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CHAPTER I
IRTRODYCTION

Studies in Christian origins cannot be called a new subject.
There are few subjects om which there is a2 more constant stream of
new books, whether the thoughts that find expression in them are
new or old. But happily it is also true that there are few areas
of investigation on which second thoughts are more rewarding. Ve
Can never underatand the present without an adequate knowledge of
the past, and in this materialistic age to return to the aspiritual
springs of our Chriztian heritage is jindeed a wholesowe process.

the characteristic teaching of the Christian Church distin- |
guishing it from sll others is the doctrine of the Incarnation.
Christieans of all cges huve given witnezs to the centrality of
this dogma both ae the point of departure and return of all doc-
trine snd ganctified living. &ince the time of Hicea the Church
in hor formal statements has uaesgquivocally held to the cardinal
position of the Incarnation, and to the extent that a body of
Christiens retains its adherence to this foundation, to that
extent doos it adhere to the good news of geripture. However, in .|
the generations preceding Nicea there appeared at tiumes a hesitancy
and vagueness regarding the Incarnation which at no point reflected
the unenimity of opinion following the first general coumcil. It
is with this period im the History of Dogma, culminating in
Athanasius and the victory of the Nicene formula, that the present

treatise is concerned.
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A prelimipary investigmtion concerned with the evident clas- 2
@ical problems involved in the doctrine of the Incarnation provides
as introduction to the present study. That it represented an
offense to the Greek mind is evident from the polemics of the
Apologists and Fathera. The problem can be approached primarily
from two emphasses, the nature of the Incarnation and the_gggggge of
the Incarnation, the former invelving doctrines concerning
Christology, the latter involving doctrines in the area of soteri-
clogy. The two emphases are imextricably interwoven to the extent
that any aberration in one area will result in an imperfect con-
ception of the other. Qrigen's limited view of redemption was
reflected in his idea of Christ es Divine Instructor, whereas
Arius?! indifference tc the doctrine of the Atonement resulted in a
misdirected view of Chrigt's divine nature. Since Wicea represents
the initial attempt at a crystallization of opinion in the Church
catholic, the problem of the Incarnation as a dogma is briefly
touched upon. The problem of the Incarnation, then, is three-fold, |
involving the probleas of doctrine, of nature, and of purpsse. ¥

sthanasiuc in formulating his expressions on the Incarnation
was aianding in the historical context of the end of the pre-Nicene
sra. He was heir to a wealth of opinions and expressions concerning
the doctrine which ranged from the pure fount of goripture to the
misguided efforts of the Monarchians. In order to appreciate the
conclusions of Athanasius regarding both nature and purpose of the i
Incarnation a cursoiy overview of pre-Nicene opinions has been

provided. Athanasius utilized these opinions to the fullest extent



3

in later polemics against the Arians, albeit drawing primary proofs

from goripture itself,

De Incarnatlone representsz Athanasius' first dogmatic treatise,
writter somewhat earlier than 320 A.D. Although later writings

oxhibit more explicitly the doctrine of the homoousion, the De

Incarnatione reveals the dispassionate clurity of a theologian
expressing himcelf without the inceative of polemics, henca is apt
to reveal more ¢learly the author's credo. Vold of fierce diatribes,
closely reasoned and amply supplied with gseripture references, this \
work of jthanasius reveals clearly his teachings regarding both %the
nature and purposs of the Incarnation.l lLater works against the |
Arians are nmore apt Lo stress the nature to the exclusion of pur-
POSe.

it 1z possible to see embodied in the teachings of Arius most
of the hereamies of the pre-yicene period, as indiczted in this
section of the treatise. On the basis of available evidence we must
conclude that Aprivet' lack of a purpose in the Incarhation leé his to
the extreme positior he adopted. NHad he Athanagius'® clarity and
underatanding rather than a confused rationale, the history of dogma
might have been written differently.

gince it is possible to detect in these two antagoaists the

embodiment of pagan heresies pitted against orthodox Christianity,

1As expressed in J. W. C. Wand, The greek Doctors {Tondon: @hei
faith Press, 195%0) p. 1, “"Hie victory arose . . . out of the fact
that to him faith was so closely identified to the Falth. Ne was
not interested in theology sc much as in the salvation of souls.
3ut just because he was so completely absorbed in the work of a
pastor, he recognized to the full the importance of an adequate
dogmatic belief."

\
—
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the ensuing struggle becomes one of critical importance for the
Church, with nothing less than the doctrine of the Incarnation at

stake,

The Arian controversy wes to him [Athanasiug] no battle for

ecclesiastical power, nor for theological triumph. It was a

religious crisis involving the reality of revelation and re-

douption. fle felt about it as he wrote_to the bishops of

Tgypty "We are contending for our all.m™

It would slmost appear that Divine rFrovidence raized ithanssius
egypecially for the puryose of defending this cardiral ¢ruth of the
Church, Perhaps the most material evidence of this can be seen in
the fuct that he was allowed 8o long & span of life. fie lived for
seventiy~-seven years and was therefove avle to see through from the
beginning to the end,cre ol the greateat controversies that has ever
troubled the Church on a cuestion of faitk,.

The vichtory of the expression of the Faith was realized at
Alexandria in 362 3.D. and Cenatantinople in 381 a.D. However, we
should be reminded that this meant primarily a victory for the Chris-
tian view of the nature of the Incarnation, that is, the homoousion.
The purpose of the Incarnation was not agreed upon until as late as
Chalcedon in 451 A.D. and then somewhbat equivocally, so that even
today Christians have not reached unsnimity on the question.

The problem cof srianism in the Church unfortunately was not
golved at Nicea or at Constantineple. Wherever the deity of Christ
is compromised or demnied we experience a re-incarnation of Arius.

G. 5. Lewls remarked that, "arianism was one of these 'sensible!

EArchibald Nyobertson, “Proliegomens,” in Nicene ind Post-Nicene

rathers, edited by philip Schaff and Henry waCe (Second geries;
arond Rapids; merdmans pub. Co., 1953), IV, dxvii.
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synthetic religions which are so strongly recommended today and

which, then as now, included among their devotees cultivated

clergy."j Fes W. Buckler in speaking to the problem of the denial

of Christ¥s perfect manhood and deity has observed:

By the irony of fate this conception of Christ has within the

last fifty years become closely identified with the denial

of His divinity, and the work of the Atonement is relegated
to the realm of social improvement. JIn other words, the
sacrifice of the cross which identified the sufferings of the
Son of Man with the gon of (od is no louger regarded as a
valid expiation of the esins of the world, and the function of

the fAtonement rests once more on man's efforts. The production

¢f o societas perfecta was the object of the rharisees and ia
the funct on of the sccial evangelists . « « Can Phariseeism,
which was desd nineteen centuries ago, become a living gospel

today merely by its being preached in the name of Jesus Christs

can a theory of the ¥ingdom of (od which denies the divine
sonship of Jesus be any other than a building on sand? On

both igsuea we are driven back to the issue of the Council of
Wicea.

it is the authort's hope that this study will not only serve to

remind the reader that Arianism is latent in the Church at all times,

but wlll also serve to emphaszize the Pauline and Athanssian stress

of Christus in pobis. Although the Western Church has grown with

the pauline doctrine of forensic salvation, particularly since the
time of Luther, the asthanasian conceptions of the Incarnation are
just as purely pauline, Christ becoming wan in order to draw men

to God. The fact thot a justificatioc fided is foreign to his way

of thinking ought in no way detract from Athanasius! pre-eminence.

"mhe one-sidedness of eny given age in spproeching the work of

3‘ 3. Lewis, "Introduction," in Athanasius, De Incarnatione,
translnted by C. S. Lewie (London; The Oxford Presa. 1944), p. 11,

QF. ¥W. Bucklsr, "The Re-emergence Of The arian Coniroversy,"
snglican Theological Review, X (1927-1928), 1ll-22,
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Christ is to be recognized by us not in a censoriouz spirit of self-
complacency, out with reverent symputhy."5
The sources consulted in the preparation of this study are
mwany. gpecial indebtedness is due the editors of both the Ante~

RNicene Fathers and the Wicene jnd Post-Nicene Pathers for their

helpful tranelations in leading the author to the more significant
ressages in the original. These passages were £ranslated by the

suthor from Migne's classic patrologiae - geries Qraecae, Vol. ZiVI.

¥me Bright's Iatroduction To The Oraztions and comments in the

Dictionary O0f Christian Biography, together with Archibald Robertson's

introductory remariks to the select writings and letters of

Athanasius and excellent trausliation of the De Incarnatione were

of particular benefit. H. M. Gwatkin's unsurpassed Studies Of

Arianism together with his Arian Controversy proved invaluable.

Reinhold geeberg's History Of NDocirines and J. N. D. Kelly's Parly

Chrintian poctrines contained much provocative information, together

with Hateh's Influence Of Greek jdeas On Christisnity. ILimited use

wes made of Fdward Hardy's introductions in Christology Of The Later
Fathers, as also of Frank L. Cross' The jtudy of jthanasius and Hoss®

atudien uUber das schrifttum und die Theologie des Athanasius. god

In patristic Thought by G. L. Prestige contains an excellent study

of the homoousion doctrine. Athanasius' writings Against The Arians

and Arian History provided a voluminous source of original materiasl

in addition to his many personal and festal letters. Duchesne's

5Robertaon. ope Citey Po Ixix.
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firaet two volumes of The Rarly Hisbtory 0f The Church proved sore

than adequate for an introduction to the period. The suthor's oun
%. D. thesis or The Theology Of Origen wae utilized to some extent

in the area of pre~Nicene theology. Stevenson's Hew Tusebius was

also belpful in setting the historical and theological context.
Throughout the thesis, including the Bibliography, the

following abbreviations will be observed.

s}

LT The ipostolic Pathers. Translated by pdgar J. Goodspeed.

Vew York: Parper and Rrothers, 1950.

|

ANF The ante-Nicene Fathers. Buffalo: Christian Literature |
Co., 15¥6f, Transistors of individusl works cited from ‘
ANF will be given with the first reference in each case. |

B A Mew pusebius. xdited by J. Stevenson. New York: The
Macmillan Co., 1957.

PHE A gelect Library of Nicene and post-Nicene Fathers of the
Christian Church. gecond geries. Hdited by philip schaff
and Henry Wece. New York: Christian Literature Co., 1390ff%,
The abbreviation will refer to the second seriea unless
otherwise indicated.

Abbreviaticns relevant to individual chapters within the thesis

are given in the first reference citation within the chapier.
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GCHAPTER II
THE PROBLEM OF THE INCARNATION
The Incarnation is A Dactrine

In the recital of the history of dogma at least two divergent
views are expressed regarding the origin and further explication of
dogma. Harnack in his able and portentous History of Dogma main-
tains that the Church by its doctrinal definitions changed the
entire character of the Qospel, "transforuing an ethical sermon into
a metaphysical creed."l This view maintains thzt the inroads of
clasgical philosophy were responsible for Hellenizing the faith.

By the fourth century the living Gospel had been masked in

greek philosophy. Thus dogma is a2 bad bhabit of intellectual-

izing which the Christian had picked up from the Greek when

he fled from the Jew.2
subsequent research has demonstrated the difficulty of maintaining
such a theory. It was expected to be quite easy to distinguish
between the creed of the Church anéd the faith of the Gospel. "Today
every competent scholar is agreed that theology had already been at
work in the minds. of the evangelists before they set nen to paper."3

on the other hand dogmaticians maintzin the position that all

doctrines are ¢ontained in scripture, at least in seminal form, and

1J. %. C. Jand, The Four Great Herezsies (lLondon: A. R. Howbray

and Co., 13855), p. 1&.

aPhilip Rief, "Introduction," to Adolph Harnack, Qutlines of
The history of Dogma, translated from the German by Sdwin Knox
Mitchell (Boston: Beacon Press, 1957), Pe Ve

3?.‘and’ 22. Cit.o' Pe L}SO
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that later formulations arose as Christizns applied reason to jerip-
ture and vegun to systematize the various teachings of the New
Testement. The present study will proceed on this assumption
The New Testament does not offer formulated and systematized'ﬂ
doctrines for the Church, but it supplies the principles and
sets the standards for work&ng out the doctrines needed for

the guidance of the Church.

This view can be illustrated as a deep shaft, ever prcbing more

'
Il

¢losely into the heart of Scripture,\whereas the former thesis is -/

<

plctured as a large vody of water, ever widening its bounds, which
long ago spilled over its original banks.

However, students of Christian origines can detect periods of
greater and lesser probing in the growth of the Churchts doctrines.
The first ecumenical council represents a great stride forward in
the further explication of dogma by assuming 2 nomn=3criptural term
to emphasize Christt's deity. In this stride forward Athanasius was
pre-eminent, and the doctrine of the Incarnation was the beginning
of doctrinal definitions by the great councils., Iowevur, the Church
seldom assumed to itself the task of further explicating geripture.
with few exceptions the doctrines enunciated were always in answer
to a particular denial of the Faith. Thus Arianism prompted Nicea
to offer a clear statement of the Incarpation as a defense against
the unwarranted assertions of the heretics.

The decisions of the councils are primarily not the Church say-

ing "yes" to fresh truths or developments or foras of com-

sciousness; but rather saying "no" to untrue and misleading
modes of sheping and stating her truth.>

4 y t £
Je L. Neve, Ristory of Christlan Doctrine, in A History ©

Christisn Thought (Philadelphia: The Nublenberg Press, 10656) I, 33.

5.’\.rchibald nobertaon, "Prolegomena,” in FREF, IV, xxxiii.
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The doctrine of the Incarnation, explicit as it is in the New 1
Testament, received the decided homoousion emphasis at Nicea in

order to exclude thereafter any inclinations toward the herésy

which it intended to combat.

J
It would be puerile to deny that in this nrocess the rational

method did not enter in some way. This method is generally assumed
to have been first applied by the Apologists. The post-apostolic
era vwitnessed Christisns admirable in actlion, firm in belief, and
heroic¢ in faith, yet hardly intellectual giants or profound thinkers,
Reading Ignatius, Clement of Rome, or Polycarp ome is sware of the
urgency of church union, unanimity of purpose, and a united front
against the attacks of the populace and state, "Pheir chief
interest was in the demands of the new Christian life."6
They [zpostolic ?atheré] had no zmbition to work cut a system
of theology, or even to explore the implications of the doctrinme
handed down to them. Judged by the standards of later orthodoxy
they were not always very cautious in their statements. 3ut
though they might faill to perceive all the richness of their
ipheritance they preserved it unsullied for the generatioas
to come, and that was the supreme need of the moment. Rensn
might complain that Polycarp was ultra-conservative, dut as
Lightfoot commented, "His was an ege when conservatism alone
could save the Church."?
However, beginning in the middle of the second century the
Apologists took upon themselves the task of the defense of the
Faith against the attacks of the philoscphers, and in so doing of

necessity employed forﬁs of speech and thought taken from the realn

6Neve, op. cit., p. 36.

?L. %. Elliot-pinne, The Beginnings of Western Christendom
(London; Lutterworth preaaT_Tbﬂga, F- 223. Gee siso the comments
in pdwin Hatch, The Influence of Greek Ideas on Christianity (Rew
york: Harper and Brothers publishera, 1957), pe 10%.
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of the philosophers.

The defense naturally fell into the hands of those Christianms
who were versed in Greeic methods; and they not less naturally
sought for points of agreement rather than of difference, and

presented Christian trutha in Greek form.©
It was in this way that evemntually the doctrine of the Incarnation
in its wost explicit form was clothed in a non-geriptural philosophe

ical term, yet based upon clear biblical references attesting the

truth of the homoousion.9

G. L. Preatige in hkis classlec work points out that the
Christians, by utiliszing philosophical wmethods, did not thereby of
necessity incerporate Hellenic ideas into the Faith of the Church,

There is nothing puarticularly Hellenic, still less pagan,
about the rational method, except that the Greeks had the
providential privilege of its discovery and developmeant. In
itsel? it is a part of the eguipment with which human nature
has been endowed by God who made mankind. My own comviciioa
ie that the Christian doctrine . ¢« « is & legitimate rational
construction founded on the facts of Christian experience.l

Hatch maintains much the same view when he writes:

The absorption [§f greek ideas] was less of spescuylations than
of the tendency to speculate. The residuum of pdrmanent effect
was mainly a certain habit of mind, . . « Certain elements of
education in philosophy had been so widely diffused, and in

the course of centuries had become so strongly rooted; as to
bave caused an instinctive tendency to throw ideas into a philo-
sophical form, and to test assertions by philosophical canons.
The existence of such a tendency is shown in the first instance
by the mode in which the earlilest defenders of the faith met
their opponents.

aﬁatch| EE. cito’ Pe 129.

9Cp. Newmants excursus on Hypostasis and guaia in the Nicene
formuls in PRF, IV, 77-147. See also G. L. prestige, God in
patristic Thought (London: 5.F.C.K., 1952), pp. 197-241.

loprestige.'ggo cite, p. Xiii. Gee alsc william Fairweather,

origen Apd greek Patristic Theology (Wew York: Charles gc¢ribners Sons,

1901), p. L.

llHatch, Ope cltey pe 133
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Thus doctrine is a natural and necessary outcome of Christian :
thought about Christian rudiments, applying sanctified reasom to
Seriptural truth aud, according to the anulogy of faith, presenting
geriptural truth in a systematized form., Inzemuch as doctrine is
based solely on Scriptural evidence, it thus reflectz all the
certainty and the assurance of Scripture. Irestige comments that,

J
-5

"Christian morality does not appear to survive for many generations
after the loss of Christian dogmatic faith."l2 Christisn doctrine,
rather than being a transformation of the Gospel, is the expression

and ewbodiment of its central significance.
The Problem 0f The Hature Of Incernation

From earliest times of philosophical speculation, certainly —1
since the time of plateo, a leading thought in metaphysics has been
the duality of existence, a transcendent God in some ephemeral
sphere with Bis creation plaoced in an-infinitely subordinate posi-
tion. Thus an unbridgable chasm is plauced between god and nan,
between God and matter, and between Being and Non-being. Since
this was assumed to be the case philosophers concerned themselves
with seeking a bridge for the chasm. It was this quest for inter-
mediaries which dominated much of the aspeculation of the Ghostica,
Heo~Platoniats, stoicé, and later Jewish sects. Thus the doctrine
of the Incarnation was in v;olent oppositicn to the categories of
thought which had been provﬁiling for at least upe-half millenium

prior to Christ. It is in this historical context that Athanasius

lzprestige, op. cit., p. xvi,
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spoke, asserting not only that God and matter can come into con-
tact, out that God and man can co-inhabit the same person, and
thut matter is not essentially evil by nature. It is this
distinctly Christian doctrine which caused early opposition and
offense on the purt of the pagan intelligentia. o

Although the duslity of Qod and matter, good and evil,
certainly antedate PPlato in the history of apeculation.13 wWestern
thought and the pre-¥icene era in particular look to him as the
ultimate exponent of idealistic philosoyby.lq Plato attenpts to
explain the origin of nature in his Timseus. Like a human artist
or workman,the Demiurge or Creator fashions the world after the
pattern of the ideal world. gGuided by the idea of the Good, he
forms as periect & universe as it is possible for him to form,
hampered us he is by the principle of matter. The Demiurge is not —
really a creator, but an architect. The two principles, idezl and
material, are already in existence. } world-soul acts as the inter-
mediary between the world of ideas and of phenomena. Every individual
soul in man has seen the form of the ideal Good, but having become
possessed with a desire for the world of sense, was enclosed in a

material body @s a prison., Should it ever succeed in overcoming the

-

ljﬂ-g. Memphite Theology, Zoroastrianism, Heraclitus, Pythagoras,
to mention a few. :

lq&s the account given of plate and aristotle is quite summary
serving only to remind the reader of generally known and accepted
facts, detailed references have been omitted. gSpecial indebtedness
is due Frank Thilly, A Eistory of philosophy (New York: Henry Holt
and Co., 1953), pp. 73—T—20—'__lend J. Tie De. Kelly, marly Christian
Doctrines (Hew York: Harper and Rros., 1358), pp. 9 ff.
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lower side of its nature, it will return to ite original star,
otherwise it will sink lower and lower, entering in succession the
bodies of different animals. Had the soul resisted desire in its
celestial 1life, it would have continued to enjoy a transcendent
existence, and to occupy itself with the contemplation of ideas.
Since it has failed in this, it is condemned to pass through a
stage of purification. Thus to plato matter is essentially evil,
acting as a prison for the soul and a type of accident in the pivine
will necessitated vecause of the soul's Fall.,

whatever is good, rational, and purposeful in the universe is

due to reason; whatever is evil, irrational, and purposeless

is ultimately traceable to natter.l?

