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Summary

This study seeks to interpret Athanasius’ concept of deification in close connection
with his doctrine of God. It asks where Athanasius placed the source of divinity (in
the generic essence or the Father?), in which way he used the Nicene homoousios
formula, and what he meant by arguing that the Son was equally divine with the
Father. It asks further how Athanasius’ understanding of God affected the way he
described salvation as deification and related three major soteriological aspects to
each other: relational, ontological, and juridical. To answer these questions, this
thesis examines the way Athanasius responded to the pagan worldview (in his early
treatise Contra Gentes—De Incarnatione) and the Arian thought (mainly in his
Orationes Contra Arianos and several other later writings). It observes that
Athanasius’ understanding of God was in sharp contrast to Arius’ theology, and that
his interpretation of the homoousios formula makes most sense in the context of his
anti-Arian arguments. It comes to the conclusion that Athanasius’ understanding of
the Father-Son relationship led him to consider incarnation and crucifixion within
the relational framework. In this framework the qualities of godlikeness (whether
ontological or juridical) are tied to the way God gives us himself and restores us to

the original state of relationship with him.

Keywords
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ontological, and juridical aspects of salvation, Platonism, Irenaeus, Origen, sonship,

adoption, love, delight, Antony the Great.
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Anotace

V této praci se snazime vylozit Atandsiv koncept zbozsténi v uzkém vztahu
s jeho doktrinou Boha. Zabyvame se otazkou, v ¢em Atanas vidél zdroj bozstvi
(v obecné podstaté nebo v Otci?), jakym zplisobem pouzil nicejskou formulaci
soupodstatnosti a co m¢l na mysli svou argumentaci, ze Syn byl stejné bozské
podstaty jako Otec. Déale zkoumame, jak AtanaSovo chapani Boha ovlivnilo jeho
popis spaseni jako zbozS$téni a jakym zplisobem usouvztaznil tfi hlavni
soteriologické  aspekty:  vztahovy, ontologicky a  pravni. = Odpoveéd
na tyto otdzky hledame v prezkoumani Atanasovy reakce na pohansky svétonazor
(v jeho raném pojednani Contra Gentes—De Incarnatione)
a na arianské mysleni (pfedevSim v jeho Orationes Contra Arianos a n€kolika
dalsich pozdgjsich pracich). Sledujeme, jak bylo Atanasovo pojeti Boha
v ostrém kontrastu s Ariovou teologii a Ze jeho interpretace soupodstatnosti je
nejsrozumitelnéjsi praveé v kontextu jeho anti-arianskych argumentd. Dochazime k
zavéru, ze  AtanaSovo  chapani  vztahu  Otec-Syn ho  piivedlo
k uvazovani o vtéleni a ukfizovani v ramci piibuznosti. Na tomto pozadi jsou
bozské vlastnosti (at’ uz ontologické nebo pravni) svazany se zpisobem, jakym se

nam Buh dava a navraci nas do ptivodniho stavu pfibuznosti s nim.

Klic¢ova slova
ZboZ7sténi, ariansky spor, soupodstatnost, Trojice, vtéleni, vztahové, ontologické
a pravnické aspekty spaseni, platonismus, Irenej, Origen, synovstvi, piijeti, laska,

radost, Antonin Veliky.
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NOTE ON THE USE OF THE SOURCES

In this study all my quotes from the primary literature are translated into English
and given in the original in the footnotes. My Greek and Latin texts come from the
latest critical editions. In the case of the ancient sources I used the English series
LCL most frequently. For Origen and Irenaeus I relied primarily on the French
edition of SC, and for Arius and Athanasius, the German Urkunden. In rare cases,
when no critical edition of the primary patristic source was yet available, I used PG.
For the Vita Antonii 1 consulted with the Latin, Coptic, Syriac, and old-Slavonic
versions, but for my purposes I cited primarily the Greek text from SC. For the
Epistulae quattuor ad Serapionem 1 consulted the Armenian version, but—with
only one exception—cited the Greek. When giving the original citation, I have
indicated the abbreviated Latin title (mostly according to CPG and CPL) next to it
with the paragraph numbers in brackets. I also added the translator’s name or series
of the translation I used in parentheses. Whenever I felt it appropriate to modify the
translation, I indicated that as well, and if the translation is not mentioned, I bear the
responsibility for the translation myself. I have also used brackets and parentheses
to enclose important information within the quotes, such as references to the
biblical texts (I give the biblical citations in italics) or explanatory terms and
phrases in the original language. The secondary literature in the footnotes is
shortened (or sometimes abbreviated as with LeSh or LSJ), and then listed in the
full form in the bibliography. In the footnotes I have given the author’s last name,
the title of his or her work (shortened in those cases where it is too long), and the
page number from which I cite. I give the authors’ full name when referring to them
for the first time in my study, and afterwards I use only their last names if referred

more than once.
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CHAPTER ONE: Introduction

One of Athanasius’ well-known assertions aimed at rebutting the Arian doctrine is
his argument that the Son can deify precisely because he is God. As short as this
expression is, it contains a profound theology that has proved to be both stimulating
and confusing. The Council of Nicaea in 325 affirmed nothing about deification,
and there is no direct textual evidence that Arius himself was concerned about
salvation, let alone of deification. Nevertheless, deification is clearly one of
Athanasius’ chief weapons against his opponents and he is only one among many
who adopted this concept. Statistically, Athanasius uses various terms of deification
more than any previous writer, but what is even more unique is that he deliberately
and persistently connects deification with the one who deifies. A close relation
between the doctrine of God and soteriology is also reflected in the Nicene Creed,
for while the heart of its statement is its anti-Arian affirmation that the Son is
homoousios with the Father, it also speaks of the fact that Christ came down for our
salvation. To express the significance of this double argument Athanasius used the
terminology of deification insisting that God became man to make men divine. In
contrast, Arius never spoke of deification. And while in the past this fact was
convincing enough to make scholars avoid soteriological discussions, nowadays
there has been a growing recognition that Arius’ doctrine of God does imply some
sort of soteriology. To translate this point into specific questions, it could be asked
why Athanasius constantly speaks of God as Father tying the gifts of deification
with the trinitarian persons, while Arius makes every effort to avoid calling God
‘Father’ or relate him personally to the work of salvation. Furthermore, what
significance does it have that the Nicene Creed speaks of the Son being equally
divine with the Father rather than defining the divinity of both of them generically
with such qualities as immortality, perfection, eternal life, etc. Finally, does it make
any difference for one’s account of the economy and nature of salvation if God is
described primarily in terms of relations (where the Father implies the coessential
Son), or in terms qualities (where the Father is described in such a way that his
essence appears to exclude a coessential Son).

With regard to the latter question modern scholars have noticed that one’s
emphasis on either of the two—qualities or relations—significantly shapes the way

one explains salvation as deification. Thus, one’s depiction of God in terms of
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qualities contributes to what is traditionally known as the ‘physical’ view of
deification. Since Harnack’s Lehrbuch der Dogmengeschichte (published in the late
nineteenth century), this view has dominated the scholars’ description of
Athanasius’ soteriology. According to this view, Athanasius taught that deification
is a matter of ‘physical’ transformation in which one’s nature, being susceptible to
death and corruption, becomes immortal and incorruptible. By acquiring the
qualities of God, one’s being (understood as either the soul, nous, or the human
nature as a whole) becomes transfigured and divine. The decisive emphasis in this
approach is on the ‘what’ of deification—the gifts of immortality, incorruptibility,
and eternal life—while incarnation (rather than crucifixion) is thought to be tied (in
one way or another) to how such qualities are made available. It suggests that
Athanasius’ concern (especially in his early treatise Contra Gentes—De
Incarnatione and later work Orationes Contra Arianos) was primarily ontological
rather than ethical or juridical. Scholars who support this view tend to interpret the
homoousios formula in terms of how both the Father and Son are equally divine
with respect to their common essence (as opposed to how the Son is divine with
respect to the Father) sharing the same set of divine qualities that make them God.
Hence, they explain deification as one’s becoming by grace what God is in his
qualities by nature. A different way of interpreting Athanasius’ soteriology has been
to approach it from the juridical standpoint. What is critical here is whether
Athanasius affirmed Christ’s bearing of human sin by way of substitution in order
to set humanity free from the penal demands of the law. Addressing Athanasius’
soteriology in terms of atonement (often along the lines of the Roman Catholic-
Protestant disputes) this view seeks to show the way the guilt of original sin is
removed according to Athanasius (either by meritorious works or by the free gift of
God’s grace). Scholars who support this approach often tend to treat deification in
secondary terms, emphasizing the legal qualities of what it means to be like God
(such as righteousness and justification) and speaking of the change in one’s status
rather than in one’s being. On this reading, Athanasius’ soteriology is often seen as
a transactional event in which the legal qualities become ours in the external way.
Seen in this light, it is not always clear in which way homoousios formula was
important for Athanasius’ anti-Arian arguments and why God has to be the Father
and Son instead of just being one divine essence. It is also not sufficiently clear why

Christ had to come personally into this world (in the way Athanasius insisted) if the
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primary thing humanity needed was the right status before God. In contrast, the
third view on Athanasius’ soteriology interprets the Nicene homoousios in direct
relation to what it means to be saved and deified. It considers Athanasius as an
advocate of the relational understanding of God in which the locus of divinity is
identified with the Father as opposed to the generic essence, or divine qualities
therein. Scholars who support this view contend that while the notion of God as
monad (with no essential relations with the other trinitarian persons) was enough
for Arius, it was hardly enough for Athanasius who sought to ground salvation in
the fact that the Son was homoousios with the Father. According to this
understanding, Athanasius’ use of homoousios exhibits a soteriology closely tied
with the Father-Son language. More specifically, it means that the Son’s oneness
with the Father points to salvation as being the work of God and to deification as
our being joined to the trinitarian relationship. In this view, the ‘physical’ and
juridical aspects of salvation are best understood in light of Athanasius’ insistence
on God giving us himself as a person. Accordingly, it argues that to be saved and
deified is not only ‘from something’ (sin and mortality) but more importantly ‘for
Someone’, and it ties the qualities of godlikeness (be it the ‘physical’ quality of
incorruption or the legal quality of righteousness) to the God who provides them.
The differences in these approaches show that scholars’ understanding of
Athanasius’ soteriology depends significantly on their respective interpretations of
his doctrine of God. On the one hand, if Athanasius’ concept of God is perceived in
terms of how the Father and Son are divine with respect to the generic essence, then
it is natural to treat deification as having to do with the specific qualities (whether
of ontological or juridical nature) that make us godlike. On this reading, to say that
the Son is homoousios with the Father is no different from saying that the Father is
homoousios with the Son, or that both are homoousioi with each other. On the other
hand, if Athanasius’ concept of divinity is identified with the Father as its source,
then it does matter that homoousios is interpreted from the Father to the Son rather
than in any other way. In this approach, the economy and nature of deification
depends directly on what, or rather who, makes deification possible. If the Son is
homoousios with the Father, then it takes God to save humanity, and by being
deified by the Son, we become his reflection as adopted sons of the Father.
Therefore, any question about Athanasius’ doctrine of deification must include a

discussion about God as well. Accordingly, in this study, I will seek to clarify the
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question of what Athanasius meant by the Son being homoousios with the Father,
and therefore also the question of how he related the qualities and relations in his
soteriology. I will do this by examining Athanasius’ understanding of ‘who’ God is,
‘what’ he does to save the world, and ‘how’ the fruits of salvation are related to
each other as he responded to the pagan worldview (in his early Contra Gentes—De
Incarnatione) and the Arian thought (in his Orationes Contra Arianos and several
other later writings). I hope to show that Athanasius’ understanding of God was in
sharp contrast to Arius’ theology, and that it is in this context (and especially in
light of the Father-Son correlativity argument) that Athanasius’ interpretation of the
homoousios formula makes most sense. In addition, I believe that a study of God
and deification will help to show that Athanasius’ soteriology is best understood in
terms of the third approach above. From this perspective, incarnation (having to do
with the ‘physical’ aspect of salvation) and crucifixion (having to do with the
juridical aspect of salvation) are seen not as one being a mere prerequisite or
consequence of the other, but as both being part of the relational framework in
which the qualities of godlikeness are tied to the way God gives us himself. Having
said this, I should add that just as with the other two views above, my own
perspective grows out of the specific theological and philosophical standpoint.
Therefore, I do not want to create an impression that my reading of Athanasius is
the only right one. Instead, I simply hope to clarify the topic of God and deification
from my own framework, and thus to lend support to those scholars who consider
the Nicene homoousios and deification as closely related concepts that have a
distinctly relational meaning.

To introduce a range of key issues that will form part of my discussion of
God and deification in this study, I will begin my next chapter with a brief overview
of the broader context: pre-Christian thought, biblical background, and Irenaeus and
Origen. In doing this, I will seek to illustrate the way different emphases work in
various contexts and clarify how one’s beliefs about God affect the way one
explains deification—whether it is an anthropomorphic immanent deity of the
Greek poets, a more refined idea of the transcendent One of Plotinus, or a patristic
contemplation of God as Trinity. In particular, I will consider how certain texts may
create an argument leaning either toward an emphasis on the action of God (if the
divine relations are used to point to his direct involvement) or toward a stress on the

human action (if the qualities are used to keep God from the direct involvement).
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The significance of this tension will further be examined in my third chapter
devoted to Athanasius’ double treatise Contra Gentes—De Incarnatione Verbi. My
fourth chapter will address Arius’ theology by exploring his extant texts and the
earliest response to him from Alexander of Alexandria. I will attempt to reconstruct
Arius’ understanding of God and christology, look at several views on what could
be the central concern of the controversy, and suggest that a comprehensive
discussion of the Arian disputes should include a consideration of God and
salvation. In the fifth chapter, I will relate these observations to Athanasius’ later
writings by examining in which way his relational concept of God and deification is
a response to Arius’ respective doctrines. I will contend that Athanasius’
interpretation of the Nicene formula is best understood in terms of how the Son is
equal to and homoousios with the one God, the Father, rather than in terms of how
the Father and the Son (and the Holy Spirit) are one essence, or how one God can
have three persons. I will then use these arguments to clarify why Athanasius
thought it erroneous for Arius to describe God in the impersonal categories of the
abstract essence, as well as why he drew from this understanding of God specific
soteriological implications. In discussing Athanasius’ soteriology, I will first
explore all instances where he speaks of deification in the Christian context (which
will be my most extended discussion of deification in this study), and then deal with
the issue of how he relates deification to the ontological, juridical, and personal
aspects of salvation, and all three of them to his understanding of God. I will supply
these considerations with a brief look at the specific role the Holy Spirit plays in
deification by analyzing Athanasius’ pneumatological work Epistulae quattuor ad
Serapionem. In my concluding chapter, I will examine Athanasius’ biographical
writing Vita Antonii where his teaching about God and deification finds its
expression in practical Christian living and spirituality.

