergo impossibile est et impium ista 
quae diximus de incorporalibus credere, 
exire de Patre Spiritum sanctum sic 
intelligendum, ut se Salvator de Deo exisse 
testatur, dicens, Ego de Deo exivi et veni 
[Jn 8:42].Et sicut loca et commutationes 
locorum ab incorporalibus separamus, sic 
et prolationes, intus dico ac foris ab 
intellectualium natura discernimus, quia 
istae corporum sunt recipientium factum, et 
habentium uastitates. 
  
Ineffabili itaque et sola fide noto sermone 
credendum est Salvatorem dictum esse 
exisse a Deo [cf. Jn 16:28], et Spiritum 
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Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De 
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Text of Ambrose’s Source 

Similiter cum aut intus aut 
foris legimus deum esse, 
non utique deum aut intra 
aliquod corpus includimus 
aut ab aliquo corpore 
separamus, sed alta hoc et 
inenarrabili aestimatione 
pensantes divinae naturae 
intellegimus arcanum. 
Denique ita sapientia ex ore 
altissimi [Wis 24:5] 
prodisse se dicit, ut non 
extra patrem sit, sed apud 
patrem, quia verbum erat 
apud deum [Jn 1:1], nec 
solum apud patrem, sed 
etiam in patre; dicit enim: 
Ego in patre et pater in me 
[Jn 14:10]. (1–41; CSEL 79: 
65–67) 

veritatis a Patre egredi [cf. Jn 15:26] 
loquente: Spiritu qui a me egreditur [Isa 
57:16]. Et pulchre qui de Patre, inquit, 
egridtur [Jn 15:26]; cum enim posset 
dicere: de Deo, sive de Domino, sive de 
Omnipotente, nihil horum tetigit, sed ait: 
de Patre, non quod Pater a Deo 
omnipotente sit alius—quia hoc scelus est 
etiam cogitare—, sed secundum 
proprietatem Patris et intellectum parentis 
egredi ab eo dicitur Spiritus ueritatis. 
  
Licet enim ex Deo frequenter se dicat 
exisse Saluator, proprietatem tamen et, ut 
ita dicam, familiaritatem, de qua iam saepe 
tractauimus, ex uocabulo magis sibi Patris 
assumit dicens: Ego in Patre et Pater in me 
[Jn 14:10], et alibi: Ego et Pater unum 
sumus [Jn 10:30], et multa his similia, quae 
in Evangelio obseruans lector inueniet. 
        Didymus 110.7–115.6   (SC 386: 
248–54; PG 39, 1056A–1057A, §§25–26) 

   

 

 Ambrose follows Didymus’ logic and his citations of biblical passages throughout 

this passage, though not quite to the extent of translating or close paraphrasing.

Table A45: DSS 1.11.123 

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s 
De Spiritu Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

“D” Dixit enim filius: 
Ego et pater 
veniemus et 
mansionem apud 
eum faciemus [Jn 
14:23]. Numquid 
corporaliter pater 
venit? Sic ergo et 

Ait quippe Saluator: Qui habet mandata mea et 
seruat ea, hic est qui diligit me. Qui autem diligit 
me, diligetur a Patre meo, et ego diligam eum [Jn 
14:21]. Neque enim alia dilectio Saluatoris est super 
his qui amantur, et alia dilectio Patris. Deus enim 
diligit in salutem, quia sic Deus mundum ut Filium 
suum Vnigenitum daret, ut omnis qui crediderit in 
Filium non pereat, sed habeat uitam aeternam [Jn 
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Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s 
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Text of Ambrose’s Source 

spiritus venit, in 
quo, cum venit, 
plena et patris et 
fili praesentia est. 
(66–69; CSEL 79: 
68) 

3:16]. Similiter et Filius, qui uita est, ut uitam tribuat 
et salutem, diligit eos quos uult fieri meliores. Vnde 
amare se dicit eum qui amatur a Patre [cf. Jn 14:21]. 
Et de eodem ponitur in propheta: Et ipse saluabit 
eos, quia dilexit illos [cf. Isa 33:22; 35:4]. 
       Didymus, DSS 77.3–14 (SC 386: 216; PG 39, 
1049A–B, §16)   

   

 

 Faller may have made a mistake identifying this as a passage Ambrose was 

borrowing. Didymus cites Jn 14:23 at DSS 107, but it is about the indwelling of the Holy 

Spirit along with the Father and the Son. Ambrose’s point is that the Father, Son, and 

Spirit all come incorporeally when they descend into the created realm or into history.  

Table A46: DSS 1.12.126–27 

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De Spiritu 
Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

“B” Ergo cum una vocatio sit, una 
etiam gratia est; denique 
scriptum est: Gratia vobis et pax 
a deo patre et domino Iesu 
Christo [Rom 1:7]. Ecce 
habemus quia patris et fili una 
est gratia et patris et fili una pax 
est. Sed haec gratia et pax 
fructus est spiritus, sicut ipse 
apostolus docuit dicens: Fructus 
autem spiritus caritas, gaudium, 
pax, patientia [Gal 5:22]. Et 
bona pax et necessaria, ut nemo 
disputationum turbetur incertis 
neque passionum corporalium 
tempestate quatiatur, sed 
simplicitate fidei et tranquillitate 
mentis quietus circa dei cultum 
perseveret adfectus. 

Datur enim a Deo Patre et Domino 
Iesu Christi, iuxta illud: Gratia 
vobiscum, et pax a Deo Patre, et 
Domino Jesu Christo [Rom 1:7; 1 Cor 
1:3], non aliam dante gratiam Patre et 
aliam Saluatore, siquidem et a Patre et 
Domino Jesu Christo eam dari scribit 
Spiritus Sancti communicatione 
completam. 
  
Nam et ipse Spiritus dictus est gratia, 
secundum illud: Et spiritui gratiae 
iniuriam faciens, in quo sanctificatus 
est [Heb 10:29]. In Zacharia quoque 
repromittit Deus effusurum se, id est 
abundantissime tributurum Hierusalem 
spiritum gratiae et miserationis [Zach 
12:10]. Cum enim quis Spiritus Sancti 
acceperit gratiam, habebit eam datam a 
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Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De Spiritu 
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Text of Ambrose’s Source 

 
De pace probavimus, de gratia 
autem propheta Zaccharias dicit 
quia promisit deus effundere in 
Hierusalem spiritum gratiae et 
misericordiae [Zach 12:10]. (2–
14; CSEL 79: 69) 

Deo Patre et Iesu Christo Domino 
nostro. Vna igitur gratia Patris et Filii, 
et Spiritus Sancti operatione completa, 
Trinitas unius substantiae 
demonstratur. 
       Didymus, DSS 75.7–76.9 (SC 386: 
214; PG 39, 1048C–1049A, §16) 

   

 

 Ambrose’s logic and biblical citations closely follow Didymus’ here.

Table A47: DSS 1.12.128 

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De 
Spiritu Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

“C”  Nec solum pacem et gratiam 
legimus patris et fili et 
spiritus sancti, sed etiam 
caritatem et communionem, 
fidelis Auguste. De caritate 
enim dictum est: Gratia 
domini nostri Iesu Christi et 
caritas dei [2 Cor 13:13]. 
(23–26; CSEL 79: 70) 

In fine Epistolae secundae quam ad 
Corinthios scribit, Paulus aid: Gratia 
Domini nostri Iesu Christi et caritas Dei 
et communicatio Sancti Spiritus sit cum 
omnibus uobis [2 Cor 13:13]. Ostenditur 
quippe ex sermone praesenti una Trinitatis 
assumptio ....  
       Didymus 75.1–5 (SC 386: 214; PG 
39, 1048B–C, §16) 

   

 Didymus and Ambrose both quote 2 Cor 13:13 in the context of showing the 

mutual action of the Trinity, but the authors do not point to their same characteristics. For 

Didymus the verse demonstrates the single reception of the Trinity, but for Ambrose it 

reveals the unity of love and communion in the Trinity. 
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Table A48: DSS 1.12.128 

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De 
Spiritu Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

“B” Eadem caritas quae patris 
est, etiam fili est; ipse enim 
dicit: Qui me diligit, 
diligitur a patre meo, et ego 
diligam eum [Jn 14:21]. 
Quae est enim caritas fili, 
nisi qua pro nobis se obtulit 
et suo sanguine nos 
redemit? [cf. Eph 5:2; Heb 
9:14] Eadem autem caritas 
et in patre est, quia scriptum 
est: Sic enim dilexit deus 
mundum, ut filium proprium 
daret [Jn 3:16]. (27–32; 
CSEL 79: 70) 

In alio quoque loco: Caritas, inquit, Dei 
cum omnibus uobis [2 Cor 13:13], quae a 
Trinitate et tribuitur et firmatur. Ait quippe 
Saluator: Qui habet mandata mea et seruat 
ea, hic est qui diligit me. Qui autem diligit 
me, diligetur a Patre meo, et ego diligam 
eum [Jn 14:21]. Neque enim alia dilectio 
Saluatoris est super his qui amantur, et alia 
dilectio Patris. Deus enim diligit in 
salutem, quia sic Deus mundum ut Filium 
suum Vnigenitum daret, ut omnis qui 
crediderit in Filium non pereat, sed habeat 
uitam aeternam [Jn 3:16].  
        Didymus, DSS 77.1–10 (SC 386: 216; 
PG 39, 1049A–B, §16)   

   

 

 Ambrose closely follows Didymus on this passage about the same love of the 

Trinity.

Table A49: DSS 1.12.130–31 

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De 
Spiritu Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

“B” Sicut enim una est 
caritas patris et fili, ita 
hanc caritatem dei supra 
effundi per spiritum 
sanctum et fructum esse 
sancti spiritus 
declaravimus, quia 
fructus est spiritus 
caritas, gaudium, pax, 
patientia. 
Communicationem 
autem et patris et fili 
esse manifestum est, 
quia scriptum est: Et 

Hanc dilectionem, fructum esse Spiritus Sancti 
Apostolus contestatur, sicut et gaudium et 
pacem quae a Patre ministratur et Filio, dicens: 
Fructus autem spiritus, caritas, gaudium, pax 
[Gal 5:22]. Quae charitas effusa est in corda 
credentium per Spiritum Sanctum. Caritas 
quippe Dei, ait, effusa est in cordibus nostris in 
Spiritu sancto [Rom 5:5]. Omnis quippe qui 
communicat Spiritui Sancto communicat per 
participationem eius—iuxta illud: Et 
communicatio Sancti Spiritus sit cum omnibus 
uobis [2 Cor 13:13], et in alio loco: Si qua 
communicatio Spiritus [Phil 2:1]—cum 
habuerit sapientiam Dei et sermonem et in 
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Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De 
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Text of Ambrose’s Source 

communicatio nostra 
cum patre et cum filio 
eius Iesu Christo [1 Jn 
1:3], et alibi: 
Communicatio spiritus 
sancti cum omnibus 
vobis [2 Cor 13:13]. Si 
igitur una pax, una 
gratia, una caritas, una 
communicatio est patris 
et fili et spiritus sancti, 
una certe operatio est. 
Et ubi una operatio est, 
utique non potest virtus 
esse divisa, discreta 
substantia. Nam 
quomodo operationis 
eiusdem gratia 
conveniret? (47–59; 
CSEL 79: 71–72)  

omnibus ueritatem, habebit quoque consortium 
sanctitatis in Patre et Filio et Spiritu Sancto. 
Fidelis autem Deus, per quem uocati estis in 
communicationem Filii eius [1 Cor 1:9].  
 
Scribit et Ioannes de Patre: Si in lumine 
ambulamus, sicut ipse est in lumine, 
communicationem habemus cum illo [1 Jn 
1:17]. Et adhuc: Communicatio autem nostra 
cum Patre et Filio eius Iesu Christo [1 Jn 1:3].  
 
Quia igitur quicumque communicat Spiritui 
Sancto, statim communicat Patri et Filio, et qui 
caritatem habet Patris, habet eam contributam a 
Filio per Spiritum Sanctum. Sed et qui 
particeps est gratiae Iesu Christi, eamdem 
gratiam habet datam a Patre per Spiritum 
Sanctum.  
 
Ex omnibus approbatur eamdem operationem 
esse Patris et Filii et Spiritus Sancti. Quorum 
autem una est operatio, una est et substantia .... 
       Didymus, DSS 78.1–81.3 (SC 386: 216–
18; PG 39, 1049B–D, §17) 

   

 

 Ambrose has condensed Didymus’ argument, but the point and the biblical 

quotations are close enough to assume substantial borrowing. 

Table A50: DSS 1.13.134–35 

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De Spiritu 
Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

“B”  Cum autem unum nomen sit patris 
et fili, accipe quia et spiritus 
sancti idem nomen sit, quoniam et 
spiritus sanctus in nomine fili 
venit, sicut scriptum est: 
Paraclitus autem ille spiritus 

Verum quoniam inde quaestionis 
ordo deductus est: Cum autem venerit 
paracletus Spiritus sanctus, quem 
mittet Pater in nomine meo, ille vos 
docebit omnia [Jn 14:26], age nunc 
ex ipso sermone quaeramus si quid in 



Table A50 (continued) 

343 
 

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De Spiritu 
Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

sanctus, quem mittet pater in 
nomine meo, ille vos docebit 
omnia [Jn 14:26]. Qui autem venit 
in nomine fili, utique in nomine 
etiam patris venit, quia unum 
patris nomen et fili est. Sic fit, ut 
unum et patris nomen et fili sit et 
spiritus sancti. Nec aliud est enim 
nomen sub caelo ullum, in quo 
oportet salvos fieri [Acts 4:12]. 
Simul docuit unitatem divini 
nominis esse credendam, non 
disparilitatem, quoniam in unitate 
nominis venit Christus, in suo 
autem nomine venturus 
Antichristus est, sicut scriptum 
est: Ego veni in nomine patris et 
non accepistis me. Si alius venerit 
in nomine suo, illum accipietis [Jn 
5:43]. (19–32; CSEL 79: 73) 

eo possimus inuenire cum his 
consentire quae dicta sunt.  
 
Spiritum Sanctum a Patre in suo mitti 
nomine, Saluator affirmat, cum 
proprie nomen Salvatoris sit Filius, si 
quidem naturae consortium et, ut ita 
dicam, proprietas personarum ex ista 
voce signatur. In qua appellatione 
Filii missus a Patre Spiritus Sanctus, 
non seruus, non alienus nec 
disiunctus a Filio intelligatur. 
  
Et quomodo Filius in Patris 
appellatione uenit, dicens: Ego veni 
in nomine Patris mei [Jn 5:43]. 
        Didymus, DSS 132.1–134.2 (SC 
386: 268–70; PG 39, 1060A–B, §30) 

   
 

 Both Ambrose and Didymus wish to prove the unity of the name (nomen) of the 

Holy Spirit with the Son and the Father. Ambrose closely follows Didymus logic and 

even some key words.

Table A51: DSS 1.12.136–38 

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De 
Spiritu Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

“C” Edoctum est igitur ex his 
non esse in patre et filio et 
spiritu paraclito nominis 
diversitatem, et quod nomen 
est patris, id esse etiam fili 
nomen, similiter quod 
nomen est fili, id etiam 
spiritus sancti, quando etiam 

In ipso quoque Euangelio dari 
praedicatur a Patre, et mitti Spiritus 
Sanctus, Saluatore dicente: Et ego rogabo 
Patrem meum, et alium Paracletum dabit 
vobis, ut sit vobis cum in aeternum, 
Spiritum veritatis [Jn 14:16–17], et 
iterum: Paracletus autem Spiritus sanctus, 
quem mittet Pater in nomine meo, ille vos 
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Text of Ambrose’s De 
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Text of Ambrose’s Source 

paraclitus filius dicitur sicut 
et spiritus sanctus. Et ideo 
ait in evangelio dominus 
Iesus: Rogabo patrem 
meum, et alium paraclitum 
dabit vobis, qui vobis cum 
sit in aeternum spiritus 
veritatis [Jn 14:16]. Bene 
dixit alium, ne ipsum filium 
ipsum spiritum intellegeres. 
Unitas enim nominis est, 
non fili spiritusque 
Sabelliana confusio. Itaque 
alius paraclitus est filius, 
alius paraclitus spiritus 
sanctus. Filium enim 
paraclitum dixit etiam 
Iohannes, sicut habes: Si 
quis peccaverit, paraclitum 
habemus ad patrem Iesum 
Christum [1 Jn 2:1]. Itaque 
quemadmodum unitas 
nominis, ita etiam unitas 
potestatis est. Ubi enim 
paraclitus spiritus, ibi etiam 
filius. Nam sicut hic in 
aeternum dominus futurum 
cum fidelibus spiritum dicit, 
ita etiam de se alibi ostendit 
quod in aeternum cum 
apostolis sit futurus dicens: 
Ecce ego vobis cum sum 
omnibus diebus usque ad 
consummationem mundi 
[Mat 28:20]. Unum sunt 
ergo filius et spiritus, unum 
nomen est trinitatis et una 
inseparabilis que praesentia. 
(33–54; CSEL 79: 73–74) 

docebit omnia [Jn 14:26]. Nam et in his 
sermonibus, alium Paracletum dare 
dicitur Pater, alium autem absque eo qui 
a Filio mittitur, secundum illud: Cum 
autem venerit ille Paracletus, quem 
mittam vobis a Patre, Spiritum veritatis 
[Jn 15:26]. Quem alium Paracletum 
nominauit, non iuxta naturae 
differentiam, sed operationis 
diuersitatem. Cum enim Saluator 
mediatoris et legati personam habeat [cf. 
Heb 8:6], ex qua pontifex deprecetur pro 
peccatis nostris, saluans in aeternum eos 
qui per ipsum accesserint ad Deum, quia 
semper uiuens interpellat pro eis Patrem 
[cf. Heb 7:25], Spiritus Sanctus 
secundum aliam significantiam 
Paracletus, ab eo quod consolatur in 
tristitia positos, nuncupatus. 
        Didymus, DSS 120.1–12 (SC 386: 
256; PG 39, 1057C–1058A, §27) 
 
... Spiritus igitur Consolator et Sanctus et 
Spiritus ueritatis datur a Patre, ut semper 
cum Christi discipulis commoretur cum 
quibus et ipse Saluator est, dicens: Ecce 
ego uobiscum sum usque ad 
consummationem saeculi [Mat 28:20]. 
 
Cum autem semper apostolis et Spiritus 
Sanctus adsit et Filius, sequitur ut et Pater 
cum ipsis sit, quia qui recipit Filium, 
recipit et Patrem, et mansionem Filius 
cum Patre facit apud eos qui digni 
aduentu eius exstiterint [cf. Jn 14:23]. 
Sed et ubi Spiritus Sanctus fuerit, statim 
inuenitur et Filius. 
 
        Didymus, DSS 124.4–125.6 (SC 
386: 260; PG 39, 1058C, §28) 
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Ambrose probably had this argument suggested to him from Didymus, but he 

neither closely follows the biblical citations nor the conclusion.  

Table A52: DSS 1.14.140–43 

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De Spiritu Sancto Text of Ambrose’s Source 

“D” Quid autem adstruam quod sicut pater 
lumen, ita etiam filius lumen et spiritus 
lumen est? Quod utique divinae 
potentiae est. Deus enim lux est, sicut 
dixit Iohannes: Quia deus lux est et 
tenebrae in eo non sunt [1 Jn 1:5]. Lux 
autem et filius, quia vita erat lux 
hominum [Jn 1:4]. Et ut ostenderet se de 
dei filio evangelista dixisse, ait de 
Iohanne baptista: Non erat ille lux, sed 
ut testimonium perhiberet de lumine. 
Erat lux vera, quae inluminat omnem 
hominem venientem in hunc mundum [Jn 
1:8–9]. 
  
Ergo quia deus lux est, lux autem vera 
est dei filius, sine dubio deus verus est 
dei filius. Habes et alibi quia filius lux 
est: Populus, qui sedebat in umbra 
mortis, lucem viderunt magnam [Isa 9:2; 
Mat 4:16]. Quid autem hoc evidentius 
quod ait: Quoniam apud te fons vitae, in 
lumine tuo videbimus lumen? Hoc est 
quod apud te, deus omnipotens pater, in 
lumine tuo, filio, lumen videbimus 
spiritus sancti [Ps 36[35]:10], sicut ipse 
dominus ostendit dicens: Accipite 
spiritum sanctum [Jn 20:22], et alibi: Et 
virtus exiebat de eo [Lk 6:19]. Ipsum 
autem patrem quis dubitet lumen esse, 
cum lectum sit de filio eius quia 
splendor est lucis aeternae? [Wis 7:26] 
Cuius enim nisi patris splendor est filius, 
qui et cum patre semper est nec 
dissimili, sed eadem claritate praefulget? 
(1–24; CSEL 79: 75–76) 

... καὶ κατὰ τὸν Ἰωάννην «ὁ 
θεὸς ἡμῶν φῶς ἐστι» [1 Jn 
1:5]. λέγεται δὲ καὶ ὁ υἱὸς ὡς 
μὲν πρὸς τὴν πηγὴν 
ποταμός. «ὁ 
ποταμὸς» γὰρ «τοῦ θεοῦ 
ἐπληρώθη ὑδάτων» [Ps 
63[64]:10]· πρὸς δὲ τὸ φῶς 
ἀπαύγασμα, λέγοντος τοῦ 
Παύλου· «ὃς ὢν ἀπαύγασμα 
τῆς δόξης καὶ χαρακτὴρ τῆς 
ὑποστάσεως αὐτοῦ» [Heb 
1:3] τοῦ τοίνυν πατρὸς φωτὸς 
ὄντος, τοῦ δὲ υἱοῦ 
ἀπαυγάσματος αὐτοῦ. (τὰ 
αὐτὰ γὰρ περὶ τούτων μάλιστα 
οὐκ ὀκνητέον λέγειν 
πολλάκις). ἔξεστιν ὁρᾶν καὶ ἐν 
τῷ υἱῷ τὸ πνεῦμα, ἐν ᾧ 
φωτιζόμεθα, «ἵνα» γάρ, 
φησί, «δώῃ ὑμῖν πνεῦμα 
σοφίας καὶ ἀποκαλύψεως ἐν 
ἐπιγνώσει αὐτοῦ 
πεφωτισμένους τοὺς 
ὀφθαλμοὺς τῆς καρδίας» [Eph 
1:17–18]. τῷ δὲ πνεύματι 
φωτιζομένων ἡμῶν ὁ Χριστός 
ἐστιν ὁ ἐν αὐτῷ 
φωτίζων· «ἦν» γάρ, φησί, «τὸ 
φῶς τὸ ἀληθινόν, ὃ φωτίζει 
πάντα ἄνθρωπον ἐρχόμενον 
εἰς τὸν κόσμον» [Jn 1:9]. 
        Athanasius, Ep. Serap. 
1.19.2–4 (7–17; AW 1/1: 498–
99) 
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 While it is possible that Ambrose had the argument that the Father, Son, and 

Spirit are all called “light (lux)” in Scripture by Athanasius from this passage, the texts 

differ so much that it would be hard to make the case that Ambrose depends on the 

Alexandrian bishop here. Ambrose has already been noting many passages in Scripture 

that apply similar names to the three members of the Godhead, which makes it seem 

more likely he discovered this matrix of passages regarding light himself.  

Table A53: DSS 1.16.158 

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De 
Spiritu Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

“D” Si enim fluvius riparum 
editis superfusus 
exundat, quanto magis 
spiritus omnem 
supereminens 
creaturam, cum reliqua 
tamquam inferiora 
nostrae mentis arva 
praestringat, caelestem 
illam creaturarum 
naturam effusiore 
quadam sanctificationis 
ubertate laetificat! (21–
25; CSEL 79: 82) 

Verum sancti sunt angeli participatione Spiritus 
Sancti et inhabitatione Vnigeniti Filii Dei, qui 
sanctus est et communicatio Patris, de quo 
Saluator ait: Pater sancte! [Jn 17:11]. 
  