Although Aristotle went beycnd Plate in unlting Form with
Matter, maintaining tﬁat Matter must contain Form, this in no way
approached an incarnation of ultimate Being with Non-being. His
teaching of the prime lMover, being yet unmoved, placed ultimate
reality in a transcendent sphere far removed and unmindful of the
world of sense and matter.

gtoicism, which presents a very different picture, is a more
representative philosoﬁhy of the pre-jicene historical context.
mhe gtoics reacted vigorously against the Platonic differentiation
of & transcendent, intelligible world not perceptible by the sensss
from the ordinary world of sensible experience. Whatever exists,
they argued, must be body, and the universs as a whole must be
material, Thus Stoicism was a monism teuching th&t god or Logos

is a finer matter immanent in the material universe, thus deaying

Lopnilly, op. cite, p. 8k
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Platonism to the extent that God was not only brought into contact
with matter but was identified with it. mThus Plato destroyed God's

immanence and “eno His transcendence. Marcus surelius wrote in his

Meditations:

411 parts of the universe are interwoven with one another, and '
the bond is sacred. Nothing is unconmected with some other |
thing, for ell things have been co-ordinated and cocmbined to 1
form the same universe. There is cne universe made up of |
everything, and one God who pervades everything, snd one sub-

stance, one luw, one common reason im 2ll intelligent animals,

and cne truth; perchance indeed there is one perfection for all
beings of the same stock, who participate in the same reason.l6

Epicureanism was in obvious conflict with the idea of the -—

Incarnation inesmuch as the followers of fpicurus demnied deity alto-

gether. Lucretiug, supreme exponent of later ¥picureanism, scorns

the idea of & supreme 3eing when he writes in e Rerum Natura:

Men marked how in fixed order rolled around the systems of |

the sky; Wor were sble then to know whereof the causes; t

Therefore 'twas men would take refuge in consignring all unto

divirities; O humankind unheppyit?

One of the most potent forces opsrating in the Church's en-
vironment, particularly in the second and third centuries, was
gnosticiem, A major element in the Gnostic system was an elaborate -~
scheme of intermediary beings to bridge the chasm between God and
msn., Eippolytus describes the system of Basileides when he writes:

The heavenly Cosmos extending as far as the moon was thus

created, A similar process produced the sub-lunary Cosmos,
called the jebdomad, A second Archon arose from the cosmic

lsﬁalter J. Black, Marcus jurelius and His Times {Hew York; i
walter J. Black, 194%), p. 69. Cp. also williamufarn._ggggggiggig |
givilization (london: ndward Arnold and Co., 1953), pp. 332 £I.

17As quoted in stith Thompson, 6ur Heritage gg.ﬂorld Iiterature
(Kew York: Tho_nryden press, 1950), p. 399.
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seed, far inferior to the firat, and he alec produced a son
superior to himself, and went on_to the work of creation. He
is the God cf the (ld Testament.rt

Iranaeue in referring to Valentinus® system comments: BT

50 there sre first Abyss and Silence, and then Mind and Truth.

And Only-begotten, perceiving for what purpose he had been pro-
duced, also hinmself sent forth Word and Life, being the father

of all those who were to come after him, and the beginning and

fashicning of the entire Pleroma.l? '

In view of the dmpossibility of contact between God and watter, the —

Grnostic¢ varsiocn cf the Incarnation was decldedly docetic.

laving endured everything he was continent; thus Jesus exercised
his divinity. He ate and drsnk in a peculiar manner, not
evacuating his food. §o much power of continence was in him
that in him food was not Corruptad, since he himself had no
corruptibility.2®

During Athanasius! lifetime perhaps the most seriocus challenge T

to the Faith was embodled in the tenets of Hec-~platonizm,.

In Neo-platonism the tendensy to wmake ¢od tranavendent was
carried as far as it could go. This was that fully developed
gystem, Platonic in its wmain insplration,; but incorporating
Aristotelisn, sStoic, and even Oriental elements,; which
flourished from the middle of the third century and with waich

lsﬂi;polytus, Refutation of 4ll Heresles, VII. 24,3, in REy 2e 77

19

Iranaeus, hrgainst Heresies, I. i, 1, in FEE, ». S35

2OClement of alexandrla, Stromageis, III. 7, 59, 2, in HE, p. 9.
Cp. also Iranaeus, Op. ¢it., I, 19, 2, in ¥E, b. 31, "pherefore Christ
yimself did not suffer, but a certain 3imon of Cyremz, being compelled,
bore the cross in Jiis stead; Simon was transfigured by Y¥im, that he
might be thought to be Jesus, and was crucified, through ignorance
and error, while Jesus [imself received the form of simon, and stand-
ing by, laughed at them." Iranaeus again refers to Valentinus?
system when he writes, "The word was invested with the animal Christ,
but from s special dispensation was begirt with a body endowed with
an animal nature, yet comstructed with unspeaikable skill, so that he
might be visible and tmngible, and capable of enduring spftering. it
the same time they deny that he assumed anything material, since
indeed matter is incapable of salvation,” op. Git., I, 1, 11, in K2,
pe 89.
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the rathers . . . ware familiar. It is bast exenplified by
Flotinus (205-270 A.D,), the Greek speaking Egyptian who was
its founder and alao one of the zreatest thinkers of the
ancient world,

Plotinus maintained that God was the cause of the world of sense —

because of un unconscious overflowing of Himself, an overflowing or
emanation which resulted in Nous and finelly in a World-goul, which
was in turn the immediate creator of matter. 7Thilly desoribes the

systenm thus;

Although the world proceeds from God, He did not create it,

for creation implies consciousness and will, i. e., limitation.
god 4id not decide to create a2 world, nor is the world 2zn
evoluticn from (lod, for Qod is the most perfect. The universe
is an emanation from God, sn lnevitable overflow of Wis infinite
power or actuality. 7The farther we are from the sun, the source
of light, the nearer we are to darkness, i. e., matter.22

Creation, therefore, represented a fall from the perfect to the
imperfect, and the farther we go down the scale of being, the greater

the imperfectiocn. Thus any suggestion of a uniorn between perfect

God and mon was sbhorrent to the Heo-platonist. Flotinus®' teaching _/

found a militant champion in the person of the apostate emperor,
Julian. Following his death the distinctly Greek heresy fell rupidly
into disrepute, although at the time of Augustine it was virile

enough to attract the attention of the great churchman, and through

Wi

kin in & modified form had some influence on the medieval church.d

-

dl]{elly, ope Slt.y Po 15. ®lliot-2inns, op. ¢it., p. 68 affiras
that it was oply in the doctrine of the Incarnation that a serious
guarrel existed between Christianity and ﬁeoaplaton;am.

22milly, op. cit.,pp 151 £f.

dep. sugustine, Confessions, VIII, 2. Sae also Mary Garvey,
sgaint jpugustine; Christian or Neao-platonists? (Milwaukee: Marquette
University press, 1959) and Bruno Switalski, Flotinus and The =thics
of st. Augustine (New York: Polish Inst. of irts and Sclences, 1945).
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The doctrine of the Incarnation was not cnly ut variance with i
accepted medes of thought in the Kellenic traditicn, but alsc met
with pronounced opposition from the Jewish views golng back to Phile

2h God, ue waintained, is not only far ot

in the first century B.C.
above all imperfection, but ulso ahove perfection znd even beyond
definition. Watter stande apsrt from the gupreme RBeing and does

not emanate from #im, and He acts upon it by manifold powers, the
chkiefi of these being the vWord. These pPowers and the vord himself

are represented as belny dmmanent in God and distinet hypostases at
the sume time, corresponding to the ideas of plato. philo repre-
sentecd the typicol Jowish emphasis on the tramscendence of God, an
emphasisg which was reflected luter in the zbilonite perveraions of
Christianity.

It is apparent that Athanasiust' historical context was orientedﬁ
in direct opposition to the ldea of unicn bYetwsen God and man. god
stands apart from the werld, and has no comnection with it except
through intermediariecs emanating from liluself, The wurld of sense

represents not a product of God's creative hand but an evil prison

in which the soul must undergo a purification before that divine

element in man returns te tke primsval substance from which it was
fashioned. when finally Christisnityts detractors tired of the super- J
cilicus accusations brought in the first century and began seriously

tc investigate the dectrinee of the Church, this fundamental znti-

thesis became apparcnt. GCelsus chides the Christians:

DR 50T 8 (0T T BN R YT R E N e

zth. E. R. Goodenough, An Introduction Te Philo Judaeus (New
Baven: Harvard Press, 1940).
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The assertion made by some of the Christians that some God or
gon of God has come down to earth as judge of mankind is most
shameful and no lengthy argument is required to refute it.

#hat is the purpose of such a descent on the part of God? vas
it in order to learn what was going on among men? Does He not
know everything? If then le does know why doez he not correct
men? Was He then unuble to correct men merely by divine power,
without sending someons especially endowed for the purpose?e

Tertullien defended the Incarnation in The gpology, maintaining =

e

tist the philosophers themselves had taught something similar in

their preonouncements on the Word, Mind, and Power.a6 Iraneacus

—~————

declared in jdversus Haeresea, "Therefore, as I have already said,

-

He caused wman to becom2 one with God.“27 Iggﬁpius writing to the
nphesians reminded them, "“There is ome physician, of fiesh and
spirit, originate and unoriginate, God in mano"gs gfiggg prefaced —
tis remarks in the De frincipiis with the assertion, "Jesus Christ
was incarnate although God, and while made man remained theAGod which
He was. He assumed a body like to our own.ﬂag and ;o it appears

that both antagonists and defenders of the FPaith were gquite aware

of the fundamental differences separating them. Hereis iay the
problem of the mature of the Incarmnation. Fourth ceantury Ariaﬂism i
represented a re-emergence of the Greek way, clothed in more sophis-

ticated garb, to be sura, yet seeking a bridge to the gulfl between

God and man which ultimately denied the Incarmatiom. It was against 4

asorigen. Contra Celsus, IV. 2, 3, translated from the Greek and
Latin by Frederick Crombie, in AKF, IV, 497 ff.

26Tortullian, Apology, 21: 10-14, in BE, p. 171.

ey
28

Iranacus, op. Git., ITI. 19, 6, in EB, p. 123.

Ignatius, To The Ephesiens, VII, in AF, p. 209.

agarisan,'gg principiis, praef. &, in ANE, IV, 240.
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this insidious attack which promised to destroy the heart of the

Faith that pthanasius contended.
P?he Froblem Of The Purpose Of Incarnation

The Church has classified all doctrines involving the purpose
of Christ's sojourn to the earth under the category of soteriology,
the doctrine of salvation. Athanasius encountered marked opposition
in this area of thought just as in the nature of Incarnation. it
lgast three major antitheses c¢an be detected between the Christian

and classical view.

Firstly, inasmuch as the pagan considered God so remotely —

transcendent from the world of man that ffe wes oblivious of mants
plight, any salvation that wasz to be expericnced must proceed on
man's initiative and will rather than om God's. gJecondly, since -—
e e T

matter and therefore body was considered to be esseatially evil,

the only element of man's nature to be redeemed was the spiritual

or rational "soul;" The doctrine of a glorified body was foreign

R

to the pagan way of thinkinﬁ- Thirdily, the nature of salvation -
itself was in marked contrast to the Christian view, inasmuch as
the Hellenic tradition stressed loas of idemntity by merging with
pure Reing, continued existence in some ephemeral shadowy Rlysian
Field,“or the Pffffffi?g-5{?.._.zwrew!s..neé;.gﬁa,g unencumbered with a
material body. There existed among pagans slso the notion of

selvation by association, tket is, by membership in the proper
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group, be it mystery cult, state, or sect.3° In the following
examples elemente of the foregoing ideas can be identified.
The apge of Augustus ushered in a period of optimism and hope
which had repercussions in the religious as well as political world.

Thus a type of salvation was introduced which looked to the atate

a8 a god and service to the state as liturgy. sSalvation was in =

terms of the c¢itizen rather than as an individual. C(Cochrane writes

concerning this optimian:

For centuries, indeed, unique associations were to cling to
the reign of Augustus as the dawn of a new and better epoch
for humanity. To these the noblest expression was given by
Vergil, who was at that time largely responsible for their

diffusion. 7Thus . . . Vergil constitutes a supreme embodiment
of the optimism of his age.

Cicero continues in the same optimism to look to society as the

savior.
Cicero replies with a message of freedom in the state, holding
out the vision of the bene honestegue vivendi societas as em-
bodying the highest values of civilized man. In doing so_he
reasserts the characteristic hope of classical antiquity.’?

Cochrane continues,

Thus for Ciceroc no less than for Vergil, salvatibn.ia not
individual but marks the achievemeat of gurposes which are to
be reslized only in the corporate life.>

5oﬂt times comparisons are made between the Church and pagan
cults in salvation by association. It ought be noted, however,
that the Church consists of individuals who are saved because of a
personal faith, and only after arriving at this faith do they become
the Church. Thus faith saves, not the membership in the Church.

3lcharles Norris Cochranme, Christisnity ﬂnd Classical Culture
(Rew York: Oxford yniversity Preas, 1944), p. 20

321bid., p. 42

331bid., p. b43.

q
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The Gnostic systems not only stressed the idea of salvation bys
knowledge, but slso that salvation itself consists in pure knowladpge.
In all the Gnostic systems redemption is brought about by
knowledge, and it is the function of the divine mediators to
open the eyes of ‘'pneumatic" men to the truth. "The spiritual
nan," the disciples of the Valentinian Marcus declared, "is
redeemed by knowledge,” while according to Rasileides, “7he
Gospel is knowledge of aupra-muggana things." (Iranaseus 1, 21,
b; pippolytus Ref., VII, 27, 7)7
Basileides maintained that following the szlvation of these who have
attzined unto knowlesdge, the reomainder will be confirmed in their
exizting etate in the world.
when this galvation tekes place, God will bring upon the whole
Cosmos encrmous ilgnorance, that all things may continue accord-
ing to. their nature, and that nothing may desire anything of
the things that are contrary to their mature. 3But all the souls
of this quarter of creation, as many a3 possess the nature of
remaining wortsal in this region only, continue in it, aware of
nothing differant or better.>?
Iranaeus pointz out that, according to the gnostics, only the im=- -
waterial soul will be saved. "They declare of sll that is material
that it must of necessity perish, inasmuch as it is incapable of
receiving any breath of ;i.zxco::'rup‘i:ifm."’6 An interesting observatioa
which may have occurred to the reader ia that according tc the
Cchristian account of the ¥all in (Qenesis it is eating of the tree of
knowledge, in a sense, which led to or comstituted sin, rather than

tnowledge leading to salvation. Marciom, writing during the latter

half of the second century, maintained,

3"‘!{’11” -‘2- citl‘ m' 26 ffo
3Sﬂippalytus. Ope cit.y VIT, 27, i, in HE, P 80.

z
JGIranaeus, op. Cite, I, 1, 11, in NE. Po 89.
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Salvation will be the attainment only of thoze souls which had
learned the doctrine, while the body, as having been takem from
the earth, is incapable of shuring in salvation.”

Duchesne has described philo's doctrine of salvation which is

nuch akin to the Gnostics:

The aim of moral life is to defeat the influence of body on
mind. Asceticism is the best means to this end, but knowledge
and well-regulated activity avail also, with the help of god.
Thus the soul draws nearer God; in the next life it will atiain

to #im, and even here it may, in ecstasy, attain to momentary
union with pim.~

Porphyry clearly enunciates the docitrine of sslvation by ethics
initiated by man himself.

It is the man hiwmgelf who, by his works, renders himself

sgreeable to God, and is deified by the conforming of his own

soul to the incorruptible blessed one.j

At another time he wrote,
Yyou will honor God best when you form your soul to resemble
fiim. This likeness is only by virtue&(fnr only virtue draws
the soul upward towards its own kind. O
The systery religions ¢onstituted an important elemsant in the
context of the first centuries of the Church. A major eaphasis
common toc all mystery cults had to do with the decay and revival of

nature of which the god or hero was a mere symbol. This remained

the central core, and round it each cult_grbuped its own details or

37Ibid-‘ I, 259 2, in NE. P. 102.
(]
59 Loulb puchesune, Darly listory of The ghristian Church (lLondon:
John Murray, 1957), I, e

j9Porphyry, Epistle to Marcella, 16 f£f., in A Source Book For
Ancient Church History, edited by Joseph Ayer (New Yorik: Charles
geribners Sons, 1930), pe. 203.

Lo

Ibid.
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nationalistic emﬁhaaee. All mysteries were concerned about
salvation in sowe way, as Dlliot-ninns has observed;

Phere was in the centuries in which they [@yatery religioné]
mainly flourighed a demand, zlmost upiversal in range, for
Ngalvation.” This salvation might take differeant forms, from
the mere desire to be saved from material disssters in this
life to yrotection from evils in the world to come. gomstimes
salvation was sssociated with a person, and the title of
savior was glven to many of the gods. This use of savior may
account for itis neﬁ}ect as a term for the Lord in orthodox
Christian circles.'*

Referring to these cults Harnack saild, "Hiemans konnte wehr ein Gott

i
seln,; der nicht ein Heiland war.” a

Athanasiua, writing in the mainstream of theological and
philosophical speculation which was %o a great degree at variance
with the raith of the Incarnation, met and answered the challenge
of the time. He championed the cause of the homoousion because it
was a Scriptural affirmation, thus placing it among the cardinal
dogmas of the Church., e saw clesrly that any doctrine of personal
salvation for 21l men also involved the doctrine of the God-Man,
and conversely, that because (jod had becoue man'ﬂe had effected a
redemption for all. Any compromise with the currencies of con-

temporary thought would have meant o denial of geriptural truth.