As 1 introduce this study, I will first review modern scholarship by
examining three general approaches to Athanasius’ soteriology: physical, juridical,
and relational/personal. In the process, I will seek to show that each of these
approaches tends to integrate a certain view of God that contributes to the way one
explains salvation. After that I will offer some clarifications with regard to my use
of the deification terminology and will continue with a discussion of the

background in the next chapter.
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1.1 Scholarly Views on Athanasius’ Soteriology

1.1.1 Physical View of Deification

The idea of deification as a physical salvation (also known by its German term
‘physische Erlosungslehre’) was first expressed by Adolf von Harnack. Despite the
criticism of such scholars as Karl Bornhéduser, Johannes Roldanus, and others,
Harnack’s view has remained the text-book judgement on Athanasius to the
present.' Harnack is famous for his facile dismissals of deification which sometimes
takes quite an emotional protest. Thus, he declares that this concept ‘is basically
nothing’ (ist es im Grunde nichts),” and that it seeped into Christianity from the
pagan sources and was adjusted with the help of Psalm 81:6 (LXX) and 2-Peter 1:4.
Once that happened, the Hellenistic influence corrupted the distinctly Christian
belief of the early Church. He laments: ‘Indem aber die christliche Religion als der
Glaube an die Menschwerdung Gottes und als die sichere Hoffnung auf die
Gottwerdung des Menschen dargestellt wurde, wurde eine Speculation, die
urspriinglich hochstens an der Grenze der religiosen Erkenntniss gelegen hatte, in
den Mittelpunkt geriickt und der einfache Inhalt des Evangeliums verdeckt’.’ When
comparing the Greek religion and Christianity, Harnack relates deification
(theopoiesis) directly with the idea of immortality (athanasia), and argues that for
both pagans and Christians the quality of ‘imperishableness’ was the main aspect of
deification.* More succinctly he states: ‘Die Vergottung der sterblichen Menschen
vermittelst der Erfiillung mit Unsterblichkeit (gottlichem Leben) ist der
Heilsgedanke der antiken Mysterien. Hier ist er als christlicher aufgenommen’.” In a

more expanded statement, he lists two major consequences of such adoption:

Wie streng griechisch das gemeint ist, geht daraus hervor, daf 1. die Erlosung vom Tode ganz
realistisch als pharmakologischer Prozef vorgestellt wurde—die gottliche Natur muf} einstrémen
und muf3 die sterbliche Natur umbilden—und daB 2. ewiges Leben und Vergottung identifiziert

wurden. Handelt es sich aber um einen realen Eingriff in die Konstitution der menschlichen

"e.g. Schmidt, Kirchengeschichte; Tixeront, History of Dogmas, 2.150; Kelly, Early Christian
Doctrines, 377-80; Pelikan, The Christian Tradition, 1:153. For a concise history of how the topic of
deification was developed in the German scholarship, see Georg Kretschmar, ‘Die Rezeption der
orthodoxen Vergottlichungslehre’, who considers deification under three headings: ‘orthodoxe
Vergottlichungslehre’, ‘patristische Vergottlichungslehre’, and ‘biblische Vergéttlichungslehre’.

2 Harnack, Lehrbuch der Dogmengeschichte, 2:430.

* Ibid., 1:590.

* Ibid., 2:44.

> Ibid., 1:312.
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Natur und um ihre Vergottung, so mul der Erloser selbst Gott sein und Mensch werden. Nur

unter dieser Bedingung ist die Tatsichlichkeit des wunderbaren Vorgangs vorstellbar.®

Lauding Athanasius for his concern for soteriology over cosmology, he complains,
nevertheless, that trinitarian issues of the Nicene theology became too closely
connected with the idea of deification, and thereby gave way to speculations in
which ‘nahezu alle Ziige der Erinnerung an den geschichtlichen Jesus von Nazareth
ausgetilgt sind’.” He writes: ‘Die Dogmengeschichte des Orients seit dem Nicinum
zeigt... [dass]... die Idee des Gottmenschen unter dem Gesichtspunkt der Erlosung
des Menschengeschlechts zu gottlichem Leben—also der Glaube des Athanasius—
nach allen Seiten ausgefiihrt [wurde]. Hierin erschopfte sich die Dogmengeschichte
im strengen Sinn des Worts’.® The influence of Harnack led another German
scholar, Dietrich Ritschl, to suggest that ‘[d]ie Arbeiten Harnacks und seiner
Kollegen geben der Athanasius-Forschung eine entscheidende Frage mit auf den
Weg: ist es wahr, daf3 es sich in der Theologie des Athanasius in zentraler Weise
um ‘Erlésung’ handelt?””® While the answers to this question varied, one can
observe a general trend among the German scholars, who followed in the footsteps
of Harnack, to view immortality as the main quality of what it means to be divine
(either by nature with respect to Christ, or by grace when speaking of human
beings) and thus understand salvation as a physical/naturalistic restoration of

immortality lost as a result of fall.'’

The underlying assumption in this approach is
that ‘[t]he identification of divinity with immortality in the ancient world is
[thought to be] the key to understanding the development of Christian deification”."!
For such scholars the Nicene concern may look less about how the person of the
Son is equal to the person of God the Father, and more about how both of them

conform to the common qualities (especially immortality) that make them God.

8 1bid., Das Wesen des Christentums, 138.

7 1bid., Lehrbuch der Dogmengeschichte, 2:218.

8 1bid., Lehrbuch der Dogmengeschichte, 2:144; Cf. Bousset, Kyrios Christos, 70, whose
landmark study appeared in 1913, where he shared with Harnack the belief that deification was of
Hellenistic origin relating it to Irenaeus and then to Athanasius as his principle heir. Schwizer, Die
Mpystik, 111, held to much the same view arguing that deification implied the fusion of the divine and
human natures which resulted in the latter becoming a ‘supernatural being’ (iibernatiirliche Wesen)
and this sounded far too Hellenistic for him.

° Ritschl, Athanasius, 11.

10 Schneemelcher, ‘ Athanasius von Alexandrien’, 249.

1 Collins, Partaking in Divine Nature, 13-4. Cf. Wilson, Deification and the Rule of Faith, 156:
‘Athanasius connect[s] the concept of immortality... with the concept of deification [which]
resemble[s] the Hellenistic philosophical traditions that relate humanity’s deification to immortality
and immortality to divinity’.

23



Hence deification of believers is most naturally understood as becoming by grace
what God is in his qualities according to the divine essence. A good contemporary
example of this view is Johannes Quasten who states that the main concern of the
controversy was to defend ‘the unity of divine essence between the Father and the
Son’ while considering deification in terms of obtaining immortality by grace.'?
After Harnack one can see some scholars (e.g. Hastings Rashdall® and John
Lawson'* writing in English, Jean Reviére'” and Alfred Loisy'® writing in French)
hardening the identification between divinity and immortality towards a very
realistic/physical/naturalistic picture of salvation in Athanasius, while others (e.g.
Joseph Tixeront'” and Robert Sellers'® writing in English, Dietrich Ritschl' in
German, and Georgios Mantzaridis® in Greek) recognizing that deification has
more to it than just aphtharsia. A good modern text-book example of the former is
Alister McGrath for whom ‘deification is a union with the substance of God’.*' A
modern example of the latter is a significant reconsideration of Harnack’s school
within the German scholarship by Martin George, who has questioned the
traditional approach as representing a shortsighted ‘Reduzierung’ of deification to
the attainment of immortality only.*

In the recent times, the idea of physical salvation has continued to be a
clich¢ for Athanasius’ soteriology (although there is less distaste towards
deification),” and one can distinguish three basic tenets associated with this
approach. First, it is claimed that Athanasius’ metaphysical realism fails to make an

adequate distinction between the assumed humanity of Christ on the one hand, and

12 Quasten, Patrology, 3.25.

13 Rashdall, The Idea of Atonement in Christian Theology, 288.

14 Lawson, The Biblical Theology, 154.

' Reviére, Le dogme de la Rédemption, 86.

' Loisy, Le Mystéres Paiens, 348.

' Tixeront, History of Dogmas, 2:149.

'8 Sellers, The Council of Chalcedon.

19 Ritschl, Athanasius, 10-9; 36-59.

2 Mantzaridis, The Deification of Man, 31-2.

2 McGrath, Christian T heology, 339. Another text-book example is Houlden, Jesus, 55, who
bluntly states that ‘salvation is for Athanasius understood primarily as the gift of incorruptibility to
our perishable flesh’.

22 George, ‘Vergéttlichung des Menschen’, 145.

2 Among the modern examples of treating deification with repugnance, see Benjamin Drewery,
who affirms the following: ‘I must put it on record that deification is, in my view, the most serious
aberration to be found not only in Origen but in the whole tradition to which he contributed, and
nothing that modern defenders of 4moBéwoaic... have urged has shaken in the slightest my conviction
that here lies the disastrous flaw in Greek Christian thought’, quoted from Russell, The Doctrine of
Deification, 3. Cf. another claim made by Charles Cranfield: ‘The idea of apotheosis was acceptable
to pagans of the centuries before and after Christ, but to one who has lived in the light of the OT can
it be anything but nonsense?’, in Cranfield, ‘Comments on Dunn’s Christology’, 271.
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the humanity of individual people on the other. In this view, Athanasius is criticized
for translating ‘the biblical idea of solidarity into the language of Platonic realism™**
and assuming a communication of properties, or qualities, that supposedly altered
human identity by the fact that Christ was in union with humanity.25 Therefore, a
second tenet of the physical salvation perceives deification as a mechanical or
automatic process that extends to all humanity and abuses human freedom and
responsibility. It describes salvation as a passive event ‘whereby mere contact with
the divine nature of the Logos suffices to divinize the whole of human nature’.”® In
this respect, Lawson charges Athanasius for a view of the incarnation as ‘all that
was necessary to work the salvation of man, presumably because the salvation of
the world was conceived of as a semi-mechanical inoculation of humanity with the
Divine’.?” A third aspect of the physical salvation closely related to the previous
one is an insufficient emphasis on the importance of the cross, as if ‘incarnation
itself, apart from Christ’ life and sacrificial death, was responsible for effecting our

. . . 28 . ..
salvation and deification’.”” In Richard Hanson’s opinion

[o]ne of the curious results of this theology of the incarnation is that it almost does away; with a
doctrine of the Atonement. ... [H]e [Athanasius] cannot really explain why Christ should have
died. When in chapters 19 and following of the De Incarnatione he begins to explain the
necessity of Christ’s death, he can only present a series of puerile reasons unworthy of the rest of
the treatise. The fact is that his doctrine of the incarnation has almost swallowed up any doctrine

of the Atonement, has rendered it unnecessary.”’

Taken together these three distinct, but interrelated, assertions form the reasoning
used to dismiss Athanasius for what has been described as the physical view of

salvation.

1.1.2 Deification and Atonement
Writing at the turn of the 20" century, Riviére argues that the significance of

deification has simply been overblown by prejudiced historians at the expense of

** Morrison, Athanasius and his Doctrine of Divinization, 6. Cf. Straeter, Erlosungslehre, 175.

2 Cf. Anatolios, Athanasius: The Coherence, 143: ‘Our whole salvation and deification are
rooted in our human condition’s being “ascribed” to the Word, for that is what essentially constitutes
our being “Worded™’.

26 Finch, ‘Athanasius on the Deifying Work’, 110.

2 Lawson, The Biblcal Theology, 154. Cf. Harnack, Lehrbuch der Dogmengeschichte, 2:160-
161; Reviere, Rédemption, 147.

28 Finch, Athanasius on the Deifying Work’, 107.

2 Hanson, The Search for God, 450.
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the mystery of the cross: ‘... on doit dire que la prétendue théorie d’un rédemption
mystique ou physique, dont I’Incarnation farait tous les frais, n’existe pas a
proprement parler chez les Péres’.”” Since then other scholars have voiced similar
objections with regard to Athanasius’ soteriology, debating about the precise role
and place of deification. Generally, scholars disagree as to which of the two
concepts—deification (with the emphasis on incarnation) or atonement (with the
emphasis on crucifixion)—is more fundamental to Athanasius’ soteriology and how
one is to relate them to each other.

One of the early endevours to relate deification and atonement in Athanasius
is probed in the pioneering systematic work on deification by French scholar Jules
Gross. In his chapter on Athanasius, he contends against Harnack that Athanasius’
emphasis on the physical aspect of deification calls for corrections (appellent des
correctives), but it certainly does not mean the mechanical process (processus
mécanique).31 He suggests that Athanasius’ preoccupation with the issue of Christ’s
divinity in the anti-Arian polemic naturally hindered him from giving proper
attention to the earthly life of Christ, and as a result made him underemphasize his
sufferings on the cross. Nevertheless, in Gross’ view, ‘Athanase reconnait a la vie
humaine du Christ une certaine valeur rédemptrice, en ce sens qu’elle complétait
Iefficacité de I’Incarnation’.”* Yet, when explaining the relation of different aspects
of salvation in Athanasius, Gross prefers to draw no link between them. He writes

that Athanasius

réserve a la mort du Christ une place a part dans I'ceuvre du salut comme moyen d’expier nos
péchés, de satisfaire a notre place a la loi de mort portée par Dieu au paradis et de nous rendre de
la sorte I’incorruptibilité perdue. Mais il ne fait pas la synthése de ces diverses données avec le

role déifiant de I’Incarnation.>

What for Gross is merely a poor synthesis between deification and atonement, for
Laurence Grensted (writing at about the same time as Gross) is sufficient evidence
that Athanasius elaborated no doctrine of atonement. According to this
commentator, ‘[i]t is not justifiable to claim [that] Athanasius... anywhere regards

death as penal suffering, and still less that he regards Christ’s death as vicarious

30 Riviere, Le dogme de la Rédemption, 89.
31 Gross, La Divinisation du Chrétien, 212-3.
32 Ibid., 213.

3 Ibid., 213.
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punishment’.34 He concludes that Athanasius’ doctrine of salvation is ‘more about
how man attains salvation in Christ by “becoming god” than about atonement’, and
he sees no way how the two could possibly be linked.” Similarly, finding only
fragments of attention to the effect of Christ’s death in Athanasius, Rashdall
Hastings charges him for putting forth soteriology that ‘hovers between a vague
metaphysic and a purely ethical theory of redemption’.*® A completely opposite
reading of Athanasius stresses the atonement and minimizes deification. Two
relatively recent examples of this approach are Paul Fiddes,”” who believes that
Athanasius advocates a juridical approach to salvation akin to that of penal
substution in Calvin, and Leon Morris,”® who finds no principal difference between
Athanasius’ soteriology and that of Ambrose.*” For Fiddes, atonement implies the
fact that God treats us as righteous when ‘he instantly transplants perfect moral
qualities into us’.*” For Morris, it is the cross that represents the central point of
how deliverance from sin happens and righteousness is obtained.*' For both of these
scholars salvation is seen as a state of right standing before God, and although they
offer different answers to how this state is attained according to Athanasius, both
agree that it is the attribute of God’s righteousness that matters the most.

In contrast to the above scholars who find little or no connection between
deification and atonement in Athanasius, or emphasize one over the other, there are
some commentators who perceive a closer link between the two.** For Behrnard
Lohse this link becomes apparent when redemption is interpreted from the
perspective of Athanasius’ concept of God. He continues to operate with the
physical aspect of salvation as presupposing immortality for deification of
humanity, but denies that redemption in this sense is limited to the ontological
perspective alone. For him such fundamental categories of physical salvation as
death and life somehow embrace the legal aspects of redemption such as guilt and

sin. In his attempt to explain salvation in connection with Athanasius’

3% Grensted, History of the Atonement, 80.

 bid., 60.

%% Hastings, The Idea of Atonement, 298-9.

37 Fiddes, The Christian Idea of Atonement, 70.

38 Morris, The Cross of Jesus, 12-3.

% For other examples, see Meyer, ‘Athanasius’ Use of Paul’, 150; Horton, The Christian Faith,
514; Lawson, Pillars of Grace, 150-6.

0 Fiddes, The Christian Idea of Atonement, 877.

' Morris, The Cross of Jesus, 12.

42 e.g. TeSelle, ‘The Cross as Ransom’; Meyer, ‘Athanasius’ Use of Paul’; Lohse,
Dogmengeschichte; Dragas, ‘ Athanasius on Christ’s Sacrifice’.
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understanding of God (‘Verbindung von Gotteslehre und Erlosungslehre’), he

writes:

Zudem sind Tod und Leben fiir Athanasius keine vorwiegend ‘physischen’ Begriffe, sondern sind
stets inhaltlich gefiillt. Tod ist eben die schuldhafte Gottferne, ist der Fluch, der Adam und die
ganze Menschheit getroffen hat. Leben dagegen ist die volle Gemeinschaft mit Gott, die nicht nur
in der Vergebung der Schuld besteht, sondern die ein neues Sein bedeutet, das seinem Wesen

nach nicht mehr verginglich, sondern ewig ist.*’

Although not providing a fuller account of how exactly the idea of deification is
affected by Athanasius’ teaching about God, Lohse’s point is that physicality in
Harnack’s sense is by no means the only aspect of salvation; at the very least, it
should include ‘forgiveness of sins’ (der Vergebung der Schuld) and ‘relationship
with God’ (die Gemeinschaft mit Gott).**

A more recent attempt to relate deification and atonement in Athanasius is
offered by George Dragas who suggests that deification and atonement in
Athanasius have underlying meanings that tend to slip from the scholars’ attention.
Thus, with regard to deification, he accepts the idea of its universal effect through
incarnation, but rejects the automatic benefits as interpreted by Harnack. In his
view, the incarnational aspect of deification needs to be supplemented with the
distinctly ethical meaning of this concept. He contends that ‘[hJuman beings are
called to a new life of imitation and participation which ensures the appropriation of
this deification. The means for achieving this are union with Christ through baptism
and abiding in Christ through the life of holiness and the celebration of the holy
eucharist, all of which have sacrificial status’.*> With regard to atonement he
identifies three major types of sacrifice in Athanasius—pagan, Jewish, and
Christian—arguing that in contrast to the former two that possess a ritual character,
the Christian sacrifice bears a much more realistic sense than is usually
acknowledged in the Athanasian studies. He asserts that such statements from
Athanasian writings as ‘when Christ died all human beings died in him’ and ‘in
offering himself to the Father Christ actually offered all of us to him, and so forth’,

show that Christ’s death in Athanasius’ view is closely tied with humanity as being

* Lohse, Dogmengeschichte, 67.
* Finlan, Options on Atonement, 4.
4 Dragas, ‘Athanasius on Christ’s Sacrifice’, 94.