Si igitur angeli non ex propria substantia sancti 
sunt, sed ex participatione sanctae Trinitatis, 
alia angelorum ostenditur a Trinitate esse 
substantia. Vt enim Pater sanctificans alius est 
ab his qui sanctificantur et Filius est alius ab 
his quos efficit sanctos, ita et Spiritus Sanctus 
alterius est substantiae ab his quos sui 
largitione sanctificat. 
        Didymus, DSS 25.6–26.7 (SC 386: 164–
66; PG 39, 1038C–1039A, §7) 

 

 The only similarity between the passages is the idea that the Holy Spirit bestows 

good on creatures, and so should be considered above creatures. But even this is more 

implied than explicit in the Bishop of Milan’s text.  
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Table A54: DSS 1.16.161 

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De Spiritu 
Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

“D” Advertitis ergo etiam ex verbis 
ipsius divinae significari 
magnitudinis unitatem nec 
posse Christum etiam a 
perfidis fontem negari, cum 
fons dicatur et spiritus. Et sicut 
flumen dicitur spiritus, ita et 
pater dixit: Ecce ego decurro 
in vos sicut fluvius pacis et 
sicut torrens inundans gloriam 
gentium [Isa 66:12]. (46–51; 
CSEL 79: 83) 

πάλιν τε τοῦ πατρὸς ὄντος πηγῆς, τοῦ δὲ 
υἱοῦ ποταμοῦ λεγομένου, πίνειν 
λεγόμεθα τὸ πνεῦμα· γέγραπται γάρ, 
ὅτι «ἡμεῖς πάντες ἓν πνεῦμα 
ἐποτίσθημεν» [1 Cor 12:13]. τὸ δὲ 
πνεῦμα ποτιζόμενοι τὸν Χριστὸν 
πίνομεν. «ἔπινον γὰρ ἐκ πνευματικῆς 
ἀκολουθούσης πέτρας· ἡ δὲ πέτρα ἦν ὁ 
Χριστός» [1 Cor 10:4].  
        Athanasius, Ep. Serap. 1.19.2–4 (7–
17; AW 1/1: 498–99) 

   

 

 Ambrose is trying to show that the Father, Son, and Spirit are each referred to as a 

“font (fons)” in Scripture. Athanasius shows that each is associated with water and 

drinking in his passage. However, the Scriptures and vocabulary are different enough that 

it seems likely the two bishops formed these arguments independently of one another. 

Table A55: DSS 2.4.29–31 

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De Spiritu 
Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

“C” Quid autem mirum, si spiritus 
operator est vitae, qui vivificat 
sicut pater, vivificat sicut filius? 
Vivificare autem quis abnuat 
esse maiestatis aeternae? 
Scriptum est enim: Vivifica 
servum tuum [Ps 119[118]:176]. 
Vivificatur ergo qui servus est, 
hoc est homo, qui vitam ante 
non habuit, sed ut haberet, 
accepit. Videamus igitur, utrum 
vivificetur spiritus an ipse 
vivificet. Sed scriptum est: 

Ζωοποιεῖ μετὰ τοῦ Θεοῦ τοῦ τὰ πάντα 
ζωογονοῦντος, μετὰ τοῦ Υἱοῦ τοῦ 
διδόντος ζωήν. «Ὁ γὰρ ἐγείρας 
Χριστὸν ἐκ νεκρῶν, ζωοποιήσει, φησί, 
καὶ τὰ θνητὰ ὑμῶν σώματα διὰ τοῦ 
ἐνοικοῦντος αὐτοῦ Πνεύματος ἐν 
ὑμῖν» [Rom 8:11] Καὶ πάλιν· «Τὰ 
πρόβατα τὰ ἐμὰ τῆς φωνῆς μου 
ἀκούει, κἀγὼ ζωὴν αἰώνιον δίδωμι 
αὐτοῖς» [Jn 10:27–28] Ἀλλὰ καὶ «τὸ 
Πνεῦμα, φησί, ζωοποιεῖ» [Jn 6:63]. 
Καὶ πάλιν·«Τὸ δὲ Πνεῦμα, φησί, ζωὴ 
διὰ δικαιοσύνην» [Rom 8:10].  Καὶ ὁ 
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Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De Spiritu 
Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

Littera occidit, spiritus autem 
vivificat [2 Cor 3:6]. Ergo 
vivificat spiritus. Sed ut 
intellegas patris et fili et spiritus 
sancti vivificationem non esse 
divisam, accipe quia 
vivificationis quoque unitas sit, 
quando ipse per spiritum 
vivificat deus. Dixit enim 
Paulus: Qui suscitavit Christum 
a mortuis, vivificavit et mortalia 
corpora vestra propter 
inhabitantem spiritum eius in 
vobis [Rom 8:11]. (1–16; CSEL 
79: 97–98) 

Κύριος μαρτυρεῖ τὸ Πνεῦμα εἶναι τὸ 
ζωοποιοῦν· «Ἡ σὰρξ οὐκ ὠφελεῖ 
οὐδέν» [Jn 6:63]. Πῶς οὖν τῆς 
ζωοποιοῦ δυνάμεως ἀποξενώσαντες τὸ 
Πνεῦμα, τῇ ἐπιδεομένῃ τῆς ζωῆς 
φύσει προσοικειώσομεν; Τίς οὕτω 
δύσερις, τίς οὕτω δωρεᾶς ἐπουρανίου 
ἀμέτοχος, καὶ τῶν καλῶν τοῦ Θεοῦ 
ῥημάτων ἄγευστος, τίς οὕτως ἐλπίδων 
αἰωνίων ἄμοιρος, ὡς τῇ κτίσει 
συντάξαι τὸ Πνεῦμα, τῆς θεότητος 
ἀποστήσας; 
        Basil, DSS 24.56 (5–20; SC 
17bis: 452) 

   

 

 While both employ Rom 8 to make the point that the Spirit participates in the 

same activity of giving life (vivificare; ζωοποίειν) as the Father and the Son, Ambrose’s 

train of argument proceeds through Ps 119 and 2 Cor 3:6, very characteristic of the 

Milanese bishop. As such, it would seem Ambrose may vaguely know of Basil’s 

argument here, but more likely generated on his own as he sets up the main thrust of 

Book 2, which is that the Spirit is Creator.

Table A56: DSS 2.5.32 

Class 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De 
Spiritu Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

“B” Denique sine spiritu sancto 
universitatis gratiam manere 
non posse propheta declarat 
dicens: Aufer spiritum 
eorum et deficient et in 
pulverem suum 
convertentur. Emitte 

Ex quibus ostenditur esse Spiritum 
Sanctum creatorem, ut iam in Dogmatum 
uolumine breuiter ostendimus. Et in 
Psalmo ad Dominum dicitur: Auferes ab 
eis Spiritum tuum, et deficient, et in terram 
suam reuertentur. Emitte Spiritum tuum, et 
creabuntur, et renouabis faciem terrae [Ps 
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Class 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De 
Spiritu Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

spiritum tuum et creabuntur 
et renovabis omnem faciem 
terrae [Gen 1:2]. Non solum 
igitur sine spiritu docuit 
omnem creaturam stare non 
posse, sed etiam creatorem 
totius esse spiritum 
creaturae. (11–17; CSEL 79: 
99) 

104[103]:29–30]. Nec mirum si dominici 
tantum corporis Spiritus Sanctus conditor 
sit, cum Patri Filioque sociatus, eadem 
creet omnia quae Pater creat et Filius. 
“Emitte enim,” ait, “Spiritum tuum, et 
creabuntur ....”  
        Didymus, DSS 145.1–5 (SC 386: 
278–80; PG 39, 1062B, §32) 

   

 

 Although it may have independently occured to Ambrose to link Ps 104:29–30, a 

key biblical passage throwing light on the Holy Spirit’s role in creation, the fact that he 

continues on to discuss the similarity in operation between Father, Son, and Holy Spirit 

(2.5.34, lines 19–28) just as Didymus does (145.9–13), indicates firm logical reliance on 

the Alexandrian’s text.

Table A57: DSS 2.5.35 and 37 

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De Spiritu Sancto Text of Ambrose’s Source 

“D” An vero sine opere spiritus sancti 
substantiam putamus esse terrarum, sine 
cuius opere nec ‘caeli convexa’ subsistunt? 
Scriptum est enim: Verbo domini caeli 
firmati sunt et spiritu oris eius omnis virtus 
eorum [Ps 33[32]:6]. (29–32; CSEL 79: 
100) 
... 
Sed quid alienis inmoror? Accipiant 
documentum evidens, nihil posse esse, quod 
spiritus sanctus negetur operatus, nec de 
angelis nec de archangelis nec de ‘thronis ac 
dominationibus [cf. Col 1:16]’ posse 
dubitari quod eius operatione subsistant, 
quandoquidem ipse secundum carnem [cf. 

αἱ δὲ ἐνέργειαι τοῦ ἁγίου 
Πνεύματος οἷαι; «Τῷ λόγῳ 
Κυρίου, φησὶν, οἱ οὐρανοὶ 
ἐστερεώθησαν, καὶ τῷ 
Πνεύματι τοῦ στόματος 
αὐτοῦ πᾶσα ἡ δύναμις 
αὐτῶν» [Ps 33[32]:6]. Ὡς 
τοίνυν ὁ Θεὸς Λόγος 
δημιουργός ἐστι τῶν 
οὐρανῶν, οὕτω καὶ τὸ 
Πνεῦμα τὸ ἅγιον τὸ 
στερεὸν καὶ πάγιον 
παρέχεται ταῖς οὐρανίαις 
δυνάμεσι. 
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Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De Spiritu Sancto Text of Ambrose’s Source 

Rom 1:3] dominus, cui angeli serviebant [cf. 
Mat 4:11], spiritu in virginem superveniente 
generatus sit .... (44–49; CSEL 79: 100–1) 

        Basil, Adversus 
Eunomium 3.4.2–7 (SC 
305: 156–58; PG 29, 661 
B–C) 

   

 

Faller makes the case that Ambrose borrowed from Basil’s Adversus Eunomium 

(not De Spirit Sancto) in this location. Both quote Ps 33[32]:6 fully. Most significantly 

they link the phrase “all their power” (omnis virtus eorum; πᾶσα ἡ δύναμις αὐτῶν) to the 

Holy Spirit creating angels.  

 On the other hand, this passage also occurs in Didymus, though the blind 

Alexandrian does not link the creation of power to heavenly beings (see next citation 

below). Basil quotes Ps 33:6 again in his DSS at 19.49, but the conclusion is that the 

Spirit participates in resurrection to life and is thus worthy of being glorified, differing 

significantly from Ambrose’s. Athanasius reasons that the passage shows the Spirit 

belongs to God and participates in regeneration at Ep. Serap. 1.9.7 and 1.24.5–6. More 

significantly, Athanasius links Ps 33:6 with 104:29–30, declaring that both reveal the 

Holy Spirit acting in creation along with the Father and the Son, indicating that he could 

not be a created being (2.13.4–14.1). 

 Furthermore, Ambrose would not have needed Adv. Eunom. to attribute the 

creation of the angels to the Holy Spirit. His polemical context would have provided him 

the suggestion. Some surviving texts of the Homoians declare explicitly or imply that the 

Holy Spirit is the most exulted angel. (See Chapter Three’s discussion.) Thus, Ambrose 

would have had motivation to show the Holy Spirit’s transcendence over angels apart 
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from Basil’s Adv. Eunom. 3. Lastly, Faller himself elsewhere conceeds doubt as to 

whether Ambrose would have needed Basil’s Adv. Eunom. 3, since most of the material 

there occurs also in Didymus.1 

Table A58: DSS 2.5.38 

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De Spiritu Sancto Text of Ambrose’s Source 

“C” Sed quid alienis inmoror? Accipiant 
documentum evidens, nihil posse esse, 
quod spiritus sanctus negetur operatus, 
nec de angelis nec de archangelis nec 
de ‘thronis ac dominationibus [cf. Col 
1:16]’ posse dubitari quod eius 
operatione subsistant, quandoquidem 
ipse secundum carnem [cf. Rom 1:3] 
dominus, cui angeli serviebant [cf. 
Mat 4:11], spiritu in virginem 
superveniente generatus sit, sicut et 
secundum Matthaeum ad Ioseph 
angelus dixit: Ioseph, fili David, noli 
timere accipere Mariam uxorem tuam; 
quod enim ex ea nascetur, de spiritu 
sancto est [Mat 1:20]. Et secundum 
Lucan dixit ad Mariam: Spiritus 
sanctus superveniet in te [Lk 1:35]. 
(44–53; CSEL 79: 100–1) 

Aequalem uero Spiritui uirtutem 
non possumus aliam praeter 
Christum Dominum interpretari. 
Ipse enim discipulis ait: 
Accipietis enim uirtutem Spiritus 
sancti uenientem super uos [Acts 
1:8]; et ad Mariam angelus, 
Spiritus, inquit, sanctus 
superveniet in te, et uirtus 
Altissimi obumbrabit tibi [Lk 
1:35]. Creatrix igitur uirtus 
Altissimi, Spiritu sancto 
superueniente in uirginem 
Mariam, Christi corpus est 
fabricata: quo ille usus templo, 
sine uiri natus est semine. 
        Didymus, DSS 144.1–9 (SC 
386: 278; PG 39, 1062 A–B, 
§31) 

   

 

 Didymus likely inspired this passage, since he employs these two Gospel texts 

just before the two Psalm texts considered in Tables A56 and A57 above. Didymus 

probably encouraged Ambrose to employ the Annunciation narrative as part of his larger 

case that the Holy Spirit is Creator. However, Ambrose elaborates on this idea far more 

                                                 
1 CSEL 79: 19*. Indeed, DelCogliano shows Basil’s Adv. Eun. consults Didymus’ DSS. See note 

16 below. 
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than Didymus. The Alexandrian moves on from these texts to interpret Jn 16:12–15 at 

length (DSS 146–74), whereas Ambrose expands on the significance of the Spirit’s 

participation in the creation of Jesus’ body from 2.5.37–44.  

Table A59: DSS 2.5.44 

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De Spiritu 
Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

“D” Quid quod etiam Iob creatorem 
suum spiritum evidenter ostendit 
dicens: Spiritus divinus qui fecit 
me? [Job 33:4] Et divinum utique 
et creatorem uno versiculo 
demonstravit. (90–92; CSEL 79: 
103) 

Καὶ πάλιν ὁ Ἰώβ· «Πνεῦμα Κυρίου τὸ 
ποιῆσάν με» [Job 33:4], οὐκ ἐπὶ τῆς 
δημιουργίας, ὡς οἶμαι, ἀλλ’ ἐπὶ τῆς 
κατὰ τὴν ἀνθρωπείαν ἀρετὴν 
τελειώσεως λέγων. 
       Basil, Adversus Eunomium 3.4.8–
10 (SC 305: 158; PG 29, 661 B–C) 

   

 Faller’s attribution of this passage to the inspiration of Basil’s Adv. Eunom. 

depends upon his assertion of dependence in Table A57 above. While it is tempting to see 

Basil’s text influencing Ambrose here Job 33:4 shows up as well as Ps 33:6 in both, the 

two writers’ interpretations meaningful part ways. Basil reasons from Job’s text that the 

Spirit assists in perfecting virtue, while denying that this means Job was created by the 

Spirit. Ambrose flatly affirms that the Spirit is Job’s Creator. It would be better to see this 

as strong evidence that he did not use Adv. Eunom.

Table A60: DSS 2.6.48 

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De Spiritu 
Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

“B” Nec praeterit hereticos 
obiectare consuesse ideo videri 
creatum spiritum sanctum, quia 
plerique eorum argumentum 
adstruendae suae impietatis 
adsciscunt illud, quod Amos de 

Et quia ad conditionem eius 
approbandam etiam propheticum 
sermonem usurpant, dicente Deo, Creo 
Spiritum [Amos 4:13], etiam in hoc 
monstrare debemus prorsus ab intellectu 
ueritatis alienos. 
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Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De Spiritu 
Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

flatu ventorum locutus est, ut 
ipse propheticus sermo 
declarat. Sic enim habet: Ecce 
ego firmans tonitruum et 
creans spiritum et nuntians in 
homines Christum suum, 
faciens lucem et nebulam et 
ascendens super excelsa; 
dominus deus omnipotens 
nomen est ei [Amos 4:13]. (1–
10; CSEL 79: 104–5) 

       Didymus, DSS 65.6–10 (SC 386: 
202–4; PG 39, 1046 C, §14) 
... 
Κομίζουσι δὲ ἀποδείξεις, πρὸς τὸ 
κτίσμα εἰρῆσθαι τὸ Πνεῦμα τὸ ἅγιον, 
μίαν μὲν ἐκ τοῦ προφήτου 
λέγοντος· «Ὁ στερεῶν βροντὴν καὶ 
κτίζων πνεῦμα» [Amos 4:13]· ἑτέραν δὲ 
τὴν ἐκ τοῦ Εὐαγγελίου ὅτι, «Πάντα δι’ 
αὐτοῦ ἐγένετο» [Jn 1:3]. 
       Basil, Adv. Eunom. 3.7.1–4 (SC 
305: 170; PG 29, 668 D–669 A) 

   

 

Faller suggests that the entirety of chapter 6 in Ambrose’s DSS arises from 

Didymus’ DSS 65–73 along with Basil’s Adv. Eunom. 3.7 because they all deal with the 

objection that Amos 4:13 teaches that the Holy Spirit is created. Ambrose must certainly 

have received this text from one or both of his Greek sources because no Homoian is 

every recorded as using this passage for their case, despite the motivation they would 

have had to gather biblical evidence for their position the Spirit was a creature. The 

bishop of Milan most likely intended to head off this potential objection before it arose, 

using the reasoning of his Greek counterparts to assist him. Reading Didymus’ DSS 65.2–

10 would have alerted Ambrose to this possibility, given that the Alexandrian’s 

opponents had already linked Amos 4:13 with John 1:3, the latter of which the Homoians 

employ frequently to argue the Spirit belongs to the created order. Mark DelCogliano has 

demonstrated that Basil depended on Didymus for his exegesis of this passage.1 Indeed, 

                                                 
1 DelCogliano, “Basil and Anti-Pneumatomachian Exegesis,” JTS n.s. 61.2 (2010): 644–58. 
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nothing from Basil’s text cannot be found in Didymus. Faller, of course, did not have the 

benefit of this research. We conclude, therefore, that Ambrose was unlikely to have used 

Basil’s Adv. Eunom. at all (see Tables A57 and A59 above). Again, Faller rightly 

recognized that Didymus and Basil formed one united tradition, so he noted both as 

Ambrose’s sources. The truth is that Basil followed Didymus just as Ambrose would 

several decades later throughout this section of DSS (2.6.48–61).  

Table A61: DSS 2.6.49–50 

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De Spiritu Sancto Text of Ambrose’s Source 

“C” Tamen ut propositis inhaereamus, his 
videlicet, quae Amos dixit, nonne 
evidenter dictorum significatur serie de 
istius creatura locutum prophetam? 
Denique ita coepit: Ego dominus firmans 
tonitruum et creans spiritum [Amos 4:13]. 
Ipse ordo nos doceat. Nam si de spiritu 
sancto dicere voluisset, non de tonitruo 
utique praemisisset. (14–18; CSEL 79: 
105) 

Neque enim de Spiritu 
sancto propositus sermo 
prophetae fuit, ut ex ipsa 
serie et contextu eloquii 
intelligitur. 
       Didymus, DSS 66.1–3 
(SC 386: 204; PG 39, 1046 
C, §14) 

 

 Faller’s point in identifying Didymus’ text as Ambrose’s source here is probably 

that both authors appeal to the concepts of the order or flow (serie) of the text to rebut 

their opponents. 

Table A62: DSS 2.6.51 

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s 
De Spiritu Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

“B” Et ut scires quia hunc 
spiritum dixit, ait 
firmans tonitruum et 
creans spiritum, quia 
frequenter creantur 

Ergo hoc quod dicitur, Creo spiritum [Amos 
4:13], aeque arbitror positum, ac si diceretur, 
creans uentum. Deus quippe flatus hos qui per 
aeris motum efficiuntur dispositione sua ducit, 
secundum illud quod alibi legimus: Qui producit 
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Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s 
De Spiritu Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

ista, cum fiunt. 
Spiritus autem 
sanctus aeternus est, 
quem si quis audet 
dicere creatum, non 
potest tamen dicere 
quod cottidie creatur 
sicut flabra 
ventorum. (28–32; 
CSEL 79: 106) 

uentos de thesauris suis [Ps 135[134]:7]. Bene 
autem quod in ipsa sententia non ait qui creavi, 
sed qui creo spiritum [Amos 4:13]. Si enim de 
substantialitate Spiritus Sancti sermo esset, 
dixisset utique, qui creaui. Neque enim semper 
eumdem creat. Nunc autem consequenter de flatu 
dictum est, qui creo, quia non semel uenti facti 
sunt, sed in eo quod subsistunt, quotidie fiunt. 
       Didymus, DSS 72.1–11 (SC 386: 210; PG 39, 
1047 C–1048 A, §15) 

Both of Ambrose’s sources note that the verb “to create” in Amos 4:13 is present 

not aorist or perfect, implying that God continually creates the wind (spiritus; πνεῦμα) 

and rules out that the Holy Spirit is spoken of here.

Table A63: DSS 2.6.54–55 

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De Spiritu 
Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

“C” Nam si te movet, quia spiritum 
dixit, et ideo hoc non putas 
derivandum ad mysterium 
adsumptionis humanae, 
persequere scripturas et invenies 
optime congruere de Christo, de 
quo bene convenit aestimari 
quia firmavit tonitrua adventu 
suo, vim videlicet et sonum 
caelestium scripturarum, 
quarum velut quodam tonitru 
mentes nostrae redduntur 
adtonitae, ut timere discamus et 
revenerentiam caelestibus 
deferamus oraculis. (62–69; 
CSEL 79: 107–8) 
.... 

Quod si e diverso opposuerit manifeste 
de Spiritu sancto haec dici, quia 
inferatur ad creationem Spiritus illud 
quod sequitur: Et annuntians in 
homines Christum suum [Amos 4:13b]; 
... 
[Deus dicit:] “Ego firmans tonitruum et 
creans spiritum et alias mundi partes 
faciens et gubernans, annuntio in 
homines Christum meum”, et hoc enim 
prouidentiae meae opus super omnia 
opera mea est, ut non solum eorum 
quae foris sunt, sed et quae ad 
emolumentum animae et mentis 
utilitatem pertinent causa subsistam.  
       Didymus, DSS 69.1–4 and 71.4–10 
(SC 386: 208; PG 39, 1047 A–B, §15) 
... 

Table A62 (continued)
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Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De Spiritu 
Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

Denique in evangelio fratres 
domini filii tonitrui [Mk 3:17] 
dicebantur, et cum vox patris 
facta esset dicentis ad filium: Et 
honorificavi et iterum 
honorificabo, Iudaei dicebant: 
Tonitruum factum est illi [Jn 
12:28–29]. Nam licet gratiam 
veritatis haurire non possent, 
tamen confitebantur inviti, et 
ignari mysterium loquebantur, 
eo quod magnum patris de filio 
testimonium resultabat. (70–75; 
CSEL 79: 108) 

Οὐκοῦν τοῦ κτιζομένου πνεύματος 
τοιαύτην ἔχοντος τὴν διάνοιαν 
πρεπόντως ἂν νοηθείη καὶ ἡ 
στερεουμένη βροντή, «ὁ πιστὸς λόγος» 
[2 Tim 2:11] καὶ ἀσάλευτος τοῦ 
πνεύματος ὁ νόμος. τούτου γὰρ 
ὑπηρέτας εἶναι θέλων τὸν Ἰάκωβον καὶ 
τὸν Ἰωάννην ἐκάλεσεν ὁ κύριος 
«Βοανεργές, ὅ ἐστιν υἱοὶ βροντῆς» 
[Mk 3:17].  
       Athanasius, Ep. Serap. 1.10.1 (1–
5; AW 1/1: 476) 

Faller also claims that Ambrose uses a long passage of Basil’s Adv. Eunom. 3.7 

here. But, as noted in Table A61, everything in this passage of Basil can be found in 

Didymus or Athanasius, Ep. Serap. 1.3.1–10.3. To demonstrate this I have included two 

texts from Didymus and one from Athanasius to replace the lines from Didymus Faller 

noted (only 69.1–70.4). Though Faller does not note Ambrose’s lines 70–75, they seem 

to have been suggested by Athanasius. While it could be argued that Ambrose uses 

Basil’s Adv. Eunom. 3.7 here because Basil also appeals to Jn 12:28, it can be rejoined 

that Ambrose’s mind would have been on the lookout for any biblical passage with the 

word thunder (tonitruum) in it.