"

qlElliot-aimm, op. cit., p. 61.

t‘axbidl' pa 60' note l‘



CHAPTER 11X
THE INCARNATION IN PRE-NICVRE THREOLOGY

In the period of the jpostolic fFathers the Church was nothing
80 little as & society of theologians. Wonothelsts and worshippera
of Christ by the same instinct, to analyse their foith as an intel-
lectual problem was far from their thoughts. Clement of Rome main-
tained that Christ was the Son of God, exalted above the angels,
the Lord Jesus Ghrist.l The sufferings of Christ are described as
the suiferings of God.2 e is the only mediutor of cur salvation.
"3y the blood of the Lord there is redemption ( /o-1s) to all

[TV ;

that helieve and hope in God."5 Clement expounded no developed g
doctrine of saelvation, but recognized that in Christ alone was
redemption from death, and that He was God as well as man.k

Hermas, in giving his exhortations to repentance, limits the

grace of God somewhat when he states,

1f thou shalt do some good thing not embraced in the command-
went of God, thou shalt purchuse to thyself the greaier dignity
and thou shalt be more homored before god.?

1clement of Rome, Corinthians, XXAVI, in AF, Dp. 67.

21bid., II, 1, in aF, p- 50

BIbid-g KII' 7' in ﬁ‘ }'-'o 55-

{’Ibid.. XXXII, 2, in aF. p. 64.

Syermes, The shepherd, Sim.V, 3, 3, im AF, p. 152.
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Yet faith apparently is presented as being ;mong the Christian
v:lrtues.6 The work of Chriet consisted in bringing forgiveness
for the sins of the past and for the future gave to mon His command-
ments. Hermas presents no finished statement regarding the
Incarnation other than, "For that spirit is the Son of Gud."7

The epistle of polycarp to the Philippians assumes that those
to whom it is addressed acknowledge the divinity of Christ.8 It is
Just as firmiy held that Christ suffered on account of our sins for
our redamption.9 ian receives this salvation frou God not by works
but by faith.

Though you have not secen Him you believe with unutterable,

triumphant joy which many desire to share, for you know that

you have been saved by His favor, not by what you have done,

but by the will of God through Jesus Christ.l0
The Christian, says Polycarp, who has apprehended Christ in faith
will in love fulfill the law of Christ, following Him with patience,
in hope of being raised up by jod to everlasting life,

narnabas maintained that Christ was not the 3on &f wmam but the

son of God,ll who assumed human flesh and suffered upon the cross.

. 12
7his suffering was a sacrifice for our sins.

61bid.. Mand. VIII, 9; XII, 3: sim. I%, 15, 2; IX, 1, 1, in

AT, pps 123-201.
7bid., gim. IX, 1, 1, in AF, p. 172

6polycarp. philippians, 1, 23 2, 1; 2, 2, in AF, PP. 237=-2h44,

9roid., 1, 2; 8, 1, in AF, p. 239 and 250.

101p4d., 1, 3, in AF, p. 239.

llspistle of Barnabus, 12, 10; 7. 9, in AF, D. 33 and 31.

121bid,, 5, 13 7, 3, in AP, p. 21 and 30.
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The Ignatian letters stand alone in this period for depth of 5

theological reflection and content. The central idea is that of the

; i
renovation of manlj, now under the power of satan and deathl‘,

which are undone in Christ, the risen saviorls, who i3 our true life

and endows uas with iumortality.16

This is by virtue of His divinityl7
in union with His perfect manhood. "God appeared in human form."ld

and, "He who became perfect man gives me strength,"19 state un-

equivocally the doctrine of the Incarnation. Ignatius does not
distinguish the relation of the divine to the human in Christ but is
content to insist on both, As in the other Fathers of this period, -
Igpatius has no clearly formulated idea of malvation other than the
doctrine of immortality and that God is the great rhysician who
through Christ has healed mankind,

Thae Apostolic Fathers, rather than investigate the heritage
giver them in the traditions and writings of the Faith, passed them
on with no further coumment other than a reiteration of the truths
of the Incarnation and salvation in Christ. Imasmuch as the later

controversies were to ceanter about the method of Incarnation rather

33
14

Ignatius, Ephesians, 20, in g7, p. 213,

Ibid., 3, in AF, p. 208.
15

161bid.. Ly in AFy Do 229. Cp. gZphesians, 17, op. c¢it., in AF,
p. 212, ana Maegnesians, 6, in AF, p. 215.

17

1aIgnatius, gphesians, 19, op. cit.

19

Ignatius, Smyramians, 3, in AF, ®. 229.

Ignatius, gphesians, 19, op. ¢it., and Symrnians, by op. cit.

Ignatius, Symrnians, by op. cit.
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than its reality, Arius could with compléte confidence refer to the

Apostolic Fathers us his precursors, a device ulso employed by the
Nicenes. I

The second century of the Christian era, although beset with
varying opinicons and divergent interpretations of Christis person

and work, wzs united on the basis of common regulae fidei and creeds.

Since it is true that the all-inclusive statements of the creeds are
the very elements which led to speculation about them, and so into
heresy, it will serve our understanding of the period to acquaint
ourselves with the basis of Christian union in the last half of the
second century.

There began to appear in many Christian writings short summaries
of belief, objectively stated, which were called variously the
"eanon of truth," "the preaching of the Church,® and Rule of Faith

‘or regulae fidei. These, bhowever; ars not to be confused with the

Christien symbols which existed entirely apart from the Rules of
Faith, Albert C. Outler maintains there were six definitive Rulas
of palth prior to Origen, those of Ignatius, Aristides, Justin,
Tertullian, Iranaeus, and Hippolytus.ao Tach regula contained that
which was considered the principal doctrines of the Church., As a
defense zgainst the trend of speculation, Christiuns were compelled
to search for a trustworthy safeguard against the inmroads of the

gnostice and platonists. "The apostles were the last and only

20Albert C. Outler, "Origenm and The Regulae Fidei," Church
History, VIII (sSeptember, 1539), 215.
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authorities. Also, the lord was quoted am the highest authority.nal
The Rule of Felth in effect acted less ss 2 deterrent to heresy
than as its foundation, since most erring thinkers invariably

appealed to the Rule of Faith. Origen claims to hegin Zrom the

regula fidel in De Princlpiis and maintains that the Rule was simply
a starting point for 3peculatian.22 7he elements which the six
Rules of raith mentioned above have in common ere simply stated.

1. qod is One, He is almighty, He is the Pather of Jesus, e
is the crezator of the world.

o
e

Jesus Christ is the sSon of God, born of the virgin Mary,
was crucified under Pontius pilate, arose from the dead,
is the Lord who reigns together with the Father, will
return to judge the world.

3. ™he Holy spirit is boly, it was He who imspired the 0ld
Testament prophets, it wes le who conceived Jesus in the
womb of Mary, He dwells in the hearts of saints.23

Although the doctrine of the Incarnation is not explicitly étateﬂ,ak

the affirmation of Jesus as God's son who waa born and died, who

raigns together with the rather, and who will return to judge the

world, cartainly reflect characteristics of both deity and humanity.
Along with the ?ﬁle of Taith, second century christians

utilized numerous symbols in the liturgical rites of the Church. we

may regard the creeds as compendia of the theology of the Church,

Elgans Listzmann, The Founding Of The Church Universal, in The
RBeginninga Of The Christian Church, translated from the German by
Bertram Les Woolf (New York: Charles scribmer's gons, 1938), 11, 134,

Zaorigen. nDe Principiis, praef, &, translated from the Greek
5 e R R T - >
and Latin by Fredericik Crombie, in ANF, IV, 225.

)
‘30ut1er. op. cit., p. 216,

ewglthough Jrunaeus, Against Heresies, I. 2-3, in NE, pe 115,
writes, "“#ho becmme Incarnate for our salvation."
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and may gather from them those propogitions which were common to
the theology of the age. The most ancient text of a creed within
our reach is that of Marcellus of Ancyra (537 or 333 5.9.).25 It
was this oreed which Rome adopted when ahe began using Latin about
150 A.D. The creed gives expression to the second century theclogy
in these words:
I believe in Geod (Father) almighty, and in Christ Jesus, His
only-begotten Son, dorn by the Holy Ghost and the virgin Mary,
He was crucified under pontius pPilate and was buried. (And)
the third day le rose from the dead, ascended into heaven, and
is sitting on the right hand of the Father, from where He will
come to judge the living and the dead. and in the Holy Ghost,
the Holy Church, the forgiveness of sins, the resurrection of
the flesh (and life everlasting).20
from the generation of the fon and His later session at the right
hand could be deduced His divipity, znd from the human characteris-
tics of suffering and death His humarity. Yet such deductions are
made only in a post facto manmer following the study of gcripture.
The fact remains that the early ncophyte Christisns saw no need to
emphasize the Incarnation in their official statements. It remained
for the later antagonists with herctice to stress this Riblical truth
when they discerned that its denial involved the denial of the very
Faith itself.

Although stress was not placed on the Incarmation, this in no

way denies that the Pathers recognized the true God-Man in Christ.

25ﬁ8 found in Reinbold jeeberg, listory Cf Doctrines In The
Ancient Church in Text-Book of The History Of 0f Doctrines, trans-
lated from the German by Charles B. Hay (Grand Rapids; Baker Book
fiouse, 1954), 1, bk.

26

secberg, op. ¢it. Translation is.the author's.

ST PR P p———
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"From the earliest moment of theological reflection it was assumed
that Jesus Christ was true Jod as well as true man."a7 The problam,.~\
therefore, was not whether He was fod, but how within the monotheis-
tic system it was still possible to maintain the unity of god while
insisting on the deity of one who waas distinct from the Father. -}
Significant is the fact that the Fathers continued to follow St.
John in using the term lLogoa to apply to the person of Christ. Yyet
in utilizing this age-cld terminology, a favored term of the
cultured classes, the Church invited believers and pagans alike to
aseribe to Christ all the attributes of the many logoi of antigquity,
from Heraclitus to Philo. Weve associstes the use of the term with
an ewmphasis on the deity of Christ.

vhenever it (lLogos) was mentioned, the interest of all was at

once secured. PRut that precisely this term was chosen proves

how entirely the thoughis of the Church were centered in the

exalted Christ. TIf they had thought chiefly of the man Jesus,

they might easily have characterized Him as a second jocrates.

But they thought of Him as God, in and with God, and hence

selected a term such as Logos in order to mske the matter plain

to the heathen.<®
However, it wmust be emphasized that absolute deity was ascribed te ——
Chrizt before the name Logos was given te Him, not after, as Pres-
tige in his exhaustive treatise comments:

This happened (deity predicated of Christ), and the fact must

not be overlooked, before and not after the rise to prominence
of the Logos doctrime. Logos theories were an attempt to

a7u. L. Preatige, God In patristic Thought (London: 3ociety ior
The Promotion Of Christian Knowiedge, 1952}, p. 70.

2BJ. L. Neve, History of Christian Doctrine, in A& Hiatorz of

Christian Thought (philadelyhia- The Muhlenberg Press, Ye Iy 46




32

explain an already accepted belief in the deity of the 3Zon, not
the cause of such belief gaining acceptance.29

Even Harnack maintoined that Clement, Ignatius, Barnabas, and Justin
could not conceive of Christianity without faith in the divinity of
Ghrist.30 The well known reascript of Pliny to Trajen stutes, "The
Christians are accustomed to sing & hymm to Christ as Gud."sl

At the same time the humanity of Christ was just as clearly e
recognized. JTgnatius wrote to the Prallians that Christ was con-
ceived by Mary and was the seed of David.jz In the Homily of Clement
we read, "The Lord who saved us, though He was originally spirit,
became flesh and thus called us.“55 Although the duzl nature was )
recegnized, the Ante-Wicene Fathers generully overlooked the
rational difficulties connected with tbe problem, leaving it to
their successors of the Wicene and pPost-Yicene ages to discuss. As |
pointed out by Tietzmanng

In the world of ideas of the early Church and its theologians,

all these ways of thought were to be found uncoordinated side

by side; what modern logical snalysis ssparates upeatly stood

closely together in the life and thought of the early Christians,
and did so for the nmost part without any signs of clash; but

ngrestige, ope Cit., po xxi.

3O;ldolph Harnack, Qutlines Of The History 0Of Dogms, translated
from the German by Rdwin Knox Mitchell (Boston; Beacon Press, 1957},
Pe 530

31Pliny, Bppes Xy 96, as quoted in NiE, p. 13.

Balgnatius, To The Trallians, translated from the Greek by
Roberts and ponaldson, in ANF, I, 70.

53Homi}y of (Clement, translated from the Greek by Marcus podds,
in ANF, ViL, 19%.
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in the course of time theologians became aware of hidden in-
congruities, and attempted to find a genuine agrecment., % 3

AB already intimated.35 the Apozéolic Fathers were not entirely
clear in their concteption of the work of Christ. perhaps this state
of affairs bears out the preliminary supposition that & clesr idea
of galvation must lead to a clear idea of Incarnation., 4 decided
emphasis is placed upon Christ's gifts of fresh life, new knowledge,
and immortality. The Didache, for exemple, confines itself %o
thanking god, "for the life and the knowledge,” or “"for the knowledge,
faith, and immortality,” wﬁich God has disclosed, "through His serv-
36

ant Jesus." Through Christ, according to Cloment, we gaze up to

37

heaven and "taste immortal knowledge." The object of Christ's

gndurance, says sarnabss, was to abolish death and to demcnstrate
resurrection from the dead.“jd
tlopgside these thboughts, however, a rather different strain
is discernible. This latter emphasis dwells on the Lord's passion,
death, and resurrection, and affirms that He suffered for cur sakes.

39

nis blood, states Clement, 'was given on behalf of us.” Sometimes,

as in Hermas, Christ's sufferings should move us to repentance. =o

-" -
JuLietzmann,_gE. cit., p. 152,

353upra., pe 24,

3691dache, 9, 3; 10, 2, in AF, p. 195.

37clement, Corinthians, %6, 2, in 4%, p. 67.

38Epistle of Rarnabas, 5, O, in APy Pe 27

39clement, Corinthians, 21, 6; 49, &, in AP, ppP. 60 and 73.
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‘in second Clement, "what recompense shall we then Zive nim?"uo

)

Clement himsel{ adds that the shedding of Christi's blood has brought
the grace of repentance to the world.“l Yet he is also aware that
helieverse find redemption (,h(IEhﬂrgg) through the Lord's blocd,
and that yie life was surrenderod in sacrifice for us. Only
Barnabas interprets Christ's passion in expressly sacrificial terms,
.stating.that He offered nis body as a saceifiaesfonious sins,
appealing to Isaac's sacrifice as a prototype.kz

As has already been intimated, an influence during thie period
leading to the gradﬁul formation of a system of theology was the
necessity of defending the Church against heathenism. As the first
conscious theologians, therefore, the Apologists are more directly
important for our present imquiry. On the one hand the jipologists
are philosophers rather than theologlans. Christianity is concelived
of as the only true philosophy. They are at great pains t; show the
similerity between pagan thinkers and the Faith, Justin Mertyr saw
the Logos at work in all the worthwhile productions of amntiquity,
maintaining that Christians actuslly teach much the same as early

43

philosophers. Octavius in Minucius Felix argued that the poets and

philosophers of antiguity held views idenmtical to the christians,uh

i )
*Osacond Clement, 1, 2, in AF, p. 85.

41Clemant. Corinthians, 7, %4, in AF, p. S52.

qaﬁpistle gg.garnabaa, Zandiidn AFy Pe 30,

#BJustin NMartyr, First ipology, Chap. 5, 24 and passim, trans-
lated from the Greek by Dodds and Reith, in AEF, 1. IEI~137

uhﬂinucius velix, ¢octavius, chap. 19, translated from the Latin
by Robert rarnest wallis, in ANF, IV, 1d2.
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while Tatiau meintained that the greeks were indebted for all their
wisdom to none othor than Moses.#s' Lthenagorss claimed all the
ancient poets gave witness toc the fact of the unity of (30:1.“6

8ince the theclogy of the Apologists ayproaches philosophy, it
is not surprising that they thinlk of the Person of Christ from the
cosﬁological rather than soteriological view-point. This, as we
shall see later in jrianism, almost invarizbly resulted in z sub-
ordinationism of Christ. 3oth Saint Paul#7 and Athanasius begin
with soteriology and from this arrive at the divine nature of Christ.
4 clear doctrine of atonement for sinners must reéult in the expres- —
sion of the deity of Christ. Beginning with cosmology, howevar,
there is no need for a co-aqual co-essentiel with the Prather,
Robertson has pointed oud:

The Apologists' view of Christ's divinity and of His relation

to the Father is embarassed. His eterpity and His generation

are felt to be hardly compatible. His distinct personality

is ?aintaiq?d at thg axpense of His true dtginity s o« « He 1is

an intermediary between God and the world.

But if the ppologists were philosophera, one at least wus also

a martyr. Although their philosophical speculations concerning the

45Tatian, To The greeks, Chap. 31 and 4C, translated from the
greek by J. B. Ryland, in ANF, II, 61-33.

6&thenagoras,_& plea For Ghristians, Cha?. 5, translated from
the Greek by B. P. Pratten, in ARF, II, 123-1438 passim.

47archibald nobertson in "prolegomena," in PRF, IV, xxiii
writes, "phe person of the Savior is regarded by the apologlsts
from the cosmological, not scteriological viewpoint. st. paul
starts from the latter, and his view gradually embraces the distant
horizon of the former (T Cor. 8:6, Col. 1:15). TPFrom the aoteriologi-
cal side also he reaches the divinity of Christ (Rom. 5:1-3). Here,
as we shall see, jthanasius meets airius substzntially by S5t. paul's
method."