28



included in this sacrificial event, and therefore represent Christ as ‘the real

substitute for all human beings’.*® He concludes:

Thus the inner logic, as it were, of this substitutionary act is not to be traced to an abstract
principle of forensic sacrificial transaction but to the headship of the divine Logos in creation
whereby he is related to all human beings and as such can act on their behalf as their true
representative. Thus the substitutionary offering of one single body (humanity) for all rests on the
fact that it is the ‘Dominical body’ [fo Kyriakon soma], that is to say, the body of him who is

‘above all’ [ho epi panton] and “for all’ [ho epi pantas] and, therefore, the one who can also be

‘instead of all’ [ho anti panton], as the representative of all.¥’

A fairly common approach to Athanasius is to argue that deification is the central
concept of Athanasius’ theology and then relate all soteriological themes to this
concept.”® Such scholars find it more compelling to affirm a qualified connection
between deification and atonement than to deny this connection altogether. For
Irénée Dalmais,” Adalbert-Gautier Hamman,® Keith Norman,”' Basil Studer’> and
Jeffrey Finch® (to name a few), deification is central because it is tied to
Athanasius’ anti-Arian argument for the full divinity of Christ, while other
soteriological motifs are best perceived from this particular angle.

In summary, despite the difference of opinions among the scholars on
whether deification and atonement fit together in Athanasius, there is a general
recognition that some relation has to be established even if for some it ultimately
means no relation at all. On the one hand, the more one is willing to operate with
deification in Harnack’s sense, the more difficulty one seems to have fitting it with
atonement as a legal concept. For those who choose the latter as the main idea of
Athanasius’ soteriology, the saving righteousness of God tends to revolve around
the cross and has primarily transactional meaning. On the other hand, the more one
seeks to keep the two doctrines together, the more demand one feels to either re-
conceptualize the physical connotations attached to deification, or view it from the

more embracive perspectives, such as the doctrine of God or christology.

“Ibid., 92.

7 1bid., 93.

* One of the most discussed arguments against deification as the central idea in Athanasius’
theology was published by Hess, ‘The Place of Divinization in Athanasian Soteriology’, 369-74.

4 Dalmais, ‘Divinisation’, 3:1380.

50 Hamman, L homme image de Dieu, 153.

! Norman, ‘Deification: The Content of Athanasian Soteriology’, 77.

52 Studer, Gott und unsere Erlosung, 147-48.

>3 Finch, ‘Athanasius on the Deifying Work’, 104-5.
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1.1.3 Deification as Personal Relationship with God

Finally, there are scholars who argue that Athanasius’ soteriology is neither
physical nor juridical but primarily personal and relational. This approach views
salvation in close connection with Athanasius’ understanding of God as Trinity and
explains deification in terms of personal relationship with God. The significance of
the relational aspect of deification was advanced as early as the work of Karl
Bornhduser, Die Vergottungslehre des Athanasius, first published in 1903. He
systematically argued against Harnack’s physical concept as the dominant motif of
Athanasius’ soteriology. In his view, ‘das Verstindnis des Vollendungsstandes, wie
fiir Athanasius aller Nachdruck und alle Wertschitzung auf der Lebensgemeinschaft
mit Gott durch Christus im heiligen Geiste liegt. In ihr besteht die Vergottung’.>*
Assessing the history of Athanasian scholarship, John Behr concludes that it has
mistakenly perceived the Alexandrian theologian as a representative of the
‘immanent’ Trinity that starts with ‘one God existing in three Persons’ and concerns
itself primarily with reconciling unity and diversity in the Godhead.> In this
perspective the idea of divine persons, and especially Athanasius’ attention to the
Father-Son relationship, has given way to the notion of divine essence with regard
to which the latter two are correlated. Consequently, the Nicene debates have come
to be sometimes incorrectly understood as ‘a philosophical enterprise, attempting to
articulate a fundamental ontology, whether of being or of communion, or both’
(which more likely reflects the theology of those who did not subscribe to the faith
of Nicaea)™ rather than as an attempt to explain the way the incarnated Christ
relates to God the Father.”’ Instead of being a result of abstract formulae (such as
homoousios, three hypostases and one ousia), the trinitarian theology of the fourth
century, for Behr, is a reflection ‘on how the crucified and exalted Lord Jesus Christ
reveals the one and only God as Father, in and through the Holy Spirit, who also
enables adopted sons crucified with Christ to call upon the same God as Father’.™®

This means that ‘trinitarian theology has less to do with the heavenly existence of

> Bornhiuser, Die Vergottungslehre des Athanasius, 48.
35 Behr, The Nicene Faith, 2/1:5, 7.

%% Ibid., 2/1:104, 106, n. 27.

*71bid., 2/1:16.

* Ibid., 2/1:8.
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three divine persons than with this new manner of confessing the one God—as
Father, in the Son, by the Holy Spirit’.59

When explaining Athanasius’ use of the term ousia, Behr argues that it is
imprinted with a thoroughly relational notion of God. For even though Athanasius
gradually adopted the language of ‘being’ or ‘essence’ to describe the relation
between the Father and Son, he never departed from the central argument that the
Son is from the Father’s essence using the term essence ‘not in a generic sense, but
as referring to the kind of being that God is... to indicate the very being of God, God
himself.** Similarly, Christopher Stead points out that Athanasius’ emphasis on
how the Son is homoousios with the Father is reinforced by the fact that he never
turns it into a formula of how both are homoousioi together. Instead, the term
homoousios is used to depict ‘the perfect continuity of the being of the Father in the
Son, who is from his essence and so homoousios with him’.%' In fact, the term ‘was
introduced into the creed because it was known that Arius and his most ardent
supporters objected to it’, while the fact that ‘once the immediate purpose of the
council had been achieved, no one, not even Athanasius, used the term for several
decades’ shows that ‘it was not part of anyone’s technical vocabulary’.> Thomas
Weinandy uses the relational aspect of the Son’s oneness with the Father to argue
that it is in this perspective that deification makes sense. He asserts that ‘deification
is only effected by being taken into the very divine life of the Trinity. Thus, as the
Son is the Son of the Father because he is begotten of the Father and so is
ontologically one with the Father, so Christian imitate this divine oneness by being
taken up into it.... Divinization then, for Athanasius, is the sharing fully in the life
of the Trinity and it is this sharing in the divine life that throughly transforms the
believer into the adopted likeness of the Son’.%*

The relational concept of God in Athanasius has traditionally been used by
Russian patristic scholars as the only proper framework for interpreting salvation as

deification. Writing in opposition to Solovyov® and Bulgakov® as representatives

of the so-called Sophianic philosophy (which their opponents considered to be a

> Ibid., 2/1:8.

% Ibid., 2/1:232.

8! Stead, Divine Substance, 260.

62 Behr, The Nicene Faith, 2/1:157.

63 Weinandy, Athanasius, 99-100; emphasis mine.
64 Solovyov, Sobranie sochineniy.

5 Bulgakov, The Wisdom of God.
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scholastic version of the depersonalized view of God and salvation), Florovsky and
Lossky use Athanasius to argue for the relational view of these doctrines.
Criticizing Bulgakov’s notion of Sophia, Florovsky argues that it goes back to the
deterministic view of Gnostic Deity and has nothing in common with the personal
concept of God in Athanasius. In his letter to Bulgakov, he writes that ‘this
Sophiology is heretical and renounced. That which you find in Athanasius relates to
the other Sophia... it is not a substance’ but one of the ‘thrice-radiant glory’.*® The
personal nature of who God is as Trinity leads Florovsky to affirm that
“deification” is first and foremost communion with God, participation (metousia)
in His life’.*” In much the same way, Lossky portrays Athanasius as a landmark
example of reversing the focus from the Plotinian and Origenian vision of God’s
essence to the emphasis on the deifying participation in Christ. He writes that
‘Athanasius considered this milieu [Church in general and ascetic life in particular]
to be the realized achievement of the Christian ideal: partaking of God in the
incarnated Word, Christ, who won the victory over sin and death, and gave
immortality to the created nature as a pledge of the future deification’.®®

Based on the relational understanding of God and deification, Lossky
contends that Western juridical approach to soteriology reduces the content of
salvation to what happens on the cross rather than considering the cross as part of
what God does for bringing humanity back to himself. In his opinion the main
problem of humanity is not so much that it is sinful (though this is true as well), but
that it is separated from the living relationship with God. Therefore, for him
‘atonement makes humanity restored in Christ, so that it would be no longer
separated from God’.”” In this sense, ‘the expiatory action of Christ... is related
directly to the ultimate purpose set before the creature, namely the union with

God’.” In a more elaborate statement, he contrasts the Irenacan/Athanasian dictum

6 Ppentkovsky, ‘Pisma G. Florovskogo’, 205, quoted from the English trans. at
http://ishmaelite.blogspot.com/2009/05/palamas-florovsky-bulgakov-and.html (accessed on
15.01.14).

7 lorovsky, ‘Creation and Creaturchood’, 76.

88 Lossky, Bogovideniye, 368: ‘Ilus cB. Adanacus uMeHHO 5Ta cpea [LlepkoBb B LEIOM KT
acKeTHYeCKas JKH3Hb B YACTHOCTH| M SIBISICTCS OCYIIECTBICHHEM XPHUCTHAHCKOTO Heasa:
npuobiierne bory B Bomnorusmemcst CiioBe, Xpucte, HOOSAUBIIEM TPeX U CMEPTh, ¥ COOOIIMBIIEM
TBapHOI NMPHPO/IEe HAaYaI0 HETIIEHHOCTH B 3QJIOT OYIYIIEro 00OKeHUs .

5 Ibid., Dogmaticheskoye Bogosloviye, 547: ‘IlpaBocyaue Bora B ToM, 4TOGBI YeIOBEK HE GBI
Oomnbie pasydeH ¢ borom, 4To0bI 4enoBe4ecTBO BOCCTaHOBIIIOCH BO XpHcTe’.

" Ibid., Po Obrazu i Podobiyu, 633: ‘Takum 00pa3oM, HCKYMHUTEIbHBIH TOABUT XPHUCTA...
HETIOCPE/ICTBEHHO CBS3BIBAETCS 3/€Ch C KOHEYHOHM IIeNbl0, IOCTaBJICHHOM IIepel TBapbio, a
NMEHHO—coequHeHue ee ¢ borom’.
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(‘God becoming man, so that man could become god’) to the juridical perspective

of atonement by asserting that

when we isolate the dogma of atonement from other doctrines (which only together make the
fullness of Christian teaching), we risk to confine our interpretation of the Christian tradition to
the limits of what Christ has done as Redeemer. As a result, we place a three-fold boundary on
the development of Christian dogma constraining it to the original sin, its healing on the cross
and the appropriation of Christ’s salvific action by the believers. In such a limited perspective
where atonement enjoys the dominant role, the patristic expression ‘God became man, so that
man could become god’ looks strange and unwonted. Giving our focus to salvation alone, we
leave behind the importance of union with God; or to put it more precisely, we think of union

with God only in negative terms relating it to our pitiful state of affairs.”'

Such understanding of salvation as union with God, or deification, is understood by
much of modern Russian Orthodox scholarship in the context of the so-called
‘essence-energies distinction in God’ as a hermeneutical key to understanding
patristic soteriology. This doctrine was actively rediscovered in the theology of the
fourteenth century Byzantine monk Gregory Palamas by the Russian theologians
(who immigrated to the West after the events of Soviet Revolution in 1917) and
reapplied to Athanasius’ concept of God and salvation. ” In this approach
Athanasius is interpreted as an early precursor of a sharp distinction between two
modes or levels of divine existence: the inaccessible essence of God and his
participable energies, or attributes. Accordingly, deification is viewed as a human
encounter with God in his energies (such as holiness, immortality, and eternal life)
and to protect it from appearing as a disguised version of physical deification (as
contrary to Athanasius’ accent on the direct relationship with God), it is argued that
God’s energies represent the enhypostasized (rather than impersonal) attributes of
God to be attained in the free (rather than mechanical) process of divinizing

cooperation with God.

" bid., 633-4: ‘Korza Ml 3KeaeM pacCMaTpHBaTh JOIMaT 00 MCKYIICHHH OTACIbHO, H30IHpPYS
€ro OT BCEH COBOKYIIHOCTH XPHCTHAHCKOTO YUYEHHs, MBI BCETJIa PHCKYeM OrpaHH4uTh [Ipemanue,
HCTOJNIKOBBIBAsT €r0 HCKIIOYMTEIHHO B 3aBHCUMOCTH OT mnoasura Hckymutens. Passutue
GOrOCIIOBCKOM MBICITH OTPAaHUYMBACTCS TOTAA TPEMs MpeleiaMu: MEePBOPOAHBIM TIPEXOM, €ro
ucuenenrneM Ha Kpecte U yCBOCHHEM XPUCTHAHAMH CIIACHTEIBHO MOCJIESICTBUS MOABUIa XPHCTOBA.
B 9THX Cy)XEHHBIX IEpCIIEKTHBaX OOTrOCIOBHSI, B KOTOPOM IJIaBEHCTBYIOLIEE 3HAUCHHE UMEET HIes
Hckymienusi, ceirtooredeckoe nuspedenue “bor comenancst denoBexoM, na0bl Y4elOBEK CMOT CTaTh
00roM” Ka)XeTcs CTpaHHBIM M HEOOBIYHBIM. 3aHUMAsICh €IMHCTBEHHO JIMIIb HAIINM CITACEHUEM, MBI
3a0bIBacM O COoeMHEHUH ¢ Borom Wik, TOYHee, Mbl BUAUM COCIHHEHHE ¢ BOroM TOIBKO B €ro
HETaTHBHOM acCIIeKTe, OTHOCSIIEMCS K HallleMy HAaCTOSIIEMY [IeYaJbHOMY COCTOSTHHUIO .

" For critical evaluation of this approach as being anachronistic, see Daniélou, ‘Introduction’, 15.
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While this new perspective on Athanasius (fostered primarily by Vasiliy
Krivosheine,” George Florovsky,* Vladimir Lossky,”” and John Meyendorff’®) is
being endorsed by some and criticized by others, what is often appreciated by the
scholars is the renewed attention to the role of relational and personal categories in
Athanasius’ description of God and salvation. Its importance (with or without the
Palamite doctrine) has become an eminent subject in modern Greek scholarship
(e.g. Christos Yannaras,”’ John Zizioulas,”® Nikos Nissiotis,” Panayiotis Nellas*’)
that seeks to identify the image of God with the human ‘personhood’ and explain
deification as the intimate communion with God.*' Among other scholars writing
on the same subject in English, Thomas Torrance is known for what he called the
‘Athanasian-Cyrillian axis’ in which Athanasius is identified with a distinctly
personal perspective. Such perspective is built on the fact that ‘[t]hrough Jesus
Christ, the Incarnate Son or Word of God, and in the Holy Spirit, it is possible for
man to have direct access to God, to meet and know him personally, to hear him
and speak to him face to face or person to person, and thus to experience in himself
the transforming impact of God’s personal Reality and Being’. ® Similarly,
Fairbairn relates Athanasius (alongside Cyril of Alexandria) to what he calls ‘the
personal trajectory’ of patristic soteriology and defines the latter’s view of
deification as sharing in the Son’s relationship with the Father.*® Disputing
Harnack’s view of physical deification as the primary way Eastern writers depicted
salvation, he draws a distinction between two (intertwined but at least partially
distinct) participatory patterns of deificaiton: one that focuses primarily on the
qualities of God in the way Harnack thought of it as physical (‘in particular, sharing

in God’s incorruptible life so as to overcome human mortality and corruption’), and

7 Krivosheine, ‘Asketicheskoe Uchenie’, 114-208.

™ Florovsky, ‘Creation and Creaturehood’.