Table A64: DSS 2.6.56 

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of 
Ambrose’s De 
Spiritu Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

“C” Spiritum autem 
hoc loco 

Vocatour et anima spiritus, ut in Iacobi Epistola: 
Quomodo corpus sine spiritu mortuum est [Jam 2:26] 
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Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of 
Ambrose’s De 
Spiritu Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

animam, quam 
suscepit, 
rationabilem 
adque perfectam 
intellegimus, 
quia scriptura 
frequenter et 
animam hominis 
spiritus 
vocabulo 
designavit, sicut 
habes: Qui creat 
spiritum hominis 
in ipso [Zech 
12:1]. Unde et 
dominus 
animam suam 
spiritus 
adpellatione 
significans ait: 
In manus tuas 
commendo 
spiritum meum 
[Lk 23:46]. (81–
86; CSEL 79: 
108) 

... Iuxta quam intellegentiam et Stphanus animam 
suam spiritum uocat: Domne Iesu, suscipe spiritum 
meum. [Acts 7:59] 
       Didymus, DSS 239.1–2 and 4–6 (SC 386: 360; PG 
39, 1077 B, §54) 
... 
Legentes enim in propheta, Ego sum firmans 
tonitruum, et creans Spiritum [Amos 4:13] ignorantia 
multiplicis in hac parte sermonis putauerunt Spiritum 
Sanctum ex hoc uocabulo demonstrari, cum 
impraesentiarum spiritus nomen uentum sonet. Necnon 
in Zacharia audientes locutum Deum quod ipse sit qui 
creet spiritum hominis in eo [Zech 12:1] 
existimaverunt Spiritum Sanctum etiam in hoc capitulo 
significari, non animaduertentes quod animam hominis 
aut spiritum—quem tertium in homine esse iam 
diximus—spiritus appellatio significet. 
       Didymus, DSS 255.1–10 (SC 386: 372–74; PG 39, 
1082 B, §59) 
... 
πρότερον δὲ ἔπλασεν [πνεῦμα], ὡς ὁ Ζαχαρίας φησίν 
«ἐκτείνων τὸν οὐρανὸν καὶ θεμελιῶν τὴν γῆν καὶ 
πλάσσων πνεῦμα ἀνθρώπου ἐν αὐτῷ» [Zech 12:1]. ὃ 
γὰρ πρότερον ἔπλασε, τοῦτο πεπτωκὸς ἀνέκτισε, 
γενόμενος αὐτὸς ἐν τῷ κτίσματι, ὅτε «ὁ λόγος σὰρξ 
ἐγένετο» [Jn 1:14]. 
       Athanasius, Ep. Serap. 1.9.9 (40–45; AW 1/1: 
475) 

 Faller cites Didymus, DSS 247 (PG 39, 1081A, §57), but Ambrose is more likely 

to have been influenced by the passage above since it is there that Didymus gives 

examples of “spirit” meaning the human soul, as Ambrose does here, not thought or will 

as in Faller’s passage. Faller is correct in locating Didymus, DSS 255 as a possible 

source. I have added Athanasius, Ad Serap. 1.9.9 as well, where he quotes Zech 12:1 to 
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the same effect. In all sources, Ambrose only uses them as a springboard for his own 

argument, as usual. 

Table A65: DSS 2.8.70 

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De Spiritu 
Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

“C” Sed quid mirum, si de verbis 
amentes homines faciunt 
quaestionem, cum faciant et de 
syllabis? Sunt enim, qui hinc putent 
faciendam esse distantiam, quo 
dicant in spiritu deum, non 'cum 
spiritu' praedicandum; et ex una 
syllaba vel usu quoddam divinitatis 
aestimandum putant esse 
momentum, argumentantes quod in 
spiritu deum praedicandum putent, 
ut ministerium sancti spiritus signare 
videantur, si vero ‘cum spiritu’ 
dicant dei vel virtutem esse vel 
gloriam, societatem quandam et 
communionem patris et fili et 
spiritus sancti designare videantur. 
(3–12; CSEL 79: 114) 

Πῶς οὖν, φησίν, ἡ Γραφὴ οὐδαμοῦ 
συνδοξαζόμενον Πατρὶ καὶ Υἱῷ τὸ 
Πνεῦμα παρέδωκεν, ἀλλὰ 
πεφυλαγμένως ἐξέκλινε τὸ ‘σὺν τῷ 
Πνεύματι’ εἰπεῖν; πανταχοῦ δὲ τὸ 
ἐν αὐτῷ δοξάζειν ὡς 
ἁρμοδιώτερον προετίμησεν; Ἐγὼ 
δὲ οὐδ’ ἂν αὐτὸς φαίην ἀτιμοτέρας 
εἶναι διανοίας παραστατικὴν τὴν 
ἐν συλλαβήν, ἀλλ’ ὑγιῶς 
ἐκλαμβανομένην πρὸς τὸ μέγιστον 
ὕψος ἀνάγειν τὰς διανοίας·  

ὅπου γε καὶ ἀντὶ τῆς σύν, 
πολλαχοῦ κειμένην αὐτὴν 
τετηρήκαμεν 
       Basil, DSS 25.58 (1–8; SC 
17bis: 456) 

Faller rightly notes that Ambrose borrows from Basil as he introduces this long 

section arguing against his opponents reading of prepositions in Scripture (2.8.70–9.100). 

However, it is difficult to pin down a precise text that matches Ambrose, indicating that 

Ambrose only used the general thrust of Basil’s work in this particular selection and 

indeed throughout the longer section. It is difficult to demonstrate precisely what of 

Basil’s text Ambrose employed, but that there is borrowing is also unmistakeable. Basil’s 

discussion of the meaning of prepositions occurs in DSS 4.6–8.19 and 25.58–26.64. A 

significant difference in the purpose of the two bishops’ arguments emerges in 

http://www.tlg.uci.edu.ezproxy.baylor.edu/help/BetaManual/online/Q3.html
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Ambrose’s DSS 2.8.75 where he admits his argument will be insufficient since his 

opponents will admit similarity between Son and Spirit and proclaim that such 

association reduces the honor one should attribute to the Son. Ambrose must show that 

the same scriptural expressions apply to the Father, a move Basil did not need to counter 

his so-called Homoiousian opponents, who did not subordinate the Son as much. 

Table A66: DSS 2.8.75–76 

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De Spiritu 
Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

“B” Dicant enim: ‘Numquid de deo 
patre scriptum est?’ Sed 
accipiant etiam de deo patre 
dictum: In domino laudabo 
sermones, in deo laudabo 
verbum [Ps 55:5, 11], et alibi: In 
deo faciemus virtutem [Ps. 
59:14], et: In te commemoratio 
mea semper [Ps 70:6], et: In tuo 
nomine exultabimus [Ps 88:17], 
et iterum alibi: Ut manifestentur 
opera eius, quia in deo sunt facta 
[Jn 3:21]. Et Paulus: In deo, qui 
omnia creavit [Eph 3:9], et 
iterum: Paulus et Silvanus et 
Timotheus ecclesiae 
Thessalonicensium in deo patre 
et domino Iesu Christo [2 Thess 
1:1]. Et in evengelio: Ego in 
patre et pater in me, et: Pater qui 
in me manet [Jn 14:10]. 
Scripturm est etiam: Qui 
gloriatur, in domino glorietur [1 
Cor 1:31], et alibi: Vita autem 
nostra abscondita est cum 
Christo in deo [Col 3:3]. 
Numquid hic plus filio quam 
patri detulit, ut in deo nos diceret 
esse cum Christo? (48–55; CSEL 
79: 116) 

Τὰ αὐτὰ δὲ ταῦτα καὶ περὶ τῆς ἐν 
συλλαβῆς εἰπεῖν ἔχομεν, ὅτι καὶ ἐπὶ 
τοῦ Θεοῦ καὶ Πατρὸς τὴν χρῆσιν 
αὐτῆς ἡ Γραφὴ παραδέδεκται, ὡς ἐπὶ 
μὲν Παλαιᾶς· «Ἐν τῷ Θεῷ, φησί, 
ποιήσωμεν δύναμιν» [Ps 
107[108]:14]. Καί «Ἐν σοὶ ἡ 
ὕμνησίς μου διαπαντός» [Ps 
70[71]:6].  Καὶ πάλιν·«Ἐν τῷ 
ὀνόματί σου ἀγαλλιάσομαι» [Ps 
88[89]:17]. Παρὰ δὲ Παύλῳ·«Ἐν τῷ 
Θεῷ, φησί, τῷ τὰ πάντα κτίσαντι» 
[Eph 3:9]. Καί·«Παῦλος καί· 
Σιλουανὸς καὶ Τιμόθεος τῇ ἐκκλησίᾳ 
Θεσσαλονικέων ἐν Θεῷ Πατρί» [2 
Thess 1:1]. Καί·«Εἰ δήποτε 
εὐοδωθήσομαι ἐν τῷ θελήματι τοῦ 
Θεοῦ ἐλθεῖν πρὸς ὑμᾶς» [Rom 1:10]. 
Καί·«Καυχᾶσαι, φησίν, ἐν Θεῷ» 
[Rom 2:17]. Καὶ ὅσα οὐδὲ 
ἀριθμῆσαι ῥᾴδιον. Ἔστι δὲ ἡμῖν οὐ 
πλήθους μαρτυριῶν ἐπίδειξις, ἀλλ’ 
ἔλεγχος τοῦ μὴ ὑγιῶς αὐτοῖς τὰς 
παρατηρήσεις ἔχειν. Τὸ γὰρ περὶ τοῦ 
Κυρίου ἢ τοῦ ἁγίου Πνεύματος 
παρειλημμένην τὴν χρῆσιν ταύτην 
ἐπιδεικνύναι, ὡς γνώριμον 
ὑπερβήσομαι. 
       Basil, DSS 5.11 (1–15; SC 
17bis: 280–82) 
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Ambrose follows several of Basil’s scriptural quotations in a similar context, 

suggesting some dependency. But also note that Ambrose has expanded the repertoire of 

references from his counterpart. 

Table A67: DSS 2.8.81 

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s 
De Spiritu Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

“C” Et ideo ut unam 
patris et fili et 
spiritus sancti 
maiores nostri 
dicerent potestatem, 
‘cum spiritu’ gloriam 
Christi esse 
memorabant, quo 
individuam copulam 
declararent. (96–99; 
CSEL 79: 118) 

 Πόθεν ἂν οὖν τῆς ὑπερεχούσης πάντα νοῦν ἀξίας 
τοῦ Πνεύματος τὰς ἀποδείξεις λάβοιμεν, εἴπερ ἡ 
Πατρὸς καὶ Υἱοῦ κοινωνία μὴ ἀξιόπιστος αὐτοῖς 
πρὸς μαρτυρίαν ἀξιώματος ἐνομίσθη; Ἔξεστί γε 
μὴν πρός τε τὰ ἐκ τῶν ὀνομάτων ἀποβλέψαντας 
σημαινόμενα, καὶ πρὸς τὰ τῶν ἐνεργειῶν αὐτοῦ 
μεγέθη, καὶ πρὸς τὰς εἰς ἡμᾶς, μᾶλλον δὲ εἰς 
πᾶσαν τὴν κτίσιν χορηγουμένας εὐεργεσίας, τῆς 
μεγαλοφυΐας αὐτοῦ καὶ τῆς ἀνεφίκτου δυνάμεως 
ἐπὶ ποσὸν γοῦν ἐν περινοίᾳ γενέσθαι. 
       Basil, DSS 19.48 (3–11; SC 17bis: 416) 

This is the only place Ambrose hints that he borrows from other Christian writers 

when he writes, maiores nostri. Given that he is deeply enmeshed in an argument unique 

to Basil’s DSS, it appears that he has the bishop of Caesarea in mind. Faller selected a 

few sentences from Basil’s DSS 25.58–59, but the passage from 19.48 fits the concepts of 

“one power”, “the glory of Christ with the spirit”, and the “inseparable bond” between 

Father, Son, and Spirit. Ambrose stretches a little here, because Basil avoids declaring the 

Spirit shares one power with the Father and the Son in DSS.

Table A68: DSS 2.8.84 

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De Spiritu 
Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

“B” Non est igitur in syllabis istis 
ulla discretio; utraque enim 

Ἐγὼ δὲ οὐδ’ ἂν αὐτὸς φαίην 
ἀτιμοτέρας εἶναι διανοίας 



Table A68 (continued) 

361 

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De Spiritu 
Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

syllaba coniunctionis est. 
Denique saepe repperimus in 
scripturis alteram interpositam et 
alteram intellectam, sicut 
scriptum est: Introibo in domum 
tuam in holocaustis [Ps 
66[65]:13], hoc est ‘cum 
holocaustis’ et alibi: Et eduxit, 
inquit, eos in argento et auro [Ps 
103[104]:37], hoc est ‘cum 
argento et auro’. Et alibi quoque 
ait: Non egredieris in virtutibus 
nobis cum [Ps 44[43]:10], [eo] 
quod est ‘cum virtutibus’. Cum 
ergo ‘cum’ et ‘in’ usu sermonis 
calumnia esse non possit et 
sermone calumnia divinitati non 
debeat excitari, opus est, ut ‘ad 
iustitiam corde credatur’ et ex 
fide cordis ‘fiat ad salutem in ore 
confessio’. (44–49; CSEL 79: 
100–1) 

παραστατικὴν τὴν ἐν συλλαβήν, ἀλλ’ 
ὑγιῶς ἐκλαμβανομένην πρὸς τὸ 
μέγιστον ὕψος ἀνάγειν τὰς διανοίας· 
ὅπου γε καὶ ἀντὶ τῆς σύν, πολλαχοῦ 
κειμένην αὐτὴν τετηρήκαμεν. Ὡς 
τό·«Εἰσελεύσομαι εἰς τὸν οἶκόν σου ἐν 
ὁλοκαυτώμασιν» [Ps 66[65]:13], ἀντὶ 
τοῦ μετὰ ὁλοκαυτωμάτων. Καὶ 
«ἐξήγαγεν αὐτοὺς ἐν ἀργυρίῳ καὶ 
χρυσίῳ» [Ps 103[104]:37], τουτέστι 
μετὰ ἀργυρίου καὶ χρυσίου. Καὶ 
τό·«Οὐκ ἐξελεύσῃ ἐν ταῖς δυνάμεσιν 
ἡμῶν» [Ps 44[43]:10], ἀντὶ τοῦ σὺν 
ταῖς δυνάμεσιν ἡμῶν, καὶ μυρία 
τοιαῦτα. Ὅλως δὲ ἡδέως ἂν μάθοιμι 
παρὰ τῆς νέας σοφίας, ποίαν 
δοξολογίαν ὁ ἀπόστολος διὰ τοῦ ἐν 
ῥήματος ἀπεπλήρωσε, κατὰ τὸν τύπον 
ὃν οὗτοι νῦν ὡς ἐκ τῆς Γραφῆς 
ἀναφέρουσιν.  
       Basil, DSS 25.58 (5–17; SC 17bis: 
456) 

Ambrose closely follows Basil’s point and prooftexts here.

Table A69: DSS 2.9.85–86 

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De Spiritu 
Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

“B” Denique simile et illud est, quod 
aiunt discretionem esse, quia 
scriptum est: Nobis autem unus 
deus pater, ex quo omnia et nos 
in illum, et unus dominus Iesus, 
per quem omnia et nos per 
ipsum [1 Cor 8:6]. Volunt enim, 
cum dicitur ‘ex illo’, materiam 
designari, et cum dicitur ‘per 
illum’, quoddam vel 

Ἔστι γάρ τι αὐτοῖς παλαιὸν σόφισμα, 
ὑπὸ Ἀετίου τοῦ προστάτου τῆς 
αἱρέσεως ταύτης ἐξευρεθέν, ὃς ἔγραψέ 
που τῶν ἑαυτοῦ ἐπιστολῶν, λέγων· τὰ 
ἀνόμοια κατὰ τὴν φύσιν, ἀνομοίως 
προφέρεσθαι· καὶ ἀνάπαλιν· τὰ 
ἀνομοίως προφερόμενα, ἀνόμοια εἶναι 
κατὰ τὴν φύσιν. Καὶ εἰς μαρτυρίαν τοῦ 
λόγου τὸν ἀπόστολον ἐπεσπάσατο 
λέγοντα·«Εἷς Θεὸς καὶ Πατήρ, ἐξ οὗ 
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Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De Spiritu 
Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

instrumentum operis vel 
ministerium declarari, cum 
dicitur autem ‘in illo’, quod aut 
locus significetur aut tempus, in 
quo omnia facta videantur. Ita 
igitur distantiam quandam 
substantiae probare desiderant, 
tamquam instrumentum ab 
auctore et tamquam tempus aut 
locum ab instrumento dirimere 
gestientes. Numquid ergo 
alienus secundum naturam filius 
a patre, quia alienum 
instrumentum ab operatore 
proprio vel auctore? Aut 
numquid alienus filius a spiritu, 
quia ab instrumenti genere aut 
locus separatur aut tempus? (1–
15; CSEL 79: 120) 

τὰ πάντα· καὶ εἷς Κύριος Ἰησοῦς 
Χριστός, δι’ οὗ τὰ πάντα» [1 Cor 8:6). 
Ὡς οὖν ἔχουσιν αἱ φωναὶ πρὸς 
ἀλλήλας, οὕτως ἕξουσι, φησί, καὶ αἱ 
δι’ αὐτῶν σημαινόμεναι φύσεις· 
ἀνόμοιον δὲ τῷ ἐξ οὗ τὸ δι’ οὗ· 
ἀνόμοιος ἄρα καὶ τῷ Πατρὶ ὁ Υἱός.  ...  
Τὸ μὲν γὰρ ἐξ οὗ, τὸν δημιουργὸν 
σημαίνειν βούλονται·τὸ δὲ δι’ οὗ, τὸν 
ὑπουργὸν ἢ τὸ ὄργανον· τὸ δὲ ἐν ᾧ, 
τὸν χρόνον δηλοῦν ἢ τὸν τόπον· ἵνα 
μηδὲν μὲν ὀργάνου σεμνότερος ὁ 
δημιουργὸς τῶν ὅλων νοῆται, μηδὲν δὲ 
τῆς ἀπὸ τόπου ἢ χρόνου συνεισφορᾶς 
εἰς τὰ ὄντα, πλεῖον φαίνηται τὸ 
Πνεῦμα τὸ ἅγιον παρεχόμενον. 
       Basil, DSS 2.4 (8–18 and 28–33; 
SC 17bis: 260 and 262) 

Faller indicates that Ambrose’s DSS 2.8.85–99 relates closely to Basil’s DSS 2.4–

5.10. On this passage, not noted by Faller specifically, the parallel between Ambrose’s 

argument against the Homoians matches Basil’s against Aëtius almost perfectly. 

However, Ambrose furnishes his opponents with some technical ideas about time and 

instrument that are not found in the orignal Homoian texts.

Table A70: DSS 2.9.87 

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of 
Ambrose’s De 
Spiritu Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

“C” Conpara nunc 
adsertiones 
nostras: Illi volunt 

Οὐ γὰρ πάντως τὸ ἐξ οὗ τὴν ὕλην σημαίνει, καθὼς 
ἐκείνοις δοκεῖ· ἀλλὰ συνηθέστερον τῇ Γραφῇ ἐπὶ τῆς 
ἀνωτάτω αἰτίας τὴν φωνὴν ταύτην παραλαμβάνειν. 
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Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of 
Ambrose’s De 
Spiritu Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

ex deo tamquam 
ex natura dei esse 
materiam, ut si 
dicas ex ligno 
factam esse 
arcam, ex lapide 
statuam, ita ex deo 
materiam 
processisse et 
eandem materiam 
tamquam per 
instrumentum 
aliquod factam 
esse per filium [1 
Cor 8:6], ut non 
tam operatorem 
filium quam 
instrumentum 
operis esse 
declarent, et 
omnia ita facta in 
spiritu tamquam 
in aliquo loco 
facta vel tempore, 
et singula singulis 
tribuunt, in 
commune omnia 
negant. (16–23; 
CSEL 79: 120–
21) 

Ὡς ἐπὶ τοῦ «Εἷς Θεός, ἐξ οὗ τὰ πάντα» [1 Cor 
8:6]. Καὶ πάλιν·«Τὰ δὲ πάντα ἐκ τοῦ Θεοῦ» [1 Cor 
11:12]. Κέχρηται μέντοι καὶ ὁ τῆς ἀληθείας λόγος τῇ 
λέξει ταύτῃ καὶ ἐπὶ τῆς ὕλης πολλάκις, ὡς ὅταν λέγῃ· 
«Ποιήσεις τὴν κιβωτὸν ἐκ ξύλων ἀσήπτων» [Gen 
6:14]. Καί· «Ποιήσεις τὴν λυχνίαν ἐκ χρυσίου 
καθαροῦ» [Ex 25:31]. Καί· «Ὁ πρῶτος ἄνθρωπος ἐκ 
γῆς χοϊκός» [1 Cor 15:37]. Καί· «Ἐκ πηλοῦ 
διήρτισαι σὺ ὡς καὶ ἐγώ» [Job 33:6]. Ἀλλ’ οὗτοι ἵνα, 
ὡς ἔφαμεν, τῆς φύσεως τὸ διάφορον παραστήσωσι, 
τῷ Πατρὶ μόνῳ προσήκειν τὴν λέξιν ταύτην 
ἐνομοθέτησαν. Τὰς μὲν ἀρχὰς τῆς παρατηρήσεως 
λαβόντες παρὰ τῶν ἔξωθεν, οὐ πάντα δὲ ἐκείνοις δι’ 
ἀκριβείας δουλεύσαντες· ἀλλὰ τῷ μὲν Υἱῷ, κατὰ τὴν 
ἐκείνων νομοθεσίαν, τὴν τοῦ ὀργάνου προσηγορίαν 
ἐπέθηκαν, τῷ δὲ Πνεύματι τὴν τοῦ τόπου. Ἐν 
Πνεύματι γὰρ λέγουσι· καὶ διὰ Υἱοῦ λέγουσι. Τῷ δὲ 
Θεῷ τὴν ἐξ οὗ, οὐκέτι ἐνταῦθα κατακολουθοῦντες 
τοῖς ἀλλοτρίοις, ἀλλ’ ἐπὶ τὰς ἀποστολικάς, ὥς φασι, 
μεταβαίνοντες χρήσεις, καθὰ εἴρηται·«Ἐξ αὐτοῦ δὲ 
ὑμεῖς ἐστε ἐν Χριστῷ Ἰησοῦ» [1 Cor 1:30]. Καί·«Τὰ 
δὲ πάντα ἐκ τοῦ Θεοῦ» [1 Cor 11:12]. Τί οὖν ἐκ τῆς 
τεχνολογίας ταύτης τὸ συναγόμενον; Ἄλλη φύσις 
αἰτίου, καὶ ἄλλη ὀργάνου, καὶ ἄλλη τόπου· 
ἀλλότριος ἄρα κατὰ τὴν φύσιν ὁ Υἱὸς τῷ Πατρί, 
ἐπειδὴ καὶ τὸ ὄργανον τῷ τεχνίτῃ· ἀλλότριον δὲ καὶ 
τὸ Πνεῦμα, καθόσον κεχώρισται τόπος ἢ χρόνος τῆς 
τῶν ὀργάνων φύσεως ἢ τῆς τῶν μεταχειριζομένων 
αὐτά. 
       Basil, DSS 4.6 (5–32; SC 17bis: 268–70) 

Ambrose has condensed and simplified Basil’s summary of his opponent’s 

argument here.
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Table A71: DSS 2.9.88–90

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De Spiritu 
Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

“A” Verum nos ostendimus ita ex deo 
patre esse omnia, ut nec amiserit 
deus pater, quod vel ‘per ipsum’ 
et ‘in ipso’ omnia sint, nec 
tamquam ex materia ‘ex ipso’ 
omnia sint, ita quoque ‘per’ deum 
filium esse omnia, ut non privatus 
sit eo, quod ‘ex’ filio sint omnia, 
et ita omnia esse in spiritu, ut 
doceamus omnia esse ‘per’ 
spiritum et omnia esse ‘de 
spiritu’. Nam istae syllabae, sicut 
illae, de quibus superius diximus, 
se invicem signant. Non enim ita 
dixit apostolus ex deo omnia et 
per filium omnia [1 Cor 8:6], ut 
separabilem substantiam patris 
filique signaret, sed ut 
inconfusibili distinctione, quod 
alius pater, alius sit filius 
edoceret. Non igitur tamquam 
conpugnantes syllabae istae, sed 
tamquam sociae adque concordes 
sunt, ut etiam uni saepe 
conveniant, sicut scriptum est 
quia ex ipso et per ipsum et in 
ipsum omnia [Rom 11:36]. 
        Quod si vere consideres, 
unde translatum sit, de filio 
dictum esse non ambiges. Dicit 
enim apostolus secundum 
prophetiam Eseiae: Quis cognovit 
sensum domini aut quis 
consiliarius ei fuit? [Rom 11:34; 
Isa 40:13] et addidit quia ex ipso 
et per ipsum et in ipsum omnia 
[Rom 11:36]. Quod Eseias de 
operatore omnium dixit, sicut 
habes: Quis mensus est manu 
aquam et caelum palmo et 
universam terram clausa manu? 