48nobertaon. ope Citey pe. xxiii.
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Incarnation led them somewhat astray, nevertheless they affirmed the
truth of tho Incarnution over zgainst the unbellieving pagans ofvthe
time. fTatian speaks o¢f im as "god in the form of a man.ﬂkg

Aristicdes says, "It is confessed that thiz fon of the most high Ged

(27

descenrded from heaven o « . Bnd took flesk from a virgin."so Justin —
writea, "The wWord of God became man for our sakes, so that partici-
pating id our miseries He might heal them. n?t The Apoclogists defended
the Incarnution simply by asserting its truth, but its nature and
purpose remained a subject of speculstion.
e approach ncw the important pericd of doctripmal formulation
reflected in the writings of Iranaeus, Tertullian, a2nd Qrigen, all
of whom came closer to the expression of nature and purposa of the
Incarnation. The specific provlem of the period was Monarchiamnism, —
reconciling the divinity of Christ with the unity of God.
Iranaeus is perhaps the first genuine theologian standing in
the trudition of the Apostles. e regarded the Genesis account of
the Fall as genuine history, and all men by participatiag in sdam's
fall shared his éuilt.
In the first adam we offended God, not fulfilling His command-
ment « o o $0 ¥im alone were we debtors whose ordinance we
transgressed in the beginningqsa
Because all men sinred in Adam, Tranaeus sees Christ as one who has

come to restore man to his pristine holiness. "Because of His

1 : ;
Ypatian, op. cit., 21, L, in ANF: Pe 73.

20 ristides, ipology, 15, 1, im NE, ». 56.

51 rustin, second Apology, 13, %4, in ANF, I, 192.

2 Transeus, Against leresies, V. 16, 5..trnnslated £rom the
greek by M. Dods in ANF, T. D44, :
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measureless love Je became what we are in order to enable uz to
become what He-i.s."55 Jranaeus' key conception is that of EﬂEEEiE?.j
ulation (?V*JKE {ialﬂw°ﬂi)' All mon were joined with Adem in the
first transgression and therefore were guilty. OChrist bas come as
a second jdam, 80 all who are now Joined to Chriast will become pure
Juat as previously those joined to idam were sinful. Christ's f
saving work is valid for all mankind, and accordingz to the Lucan
geanculogy this salvation is algo available for men in the 0ld
Testament period. jpdam was the originator of a race diascbedient
and doomed to death, so Christ is regarded as inaugurating a new,
redeemed humapity. However, the Incarnation itself does not save

54

us, but Christ's blood has bought our ransom from Satan. Also, |

since it was Adam's disobedience which resulted in sin, only
Christt'a obedience can propitiate God.
in obliterating the disobedience of man originally enacted on
the tree, He becsme cbedient unto deuth, even ths death on the

cross, healing the disobecdience enacted on the tree by obedi-
ence on & tree.’”

Iranaeus, beginning from soteriology, is perhaps the first theologicn

1

outside the New Testament to bring c¢léarly into focus the relation- |
ship between nature and purpose in the Incarnation.

Therefore He caused man to become one with God. For unless a 1
Ban had overcome the enemy of man, the enemy would not have been
legitimately vanquished. And again, unless God had freely given
salvation, we would not now possess it securely. And unless man
had been joined %o God, he could mever huve becoms & partaker of
incorruptibility. For it was incumbent upon the Mediator between

53iranaeus, Ibid., 5, Praef., in ANF, I, 526. |
shlranaaus, Ibido' Ve 1' 1‘ in ANFs I, 526'

551ranaeus. Tbid., V. 16, 3, in AWF, I, 5445
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God and men, by His relagionahlg to both, to bring both to

friendship and concord.” )

Tertullien, founder of Latin theology, waz abeve 21l z rezlist.
Much of his theology reets upon the principle that there is nothing
epiritusl without cerporeality. As Neve has pointed'out:

The reality of nature and the visible world, the relisbility

of the senses, the significance of the corporeity and the sub-
stantlality of the spirit -- these things constituted the basis

»

of his tnouwhta.
Since the soul ie in a sense material, all men are ultimately
materially involved in pdam’s guilt. 'Thus Tertullian was the first
not only to teach traducianism but also to explicate a doctrine of

original sin. "The first msn infected the whole race by his sced,

o
making it the channel of damnation.®”” However, beginning with
man's culpability in the sight of God, Tertullian does not press
the issue into a doctrine of redemption but rather ewmphasizes the
fdea that man must earn merits with God. Christ's work was in a
caertain sense sacrificinsl, but Tertullian does not stress a doctrine
of atonsment or redemption. Ais Ayer points out:

In the writings of Tertullian a conception of Christianity is

quite fully developed according to which the Gospel was a

new law of life, with its prescribed holy seasons and hours

for prayer.??

Tertullian, discoursing on the meritorious effects of fasting, writes:

£
5oIranaeus, gbid., IIY. 19, 6, in RE» P. 123.

=
)7Neve. op. cit., po. gk,

f’8'1’31't\:\].liam, De mestivonium Animse, 3, translated from the
Latin by peter Holmes, in ANF, 11I, 19b.

PQJ. C. Ayer im A Source 3ook For Andient Church History, edited
by Jeo C. Ayer (New york: Charles SCribner's SORS, 1930), Pe 105
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Wwho will any loager doubt . « « that by a reneswed interdiction

of food and observance of the precept the primordial sin might

now be explated, so that man may make God satisfaction through

the same causative material by which he offended, that is, by

interdiction of foods . « « 5o that hunger might rekindle

salvation.b®?
And again:

Now slnce God us judge presides over the exacting and maine

taining of justice . . . ought one to doubt that alisg in the

case of repentance, justice must be rendered to God.%d
Altnough Tertullian deviates from the orthodox view of the Jospel
of Christ and the atonement, yet he is the first to explicate
clearly the unity of substance and the distinctions within the
Trinity. This emphasis on substance in Tertullian had a direct
impact on the first ecumenical council and the generations there-

after inasmuch as theological terminclogy henceforth was cast in

material forms. 8Such terms as ousia, hypostasis, psrsona, and

essentia, look to Tertullian as .spiritual father. The ifrican

Father's own statement on the Incarnation is:
This ray of god, as was ever fore-told in time past, came down
into a virgin and in her womb fashioned inte flee%h; is bornm,
man mingled with God. The flesh informed by the spirit is
nourishgd, grows %o manhood, speaks, teachea, acta -- and ia
christ. 02
3efore taking up the study of Athanasius' doctrine of the
Incarnation a short account of his spiritual predeceasor at

Alexandria is of paramount importance in appreciating the historical

Gontext. stronsly diverging from the Carthaginians, the Alexandrians

GOTertullian, De Jejunio adversus vaychios, 3, in Ayer, op. ¢it.,
p. 166. :

61Tertullian, De roenitentia, 2, in ayer, op. 51&., P 167,
62

Tertullian, Apology, 21, 14, in ¥B, p. 172.
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maintained that man in bis primitive state was (and children still
are) innocent and childlike, ﬁith free-will to grow toward holiness.
Clement of Alexandria states that adam, "was not created verfect in
Aconstituhion, but sultable for acquiring virtue . . . for god desires
us to be saved by our own efi’::n:'i:s-"é;‘5 This view made Christ's work
of salvation one of moral example and & tutor to lead erring men
back on the path toward goﬁliké virtue and holiness.

It was Qrigen's doctrine of the Son more than any other of his
teachings that influenced the next two centuries of Chkristian
thought. It was he who first erected a complete theological system
on the basis of the Rule of Faith. Origen approached the doctrine
of Christ from the soteriological viewpoint, as Iranaeus before him.
Before the cremstion of the material world God created a fixed number
of soculs. §s tﬁaee souls were endowed with free-will, they were
capable of erring. Most of them erred, znd to the degree that they
fell from god, they were incorporated in some form in the material
world. Thus Origen sees all men as sinful beings frox their birth
because of their "pre-birth" fall. In order to redeem them the 'ord
became united to o perfect soul which had not sinned, and came to
earth as the God-Man. Origen is gquite explicit concerning his
doctrine of the hypostatic union and communication of atiributes.
whe Word then proceeds to deify human nature, first His own, then
others as well, The end of the world will find all souls back in
harmony with the One, that is, God. The world began with estrange—.

ment from God, through Christ it is now reconciled.

e
oBclement of alexandria, Stromateis, 6, 12, translated from the
Greek by 3. wilson, im AWF, II, 503.
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Origent's doctrine of Christ;s nature is ﬁ two~fold apparent
antithesis which allowed both jthanasius and Arius to sppeal to
Crigen as an authority. The Som ig begotten of the essence of the
Frather, He is of the same essence,sh and there is no unlikeness
whatever between the Son and the ?ather.65 He was begotten from
eternity of.the will of the Father. Thus Origen first explicates
the eternal aand continuous generation of the .'-30:1.66

On the other hand the Word is Qod derivatively, not abaoluteiy.67

He is the mirror of godts glory, hence not that glory in itself,

Jecause He is substantia substantialiter subsistens, He is as such

120 3y <he o5+ He is an J(rlayoyv » and the Father is - pJ rev
! 68 '

2/
RS oyt s
since the main aspect of man's sin lies in ignorance of the

rather, Christ's primary function is one of teacher, and the ﬁigh-
ect salvation congists in belng taught.69 However, for simpler
Christians Origen does hold out the idea of atonement.

origen believed in the vicarious sacrifice of Christ. Christ

is a sacrifice not merely for all men, but for fallen angels.
The merit of Christ must be appropriated by each individual

640rigon uses the term homoouaion. Cp. Fragm. 5 in Hebrews
as quoted oy Robertson, Op. ¢it., Ps XXVi,

Gsorigen, gg.Principiis, op. cit., T. 2, 12, in Anr, IV, 25°0.

5
6°1'oid.. Iv. 23; I. 2, %, in AWF, IV, 376 and 247.

P el

67
63

Tbid., I. 2, 2, in ANF, IV, 246.

Rarnack, op. cit., ¥. 159.

694114 ig istic Theol
william Fajirweather, Qrigen and Greek Patristic Theology
(New York: Charles Scribner's 5ong, 196i). p. 91 states, "It is not
as the crucified one, but merely as a divine teacher that He is of
consequonce to the wise."
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through ta%th. By believing in Christ we become like Him in
character.’9

Because of the many-sidedness of origen, the Church's most pro-
lific writer in her long history, his system came to be misunderstood,
tlsappropriated, and viciocusly maligned until there remsined no
system at «ll. In & sense the Arian controversy was only one
agpect of the drawn out Qrigenistic controversies. (Qrigen was
fundamentally a Trinitarian aligned against the Monarchian heresy,
explicitly expressing the Prinity and co-essentiality of the Son.
Arianism was at core ¥Monarchian, denying any multiplicity within =}
the godhead. This it was thset in later controversies Origen and _
Athanasius were actually aligned with orthodoxy. is we shall see,
arius by misappropriating Origen was guilty either of a lack of
understanding or sheer duplicity.

In this brief historical sketch it becomes evident that ulti-
mately the imsue of the Inc¢arnstion must be resolved. Origen in
bis formulations became explicit znbout its nature and purpose, thus
exclting churchmen throughout the Mediterraneun to caat their lots
one way or the other, within two generations after his death the
issue was forced at Nicea. Athunasius personified the implicit
traditions of the rathers and the teachings of the New Testament,
arius the philosophical approach of the Apologists und those pre-

decessors on the fringe of orthodoxy.

7Oalbert Henry Newman, Anoient ind Medieval Church History, iz

,A Manual Of Church History (Philadelphia; The American Baptist

Tublications Society, 1951), I, 285. 5ee also Fugene de Fay,
Origen And His #orks, translated from the Swedish by Fred Rothwell
(Wew York: Columbis U. Press, 1929), pp. 109 and 128.




CHAPTER IV
ATHANASIUS' DOCTAINE OF THE INCARNATION

Iu Athanasius' De Incarnatione we have reflected the mature

theclogical grasp of the young Alexandrian. oOnly in two. works, On

The Incarnation and Against The Heathen do we see Athapasius

expressing himself apart from the attacks of heretics and politicians, !'"{

Rardy maintains;

.
The combination of the enthusiasm of a youthful mind with the J
wisdom of a great one has given the treatige De Incarnaztione
its place among those Christiun ¢lassics which are reaa not r
only as documents in the history of Christian thought but as YR
treatuents of the subjects with which they deal. Historically |
it stands at the meeting point between the work of the ipolo=-
gists and that of the theologians of the age of the councile.t

Like all apologies, De Incarnatione is not so much an exercise in

speculative reasoning as an appeal for persgonal decision. That it
should serve as the basis for our present examination of the relation-
ship between arius and Athanasius is evident both froa its contents
and aloof sobriety, untouched by the necessities of polemical strife,
On The Incarnation is the point of departure of later patristic
thought. The irizns in their blatant early statements shortly

challenged its central convictions by asserting that the word
was not God, but only the greatest of God's creatures.2

Although Athanasius wrote voluminously and well for the greater part |

of his life, it was this treatise, "which set the standard of

\’\".,\ >

a+a

lrdwsrd Hardy, "Introduction To Athanasius,” in Christolegy Of
The Later Fathers, edited by Rdward Hardy, in The Library of Christian
Clasaj.cs (Philadelphia; The Westminster Press, 1955). III._EK

aIbid., p. 47.
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Athanasius®' thought from which he never deviated throughout the —
whole of his long 11!9."} ‘ A

Athanasius was primarily concerned with the purpose of the
Incarnation rather than its nature.

Ke was not ip any sense a professional author, writing for the

love of it, but a practicing pastor and administrator entering

the listzs out of sheer necessity.
Hence it is his soteriology which dictates his Christology. He
approached Christ's Person only after arriving at a deep coaviction
regarding His work. W®e shall therefore examine firstly pthanasius!?
soteriology, and secondly his Christology.

To Athanasius the Incarnation of the Son of GGod and His death -
on the crosg is the center of faith and theolcgy.5 The docirine of |
salvation can be considered from two emphases, the Incarnation and
the vicarious jptonement. Athanasius® main stress lies with the
former.

Man was created in the image of God6 by being ziven the word
and & perfect knowledge of God. It was to be mants dsstiny to
"abide ever in blessedness, living the true life whicﬁ belongs to

the saints in paradiae."7 " HYowever, Adam and Eve, by their infraction

5J. e (o ¥and, The Greek poctors (London: The Faith Press,
1950), p. 3.

“J. W. C. Wand, The Four Great lieresies {(l.ondon: A. R. Mowbray
and GOy 1955)' Pe %o

5N { N in athanasius, De Incarnatiome, 19, im
PNF, TV, 4l. Cp. also 9, 1 and 2, 20. Hereafter the De Incarnatione
will bo referred to as DI.

°DI, 3, 8 10, 4k, g7 o Tay Breo scxova -

b1, 3. 3.
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of God's law, brought death both to themselves and their descend-
ants. However, death was a gradual process, degenerating men's
former inclinations toward éood dinto evil. 7Thus corruption was not
absolute but relative. The process of decay continued through the
0ld Testament history until such a time that a savior had to be
sent to rescue man from his plight. Man bad been created with a
capacity for perfection, but this capacity was slowly wasting away.
The ultimate ond of man under these tonditions would be deasth,

which to Athanasius seems to mean annihilation.

Tor transgression of the commandment was turning them back to

their natural state, so that just as they have had their being

out of nothing, so also, as might be expected, theg night lock

for corruption into nothing in the course of time,
It aprears that this degeneracy or ¢670IQ 5 was & gradual decline
rather than an absolute fiat of corruption.

The race of man was perishing, the rational man made in God's

image was disappearing, and the handiwork of God was in the

process of dissolution.?

gcd was now confronted with a dilemma. On the ons hand He was
compellcd'tu decree death for those who had iancurred it, since thie
had been ¥is warning. "7or God would not be true if, when Ee said
we should die, man disd not."lo wWere this done, there would have
been no profit in man having been made to begin with, thus showing

a lack of rationality with God. If God allowed man to continue into

death this would reveal & weakness, since He would meglect the work

*or, 4 5.

9.;:)-;-' 6' l.

10_1_)1. 6, 5.
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of His own hands. It was ther out of the question to leave men to

the current of corruption. "This would be unseemly and unworthy of

. i1
God's goodness.”

On the cther hand, God could call men to repentance, but this

involved God in yet another dilemma. For repentance in no way

would chuange man's nature but only stay him from acts of 5in.12

Now if there were merely a nmisdemeanor in gquestion, and not a =l
congequent corruption, repentance were well enough. But if,

when transgression had once gained a start, men became involved
in that corruption which was thelr nature, and were deprived

of the grace which they had . . . more than this was needed.13 =

Therefore by repentance man could not avert his doom. The problem,
then, wus the total renewal of man's nature. lowever, God could
not recreate mun, since this involved the admigssion of neglect or
1

weakness in (jod's original creation. The restored humanity had to —
come about in a way that would not compromise God's goodness or His
AR ln 1
Justice.

The answer to the problem was in the Incarnation of the wWord. ——

. - b

By the Incsrnation human nature was renewed. Just as in the firse
pdam mankind lost the image of God, sc in the second jdmm men were
restored to the image of Ggod.

How could this have come to pass save by the very Image of Gad.ﬂ

our Lord Jesus Christ? For by men's means it was impossible,
since they are but made after an image; nor by angels either,
for not even they are God's images. Whence the word of god

pI, 6, 10.
DI, 74 3.

DI, 7, b

ﬁg_, 9 passim. .
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came in {is own Person, that as He was the image of the Pather,
He might be able to create afresh the mun after the Image.l3 j

=

tthanasius draws the aimile of a portrait. Then a likeuess has been’|
spoiled by steins or effaced, he whose likenesz it is must come once
more o0 enable the portrait to be renewed on the same woocd., For the
salte of his piciture even the mere wood on which it is painted is
not thrown away, but the outline is ronewed upon it. £o the purpoese
of the Incarnation was to renew man in the likeness of the Father's
image. Tho simile of = king ip a city is also utilized to illus- |
trate the point. Just as s king who enters a city brings high honor
to it and practically dispels any possibility of banditry or evil
during his stay, @0 also with man after God took up His abode with
us.

Henceforth the whole comspiracy of the enemy against manikinad

is checked, and the corruption of death which before was pre=-

veiling against them is done away,.

7he foregoing account would seem to suggest that slhanasius
conceived of human nature after the manner of platonic reaiism, as
a conc¢rete idea or universal in which all individual men participste.
From this point of view, when the ¥Word assumed human nature and El
suffused it with His divinity, the benefits would thus automaticaily

scorue to all mankind, and the Incarnation would in eifect be the

redempticn. ¥elly has observed, "There is little doudt that

Pt

Athanasius?! platonism tended at times to lose touch with hie

\1521, 13, 7.

650 9, b
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Christianity."l7 However, Aihanuaius clearly indicates that this
benefit accrues only to those men who are in a special relationship

to God.

But why was it necessary for redemption to be made by means of
an incarnation? aAlthough man had manifold testimonies to god's
goodness and perfection by way of the prophets and the wonders of
uaturels, man had spurned these revelations and had continued on
his way of willful self-destruction. Athanssius gives the reason
for this particular means of redemption when he writes:

He sojourns here as & man, taking to HAimself a2 body like the F~\
others, and from things of earth, that is, by the works of

His body, Je teaches them s0 that they who would net know Him

from His Providence and rule over all things, may even from TR
the works domne by His actual body know the Hord of God which
is ip tbe body, and through Him the Father..9 \
—J
Although ;gncﬁul of human nature appears to be the predeminant

atrain in Athanzasius? aoteriq;ogyao theore remain other emphasea. A ~—

second reason for the Incarnation was to lead man to a2 purer knowl- SQ?

e st RS

edge of Qod. God, knowing that man was by nature not sufficieat ' )
- -

tc know Him, gave him a knowledge of Himself. "pPor what profit teo

the creatures if they knew not their Muker?"zl He made them in the

l7J. N. D. Kelly, Rarly Christian poctrines {(New York:; Harper
and Brothers Pub., 1953), p. 379.