75 Lossky, Bogovidenie, 437-51.

7 Meyendorff is known for publishing a critical text of the main theological text written by
Palamas, Triads.

"7 Yannaras, ‘Essence and Energies’, 232-45.

78 Zizioulas, Being as Communion.

” Nissiotis, ‘Secular and Christian Images’, 947-89; 90-122.

% Nellas, Deification in Christ.

81 For more details on the modern Greek scholarship and its growing fascination with the theme
of communion with God, see Russell, ‘Modern Greek Theologians’, 77-92. For the critical
assessment of the modern Greek conception of personhood as an importation from philosophical
personalism and existentialism, see Halleux, ‘Personalisme’, 129-55, 265-92.

82 Torrance, ‘The Soul and Person’, 113-4. Cf. Ibid., The Trinitarian Faith, 156; 1bid., Mediation
of Christ’, 30.

%3 Fairbairn, ‘Patristic Soteriology’, 304. Cf. Ibid., Life in the Trinity, 6-9.
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the other that stresses the idea of participating ‘in the personal communion with the
persons of the Trinity’.* It is the second pattern of deification—one that places
personal relationship over the impersonal qualities—that, for Fairbairn, represents
the most fruitful trajectory plotted by Irenaeus, Athanasius, and Cyril of Alexandria.
In Fairbairn’s understanding, this personal trajectory goes along with the theology
of ‘God’s downward action through the incarnation and crucifixion’ in contrast to
the first paradigm that promotes a view in which ‘our action is the key to union with

God’ in his qualities.®

This brief survey of the scholarly views on Athanasius’ soteriology shows that
one’s preference to describe it in terms of one of the three approaches to
salvation—physical, juridical or personal—is significantly shaped by what one
considers to be Athanasius’ teaching about God. Depending on the scholar’s
arguments, these approaches can be used in ways that either contradict or
complement each other, but certainly each one of them reveals a certain aspect of
salvation more explicitly than it does other ones. If divinity is understood largely as
a possession of immortality, then what is necessary for the mortal man to become
divine is to acquire such quality and thereby become by grace what God is by
nature. If it is the righteousness and wrath of God that demands redemption, then
Athanasius’ soteriology is best understood as having to do with the believer’s
changed status before God based on Christ’s transactional sacrifice. And if
deification flows from who God is as personal being, then deification needs to
include the idea of restored relationship between God and man. Undoubtedly,
Athanasius combined all three ways of describing salvation as he sought to
appropriate various images from Scripture and interpret them in the context of his
own theological and philosophical tradition. Yet, I will argue that Athanasius’
concern to defend the full divinity of Christ as homoousios with God the Father
provides a helpful standpoint from which all three aspects of salvation discussed
above can be viewed as having their proper place and relation. Before I progress
any further, I would like to gear this statement to the way I use my three key

words— ‘deification’, ‘relations’, and ‘qualities’.

% 1bid., 293.
8 1bid., 300, 307.
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1.2 Terminological Clarifications: Deification, Qualities and Relations

A growing interest to the theme of deification over the past twenty years or so has
resulted in a very broad spectrum of meanings being attached to this term.*® For this
reason, [ would like to give a brief explanation of how I will use this term with
regard to Athanasius, and then add more technical details on its meaning in the
chapters that follow. Among the most common words such as ‘divinization’,
‘becoming god’/‘godlike’/‘divine’, ‘theosis’, and ‘apotheosis’, 1 will use the
English word ‘deification’ as my preferred option. I will employ the other words as
synonyms to it. Athanasius’ favourite word for deification is 6eomolew, from which
he derives the noun 6eomoinoic. He does not use the word theosis that has now
become the transliterated key term in referring to the distinctly Christian notion of
deification, and to avoid the anachronistic reading [ will restrain myself from using
it with respect to Athanasius.

When using the English term deification, I will distinguish between two
senses of this word: the narrow sense that explicitly points to making into a god, or
deifying, and the broader sense that includes other terms related to deification as
explanatory synonyms. In the narrow sense my use of the term deification will
embrace such words as Beomoléw, Beomoldg, Beomoinolg, Beomolie, Bedtnrog, and
ékBeralw. Some of these terms are used by Athanasius both in the Christian and
pagan contexts, while others are used distinctly for either Christian deification or
pagan deification. A number of other terms that Athanasius never uses (but which,
nevertheless, form a part of the narrow sense of deification) include such words as
G ToBeOW/aToOELOW, ATOBEWDLS, €kBedW/EkBeLOW, €kBEWOLE, éxBewTLKAC, Bedw, BéwaLc,
amoBeralw. I will use some of these terms when discussing deification in other
writers. In the broader sense of deification, I will include synonymous terminology
that Athanasius uses next to the words of deification in order to describe the state of
the redeemed. This will include such terminology as ‘adoption’, ‘renewal of

creation’, ‘union with the Logos/God’, ‘being sanctified, exalted’, ‘being perfected

% Since the publication of La divinisation du chrétien by Gross in 1938, there has been a growing
number of historical studies on deification. As a result, the use of the term deification has
significantly been stretched ranging from its original Greek use to the postmodern concerns of
ecological theology. The list of the recent works is prohibitively long, so I limit it to only a few titles
that reflect a common interest in deification among Orthodox, Catholics and Protestants: Russell,
The Doctrine of Deification; Daniélou, La Déification de [’homme; Meyendorff, ‘Thedsis in the
Eastern Tradition’, 470-6; Williams, The Ground of Union, 31-32; Olson, ‘Deification in
Contemporary Theology’, 186-89; Finlan, Deification in Christian Theology; Christensen, Parkaters
of the Divine Nature; Hinlicky, ‘Theological Anthropology’, 38-73; Mannermaa, ‘Justification and
Theosis’, 25-41. 1 will provide more references to the works on deification later in this study.
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in Christ’, etc. Finally, I will refer to a group of participatory words that have
similar meaning to deification and are used by Athanasius to clarify the character
and content of the deifying work of God. This group of participatory terms will
include the idea of partaking in God (uetéxw, petovoie), fellowship with the
trinitarian persons (kowwvéw, Belag kowwwrol Gpvoewc), sharing in his love (&yamn)
and delight (xepa), being accepted as adopted sons and daughters (vioBeoie) of the
Heavenly = Father, and acquiring divine characteristics, such as
immortality/incorruption (adpOepole, aBaveoie), impassibility (amabewr), and
perfection (teielwotc). As I explore the topic of God and deification in the chapters
that follow, I will provide more specific details including statistical word-data of
particular terms, comparative Tables, lexical analyses, etc.

Two other words that I will use in this study are ‘qualities’ and ‘relations’.
To describe the personal aspect of God and deification (such as the Father-Son
fellowship or human participation in their love), I will use the term ‘relations’ and
synonymous words such as ‘communion’, ‘fellowship’ ‘the bond of love’, ‘delight’,
etc. To describe the impersonal aspect of God and deification (such as incorruption
and immortality), [ will employ the term ‘qualities’, and synonymous words such as
‘attributes’, ‘characteristics’, ‘properties’, and ‘energies’. As much as possible, I
will try to provide the closest correlates (e.g. 18L0tng, moLotng, SlvepLg, evépyeLw,
olkeLoTNG, etc.) to these two words in the specific texts that I study. However, due to
the fact that in the period between Irenaeus and Athanasius theological terminology
was still in its formative stage, I will treat this terminology in a more or less loose
sense qualifying them whenever needed. I will introduce the idea of ‘qualities’ and
‘relations’ specifically with regard to my topic by the time I come to the discussion
of Irenaeus and Origen. I should add that although the term ‘qualities’ will be used
in reference to the impersonal aspects of God and salvation, it should not be taken
negatively. Neither will I treat the ‘qualities’ as an alternative to the ‘relations’. On
the contrary, I believe that both ‘qualities’ and ‘relations’ are important aspects of
the same reality, and to treat them in the sense of ‘either-or’ would risk making God
and deification as either quasi-impersonal or void of content. Perhaps, the closest
patristic analogue for my use of ‘relations’ and ‘qualities’ is John of Damascus’
Capita Philosophica, where he treats these two categories in ch. 50 (mepl Qv Tpdg
1) and ch. 51 (mept mowod kot mowotnTog) as related but distinct notions. My own

distinction between the ‘qualities’ and ‘relations’ will have to do primarily with the
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emphases in the texts [ will study. At the same time, I believe that one’s emphases
do shape one’s language about God and deification, and by making notice of the
way emphases work in different contexts, I hope to draw attention to those points

that otherwise can be overlooked.
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CHAPTER TWO

Athanasius in the Broader Context

Therefore, we ought to try to escape from earth to the dwelling of the gods as quickly as we can, and
to escape is to become like God, so far as this is possible; and to become like God is to become just

and holy and wise (Plato, Theaet. 176b)."”

For he [Christ] became man that we might become divine (Athanasius, De Inc. 54.1 1-2).%

In these words both Plato and Athanasius speak about deification. The former
describes man as a seeker, the latter depicts him as sought. In light of the emphasis
on God’s initiative, such as in the above quotation, Athanasius appears to be writing
about God in a way that was less (rather than more) typical of the Greek tradition as
a whole. At the same time, his interaction with the Greek philosophical sources and
religious ideas is quite intense, and any attempt to understand him needs to take this
into account. For this purpose, it is important to consider Athanasius in a larger
context where the discussions about God, his involvement in the world, and
salvation, have already had a long history. In this chapter, I will survey some of the
most significant points in the history of deification by dividing my discussion into
three major parts: antiquity (with a special focus on the Platonic tradition), biblical
background, and two theological figures that predate Athanasius—Irenaeus and
Origen. While the first part will be aimed primarily at tracing the development of
some key terms and concepts of deification, the second and third parts will be
related more directly to the issues I have discussed in the Introduction. In the
process of my analysis, I will attempt to show that one’s description of deification
often becomes the direct expression of one’s conception of God(s), or divinity.
Furthermore, I will suggest that by the time of Irenaecus and Origen we can identify
what I will call ‘a tension of emphases’ (in both theologians)® with respect to God

and deification that needs to be taken into consideration before approaching

7 [LCL 123:128; Fowler 129, trans. modified]: 810 kol Telpaobor xpt) évbévde ékeioe pebyewr Gt
ToyLote. Guyn S¢ Opolwolg Bed katd TO SuveTOr: OpolwoLg 8¢ Sikawov kol Golov petd ppovioewg
yevéaBar.

% [Thomson 268; ibid. 269]: aitdc [6 ypLotéc] yap evnrBpdmmoey, Tva feic BeoTolndGuey.

% A term I borrowed from Fairbairn who speaks of ‘tension’ in the thought of Irenaeus and
Origen in his Grace and Christology, 18-20. I also owe him for pointing out to me the significance
of the Father-Son relationship and the personal subject in Christ in Athanasius.
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Athanasius. This discussion will prepare a way for me to show how the
philosophical and theological background pressed Athanasius to shape a distinctly
trinitarian concept of God and salvation. Stamped with the emaphasis on the Father-
Son relationship and on Christ as the personal subject of salvation, this concept
emerges first in Athanasius’ early double writing, the Contra Gentes and De
Incarnatione Verbi, and then finds its way in a more mature form to his later works
Orationes Contra Arianos, Epistulae quattuor ad Serapionem, and Vita Antonii. 1
will analyze all these major writings beginning with the double treatise in the next
chapter (for which this chapter on the background will be most important), and then

examine later writings in the rest of this study.

2.1 Ancient Notions of Divinity and Deification

As with each survey the purpose of this chapter is very modest. Rather than seeking
to give a detailed analysis, I would like to focus primarily on the major turning
points in the history of deification by examining the terminology, concepts, and
frameworks. In what follows I will introduce both popular and philosophical
traditions with a view to shed some light on the questions of the nature of divinity,
the relation of God(s) to human beings, and the motivations behind the common
practice of divinization. While there are different ways to treat the pre-Christian
deification, my analysis is tied specifically to the study of Athanasius. Therefore,
the kind of texts, figures, and traditions I choose to integrate here stem from this
perspective and especially from the growing recognition of the modern scholars that
Athanasius frequently operates with the ancient philosophical vocabulary and
concepts (most notably in his early treatise written against the pagan worldview).

As I proceed, I will provide more rationale for my choice of topics and issues.

2.1.1 Poetic Literature

It is not by chance that some ancient writers considered Homer to be the most
respected ‘theologizing’ poet and occasionally addressed him as 6 8eordyoc.”® His
1liad and Odyssey provide us with the earliest insights about the nature of gods and
divinization. Among the various traits he ascribes to gods are superhuman

knowledge, extraordinary power, and ability to appear in any form. Yet, the most

% ¢.g. Porphyry, De Antr. Nymph. 78.15-16; Hermias, In Phaedr. 151.7.11. Cf. Lamberton,
Homer the Theologian, 22-31.
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pronounced quality proper to the Homeric gods is their immortality. They are
normally referred to as ‘immortals’ (&0avator, I/. 2.14 [LCL 170:60) who live
forever (Beol aiev €dvteg, I[. 1.290 [LCL 170:34]) even though there was a time
when they did not exist at all.”! In both poems immortality is a recurring theme and
the prime object of human desire; it is pursued as a way to not only avert death but
also become divine.”” There are at least several ways how immortality can be
obtained in the Homeric poems. One of them is when a hero is being remembered
for his courageous acts by future generations. A good example of such an occasion
is the legendary warrior Achilles who had a choice to live a peaceful life but not be
remembered, or to go to the war and know that ‘my life long endure, and the doom
of death will not come soon on me’ (ZI. 9.415-6 [LCL 170:424; Henderson 425]).”
Having chosen the latter, Achilles meets his end at the battlefield fighting the
Trojans, but the memory of his name and valour will live forever. Another example
is Sarpedon (ally of Trojans from Lycia) who describes the heroic code to his

comrade Glaukos by equating remembrance to immortality:

Ah friend, if once escaped from this battle we were for ever to be ageless and immortal, neither
should I myself fight among the foremost, nor should I send you into battle where men win glory;
but now—for in any case fates of death threaten us, fates past counting, which no mortal may
escape or avoid—now let us go forward, whether we shall give glory to another, or another to us

(11. 12.321-8 [LCL 170:580; Henderson 5817).”*

By their heroism Homeric nobles are remembered as 6€iot, avtibeor and iodBeol, or
addressed with the divine epithets of honour such as Beoeiked’ ayytAied (11. 1.132
[LCL 170:22]), peyadupor axorol (. 1.123 [LCL 170:22]), éktwp diipLrog (Z1. 10.49
[LCL 170:452]).95 The heroes never become divine in the strict sense,’® but they

°! Herodotus, Hist. 2.53 [LCL 117:340].

%2 The possibility to become divine in Homer is balanced with the opposite warning to not ‘not be
minded to think on a par with the gods’ (unde Oeciowv 1o’ €Beke ¢ppovéewv) (II. 5.440-1 [LCL
170:238; Henderson 239]). This is proved by the story in which Niobe was punished for having
dared to compare herself to Latone. See /. 24.602 [LCL 171:606]. Cf. Od. 5.212-3 [LCL 104:196].