ἡμεῖς δὲ δείξομεν ὃ προεθέμεθα, ὅτι 
οὔτε ὁ Πατὴρ τὸ ἐξ οὗ λαβὼν τῷ Υἱῷ 
προσέρριψε τὸ δι’ οὗ, οὔτε ὁ Υἱὸς 
πάλιν τὸ Πνεῦμα τὸ ἅγιον, κατὰ τὴν 
τούτων νομοθεσίαν, εἰς τὴν τοῦ ἐξ οὗ, 
ἢ τὴν δι’ οὗ κοινωνίαν οὐ 
παραδέχεται· ὅπερ ἡ καινὴ τούτων 
κληροδοσία διώρισεν. «Εἷς Θεὸς καὶ 
Πατήρ, ἐξ οὗ τὰ πάντα· καὶ εἷς Κύριος 
Ἰησοῦς Χριστός, δι’ οὗ τὰ πάντα» [1 
Cor 8:6]. Αὗται οὐκ εἰσὶ 
νομοθετοῦντος φωναί, ἀλλὰ 
διευκρινουμένου τὰς ὑποστάσεις. Οὐ 
γὰρ ἵνα τὸ ἀλλότριον τῆς φύσεως 
εἰσαγάγῃ, ἀλλ’ ἵνα ἀσύγχυτον Πατρὸς 
καὶ Υἱοῦ τὴν ἔννοιαν παραστήσῃ, 
οὕτω προήνεγκεν ὁ ἀπόστολος. Ἐπεὶ 
ὅτι γε αἱ φωναὶ ἀλλήλαις οὐκ 
ἀντιτάσσονται, οὐδ’ ὥσπερ ἐν πολέμῳ 
πρὸς ἀντίπαλον τάξιν ἀποκριθεῖσαι 
συνεκπολεμοῦσι τὰς φύσεις αἷς 
προσεχώρησαν, ἐκεῖθεν δῆλον. 
Συνήγαγεν ἀμφοτέρας ἐπὶ ἑνὸς καὶ τοῦ 
αὐτοῦ ὑποκειμένου ὁ μακάριος 
Παῦλος εἰπών·«Ὅτι ἐξ αὐτοῦ, καὶ δι’ 
αὐτοῦ, καὶ εἰς αὐτὸν τὰ πάντα» [Rom 
11:36]. Τοῦτο δὲ προδήλως εἰς τὸν 
Κύριον φέρειν πᾶς τις ἂν εἴποι ὁ καὶ 
μικρὸν τῷ βουλήματι τῆς λέξεως 
ἐπιστήσας. Προτάξας γὰρ ὁ ἀπόστολος 
ἐκ τῆς προφητείας τοῦ Ἠσαΐου τό·«Τίς 
ἔγνω νοῦν Κυρίου; καὶ τίς σύμβουλος 
αὐτοῦ ἐγένετο;» [Rom 11:34; Isa 
40:13], ἐπήγαγεν· «Ὅτι ἐξ αὐτοῦ, καὶ 
δι’ αὐτοῦ, καὶ εἰς αὐτὸν τὰ πάντα» 
[Rom 11:36]. Ἅπερ ὅτι περὶ τοῦ Θεοῦ 
Λόγου τοῦ δημιουργοῦ πάσης κτίσεως 
εἴρηται τῷ προφήτῃ, ἐκ τῶν κατόπιν 
ἂν μάθοις.«Τίς ἐμέτρησε τῇ χειρὶ τὸ 
ὕδωρ, καὶ τὸν οὐρανὸν σπιθαμῇ, καὶ 
πᾶσαν τὴν γῆν δρακί; Τίς ἔστησε τὰ 
ὄρη ἐν σταθμῷ καὶ τὰς νάπας ἐν ζυγῷ; 
Τίς ἔγνω νοῦν Κυρίου, καὶ τίς 



Table A72 (continued) 

365 
 

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De Spiritu 
Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

Quis statuit montes in libra et 
rupes in statera? Quis cognovit 
sensum domini aut quis 
consiliarius ei fuit? [Isa 40:12–
13] (23–46; CSEL 79: 121–22) 

σύμβουλος αὐτοῦ ἐγένετο;» [Isa 40:12 
– 13] 
        Basil, DSS 5.7 (1–32; SC 17bis: 
272–74) 

   

  

With the exception of some minor syntax, Ambrose essentially translates Basil’s 

text here.  

Table A72: DSS 2.9.91–94 

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De Spiritu 
Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

“A” Et addidit apostolus: Quoniam 
ex ipso et per ipsum et in ipsum 
omnia [Rom 11:36]. Quid est ex 
ipso? Quod ex ipsius voluntate 
natura omnium sit et ipse sit 
auctor omnium, quae esse 
coeperunt. Per ipsum quid est? 
Quia per ipsum constitutio et 
perseverantia omnibus impertita 
videatur. In ipsum quid est? 
Quia omnia admirabili quodam 
desiderio et inenarrabili amore 
auctorem vitae et ministratorem 
gratiae suae ac muneris 
intuentur, secundum quod 
scriptum est: Oculi omnium in te 
sperant, et: Aperies manum 
tuam et inplebis omnem animam 
bona voluntate [Ps 
145[144]:15–16]. 
  
De patre quoque si dicas, ideo 
ex ipso, quia ex ipso operatrix 
sapientia [cf. Wis 7:21], quae 
omnibus ex sua et patris 

Ὅθεν οἰκείως ἐπήγαγεν ὁ ἀπόστολος τό·«Ἐξ 
αὐτοῦ καὶ δι’ αὐτοῦ καὶ εἰς αὐτὸν τὰ πάντα»  
[Rom 11:36]. Ἐξ αὐτοῦ γὰρ τοῖς οὖσιν ἡ αἰτία 
τοῦ εἶναι κατὰ τὸ θέλημα τοῦ Θεοῦ καὶ 
Πατρὸς γίνεται. Δι’ αὐτοῦ τοῖς πᾶσιν ἡ 
διαμονὴ καὶ ἡ σύστασις· τοῦ κτίσαντος τὰ 
πάντα καὶ τὰ πρὸς σωτηρίαν ἑκάστῳ τῶν 
γενομένων ἐπιμετροῦντος. Διὸ δὴ καὶ εἰς 
αὐτὸν ἐπέστραπται τὰ σύμπαντα, ἀσχέτῳ τινὶ 
πόθῳ καὶ ἀρρήτῳ στοργῇ πρὸς τὸν ἀρχηγὸν 
τῆς ζωῆς καὶ χορηγὸν ἀποβλέποντα, κατὰ 
τὸγεγραμμένον·«Οἱ ὀφθαλμοὶ πάντων εἰς σὲ 
ἐλπίζουσι» [Ps 145[144]:15]. Καὶ πάλιν 
«Πάντα πρὸς σὲ προσδοκῶσι» [Ps 
104[103]:27]. Καί «Ἀνοίγεις σὺ τὴν χεῖρά 
σου, καὶ ἐμπιπλᾷς πᾶν ζῷον εὐδοκίας» [Ps 
145[144]:16].  
        (8.) Εἰ δὲ πρὸς ταύτην ἡμῶν τὴν ἐκδοχὴν 
ἐνίστανται, τίς αὐτοὺς ἐξαιρήσεται λόγος τοῦ 
μὴ οὐχὶ φανερῶς ἑαυτοῖς περιπίπτειν; Εἰ γὰρ 
μὴ ἐπὶ τοῦ Κυρίου δώσουσι τὰς τρεῖς εἰρῆσθαι 
φωνάς, τήν τε ἐξ αὐτοῦ καὶ δι’ αὐτοῦ καὶ εἰς 
αὐτόν, ἀνάγκη πᾶσα προσοικειοῦν τῷ Θεῷ καὶ 
Πατρί. Ἐκ δὲ τούτου προδήλως αὐτοῖς 
διαπεσεῖται τὸ παρατήρημα. Εὑρίσκεται γὰρ 
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voluntate dedit esse, quae non 
erant, per ipsum, quia per 
sapientiam eius facta sunt 
omnia, in ipso, quia ipse est 
vivificatoriae fons substantiae, 
in quo vivimus et sumus et 
movemur [Acts 17:28]. ‘Ex’ 
spiritu quoque, per ipsum 
formati, in ipso roborati vitae 
capimus munus aeternae. 

Cum haec igitur vel patri vel 
filio vel spiritui sancto 
convenire videantur, nihil utique 
humile in his certum est 
declarari, cum et ‘ex’ filio 
dicamus esse pleraque et multa 
‘per’ patrem, sicut habes de filio 
dictum: Ut augeamur in ipso per 
omnia, qui est caput Christus, ex 
quo totum, inquit, corpus 
conpactum et conexum per 
omnem iuncturam ministrationis 
in mensuram uniuscuiusque 
partis augmentum corporis facit 
in aedificationem sui in caritate 
[Eph 4:15]. Et iterum ad 
Colossenses, de his qui non 
haberent cognitionem unigeniti 
fili dei: Quia non tenent, inquit, 
caput, ex quo omne corpus per 
conpaginationis et conligationis 
subministratum et copulatum 
crescit in incrementum dei [Col 
2:19]. Caput enim Christum esse 
ecclesiae supra diximus. Et alibi 
habes: Quia de plenitudine eius 
nos omnes accepimus [Jn 1:16]. 
Et ipse dominus dixit: De meo 
accipiet et adnuntiabit vobis [Jn 
16:14]. Et supra ait: Cognovi 

οὐ μόνον τὸ ἐξ οὗ, ἀλλὰ καὶ τὸ δι’ οὗ τῷ 
Πατρὶ προσαγόμενον. Ὅπερ εἰ μὲν οὐδὲν 
ταπεινὸν ἐμφαίνει, τί δήποτε ὡς ὑποδεέστερον 
ἀφορίζουσι τῷ Υἱῷ; Εἰ δὲ πάντως ἐστὶ 
διακονίας δηλωτικὸν, ἀποκρινάσθωσαν ἡμῖν·ὁ 
Θεὸς τῆς δόξης καὶ Πατὴρ τοῦ Χριστοῦ, τίνος 
ἐστὶν ἄρχοντος ὑπηρέτης; Ἐκεῖνοι μὲν οὖν 
οὕτως ὑφ’ ἑαυτῶν περιτρέπονται, ἡμῖν δὲ 
ἑκατέρωθεν τὸ ἰσχυρὸν φυλαχθήσεται. Ἐάν τε 
γὰρ νικήσῃ περὶ τοῦ Υἱοῦ εἶναι τὸν λόγον, 
εὑρεθήσεται τὸ ἐξ οὗ τῷ Υἱῷ προσαρμόζον· 
ἐάν τέ τις φιλονεικῇ ἐπὶ τὸν Θεὸν ἀναφέρειν 
τοῦ προφήτου τὴν λέξιν, πάλιν τὴν δι’ οὗ 
φωνὴν τῷ Θεῷ πρέπειν δώσει, καὶ τὴν ἴσην 
ἕξει ἀξίαν ἑκατέρα, τῷ κατὰ τὸν ἴσον λόγον 
ἐπὶ Θεοῦ παρειλῆφθαι. Καὶ οὕτω γε κἀκείνως 
ὁμότιμοι ἀλλήλαις ἀναφανήσονται, ἐφ’ ἑνὸς 
προσώπου καὶ τοῦ αὐτοῦ τεταγμέναι. Ἀλλ’ ἐπὶ 
τὸ προκείμενον ἐπανέλθωμεν. 

       Γράφων ὁ ἀπόστολος πρὸς Ἐφεσίους, 
φησίν «Ἀληθεύοντες δὲ ἐν ἀγάπῃ, αὐξήσωμεν 
εἰς αὐτὸν τὰ πάντα, ὅς ἐστιν ἡ κεφαλὴ 
Χριστός, ἐξ οὗ πᾶν τὸ σῶμα 
συναρμολογούμενον καὶ συμβιβαζόμενον διὰ 
πάσης ἁφῆς τῆς ἐπιχορηγίας, κατ’ ἐνέργειαν 
ἐν μέτρῳ ἑνὸς ἑκάστου μέρους τὴν αὔξησιν 
τοῦ σώματος ποιεῖται» [Eph 4:15–16] Καὶ 
πάλιν ἐν τῇ πρὸς Κολασσαεῖς πρὸς τοὺς οὐκ 
ἔχοντας τοῦ Μονογενοῦς τὴν γνῶσιν εἴρηται 
ὅτι «Ὁ κρατῶν τὴν κεφαλήν, τουτέστι τὸν 
Χριστόν, ἐξ οὗ πᾶν τὸ σῶμα, διὰ τῶν ἁφῶν 
καὶ συνδέσμων ἐπιχορηγούμενον, αὔξει τὴν 
αὔξησιν τοῦ Θεοῦ» [Col 2:19]. Ὅτι γὰρ 
Χριστὸς κεφαλὴ τῆς Ἐκκλησίας, ἑτέρωθι 
μεμαθήκαμεν, τοῦ ἀποστόλου λέγοντος·«Καὶ 
αὐτὸν ἔδωκε κεφαλὴν ὑπὲρ πάντα τῇ 
Ἐκκλησίᾳ» [Eph 1:22]. Καί·«Ἐκ τοῦ 
πληρώματος αὐτοῦ ἡμεῖς πάντες ἐλάβομεν» 
[Jn 1:16]. Καὶ αὐτὸς ὁ Κύριος «Ὅτι ἐκ τοῦ 
ἐμοῦ λήψεται, καὶ ἀναγγελεῖ ὑμῖν» [Jn 16:14]. 
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virtutem exisse ex me [Lk 8: 46]. 
(46–76; CSEL 79: 122–23) 

       Basil, DSS 5.7.42–9.15 (SC 17bis: 274–
78) 

The parallels are much closer at the beginning and end of Ambrose’s passage—to 

the point of translation again (see previous Table A72)—than they are in the middle, 

where Ambrose applies his findings to all three members of the Trinity in 

contradistinction from Basil who only interprets the prepositions of Rom 11:36 of the 

Father and the Son. This illustrates how Ambrose appropriated material relevant for his 

own purposes from Basil’s text which had a slightly different, more modest aim in this 

section.

Table A73: DSS 2.9.97–99 

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De Spiritu 
Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

“B”  Nunc consideremus, utrum ‘per 
patrem’ esse aliquid docere 
possimus. Sed scriptum est: 
Paulus, servus Christi Iesu per 
voluntatem dei [Rom 1:1; 1 Cor 
1:1; 2 Cor 1:1], et alibi: Unde iam 
non est servus, sed filius, si autem 
filius, et heres per deum [Gal 4:7], 
et alibi: Sicut resurrexit Christus 
per gloriam patris [Rom 6:4], et 
alibi deus pater ad filium dictit: 
Ecce proselyti venient ad te per 
me [Isa 54:15]. Multa repperies 
alia, si quaeras, per patrem facta. 
numquid ideo minor pater, quia ex 
filio pleraque esse legimus et per 
patrem facta vel data plurima in 
scripturis caelestibus repperimus? 

 Ὅτι δὲ τὴν δι’ οὗ φωνὴν ὁμοίως ἐπί 
τε Πατρὸς καὶ Υἱοῦ καὶ ἁγίου 
Πνεύματος ἡ Γραφὴ παραδέχεται, 
ἤδη δεικτέον. Ἐπὶ μὲν δὴ τοῦ Υἱοῦ 
παρέλκον ἂν εἴη μαρτυρίας κομίζειν, 
διά τε τὸ γνώριμον καὶ διὰ τὸ παρὰ 
τῶν ἐναντίων αὐτὸ τοῦτο 
κατασκευάζεσθαι. Ἡμεῖς δὲ 
δείκνυμεν ὅτι καὶ ἐπὶ τοῦ Πατρὸς τὸ 
δι’ οὗ τέτακται. «Πιστός, φησίν, ὁ 
Θεός, δι’ οὗ ἐκλήθητε εἰς κοινωνίαν 
τοῦ Υἱοῦ αὐτοῦ» [1 Cor 1:9]. 
Καί·«Παῦλος ἀπόστολος Ἰησοῦ 
Χριστοῦ διὰ θελήματος Θεοῦ» [Rom 
1:1; 1 Cor 1:1; 2 Cor 1:1] . Καὶ 
πάλιν·«Ὥστε οὐκέτι εἶ δοῦλος, ἀλλὰ 
υἱός· εἰ δὲ υἱός, καὶ κληρονόμος διὰ 
Θεοῦ» [Gal 4:7]. Καὶ τό «Ὥσπερ 
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Sed etiam per spiritum similiter 
legimus facta pleraque, sicut 
habes: Nobis autem revelavit deus 
per spiritum suum [2 Tim 1:14], et 
ad Ephesios: Confortari per 
spiritum eius [Eph 3:16], et ad 
Corinthios: Alii enim datur per 
spiritum sermo sapientiae [1 Cor 
12:8], et alibi: Si autem per 
spiritum facta carnis mortificatis, 
vivetis [Rom 8:13], et supra: Qui 
suscitavit Christum ex mortuis, 
vivificabit et moralia corpora 
vestra per inhabitantem spiritum 
eius in vobis [Rom 8:11]. (87–
103; CSEL 79: 124–25) 

ἠγέρθη Χριστὸς ἐκ νεκρῶν διὰ τῆς 
δόξης τοῦ Πατρός» [Rom 6:4]. Καὶ ὁ 
Ἠσαΐας·«Οὐαί, φησίν, οἱ βαθέως 
βουλὴν ποιοῦντες, καὶ οὐ διὰ 
Κυρίου» [Isa 29:15]. Πολλὰς δὲ καὶ 
ἐπὶ τοῦ Πνεύματος τῆς φωνῆς ταύτης 
μαρτυρίας ἔξεστι παραθέσθαι. «Ἡμῖν 
δέ, φησίν, ὁ Θεὸς ἀπεκάλυψε διὰ τοῦ 
Πνεύματος» [1 Cor 2:10]. Καὶ 
ἑτέρωθι·«Τὴν καλὴν παραθήκην 
φύλαξον διὰ Πνεύματος ἁγίου» [2 
Tim 1:14]. Καὶ πάλιν·«ᾯ μὲν γὰρ 
διὰ τοῦ Πνεύματος δίδοται λόγος 
σοφίας» 1 Cor 12:8].  
       Basil, DSS 5.10.1–18 (SC 17bis: 
280) 

Faller omitted this parallel, but the comparison clearly shows Ambrose’s 

dependence on his older contemporary, especially for scriptural passages, both their 

content and order with only slight variation, and, as usual, Ambrose includes more of 

them. 

Table A74: DSS 2.10.101 

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De 
Spiritu Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

“D” Nec solum una 
operatio ubique est 
patris et fili et spiritus 
sancti, sed etiam una 
adque eadem voluntas, 
una voluntas, una 
vocatio, una 
praeceptio. (1–5; 
CSEL 79: 125–26) 

Cum ergo haec bona ad homines ex largitione 
Spiritus Sancti ueniant, uocatio gentium quam 
introduxit per doctrinam euangelicam 
acceptabilis et sanctificata redditur in Spiritu 
Sancto, quia et in hac sanctificatos et acceptos 
faciens Spiritus Sanctus, substantia est bonorum 
Dei. 
       Didymus, DSS 46.1–6 (SC 386: 186; PG 39, 
1043 A, §11) 
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While Faller notes that both Didymus and Ambrose speak about the calling of the 

nations here, there does not seem to be a discernable dependence of the latter on the 

former. Ambrose connects the concept of calling (vocatio) to his standby “activity 

(operatio)”, identifies calling with will (voluntas) and instruction (praeceptio), and also 

proves this by marshalling texts showing the unity of calling among Father, Son, and 

Spirit. Didymus only provides texts relevant to the Spirit. One can also see that Didymus’ 

strategy differs from Ambrose in that his larger point is to show that the Spirit is the 

substance of God’s goods. 

Table A75: DSS 2.10.103–6 

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De Spiritu Sancto Text of Ambrose’s 
Source 

“D” [...apostolatum...accepit et ad congregationem 
gentium festinavit,] nec solum Paulus, sed 
etiam Petrus, sicut legimus in actibus 
apostolorum. Nam cum in oratione vidisset 
caelum apertum et quattuor initiis ligatum vas 
quoddam tamquam linteamen, in quo erant 
omnia genera quadrupedum et ferarum et 
volucrum caeli, facta est vox ad eum: Surge, 
occide et manduca. Et Petrus dixit: Absit, 
domine, numquam manducavi commune et 
inmundum. Et vox rursus ad eum: Quae deus 
mundavit, tu commune ne dixeris. Hoc autem 
factum est per ter [Acts 10:11–16]. Ergo cum 
hoc secum Petrus tacitus cogitaret et venissent 
ad eum Corneli servuli ab angelo destinati, ait 
illi spiritus: Ecce viri quaerunt te, surge 
itaque, descende et vade cum his. Ne dubites, 
quoniam ego misi illos [Acts 10:3–6]. Quam 
evidenter expressit suam sanctus spiritus 
potestatem, primo omnium quia adspiravit 
oranti, adfuit depraecanti, deinde quoniam 
vocatus Petrus respondit domine et ideo 
secundo evidentius meruit oraculum, quia 
confessus est dominum. Sed quis iste sit 

... uocatio gentium quam 
introduxit per doctrinam 
euangelicam, 
acceptabilis et 
sanctificata redditur in 
Spiritu Sancto, quia et in 
hac sanctificatos et 
acceptos faciens Spiritus 
Sanctus, substantia est 
bonorum Dei. Et qui illo 
plenus est uniuersa iuxta 
rationem agit, docens 
recte, uiuens 
irreprehensibiliter, signa 
atque portenta uere 
perfecteque 
demonstrans. Habet 
enim fortitudinem 
Spiritus Sancti 
praestantem sibi 
thesaurum et causam 
plenitudinis omnium 
bonorum.  
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Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De Spiritu Sancto Text of Ambrose’s 
Source 

dominus, scriptura declarat; respondenti enim 
is utique, cui responderat, loquebatur; spiritum 
autem ostendunt sequentia declaratum, quia 
ipse, qui mysterium figurabat, mysterium 
revelabat. Simul illud adverte quia tertio 
repetita figura mysterii operationem trinitatis 
expressit. Et ideo in mysteriis interrogatio 
trina defertur et confirmatio trina celebratur, 
nec potest quis nisi trina confessione purgari. 
Unde ipse Petrus in evangelio tertio 
interrogatur, utrum diligat dominum, ut trina 
responsione vincula, quae dominum negando 
ligavit absolveret [cf. Jn 21:15–17]. Deinde 
quia ad Cornelium angelus mittitur, Petrum 
spiritus sanctus adloquitur. Oculi enim domini 
super fideles terrae [Ps. 101[100]:6]. Nec illud 
otiosum, quod, cum in superioribus 
praemisisset: Quod deus mundavit, tu 
commune ne dixeris [Acts 10:15], subito 
decidit super gentes [Acts 10:44], ut mundaret 
eos, spiritus sanctus [Acts 10:12]. Unde 
ostenditur operationem spiritus operationem 
esse divinam. Petrus autem missus a spiritu 
non expectavit imperium dei patris, sed ipsius 
quoque spiritus illud est confessus oraculum, 
ipsius spiritus gratiam esse testatus est dicens: 
Si ergo eandem gratiam illis concessit deus 
sicut et nobis, ego quis eram prohibere deum? 
[Acts 11:17] (21–56; CSEL 79: 126–28) 

Nouit Petrus discipulus 
Iesu largitionem Spiritus 
Sancti donorum Dei esse 
naturam.  
Ait quippe ad eos qui 
obiurgabant introitum 
suum ad Cornelium: Si 
itaque aequalem gratiam 
dedit eis Deus praebens 
Spiritum Sanctum, 
quomodo et nobis in 
principio, ego quis eram 
qui possem prohibere 
Dominum? [Acts 11:17] 
Et insuper ad suos, Et 
agnitor, inquit, cordium 
Deus testimonium tribuit 
eis dans Spiritum 
Sanctum sicut et nobis: 
et nihil discreuit inter 
nos et eos, fide mundans 
corda eorum [Acts 15:8]. 
       Didymus, DSS 46.1–
47.9 (SC 386: 186–88; 
PG 39, 1043 A–C, §11) 

I see no basis for Faller’s suggestion that this passage owes anything to Didymus. 

Ambrose is the only one of the earliest writers of polemical works on the Holy Spirit 

(along with Didymus, Basil, and Athanasius) to utilize Acts 11 in this context. 



 

371 
 

Table A76: DSS 2.10.110 

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De Spiritu Sancto Text of Ambrose’s Source 

“D” Habes enim dixisse eum: Deus qui 
novit corda hominum, testimonium 
perhibuit dans his spiritum sanctum 
sicut et nobis, et nihil discrevit inter 
nos et illos, mundans per fidem corda 
eorum [Acts 15:8–9]. In quo illud est 
contuendum, quia sicut Christus 
‘lapis est anularis’ [cf. 1 Pet 2:6], qui 
unitatem plebis utriusque conexuit, 
ita etiam spiritus sanctus non 
discrebit utriusque populi corda, sed 
iuncxit. (85–91; CSEL 79: 129–30) 

Nouit et Petrus discipulus Iesu 
largitionem Spiritus Sancti 
donorum Dei esse naturam. ... Et 
insuper ad suos: Et agnitor, inquit, 
cordium Deus testimonium tribuit 
eis dans Spiritum Sanctum sicet et 
nobis, et nihil discreuit inter nos 
et eos, fide mundans corda eorum 
[Acts 15:8–9].  
       Didymus, DSS 47.1–2 and 9 
(SC 386: 186–88; PG 39, 1043 
B–C, §11) 

   

 

 Given the judgments made on the passages in Tables A74 and A75, this passage 

should be apprised to be the Milanese bishop’s independent contribution. 