18, yiedns

1901, 14, 8.

20Wand. greek poctors, op. cit., p. 4, "He beceome man in order
that man might become God.”

Spr.m, 2.
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image of the word, that thus they might know the Word, and through
Him, the Father. Yet man, despising thia; fell into idolatry,
leaving the unseen God for magic and aatroloéy, and all this 4in
spite of Qod's manifold revelations of Himaelf.aa God, foreseeing
man*es forgetfulness, provided also the works bf creation to remind
man of Him. Further, He ordained the Law uznd the Prophets whose
ministry was to the world, but men heeded only their own lusta.25
A king whose subjects had revolted would, after sending letters and
nessengers, go to them in person. The Tord made flesh revealed the h\
king to men, "that by His body they may perceive the truth, and
through pim recognize the Father."au The Word in the body was never _J
defiled by it, but as the sun illuminates and cleanses and warms
without itself being contaminated, so the deity in Christ cleansed
the body and human nature. "He quickened and cleansed the body
also, which in iteelf was mortal."a5

This may lead the inguirer to question what place Christ's
passion and death played in Athanasius' system. He felt the suprem- -
acy of the cross as the purpose of the Savior's coming, but he does
not in fact give‘to it the central place in his system of thought

which it seems to occupy in his instincts. Man had involved him-

gelf in the sentence of death. Death must therefore take place to

DL, 1, passia.
s 12,

DI, 15, 2.
Sn1, 17, 7.
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satisfy this sentence.26 The gavior's death put an end to death
inasmuch as it was regarded as a punishment or was symptomatic of

man's corruption.

e came among us to this intent, after the proofs of Nis god-
head from #is works, He next offered up His sacrifice zlso on
behslf of all, yielding His temple to death in the stead of all,
in order firstly to make men quit and free of their old tres-
passes and further to show Himself more powerful even than
death, displaying #His own body incorruptible. as firstfruits

of the resurrection of all,27

On the surface the doctrine is one of substitution, but what

Athanasius was seeking to bring out was not so much that ome victim

=ye

was substituted for another, as that "the death of all was accom- ~¥b5j

plished in the Lordis body."28 In other words, because of the
union between His flesh and ours, His death and victory were in
effect ours. Just as through our kinship with the first Adam we
inherit death, so by our kinship with Christ we conquer death and
inherit life. Thus the vicarious suffering and death of Christ is 3

fully explicated, Through union with Christ, men may now be

released from the death sentence and be restored to a state of A

perfection approaching deity. Athanasius does not indicate the
difference, if any, between the unfallen sdam and the new man in
Christ.

The resurrection also finds an important place in his systen.

261)_1-' 20‘ 2 &nd 5.

801, 20, 2e

2822' 20 L]

%
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Supposing now death slain by Him, what could have happened

save the rising again of His body and its being dieplayed as
a monument of victory against death.29

It is difficult to ascertain the means whereby one appropriates
these benefits, or exactly what the benefite are. Perhaps both are
contained in Athanesius® statements giving evidence of Christ's
power in the world, works which include:
Drawing men to religion, persuading to virtue, teaching of
immortality, leading on to a desire for heavenly things,
revealing the knowledge of the Pather, inspiring strength to
meet deanth, displacing the godlessness of idolatry.3o
It is possible for some to detect appropriation of Christ's merits
in a manner approsching justification by faith.
Death iz destroyed, and by the sign of the ¢ross and faith in
Christ men tread it down as dead + « . Now that the savior has
raised His body death is no longer terrible; for all who be-
lieve in Christ tread him under azs nought, and choose rather
to die than to deny their fsith in Christ.>}
However, itheznasius is quite explicit, too, when he enjoins the
virtues of good workz on his readers.
fithout a pure mind and a wodelling of the life after the
saints, a man cannot possibly couprehend the words of the

saints. ror just as if a man wished to see the light of the
sun, he would at any rste wipe and brighten his eye, purifying

hinself in some sort. . . He that would comprehend the mind of .

thoce who speak of God must needs begin by washing and cleana-
ing his soul, by his manner of living, by imitating the works
of the saints . .+ « @0 that he may escape the peril of sinpers
and their fire at the day of judgement and receive what is laid
up for saints in the kingdom of heaven.32

DII 301 2.
Opy, 31, 2.
3151, 27, 1 and 2.

DIy 574 3.

~




52

It must be confessed that sthanasius does not penetrate to the
full meaning of st. paul. The latter ascribed a central importance
not to the fact of the Incarnation, but in its relationship prima-
rily to sin and in the destruction of the power of sin. Man himself
is not essentially changed or deified, as with Athanosius, but as
God gess man through the propitiatory work of Christ, man appears
cleansed. The triumvirate of flesh, world, and Satan remain to
~harass mankind. It must also be confessed that on the surface, at
least, Athanasius leaves room for a Pelagian ty;c of man who will
increase in perfection until he approaches deity. ' -

Although Athanasius may not have grasped the full import of
St. Paul, he was certainly not alome in this oversight among the
Fathers. Athanasius retainred tkhe full Scriptural emphasis of man's
total depravity, his helpless condition, and the necessity of God's
intervention. He recogniz§d that Christ's suffering and death were
a vicarious act on behalf of all men, and that His resurrection
insures our resurrection. ¥Man was made, and is stil} exclusively
destined for, knowledge and fellowship with his Creator. The only
means to this epd is Christ, God!s Incarnate Son. Mankind is now
once again enabled to proceed upon the course on which it was
bound at the time of the Fall. The idea of L d0. po ¢ o Which so

often stands with him for the summum bonum imparted to us in Christ

involves a moral and spiritual restoration of our nature, not merely

’
the physical suppression of é 6 9/2.,1_ by __i Bave ocde .53

3351, 47, 51, 52.

-
AN




53

Thus Athanesius explicitly outlimee his soteriology already before
the picene controversy begen. In later years, forced by the
necessition of the time, he was to emphasize the nature of Christ
to a for greater azteni than the purpose of His comlng. Yet his
energy and stamina in the homoousion struggle had as their source
the abiding conviction that unless Christ was true and essential
God, no restoration could be effected, no death could be conjuered,
and ﬁan was yot in his corruption.

Athanasius also speaks of the nature of Christ as teing true - |
@God and man. Bacause the doctrine had not yet come under queation_
or direct attack, tke suthor speakas of the essential delty of the
second TFerson as a matter of course, to be tuken for granted. There
is an abundance of explicit statements testifying to the deity of

the Word, and by the Word is meant Christ. "We have by God's grace

noted the dlviniby of the word of the Father,">' and Cbrist persuaded
men by the works ge did, "that He is not man only but also god and b
£al
35

Such signg made Hin Pl

36 )

G .
P
3

the wWord and wisdom of the true Father.®

kuown no longer as man, “"but as God, the Word." Christ waa the 4

P
!(‘f e
Pl

word, aad the word wes God. Athanasius clearly states this truth inm

vl

scores of instsnces. i few will suffice. #7he general savior of all,
37

the w@ord of God, takes tc Himself a body.™ The signs and wonders
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attending the crucifizion showed Hinm to Ve, "not man merely, but
the gon of god and gavior of all."38 "ﬁow these things showed
that Christ on the cross was God."39
should be worshippeduo end given all glory. "le alcocne among men
is (od, the word."“l Phere is i1ittle doubt that Athanasius places

Christ cn an equelity with the pather. He arrived at the equality

of the gon with the Pather through his abviding conviction of the

Since Christ is God, He a=lonme

redemption, that is, soteriology rather thar philosophy. He recog-

nized that in order to have @ meaningful redemption, the Word must

be true @od,
For being word of the Pather and above all, He alome of
natural Titness was both able to rgcreate evorything and
worthy to sulfer om behalf of all. e
tione other was sufficient for man's need guve the image of the
Futher."43 iore specifically, in refutation of the Arians, he
decleres, "ird how, if the Logos was & creature, would He be able
i
to diesclve & decree of (od and forgive sin?“’u Athanasius® con-

stant eppeal in the subsequent struggle was to the Redemption. If

31, 19, 3.

*Ip1, 19, 3.

#921' bs, 6.

413_1_. b5, 3.

"23;_. 7y 55 9y 13 9y 2.
43

DI, 13, 9.

uuAthanaaius, orationes, etc., II, 67, translated from the
Greek by Cardinal Wewman, in PNF, IV, 384,

—

ITS————————e
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Ariue is correct, the plan of s#lvation nuat be discredited. =
‘hether philouophiqally or logically Arius may b? the more ratioral,
Athanasius® point of departure remains sceriptural and‘paatoral. in
the finel result, aAthenasius shows that his is the more rationsl of
the two, since L??"“ lacke a purpogq‘}n :;carpaﬁigg, and if he %—*
possessed one to begin with, it must of necessity be unscriptural.hs

The man parteking of & creature would not be deified unless

the Son were truly God; and the man would not be equal with qt“i
the Tathar, unless He who assuged the body was by nature also JWMP,
the true Logos of the Father.4 ¥

ot

Although the gg_;pcarnatione céntains Athanasius' fundamental ;

statenent of belief, especially his doctrine of salvation, it will
complemont our inguiry to refer to his polemical writings against
the Arians, especially the four Oratiomes. At no point does

Athanasius deny the unity of the Godhead by his insistence on the

S

coessentiality of the Son.

And since Christ is dod from God and God's word, Wisdom, Son,
and Power, thereforas dut one jJod is detlared in the divime
scriptures. For the Word, being fon of the one God, is
referred to Nim of Whom zlso Ke la, so that Fathér and Son

are two, yet the Monad of the Godhead is indivisible (Jihuégzvf)
and inseparable (Yo Y(o ros )¢ and thus, too, we preserve omne
beginning of godhead and not two beginnings, whence there is
atrictly & nmonarchy.

It is entirely poseible that asthanasius! cmphasis on the unity of
God was inforaed, to some extent, by the tradition of the Alexandrian

achool, by the distinctly Western stress on unity, and by the

“5_1_}3,-’1-_51_" I, 35, 8, 38, 42; 11, 23 £f. i
4 RU Y
'6xbid., XY.,520% Al )|

“7Ibidt’ IV’ 1.
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Sabellian idea then circulating. However, he also recognized that

the divine Monarchy must also be maintained in opposition to srius' —

Gonception of a '""second god," and idea which would have destroyed
the Trinity and ultimately resolved itself in polytheism.

In opposition to the Sabellians Athanasius denies a Pather-gsom -~

Being (c}:(., ;7-,4_’-,-. wp ) or a sole-natured God (_#al/o o’oa—(ar Yo
for by these tenets the existence of the Son would be denied.

They are two, because the Father is Father and not also gon,

and the gon is Son and not also Father, but the nature is one.

wherefore neither is the Son another God, for He was not pro-

cured from without, else were there many. -
In the same context pthanasius utilizes the already ancient simile
of the sun and its rays, for the sun and its rays are two separate
entities, yet but one light. also, just as a river springing from
a fountain is not separated from it, although there are two forms
and two names, so neither is the Father the Son, nor the 3on the
Father.,

There are hence two distinct Persons but they remain uwnited.
This unique relationship Athanasius describes with the tera ;uo{1-¥;

kg

TS 0’ﬂo~< £ 5 s, or oneness of essence. The Word is a
[4

50
generation (;:510"’4416 ) from the essence (0(30-[._,_1 ) of the Father.”

His relationship to the other created beings is described by

Athanasius.

l’a:nn'.d.. TIIT, 4.

ugt\thannaius. De Decretis, 22, translated from the Greek by

Cardinal Newman, in PNF, IV, p. 165. Cp. also Athanasius, De Synodis,
III, translated from the Greek by Newman, in PNF, IV, 468 fT.

5°Athanaeius. grationes, op. oit., I, 29.

- » —
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Things originate stand and serve in their pluce below the

Triad, therefore the gon is differéent in kind and different

in essence from things originate, and on the contrary is

broper to the pFather's essence and one in nature with 1t'51;j
The Son thus shares with the ?aﬁher the one divine substance, and -
in doing so is slso immutable ond eternal.

The Son was begotten by the Father, but such begetting cannot
be thought of in humen terms, as Athanasius explains ian his defense
of the Nicene definition. o Tho‘things begotten of men are in some
way parts of those who bogat them. Men lose their substance in
begetting, and again they gain substance from the accession of
food. But God, being without parts, ié Father of the jom without
partition or passion, for therc effluence of the immaterial nor
influx fron without, as among men. God is Father of the ome and
the only son. This is the Logos of the Father, in whom it is
Possible to behold that which is of the Father without passion or
division.

Although all things created have come to be by the yather®s

will, the Son is externmal to either will or causation.

—

By His (Father's) good pleasure and will all things have come
into being through the Word. He is external to the things
which have come to be by will, but rather is Himself the
living coungel of the Father, by which all these things have
come to be.”’” i

blIbid,. I, 58. Here again is a remarkag}e avoidance of the
term /oo’y o(oy + He says that the gon is oY £V 2

\ ' 7 ; "E "-L‘-
oot Sy LEV . Ka( TS  TooO rrpds ogedlary
td < 7 Y
_‘_d "e: K‘t n“’du " cie

52Athanasius, De Decretis, op. cit., 1ll.
53

Athanaeius, Qrationes, op. c¢it., III, 64,
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Thus Athanasius directly opposes the Arian notion of the gon being
the first of ali creatures, brought into existence by the will of

the Father. fthe Father and the jon are therefore two Persons, the

Begetting and the Begotten, but by virtue of their identical essence

they are ome. Furthermore, the begetting of the Son is not an act —

which can be placed in time, but is rather an Efﬁffﬂiﬂfﬁﬂf‘ "The
Pather ig always begetting."5h Athanasius stands in line with
Origen to affirm the omgoing and continuous process of the eternal
generation of the gon, whereas jrius objected at the outset of the
Controversy to the phrase, ﬂg}ngg\gggggp,_alﬂax§”$gg."55

Athanasius, in formulating his statements on the Godhead, was
heir to the beliefs of the Churcht as reflected in the creeds and
Logulze fidei, yet furniched something new im the form of defining
@ relationship between the Father and the Som. He was careful to
avoid the pitfalls of the Monarchians, who asserted either a
docetic Christ or a demi-god man. Yet he utilized the terminology
of the Monarchians in asserting the unity of the essence of the

56

Godhead, yet in two distinct persons. There iz evidence” that hs

ultimately considered that the one personal God was the Father of

5thid,, III, 66 reads vy T Zr . Cp. also I, 14,
55PNF. IV, p. 314, note 4. Thus Arius, by admitting to a be-

getting in time, must also maintein a mutability on the part of god,

8ince there was a time whon He was not Father, thus contradicting
the immutability of God. Athanasius points this out in Qrationes
I' 20‘ 24’ 25.

5saeinhold 3eeberg, History of poctrines In The sncient Church,

G

in Text-pook Of The jistory Of poctrines, translated from the German

by Charles . fay (Grand Rapids; Baker pBook House, 1954), I, 211.

L
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ths Logos, although such evidence is neglibible in comparison with
bis more explicit emphases to the contrary.

It was not ag a theologian but as & believing soul in need of —7
8 Savior that sthanasius approached the mystery of Christ. Through-
out the mazes of the irian controversy his taﬁacious hold upon this
fundamental principle steered his course and balanced his theology.\j/
It was hig concern for men's redemption, forgiveness of eins, and
ultimate joy in heaven that guided his thinking during the critical
yoars of the fourth century and that characterized his voluminous
writings, It was only by soteriology that he arrived at the doc-  ——
rine of the mystery of Christ, and it is only thus that Christians

of any age can avoid the pitfalls of excluding either divinity or

humanity from the Person of Christ.

3

It was not the demands of logical comsistency, forced upon him
alike by the assaults of his opponents and by the requirements
Of his own position which inspired Athanasius. The arguments,

both positive and negutive, by which he justifies his dis-
Cusasions are primerily of a religious nature, and it is precisely

this fact which constitutes the novelty and importance of his :
view, 57 e

The novelty of Christianity as expressed by Athanasius in con-
Parison with the pagan historical context are by this time obvious.
The Glaqsical religions draw a sharp line between deity and humanity,
declaring that any approach between them was not o#ly undesirable
but dangerous. 7The Greeks wore suspicious of any who claimed to

become godlike.58 Athanasius declared that Christ became man in

571b1a.

58A1bert 4. Trever, History Of ancient Civilization (Wew York:
Harcourt, Brace, and Co., I933)_| I, 212,




60
order that man might become as God. All the ancients testified to

the chasm between Being and Kon-being. Arius emphasized this when

he posited a mediary between man and God. Athanasius umequivocally ~—
stated that God had actually taken Hiz abode in humanity. The
ancients insisted that salvation consisted essentially in immortality.
Athanasiue emphssized the truths of forgiveness, atonement, and a —
renewed human nature. The ancients laid claim to an essentizlly

pure mankind which needed no correction. Athanasiue emphasized the —-
depravity of corrupt human nature and the need for a renewal. The
ancients lald stress on virtuous living as the means by which to

gain salvation. Athanasius, although the emphasis is not lacking, —

speaks also of a personal relationship and union with the Son. The
ancients thought of a transcendent God in a2 remote world. Athanasius — é
placed God on a c¢ross in the center of a suffering world. small

wonder that the Church, with the large influx of pagans following
Constantine's edicts of toleration, began to disavow the gcriptural
truths.which were so out of harmony with the traditions of the past.

It is not surprising that we find an Arius with a multitudinous

following reiterating the claims of the context of the pagan world.

The astonishing fact is that in the face of hostile and overwhelming
opposition, both physical and intellectual, pthanasius alone stood

fast, and not only stood but gained the victory. In this sense

Athanasius contra Mundum is a descriptive and factual eulogy.




CHAPTER V
ARIUS AND THE INCARNATICH

Because of the fundamental issues at atakey; involviny the
hoart of the raith itself, Arius has often been regarded with
hostility by later Christians who vilify bhis memory and teachings.
The Arian controversy, however, was not the result of any malicious
designs perpetrated by its leader. It was inevitable in Christen- !
dom that a dec¢isive conclusion be reached regarding the position
of the Son in relation to the Father, and thus the nature of the
Incarnation. "he extent and duration of the controversy are enough
to show that it was no mere outbreak of unmeaning wickedness. Therse.
must have been historic causes for its victories, historic causes
also for its decline and fall.

The appearance of Arianism about the year 318 a.D. was no g
historical accident, but a direct result of earlier movements, (4%
and &n inevitable reaction of heathen forms of thousht nfﬁfﬁ%t ik
the definite establishment of the Christian view of God.