% &em dnpdv 6€ poL aldv Eooetal, 00BE ké ' Gka TéAOC BavdToLo Kuyeln.
% 3 mémov, €l pev yip mOAepov Tepl TOVSe duybUTe oiel 8% péddowper dyfpw T GBaVETw Te
€00€08’, olte kev alTOG VL TPWTOLOL WaXOLUnY 0DTe ke 0€ OTEAAOLUL MayMVy € KudLavelpav: viv &
umme yop kfipeg épeotaoly Bavatolo pupion, ¢ oDk €otL GuYELY Bpotov o0d’ LmadldEwL, Topev, fé
T €0X0c Opéfopey, Hé TLG MLY.

% Cf. Clark, The Cambridge Companion to Homer, ch. 8.

% In fact, in II. 5.440-2 [LCL 170:238; Murray 239], it is strictly warned against becoming a god:
‘Consider, son of Tydeus, and withdraw, do not be minded to think on a par with the gods; since in
no way of like sort is the race of immortal gods and that of men who walk upon the earth’ (tudeidn,
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become gods for their own society who perceived them to be model for the perfect
life.

An even more striking way to achieve immortality in the Homeric poems is
by making this quality one’s own. This is also a more ‘tangible’ way of becoming
divine than by being remembered, though immortality becomes one’s own not as
one’s proper quality but as that which one enjoys by being ‘locally’ associated with
the dwelling place of gods. Thus, Ganymede is said to be taken to dwell with the
immortals as Zeus’ cupbearer,”’ and the Homeric Hymn to Aphrodite draws the
obvious conclusion by making Hermes reassure Ganymede’s father that he is now
‘immortal and unaging just like the gods’ (w¢ €ov dBavetoc kol GyMpw¢ Low
feoiow).” There are also examples of some heroes who die and only after that
become divinized. In the famous book 11 of the Odyssey we see Heracles described
as being only an image (€iéwAov) in Hades, while ‘he himself [Heracles] is with the
immortal gods, taking his joy in their festivities’ (Od. 11.601-3 [LCL 104:444]).”
Perhaps the most physically perceptive way to attain immortality in Homer is by
eating ambrosia and drinking nectar. When Odysseus was taken by Calipso after the
shipwreck, it is said that she ‘gave him food [ambrosia and nektar (duppooinv kol
véktap)]... that would make him immortal and ageless all his days’ (Od. 5.136 [LCL
104:192; Murray 195]).'" In the Homeric Hymn to Demeter even mere contact with
ambrosia, such as Demeter’s anointing the human baby Demophon with it, is able
to make him appear divine: ‘he was like the gods to behold’ (Beoior ¢ dvto
ediker).'”! The abundance of Homeric references to such means of divinization led
some scholars to suggest that at this time mortality is not considered to be ‘an

essential attribute of human beings, it is more like a virus which can be expelled, if

kol xaleo, unde Oeciowy 1o’ €Bede ppovéely, émel ol mote GpDAov OpoloV GBVATWY TE€ BedV Yaplel
épopévey T avbpdmov).

97 11. 20.232-5 [LCL 171:382; Henderson 383]. Cf. other examples when humans were brought to
dwell with gods: e.g. Od. 5.135-6 [LCL 104:192], 5.208-209 [LCL 104:196], 15.249-51 [LCL
105:94]; 1. 5.265-6 [LCL 170:226].

% Hymn. Hom. Aph. 5.214 [LCL 496:174]. The Hymns were attributed to Homer by the ancient
scholars, but modern commentators think they are alient to him. See LCL 496:5-6. In this study I
treat the Hymns on the par with the Homeric texts.

% adtde [MpakAneiny] 6 pet’ dBavdtolor Bedior Tépmetan év BaAing.

9 Erpedov... Brioewr dOdvatov kel dynpeov Huate mavte. For more examples, see Il 5.265-6
[LCL 170:226]; Od. 5.135-6 [LCL 104:192], 5.208-209 [LCL 104:196], 15.249-51 [LCL 105:94].
Cf. Rohde, Psyché, 60-1.

1ot Hymn. Hom. Dem. 2.241 [LCL 496:50; West 51]. Tugwell, Human Immortality, 7, dates the

hymn by the seventh century.

1
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the right procedure for doing so can be discovered’.'”® Whether this is correct or
not, the above instances make it clear that possessing immortality is necessary for
one to live forever, and to do so is to be divine.

However vast is the boundary between the mortal humans and immortal
gods, Homer never makes the latter too perfect to enter into the realm of earthly
affairs.'® In fact, both the Iliad and Odyssey recount numerous stories when gods
(in various forms) appear for all sorts of intervention. Sometimes, they are
described in ways that make them much more human than divine.'® They can be
hurt, deceived, and even come under the threat of being destroyed. Yet, it is the
accessibility of these gods to individual humans that mark a personal aspect of the
Greek religion at this time. In his Personal Religion among the Greeks, André
Festugicre illustrates it with a reference to Athena by drawing attention to the fact
that ‘[a]s early as the /liad, we see that there is an intimate, personal bond between
Athena and Achilles... In the Odyssey, Athena is... the guardian and adviser of
Telemachus... [and] on Dorian soil... Athena encourages the Dorian hero
Herakles’.'” On one particular occasion Athena not only dissuades Achilles from
striking Agamemnon, but even pulls his hair till the Myrmidonian hero soothes his
anger and is able to make decisions on his own.'% Commenting this situation in his
Greek Personal Religion, Stephen Instone suggests that it ‘shows an important way
in which the Greeks thought that humans can interact with the gods: humans are
relatively weak, are subject to all sorts of outside forces, and for them to be
successful in life, whether physically, e.g. in war or athletics competition, or
mentally in the display of good judgment, they need the help of the most powerful
of all outside forces, the gods’.'"”’

With Hesiod the respect to gods as supernatural beings becomes a matter of
personal piety and devotion. In his didactic poem Erga the prescribed instructions
show that a prosperous life is dependent on the farmers’ individual obedience to
Zues and Demeter who control the agricultural world. Thus to succeed in farming
one must sacrifice to gods, pour libations, pray and honour them. In Hesiod’s

account the hardships of human life is a result of a deteriorated process from the

102 Tugwell, Human Immortality, 7.

8¢t Jaeger, Paideia, 1:55-6.

1% For more on gods’ vulnerability, see Kleinknecht, ‘6ed¢’, 70.
195 Festugiére, Personal Religion among the Greeks, 6-7.

196 17.1.196-200; 206-16 [LCL 170:26-8].

107 Instone, Greek Personal Religion, 9.
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golden age of mankind to the present iron age. If the former was the age when men
lived among and mingled freely with gods in harmony and abundance, the latter is
the age of misery, sorrow and toil. There is very little hope for divinization in this
context. In fact, it is expected that people will no longer fear and revere gods, and
once that happens ‘Aidos and Nemesis... will go from the broadwayed earth and
forsake mankind to join the company of immortals, and bitter sorrows will be left
for mortal men, and there will be no help against evil’ (Erga 197-201 [LCL
57:124)."%® The motif of suffering in Hesiod becomes a subject of deeper reflection
in the Greek tragic drama. The harder life is described in such poems, the more
intense is one’s desire to either die or become like gods and dwell in their places.'”
In Oedipus Colonus Sophocles declares that ‘[n]ot to be born comes first by every
reckoning; and once one has appeared, to go back to where one came from as soon
as possible is the next best thing’ (OC 1224-1227 [LCL 21:546; Lloyd-Jones
547)). "0 With similar feelings, when Euripides describes Phaedra’ difficult
situation in Hippolytus, he makes her cry in utter despair: ‘O that I could live in the
secret clefts of the mountains, and that there a god might make me a winged bird
amid the flying flocks!” (Hipp. 732-736 [LCL 484196; Kovacs 197]).""" It is
generally believed that human life is filled with sorrow and is in direct contrast to
the blissful life of gods in heaven. Therefore, Euripides uses the metaphor of a bird
in several similar contexts to underscore the human desire for celestial existence:
‘Where to go? Shall T fly up to the lofty vault of heaven?’ (Hec. 1099 [LCL
484:498; Kovacs 499, slightly modified]),''? and ‘soar aloft to heaven’ (Med. 1296
[LCL 12:400; Kovacs 401].""

2.1.2 Greek Natural Philosophy.: Xenophanes

108 ; R , ,
kol TOTE &M TPOG OGALUTOV AT XBovog €bpuLOdelng Acvkololy dapedoL KaAvlopuéve Xpoe KUAOV

Bavatwy pete ¢dAov itov mpoAmért’ avbpwmoug eldwe kel VéWeolg, to O¢ Aelleton &Aye Avypo
fvntoic arlpwmoLoL, kakod 8 ok éooeTor GAKT.

199 Cf. Yunis, Religious Beliefs in Euripidean Drama, 111-21; Webster, ‘Psychological Terms in
Greek Tragedy’, 149-54; Demina, ‘Obraz Artemidy’, 92.

HOun ddvon tov Emavte vika Adyovs to 8, émel davd, PAvar kelbev 80ev Tep Fkel TOAL
Seltepor (¢ TAYLOTW.

HLArpdrolg bmd kevbudol yevolpay, (v pe Trepodooay dpuiv dyédnol Totaveic Oedg EvBeln.

12 161 Topevd®; dumtdevoc odpdviov byutette éc péradpov.
TIYoV Gpon o’ €¢ abépog Babog. Other examples of the same metaphor in Euripides can be
found in fon 1238 (mtepoecoav) [LCL 10:462]; Andr. 862 (dpwic) [LCL484:350]; HF 1157
(mrepwtéc) [LCL 9:424]; Or. 1593 (¢pUync mtepoig) [LCL 11:590]. On the importance of this
metaphor for divinization, see Solmsen, Intellectual Experiments, 67.

113
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By the time of the pre-Socratic philosophers we observe an emergence of a new
way of describing divinity. It is now described not only in terms of everlasting
existence but also as encompassing the qualities of moral perfection.114 The best
early example is Xenophanes, who is commonly viewed as a reformer of
religion.'”” In the view of Adam Drozdek, ‘God’s attributes were adumbrated and
even described by Xenophanes’ predecessors, but Xenophanes for the first time
systematically grouped them and built a consistent system from them’.''® Although
there is disagreement about the interpretation of the one God (€lg 6edc) in
Xenophanes® fragments, it is clear that this god must be the most perfect being.'"’
He is incomparable with any living entity for he is ‘greatest among gods and men,
not at all like mortals neither in form nor in thought’ (i~ 21b23 [DK 135]).""* His
other qualities include the fact that ‘he always remains in the same place, not
moving at all, nor is it befitting for him to travel to various places at various times’
(f. 21626 [DK 135])."" He sees, thinks and hears as a whole, shaking everything
with his mind as a simple uncompounded (rather spherical) being.'*® Fr. 21624 [DK
135] suggests that Xenophanes’ God is omniscient since he is not limited by the
organs of cognition. If only a part of man thinks (sees and hears), God thinks (sees
and hears) as a whole. He is ingenerate and immortal, and therefore his existence
does not change.'*' It is improper to think of him as ‘wearing clothes and have a
voice and body’ (fr. 21b14 [DK 132]).'*

From the viewpoint of moral perfection, the One God does not do the
lawless deeds of anthropomorphic gods described by Homer and Hesiod. He does

123

not steal, commit adultery or tell lies. Instead, according to Simplicius,

"4 Lesher, Commentaries, 83. Cf. Russell (ed.), Augustine, 5-11; Copleston, A History of
Philosophy, 1:47; Vogel, Philosophia I, 397-416.

15 Steinmetz, ‘Xenophanesstudien’, 69; Jaeger, The Early Greek Philosophers, 53; Frankel,
Early Greek Poetry and Philosophy, 328.

"6 Drozdek, Greek Philosophers as Theologians, 24.

17 Lumpe, Die Philosophie des Xenophanes, 27-8; Stokes, One and Many, 77; Hershbell, ‘The
Oral-poetic Religion’, 130.

18 ¢ Bebe, &v e Beolol kol avBpwmoLoL uéyiatog, olte déuag Bvmroloy OpolLog 00dE VoMU,

19 6lel 8 &v tadtdL pipver Kivolpevoc 008év, odde petépyeodul pv émmpémel &Adote &Aint. For
the analysis of the term Beompenég, see Anton, Essays in Greek Philosophy, 95-6. For kwwoluevog, see
Peters, Greek Philosophical Terms, 101-8

120 f- 21b24-5 [DK 135]. According to the pseudo-Aristotelian treatise De Xenophane Melisso
Gorgia (= fr. 21a28 [DK 119]), Xenophanes taught that God was spherical in shape which probably
indicated his perfection.

12! - 21b14 [DK 132].

12 v opetépmy 8 Eobfite Exelr dpwviy Te Sépac Te.

123 4 21b11 [DK 132].
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Xonophanes assumed that ‘God is strongest and best (&piotoc) of all’,'** and
pseudo-Aristotle says that for Xenophanes God is ‘strongest and best
(Béatiotoc)’.'* By describing God in this way Xenophanes rectifies the concept of
divinity and makes other gods simple manifestations of the one perfect God. They
‘have no autonomous reality by being only reflections of the absolute reality.
Therefore, their reality, on the one hand—when rejecting natural attributes that are
ascribed to them—dissolves in natural phenomena, on the other hand, in the reality
of God, whose manifestations and imperfect representations they are’.'*® There is
no fragment where Xenophanes would speak of divinization, and perhaps it is not
the right context to assume that he would. However, there is a sense in which his
description of divinity does pave the way to a more refined idea of deification in the
later writers. To illustrate this point more substantially I would like to turn to the

tradition of Platonism.

2.1.3 Platonic Tradition

Before considering the representatives of Platonism, I need to explain briefly why I
have chosen to concentrate on this particular tradition. Of course, a broader picture
of deification might well include a discussion of Aristotle, Epicurus, and Stoics. In
fact, there has been a growing number of studies that endevour to trace various
elements of deification to these philosophical schools.'?” They draw attention to the
importance of the Aristotelian divine Intellect (the Unmoved Mover) and the life of
knowledge (Bloc Bewpntikoc) that realizes the activity of the highest human faculty,

intellect.'?®

With regard to Epicurus—who aspired to a very different approach—it
is often stressed that for him the divine life (felicitous and joyful) is the life free of
disturbance, trouble, and care; this is attained by following his ethical precepts.'*’ In

a still different way, the divine life for the Stoics is the life lived according to

124 6 21a31 [DK 121]: 10 8¢ mwtwv kpdtotov kol &pLotov Bedc.

125 fi- 21228 [DK 117]: obk &v étL kpdtiotov kel BEATLOTOV abTOV Evel TAVTGV.

126 Drozdek, Greek Philosophers as Theologians, 25.

127 e.g. Sedlley, ‘Becoming Like God’, 327-39; O’Meara, Platonopolis, 32-4; Instone, Greek
Personal Religion, 51-6; Russel, ‘Virtue as “Likeness to God” in Plato’, 241-260; Sedina, ‘Filosofie
a etika’, 9-23; Erler, ‘Epicurus as deus mortalis’, 159-182; Passmore, The Perfectibility of Man;
Festugieére, Epicure et ses dieux; Schmidt, ‘Gotter und Menschen in der Theologie Epikurs’, 97-156;
Schulz, Nachfolgen und Nachahmen. For more references, see Squilloni, Peri Basileias, 63, n. 1.

28 N4 10.7-8 [Bywater 212-7; Ross 1860]; Metaph. 1072b3-4 [Jaeger 252; Ross 1694]). For the
differences between the Aristotelian deification and that of Plato, see Bargeliotes, ‘Divinized and
De-divinized’, 229-246.

129 Ep. Men. 135.
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Nature, the divine Logos. Their ideal is the godlike sage, a perfect cosmic deity.wo
However interesting it would be to consider such perspectives on deification, I
believe that Athanasius’ immediate background was largely Platonic. This is not to
say that his thought excluded elements from other philosophical views; rather
Platonism is a kind of framework in which these elements are being interpreted by
him.