Table A77: DSS 2.11.118 

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s 
De Spiritu Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

“C” Accepit autem per 
unitatem substantiae, 
sicut accepit a patre 
filius. Ille, inquit, me 
clarificabit, quia de 
meo accipiet et 
adnuntiabit vobis. 
Omnia quaecumque 
habet pater, mea 
sunt. Propterea dixi 
quia de meo accipiet 
et adnuntiabit vobis 
[Jn 16:14–15]. Quid 
igitur hac evidentius 
unitate? Quae habet 
pater, fili sunt, quae 
habet filius, accipit 

Dehinc in consequentibus de Spiritu ueritatis qui a 
Patre mittatur et sit Paracletus, Saluator—qui et 
ueritas—ait: Non enim loquetur a semetipso [Jn 
16:13], hoc est non sine me et sine meo et Patris 
arbitrio, quia inseparabilis a mea et Patris est 
uoluntate, quia non ex se est, sed ex Patre et me 
est: hoc enim ipsum quod subsistit et loquitur a 
Patre et a me illi est.  
       Didymus, DSS 153.1–7 (SC 386: 284–86; PG 
39, 1063 C–1064 A, §34) 
... 
Quomodo igitur supra de naturis incorporalium 
disputantes intelleximus, sic et nunc Spiritum 
Sanctum a Filio accipere id quod suae naturae 
fuerat cognoscendum est, et non dantem et 
accipientem sed unam significare substantiam, 
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Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s 
De Spiritu Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

et spiritus. (24–30; 
CSEL 79: 132) 

siquidem et Filius eadem a Patre accipere dicitur 
quibus ipse subsistit. 
       Didymus, DSS 165.1–6 (SC 386: 294–96; PG 
39, 1065 C, §37) 

Faller provided the first passage from Didymus as a parallel, but I consider the 

second passages (which I added) to be more likely for two reasons: (a) Didymus is 

actually discussing the passage Ambrose quotes, Jn 16:14 (see DSS 163), while in 

Faller’s selection the verse to be interpreted is Jn 16:13; (b) the pro-Nicene logic of 

Didymus’ passage—that the united substance permits sharing of (almost) all properties of 

of Father, Son, and Holy Spirit—corresponds with the background to Ambrose’s 

interpretation of the Holy Spirit’s reception from the Son. These authors’ interpretation of 

Jn 16:14 repeats the pattern of pro-Nicene anti-subordinationist exegesis established with 

Jn 5:19: “The Son can do nothing on his own, but only what he sees the Father doing.”1 

Compare also with Basil’s interpretation of Jn 16:14 (DSS 18.46) and Athanasius, Ep. 

Serap. 1.20.6.

Table A78: DSS 2.11.122 

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De Spiritu 
Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

“A” Adsumeris ergo et tu, si credas quia 
hoc locutus est spiritus, quod locutus 
est pater, quod locutus est filius. 
Denique Paulus ideo adsumptus est, 

...qui uero a perturbationibus 
pergauerit mentem suam, Sancti 
Spiritus disciplinis, id est 
sermonibus sapientiae scientiaeque 

1 For Jn 5:19 in the Trinitarian controversies of the fourth-century, see Studer, “Johannes 5, 19 f. 
in der Trinitätslehre”; Ayres, Augustine and the Trinity, ch. 7; and Plaxco, “‘I Will Pour Out My Spirit,’” 
498. 
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Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De Spiritu 
Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

quia sic credidit, sic docuit, quia 
quod oculus non vidit nec auris 
audivit, quae praeparavit deus 
diligentibus se, nobis revelavit per 
spiritum suum, sicut scriptum est [1 
Cor 2:9–10]. Et ideo ‘revelationis 
spiritus’ dicitur, sicut habes: ‘Dat 
enim deus sic praeparantibus se 
spiritum sapientiae et revelationis in 
cognitionem eius [Eph 1:17]. (44–
49; CSEL 79: 100–1) 

complebitur, in tantum ut is qui ea 
susceperit dicat: Nobis autem 
reuelauit Deus per Spiritum 
Sanctum [1 Cor 2:10]. 
Deus autem his qui se ita 
praeparauerint, Spiritum sapientiae 
reuelationisque largitur ad 
cognoscendum semetipsum.  
Didymus, DSS 142.8–143.3 (SC 
386: 276; PG 39, 1061 D–1062 A, 
§31) 

   

 

 I suspect if we had Didymus’ Greek text we would find direct translation in this 

passage, at least from the citation of 1 Cor 2:10 until sic praeparantibus se.  

Table A79: DSS 2.11.124–25 

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De Spiritu Sancto Text of Ambrose’s Source 

“D” Accipe nunc quia deum patrem novit 
et spiritus. Scripturm est enim quia 
sicut ea quae hominis sunt, nemo 
novit nisi spiritus, qui in ipso est, sic 
et quae dei sunt, nemo cognovit nisi 
spiritus dei. Nemo, inquit, cognovit 
nisi spiritus dei [1 Cor 2:11]. numquid 
exclusus est dei filius? Non utique, 
quia nec spiritus sanctus exclusus est, 
cum dicit neque patrem quis novit nisi 
filius [Mat 11:27]. Ergo unius et pater 
et filius et spiritus sanctus et naturae 
sunt et scientiae. (62–69; CSEL 79: 
134–35) 

 Τὸ δὲ μέγιστον τεκμήριον τῆς 
πρὸς Πατέρα καὶ Υἱὸν τοῦ 
Πνεύματος συναφείας, ὅτι οὕτως 
ἔχειν λέγεται πρὸς Θεόν, ὡς πρὸς 
ἕκαστον ἔχει τὸ πνεῦμα τὸ ἐν 
ἡμῖν. «Τίς γὰρ οἶδε, φησίν, 
ἀνθρώπων τὰ τοῦ ἀνθρώπου, εἰ 
μὴ τὸ πνεῦμα τὸ ἐν αὐτῷ; Οὕτω 
καὶ τὰ τοῦ Θεοῦ οὐδεὶς ἔγνωκεν, 
εἰ μὴ τὸ Πνεῦμα τὸ ἐκ τοῦ Θεοῦ» 
[1 Cor 2:11]. 
       Basil, DSS 16.40.43–47 (SC 
17bis: 390)  
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Faller posits that Ambrose from 2.11.123 ff. amplifies Basil’s DSS 16.40 in this 

section. However, it appears unlikely that Ambrose had Basil in mind. His point in the 

section is that the Trinity is united in knowledge, while Basil utilized 1 Cor 2:11 in order 

to clinch his argument that the Holy Spirit shares a close communion with Father and 

Son. I have given the closest possible parallel above, which illustrates Ambrose’s 

independence in this case. 

Table A80: DSS 2.12.130 

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De Spiritu 
Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

“A” Probatum est igitur, quia sicut 
deus nobis, quae sua sunt, ita et 
filius, quae dei sunt, ita etiam 
spiritus revelavit. Ex uno enim 
spiritu, per unum filium, in unum 
patrem cognitio nostra procedit, 
ex uno patre, per unum filium, in 
unum spiritum sanctum bonitas et 
sanctificatio et imperiale ius 
aeternae traditur potestatis. (1–6; 
CSEL 79: 137) 

Ἡ τοίνυν ὁδὸς τῆς θεογνωσίας ἐστὶν 
ἀπὸ ἑνὸς Πνεύματος, διὰ τοῦ ἑνὸς 
Υἱοῦ, ἐπὶ τὸν ἕνα Πατέρα. Καὶ 
ἀνάπαλιν, ἡ φυσικὴ ἀγαθότης, καὶ ὁ 
κατὰ φύσιν ἁγιασμός, καὶ τὸ 
βασιλικὸν ἀξίωμα, ἐκ Πατρός, διὰ 
τοῦ Μονογενοῦς, ἐπὶ τὸ Πνεῦμα 
διήκει. Οὕτω καὶ αἱ ὑποστάσεις 
ὁμολογοῦνται, καὶ τὸ εὐσεβὲς δόγμα 
τῆς μοναρχίας οὐ διαπίπτει. 
       Basil, DSS 18.47.17–24 (SC 
17bis: 412) 

In CSEL 79: 19* Faller has clearly demonstrated that Ambrose nearly translates 

this text.

Table A81: DSS 2.12.131–36 

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De Spiritu 
Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

“B” Unde et de spiritu filius dei 
dixit: Non enim loquitur a se [Jn 
16:13], hoc est non sine mea 
nec patris communione; neque 
enim divisus ac separtitus est 
spiritus, sed quae audit loquitur 
[Jn 16:13]; audit videlicet per 

Dehinc in consequentibus de Spiritu 
ueritatis qui a Patre mittatur et sit 
Paracletus, Saluator—qui et ueritas—
ait: Non enim loquetur a semetipso [Jn 
16:13], hoc est non sine me et sine meo 
et Patris arbitrio, quia inseparabilis a 
mea et Patris est uoluntate, quia non ex 
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Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De Spiritu 
Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

unitatem substantiae et 
proprietatem scientiae. Neque 
enim foraminibus aliquibus 
corporalibus recipit auditum et 
quibusdam divina modulis 
carnalibus vox resultat, vel 
audit id quod ignorat, quoniam 
in rebus humanis scientiam 
plerumque auditus operatur, et 
tamen nec in ipsis hominibus 
semper adloquium corporale aut 
carnalis auditus est. Qui enim 
loquitur lingua, non hominibus 
loquitur, sed deo; nemo enim 
audit Spiritus autem loquitur 
mysteria [1 Cor 14:2].  
 
Ergo si in hominibus non 
semper auditus est corporalis, in 
deo tu infirmitatis humanae 
sonitus et quaedam organa 
exigis carnalis auditus, cum 
ideo audire dicatur, ut scire 
credatur? Nos enim id scimus, 
quod audierimus, et ante 
audimus, ut scire possimus, in 
deo autem, quia ‘novit omnia, 
antequam fiant’ [cf. Dan 13:42], 
scientia praecedit auditum. 
Itaque ut, quod velit pater, 
filium non ignorare dicamus, 
audisse memoramus. Sed non in 
deo sonus neque syllaba, quae 
significare solent indicium 
voluntatis, sed voluntatis unitas 
divinis quidem intellegitur 
arcanis, nostris autem 
significatur indiciis. 
 
Quid est ergo non enim a se 
loquitur [cf. Jn 16:13? Hoc est: 
non sine me loquitur, quia 

se est, sed ex Patre et me est: hoc enim 
ipsum quod subsistit et loquitur a Patre 
et a me illi est.  
Ego veritatem loquor, id est, inspiro 
quae loquitur; siquidem Spiritus 
veritatis est. 
 
Dicere autem et loqui in Trinitate, non 
secundum consuetudinem nostram qua 
ad nos inuicem sermocinamur et 
loquimur accipiendum, sed iuxta 
formam incorporalium naturarum et 
maxime Trinitatis, quae uoluntatem 
suam inserit in corde credentium, et 
eorum qui eam audire sunt digni: hoc 
est, ‘dicere et loqui’. 
 
Nos quippe homines quando de aliqua 
re ad alterum loquimur, primum quod 
uolumus, mente concipimus absque 
sermone. Deinde in alterius sensum 
uolentes transferre, linguae organum 
commouemus et, quasi quoddam 
plectrum chordis dentium collidentes, 
uocalem sonum emittimus. Quomodo 
igitur nos linguam, quam palato 
dentibusque collidimus, et ictum aerem 
in diuersa temperamus eloquia ut nobis 
nota communicemus in alios, ita et 
auditorem necesse est patulas praebere 
aures et nullo uitio coarctatas in ea 
quae dicuntur erigere, ut possit ita scire 
quae proferuntur quomodo ea nouit ille 
qui loquitur. 
  
Porro Deus, simplex et incompositae 
specialisque naturae, neque aures, 
neque organa, quibus uox emittitur, 
habet; sed solitaria 
incomprehensibilisque substantia nullis 
membris partibusque componitur. Quae 
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Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De Spiritu 
Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

loquitur veritatem, sapientiam 
spirat; non sine patre loquitur, 
quia dei spiritus est; non a se 
audit, quia ‘ex deo omnia’ [cf. 1 
Cor 11:12].  Omnia accepit a 
patre filius, quia ipse dixit: 
Omnia mihi tradita sunt a patre 
meo [Mat 11:27]. Omnia patris 
habet filius, quia iterum ait: 
Omnia, quae pater habet, mea 
sunt [Jn 16:15]. Et quae accepit 
ipse per unitatem naturae, ex 
ipso per eandem unitatem 
naturae accepit et spiritus, sicut 
ipse dominus Iesus declarat de 
spiritu suo dicens: Propterea 
dixi: de meo accipiet et 
adnuntiabit vobis [Jn 16:15]. 
Quod ergo loquitur spiritus, fili 
est, quod dedit filius, patris est. 
Ita nihil a se aut filius loquitur 
aut spiritus, quia nihil extra se 
trinitas loquitur. Quod si ad 
infirmitatem spiritus sancti et 
quandam corporeae 
similitudinem vilitatis id 
derivare contendas, etiam ad fili 
iniuriam derivabis, quia et de se 
filius dixit: Sicut audio, et 
iudico [Jn 5:30], et: Non potest 
aliquid facere filius, nisi quod 
viderit facientem patrem [Jn 
5:19]. Si enim verum est, sicut 
est verum, quod dixit filius 
omnia, quae pater habet, mea 
sunt [Jn 10:30], et secundum 
divinitatem unum est cum patre 
filius, unum per substantiam 
naturalem, non unus secundum 
Sabellianam perfidiam. Quod 
unum utique est per substantiae 
proprietatem, non potest 

quidem et de Filio et de Spiritu Sancto 
similiter accipienda. 

Si quando ergo legimus in Scripturis: 
Dixit Dominus Domino meo [Ps 
109[110]:2], et alibi: Dixit Deus, Fiat 
lux [Gen 1:3], et si qua his similia, 
digne Deo accipere debemus. Neque 
enim ignorante Filio (qui sapientia et 
ueritas est) Pater suam nuntiat 
uoluntatem, cum omne quod loquitur, 
sapiens uerusque subsistens, in 
sapientia habeat et in substantia. Loqui 
ergo Patrem et audire Filium, uel e 
contrario Filio loquente audire Patrem, 
eiusdem naturae in Patre et Filio 
consensusque significatio est. 

Spiritus quoque Sanctus, qui est 
spiritus ueritatis, Spiritusque 
sapientiae, non potest Filio loquente 
audire quae nescit, cum hoc ipsum sit 
quod profertur a Filio 

Denique ne quis illum a Patris et Filii 
uoluntate et societate discerneret, 
scriptum est: Non enim a semetipso 
loquetur, sed sicut audiet loquetur [Jn 
16:13]. Cui simile etiam de seipso 
Saluator ait: Sicut audio, et iudico [Jn 
5:30], et alibi: Non potest Filius a se 
facere quidquam, nisi quod uiderit 
Patrem facientem [Jn 5:19]. 

Si enim unus est Patri Filius, non iuxta 
Sabellii uitium Patrem et Filium 
confundentis, sed iuxta indiscretionem 
essentiae siue substantiae, non potest 
quicquam absque Patre facere, quia 
separatorum diuersa sunt opera, sed 
uidens operantem Patrem, et ipse 
operatur, non in secundo gradu, et post 
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Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De Spiritu 
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Text of Ambrose’s Source 

separari, et ideo ‘non potest 
filius facere’, nisi quod audierit 
a patre, quia ‘in aeternum est 
permanens dei verbum’ [1 Pet 
1:23; Ps 119[118]:89] nec 
umquam pater a fili operatione 
dividitur, et quod operatur 
filius, scit patrem velle, et quod 
vult pater, filium novit operari. 
Denique ne vel in tempore vel 
in ordine aliquam inter patrem 
et filium putares operis esse 
distantiam, sed eiusdem 
operationis crederes unitatem: 
Et opera, inquit, quae ego facio, 
ipse facit [Jn 14:10]. Et rursus 
ne discretionem aliquam in 
operis distinctione sentires, sed 
idem velle, idem facere, idem 
posse patrem et filium 
iudicares, dicit tibi sapientia de 
patre: Quaecumque enim ille 
fecerit, eadem et filius facit 
similiter [Jn 5:19]. Non ergo 
aliqui prior vel secundus est 
actus, sed idem unius 
operationis effectus est. Et ideo 
nihil a se posse facere filius 
dicitur, quia a patre non potest 
eius operatio separari. Similiter 
et spiritus sancti operatio non 
secernitur. Unde etiam ea, quae 
loquitur, audire a patre dicitur. 
(9–68; CSEL 79: 137–40) 

illum operans. Alia quippe Patris, alia 
Filii opera esse inciperent, si non 
aequaliter fierent. 
  
Scriptum est autem: Quae enim ille 
facit [Jn 5:19]—haud dubium quin 
Pater—haec eadem Filius similiter 
facit [Jn 5:19]. Quod si operante Patre 
et Filio, non iuxta ordinem, primi et 
secundi, sed iuxta idem tempus 
operandi eadem et indissimilia, 
subsistunt uniuersa quae fiunt, et Filius 
non potest a semetipso quid facere quia 
a Patre non potest separari, sic et 
Spiritus Sanctus nequaquam separatus 
a Filio propter uoluntatis naturaeque 
consortium, non a semetipso creditur 
loqui, sed iuxta uerbum et ueritatem 
Dei loquitur uniuersa quae loquitur. 
 
Hanc opinionem sequentia Domini 
uerba confirmant, dicentis: Ille me 
clarificabit—id est, Paracletus—quia 
de meo accipiet [Jn 16:14]. Rursum hic 
‘accipere’ ut diuinae naturae conueniat 
intelligendum. 
       Didymus, DSS 153.1–163.4 (SC 
386: 280–94; PG 39, 1063 C–1065 C, 
§§34–36) 

   

 

 While omitting some material here and adding more there, Ambrose basically 

follows the logic and scriptural pattern established by Didymus in this lengthy section of 

text. 
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Table A82: DSS 2.12.138–39

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De Spiritu 
Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

“C” Similiter igitur et audire a 
patre spiritus et clarificare 
filium dicitur, clrificare ideo, 
quia docuit nos spiritus 
sanctus filium dei ‘imaginem 
esse invisibilis dei’ [Col 1:15] 
et ‘splendorem gloriae et 
character substantiae eius’ 
[Heb 1:3 and 1:1]. Spiritus 
enim et in patriarchis et in 
prophetis locutus est et 
apostolis; denique tunc 
prfectiores esse coepeerunt, 
posteaquam spiritum 
receperunt. Nulla ergo 
distantia divinae virtutis et 
gratiae; nam licet divisiones 
gratiarum sint, idem tamen 
spiritus, et divisiones 
ministeriorum sint, idem 
autem dominus, et divisiones 
operationum sint, idem autem 
deus, qui operatur omnia in 
omnibus [1 Cor 12:4–6]. 
Divisiones sunt munerum, non 
separationes sunt trinitatis; 
denique dem est deus qui 
operatur omnia in omnibus [1 
Cor 12:6]. Nam cum 
opereturomnia in omnibus 
pater, alii tamen datur per 
spiritum sermo sapientiae, alii 
sermo scientiae secundum 
eundem spiritum, alteri fides 
in eodem spiritu, alii gratia 
curationum in uno spiritu, alii 
operatio virtutum, alii 
prophetia, alii discretio 
spirituum, alii genera 
linguarum, alii interpraetatio 
sermonum. Haec autem omnia 

Eumdem circulum unitatis atque 
substantiae Spiritus Sancti, secundum id 
quod sapientiae et ueritatis est spiritus, 
uidemus habere cum Filio, et rursum 
Filium a Patris non discrepare substantia. 

Cum autem Filius imago sit Dei 
inuisibilis et forma substantiae eius, 
quicumque ad hanc imaginem uel 
formam imaginantur atque formantur, 
adducuntur in similitudinem Dei, iuxta 
uires tamen humani profectus, istiusmodi 
formam et imaginem consequentes [cf. 
Col 1:15 and Heb 1:3]. Similiter et 
Spiritus Sanctus cum sit signaculum Dei, 
hi qui formam et imaginem Dei capiunt, 
signati per eum, in eo ducuntur ad 
signaculum Christi, sapientia et scientia 
et insuper fide pleni. 

Diuisiones quippe donationum sunt, 
idem autem Spiritus, et diuisiones 
ministeriorum sunt, et ipse Dominus, et 
diuisiones operationum sunt, et idem 
ipse Deus qui operatur omnia in omnibus 
[1 Cor 12:4–7]. Operante ergo Patre 
multiplicem charismatum plenitudinem, 
multiplicat eam Filius subsistentem per 
Spiritum Sanctum. Alii enim per 
Spiritum datur sermo sapientiae; alii uero 
scientiae, secundum eumdem spiritum; 
alii fides in eodem spiritu [1 Cor 12:8– 
9], et caetera quae ab Apostolo 
enumerata sunt dona, quibus additur: 
Haec autem omnia operatur unus atque 
idem Spiritus, diuidens singulis sicut uult 
[1 Cor 12:11]. 

Unde dicentes operatricem et, ut ita 
dicam, distributricem naturam Spiritus 
Sancti, non obducamur ab his qui dicunt 
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Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De Spiritu 
Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

operatur unus adque idem 
spiritus, dividens singulis 
prout vult [1 Cor 12:8–11].  
(77–98; CSEL 79: 140–41) 

operationem et non substantiam Dei esse 
Spiritum Sanctum. 
       Didymus, DSS 94.8–97.4 (SC 386: 
232–34; PG 39, 1052 C–1053 B, §§22–
23) 

   

 

 To the passages cited by Faller, I have added the lines providing both Didymus’ 

and Ambrose’s conclusions. These show how Ambrose, although following the order of 

biblical passages in the corresponding section in Didymus, diverges significantly in the 

inference he draws out of the same texts. Didymus wants to show the Holy Spirit is a 

substance not an activity and this substance shares in the substance of Father and Son. 

Ambrose, for his part, wants to show that the Holy Spirit has power that is not distinct 

from Father and Son. Part of this shift arises from the difference of polemical context: 

Ambrose did not need to rebut opponents claiming the the Holy Spirit was merely an 

activity the way Didymus needed to.1 

Table A83: DSS 2.13.144 

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De 
Spiritu Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

“C” Apostoli quoque dixerunt: 
Visum est spiritui sancto et 
nobis [Acts 15:28], et cum 
dicunt visum, non solum 
operatorem gratiae, sed 
etiam auctorem imperatae 
exsecutionis ostendunt. 

Unde dicentes operatricem et, ut ita dicam, 
distributricem naturam Spiritus Sancti, non 
obducamur ab his qui dicunt operationem et 
non substantiam Dei esse Spiritum 
Sanctum. Et ex aliis quoque plurimis locis 
subsistens Spiritus Sancti natura monstratur, 
ut in illo quod apostoli scribunt: Visum est 

                                                 
1 On this strand of polemics from Origen to Didymus see Radde-Galwitz, “The Holy Spirit as 

Agent, not Activity.” 
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Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De 
Spiritu Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

Sicut enim de deo legimus 
placuit deo [Job 1:21; 1 
Cor 1:21], ita etiam, cum 
dicitur quia visum est 
spiritui sancto, arbiter suae 
exprimitur potestatis. (11–
16; CSEL 79: 143) 

enim Spiritui Sancto et nobis [Acts 15:18], 
quia hoc quod dicitur uisum est non 
operationem significat, sed naturam, 
maxime cum et de Domino similiter quid 
reperiatur: ut Domino uisum est, ita factum 
est [Job 1:21].  
Didymus, DSS 97.1–10 (SC 386: 234–36; 
PG 39, 1053 A–B, §23) 

Ambrose utilizes similar, though not identical, texts to make a similar argument as 

Didymus. Again, while Didymus wishes to show the unity of the Spirit’s nature (natura) 

with God, Ambrose demonstrates their shared power (potestas).