Now that persecution seemed to have passed away forever it was in-
evitable that heathen thought inside the Church should endeavor to
seize for itself the central doctrine of the Faith. "The Arian
problem was one which the Church was unable to avoid."a As the con-

troversy was & direct result of earlier movements it will serve our

purposes briefly to inguire into the alleged antecedents of Arianisa,

lﬁ. M. Gwatkin, studies Of Arianism (Cambridge: Deighton, Bell,
and Co., 1882)' P 170

asrchibald Robertson, '"Prolegomena,' in PNF, IV, XV.
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‘noticably Qrigenism on the one hand and the school of'antioch on
the other. uypon reflection, it will become ¢learer that Arius®
appeal to these Pathers as his spirituael antecedents was based
either upon a misunderstanding of them or conscious misappropriation
of their statements. The only possible or plausible conclusion that
rema2ins is that irianism was essentially heathenism asserting itself ~—
against the Churchi, rather than # heretical tendency arising from
within. Hatch maintains, ‘ |

e owe to Greek philosophy -~ to the hypothesis of the chasn

between spirit and matter -- the tendency to interpose powers

between the Creator and His Cregtion.

pPerhaps the most important contribution of Origen to Christology
was his definition of the eternal generation of the Son. "The son
waz begotten before any beginning that can eithef be comprehended
or expreased."5 Again bhe gives exbreasion to this view when he
writes,

Wherefore we have alwaye held that God is the Father of His )

only~begotten gSon, who was born indeed of Hinm, gnd derives
from Him what He is, but without any beginning.

Although these statements could be supperted by Arius, filling them
with hic own content, Origents further elaboratiomns clearly indicated

his meaning.

3supra.. chép. I.

“Edwin Ratch, The Influence Of greek Ideas On christianigz_(ﬁew
York; Harper and RBrothers, 1957)e Do 200

50rigen. pe principiis, I. 2, 2, translated from the Qreek by
¥. Crombie, iﬁ-XhFT_fV:EEKE.

6Ibid.
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—.-.)Y.:‘,
He is begotten from the essence of the Father, He is of the '
Eame essence (3L(ao’aa-cav })s but there is no unlikensess
whatever bétween the Zon and the Father.? e

It was against this distinct expression of cdessentiallty that Arius
inveighed at wWicea. Origen further msintains that theAgeneration
bas been eternal and is existing continucusly into eternity. The
Father hes always been Father, the Son always son. Arius, already —
at the beginning of the coﬁtroversy. firmly denied the doctrine of,
"Always Father, always 50#."3 There is no question in the mind of
Origen concerning tﬁe son's essential godhead or jils eternal origin.
Nevertheless, origen does place the Son in a subordinate poeition

to the Father caugally. 8ince the Father has caused the Son's
existence, the logical infersnce is that the Son is in some way
indebted to the Pather. Here Origen uses the unforturnate phrase

s {;TEan 695;} 9 which was to prove a shibboleth for schismatics

in later controversies. origen has also been accused of using the
term erﬂr(z in reference to the Son, that ils, a created being.
The only instunce of the term ie in & fragment of gg_?rincigiis.
1V, 4, 1, preserved by Fmperor Justinian and printed in the Berlin
edition. JPrestige maintains:
Tf this extract is genuine and literally accurate the statement
is indeed a serious matter. But even in the same context the

erring origen stoutly denies the truth of the formula adopted
by airius, tbat there was a time when He was not, origen held

71bia., 1, 2, 12.
ssugra.. ¢chap. 3, note 55, p. 56.

90rigen, Ccontra Celsus, 39, translated from the Greek and Latin
by F. Crombie, in ANF,s IV, 515.
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& species of subordinationism, but he most certainly was no
aArian,10

Perhaps this species of subordinationiém wag due to the kostil-
ity of Origen maintained against tﬁe Monarchians in either form. In
6rigen the hypostatic distinctness of the Son and gpirit is once
for all made good for the theology of Rastern Christendom. The
distinct personality of the Son is maintained from all eternity.ll

Following Origen Rastern theology diverged into two main
streams headed by Methodius on the ome hand and Gregory Thaumaturgus
on the other. Methodius vehemently attacked Qrigen's speculative
methods and more philosophic conclusions, but left the doctrine of
the son unchullenged. Gregory, ignoringz the questionable elements
in Origen, tenaciously held tc the co-eternity of the Son. Robertson,
in commenting on the position of the later Origenists, maintains,

- uphe hypostatic subordination of the Son was insiasted upon, but His
true Sonship as of one nature with the Father, was held fast."la
In both Origen and his followers Momarchianism was the heresy most —
dreaded, For this reason the distinct personality of the Perscas

was muinfained to be still essentially within the godhead. On the
other hand Arianism was in its essential core Monarchian. when a

line came to be drawn between God and man, Crigen unequivecally drew

the line so as to include Son and Spirit im the godhead. Arius drew

lOG. Le Prestlge, god In patristic @honght (London; Society For
The promotion Of Christian Xnowledge, 1950), p. 133.

i1

origen._gg principiis, I, 2, 9, op. cit.

1ZRobertaon. Ope Cit., p. xxvii.
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the line between the rather and the Son. jthanasius recognized
this distinction and used it against irius in the De Dcéretis or
his defense of the Nicene dafil;ition.l3

The Origenist bishops of gyria had succeeded in deposing Paul
of gamosata, the ablest pre-Nicene exponent of dynamic Monarchianism,
from the gee of zntioch. According to pPsul, the man Jesus had been ff%ﬁ
inhabited by the word, and by sheer efforts at virtue had approached
80 nearly to deity that God finally adopted Him into the godhead in
a subordinate position. Following Pault's deposition, Lucian the i
martyr seems to have taken the leadership of paul's followers and
united them into a fraternal brotherhcod which formed the basis of
much of the anti-picene reaction later on.

s

The only two points in which Lucian appears to have modified

the system of paul were firstly in hypostasizing the lLogos,

which to Paul was an impersonally divine power, secondly in o

abandoning paul's purely human doctrine of the historical (+ 7

Christ . . . The Logos assumed a body, but itself took the

place of a soul « « » and the inferiority and essential

difference of the gon from the Father rigidly followed,1% e

The influence of Lucian on the Nicene Age cannot Ye overstated.
Although he may not be culpable for all of arius' formulationms,

nevertheless zll Ariana of the generation following Nicea seemed to

have &t one time or snother come under the influence of Lucian. It

13Athanasius. pe pecretis, VI, 27, translated from the Greek
by Cardirpal uewman.—fh PR¥, IV, 168. J. w. C. wand, The Four Great
Heresies (London: A. R Mowbray and Co., 1953), p. 42 states,
"arius fuils however to notice that while Origen recognized the
distinctions within the godhead, he himself departed so far from
the customary Christian teaching us to take these distinctions out
of the godhead, leaving the Supreme God as one undifferentiated
unity."

1unobertson, op. cite, po xxviii.
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was a tendency of the Anti;cheno tradition to bring into prominence
the human element in the person of chris£. sometimes to the extent
of compromising Kis deity. Gwatkin maintaiﬁe that this in itself 4,27
is meaningless, inasmuch as this tendency was common to Tastern
Christendom. Thus the Aprianism at Nicea was authored rather by
Lucien and paul than the Christian tradition or'Anfioch.

The only real resemblence of the Antiochene doctrine to

Arianism is on the anthropological grounds; and that is the

common property of the whole Fastern Church. 8o far as regards

the rerson of the Loid they started from antagonistic positions

worked by different methods, and came to contrary results.}b

Although the extant writings of jrius hardly include all of
his theologlcal works, the available documents, together with the
defenses of pthanasiua, give the student an adequ%te idea of prius!
position. Extant writings of Arius are his letters to Fusebius of
Nicomedia and to jlexander, preserved by Theodoret and Epiphanius,
and the extracts from the Thalia preserved in pthanasius (pp. 308-311

in PNF, IV) in addition to numerous other references by ithanasius

plus the records of the Nicene Council.
-y \
The dominant idea in the views of irius was the Monarchiam | = -/

.\l

principle of one god, umbegotten and remote, transcendent, hence
without contact with creation.
Behold, G@od is said to be Ome, and Only, and First; how, say
ye, that the gson iz God? Forl%f He were (od He had not said,

'T Alone,! nor, tGod is One.'

The Arians denied eternity to the gon, since two eternals meant a —

15swatkin, op. cit., p. 21,

lﬁnthanaaius. orationes, III, 7, translated from the Greek by
Cardinal Newman, in PNF, IV, 397.
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contradiction in terms.17 God alone is above all things uncreated

/
and unoriginate (.fyf vV Tof ). All else is created ( y{/ué‘ o5 Yo
7 7 7

The Nawe jon implies an act of procreation, therefore before such

an act there was no gson, and strictly speaking, nc Pathar::gﬂe came
3 3

into being from the rather's will1 as did all things. Hence, there

was @ time when the Som did not exist (3uk 2 mulv 'yf,uﬁr.u .
4 Lg g
The Son was brought into being in order to create the universe,
which could not besr the awful touch of deity. However, He is a Son
by adoption, not by nature. Because the Son is a creature, Fe cannot
know the Father, much less make Him known to others,
Identifying the eternal godhead with the Father and regarding
the Logos am no more than a power or guality of the eternmal
Father, he said that before time began the TFather had created 2a
the son by the power of the wWord to be His agent in creationm,

The Son was not therefore to be identified with the godhead.
He was only God in a derivative sense.

i
This teaching srius compressed into the form of & syllogism. Christ
is the Logos Incarnate, He is capable of change and suffering, hence
the Logos is capuble of change and not equal to God.

In considering the Logos, Arius referred to Him as a philo- e
sophical pattern or cosmic principle, after the pattern established
long before by the Greek thinkers. The Word was the divine principle
which permested the world. God had spoken many individual words

in time past, but Ckrist was by grace elevated to the rank of The

171bid., III, 28.

1830 origen too, but Origen places the Father's will within the
essence of the godhead. Arius said it was extraneous to it.

19Wand. op. _c_i_.i.. pe %1, C{I_ iz e
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¥Word. He was this not by nature but by adoption. On the other
hand, pthanasius thought of the logos after the pattern of the
Fourth Gespel, as a divine person, the Son of god, who although He
was the agent in creation, wae separate from the world and wﬁo, when
He came into the world, was not recognized by it. Seeberg, in
quoting Athanesius' explanstion of Arius? Logos doctrine, says:

=
The Logos is therefore a creature of the Father, created by Him

as the medium 1n the creation of the world. Accordingly He is
not god in the full senze of the word, but through Eis enﬂoy-
ment of the divine favor He receives the names God, etc.2V |

) "
a %)
o ot ?

An important semantic controversy arose over the meanings of

§

"begotten" and roreate." Do Arius the word begotten ('ygyv4f7,f o |

Carried the sense of created (_g(qu?eﬁa;- ) &ince the Father was
the only uncreated being it followed that there was an essential
difference between the nature of the Father and that of the son.

To Athanesius, on the other hand, begotten meant the opposite of -—
created. To be begotten of your father meant that you shared his
essential nature, and to be sternally begotten meant that ome did

60 from eternity.

The relationship of the Holy sSpirit to the Son is scarcely
touched by the 33£;1W4£§958. but so far &s we can find they con-
sidered it not unlike that of the Son to the Father, as Gwatkin
surmises;

If they never drew from St. Johm, "all things were made by i

Him," the logical inference that the Holy Spirit is a creature
of the Som, their whole system required it. Thus the iriam

aoﬂeinhold Seeberg, g&g&;gl“gg poctrines In The ancient Church,
in Text-Book 0f The History Of Doctrinmes, translated Irom the German
by Charles %. Hay (agrand Rapids: Baker Book House, 1954), 1, 203.
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Trinity of divine Persons forms a descending series separated
by infinite degrees of honor and glory, not altogether unlike
the Heoplatonic triad of orders of spiritual existence extend- |
int outward in conceatric circles.2l )
It is easily apparent that arius derived his teachings not —
from the position of a pastor and shepherd but rather as a philo=-
8sopher attempting to solve seemingly disparate elementa of
Christianity. §is constant emphasis is a demand for rational
satisfaction, So also did Arius ignore the gcriptural basis until
he had arrived at his conclusions without its use.
A
arianism, then, wos almost as much a philosophy as a religion.
It assumed the wsual philosopbical postulates, worked by the
usual philosophical methods, and scarcely raeferred to Scripture
except in quesat of isolated texts to confirm conclusions ‘
reached without its help.22 =t
Prestige confirms the Arian neglect of sceripture. "Like most people
of schismatical temper, they really neglected the Bible in order to
a3

Cconcentrate on a few aelécted texts.”" Arianism's appeal to the
pagan philosophers is understandable when we reflect that the army,
the civil servants, the educated, and the life of society were still
largely heathen. The inevitable influx of heathen into the Church,
now that the empire had officially become Christian, brought with

it multitudes to whom Arisnism was a more intelligible creed than
that of wicea. As Robertson has pointed out. "The influence of the

philosophers was a serious factor. They might well welcome Arianism

as a gelbstersetzung des Chriatentuma.ﬂa4

EIGWatkiﬂ. 22. cit.| p. 210

aaGwatkin’ -030 Cit" Pe 21,

ajprestige. op. cit., p. 147.
auRobertsén. _O_E_o ¢it., p. xxxv, Cps. gwatkin, op. cltey Po 21,
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The end of the third century witnessed the conflict of faith
and reason coming to an accounting. As the Christians held to the
regulae fidei on the one hand and exercised speculation on the other,
a4 number of iséues obviously needed clearing up. ;;here was little
question as to the momotheism of Seripture, yet how to recomcile
this with the deity of Christ and the spirit represented an intel-
lectual difficulty. srius stepped in vith a summary aolution denmying
deity to Christ and placing Him outside the godhead:J Yet Christian
instincts of life and worship demanded Christ to be true God, as He
had been declared such froQ the eariiest moments of the Church. If,
as in the ariun system, Christ were made a god to be worshipped but
not equal to the Father, the Church was confronted with polytheisnm,
and the circle from heathenism back to heathenism was complete.
Athanasius, recognizing this @erious yet farcical situation, ine
veighed against its absurdity.25

Kot only did the evident polytheism of Arius witness against

him, but wmore important than this, its failure with regard to the Sr

Christian doctrine of Redemption, or the Incarnation, testified

-

against it. @od was not in Christ reconciling the world to Himself..?
In Christ we see a created being but not the love of the Father.
Christ, in being a creature, is equal to man, but in being adopted

by the rather is above man and worthy to be worehippod:j Hence,

"like }ohammed's coffin, He hovered between heaven and earth,

belonging to neither."aG fginnera who have offended the Father must

a5

Athanasius, Orationes, 23, op. cit.

EGWand,_gg. cit., p. 42.
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remain contont with a pardon from one who is incapable himself of

yi:
knowing the Father. '

W

An excellent summary of Arianism is given by Gwatkin; *‘\gq

Some attractions it certainly had. It seemed simpler than
orthodoxy, and was more symmetrical than Semi-jirisnism, morve
human than sabellianism, while to the heathen it was very
Christian sounding. But as a system jrianism was utterly
illogical and unspiritual, a clear step back to heathenism,
and a plain anachronism even for its own time. I¢ began by
attenpting to establish Christian positions and ended by
subverting each and 8ll of them. It maintained the umity of
God by opening the door to polytheism, It upheld the Lord's
divinity by making the Scn of God a creature, and thean
worshipped Him to escape the reproach of heathenism. It lost
even His true humenity in a fantastic theory of the Incarnation
which refused the gson of Man a human soul. Above 8ll, no true
revelation of love could come from a god of abstract infinitude
and mystery, condemned to stand azlcof forever from the world
lost it perigh at }is touch; no true atonement from s created
medistor, neither truly God nor truly uan; no true sanctification
from a subject gpirit far beneath the dignity even of the first
of creatures. In a word, there could be no intrimsic strength
in a system which covered the whole field of Christian doctrine
with the ruins of its pretentious system.2? |
"
A final commentary regarding the bankruptoy of the Arian system

can be seen reflected in the methods employed to establish itself in

the empire. It is all too true that Christians have through the

ages been guilty of cruelty to one another and to the world, seeking

to gein power, wealth, prestige, or other advantages ostensibly in

the name of Christ. The first such incident in which nominal Chris- —
tians ignore Christts command of love can be seen in the attitude of

28

the Arians over against the orthodox following Nicea, It is clear

27

aaalthough it is true that Conmstantine established a dangerous
precedent at Nicea by exiling Arius and his followers, thus using
the civil arm to support & religious comviction.

Gwatkin' 22. cito. Pe :’)o
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that Arianism worked throughout by court intrigue and military out-
rage. "Arian successes began and ended with jrian command of the -—

paluca."29

The later council of Milan was overawed with soldiers,
that of Ariminum worn out by imperial delays and cajolery. Yet the
victory was ephemeral, and the conquerors remained isolated in a
¢rowd of hoatile bishops. The incidents of Gregory and George in
Alexandria reveal the utter dependence of irianism on the arm of
the civil government to maintain its strength. The ruthless pursuit
of Athanasius from the northernmost limits of the empire to the
Nitrian desert in the south reveal the hostility of the arians to
the evungel of the New Testament.

30 far as we know, not one of them was eminent as a reiigious"w

character. Their strength was in a fixity of policy and in

ecclesiastical intrigue, and their battery was the imperial

court. 0 =
The only resistance offered by the Nicene party seems to have been
that of sthanasius' writings, whose powers of persuasion based on a
host of gcriptural references ultimately won the day, éhe pen con-
quering the sword.

The dependence of Arius on the historical context of pagan philo-
sophy is by this time obvious to the reader. No false system ever
struck more directly at the life of Christianity than Arianisa. Re-
affirming the transcendent deity of plato, coupled with the
intermediaries of the Gnostics, the EQESE of philo, the Nous of

Plotinua, and the methodology of philosophy, Arius combined the

29
30

Gwatkin, op. cit., p. Se

Robertson, op. cite.y, p. xxXiV.
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elements of heathenism in one grand sasault on the Incarnation. -l
‘But for all that the doom of Arisnism was uttered at Nicea and
verified in the six decades which followed. In the succeeding ages
there have recurred many forms of the denial of the Incarnation,
but following Ficea all such nanife;tations must catagorically be
denied a place in the kerygma. The issue was clearly decided.

Bleak snd distressing as was the controversy of the fourth century,

we shell in the succeeding pages follow closely the path of the

atrﬁggle until ultimately the truths of De Incarnatione emergs

victorious.