Perhaps the most thorough study that specifically looks into this issue is
done by Peter Meijering, Orthodoxy and Platonism in Athanasius: Synthesis or
Antithesis? (Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1974)."*! Meijering convincingly demonstrates that
although the sort of Platonism Athanasius espouses is that of Middle Platonism, he
is fully aware of both Plato and Plotinus.'** He argues that ‘Athanasius could freely
use philosophical ideas where it suited him’ believing that ‘Platonic ontology need
not contradict the Christian faith, provided it was applied in the right way in
theology’. 133 Mejering concludes that Athanasius on the one hand attempts to
synthesize Christian faith and Platonism ‘in the sense that he is constantly using
Platonic language and arguments’, and on the other, he sees a certain antithesis ‘in
the sense that Athanasius completely opposes the core of Platonic theology, viz., the
divine hierarchy. He regards this as idolatry’.13 4 Following Meijering’s arguments, |
will concentrate in this section on three historical phases of Platonism by examining
Plato, Philo, and Plotinus. This will form the background against which I will then
consider Athanasius’ early treatise where, in my view, his interaction with the
philosophical concepts is most significant. For the same reason that I narrow my
focus to Platonism, I also choose to not go into a discussion of popular concepts of
divinization such as the ruler cult in Rome,"” assimilation to a specific god (e.g.
Osiris, Dionysius), 136 theurgical practices, 57 or mystical trends in the Jewish
literature.'*® This would make excellent material for a broader study of deification,

whereas mine is confined to a more specific focus.

130 For more details, see Merki, ‘OMOIQZIE OEQ, 8-17.

B Cf. similar arguments in Beatrice,‘La croix et lex idoles’, 159-77, who claims that Athanasius
had a sufficient knowledge of Neoplatonism and targeted his polemic especially against Porphyry.

132 Meijering, Orthodoxy and Platonism, 126.

3 Ibid., 126, 128.

4 Ibid., 130.

133 Gradel, Emperor Worship, esp. 54-108, 198-234.

136 price, ‘Gods and Emperors’, 77-85.

137 Collins, Partaking in Divine Nature, 17-8.

¥ Ibid., 27-38.
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2.1.3.1 Plato

Just as Xenophanes, Plato criticizes the traditional understanding of divinity as
expressed by Homer and Hesiod. In the process of doing this, he develops a
conceptual framework and terminology that will form the core components in the
emergence of a language of deification.'” For our purpose it will be helpful to
address several notable occasions where Plato describes the process of becoming
like God (opoiwolg 6eg), ask what qualities make one divine, and consider other
ways in which Plato describes deification. To a certain extent, the question of what
it means to become godlike for Plato is also a question of who he understands his
God to be. The later part of this question is a complex one in itself and would
require much attention. So, instead of treating it directly, I would like to shift the
emphasis to the fact that Plato ascribes divinity to various entities which can be
emulated by others. Moreover, one can emulate what is divine, or choose to emulate
the opposite. In Theaet. 176e-177a [LCL 123:130; Sedley, ‘The Ideal of
Godlikeness’, 795], Plato asserts: ‘My friend, there are standards (mepoaderypatwy)
set up in reality. The divine standard is supremely happy, the godless one is
supremely wretched... and [by their acts people] are made like the one and unlike
the other’."*® Among the things that have divine status, Plato includes the gods of
mythology, the souls of the heroes (they are also the ‘visible’ gods of the heavens),
the world itself (or the soul of the world), the intellect that orders the Universe, the
Forms, and their ultimate expression, ‘the Good’ (10 ayadov).

There are several instances in Plato where he makes explicit statements
about godlikeness. One of them comes in the same dialogue that I just cited. In
Theaet. 176b [LCL 123:128; Fowler 129, trans. modified], Plato makes the
following argument: ‘Therefore, we ought to try to escape from earth to the
dwelling of the gods as quickly as we can, and to escape is to become like God
(opotwolg Be®), so far as this is possible; and to become like God is to become just
(6ikarov) and pious (borov) with wisdom’ (uetd ppoviioenc).'*! The urgency with

which Plato discusses godlikeness occurs in the context of his opposition to

139 . L
Collins, Partaking in Divine Nature, 16.
140 ’ 2 ’ ) ~ 2 ¢ ’ ~ \ ’ 5 ’ ~ oA
TUPUOELYMATWY, W OlAe, €V T OVTL €0TWTWY, TOD pev Belov eLdatpoveototov, tod O€ abeou
GOALWTATOV... TG WEV OROLOVUEVOL... TG ¢ GVOMOLOVUEVOL.
141 \ \ ~ o ’, 3 A ’ [ ’, \ e ’ ~ \ \
O0L0 koL TeLpaoBaL xpmn €vOevde ekeloe Pelyely OTL ToyLota. Guyn O€ OUOLWOLE Be® KaTta TO
duvatov: Opolwolg 8¢ Sikatov kol Golov petd dppovrioews yevéoBow. For a brief commentary on this
passage as implying a ‘filosoficky a eticky koncept’ of godlikeness, see Sedina, ‘Filosofie a etika’,
4-9.
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Protagoras’ relativistic doctrine. To counter his view that man is the measure of all
things, Plato portrays the philosopher as being concerned with the universal,
objective qualities. Howerver, the qualities in the quoted passage—justice, piety,
and wisdom—are described as virtues to be exercised by people, and apparently
God reprsents here the perfect moral absolute and exemplar for human action. A
few lines later, Plato continues: ‘God is in no wise and in no manner unrighteous,
but utterly and perfectly righteous (Sikerotatoc), and there is nothing so like him
(x0t® opoiotepov) as that one of us who in turn becomes most nearly perfect in
righteousness’. '*> Three other explicit mentions of godlikeness are found in
Respublica, Phaedrus, and Leges. In all three passages godlikeness has a clear
ethical dimension. In Rep. 10.613a-b [LCL 276:486; Shorey 487], Plato describes
God as our moral overseer who will hardly neglect the interests of those who are
most like him in the hereafter: ‘For by the gods assuredly that man will never be
neglected who is willing and eager to be righteous, and by the practice of virtue to
be likened unto god so far as that is possible for man’.'*’ To this Plato adds that
whatever happens to such a virtuous person, he can count on receiving the best from
gods both in life and in death, while a similar passage from Symp. 212a [LCL
166:206; Sedley, ‘The Ideal of Godlikeness’, 796], clarifies this as implying
immortality: ‘It is proper to one who has born and nurtured true virtue to become
dear to the gods, and for him too, if any human being does, to become immortal”.'*
A different ethical application of godlikeness is evident in Phaedr. 252¢-253¢ [LCL
36:492], where Plato speaks in a mythical way of assimilation to different gods.
These gods (such as Zeus, Hera, Apolo, and others) represent eleven qualities of
ideal character, and the lovers are described as aspiring for their beloved to become
more like the God they themselves revere (¢ SuvatOV OWOLOTATOV TG) OPETEPH
0ep).'* Other phrases Plato uses to depict a person who strives to be like God in

this context include (1) ‘he lives, so far as he is able, honouring and imitating that

142 Bede oLdopf o0doudG &dLkog, &AL’ W¢ olOV Te SikaLdTaTog, KoL 00K €0TLY abT@ OMOLOTEPOV
00GeV 1) 0¢ GV MUY ad yévnrar 0Tl SikedTatog.

4300 yip &M OT6 ve Bedv Tote dperditon, Oc By TpoBupeloBur EBEAT Sikaioc yiveoBur Kol
Emndedwy dpethy elg doov Suvatdr avlpwty OpoLododur Bed.

14 tekbutL 68 GpeTiy GANPR kol Bpedapévw bmdpyel Beodirel yevéoBo, kol €iTep Tw HAAW
GvlpdTwY dBavaty kol ékelvw. Cf. Gaye, The Platonic Conception of Immortality, argues that
Plato’s concept of immortality grew out of the simple fact of existing imperfection and mortality,
which led him to postulate the theory of Forms. He equates immortality and opolwolg 8e@; ibid., 256.

145 Phaedr. 253a [LCL 36:492].
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god’;146 (2) ‘so far as it is possible for a man to have part in God’;'* and (3) ‘lead
him to the likeness of the god whom they honour’.'*® Apparently, the fact that
people cling to different gods, points to the existence of different ways (rather than
only one way) of becoming good/godlike.149 One other instance of godlikeness is
found in Leges 4.716c [LCL 187:294], where Plato’s emphasis seems to be again
quite practical. In this context he refers to the sophist’s claim that man is the
measure of all things and contrasts it directly with ‘God as the measure of all things
in the highest degree’ (6 &n Beog... TaVTWY XpnuaTwY PéTpov av €in paiote) (Leg.
4.716¢ [LCL 187:294; Bury 295]). He then suggests that to have the most moderate
and best conduct ‘requires one to become like this God in one’s character as far as
possible’ (Leg. 4.716¢ [LCL 187:294; Bury 295])."°

So far the prevailing aspect of deification in the above instances has been
clearly ethical, but Plato also speaks of other ways in which deification happens. In
the context of his theory of Forms and the doctrine of tripartite soul, one can find
such texts in which the effort for finding one’s true (divine) identity is very much
akin to his descriptions of deification. According to Tim. 89¢-90a, each part of the
soul has its own proper motions and the object after which it revolves.”! Plato’s
explanation of what this means in Tim. 90a-d [LCL 244:244-6] became the locus
classicus on deification.'”* Thus, speaking of the rational soul-part and its function,
Plato asserts: ‘God has given to each of us, as his daemon, that kind of soul which is
housed in the top of our body and which raises us—seeing that we are not an

earthly but a heavenly plant—up from earth towards our kindred in the heaven’

(Tim. 90a [LCL 234:244; Bury 245])."> Slightly later, he adds:

16 1bid. 253a [LCL 36:490; Fowler 491]: ékeivov Tuu@v e kel pipolpevoc eic 1o dvvatdv (f.

"7 Ibid. 253a [LCL 36:492; Fowler 493]: Ka®’ 8oov duvatov 0e0d Grpdime peteoyeiv.

8 1bid: eic opotdTnTe abtolc 1) BeG... dyelw.

149 Sedley, ‘The Ideal of Godlikeness’, 797.

0 1o obv 1§ towobtw TpoodLAR yevnobpevor el Sbvoguy Gt pdAlote kel adTOV TOLODTOV
avaykeiov yiyveobo.

131 Scholars debate Plato’s idea of the soul’s motion with respect to its divinity. Krische, Die
theologischen Lehren der griechischen Denker, 76, argues that Plato derived it from Alcmaeon’s
understanding that the soul revolves after the divine heavenly bodies and therefore is divine and
immortal. Cf. Lee, ‘Reason and Rotation’, 72-80; Susemihl, Die genetische Entwicklung der
platonischen Philosophie, 229; Skemp, The Theory of Motion, 3-10; Ehrhardt, The Beginning, 92-
104.

152 Sedley, ‘The Ideal of Godlikenes’, 801.

193 d¢ dpe abtd Sodpove Bedc exdotw 6E5wke, ToDTO O 61 dapey olkely wev HUAY &n’ dkpw TG
OWpaTL, TPOG O¢ THY &V olpovy Evyyévelaw &mod yAg MUAS oipew ¢ dvtag Gutov ok Eyyelov GAA
ovpavLov.
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But he who has seriously devoted himself to learning and to true thoughts, and has exercised
these qualities above all his others, must necessarily and inevitably think thoughts that are
immortal and divine, if so be that he lays hold on truth, and in so far as it is possible for human
nature to partake of immortality (petaoxelv avlpwmivn ¢log dbaveociog), he must fall short
thereof in no degree.... Making the part that thinks like unto the object of its thought, in
accordance with its original nature and having achieved this likeness, [he will] attain finally to
that goal of life which is set before men by the gods as the most good both for the present and for
the time to come (ZTim. 90b-d [LCL 234:246; Bury 247]).">*

In this passage Plato elaborates on the epistemological aspect of godlikeness. The
cultivation of rationality—‘thinking thoughts that are immortal and divine’—makes
one like what he thinks. Accordingly, the final goal of life here is described as
partaking of immortality in so far as it is possible for human nature. Plato’s
argument in this text grows out of his distinction in other dialogues between the
realm of Being and Forms (and therefore true knowledge) on the one hand, and the
realm of becoming and shadows of reality (and therefore mere opinion) on the
other. To explain how the two realms relate, Plato uses the terminology of
‘participation’ (uébetic), ‘presence’ (mapovoie), and ‘communion’ (kowwvia).'> It is
the participation of Forms in the lower realm of things, their presence in them and
communion that make the bridge between the two realms ontologically possible.
Plato does not define the extent to which the higher realm affords participation in
the lower one, but the former may include not only the ideas of sensible objects and
sensible qualities but also ideas of moral qualities and relations such as ‘greater’ or
‘less’ and categories of the ‘same’ or the ‘other’."® In the end, ‘to be’, for Plato, is
to participate in ‘being’, and when applied to humans, he uses the word imitation
(1lunote) to stress the active aspect of this process: the soul is to imitate the real
being, and to imitate it, is to think the truth. Plato uses this term in several major
contexts: (1) to explain the derivative character of human craftsmanship from the

157

divine craftsmanship; °' (2) to describe the relationship of the Forms to the sensible

158

particulars; ™" (3) and to render the applications from the distinction between the

154 _ - - , . - -
T@ 6¢ Tepl dLlopaBelay koL TEPL TOG GANBELG GpovNTEL E0TOLSKOTL Kol TDTK HOALOTE TGOV

obToD yeYUUVaOouévw, Gpovely pev dBovota kol O€lx, dvmep dAndelag épamtnial, TAOK GVAYKY TOU,
ka8’ doov & ad petaoyelv avbpwtivn diolg dBovacieg evdéyetal, TOUTOU Pndey UéPOG mOAeLTELY.

155 Phaedo 100cd [LCL 36:344]; Res. 476a [LCL 237:516-8].

156 Parm. 130; Phaedr. 250b; Rep. 479c; Tim. 30cd; Phaedo 103de; 101af; Theaet. 185cd; Soph.
254-5

157 Soph. 267a [LCL 123:452].

158 parm. 132¢-133a [LCL 167:218-20]; Tim. 30cd [LCL 234:54-6].
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original nature of true knowledge (based on real being) and opinion that imitates
it."”” In each of these contexts the imitating entity is ontologically inferior to what it
imitates.'®® Hence, the end purpose of the soul’s imitation of what is real and true
has a similar function to achieving godlikeness in so far as the higher realm which it
imitates is itself divine. Explaining how one is to succeed in this process, Plato
speaks of the need to purify oneself through the practice of virtue and the training of
mind. Some of the metaphors he uses to describe the end goal of this process are

happiness,'®' freedom,'®* healing,'® salvation,'®* etc. In his Respublica he calls to

165

contemplate what is even beyond being,  the ultimate Principle. Although, on

several occasions Plato claimed that the soul could suddenly (éEocid)vng)l66 become
united with its final object of contemplation, it would be incorrect to think that he
conceived godlikeness as a solitary attainment. Instead, the ideal philosopher
becomes king of his own city ordering its chaotic motions according to the divine

pattern of the Forms. In this way, he helps to build a divinized city:

Then the Philosopher associating with what is divine and ordered will himself become divine and
ordered as far as man can.... And if it becomes necessary for him to put into practice the things he
sees yonder by applying them to the characters of men both in private and in public life instead of
only moulding his own, do you think he will be a poor craftsman of moderation and justice... the
city will never find happiness unless the painters [i.e. the philosopher-kings] who use the divine
model sketch its outline.... They would take the city and men’s characters as a draughting board,
and first of all they would clean it... then, as they work, they would keep looking back and forth,
to [the Forms of] justice, beauty, moderation, and all such things... and they would compose
human life with reference to these, mixing and mingling the human likeness from various
pursuits, basing their judgment on what Homer [//. 1.131 (LCL 170:22)] too called the divine and
godlike existing in man (Rep. 6.500c-501b [LCL 276:68-72; O’Meara, Platonopolis, 35;
modified])."®’

139 Rep. 6.509d-511¢ [LCL 276:108-16].

160 Peters, Greek Philosophical Terms, 118.

ol e.g. Rep. 518b [LCL 276:132]. Cf. also Phead. 111c, 115d [LCL 36:380, 392-4]; Rep. 372cd
[LCL 237:158], 501e [LCL 276:74]; Tim. 68e-69a [LCL 234:176-8].

12 ¢ g Rep. 490b [LCL 276:28].

19 ¢ g Tbid. 515¢ [LCL 276:122].