Table A84: DSS 2.13.145–46 

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De Spiritu 
Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

“B” ...sic et spiritus sanctus dicit: 
Separate mihi Paulum et 
Barnaban in opus, quod vocavi 
eos [Acts 13:2]. Itaque praemissi 
ab spiritu sancto [Acts 13:4]—
quod infra scriptura indicat—
nullam discretionem inter ceteros 
habuerunt apostolos, quasi aliter 
a patre deo, aliter ab spiritu 
mitterentur. Denique cum Paulus 
missus esset ab spiritu, et vas 
electionis [Acts 9:15] erat Christi 
et deum in se operatum esse 
commemorat dicens: Qui enim 
operatus est Petro in 
apostolatum circumcisionis, 
operatus est et mihi ad gentes 
[Gal 2:8]. Cum igitur idem sit 
operatus in Paulo, qui est 
operatus in Petro, hoc utique 

Denique et sermones eius saepissime 
lectitantur, ut in illo: Ieiunantibus eis 
et ministrantibus—id est discipulis 
Christi—, dixit Spiritus Sanctus: 
Separate mihi Barnabam et Paulum in 
opus quod uocavi eos [Acts 13:2]. 
Quae uox diuinitatis et auctoritatis 
index non creatam sed increatam 
substantiam monstrat. Neque enim 
Spiritus Sanctus in aliud quoddam 
opus uocauit Barnabam et Paulum 
quod non sit Patris et Filii, cum 
ministerium quod eis commisit et 
tradidit Spiritus, Patris et Filii sit 
ministerium. Ad Galatas Paulus 
loquitur: Qui enim operatus est Petro 
in apostolatum circumcisionis, 
operatus est et mihi in gentes et 
Barnabae [Gal 2:8]; pariter enim ad 
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Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De Spiritu 
Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

ostenditur, cum spiritus sit 
operatur in Paulo, quod etiam in 
Petro spiritus sanctus operatus 
sit. (25–36; CSEL 79: 144) 

nationes Spiritus Sancti auctoritate 
directi sunt.   
       Didymus, DSS 98.1–13 (SC 386: 
236; PG 39, 1053 B–C, §23) 

   

 

 Ambrose clearly utilizes Didymus at this point because of the order of the 

passages. While Didymus’ point is about the Holy Spirit having equal authority with 

Father and Son, Ambrose feels the need to establish that the Holy Spirit’s activity 

(operatio) overlaps with that of the Father and the Son.

Table A85: DSS 2.13.149–52 

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De Spiritu Sancto Text of Ambrose’s Source 

“C” Hanc igitur regalem quandam etiam sancto 
spiritui potestatem scripturarum 
testificatione delatam, si vellimus advertere, 
facile possumus repperire omnesque 
apostolos non solum Christi fuisse 
discipulos revelabitur, sed etiam patris et 
fili et spiritus sancti ministros, sicut etiam 
doctor gentium [1 Tim 2:7] docet dicens: 
Quosdam quidem posuit deus in ecclesia, 
primo apostolos, secundo prophetas, tertio 
doctores, deinde virtutes, gratiam 
curationum, opitulationes, gubernationes, 
genera linguarum dona [1 Cor 12:28]. Ecce 
deus posuit apostolos, posuit prophetas 
adque doctores, dedit curationum gratiam, 
quam supra habes dari per spiritum 
sanctum, dedit genera linguarum [1 Cor 
12:8–10]. Sed tamen non omnes apostoli, 
non omnes prophetae, non omnes doctores, 
non omnes, inquit, habent gratiam 
curationum, neque omnes linguis loquuntur 
[1 Cor 12:29–30]. In singulis enim 

Nam cum Saluator 
discipulos suos ad 
praedicandum Euangelium 
miserit et ad dogmata 
ueritatis docenda Pater in 
Ecclesia constituisse 
dicatur primo apostolos, 
secundo prophetas, tertio 
magistros [1 Cor 12:28]—
super hac re etiam Apostoli 
congruente sententia: Et 
sicut probati sumus a Deo 
ad credendum 
Euangelium, sic loquimur, 
non ut hominibus 
placentes, sed Deo qui 
probauit corda nostra [1 
Thess 2:4]—hos eosdem 
quos Christus magistros 
esse praecepit, et Pater 
probauit, et Spiritus 
Sanctus dispensatores et 
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Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De Spiritu Sancto Text of Ambrose’s Source 

hominibus universa dona divina esse non 
possunt; pro captu unusquisque id accipit, 
quod aut desiderat aut meretur. Sed non 
huius infirmitatis similis potentia trinitatis, 
quae omnium munifica gratiarum est. 
Denique posuit apostolos deus; hos, quos 
deus posuit in ecclesia [1 Cor 12:28], 
Christus elegit [cf. Lk 6:13] et apostolos 
ordinavit et in orbem terrarum direxit 
dicens: Ite in orbem universum et 
praedicate evangelium universae creaturae. 
Et qui crediderit et qui baptizatus fuerit, hic 
salvus erit; qui vero non crediderit, 
damnabitur. Signa autem credentes ista 
sequentur: In nomine meo daemonia 
eicient, linguis loquentur novis, serpentes 
tollent, et si mortiferum quid biberint, non 
illis nocebit; supra aegros manus inponent 
et bene habebunt [Mk 16:15–18]. 

Ecce doctores posuit pater, posuit etiam 
Christus in ecclesiis, et sicut pater dat 
gratiam curationum, ita dat et filius, sicut 
pater dat dona linguarum, ita largitus est 
filius. Similiter de sancto spiritu supra 
accepimus quia eadem gratiarum genera 
largiatur. Datur enim, inquit, per spiritum 
alii gratia curationum, alii genera 
linguarum, alii prophetia [1 Cor 12:8–10]. 
Ergo eadem dat spiritus, quae dat pater, dat 
etiam filius. (59–91; CSEL 79: 145–47) 

praepositos in Ecclesia 
constituisse perhibetur. 

Siquidem cum Miletum 
Paulus apostolus 
presbyteros de diuersis 
locis et plurimis Ecclesiis 
congregasset: Attendite, 
inquit, uobis et uniuerso 
gregi super quos Spiritus 
Sanctus posuit uos 
episcopos ad regendam 
Ecclesiam Domini quam 
acquisiuit per sanguinem 
suum [Acts 20:28]. Si 
enim quos Christus ad 
euangelizandum et 
baptizandas nationes misit, 
Spiritus Sanctus Ecclesiae 
praeposuit, Patris sententia 
destinatos; nulli dubium 
est, unam Patris, et Filii, et 
Spiritus Sancti 
operationem et 
probationem, et 
consequenter eamdem 
Trinitatis esse substantiam. 
     Didymus, DSS 98.1–

13 (SC 386: 236; PG 39, 
1054 B–C, §23) 

The overlap between these passages is significant enough only to conclude that 

Ambrose had from Didymus the idea of arguing for the similarity of the Holy Spirit by 

directing the Apostles. Clearly, the bishop of Milan takes the idea in his own direction.
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Table A86: DSS 3.1.3 

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De 
Spiritu Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

“D” Sed si non creditor filio, 
audiant etiam patrem 
loquentem quia spiritus 
domini super Christum. Dicit 
enim Iohanni: Super quem 
videris spiritum 
descendentem de caelo et 
manentem super eum, hic est 
qui baptizat in spiritu sancto 
[Jn 1:33]. Dixit hoc deus 
pater Iohanni; Iohannes et 
audivit et ‘vidit’ et credidit. 
Audivit a deo, vidit in 
domino, credidit quia spiritus 
erat, qui ‘descendebat de 
caelo’ [Jn 1:32; Lk 3:22]. 
Non enim columba, sed sicut 
scolumba descendit; sic enim 
scriptum est: Et vidi spiritum 
dei descendentem de caelo 
sicut columbam [Mk 1:10]. 
(15–27; CSEL 79: 150–51) 

Τοῦτο δὲ πεποίηκεν, ὅτε τῷ σωματικῷ 
εἴδει ὡσεὶ περιστερὰ ἐφίπταται μετὰ τὸ 
λουτρὸν αὐτῷ καὶ ἐπιστὰν οὐ παρέρχεται, 
τάχα ἐν ἀνθρώποις τοῦτο πεποιηκὸς τοῖς 
μὴ δυνηθεῖσιν ἀδιαλείπτως φέρειν αὐτοῦ 
τὴν δόξαν. Διόπερ σημαίνει ὁ Ἰωάννης 
περὶ τοῦ γνῶναι, ὅστις ποτέ ἐστιν ὁ 
Χριστός, οὐχὶ μόνην τὴν ἐπὶ τὸν Ἰησοῦν 
κατάβασιν τοῦ πνεύματος ἀλλὰ πρὸς τῇ 
καταβάσει τὴν ἐν αὐτῷ μονήν. Γέγραπται 
γὰρ εἰρηκέναι τὸν Ἰωάννην ὅτι «Ὁ 
πέμψας με βαπτίζειν εἶπεν· Ἐφ’ ὃν ἂν ἴδῃς 
τὸ πνεῦμα καταβαῖνον καὶ μένον ἐπ’ 
αὐτὸν, οὗτός ἐστιν ὁ βαπτίζων ἐν 
πνεύματι ἁγίῳ καὶ πυρί» [Jn 1:33]. Οὐ γὰρ 
λέγεται· «Ἐφ’ ὃν ἂν ἴδῃς τὸ πνεῦμα 
καταβαῖνον» μόνον, τάχα καὶ ἐπ’ ἄλλους 
καταβεβηκότος αὐτοῦ, ἀλλὰ «καταβαῖνον 
καὶ μένον ἐπ’ αὐτόν» [Jn 1:33]. 
       Origen, In Ioh. 2.11.84–85 (ed. 
Preuschen, GCS, Origenes Werke IV, p. 
67, 3–14) 

   

   

 While Origen could have been a distance source, the emphases in his text are 

quite different than those in Ambrose’s. Origen wants to show that the incarnate Christ 

has the capacity for the Holy Spirit to remain in him, while Ambrose’s task is to prove 

that the Spirit sends the Son. The former concentrates on Christ’s powers in his 

commentary on Jn 1:33; the latter on the activity of the Spirit. It is therefore difficult to 

attribute any dependence of the latter on the former.  
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Table A87: DSS 3.1.5 

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s DSS Text of Ambrose’s Source 

“D” …  
(33ff. ; CSEL 79: 151) 

… 
       Didymus, DSS 126.1–131.9 (SC 
386: 262–66; PG 39, 1059 A–D, §29) 

… 
       Athanasius, Ep. Serap. 1.5.1 
(lines 14–16; AW 1/1: 451) 

Faller’s lack of confidence in this parallel is indicated by his citation of two very 

long passages in Athansius and Didymus, in which the only similarity with Ambrose’s 

text is that both have words to the effect of manentem super eum. But the focus in both 

sections of the Greek writers differs from the bishop of Milan’s considerably to the point 

where any parallel is difficult to apprehend. Thus, the text is not included. 

Table A88: DSS 3.1.8 

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De Spiritu Sancto Text of Ambrose’s Source 

“D” Ergo et pater filium misit et spiritus. 
Spiritum quoque et pater misit et filius. 
Pater misit, quia scriptum est: Paraclitus 
autem ille spiritus sanctus, quem mittet 
pater in nomine meo [Jn 14:26]. Filius misit 
quia dixit: Cum vererit autem paracleitus, 
quem ego mittam vobis a patre meo, 
spiritus veritatis [Jn 15:26]. Si ergo se 
invicem filius et spiritus mittunt, sicut pater 
mittit, non subiectionis iniuria, sed 
communitas potestatis est. (64–71; CSEL 
79: 153) 

καὶ τοῦ πατρὸς ὡς 
ἡγουμένου ἀποστέλλοντος 
τὸν υἱὸν συναποστέλλει καὶ 
συμπροπέμπει τὸ ἅγιον 
πνεῦμα αὐτόν... 
       Origen, In Ioh. 2.11.83 
(ed. Preuschen, GCS, 
Origenes Werke IV, pp. 66–
67, lines 34–1) 

Though it is true that Origen discusses the way the Holy Spirit sends the Son 

along with the Father in like manner to Ambrose, other evidence of Ambrose using In 
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Ioh. would need to surface before it would justify assigning it as a source. For one thing, 

the passages Ambrose uses are not present in Origen in this section. 

Table A89: DSS 3.3.11–12 

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De Spiritu 
Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

“B” Unde etiam digitus dei adpellatus 
est spiritus, eo quod sit patri et 
filio et spiritui sancto individua 
inseparabilisque communio. nam 
sicut filium dei scriptura 
dexteram dei dixit, sicut lectum 
est: Dextera tua, domine, 
glorificata est in virtute, dextera 
manus tua, domine, confregit 
inimicos [Ex 15:6], ita spiritus 
sanctus adpellatus est digitus dei, 
sicut ipse dominus dixit: Quod si 
in digito dei ego eicio daemonia 
[Lk 11:20]. Hunc enim digitum 
in alio libro evangelii eodem loco 
dei spiritum nominavit, sicut 
habes: Quod si in spiritu dei ego 
eicio daemonia [Mat 12:28]. 
Quid igitur expressius ad 
significandam divinitatis vel 
operationis dici potuit unitatem, 
quae secundum divinitatem est 
patris vel fili et spiritus sancti, 
quam ut intellegamus multo 
magis quam corpus hoc nostrum 
aeternae plenitudinem dvinitatis 
scindi videri, si quis unitatem 
substantiae separet, multiplicet 
potestates, cum uno sit eiusdem 
divinitatis aeternitas? (64–71; 
CSEL 79: 155) 

Per aliud quoque Scripturarum 
exemplum Trinitatis una et natura et 
uirtus ostenditur. Filius et manus et 
brachium et dextera Patris dicitur. 
Sicut docuimus ex his vocabulis unius 
naturae indifferentiam demonstrari, 
Spiritus etiam Sanctus digitus Dei 
secundum coniunctionem naturae 
Patris et Filii nominatur.  
 
Siquidem in uno de Euangeliis 
aduersus eos qui signis Domini 
detrahebant, dicentes: In Beelzebub 
principe daemoniorum eicit daemonia 
[Lk 11:15], sciscitans Saluator ait: Si 
ego in Beelzebub eicio daemonia, filii 
uestri in quo eiciunt daemonia? Si 
autem ego in digito Dei eicio 
daemonia, ergo superuenit in vos 
regnum Dei [Lk 11:19–20], hunc 
eumden locum alius evangelista 
describens, loquentem intulit Filium: 
Si autem ego in Spiritu Dei eicio 
daemonia [Mat 12:28]. Ex quibus 
ostenditur digitum Dei esse Spiritum 
Sanctum. Si ergo coniunctus est 
digitus manui et manus ei cuius est 
manus, et digitus sine dubio ad eius 
substantiam refertur cuius est digitus.  
       Didymus, DSS 87.1–88.12 (SC 
386: 224–26; PG 39, 1051 A–C, §20) 

   

   

 Ambrose must have borrowed from Didymus this clever argument, despite a 

slight difference in parallel passages.  
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Table A90: DSS 3.3.13a 

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De Spiritu Sancto Text of Ambrose’s 
Source 

“C” Hoc digito, sicut legimus, tabulas illas 
lapideas inscripsit, quas Moyses accepit. Non 
enim carnali digito deus harum litterarum, 
quas legimus, apices et elementa formavit, sed 
spiritu suo dedit legem ... (28 ff.; CSEL 79: 
156–57) 

...quo digito et lex in 
tabulis lapideis scripta 
est. 
       Didymus, DSS 90.6 
(SC 386: 228; PG 39, 
1051 D, §21) 

Ambrose was inspired by Didymus’ note that the Spirit is identical with the finger 

of God that wrote the Ten Commandments on the tablet for Moses and the Israelites (cf. 

Ex 31:18) and expanded on this idea. They had similar purposes in that the goal was to 

show that, contrary to appearances, the Spirit being the finger of God indicates his equal 

glory with Father and Son not his inferiority and certainly not his corporeality.

Table A91: DSS 3.3.16 

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De Spiritu 
Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

“C” Ac ne rursus, quia legem deus 
spiritu suo scripsit, inferius 
aliquid tamquam de ministerio 
spiritus crederemus vel ex 
corporis nostri aestimatione 
portionem quandam exiguam dei 
spiritum putaremus, aait tibi 
apostolus ‘non se humanae 
sententiae verbis loqui, sed doctis 
spiritus, et spiritalibus spiritalia 
conparare, animalem autem non 
percipere, quae sunt spiritus dei’. 
[1 Cor 2:13–14]. Sciebat enim 
quod is, qui divina carnalibus 
conpararet, inter animalia esset, 
non inter spiritales homines 
conputandus. Stultitia enim, 
inquit, illi est [1 Cor 2:14]. Et 

Verum caue ne ad humilia deiectus et 
oblitus sermonis de quo nunc 
disputatur, depingas in animo tuo 
corporalium artuum diuersitates, et 
incipias tibi magnitudines et 
inaequalitates et cetera corporum 
maiora uel minora membra 
confingere, dicens digitum a manu et 
manum ab eo cuius est manus multo 
aequalitatibus discrepare, quia de 
incorporalibus Scriptura nunc 
loquitur, unitatem tantum uolens, non 
etiam mensuram substantiae 
demonstrare.  

Sicut enim manus non diuiditur a 
copore, per quam cuncta perficit et 
operatur, et in eo est cuius est manus, 
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Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De Spiritu 
Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

ideo quia sciret has futuras esse 
animalium hominum quaestiones, 
praesagus futuri ait: Quis enim 
cognovit sensum domini, qui 
instruat eum? Nos autem sensum 
Christi habemus [1 Cor 2:16]. 
(57–68; CSEL 79: 157–58) 

sic et digitus non separatur a manu 
cuius est digitus. Reice itaque 
inaequalitates et mensuras cum de 
Deo cogitas, et intellege digiti et 
manus et totius corporis unitatem... . 

Didymus, DSS 89.1–90.6 (SC 
386: 228; PG 39, 1051 C–D, §21) 

   

 

 Ambrose argues that the Spirit is not some small portion of God but stands in a 

relationship similar to that of the soul to the person closely adhering to 1 Cor 2. Didymus 

makes a similar point in the same context—explaining in what sense the Spirit is the 

“finger of God”—but without recourse to 1 Cor 2. (Note that Faller, along with the 

Maurist editors of Didymus, et totius substantiae unitatem in the last phrase, while 

Doutreleau has et totius corporis unitatem, though it probably would not have affected 

Ambrose’s use of Didymus in this case.)

Table A92: DSS 3.4.21 

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s 
DSS 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

“D” …  
Inde et columnam 
nubis plerique 
praecessisse in dei 
populo Iudaeorum et 
columnam ignis in 
nocte arbitrantur, 
quod protegeret 
plebem suam gratia 
spiritalis [cf. Exodus 
13:21–22]. ... 
 

 Καὶ Μωσῆς γ’ οὖν γινώσκων τοὺς μὲν ἀγγέλους 
κτίσματα, τὸ δὲ πνεῦμα τὸ ἅγιον ἡνωμένον τῷ υἱῷ 
καὶ τῷ πατρί, λέγοντος αὐτῷ τοῦ θεοῦ·«πορεύου, 
ἀνάβηθι ἐντεῦθεν σὺ καὶ ὁ λαός σου, οὓς ἐξήγαγες 
ἐκ γῆς Αἰγύπτου εἰς τὴν γῆν, ἣν ὤμοσα τῷ Ἀβραὰμ 
καὶ τῷ Ἰσαὰκ καὶ τῷ Ἰακὼβ λέγων· τῷ σπέρματι 
ὑμῶν δώσω αὐτήν· καὶ συναποστελῶ πρὸ 
προσώπου σου τὸν ἄγγελόν μου καὶ ἐκβαλεῖ τὸν 
Χαναναῖον» [Ex33:1–2], παρῃτήσατο λέγων·«εἰ μὴ 
αὐτὸς συμπορεύῃ μεθ’ ἡμῶν, μὴ ἀναγάγῃς με 
ἐντεῦθεν» [Ex 33:15]. οὐκ ἐβούλετο γὰρ κτίσμα 
προηγεῖσθαι τοῦ λαοῦ, ἵνα μὴ μάθωσι «λατρεύειν 
τῇ κτίσει παρὰ τὸν κτίσαντα» [Rom 1:25] τὰ πάντα 
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Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s 
DSS 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

 (34–36; CSEL 79: 
160) 

θεόν. ἀμέλει τὸν ἄγγελον παραιτησάμενος 
παρεκάλει αὐτὸν τὸν θεὸν καθηγεῖσθαι αὐτῶν. τοῦ 
δὲ θεοῦ ἐπαγγειλαμένου καὶ εἰπόντος πρὸς 
αὐτόν·«καὶ τοῦτόν σου τὸν λόγον, ὃν εἴρηκας, 
ποιήσω· εὕρηκας γὰρ χάριν ἐνώπιόν μου καὶ οἶδά 
σε παρὰ πάντας» [Ex 33:17], γέγραπται ἐν τῷ 
Ἠσαΐᾳ·«ὁ ἀναβιβάσας ἐκ τῆς γῆς τὸν ποιμένα τῶν 
προβάτων· ποῦ ἐστιν ὁ θεὶς ἐν αὐτοῖς τὸ πνεῦμα τὸ 
ἅγιον, ὁ ἀναγαγὼν τῇ δεξιᾷ Μωσῆν» [Isa 63:11–
12]; καὶ μετ’ ὀλίγα φησί·«κατέβη πνεῦμα παρὰ 
κυρίου καὶ ὡδήγησεν αὐτούς. οὕτως ἤγαγες τὸν 
λαόν σου ποιῆσαι σεαυτῷ ὄνομα δόξης» [Isa 
63:11–14]. τίς ἐκ τούτων οὐ συνορᾷ τὴν ἀλήθειαν; 
τοῦ γὰρ θεοῦ ἐπαγγειλαμένου καθηγεῖσθαι, ἰδοὺ 
οὐκ ἔτι ἄγγελον ἐπαγγέλλεται πέμπειν, ἀλλὰ τὸ 
πνεῦμα αὐτοῦ, ὅ ἐστιν ὑπὲρ τοὺς ἀγγέλους, καὶ 
αὐτὸ καθηγούμενόν ἐστι τοῦ λαοῦ. καὶ δείκνυται, 
ὅτι οὐ τῶν κτισμάτων οὐδὲ ἄγγελός ἐστι τὸ πνεῦμα, 
ἀλλὰ ἄνω τῆς κτίσεώς ἐστιν ἡνωμένον τῇ θεότητι 
τοῦ πατρός. 
       Athanasius, Ep. Serap. 1.12.1–3 (1–22; AW 
1/1: 481–83) 

Although in this passage Athanasius argues that it was the Spirit and not an angel 

that led the Israelites in the wilderness from Ex. 33, he does not identify the Spirit with 

the pillar of cloud and the column of fire, which is the key point in Ambrose’s argument. 

Therefore, there appears no reason to assert dependence here.

Table A93: DSS 3.4.25–28 

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s 
De Spiritu Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

“B” Sanctificat pater, 
secundum quod 
scriptum est: Deus 
pater sanctificet vos, 

Satis abundeque etiam de prophetae testimonio 
disputatum est. Nunc ad reliqua pergamus ut, 
quomodo Pater et filius sanctos et bonos sui 
communicatione perficiunt, sic Spiritus quoque 
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Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s 
De Spiritu Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

et integer spiritus 
vester et anima et 
corpus sine querela in 
die domini nostri Iesu 
Christi servetur [1 
Thess 5:23]. Et alibi 
dicit filius: Pater, 
santifica eos in 
veritate [Jn 17:1; 
17:17].  
 

De filio autem idem 
apostolus dixit factus 
est nobis sapienttia a 
deo et iustitia et 
sanctificatio et 
redemptio [1 Cor 
1:30]. Vides quia 
factus est 
sanctificatio? Sed 
factus est nobis, non 
ut ille mutaret, quod 
erat, sed ut nos 
sanctificaret in carne. 
 

Spiritum quoque 
sanctificare apostolus 
docet. Sic enim dicit: 
Gratias agere 
debemus deo semper 
pro vobis, fratres 
dilectissimi a domino, 
quia elegit nos deus 
primitias in salutem 
in sanctificatione 
spiritus et fide 
veritatis [2 Thess 
2:13]. 
 

Sanctus participatione sui bonos efficiat 
sanctosque credentes, et ex hoc etiam unius cum 
Patre et Filio substantiae esse doceatur.  
 
Dicitur in Psalmis ad Deum: Spiritus tuus bonus 
diriget me in terra recta [Ps 143[142]:10]. 
Scimus autem in quibusdam exemplaribus 
scriptum esse: Spiritus tuus sanctus. Porro in 
Esdra absque ulla ambiuitate bonus Spiritus 
appellatur: Spiritum tuum bonum deddisti ut eos 
faceres intellegere [2 Esd 9:20]. 
 
Quod autme Pater sanctificet, Apostolus scribit, 
dicens: Deus autem pacis sanctificet uos per 
omnia [Jn 17:1; 17:17], perspicue dicens: In 
me—qui Verbum tuum sum et ueritas tua—
sanctifica illos fide et consortio mei. Dictus est et 
alibi bonus Deus: Nemo bonus, nisi unus Deus 
[Lk 18:9].  
 