CHAPTER VI
THE CONFLICT

The conflict between Arians and arthodo#, although theoreti-
cally protracted from the very beginning of Christianity, actually
was formalized with the first ecumenical ¢ouncil at Nicea. zlthough
. the council was called to deal with a number of questions, it was
the srian problem which ultimoately arrested attention and which in
later yesrs gave to the council its eminence in the history of the
Church,

Of the two hundred fifty or more bishopsl at pHicea it was a
emall minority which recognized the critical situation and the un-
Christian doctrine which was confronting the Church. Alexander and
Atharasius of jlexaondris were the rallying point of the orthodox,
Arius of the Arians, while the great mass of bishops, two hundred
and more, formed the undecided and generally disinterssted cemter

group.a The two Zusebiusea, of Caesarea and Wicomedia, were

lNumbe"a vary. According to A. Robertson, '"Prolegomena,”™ in
PNF, IV, xvii, note 1, "husebius® yit. Comst. iii, & - over 270,
Tustath. in Thit. 1, 8 - more than 500. Athanaaius acquieacea in
the precize figure %18. (Gen. 14:;1% the greek numeral combines
the cross with the initiel lettors of the 3acred Name.) §§8 first
occurs in the Coptic ascts of the Council of alexandria 362 A.D. The
nunber is perhaps symbolical rather than historical."

2Honertaon, op. cit., p. xvidi, refers to the center group as
the Conservatives, and writes of this term, which will be employed
throughout this thesis, "4 term first brought into currency in this
connection by Gwatkin, and since adopted by many writers including
Harnack . . . the term is too useful to be surrendered. The truly
conservative men, here as in other instances, failed to enlist the

sympathy of the rank and file."
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Spokesmen for the various factions represented in the center group.
Much authoritative material has been producéd regarding the council,3
and our present purjose, rather than rewrite a description of the
Proceedings, will be to see in the council itself and the generation
following in ita wake the struggle for the Church's true meaning of
the Tacarnation.

The conservatism of the great mass of bishops rejected
Arienism more promntly than had been expaote& by its adherents.

The almost unenimous horror of the Wicene bishops at the novelty

and profaneness of Arianism condemns it irrevecably as aliem to

the immemorisl belief of the churches.% L
But it wus one thing to perceive this, quite another to so formulate
the belief of the Church as to exclude the heresy.

Wher the asseuwbled bishops heard the acknowledged formula of

the pishop of Nicomedia they were so shocked and horrified

that they went so far as to tear up a copy of it in sight of

all.?

/-\ e t ’ - .

It secms to have been agreed at an sarly stage, perhaps it
was understood from the first, that some formula of the unanimous
belief of the Church must be fixed to make an end to the comntroversy.
The Alexandrians and conservatives confronted the Ariams with the

traditional scriptural phrases which appeared to leave no doubt as

to tho eternity of the son. To their surprise they were met with

DC;. Ce Jo Hefele, A History Of The Caristian Councils
(Edinburgh; m™ and T Clark, 199%). He. R. percival, The Seven
Beumenical Councils, in PNF, XIV. Athanasius, Defense Of The Ricene
Council, in NP, IV.

4Re'oertson. op. Sit.y pe. xvii.

5J. %. C., %and, The Four Councils (lLondon; The Faith Press,
1951)| Pe 10.
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Complete acquiescence. lowever, as each test was propounded, it ——
was observed that the Arians whispered and gesticulated to one
another.6 evidently hinting that each could be safely accepted
since it admitted of evasion. If their assent was asked to the
formula, "Like to the Father in all things," it was given with the
reservation that man as such is the imege and glory of God. "The
power of God,' was acceptable since the host of Israel was spoken

of as dunamis Kuriou, and that even the locusts and caterpillars

afe called power of God., The etefnity of the son was countered with
the text, "ye that live are always (2 Cor..4;11l)." The Fathers were
baffled, and the test of the homoousion, with which the minority had —
been ready from the first, was being forced upon the majority by
the evasions of the arians. When the day for the decisive meeting
arrived it was felt that the choice lay between fh? adoption of
the word, cost what it might, and the admission of Arianism to a
position of toleration and influence in the Church. Eusebius of
Nicomedia determined finally to state the Arian cause in uneqguivocal
and clear terms, but his creed was met with opem hostility and
rejection. The inner party of Arians was by this time reduced to
five people.

Eusebius of Caesarea, sensing the impasse, finally came forward
with his own formula from his See. The creed was carefully over-

hauled, to the extent that Fusebius himself was at length estranged

GAthanasiua, De pecretis, 20, translated from the Greek by
Cardinal Newman, in PNF, IV, 163.
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from it.7 The insertion of the homoousion was made. BRefore rati-
fication, however, the council hesitated. f
80 the council paused. It was an immense éhunge to issue a
singlo test creed for all bishops of Christendom; and though
the entire council had agreed to it, and was actually sitting
for the purpose, the comservatives were sure to make it as
innocent as they could. Again, it was a serious step to

positively exclude priasnism; and though they had consented
to do this also, they had not done so without miegiving.8

The Pause was prompted by other considerations. For the first ;;ma
in the Church it had been proposed to make everything depend on a
%ord not found in gcripture, of material tendency, and inclining
Bot a little toward gabellianism, besides lying under the condem-

? ve should wonder if the

nation of an earlier council at Antioch.
bishops had not hesitatedf.

However, the clear-nightednaaa of the orthodox theologians
won the day, and all signed the formula with the exception of Arius,
Theonas, and Secundus. "¥§ith a great revulsion of feeling the
council closed its ranks and marched triumphantly to its conclusion."10
Although all rejoiced at the successful éonclusion of the complex
difficulty, and signalled the victory with a sumptuous meal by
Constantine, it was cnly after a half-century‘of bitter strife that

the ultimate triumph of the homoousion could be declared.

7Ibid.. 3. Cp. also jthanusius, Hpistola pusebii, S By 2
translated from the ¢reek by Cardinal Newman, in PNF, IV, 75 ff.

8. n. Gwatkin, Studies Of srianism (Cambridge: Deighton, Bell,
and CO.. 1882)’ Do “'5‘

9c. 260 A.D. at the condemnation of raul of Samosata the use of
homoousion was in effect also condemned.

loRobertson. op. cit., p. XX.
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The victory at Nicea was @ surprise rathe; than a solid con-
quest. As it was not the spontaneous and deliberate purpose
of the bishops present, but a 'revolution which a minority had
forced through by sheer strength of clearer Christian thought,

2 reaction was inevitable as soon as the Ralf-convinced com=-

servatives returmed home.ll el
It was not until the death of Comstantine in 337 A+De, however,
that the Arian party once &gain became vocal and active. In the
intervening years the opposition was more personal against the
orthodox bishops rather than doctrinal. There remained at least
three distinct elements of reaction following Nicea on which the
hostility toward orthodoxy was nourished.

The perasecuted Arisns, those sent into exile by Constantine,
formed the first party of anti-Nicenes. Robertson says of Fusebius
of Nicomedis, ‘"Pollowing his exile he was ready to move heaven and
earth to efface the results of the council."12 Arius in Illyricum
pPleaded his cause so effectively that as late zs fifty years
following Wicea the Church was reaping the whirwind of his exile
there. Inasmuch as the orthodox leaders at Nicea gave tneir tacit
assent to Constantine's unfortunate precedent of persecuting here-
ticas, the Arians appealed also to a sense of martyrdom and injustice.
However, within three to five years after tha council ali Arian
leaders had again been recalled by Constantine.

Rusebius of yicomedia formed the center of the second anti-

Nicene ring. Most of his entourage included former students of

Lucian or those influenced by him. In this party we find court

lleatkin, _?_2.‘ cito. Pe 6‘"0

12H0b61‘t30n, _26 cit-' Pe xxi o
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intrigue of the busest sort, adventurers and opportunists, politi- .
cians and hangers-on, but few if any theologians. Qwatkin comments
°n the situaticn, ,

7

For thirty years the intriguers found it to their interest
to p{ofess Congervatism. Constantine’s court was as full of
selfish cabals as that of the old French monarchy of Louis XV.
Behind the glittoring ceremonial onm which the treasures of
the world were squandered were fighting armies of place-hunters
dreat and small, cooks and barbers, women and eunuchs, courtiers
and spies and adventurers of every sort . . . The novlest
bishops, the ablest generals, were their fairest prey; and we
hﬁve no surer testimony to the greatness of Athanasius or J
Hilary than the pertinacious hatred of thiis odicus horde.i3 /_/
The atmosphere of a court iz seldom favorable to a bigh standard
©f moral or religious principle, but in this case the mob of heathen
in sddition to the Jews also formed a large opposition, whether out
of hatred for the wiceme party or out of comviction that Christ was

not true god.

Yot a third element of reaction can be detected in the large
mass of bishops who sullenly acquiesced at Hicea who, on returning
home, by-their very indifference gave strength and hops to the
Arian cause. fTheir conservatism was one of short-sightedness, prone
to acquiesce in things as they were, hard to arouse to a sense of
great crisis, reluctant to step out of the groove.

Arian hatred of the council would have been powerless if it

had not rested on a formidable mass of comservative discontent,

while the discontent might have died away had not the court

supplied it with the means of action.t

Against these elements of reaction, the Western bishops, led

by Athanasius, contended for about a decade until the death of

13

lklhido, Pe 61t

Gwatkin. Op. cite, Ipe 59 ff.
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Constantine, Followinz the accossion of his sons the astruggle
bscame ag more sharply defined as it did vidlent. The initial
onslaught by the. gasterns took the form of persomal reprisals with
the ultimste goal of restoring Ariue tc his position in Baucalis
and depesing ptherasius. It was during this periocd that Fustathius
was deposed from the bishopric of pntioch by the Ariens in charge
for allegedly casting doubts on the legitimacy of Constauntine's
birth. 7his act wac to cause division in the Church of antioch
for many years to come, the congregation dividing itself betweea two
Opposing leaders. (onstantine began to incline toward Arianism, or
at least an easy toleration of its leaders, by rscalling them and

urging Athanasius to accept into communion "all who should desire

1 5
it 2 Athanasius' reply to the emperor:; "This Christ opposing =

heresy hus no fellowship with the church."16 It was during this
period, too, that at least a score of orthodox bishops were, on
One pretext or another, deposed from their Hees. Athanasius in

his Kist0{2_g£_The Arians lists them together with a commentary oa
17

the injustices perpetrated by the usurpers.
Finally, Aithanasius himself suffered his first of five exiles.
Constantine planned to celebrate the Tricennelia of his rule by

Consecrating his grand church on Mt. Calvary. On their way to

15Athanaaius, Qrationes, I, 5, trapslated from the (Greeikk by
Cardinal Newman, in PhF, IV, 315.
16Ihid.

17Ath&nasiua. History 0f The ariams, I, 5-7, translated from
the Greek by cardinal Newman, in PNF, IV, pp. 271 ff.
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Jerusalem the bishops were tclstop st Tyre and dispatch the business
of the myyptian troubles. rthanasius, toc,lrepaired te thbe council,
where the irian clemont outnumbered the Nicene Ewa to one. It was
here that the two ludicroua fabricatlions of the cases of Isychras

T
and Arsenius were charged against ithanasius. In the first, where

he had been accused of vislently stopping a Sucharist celebration
and breaking a chalice in the process, it was pointed out that ths
incient in question allegedly took place on a week-day when the
Zucharist was not celebrated, the chalice of the church was still
intact, and the bishop in uuestion admitted the entire case was &
fabrication. Tn the second cuse Athunasius was accused of cutting
off a man's hend, whercupon the victim in question was produced
intact, possessing both bande. fThe irians, not to be outdome,
brought charges of megic against the pishop of Alexandria., Finally,
an appeal was made by the Arians to the emperor, accusing Athanasius
of astopping grain shipments to the capital. gince such action came
nearer the aemperor's real interest, he dispensed with a.trial and
gsent Athanasius into exile, perhaps for reasons of peace more than
any other, "If he exiled Athanasius it was not for herosy."la fe
was plainly a center of disturbence, whether rightly or wrongly.

In the following year (337 A.D.) Constantine died. gshortly after
assuming office, bis three sons agreed to reczll the banished bishops,
19

and Athanasius returned to ilexandria, where he was recelved,

18 5watkin, op. cit., p. 73.

lgBringing with him a letter from Constuntine III, in which it
was sald that Constantine I, had banished him only to withdraw him
from the sanguinary hands of his enemies.
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"more joyously than ever an emperor was.">" pis enemies renewed
their intrigues against him and even placed at his side, as bishop
of the irians in Alexandriae, pistus, an old friend of jsrius. WWhat-
over Athanasius may have expected on his arrival, home was no haven
for him. st a gynod attended by over eighty bishops a paper was
adopted in which Athanasiue vindicated the Niceme formula.>r By
this time jFusebius of Nicomedia had been advanced to the bishopric
of Constantinople, where Constantius, ruling the Bastern empire, was
a fanatic Arian.

At a synod held at antioch in 341 A.D. Athanasius was again
exiled, allegedly for returning to his See without having the re-
instatement decree of the council which depcsed him. wWith this
Council of sntioch the formal doctrinal reamction began. Ko less
than four ;rian creeds were adopted, all intended to supecrcede that
of Nicea. 7Tt was this council, too, which commicsicned ylfilas to
evangelize the Goths. Tha nedication Creed of this council, so
called because the council was convoked to dedicate the new church
of Antioch, was hardly airian in the original sense. It maintained
a similarity between the Father and the Son but disavowad the marked
dissimilarity maintained by the srians at Nicea. In place of
Athanssius, Gregory the Cappadocian usurped the See of Alexandria,

forcibly compelling the congregation to acquiesce in his decisions.

EOSozomen, church Ristory, I1I, 5, translated froz the Greek by
Chester p. Hurtraznft, in PNF, II. 262.

alTha De pecretis. Cp. note 6, p. 74.
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Athanasius took refuge with Julius, Bishop of Rome, where he was
hailed as a saint and nartyr.

In 343 A.D., the two emperors, Constans in the West and
Constantius in the Fast, Convoked a council at Sardica, Nere the
Western bishops reaffirmed the decisions of xicea and Tecognized
Athanasius as the rightfal bishop of Alexandria. The ;rians,
however, detached thenseives und retired to philippopolis, where
they declured allegiance to the creed of intioch and excommunicated
Athanasius, Hogius, and Jullus. An important side issue of the
Sardica council which was to assums great importance in later years
was the establishing of the appellate jurisdictiom of Rome, which
declared itself available to serve as arbiter in any subsequent
ecclesiasticel disputes.

Conetantius, somewhat influenced by the decision of gardica,
and atill more by nis brother Constans.za sought to allay the flames
of ¢entroversy by restoring Athenasius and several other bishops to
their sees. Ho even gave pthanasius a gracious recepticn at
Constantinople and commended him to the civil and ecclassiastical
courts as a wan of gecd.

3Carcely had two years passed after jthanaasius' restoration,
when on the deatk of Constams {350 i.D.) a new tempeat arose.

Athanasius was accused of ccllaboratiag in the murder of Constans.

2200nst&ntiua bYeing at war with tbe persians, his brother
soized the occaslion as favoranle for bringing him to his views.
Athanasius says that Constantius had previocusly ordered the governor
of Alexandria to watch the ports that he might have him executed if
he presented himself. Thoe rivael bishop, Gregory, was killed in a
popular uprising.




‘ 8L
A 8ynod was held at 4rles in 355 A.D., which Constantius attended
in person. His violence and threuts bad such an effect on all
Present that everyone, with one exception, signed the cundemnatio#
of Athenasius, Pauvlinus of Trevas alone withstood the emperor and
was thereupon banished to Treves where he died. In 255 2.0., a
9ynod wus cunvened in Milsn at the request of Liverius of Rome where
& fow yore rﬁmainod faithful to Athanacius, including liberius,
Hosius, ang Hilavy of poitiers. 4l were sumnerily banished. The
following year ithanasius himself was forced to fles his See when
five thousand non surrounded tha shurch while the bishep was cele-
brating the suchariat, *riendas of the bishep seized hin and carried

hie to safely, from whers he fled %o his monastary friends inp the

For five or aix years Athanasius lived in danger of czpture and
death, flying from cell te cell and from cave Lo cave, but found

time to write hie volumes sgeinst The jrians and Eista:z_ef The

Arians. 01d posius geve way to the irians after a year and Liberius
after two years, but sthenseius, with his friends in the descrt,
6till trusted in the Incarnate Lord for protecticn.

Kow that the irisn party was victorious tbrougbcut Chrigtendoa,
council efter coumcil was held in order to arrive ai some foraule
to replacs the Nicene. smmisnus Marcellinus, the pagen historian,
Couplained thot the numerous maetingc of the biglops cuused the
Breatest confusicn and inconveniencs. "rhey derangsed the postal sery-

23

ice. fThe bighways were conctantly covsred with golloping bishops.”

23As gqucted by David Duff, The garly Church, edited by pavid
Duff (pdinburgh: 7. and T. Clark, 1691), p. 309.
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Nicea had been thoroughly discredited in Christendom, but the end
Wae not yet. mhe two elements of reaction, the conservative and the
decided Arians, had heretofore been united in their hostility toward
the 2222333322. albeit for diverse reasons. The conservatives
dreaded the sabellianism implied in the formula of Nicea, whereas
the Arians openly opposed the equality of the Zon with the Father.
Now that the two disparate groups were left victorious in the field
the breach becume pronounced, Arians toward anomoeanism and the con-

Bervatives toward homoionism, the one toward Wicea, the other away.
It was not the Nicene cuuse but the conservative coalition -1
which the flight of Athanasius destroyed. The victory seemed
won when the last great cnemy was driven into the desert; and
the intriguers hasted to the spoil. They forgot that the west
was merely terrorized for the moment, that Hgypt was devoted
to 1ts patriarch, that there was a strong opposition in the
Fast, and that eoven the conservatives who had won the battle
for them were certain to desert thgir unworthy leaders the

moment they declured for prianism.?

e

The extreme party, the decided Arians headed at this time by

Lunomius, boldly declared for {<7-E pa’aa‘c o/  (of different substance)

) ,
and dl/gljo(‘ay” (unlike) in opposition to the homosusion of Hicea

and the homoiousion of the moderate conservatives. The latter group

was represented by pBasil of Ancyra. The Council of Sirmium, 357 A.De,
declared for the term §,(oy (l1ike), and this declaration was
accepted by Hosius and Liberius, worm out by their banishment.

Jerome, in commenting on this so-called Sirmium blesphemy, claimed,

2
"The whole world groaned at finding itself aArian.” >

akawatkin. op. cit., p. 156.

EBWand, Ope Cite, po 21,
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The Sirmium manifestc iz the turning point of the entire con-

test. Arius had been so utterly defoated at Nicea that the

leaders of his party were forced to throw him over and keep
hiz doctrines in the background for a whole generation; and

even when the cause of the great council seemsd hopelessly 6

lost, not one of them ventured to confess himself an arian.2

With the gzirmium blasphemy the breach between the jprians and
Semi-Arians became wider, and as a natural consequence there was a
gradual approximation between the latter party and the adherents
of the Nicene faith.