1% ¢.g. Ibid. 453d [LCL 237:440], 494a, 495d [LCL 276:42, 48]; Phead. 89a, 107d [LCL 36:306-
8, 370]; Zeus is accorded with the title owtip in e.g. Rep. 583b [LCL 276:380]; Tim. 48de [LCL
234:110-12].

195 Rep. 508¢-509b [LCL 276:102-8].

1% ¢.g. Symp. 210e [LCL 166:204]; Ep. 7.341 [LCL 234:528-32].

17 9elw &N kel kooplw & ye PpLrdoodoc OWAGY Kowbe Te kol Belog €lc TO SuvaTdY ABPLTL
ylyvetal.... GV o0V TLG... aDTG GVdykn yévntal & €kel Opd peletfioon elg avBpwmwy HOM kol 16l kel
dnuooly TLBévaL, Kal U WOVOV €nuTOV TAGTTELY, GPa KaKOV OmMLLoupyOv olTOV olel yernoeobol
owdpoodyng T€ Kal OLKELOOUVNG.... OUK &V ToTe GAAWG e€DduLpovioeLe TOALG, €l PN adThv
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By the end of Plato’s career, the concept of deification allowed both individual and
corporate/political aspects of becoming divine. The language now included such
basic words as motion (klveoic), participation (uebetLc), presence (Tapouvoia),
communion (kowwvie), and imitation (uipnolg). Some of them are applied to
opolwolg Bex more directly than others, but all of them have a philosophically-laden
meaning that will expand in the next generations of thinkers. Based on the way
Plato describes deification, one might want to distinguish between two types of
godlikeness. One of them has to do with the essential qualities that an entity
possesses as its own. In this sense, the soul (or rather its highest, rational aspect) is
divine in virtue of its pristine origin and participation in, or kinship with, the divine.
After death it abandons the body to join the company of the gods (ei¢ Bedv yévog)
(Phaed. 82b [LCL 36:286]). On the other hand, as it seeks to recover its identity,
the soul’s task is to realize its kinship or potential by ascending upward'®® and reach
out to its ultimate goal (téAoc)'®—the brightest and most blessed part of being'”®
that brings satisfaction to every contemplating soul.'”" In this sense, deification is a
gradual process of change; it takes one’s life effort (both intellectual and moral) to
acquire what one does not have. Ben Blackwell calls this later type of deificaition

72 This distinction will

the ‘attributive’ one as opposed to ‘essential’ deification.
have a great career in the writings of the Church fathers, especially with Irenaeus
and Athanasius who will speak of it in terms of being divine by nature and
becoming so by grace. Plato also distinguishes between various aspects of
deification. It can be an ethical and/or epistemological godlikeness with the focus
on virtue and knowledge, or it can be an ontological one in as much as an entity

partakes of what is divine. The closest terminology that expresses these aspects of

Suaypaderar ol T¢) Bely Tapadelypatt xpwpevor (wypdadol.... AaBovTec... @oTep Tvake TOAY Te Kol
9n wlpdTwy, TpdTOY pev kobaphy ToLNoeLay &v.... Gmepyo{OuevoL TUKVL &V EKATEPWD’
amopA€ToLer, Tpdg Te TO dUoEL SlkoLov kol KaAOV Kol oddGpov kel Tavte Th ToledTe... EVUULYVOVTEG
TE KOl KEPUVVUVTEG €K TOV EMTNSEVMATWY TO GVOpelkedov, &m’ €Kelvou Tekpaipluevol, 0 oM kol
OuNpog ékddecev €v tolg GvBpwmolg éyyLyvluevov Beoeldég te kol Beoecikedov. Another passage
about the divinized city is found in Leg. 739e [187:362-4]. On the relation between this city and the
one described in the Respublica, see O’Meara, Platonopolis, ch. 8.

'8 For a more detailed description of the upward paradigm see e.g. Rep. 505de, 517b, 521c,
533cd [LCL 276:90, 128-30, 146, 202-4]; Symp. 211cd [LCL 166:204-6]; Pheadr. 249c [LCL
36:480-2].

1 Gorg. 499 [LCL 166:442].

170 Rep. 518¢ [LCL 276:134].

1 Tbid. 540a [LCL 276:228].

172 Blackwell, ‘Christosis’, 104-5.
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divinization are participation and imitation. In this regard, Paul Collins suggests that
Plato’s category of ‘[i]mitation is understood in terms of the practice of the virtues
and is an ethical approach’, whereas ‘[p]articipation suggests an outcome which is
more ‘realistic’ and has ontological implications’.173 Plato’s use of participation
(neToym, petaAnyig, Lédetig, kowwria, and other related words) seems to be more
characteristic of those instances where he establishes the ‘immanence’ of the Forms
in the particulars (though Forms also participate among themselves).!”* Plato’s use
of imitation, along with other words such as image (eikwv) and likeness (Opolwpe),
appears to stress the transcendence of the Forms as divine models for entities that
strive to be like them.'” Plato’s use of the word group ouoog for the description of
divinization or godlikeness is also witnessed in Athanasius. In one explicit passage
where he uses this terminology in the context of deification, he like Plato in some
places, combines it with the ethical idea of ‘virtues’ and ‘imitation’ as being part of
what it means to be like God. Just to cite the passage for now and leave the analysis
for later, he says: For we too, albeit we cannot become like (6uotor) God in essence,
yet by progress in virtue (¢€ apetfic) imitate (upodpebe) God, the Lord granting us
this grace, in the words, Be ye merciful as your Father is merciful [Luke 6:36] Be ye
perfect as your heavenly Father is perfect [Mt. 5:48] (Ep. Afr. 7 [Brennecke 333;
NPNF? 4:492]).""® More commonly, Athanasius describes defication by using the
technical word Beomoréw and ékBealw. While neither of these words are evidenced
in Plato, the former one (¢kBewalw) does appear in Philo who also adds a range of

other important aspects to deification.

2.1.3.2 Philo
Philo was an elderly contemporary of Jesus Christ. Being a hellenized Jew of the

Alexandrian diaspora, he presupposes that the Greek sages derived their wisdom

13 Collins, Partaking in Divine Nature, 18. For a more technical treatment of these two
categories in Plato, see Vaught, ‘Participation and Imitation’, 17-31.

" ¢.g. Soph. 249¢-259¢ [LCL 123:386-426]. Cf. Muralt, De la participation, 101-20; Rutenber,
Imitation of God in Plato, 38.

175 For classification of the participatory words in Plato, see Ross, Plato’s Theory of Ideas, 228-
30.

76 kol yop kol €l kaltor pf) Suvdpevol potol kat’ odolay Tod Beod yevéobur, Spwg € dpetiic
BeAtiopevor pLpuoluedo toOv Bedv yopLoouévov kol TtoDTo TOD KUPLOU Kol Aéyovtog  yiveobe
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from the Pentateuch.'”” Scholars place him among the so-called middle Platonists
who in different ways sought to integrate Platonism with elements from other
philosophical schools (most notably Pythagorean, Aristotelian, and Stoic). '™
Therefore, Philo’s concern for deification needs to include the broader framework
of this middle Platonism in which one’s ascent to God as the supreme transcendent
being proceeds through intermediate entities.'”” In this process we can distinguish

180 1 will first

three major ways how one can become divine according to Philo.
make a few remarks on his concept of God and then discuss these specific ways of
becoming like him.

Philo narrows down the use of divinity to the God of Hebrew Scriptures.
This God reveals himself as a personal being, the God of Abraham, Isaac, and
Jacob. At the same time he is also unknowable in himself, his essence cannot be

81 Therefore, to ‘inquire about essence

encompassed by human understanding.
(ovotag) or quality (mouétntoc) in God, is a folly fit for the world’s childhood’.'®
Philo often phrases this distinction in terms of who God is in himself as the Existent
(0 &v) according to the book of Exodus 3:14, and who he is in his powers (Suvaueic,
evepyeiar) toward the world. Though it may seem that such powers of God represent
the manifested qualities of his essence, a more correct way to refer to them is in
terms of subordinate beings distinct from God. (For Philo God is devoid of all

qualities; he is amowdc, which probably means that God transcends all

classifications). '™ Philo never limits these powers to a certain number, and he

"7 ¢.g. Aet. 18 [LCL 363:196]; Prob. 57 [LCL 363:42]. Spec. Leg. 4.61 [341:44-6]. For a
background on Philo, see Goodenough, An Introduction to Philo, 2-29. For his use of Scriptures and
esp. his exegetical theory, see Pépin, Mythe et allégorie, 216-42; Dérrie, ‘Zur Methodik antiker
Exegese’, esp. 13.

" Dillon, The Middle Platonists, 51, 367; Chadwick, ‘Philo’, 156.

17 Armstrong, An Introduction, 152, characterizes such framework in the following way: ‘At the
head of the hierarchy stands a Supreme Mind or God, ineffably remote and exalted, combining
Aristotle’s Unmoved Mover with Plato’s Form of the Good. Then come intermediary beings—the
Second Mind, the lesser gods, the stars, the daemones—ruling and ordering and some of them
inhabiting the visible universe which is itself as in the “Timaeus” a living being animated by a
World-Soul’.

180 1 outh, The Mpystical Tradition, 18-35; Russell, The Doctrine of Deification, 11, identifies four
stages of ascent: religious, philosophical, ethical and mystical. I combine the second and third in
one.

'8! This statement is not far from what Plato states in Tim. 28c [LCL 234:50; Bury 51; trans.
modified], when speaking of the Demiurge: ‘to discover the Maker and Father of this Universe is
indeed a hard task’ (tov pev odv oty kel Tatépe ToDSe TOD THVTOC €VPELY Te €pyov).

182 post. 168-9 [LCL 227:428; Colson 429]: o¢ mepl odolac § modtnroc (mreiv, dydyide Tic
AALOLOTIC.

'8 Leg. All. 1.36 [LCL 226:170]. Cf. Tripolitis, The Doctrine of the Soul, 5.
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describes them as unknowable in themselves.'®* Several times he identifies these
powers with Plato’s Forms,'™ but more often he calls them by two names: the
kingly and beneficent (or occasionally, the kingly and the creative). They manifest
God, respectively, as the one who rules and spreads his goodness upon man. In
Spec. Leg. 1.49 [LCL 320:126; Colson 127], Moses asks to see God face to face. In
response he receives God’s warning: ‘Do not, then, hope to be able to apprehend
me or any of my powers in our essence (ue PiTe TLVG TOV EUEV SUVOUEWY KTO
v ovolav). But I readily and with right goodwill will admit you to share of what is
attainable [which is the contemplation of the Universe]”.'®® There is, however, one
other power that helps to mediate God’s presence more directly than these two
senior powers. Philo calls it Logos. It represents a higher power placed above and
between the kingly (| PoaotAkr)) and beneficent (fy TAewc) powers.'™’ Tt is ‘the Image
of God (eikav vmapywy Beod), chiefest of all beings intellectually perceived, placed
nearest (0 €yyvtatw), with no intervening distance to the Alone truly existent One’
(Fug. 101 [LCL 275:64])."® Through this Logos as his instrument God produced
the world."® Through him he also appeared at the burning bush to Moses'”” and by
dwelling in him, he made Moses deified: ‘he appointed him as god’ (el Beov adTOV

exerpotéver),’”! had him etitled the God of Pharaoh’ (mpoopndeic dpopacd 0edc), >

and let him ‘pass from a man into a god’ (&w6pwmov GAAk Oedv dmetdiunoev).'”
Such position makes the Logos both a transcendent and immanent being in whom
‘there is direct communication with God, as opposed to the indirect experience of
him afforded by the other powers’.'”* The Logos is also the soul’s food, and Philo
refers to it as manna.'”” Philo explains that to nourish oneself with the Logos means

to meditate on Scripture that represents God’ communication to the soul. In one

'8 Spec. Leg. 1.47 [LCL 320:124].

185 Ibid. 1.48 [LCL 320:124-6].

B0 AT oby éut pte T TOV U@y Suvduewy katk THY obolav EAmofic moté Suvroecbol
KaTaAXBELY. TOV 8 EPLKTAV, WG ELTOV, ETOLUWS Kol TPOBUUWG LeTaSLOWL.

87 Fug. 95 [275:60-1].

138 Gkow umapxwY Be0d, TV vonTAV &mef aTavtwy O TPeoPlTaTtog, 6 EYYUTATW, UNdEVOg dVTOg
peBoplov SLaotiuetog, Tod pévou, 0 éotLy alevdig, adLdpupévog.

"% Fug. 95 [LCL 275:60-1].

10 Mos. 1.66 [LCL 289:310]; Mut. 134 [LCL 275:210].

1 Sacr. 8 [LCL 227:100; Colson 101].

192 Somn. 2.189 [LCL 275:528].

193 Prob. 43 [LCL 363:36; Colson 37]. Cf. Mut. 128 [LCL 275:208]; Det. 161 [LCL 227:308].

194 1 outh, The Mpystical Tradition, 28. Cf. Bréhier, Les Idées philosophiques, 83-111; Daniélou,
Philon d’Alexandrie, 153-62; Wolfson, Philo, 1947.

195 Leg. All. 3.169 [LCL 226:414].
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particular passage he draws a contrast between the Scripture and Greek

philosophy:'*®

Again, shall we on whom God pours as in snow or rain-shower the fountains of his blessings
from above, drink of a well and seek for the scanty springs that lie beneath the earth, when
heaven rains upon us unceasingly the nourishment which is better than the nectar and ambrosia of

the myths? (Quod Deus 155 [LCL 247:88; Colson 897]).""’

Interestingly, what used to be the means of immortality for the poets—nectar and
ambrosia—is said to be a false way of nourishing the soul. Even though deification
is not mentioned here, its idea is probably implied. The right path to God is through
the ‘enworded’ Scripture though even this is only a stage to pass through. The
ultimate goal of the soul’s quest is to ascend beyond God’s manifestation of himself
to God in himself, and this happens through the Logos. How does this journey
progress? And what are the effects for deification? Philo believes that human ascent
to God has to start with conversion. In the treatise De Migratione Abrahami, he

writes:

In this way the mind gradually changing (uetoBaivwv) its place will arrive at the Father of piety
and holiness. Its first step is to relinquish astrology, which betrayed it into the belief that the
universe is the primal God (8eov tov mp@dtov) instead of being the handiwork of the primal God,
and that the causes and movements of the constellations are the causes of bad and good fortune to

mankind (Migr. 194 [LCL 261:244; Colson 245]).'**

Philo describes the first step as a change of one’s loyalty. One has to stop revering
what is not divine and direct one’s devotion to the true God. He is Creator of things
people falsely worship as gods, and also the Father of the distinct religious qualities,
piety and holiness. Pagan pantheistic deification of the elements of this world is the

result of people’s unwillingness to recognize that God is beyond the manifested

196 Another image for subordinating pagan philosophy to Scripture is Hagar and Sarah, or that of
handmaid to mistress. Cf. Wolfson, The Philosophy of the Church Fathers, 97-101.

Y7 6lc 8 6 6edc emvider kol ETouPpel ThC Gyad@Y TMYdC dvwdey, &k AdKKOL TLVOWEY Kol
Bpayelag [koi] katd yAg APadeg dvalnroduer, Vovtog MUY Avemoyétwg odpovod THY VEKTEEOG Kol
oBpoolag TAY HEMLBEVUEVOY GUElV® TPOdGTY;

% obtw kate Ppayd petaPeivov 6 vod ém Tov eboePelac kol dovdtnroc dpifeton matépe,
YeveBALUAOYLKAG GTOOTAG TO TPATOV, NTLG THPETELTEY oiTOY LTOAXBELY TOV KOOWOV BedV TOV TPATOV
€lvaL, GAAX un tod TpWTov Beod SMuLolPYMUE, Kol TG TOV GoTépwY $Opac Te Kol KLUTOELG alTlog
QVBPWTOLG KEKOTPXYLHG KoL TOOVOVTLOY €DSXLULOVING.
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existence. *° On turning from idolatry people gain different concepts of God
depending on their level of spiritual development. 290 philo categorizes them
according to various grades of religious beliefs, placing those who are devoted to
God out of love above those who want to serve him out of fear. It is the former type
that is the highest: they ‘honour me for myself alone’ (gue BepamedovoL 8L° éue
abtov) (Abr. 129 [LCL 289:66; Colson 67]). Ultimately, the reward of such people
will be the ‘gifts of friendship’ (| ypela d)L)Lioc)w1 with God (an idea repeated in

292 while the latter type of people—‘who honour me for their own

other places),
sakes’ (eue Oepametovor 6L° €qvtolg)—will only ‘partake of blessings’ (eig
uetovoiav aywd@v) such as ‘remission of punishment’ (ebpmoecBur TPOGSOKGOL)
(4br. 128-30 [LCL 289:66; Colson 67]).