Superius quoque ostendimus quonima Filius 
sanctificet, Paulo in uerba eadem congruente: 
Etenim qui sanctificat et qui sanctificantur, ex 
uno omnes [Heb 2:11], sanctificantem significans 
Christum, et sanctificatos eos qui possunt dicere: 
Factus est nobis sapientia ex Deo Christus, et 
iustitia et sanctificatio [1 Cor 1:30], appelatur 
siquidem et Spiritus sanctificationis. Vnde et ad 
eum dicitur: Et omnes sanctificati sub manibus 
tuis, et sub te sunt [Deut 33:3].  
 
Bonus Dominus noster Iesus Christus, et ex bono 
Patre generatus est, et de eo legimus: Confitemini 
Domino quoniam bonus [Ps 116[117]:1]. 
Confitentur autem illi qui aut ueniam obsecrant 
peccatorum aut gratias referunt eius clementiae 
pro indultis beneficiis. 
 

Spritus quoque Sanctus eos quos dignatur implere 
sanctificat, ut iam superius demonstratum est 
quando ostendimus eum participabilem et a 
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Text of Ambrose’s 
De Spiritu Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

Ergo sanctificat pater, 
sanctificat et filius, 
sanctificat et spiritus. 
Sed una est 
sanctificatio, quia 
unum est baptisma 
[Eph 4:5] et una est 
gratia sacramenta. 
(58–71; CSEL 79: 

161–62) 

multis simul capi posse. Et nunc ex praesenti 
Pauli testimonio largitor sanctificationis 
ostenditur, in eo quod ait: Debemus autem nos 
gratias agere Deo semper pro uobis, fratres 
dilecti a Domino, quia elegit nos Deus primitias 
in salutem, in sanctificatione Spiritus et fide 
ueritatis [2 Thess 2:13]. Nam et in hoc loco 
charismata Dei superintelleguntur in Spiritu, cum 
in sanctificatione Spiritus fides pariter et ueritas 
possidentur.  
       Didymus, DSS 231.1–236.11 (SC 386: 352–
56; PG 39, 1078A – 1079A, §53) 

Ambrose closely follows the argument and order of Didymus passage here, 

revealing. 

Table A94: DSS 3.5.30 

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De Spiritu 
Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

“B” Quod si quis ad deminutionem, non 
ad unitatem potestatis putat esse 
referendum, is profecto in eam 
amentiam cadet, ut tamquam in una 
velut corporis forma patrem et 
filium et spiritum sanctum videatur 
effingere et distinctiones quasdam 
figurare membrorum. (5–9; CSEL 
79: 162) 

Verum caue ne ad humilia deiectus 
et oblitus sermonis de quo nunc 
disputatur, depingas in animo tuo 
corporalium artuum diuersitates, et 
incipias tibi magnitudines et 
inaequalitates et cetera corporum 
maiora uel minora membra 
confingere... . 
       Didymus, DSS 89.1–5 (SC 386: 
228; PG 39, 1051 C, §21) 

Ambrose utilizes Didymus’ text to caution readers against conceiving God as 

having a body. Several close similarities in words tempt one to suspect Ambrose nearly 

translated Didymus here.
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Table A95: DSS 3.8.48–49 

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De 
Spiritu Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

“D” Quam unitatem licet 
etiam aliis 
scripturarum locis 
considerare. Nam cum 
dicat Ezechiel ad 
populum Iudaeorum: 
Et contristasti me in 
omnibus his, dicit 
dominus [Ez 16:43], 
Paulus novo populo in 
epistula sua dicit: 
Nolite contristare 
spiritum sanctum dei, 
in quo signati estis 
[Eph 4:30]. Rursus 
cum Eseias dicat de 
ipsis Iudaeis: Ipsi 
autem non crediderunt 
et exacerbaverunt 
spiritum sanctum [Isa 
63:10], David de deo 
dicit: Et 
exacerbaverunt 
altissiumum in 
siccitate et 
temptaverunt deum in 
cordibus suis [Ps 
76[77]:17–18].  
 
Accipe etiam quia, 
cum alibi dixerit 
scriptura temptatum 
spiritum, temptatum 
etiam deum, eadem 
dicat et Christum esse 
temptatum. ... (1–14; 
CSEL 79: 169) 

Quia uero mutabilies et ad uitia sponte labentes, 
post tanta beneficia Deo fuerunt increduli et 
praecepta illius reliquerunt et exacerbauerunt 
Spiritum Sanctum Dei, qui eis bona multa 
largitus est, in peccatum simile corruentes his 
qui, postquam geniti sunt et exaltati, spreuerunt 
Patrem suum, uel certe ipsi nunc describuntur 
qui et antea descripti sunt, siquidem et ibi post 
peccatum dicitur ad eos: Dereliquistis Dominum 
et ad iracundiam concitastis Sanctum Israel [Isa 
1:4], et nunc aeque: Ipsi non crediderunt et 
exacerbauerunt Spiritum sanctum eius [Isa 
63:10].  
 
Et ex praesenti ergo loco societas Spiritus ad 
Deum ostenditur: qui dereliquit Dominum et est 
incredulus, ad iracundiam prouocat Sanctum 
Israel et exacerbat Spiritum Sanctam eius. Et 
eadem indignatio super peccatoribus tam ad 
Sanctum Spiritum quam ad Sanctum refertur 
Israel. 
 
Unde et in consequentibus similis copula 
Tirnitatis ostenditur, dicente Scriptura Dominum 
ad inimicitias esse conuersum his qui 
exacerbauerunt Spiritum Sanctum eius, et 
tradidisse eos sempiterno cruciatui, postquam 
non sermone sed rebus in Sanctum eius Spiritum 
blasphemauerunt. Ipse igitur qui eis conuersus 
est ad inimicitias, debellauit eos [cf. Isa 63:10], 
et subiecit multiplicibus longisque cruciatibus, ut 
nec in praesenti tempore nec in futuro [cf. Mk 
3:29] consequantur ueniam peccatorum. 
Exacerbauerunt enim Spiritum Sanctum eius et 
blasphemauerunt in illum. 
       Didymus, DSS 212.1–214.11 (SC 386: 336–
38; PG 39, 1074 A–C, §47) 
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Faller notes that Ambrose amplifies Didymus’ commentary on Isa 63:10, in which 

the Holy Spirit is said to be “grieved” or “angered.” It might be possible that Ambrose 

found some inspiration from Didymus on this passage, though the numerous biblical 

citations he uses that are not found in Didymus’ passage causes doubt. The dependence 

becomes more dubious when it is noted that Ambrose does not bring in the blasphemy of 

the Holy Spirit, which is the destination of Didymus’ argument the whole way through. 

Table A96: DSS 3.9.54–55 

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De Spiritu 
Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

“C” Fortasse tam aliquis diceret 
hoc exemplum non posse ad 
proprietatem sancti spritus 
derivari, nisi alio loco etiam 
Petrus apostolus nos docuisset 
peccatis nostris etiam spiritum 
posse temptari. Sic enim 
habes ad Annaniae coniugem 
dictum: Quid utique convenit 
vobis temptare spiritum 
domini? [Acts 5:9] Etenim 
domini spiritus ipse est dei 
spiritus, quia unus sanctus est 
spiritus, ut etiam Paulus 
apostolus docuit dicens: Vos 
autem in carne non estis, sed 
in spiritu, si tamen spiritus dei 
habitat in vobis. Si quis autem 
spiritum Christi non habet, hic 
non est eius [Rom 8:9]. 
Praemisit ‘spiritum dei’ et 
statim subdidit eundem esse 
‘spiritum Christi’, et cum 
dixisset de spiritu, ut 
intellegeremus quia, ubi 
spiritus sanctus, ibi et Christus 
est, addidit: Si autem Christus 
in vobis [Rom 8:10]. Deinde 

Neque uero ex his tantum quae 
praemisimus Trinitatis unitas edocetur, 
sed ex innumerabilibus aliis, de quidbus 
rursum secundum suum ordinem pauca 
ponemus.  

Arguens Petrus Ananiam in eo quod in 
uenditione agri, cuius se totum pretium 
obtulisse dicebat, faudem fecisset ex 
medio, Sancti Spiritus unitatem ad 
Deum, non secundum numerum, sed 
iuxta substantiam comprobauit, dicens: 
Anania, quare compleuit Satanas cor 
tuum ut mentireris Spiritui Sancto et 
absconderes de pretio agri? Nonne 
manens tibi manebat et uenditum in tua 
erat potestate? Quare posuisti in corde 
tuo rem istam? Non hominibus mentitus 
es, sed Deo [Acts 5:3–4]. Si enim qui 
Deo mentitur, mentitur Spiritui Sancto, 
et qui Spiritui Sancto mentitur, mentitur 
Deo, nulli dubmi consortium Spiritus 
esse cum Deo. Et quo modo sanctitas 
subsistit in Deo, eodem modo et deitas 
intellegitur in Spiritu Sancto. 
Didymus, DSS 82.1–83.14 (SC 386: 
220–22; PG 39, 1050 A–B, §18) 
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Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De Spiritu 
Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

quomodo hic intellegimus 
quia, ubi spiritus, ibi Christus, 
ita etiam alibi ostendit quia, 
ubi Christus, ibi etiam spiritus 
sanctus sit. Nam cum dixisset: 
Numquid experimetum 
quaeritis eius, qui in me 
loquitur Christus [2 Cor 13:3], 
alibit ait: Puto enim et ego 
spiritum dei habeo [1 Cor 
7:40]. ... Inseparabilis ergo 
unitas, quia, ubi aut pater aut 
Christus aut spiritus scriptura 
testificante signatur, ibi omnis 
plenitudo est trinitatis. (64–71; 
CSEL 79: 172–73) 

Καὶ τὸ πρὸς Σάπφειραν ὑπὸ Πέτρου· «Τί 
ὅτι συνεφωνήθη ὑμῖν πειράσαι τὸ 
Πνεῦμα τὸ ἅγιον;» [Acts 5:9] «οὐκ 
ἐψεύσασθε ἀνθρώποις, ἀλλὰ Θεῷ» [Acts 
5:4]· δείκνυσιν ὅτι τὰ αὐτὰ εἰς τὸ 
Πνεῦμα τὸ ἅγιον καὶ εἰς Θεόν ἐστιν τὰ 
ἁμαρτήματα. Καὶ οὕτω δ’ ἂν τὸ συναφὲς 
καὶ ἀδιαίρετον κατὰ πᾶσαν ἐνέργειαν, 
ἀπὸ Πατρὸς καὶ Υἱοῦ, τοῦ Πνεύματος 
διδαχθείης. Ἐνεργοῦντος τοῦ Θεοῦ τὰς 
διαιρέσεις τῶν ἐνεργημάτων καὶ τοῦ 
Κυρίου τὰς διαιρέσεις τῶν διακονιῶν, 
συμπάρεστι τὸ ἅγιον Πνεῦμα, τὴν 
διανομὴν τῶν χαρισμάτων πρὸς τὴν 
ἀξίαν ἑκάστου αὐτεξουσίως οἰκονομοῦν 
[cf. 1 Cor 12:4–6]. 
       Basil, DSS 16.37.14–23 (SC 17bis: 
374– 76) 

   

 

 Faller gives both the Didymus and Basil texts as parallels. It is hard to imagine 

that either Didymus or Basil (or both) did not clue Ambrose in to the usefulness of Acts 

5. They both draw out the affront to the Spirit’s dignity perpetrated by Ananias and 

Sapphira in the biblical text, an affront that puts the Spirit on the same level as God. 

While Didymus focuses on the action of lying (mentiri), Ambrose uses the word “to 

tempt (temptare)” to solidify that the Spirit in Isa 63:10 is tempted in the same way as the 

Father and Son evidenced in the other passages cited in 3.8.49–53.

Table A97: DSS 3.9.56–58 

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De Spiritu 
Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

“B” Sed et ipse Petrus in eo quod 
proposuimus exemplo praemisit 

Neque uero ex his tantum quae 
praemisimus Trinitatis unitas 
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Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De Spiritu 
Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

‘spiritum sanctum’ et postea dixit 
‘spiritum domini’. Sic enim habes: 
Annania, cur inplevit cor tuum 
satanas ad mentiendum spiritui 
sancto, ut fraudem faceres de 
praetio agri? Ita nonne manens tibi 
manebat et venditum in tua erat 
potestate? Quare posuisti in corde 
tuo hoc scelus? Non es hominibus 
mentitus, sed deo [Acts 5:3–4]. 
Primum intellegimus quia spiritum 
sanctum spiritum domini dixit. 
Deinde cum praemiserit ‘spiritum 
sanctum’ et addiderit: Non es 
hominibus mentitus, sed deo [Acts 
5:9], necesse est in ‘spiritu sancto’ 
aut unitatem divinitatis intellegas, 
quoniam, cum spiritus temptatur, 
deus fallitur, aut, si unitatem 
divinitatis conaris excludere, 
secundum scripturae verba ipse 
utique spiritum deum credis. Si 
enim et de spiritu expressum 
intellegimus et de patre, in deo 
utique patre et spiritu sancto 
veritatis et scientiae advertimus 
unitatem, quia similiter a sancto 
spiritu sicut a deo patre mendacium 
depraehenditur. Quod si utrumque 
de spiritu accepimus, cur, quod 
legimus, prefide negare conaris? 
Aut igitur unitatem divinitatis patris 
et fili et spiritus sancti aut 
divinitatem sancti spiritus confitere. 
Utrum dixeris, in deo utrumque 
dixisti, quia et unitas divinitatem 
adstruit et divinitas unitatem. (23–
45; CSEL 79: 173–74) 

edocetur, sed ex innumerabilibus 
aliis, de quidbus rursum secundum 
suum ordinem pauca ponemus.  

Arguens Petrus Ananiam in eo 
quod in uenditione agri, cuius se 
totum pretium obtulisse dicebat, 
faudem fecisset ex medio, Sancti 
Spiritus unitatem ad Deum, non 
secundum numerum, sed iuxta 
substantiam comprobauit, dicens: 
Anania, quare compleuit Satanas 
cor tuum ut mentireris Spiritui 
Sancto et absconderes de pretio 
agri? Nonne manens tibi manebat 
et uenditum in tua erat potestate? 
Quare posuisti in corde tuo rem 
istam? Non hominibus mentitus es, 
sed Deo [Acts 5:3–4]. Si enim qui 
Deo mentitur, mentitur Spiritui 
Sancto, et qui Spiritui Sancto 
mentitur, mentitur Deo, nulli dubmi 
consortium Spiritus esse cum Deo. 
Et quo modo sanctitas subsistit in 
Deo, eodem modo et deitas 
intellegitur in Spiritu Sancto. 
Didymus, DSS 82.1–83.14 (SC 
386: 220–22; PG 39, 1050 A–B, 
§18) 
...Si autem Dominus, consequenter 
et Deus, ut paulo ante iam diximus, 
cum uocem apostoli Petri ad 
Ananiam, qui pecuniam subtraxerat 
[cf. Acts 5:3–9], poneremus, quia 
et deitas superintellegatur in Spiritu 
Sancto. 
       Didymus, DSS 131.5–9 (SC 
386: 266; PG 39, 1060 A, §29) 
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 Here the bishop of Milan definitively links lying to God with the Holy Spirit 

being tempted, unlike the previous passage (Table A96). Thus it appears likely that 

Didymus rather than Basil has influenced his counterpart’s words here. 

Table A98: DSS 3.11.72 

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s 
De Spiritu Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

“B” Aut si putat quod 
velut personaliter de 
spiritu dictum 
videatur et Christo, 
ergo eius similiter 
adoratur in veritate 
sicut adoratur in 
spiritu [Jn 4:24]. 
Aut similis igitur 
subiectio—quod 
absit ut credas—et 
nec filius adoratur, 
aut—quod verum 
est—similis unitatis 
est gratia et spiritus 
adoratur. (24–27; 
CSEL 79: 180) 

Δεύτερος δὲ νοῦς, οὐδὲ αὐτὸς ἀπόβλητος· ὅτι 
ὥσπερ ἐν τῷ Υἱῷ ὁρᾶται ὁ Πατήρ, οὕτως ὁ Υἱὸς ἐν 
τῷ Πνεύματι. Ἡ τοίνυν ἐν τῷ Πνεύματι 
προσκύνησις, τὴν ὡς ἐν φωτὶ γινομένην τῆς 
διανοίας ἡμῶν ἐνέργειαν ὑποβάλλει, ὡς ἐκ τῶν 
πρὸς τὴν Σαμαρεῖτιν εἰρημένων ἂν μάθοις. Ἐν 
τόπῳ γὰρ εἶναι τὴν προσκύνησιν ἐκ τῆς ἐγχωρίου 
συνηθείας ἠπατημένην ὁ Κύριος ἡμῶν 
μεταδιδάσκων, ἐν Πνεύματι καὶ ἀληθείᾳ χρῆναι 
προσκυνεῖν ἔφησεν, ἑαυτὸν λέγων δηλαδὴ τὴν 
ἀλήθειαν [Jn 4:24]. Ὥσπερ οὖν ἐν τῷ Υἱῷ 
προσκύνησιν λέγομεν, τὴν ὡς ἐν εἰκόνι τοῦ Θεοῦ 
καὶ Πατρός, οὕτω καὶ ἐν τῷ Πνεύματι, ὡς ἐν ἑαυτῷ 
δεικνύντι τὴν τοῦ Κυρίου θεότητα. Διὸ καὶ ἐν τῇ 
προσκυνήσει ἀχώριστον ἀπὸ Πατρὸς καὶ Υἱοῦ τὸ 
Πνεῦμα τὸ ἅγιον. Ἔξω μὲν γὰρ ὑπάρχων αὐτοῦ, 
οὐδὲ προσκυνήσεις τὸ παράπαν· ἐν αὐτῷ δὲ 
γενόμενος οὐδενὶ τρόπῳ ἀποχωρίσεις ἀπὸ Θεοῦ· 
       Basil, DSS 26.64.1–15 (SC 17bis: 474–76) 
 

 

 Ambrose’s identification of the Holy Spirit with the in spiritu of Jn 4:24 derives 

from Basil. See discussion in Chapter Seven.

Table A99: DSS 3.11.81–82 

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De Spiritu 
Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

“C” Nihil ergo officit, quod deus 
‘adoratur in spiritu’, quia et 
spiritus adoratur. Quamquam si 
ipsa verba consideremus, quid 

Δεύτερος δὲ νοῦς, οὐδὲ αὐτὸς 
ἀπόβλητος· ὅτι ὥσπερ ἐν τῷ Υἱῷ 
ὁρᾶται ὁ Πατήρ, οὕτως ὁ Υἱὸς ἐν τῷ 
Πνεύματι. Ἡ τοίνυν ἐν τῷ Πνεύματι 
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Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De Spiritu 
Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

aliud in patre et filio et spiritu 
sancto nisi eiusdem potestatis 
unitatem intellegere debemus? 
Quid est enim in spiritu et 
veritate adorare opertet [Jn 
4:24], si tamen hoc non ad 
gratiam spiritalem referas nec ad 
verae conscientiae fidem, sed, ut 
diximus, personaliter—si tamen 
dignum hoc verbum est 
maiestatis expressione divinae—
de Christo accipias et de spiritu? 
Quid est ergo ‘adoratur in 
Christo pater’, nisi quia ‘est in 
Christo pater’ et ‘loquitur in 
Christo pater’ et ‘manet in 
Christo pater’? Non utique quasi 
corpus in corpore—non enim 
deus corpus—nec quasi 
confusus in confuso, sed quasi 
verus in vero, deus in deo, 
lumen in lumine, quasi pater 
sempiternus in filio coaeterno 
[cf. Nicene Creed]. Non ergo 
insertio corporis intellegitur, sed 
unitas potestatis. Ergo per 
unitatem potestatis coadoratur in 
patre Christus, cum deus pater 
adoratur in Christo. Similiter 
itaque per unitatem potestatis 
eiusdem coadoratur in deo 
spiritus, dum deus adoratur in 
spiritu [Jn 4:24]. (95–112; 
CSEL 79: 183–84) 

προσκύνησις, τὴν ὡς ἐν φωτὶ 
γινομένην τῆς διανοίας ἡμῶν 
ἐνέργειαν ὑποβάλλει, ὡς ἐκ τῶν πρὸς 
τὴν Σαμαρεῖτιν εἰρημένων ἂν μάθοις. 
Ἐν τόπῳ γὰρ εἶναι τὴν προσκύνησιν ἐκ 
τῆς ἐγχωρίου συνηθείας ἠπατημένην ὁ 
Κύριος ἡμῶν μεταδιδάσκων, ἐν 
Πνεύματι καὶ ἀληθείᾳ χρῆναι 
προσκυνεῖν ἔφησεν, ἑαυτὸν λέγων 
δηλαδὴ τὴν ἀλήθειαν [Jn 4:24]. Ὥσπερ 
οὖν ἐν τῷ Υἱῷ προσκύνησιν λέγομεν, 
τὴν ὡς ἐν εἰκόνι τοῦ Θεοῦ καὶ Πατρός, 
οὕτω καὶ ἐν τῷ Πνεύματι, ὡς ἐν ἑαυτῷ 
δεικνύντι τὴν τοῦ Κυρίου θεότητα. Διὸ 
καὶ ἐν τῇ προσκυνήσει ἀχώριστον ἀπὸ 
Πατρὸς καὶ Υἱοῦ τὸ Πνεῦμα τὸ ἅγιον. 
Ἔξω μὲν γὰρ ὑπάρχων αὐτοῦ, οὐδὲ 
προσκυνήσεις τὸ παράπαν· ἐν αὐτῷ δὲ 
γενόμενος οὐδενὶ τρόπῳ ἀποχωρίσεις 
ἀπὸ Θεοῦ· οὐ μᾶλλόν γε, ἢ τῶν 
ὁρατῶν ἀποστήσεις τὸ φῶς. Ἀδύνατον 
γὰρ ἰδεῖν τὴν εἰκόνα τοῦ Θεοῦ τοῦ 
ἀοράτου, μὴ ἐν τῷ φωτισμῷ τοῦ 
Πνεύματος. Καὶ τὸν ἐνατενίζοντα τῇ 
εἰκόνι, ἀμήχανον τῆς εἰκόνος 
ἀποχωρίσαι τὸ φῶς. Τὸ γὰρ τοῦ ὁρᾶν 
αἴτιον, ἐξ ἀνάγκης συγκαθορᾶται τοῖς 
ὁρατοῖς. Ὥστε οἰκείως καὶ ἀκολούθως 
διὰ μὲν τοῦ φωτισμοῦ τοῦ Πνεύματος, 
τὸ ἀπαύγασμα τῆς δόξης τοῦ Θεοῦ 
καθορῶμεν· διὰ δὲ τοῦ χαρακτῆρος, 
ἐπὶ τὸν οὗ ἐστιν ὁ χαρακτὴρ καὶ ἡ 
σότυπος σφραγὶς ἀναγόμεθα. 
       Basil, DSS 26.64.1–23 (SC 17bis: 
474–76) 

Faller rightly notes that Ambrose probably received the second intepretation of Jn 

4:24—that “spirit” in the verse refers to Christ and “truth” refers to the Son—from
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Basil’s DSS. However, Basil explains his argument by means of an analogy to light and 

image, while Ambrose appeals to “unity of power (unitas potestatis)” and phrases from 

the Nicene Creed.  

Table A100: DSS 3.12.87 

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De Spiritu Sancto Text of Ambrose’s Source 

“C” Nempe hanc claritatem viderunt 
apostoli, cum dominus Iesus divinitatis 
suae luce in monte fulgeret. Viderunt, 
inquit, apostoli et in faciem 
prociderunt [Mat 17:6]. Putasne illos, 
vel cum prociderent, adorasse, cum 
fulgorem divini luminis corporalibus 
oculis sustinere non possent, et 
splendor lucis aeternae [Wis 7:26] 
aciem visus mortalis obduceret [cf. 
Vergil, Aeneid 2.604]? Aut quid aliud 
tunc temporis dixerunt illi ‘videntes 
gloriam eius’ [Jn 1:14] nisi: Venite 
adoremus et procidamus ante eum [Ps 
93[94]:6]? (9–13; CSEL 79: 186) 

Ἀδύνατον γὰρ ἰδεῖν τὴν εἰκόνα 
τοῦ Θεοῦ τοῦ ἀοράτου, μὴ ἐν τῷ 
φωτισμῷ τοῦ Πνεύματος. Καὶ 
τὸν ἐνατενίζοντα τῇ εἰκόνι, 
ἀμήχανον τῆς εἰκόνος 
ἀποχωρίσαι τὸ φῶς. Τὸ γὰρ τοῦ 
ὁρᾶν αἴτιον, ἐξ ἀνάγκης 
συγκαθορᾶται τοῖς ὁρατοῖς. 
Ὥστε οἰκείως καὶ ἀκολούθως 
διὰ μὲν τοῦ φωτισμοῦ τοῦ 
Πνεύματος, τὸ ἀπαύγασμα τῆς 
δόξης τοῦ Θεοῦ καθορῶμεν· 
       Basil, DSS 26.64.1–23 (SC 
17bis: 474–76) 

 

 Faller could be correct that Ambrose interprets the glory of Jesus in the 

Transfiguration as the Holy Spirit from Basil. But it could have only been suggested to 

Ambrose by Basil’s passage, not directly borrowed, because Basil is not discussing the 

Transfiguration in his text and the biblical verses used to interpret that Gospel event are 

quite different (Ambrose: 2 Cor 4:6; Basil: Heb 1:3).