S0 it continued under Julian (361 A.D.) who tolerated all
Christian parties, trusting that by their disputes and mutual ani-
mosities they would furnish abundant proof of the unworthiness of
their faith. jthanssius, however, who had returned to Alexandria,
Was received with such enthusiasm and reverence that Julian declared
hin once again an exile. The fourth exile did not commence, however,
before the Council of plexendria in 362 4.D. had once agsin declared
the triumph of the Wicene formulation. w%ith this council the creed
of Nicea goined its first decisive triumph since Sardica in 343 A.De

Never again in the official acts of the Church was the doctrine of

the homoousion chzllenged.

26&watkin, Ope Cite, pe 158



CHAPTER VII
THE VICTORY

The eight monthe of undisturbed peace which ithanasius enjoyed
under Julian were well employed. One of his first acts was to cone
vaoke the aforementioned jyned of ilexandria to deal with the ques=
tions which stood in the vay of the peuce of the Church. OQur
knowledge of the proceedings of the Bynod im derived entirely from
its Tome or letter sddressed to the Church at intioch.” The council
was occuplied with four problems. fFirstly, the terams om which
tonmunion should be givon to those /riane who desired to re-units

. e
with the jicemes.” vThey were to be ssked for nothing beyond the
Nicene test besides an anathema against irianism, together with aa
affirmation of the co-essentiality of the Holy Spirit.

As many as desire peace with us . o « and those who are seceding

again from the srians, do ye cull to yourselves und receive

them as parents their sons, and welcome them as tutors and
guardisns o . o without requiring more from theu than to
anathemetize the irian heresy and confess the faith confeseed
by the holy fathers at Nicea, and to anathemetize also those
who say that the Holy Spirit is a creature and separate from
the essence of Christ.”

The last issue, that coacerning the gSpirit, had been rising to

prominence of lute and had called forth from jthenasius bis Four

Discourses To Serajsion. The emphatic way in which the point is

lﬁthanasius, Tomus ad apntiochenos, translated from the Greek by
- Wm, Bright, in pEF, IV, GOl-406.

albid., 3 and 8, in PNF, IV, 434 and 485.

S1bide, 3, in PEF. IV, 48%.
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pressed in the third paragraph of the Tome emplies that an attempt

was being made in some quarters to subscribe to the Nicene Creed

while wainteining the Arian position with regard

to the gpirdt.

Secondly, the irian Christology also occupied the council.

The integrity of Christ's human nature on the ond hand, its perfect

union with the word on the other, are clearly emphasized.

The wWord Himself was made flesh, and being in the form of God,
took the form of a servant, and from Mary after the flesh

becume man for us, and that thus in Him the
perfectly and wholly delivered from sin and

dead, and given access to the kingdom of the heavens.

human race is
auickened from the

This question had begun to ¢ome into prominent discuseion in several

rarts of the Christian world and was soon toc give rise to the system

of Apollinarius, who, by hia own representative,
decisions of plexundria.
Thirdly, the stute of the Church at Antioch

practical problem before the council. Since the

Tuastathius, the pnicene Christians had worshipped

benefit of a leader, while the Arians, by far in
the benefit both of a bishop and meeting place.
mended the smaller party reunite with the larger

headship of Miletius, the Semi-irian bishop. In

suoscribed to the

was the most
deposition of

alone without the
the majority, had
The council recom=-
under the spiritual

order to placate

the staunch orthodox minority, however, the council judiciously

termed the reunion as one of a return of the larger body to the

5

snaller.

" 3
"ibid., 7, in PHF, IV, 485:

5.1_'!}.9..-. 3, in PHF, 1V, 483.
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Finally, and perhaps most important of all, the codncil recog-
nized the reed for clarity in the use of theological terminology.
An obvious difficulty had arisen inasmuch as the Tastern Church
Bpoke in Greek and the west in Latin term&, but words having the
Bame etymclogical derivation had arrived at different theclogical

C 7 .
usage. Thue the word ovmoocrlLe(s in Greek had the same etymc-

logical meaning us substantia in Latin -- that which stands under --

but they had becone cppoeites in theology, cfnufmrnkrc; meaning

Person and substanfia substance, There wus thus room for a good
deal of confusion, the Latins often thinking that the Greeks meant
three substences when they epbke.of three hypostases. Jerome,
indeed, denounced the formula of three hypostases as Arian.6 The
Tome speaks to these issues and clarifies theological terminology.?
The importance of this council was out of proportion to the

nuaber of bishops who took part in it or to the small number of

decisions it arrived at.

Jerome says that by its judicious conciliation it "snatched the !

whole world from the jaws of satan.'t (Adv. Lucif. 20) If thie.
is in any measure true, if it undid both in Fast and West the
huniliating results of the twin synods of 359 g.D., the honor

of the achievement is due to Athanasius alcne. \/

b

The council held in his own home town represented not only a personal

triunph for sthanasius, but also the victory of the doctrine to the

6As quoted by J, W, C, Wand, The Four Great Heresies (London:
Ae R. Mowbray and Co., 1955), p. 62.

?Athanasius, Tomus ad Antiochenus, & and 9, op. cit., 435.

Snrchibald Robertson, "Prolegomena," in PNF, IV, lviii.

. -
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furtherance of which he had dedicated his life. Tt prepared the way
at long last for the final triunph of the Nicene failth.

Meanwhile, the three great mastern churchmen known to his-
torians as the Cappadocian Pathers were beginning to make themselves
heard. 7Tn epite of many petly gqusrrels, personal animosities,
divided churches, and broken promises, not te mention an influx of
halfwconvinced Arians into the ranks of the orthodox for the sake
of expediency, pasil of Caesares set about to bring the divided
elements into some sort of union. 7Tt was plain to him that the
personal and factual oppositions could only be overcome if all were |
lifted out of the narrow circles of local churches and their poli-
¢ies und considered from the vantage pﬁint of the Church catholic.

He aimed at a grund meeting of Western churchmen, sent out from Rome
to the Zast, where they would be entirely free to reach whatever
conclusioms the subject matter itself required. He felt confident
that 2 meeting of such importance and authority would be able to
effect what had been impossible for half a century. although Basil
met with rebuffs from both parties, subsequent history showed that
his efforts bore fruit in the eventual triumph of the homoousion

at Constantinople.

There soon came another element which brought about a rapproche-
ment between the gemi-4rians and Wicenes, the nersecuting fury of
the emperor valens (364--378 A.D.), which was directed against both
parties. For the fifth time Athanasius was banished. He lived
amony the tombs, hiding even in his father's grave. Baut the people
of Alexandria this time demanded his recall with such deteraination

and vehemence that the emperar, fearing the outbreak of a revolt,
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wWas constrained to yield. Athanasius returned, with strength
unbroken, though with a body spare through fastings and vigils,
and continued to 1abof among his people. He died in 373 4.D.
The differences among the leaders in the rapprochement were
fine, although important, and kept the homoiocusion party apart

from the homoousions until the council of Constantinople clarified

the issue. Athanasius began with the ides of the unity of god
which adwmitted distinctions to be made within the godhead. The
Antiocheans shared the interest in the individual aspect of each
Person of the Trinity, but since they recognized each of the three
Perscns as God, they came to see that they must insist that all
share the same identical substance. Homoiousion did not deny the
Coeassentiality of God but meant to preserve the distinction of the
Persons,

The formula inm which the Cappadocians summed up their idea

of the Trinity was "one substance in three persons.”" (one

Fue( A in three 5nzﬂ>r¢o-ggy } 7This was acceptzble to

Athenssius because, while it preserved the umnity of the god-

head, it zisc allowed for the deity of the Son and of the Hoiy
spirit, the special truth for which he was contending.?

Basil of Ceesarea wrote Against Bunomius in oppositicn to the

extreme Arian party led by Tunomius. The conclusion at which Basil

arrived was the co-eternity of the 3on with the pather, consequently

He was not created, but must therefore be of the same essential
quality of beinz as the Father. Basil did not place any emphasis
or importance on the use of proper terminology to express these

truths as long a2s the result did not compromise the deity of the

9

J. @, C. Wand, op. Cit., ps 59

EEEsE——— L)
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Son. Along with othor pasterns, he viewed with suspicion the
possibilities of Sabellianism if the homoousion were pressed to an

extreme.,

Basel speaks of Athanasius in terms of unbounded vemeration

and praise, and jthanasius in turn rebukes those who attempted

to disparage Basil's orthodoxy, calling him a bishop such as

any church might desire to call its own.

In 379 A,0, 2 political event occurred which was to have far-
reaching effects on the Church. It was in this yedr that Theodosius,
later culled “"rthe great,’ was made a colleague of Maxinus, the
emperor. Theodosius, often called a second constantine.ll was to
Champion the cause of orthodoxy by upholding tho Wicene cause and
by influencing the council of Constantinople to reaffirm the Kicene
formula. vet it is important for our present study to see that it
was hardly the political powers that impressed the theological termi-
nology on the Church, but rather it was the ianer Christian comscious-
ness and experience which ultimately determined the systematized form
of belief. Had ferce or politics been influential, sirisnism most
assuredly would have gained the victory. 1In the history of the
Church there has seldom been a hetercdox belief with such strong
political supporters as airianism, yet the minority won the day. By
the time of the council of Alexandria the homcousion victory was

nearly complete. Theodosius, by convoking the council of Constanti-

nople, offered the Church an opportunity to express that which

lDRobertson, ope Gitey Do lxdid.

llnavid puff, tThe Early Church, edited by David Duff (Edipburgh:
7. and T Cli’ir‘ 1891)9 Po 452'

N ———




95
already was believed. “rhe issue of the strife was a foregone con-

c¢lusion even before the veteran of plexandria was taken to his

rest, "12

Yet Theodosius® accession to the purple certainly did give the
Church a status not previously enjoyed, at least not since the days
of Constantine. ghortly before his baptism he made the following
pronouncement.;

It is our pleasure that all nations governed by our clemency
and noderation should steadfastly adhere to the religion which
wag taught by 5. reter to the Romansj which faithful tradition
has preserved; and which is now professed by the pontiff,
Damasis, and oy peter, Bishop of ilexandria, a man of jApostolic
holiness. According to the discipline of the Apostles, and the
doctrine of the gospels, mo was believed the whole deity of the
Father, the gon, amd the Holy Ghost, under an equal mejesty and
reverend Trinity. e authorize the followers of this doctrine
to assume the title of Catholic Christiams.i3

The finsl official sanction of catholic Christiamity to the
Nicene formula came at Constantinople in 381 A4.D. Canon I from the
Council states:

The faith of the three-hundred eighteen fathers who were

asgembled at micea in Bythinia shall not be cet aside but

shall remain dominant. And every heresy shall be anathe-
metized, espocially that of the Tunomians or Anomosans, the

Arians or Eudoxians, the semi-pArians or Pneumatomachian54 the

Sabellisns, Marcelliuns, photinians, and Apollinarians.l

The long contest was at an end. Arianism soon ceased to be a

political power within the empire, and if Teutonic converts prolonged

lZH. M. Gwatkin, studies_g£ Arianism (Cambridge; Deighton, Bell,
and Co., 1882), p. 64.

133_ %. C. Wand, The Four Councils (Londeon: The Faith Press,
1951)§ pn 26- )

14
In J. C. Ayer, A Source Book For ;inciemt Church History, edited
by J. C. Ayer (mew York: Charles 3cribners Sonms, 19350), pe 3 E.
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1ts existence until the sixth century, their fitful persecutions
@vailed litile to recover for their faith its lost domination of
the world. jucceeding councils revolved about issues dealing with
the nature of Christ rather tham the nature of God. Nicez had once
&nd for all affirmed Christ's deity. The continued refinement of
this doctrine called for further inguiries as to the manner in
which God and man could dwell in the same pPerson. Humanly spesking,
the eventual triumph of the geriptural teaching as it emerged from
the bitter struggle was due to the steadfast patience, obdurate
bPersistence, and tenscious convictions of ore man alone, the Bishop

of Alexandria.




CHAPTER VIIX
CORNCLUSION

The problem of the Incarnation as such did not returan to
trouble the Church. Although it may still be denied today by
indifference or neglect, the mainastream of orthodox Christianity
FeCognizes in Christ a coessential of the Father.

Christ Himself taught His disciples concernming His deity, the
eplstles continued to testify to this revelation, and the Apostolic
Fathers proclaimed the message. Yet it remained to the Church to
refine the implications of the velief and so to express itself as
to exclude all heretical notions from its dogma. This refinement
begaun to take place on & catholic scale at Nicea, but it remained
for later generations to give the term ecumenical to the formulation.
The binding of the bishops to a single test creed was a novelty. Up
until this time the Fathers expressed themselves in acéord with the

regulae fidei and their individual credos, but few ventured to suner-

impose their orthodoxy on the Church universal. At Nicea a small
minority saw this as the only escape from the corruption of heretical
notions and the disintegration they would bring. The deliberatioms
at the first council showed to all that the problem of dogma musth

be the only answer to heresy. Dogma, then, in no way encompassed

the whole meaning or whole doctrine of the Church. It was a comstant

"no' in answer to the heretics, and as such limited itself to the

answer which the situation demanded.
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The problem of Incarnation, as suck, was a difficulty with =
whick philosophers had beon occupied for cemturies, but at no time
¥as god even remotely credited with teking upon Himself the form
of a men., It was from this tradition of speculaticn that Arianism
érose, and was therefore an invasion of- the Church from without
rather than a difference of opinion from within. It is true that
the ;irian reaction following Nicea found eminent churchmen at its
head, yet the same leaders aventually came to the realization that
the homoousion intended rather to guard against a neresy rather than =
fully and completely explicate a geriptural truth. Hhen this
realization was achleved, and when finally the Arians had so dis-
¢redited themselves, the gemi-Nicene leaders subscribed to the
formula,

A further implication of the problem of Incarnation involved
Aiif_gggggﬁg, The ancients were concerned with man's approach to
God, not realizing that this was impossible because of man's deca-
dent condition. The Christians taught that the initiative lay with —
God, who had come to men. The philosophically oriented mind ap-
proached the problem through speculation and reason, the Christians
through the eyes of faith and the heart of the pastor. Thus it was
that even the great speculatora Clement and Qrigen of slexandria
began from soteriology to approach theclogy, rather than the obverse.
Only through a scripturally founded plun of redemption could Christ's —
essence be declared equal to that of god. Any other method invariably
involved either & species of Docetism or Ebionitism. So too,
Athenasius, driven by the necessity of the situation, applied his —

pastoral instincts to the problem and arrived at the conviction of
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Christ's deity, Arius, oa the other hand, being without the shep- -~
herdis heart or a gceripturally based plan of redemption, smphasized
only the rationsl and intellectusl paradox of the Incarnation. All
the more striking ls Arius' laolk of a coherent plan of redemptiocn __
when we note his lack of geriptural emphasis or Biblical orienég;ion.
®hereas Athanasius exudes Seripture references at every turnm,
glving further svidence to the characteristic of heresy in ignoring
the total analogy of faith,

However, the truth of Athanasius and falsity of Arius were not
hew. 1In the preceding centuries the fathers were well aware of the
Problew, but none saot themselves to offer a definitive statemont.

The great Fathere, Ireanaeus, Tertullian, and Origen ell recognized
Chrict's deity, since without deity their plans of redemption failed.
All were eminently concerned about man's salvation, whereas the
detractors from the faith recognized either a lack of need or lack
of pastoral depth. TPhus Nicea offered no new dogma, but rather by
its explicit affirmation of that which had always been held, closad
the door to corrupticns of the trutk. Thus the characteristic of ~
doctrinal explication Gun be compared with a well from which the
Christian draws fresh water, but always from the same well, and the
water is always the same as that drawn before. Harnack's emphasis
on & primitive Gospel which was later polluted by areek influences,
or the simile of an overflowing lake which is constantly spreading

farther and farther into other waters and foreign provinces, is

har@ly tenable.l

lThe precaedence of a soteriology before a theology, in the narrow
sense, is but one of the elements out of harmony with Harnack's idaea.

L)) TR0 {TE A i e
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Athanasius began with the unique idea of salvation as it was ____
embodied ixn his doctrime of the restoration of man. gince humsn
hature had fallen and was vrogressively deteriorating, some Cleansing
influx was needed to purify bumsn nature and sst it off once again
on the patk to purity. 7This Christ effected when He assumed human
form. However, the Yncarnation per oe¢ wes not the only redemption. —
Christ'e sacrifice on the cross was also necessary in order to
atone for mantas sine, &nd pie resurrection was necessary in order
to signalize the victory over deathk. Thus Christ, the living leord,
8till governs wis Church and draws humanity to Fimgelf. ot all —
will be saved, however, only those who are in an intimate persomal
association with Christ and give evidence of this in their lives.
Only God could cleanse the human race inasmuch as man was helpless
if left to himself. Thus Athanasius fought with determination
against any compromise of Christ's essential godhead, since this

would negate his entire plan of salvation. Christ must be essentially

God in a position equal to the Pather. Although Athanasius did not ——

Propoge the homoousion formuls, he championed the truth it taught and
accepted no slternative unless he was convinced of the adherentis
basgic agreement with the Nicene formula. Thus, although the Cappa-
docians did not recognize the formula, Athanasius was convinced they
were in essential agreement with it.

Arius, beginning from the side of speculation, arrived at & ™
Position where both Christ's deity and humanity were affirmed and
deried, leaving = mythical creation hovering between heaven and earth.
Since prayer und worship could be addressed both to the Father and

" Christ, who were essentially dissimilar, he also opened the door %o
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the polytheism from which the early Church was fleeing. The rational —

difficulty was identical with that proposed by contemporary anti-
Trinitarians who ignore man's sin and need for salvation. Arianism
¥as summarily dismissed at Nicea, but it needed a half-century to
Complete its death agony.

The death agony did not always appear as such, and Arianism
Continued to win adherents to its standard until at last the Bishop
of Alexandria seemed the laat exponent of a dying cause. Finally,
however, the absence of & scripturally based doctrine of redemption
led the srians to assert essentially un-gcriptural ideas, and the
Semi-Nicene detected them for what they were. Thus began the
reaction again in favor of Nicea, a reaction which ultimately gained
the victory at the councils of Alexandria and Constantimople. The —
victory was not only in favor of the Scriptural doctrine of the
Incarnation, but just as essential, and an often ignored emphasis,
was the victory for the Scriptural doctrine of the sinfulness of
man, his need for redemption, and the redemption heiﬁg initiated
and effected solely by God.

The problem of the Incarnation is a recurring one in Christendom. —__
Ho generation can ignore its implications or overlook its centrality.
But theology can never be so in abstracto. The analogy of faith
and goeripture are the leveling and modifying influences which keep
the Christian within the bounds of faith. Alongside Athanasius!
emphasis on the homoousion and the formulations of Nicea also went

his fervent plea, "My heartt's desire and prayer for Israel is that
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they may be saved.w®

anavid Duff, The parly Church, edited by David puff {(pdinburgh:
T. and 7. Clar, 1891), p. 593.
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