Table A101: DSS 3.12.90–91a 

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De Spiritu Sancto Text of Ambrose’s Source 

“C” Sed quam inpudenter negatis, cum 
legeritis quia templum habet spiritus! 

Christus autem ‘super domum 
suam’, ‘cuius domus sumus 
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Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De Spiritu Sancto Text of Ambrose’s Source 

Scriptum est enim: Templum dei vos 
estis et spiritus sanctus inhabitat in 
vobis [1 Cor 3:16]. Deus ergo templum 
habet, creatura templum non habet. 
Verum spiritus autem habet templum, 
qui habitat in nobis. Nam scriptum est 
quia membra vestra templum est 
spiritus sancti [1 Cor 6:19]. In templo 
autem non quasi sacerdos nec quasi 
minister, sed quasi deus inhabitat, 
quoniam ipse dominus dixit Iesus: 
Inhabitabo in illis et inter eos ambulabo 
et ero illorum deus [cf. 2 Cor 6:16–17]. 
Et David dicit: Dominus in templo 
sancto suo [Ps 11[10]:4]. Ergo spiritus 
habitat in templo suo, sicut habitat 
pater, habitat et filius, qui ait: Ego et 
pater veniemus et mansionem apud eum 
faciemus [Jn 14:23]. Manet autem in 
nobis pater per spiritum quem dedit 
nobis [1 Jn 3:14]. Quomodo igitur simul 
potest dispar manere natura? utique non 
potest; manet autem cum patre et filio 
spiritus sanctus. Unde et apostolus cum 
gratia Iesu Christi et caritate dei 
communicationem sancti spiritus 
copulavit dicens: Gratia domini nostri 
Iesu Christi et caritas dei et 
communicatio spiritus sancti cum 
omnibus vobis [2 Cor 13:13]. 

Advertimus igitur quod pater et filius et 
spiritus sanctus in uno eodem que per 
naturae eiusdem maneant unitatem. 

Ergo divinae est potestatis, qui habitat 
in templo. Sicut enim patris et fili, ita et 
spiritus sumus templum, non multa 
templa, sed unum templum, quia unius 
templum est potestatis. (36–61; CSEL 
79: 187–88) 

nos’ [cf Heb 3:6]; ista domus 
Christi templum Dei est in quo 
Spiritus eiusdem habitat Dei. 
Scribens quippe Corinthiis 
Paulus ait: Nescitis quia 
templum Dei estis et Spiritus 
Dei habitat in uobis? [1 Cor 
3:16] Si autem in domo et 
emplo quo Saluator et Pater 
inhabitat, illico inuenitur et 
Spiritus Sanctus, ex hoc 
indiuisa Trinitatis substantia 
demonstratur. Et post non 
multa eiusdem Epistolae: 
Nescitis, inquit, quia corpora 
uestra templum Spiritus Sancti 
sunt, quem habetis a Deo? [1 
Cor 6:19] Cum ergo Spiritus 
Sanctus, similiter ut Pater et 
Filius, mentem et interiorem 
hominem inhabitare doceatur, 
non dicam ineptum sed impium 
est eum dicere creaturam. 
Disciplinas quippe, uirtutes 
dico et artes, et his contrarias 
perturbationes et imperitias et 
affectus in animabus habitare 
possibile est, non tamen ut 
substantias, sed ut accidentes. 
Creatam uero naturam in sensu 
habitare impossibile est. Quod 
si uerum est, et Spirits Sanctus 
absque ulla ambiguitate 
subsistens animae est habitator 
et cordis, nulli dubium est quin 
cum Patre et Filio credit debeat 
increatus. 
       Didymus, DSS 108.2–
109.11 (SC 386: 244–46; PG 
39, 1055 B–C, §25) 
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 Didymus’ text contains two arguments: (1) that the Holy Spirit dwells in the 

house of God in the same way as the Father and the Son and is therefore indivisible 

substantially with the Trinity; and (2) that the Holy Spirit indwells the human person’s 

mind substantially, and not accidentally, just as Father and Son do, and therefore the 

Holy Spirit is uncreated. Ambrose argues the similar, but not identical points, that (1) the 

Holy Spirit possesses the temple in the same way as the Father and Son do, and that (2) 

the Holy Spirit abides in the human in communion with Father and Son so that their 

power cannot be separate. The biblical passages used are fairly dissimilar, leading to the 

cautious conclusion that Ambrose may only have been tipped off by Didymus to this 

argument but took it in his own direction. 

Table A102: DSS 3.14.94 

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De 
Spiritu Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

“B” Nec eo tamen solo loco 
trinitatem videmus 
nomine divinitatis 
expressam, sed cum 
plerisque locis, sicut et 
supra diximus, tum 
maxime in his epistulis, 
quas ad Thessalonicenses 
apostolus scriptsit, 
divinitatem adque 
dominatum patris et fili et 
spiritus sancti 
evidentissime declaravit. 
Sice enim habet: Vos 
autem dominus 
multiplicet et abundare 
faciat caritate invicem et 
in omnes, sicut et nos in 
vobis, ad confirmanda 
corda vestra sine querella 

Καὶ τί δεῖ ἐκ τῶν ταπεινῶν ἀπομαχομένους, 
αἰσχρῶς τὴν νίκην κατακτᾶσθαι τῷ λόγῳ, 
ἐξὸν τῇ παραθέσει τῶν σεμνοτέρων 
ἀναντίρρητον τὴν ὑπερβολὴν τῆς δόξης 
ἐπιδεικνύναι; Εἰ δὲ λέγοιμεν ἃ παρὰ τῆς 
Γραφῆς ἐδιδάχθημεν, τάχα που μέγα καὶ 
σφοδρὸν ἀνακράξονται, καὶ συσχόντες τὰ 
ὦτα, ἀράμενοι λίθους, ἢ ὅ τι ἂν τύχοι 
παραφανέν, τοῦτο τῶν Πνευματομάχων 
ἕκαστος ὅπλον ποιησάμενος, ἐφ’ ἡμᾶς 
ἥξουσιν. Οὐ μὴν πρό γε τῆς ἀληθείας τιμητέα 
ἡμῖν ἡ ἀσφάλεια. 
 
Εὕρομεν τοίνυν παρὰ τῷ ἀποστόλῳ «Ὁ δὲ 
Κύριος κατευθύναι ὑμῶν τὰς καρδίας εἰς τὴν 
ἀγάπην τοῦ Θεοῦ καὶ εἰς τὴν ὑπομονὴν τοῦ 
Χριστοῦ ὑπὲρ τῶν Θλίψεων» [2 Thess 3:5]. 
Τίς ὁ κατευθύνων Κύριος εἰς τὴν τοῦ Θεοῦ 
ἀγάπην καὶ εἰς τὴν ὑπὲρ τῶν θλίψεων τοῦ 
Χριστοῦ ὑπομονήν; Ἀποκρινάσθωσαν ἡμῖν οἱ 
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Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De 
Spiritu Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

in sanctificatione coram 
deo et patre nostro in 
adventu domini Iesu [1 
Thess 3:12–13].  

Quis est igitur dominus, 
qui multiplicet nos et 
abundare faciat coram 
deo et patre nostro in 
adventum domini Iesu? 
Patrem dixit, filium dixit. 
Quem ergo cum patre et 
filio praeter spiritum 
iuncxit? Quis est 
dominus, qui ‘corda 
nostra in sanctificatione 
confirmet’? Sanctificatio 
enim gratiae spiritalis est, 
sicut et infra dixit: In 
sanctificatione spiritus et 
fide veritatis [2 Thess 
2:13]. (1–18; CSEL 79: 
190) 

τὸ Πνεῦμα καταδουλούμενοι. Εἴτε γὰρ περὶ 
τοῦ Θεοῦ καὶ Πατρὸς ὁ λόγος, πάντως ἂν 
εἴρητο· Ὁ δὲ Κύριος ὑμᾶς κατευθύναι εἰς τὴν 
ἑαυτοῦ ἀγάπην· εἴτε περὶ τοῦ Υἱοῦ, 
προσέκειτο ἂν εἰς τὴν ἑαυτοῦ ὑπομονήν. 
Ζητείτωσαν οὖν τί ἐστιν ἄλλο πρόσωπον, ὃ 
τῇ προσηγορίᾳ τοῦ Κυρίου τιμᾶσθαι ἄξιον. 
Παραπλήσιον δὲ τούτῳ καὶ τὸ ἑτέρωθι 
κείμενον, τό·«Ὑμᾶς δὲ ὁ Κύριος πλεονάσαι 
καὶ περισσεύσαι ἐν ἀγάπῃ εἰς ἀλλήλους καὶ 
εἰς πάντας, καθάπερ καὶ ἡμεῖς εἰς ὑμᾶς, εἰς τὸ 
στηρίξαι ὑμῶν τὰς καρδίας ἀμέμπτους ἐν 
ἁγιασμῷ, ἔμπροσθεν τοῦ Θεοῦ καὶ Πατρὸς 
ἡμῶν, ἐν τῇ παρουσίᾳ τοῦ Κυρίου ἡμῶν 
Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ μετὰ πάντων τῶν ἁγίων 
αὐτοῦ» [1 Thess 3:12–13]. Ποῖον Κύριον 
εὔχεται ἔμπροσθεν τοῦ Θεοῦ καὶ Πατρὸς 
ἡμῶν, ἐν τῇ παρουσίᾳ τοῦ Κυρίου ἡμῶν, 
ἀμέμπτους τὰς καρδίας ἐστηριγμένας ἐν 
ἁγιωσύνῃ τῶν ἐν Θεσσαλονίκῃ πιστῶν 
στηρίξαι; Ἀποκρινάσθωσαν ἡμῖν οἱ μετὰ τῶν 
λειτουργικῶν πνευμάτων τῶν πρὸς διακονίαν 
ἀποστελλομένων τὸ ἅγιον Πνεῦμα τιθέντες. 
Ἀλλ’ οὐκ ἔχουσι. 
       Basil, DSS 21.52.1–32 (SC 17bis: 432–
34) 

While not following Basil verbally, the order of the biblical citations from Paul’s 

letters to the Thessalonians are the same and his point in quoting them remains similar to 

his source.

Table A103: DSS 3.14.101–2 

Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De 
Spiritu Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

“B” Quod si evidentem 
conceptionem verborum 

Διόπερ ἀκουέτωσαν καὶ ἑτέρας μαρτυρίας 
διαρρήδην καὶ αὐτῆς κυριολογούσης τὸ 
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Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De 
Spiritu Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

exigitis, quibus dominum 
spiritum scriptura 
memoraverit, nec id 
latere vos potuit, quia 
scriptum est: Dominus 
autem spiritus est [2 Cor 
3:17]. Quod utique 
dictum de spiritu sancto 
totius series lectionis 
ostendit. Et ideo 
apostolica consideremus 
eloquia. Quotiens legitur, 
inquit, Moyses, velamen 
positum est supra cor 
eorum; eum vero 
conversus fuerit ad 
dominum, auferetur 
velamen. Dominus autem 
spiritus est; ubi autem 
spiritus domini, ibi 
libertas [2 Cor 3:15–17].  
 
Non solum itaque 
spiritum dominum dixit, 
sed etiam addidit: Ubi 
autem spiritus domini, ibi 
libertas. Nos autem 
revelata facie gloriam dei 
speculantes ad eandem 
imaginem reformamur a 
gloria in gloriam sicut a 
domini spiritu [2 Cor 
3:17–18]. Hoc est: Qui 
‘ad dominum sumus ante 
conversi’, ut spiritali 
intellectu quasi in 
quodam ‘speculo’ 
scripturarum ‘domini 
gloriam videremus’, nunc 
ab hac gloria, quae nos 
convertit ad dominum, in 
illum caelestem gloriam 

Πνεῦμα. «Ὁ δὲ Κύριος, φησί, τὸ Πνεῦμά 
ἐστι» [2 Cor 3:17]. Καὶ πάλιν· «Καθάπερ ἀπὸ 
Κυρίου Πνεύματος» [2 Cor 3:18]. Ὥστε δὲ 
μηδεμίαν ἀντιλογίας ἀφορμὴν καταλιπεῖν, 
αὐτὴν παραθήσομαι τοῦ ἀποστόλου τὴν λέξιν 
«Ἄχρι γὰρ τῆς σήμερον, τὸ αὐτὸ κάλυμμα ἐπὶ 
τῇ ἀναγνώσει τῆς παλαιᾶς διαθήκης μένει, μὴ 
ἀνακαλυπτόμενον ὅτι ἐν Χριστῷ καταργεῖται. 
Ὅταν δὲ ἐπιστρέψῃ πρὸς Κύριον, περιαιρεῖται 
τὸ κάλυμμα. Ὁ δὲ Κύριος τὸ Πνεῦμά ἐστι» [2 
Cor 3:14–17]. Τί τοῦτο λέγων; Ὅτι ὁ ψιλῇ τῇ 
διανοίᾳ τοῦ γράμματος προσκαθήμενος καὶ 
αὐτοῦ που περὶ τὰ νομικὰ παρατηρήματα 
διατρίβων, οἷόν τινι παραπετάσματι τῇ 
Ἰουδαϊκῇ τοῦ γράμματος ἐκδοχῇ τὴν καρδίαν 
ἑαυτοῦ συγκεκάλυπται· καὶ τοῦτο πάσχει 
παρὰ τὸ ἀγνοεῖν ὅτι ἡ σωματικὴ τοῦ νόμου 
τήρησις ἐν τῇ ἐπιδημίᾳ τοῦ Χριστοῦ 
καταργεῖται, τῶν τύπων λοιπὸν 
μεταληφθέντων εἰς τὴν ἀλήθειαν. Ἀργοῦσι 
γὰρ λύχνοι τῇ τοῦ ἡλίου παρουσίᾳ· καὶ 
σχολάζει ὁ νόμος, καὶ προφητεῖαι 
κατασιγάζονται, τῆς ἀληθείας ἀναφανείσης. 
Ὁ μέντοι δυνηθεὶς ἐπὶ τὸ βάθος διακύψαι τῆς 
νομικῆς ἐννοίας, καὶ τὴν ἐκ τοῦ γράμματος 
ἀσάφειαν, οἷόν τι καταπέτασμα, διασχών, 
εἴσω γενέσθαι τῶν ἀπορρήτων, οὗτος 
ἐμιμήσατο τὸν Μωϋσῆν, ἐν τῷ διαλέγεσθαι 
τῷ Θεῷ, περιαιροῦντα τὸ κάλυμμα, 
ἐπιστρέφων καὶ αὐτὸς ἀπὸ τοῦ γράμματος 
πρὸς τὸ πνεῦμα. Ὥστε ἀναλογεῖν τῷ μὲν ἐπὶ 
τοῦ προσώπου Μωϋσέως καλύμματι τὴν τῶν 
νομικῶν διδαγμάτων ἀσάφειαν· τῇ δὲ 
ἐπιστροφῇ, τῇ πρὸς τὸν Κύριον, τὴν 
πνευματικὴν θεωρίαν. Ὁ οὖν ἐν τῇ ἀναγνώσει 
τοῦ νόμου περιελὼν τὸ γράμμα, ἐπιστρέφει 
πρὸς τὸν Κύριον—ὁ δὲ Κύριος νῦν τὸ 
Πνεῦμα λέγεται—, καὶ ὅμοιος γίνεται 
Μωϋσεῖ ἐκ τῆς ἐπιφανείας τοῦ Θεοῦ τὸ 
πρόσωπον δεδοξασμένον ἔχοντι. Ὡς γὰρ τὰ 
τοῖς ἀνθηροῖς χρώμασι παρακείμενα, ἐκ τῆς 
περιρρεούσης αὐγῆς καὶ αὐτὰ 
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Class of 
Borrowing 

Text of Ambrose’s De 
Spiritu Sancto 

Text of Ambrose’s Source 

reformamur. Ergo cum 
dominus sit, ad quem 
convertimur, domini 
autem spiritus sit, a quo 
reformamur, qui conversi 
ad dominum sumus, 
dominus utique spiritus 
sanctus est disgnatur; 
ipse etenim conversos 
suscipit, qui reformat. 
Nam quomodo, quos non 
susceperat, reformaret? 
(50–71; CSEL 79: 192–
93) 

καταχρώννυται· οὕτως ὁ ἐναργῶς ἐνατενίσας 
τῷ Πνεύματι, ἐκ τῆς ἐκείνου δόξης 
μεταμορφοῦταί πως πρὸς τὸ φανότερον, οἷόν 
τινι φωτί, τῇ ἐκ τοῦ Πνεύματος ἀληθείᾳ τὴν 
καρδίαν καταλαμπόμενος. Καὶ τοῦτό ἐστι τὸ 
‘μεταμορφοῦσθαι ἀπὸ τῆς δόξης τοῦ 
Πνεύματος εἰς τὴν οἰκείαν δόξαν’, οὐ 
μικρολόγως, οὐδὲ ἀμυδρῶς, ἀλλ’ ἐπὶ 
τοσοῦτον ἐφ’ ὅσον ἐστὶν εἰκὸς τὸν ἀπὸ τοῦ 
Πνεύματος φωτιζόμενον.  
       Basil, DSS 21.52.33–71 (SC 17bis: 434–
36) 

In paragraph 102, Ambrose summarizes Basil’s rather longer explanation of how 

the Holy Spirit enlightens believers so that they grow in glory. That Ambrose comes to 

the point more quickly indicates his purpose of proving that there is a biblical basis for 

the equality of the Holy Spirit with the Son, while Basil’s text fits his end of 

demonstrating the dignity of the Holy Spirit that provides the Christian with such 

benefits. Overall, Ambrose closely follows the biblical citations and conclusions of Basil.

Results 

Jerome’s accusation that Ambrose adorned himself in plumage from Greek 

writers is not baseless.1 However, the extent of his borrowing from his Greek sources is 

far less than one would expect given Jerome’s charges and subsequent allegations by 

1 See above, p. 17. 
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several modern scholars. Table A104 summarizes the results of this study. In all DSS 

contains about 4,100 lines according to Faller’s critical edition (CSEL 79). Of these, 999  

Table A104: Quantitative Results of the Extent of Borrowing in the 103 Passages 
Considered 

Number of 
Translation or 

Close Paraphrase 
Passages and 

Number of Lines: 
“A” 

Number of Verbal 
and/or Logical 

Borrowing 
Passages and 

Number of Lines: 
“B” 

Number of Allusion 
and/or Similarity in 
Biblical Passages 
and Number of 
Lines:      “C” 

Number of 
Passages in Which 

No Borrowing 
Detected and 

Number of Lines: 
“D” 

Number 
of 

Passages 

Number 
of 

Lines 

Number 
of 

Passages 

Number 
of 

Lines 

Number 
of 

Passages 

Number 
of 

Lines 

Number 
of 

Passages 

Number 
of 

Lines 

12 149 37 531 30 349 22 182 

 

are borrowed, i.e. have been counted as “A”, “B”, or “C” class usage. This means that 

about 25% of DSS derives from other sources. Of course, that only accounts for passages 

directly influencing DSS.2 Translation from other sources (“A” type borrowing) makes up 

only 3.6% of the whole. Much more common is “B” type borrowing, which makes up 

almost 13%. “C” type borrowing, in which Ambrose has only followed his sources’ 

biblical passages and/or logic, accounts for 8% of DSS. These figures are, of course, 

subject to interpretation, but they nevertheless indicate the depth of Ambrose’s 

dependence on other sources. To allude to Jerome’ analogy in his preface to the Didymus 

translation: if Ambrose uses the feathers of other birds, his own plumage remains the 

most significant by far. This justifies the focus of this dissertation not on the quality and 

                                                 
2 Even if I am incorrect about my disagreements with Faller and all “D” passages are included, the 

portion of DSS that Ambrose borrowed only rises to 28.8%. 
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quantity of Ambrose’s sources but of the historical and rhetorical context out of which he 

made decisions and tailored his reasoning about the doctrine of the Holy Spirit. 

Nevertheless, that Ambrose utilized Greek sources to a significant extent has also been 

confirmed yet again. The borrowing is significant but not overwhelming. 

The results of this appendix vindicate Otto Faller’s characterization of Ambrose’s 

composition method with respect to borrowing in DSS. He wrote that, despite following 

Didymus closely, Ambrose “proceeded according to his own plan freely, now and then 

sagaciously using Didymus’ arguments and embellishing them with his own pen”.3 The 

in-depth comparison of this index of Ambrose’s text with his sources also justifies Eugen 

Stolz’s conclusion that most of the parallels are on the basis of common scriptural 

citations or exegetical commonplaces, i.e. the passages I have labeled “B” or even “C”.4 

Most of the borrowed passages have indeed been embellished or modified to suit 

Ambrose’s purposes, while a relatively small amount are wholly lifted from the source. 

While I rejected some of Faller’s identification of texts from Basil and Athanasius 

as sources, particularly denying influence from the former’s Adversus Eunomium 35 and 

the latter’s so-called Epistula ad Serapionem 4 (now called In illud: qui dixerit verbum),6 

I also found some lines Ambrose borrowed from sources that Faller did not include.7 

3 CSEL 79: 18*. 

4 Eugen Stolz, “Didymus, Ambrosius, Hieronymus,” Theologische Quartalschrift 87 (1905): 371–
401, 392. 

5 See above Tables A57 (DSS 2.5.35 and 37), A59 (DSS 2.5.44), and A60 (DSS 2.6.48). 

6 See above, Tables A17 (DSS 1.3.53) and A18 (DSS 1.3.54). 

7 See above, Table A18 (DSS 1.3.54); Table A60 (DSS 2.6.48); Table A63 (DSS 2.6.55); Table 
A64 (DSS 2.6.56); Table A67 (DSS 2.8.81); Table A73 (DSS 2.9.97–99); and Table A77 (DSS 2.11.118). 
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Other passages that did not seem to be borrowed included Athanasius, Ep. Serap. 1.30.2–

3 (Table A3: DSS 1.2.30); Athanasius, Ep. Serap. 1.26.1–6 (Table A16: DSS 1.5.63); 

Didymus, DSS 49.4–50.4 (Table A27: DSS 1.7.85); Didymus, DSS 30.3–6 (Table A28: 

DSS 1.7.86); Didymus, DSS 64.9–13 (Table A33: DSS 1.8.97); Didymus, DSS 77.3–14 

(Table A38: DSS 1.11.123); Didymus, DSS 77.3–14 (Table A38: DSS 1.11.123); 

Athanasius, Ep. Serap. 1.19.2–4 (Table A45: DSS 1.14.140–43); Didymus, DSS 25.6–

26.7 (Table A46: DSS 1.16.158); Athanasius, Ep. Serap. 1.19.2–4 (Table A47: DSS 

1.16.161); Didymus, DSS 46.1–6 (Table A67: DSS 2.10.101); Didymus, DSS 46.1–47.9 

(Table A68: DSS 2.10.103–6); Didymus, DSS 47.1–2 and 9 (Table A69: DSS 2.10.110); 

Basil, DSS 16.40.43–47 (Table A72: DSS 2.11.124–25); Basil, DSS 16.40.43–47 (Table 

A72: DSS 2.11.124–25); 

It has also been discovered that Ambrose did not directly use Origen’s 

Commentary on John, though Faller tentatively suggested such borrowing.8 This is not to 

say that Ambrose did not read Origen’s commentary on the Fourth Gospel and that 

reminiscences appear in his writing. But the passages considered show that he was not 

actively consulting this work as he composed DSS. On the other hand, the bishop of 

Milan certainly did use Origen’s Homilies on Judges for material in the prologue 

regarding Gideon. 

One further noteworthy point: now that it has been shown that Ambrose did not 

utilize the so-called Ep. Serap 4 (In illud: qui dixerit verbum), we can see that the 

Milanese bishop only borrowed from Ep. Serap. 1. This suggested that this was the only 

8 See above Table A86 and A88. Faller also very tentatively suggests influence from Origen’s 
Commentary on John at 2.5.40 and 3.1.1.  
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letter of Athanasius’ that Ambrose had access to, though it remains possible he avoided 

borrowing from letters 2–4 for other reasons now concealed. 
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