Having turned from the wrong object of worship, the soul proceeds in the
next step by raising the mind from the sensible entities to the intelligible realm. The
passage I quoted earlier from Migr. 194 [LCL 261:244; Colson 245], continues:
‘Next it [the soul] enters upon the consideration of itself, makes a study of the
features of its own abode, those that concern the body and sense-perception, and
speech, and comes to know, as the phrase of the poet puts it: “All that existeth of
good and of ill in the halls of thy homestead””.””® This second stage is one of self-
knowledge: the soul comes to know itself and its situation in the world. Here,
Philo’s understanding of the soul’s activity differs from that of Plato’s. For the
latter the soul’s task to recover its pristine identity has to do with the fact that the
soul’s nature is originally divine. In contrast, for Philo the soul is created by God
according to his image and likeness (kat’ eikéve Beod kol kad’ duotworr)™™ and is
nothing in itself. In Louth’s view, ‘this means that self-knowledge is not identified
with knowledge of God; in self-knowledge the soul does not realize the world of the
Ideas [or Forms] within itself (as in Plotinus, and perhaps in Plato), rather, in self-

knowledge the soul comes to realize its own nothingness and is thrown back on

199 On Philo’s rejection of the pagan ‘cosmic religion’ that offered its own distinct deification, see
Cumont, ‘Le Mysticisme astral dans 1’antiquité’, 256-86.

290 Mut. 19 [LCL 275:152]. Cf. Abr. 119-23 [LCL 289:62-4].

21 4br. 129 [LCL 289:66].

202 ¢ g Vit. Cont. 90 [LCL 163:168]; Praem. 43-6 [LCL 341:336].

9 Migr. 195 [LCL 261:244; Colson 245]: ¢met’ eic thy émlokely €OV thy abtde Exvtod,
PLriocodriong TO KT TOV LSLov olkov, TX Tepl OWRKTOC, TX Tepl alodnoewg, T TMepL Adyou, kol
YYolg KTl TO TOLMTLKOV YPXUUG OTTL TOL €V MEYOPOLOL KokOv T &yoBov Te TETUKTOL.

2% Opif. 69-71 [LCL 226:54].
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God, him who is’.** Perhaps, one of the best explanations of this idea is offered in
the passage from Somn. 1.60 [LCL 275:326-8; Colson 327-9], where it is said that
Abraham

gained much progress and improvement (6 émddoeic kol BeAtiwoelg) towards the acquisition of
the highest knowledge: for when most he knew himself, then most did he despair of himself, in
order that he might attain to an exact knowledge of him who in reality is (tod &Anfeiav 8vtog).
And this is nature’s law: he who has thoroughly comprehended himself, thoroughly despairs of

himself, having as a step to this ascertained the nothingness in all respects of created being. And

the man who has despaired of himself is beginning to know him that is (tov uta). 2%

The created nature of the soul means that it is not capable of knowing God by its
own effort, and therefore needs to rely on God for such knowledge. In another text,
Philo uses Moses to explain that ‘he himself learnt it by a divine communication’
and ‘obtained a conception of him who wrought it (Det. 86 [LCL 227:260; Colson
261])."" In the same passage it is also claimed that Moses’ experience of God on
this level brought him happiness and blessedness when ‘he [God] breathed into him
[Moses] from above of his own Deity’ (Det. 86 [LCL 227:260; Colson 2617).2%®
Although divine revelation is a God-given thing rather than natural capacity, the
mortal part of human soul (created by God’ subordinate powers,”” and therefore
inferior to the soul’s rational part) needs purification to become spirituallys
perceptive at this stage of ascent. According to Philo, this happens through the
exercise in virtue, and his ethics seems to incline towards the antithesis of spirit and
matter. He refers to the ‘coats of skins’ as the bodies of Adam and Eve after the fall.
The body is the tomb of the soul and a corpse that carries it about. Along these
lines, he claims that ‘it is impossible that he whose abode is in the body and the

mortal race should attain to being with God; this is possible only for him whom

205 L outh, The Mpystical Tradition, 25.

26 tobtwy Eomiv & Emdboelc kol PeAtidioelc TpdG Emothune dkpag GvdAnly éoxnkdc: dte yip
paALOTE €YV, TOTE uaALoTe Améyve €qutov, Tva Tod Tpog dAnBeiav dvtog €lg dkplpfy YvQowy EABny
kol TéQukey oUTWG €xeLr: 0 Alav kaTeAuBwV €qvTOV Ay GTEYVOKE THY €V TaoL tod yerntod ouddg
TPOAXPOV 00dEVELAY, O 8 GTOYVOUG €XUTOV YLVWOKEL TOV OVTH.

27 Lwuoéwe yvdpuol: Ty yap oitiav xpnoud and AdBoL Tod Snutovpyficavtoc évvoiav.

&vwley évémver tig Ldlov BeldTnroC.

299 Philo infers it from the fact that creation of man (Gen. 1:26) is phrased in plural: movjowper
avBpwmov. He also draws a conclusion that inferior powers’ participation in the creation of this world
should explain the existence of evil. Cf. Agr. 128-9 [247:172-4].

208
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God rescues out of the prison’.210 At the same time, he disapproves of mortification

21 He calls to

or maltreatment of the body and even refers to it as deiform (BeoeLdéc).
use the body in charitable purposes and especially to help one’s fellow-men. When
we share God’s gift with others, we become like God in his quality of Benefactor.
In Spec. Leg. 4.187-8 [LCL 341:122-4; Colson 123-5, modified], Philo says that
‘this is to act in imitation of God (émecBar 6e), since he too can do both [evil and

212 and he concludes: ‘These things men must imitate

good] but wills the good’,
(1Lp€iober) if they have any aspiration to be assimilated to God (€Eopolwioewg Thig
TPOG 6&(’)1/)’.213 Such soul, for Philo, is ‘compacted of perfect virtues’ (Tayeion €k
Tedelwy apetv) and is ‘the true altar of God’ (t6 aAnfetov Tod Beod BuoiaoTrpLoV)
(Spec. Leg. 1.287 (LCL 320:266; Colson 267]).

Only the purified soul (intellectually and morally) is most prepared to set

out on the final stage of its journey to God, which is the mystical vision. In the last

part of the quoted passage from Migr. 195, Philo says:

The third stage is when, having opened up the road that leads from self (&b’ avtod), in hope
thereby to come to discern the Universal Father (tatépa t@dv 0Awv), so hard to trace and unriddle,
it will crown maybe the accurate self-knowledge it has gained with the knowledge of God
himself. It will stay no longer in Haran, the organs of sense, but withdraw into itself (el¢ €xutov
emotpadelc). For it is impossible that the mind whose course still lies in the sensible rather than

the mental should arrive at the contemplation of him that is.**

Philo has many descriptions of what happens to the soul when it reaches this level.
He says that in mystical vision such a person is ‘drunk with sober drunkenness’

(uebler ™ vidovoar uébny),*'> he ‘resembles possessed people and corybants,

filled with inspired frenzy’ (GoTep ol katexOuevoL kol kopuBavtidvteg BakyevBelon

210 , - . .
Leg. All. 3.42 [LCL 226:328; Colson 329]: O0 yap €0tL <tOV> KOTOLKODVTH €V OWUOTL Kal TG
OUnt® Yyéver Suvatov Be) ouyyevéoBal, AL TOV <OV> €k TOD Seopwtnpiov Bedg Sappletal.
211 A -
Opif. 69 [LCL 226:54].
212 % x e P S , P A , \
10 yop €mecbor Oel TODT’ €O0TLY, €mel KOKelvw SUVOULG eV €0TL Oply ekotepa, BovAetol O€
uove Téyodd.
213 _ o - ) R , R
todte pLelofuar TPpooTKeL Toug GvBpWToUg, €L Y€ TG alTOLG PPOVTLG €0TLY EEOMOLWOEWG ThG
TPOG Bedv.
214 » ) 5 \ S \ ) 3 ~ \ \ ’ ) ’ \ ’ \
€meLt’  avatedwy odov Tty ad’ oabtod kol O TeOTNG €ATLOOG TOV OULOTOTAOTOV KoL
Suotékpoptor ToTéPX TAOV OAwy Katavofiool, pefwy GkplBAg €nutOV €loeTaL TAyo TOL Kol Oedv,
OUKETL UéVwY &V Xappdv, TOlG alodnoewg OpyavoLg, &AL’ €l €xvtov émotpadelg qunyevoy yup €Tl
KLvoUpevoV alontdg uaAdov 1 vontdg mpog thy 1od 8vtog EABELY Emlokeli.
215
Leg. All. 1.84 [LCL 226:202; Colson 203].
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kel Beopopndeion),”'® he falls into ‘divine possession’ (f évbeoc),”!” ‘ecstasy’ (7
’éKO‘EOLOLQ),zlg and ‘madness’ (7 uocvioa),zl9 and the ‘whole mind is snatched up in holy
frenzy by the Divine, and he finds his gladness in God alone’.**” On this level
people become ‘partakers of good things’, and ‘attain to perfect godlikeness’

(exBerodi). !

The most distinguished example of deification on this level is Moses.
After a brief exaltation of him as a ruler, Philo says that God also ‘appointed him as
god (elg e0v abtov éxelpotovel), placing all the bodily region and the mind which
rules it in subjection and slavery to him’ (Sacr. 8 [LCL 227:100; Colson 101]).222 In
this passage he is portrayed as a cosmic model. He is portrayed so again in another:
‘For he was named god (6edc) and king of the whole race. He is said to have entered
into the darkness where God was [Exodus 20:21], that is into the unseen, invisible,
incorporeal and archetypal essence of existing things (t@dv dvtwv TepadeLypatikny
ovoiav), and to have beheld what is hidden from the sight of mortal nature.... He has
set before us, like some well-wrought picture, a piece of work beautiful and godlike
(Beoerdec €pyov), a model for those who are willing to copy it (mopaderype Toic
é0érovol ppelodar)’ (Mos. 1.158 [LCL 289:358; Colson 359, slightly modified]).*
The result of such deification for Moses himself was the fact that he ‘was changed
from mortal existence to life immortal’ (uetefarrewv éx Bvntic (whg elg abavatov
Blov) (Virt. 76 [LCL 341:208; Colson 209]). That he did not become God in the
same way the true God is can be seen from another passage that qualifies
deification as follows: ‘For no created being is God in reality, but only in men’s
fancies, deprived as it is of the essential attribute of eternatlity’ (Virt. 65 [LCL
341:202; Colson 203, slightly modified]).”** Therefore, we can assume that Moses’

deified status as immortal being has, what I called earlier, an attributive character

1% Ouis her. 69 [LCL 261:317; Colson 316, slightly modified].

217 1bid. 264 [LCL 261:418; Colson 419].

>18 Tbid.

219 1bid.

220 plant. 39 [LCL 247:232; Colson 233]: 8iov 8¢ tov vodv bmd Oelac kotoxfic ouvepTacdelc
oloTpw Kol Eveudpurvopevog povy Beq.

22! Leg. All. 3.44 [LCL 226:330; Colson 331].

222 Sacr. 8 [LCL 227:100]: €ic 0edv abdtov éxelpotével maoay THy mepl TO ORRE YWpoy Kol TOV
fyepove adtfc vody LTAKow kol SoDAx dTodmvag.

23 Wvopaodn yap 6Aov tod €Bvoug Bedg kol Paoidelg €l te TOV yrédov, évbe My O Bedg,
€LoeABElY AéyeTon, TOUTEOTLY €i¢ TNV Geldf) kol GOpaToV Kol GOWHKTOV TOV SVTWV TUPXOELYIOTLKNY
obotav, t& &Béate GpuoeL BYNTH KATaVodV: KabdTep Te Ypadmy €0 SeSNULOLPYNEVTV €XUTOV Kal TOV
€xutov Plov €lg péoov Tpoayaywy maykeAov kel Oeoeldec €pyov €otnoe TapadeLypo Tolg €B€Aouot
ppetobon. Cf. Goodenough, By Light, 186, nn. 32-34.

2% veuntog yip ovbelc dAnBela Bede, GAAL 8GET pévov, TO Guaykodtatov ddmpnuévoc, aldLéTTa.
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making him different from the God whom he is like.® In the same way as Moses,
other souls become ‘divinized (Beopopelobur) by ascending not to the air or to the
ether or to heaven (which is) higher than all but to (a region) above the heavens’
(QFE 2.40 [LCL 401:82; Marcus 82]). It also means that the soul becomes ‘changed
into the divine, so that such men become akin to God and truly divine’ (QF 2.29
[LCL 401:82; Marcus 70]). On one particular occasion Philo himself experienced
this mystical vision of ‘being carried to the height in a kind of divinization of the
soul” (kate e Thg Yuyfic émeewcopév).226 The progressive character of deification
also has a clear element of grace.””’ Philo often uses this term to emphasize the
divine involvement in the process of the soul’s ascent to God. In Ebr. 144 [LCL
247:394; Colson 395], he says: ‘For without divine grace it is impossible either to
leave the ranks of mortality, or to stay for ever among the immortal. Now when
grace fills the soul, that soul thereby rejoices and smiles and dances, for it is
possessed and inspired, so that to many of the unenlightened it may seem to be
drunken, crazy and beside itself”.?*® For Philo, however, such state of the soul is the
sure sign of deification as it finds itself in an ‘a constant and continuous and
unbroken fellowship (oikelwowr appoviec) and union (évwoewg) with God who is
made our own’ (Post. 12 [LCL 227:334; Colson 335, slightly modified]).**’
Interpreting the drunkenness of 1 Sam. 1.14 in the sense of being overcome by the
divine possession, he declaires: ‘How vast is the boldness of the soul which is filled
with the gracious gifts of God!... I will... hasten to that most glorious and loveliest
of visions—the Vision of the Uncreated (thv tod ayevntov)’ (Ebr. 144 [LCL
247:396, 8; Colson 397, 97).2*°

Obviously, Philo adds a range of aspects that widen the meaning of
deification. Just as Plato and others before him, Philo refers to immortality as the
main quality of deification. His vocabulary includes such terminology of

divinization as ékfela{w, émbelalw, Beopopéw, to be appointed or named ‘as god’

225 Scholars have various opinions on the nature of Moses’ deification. For a discussion, see
Litwa, Being Transformed, 108, n. 48.

226 Leg. All. 3.44 [LCL 226:330; Colson 331].

227 On the relation of grace and human freedom in Philo, see Dihle, The Theory of Will, 68-98.

28 gvev yip Oelac ydpLtoc dufxavov f ALTotaktAcol T& BunTd A Tolc GdOdpTOLC del TapapeivaL:
xopLtog 8 ftig &v TANPwOR Yuxn, yéyndev eVBLg kol peldld kel dvopxeiter’ Pefakyevtar Yop, W¢
TOAAOLG TV GVOPYLACTWY WeBVELY Kol TUPaKLVELY Kol €Eeotaval dv SOEaL.

29 1d ouvvextc kol émdAAniov kel ddidotator Thc kat’ olkelwoly dppoviac kol évdoewg
mapiotac. Cf. Cher. 42-53.

20 mepmorAn ye Tappnole The Yuxfc, H TV yapltwy Tod Oeod memAfpwral... TPOC THY TOD
GYEVHTOL TAYKAANY Kol Golduuov Béav émeLyOfjvaL.

62



(w¢ Bedg), ‘be possessed by God’ (1 évbeog), and represent a ‘godlike’ person
(BeoeLdnic, kad’ OpolwoLy Beod). Among other related words he also uses those that
speak of ‘imitation’ (uLp€opar, Tapadelyue), ‘participation’ (ueTéxw, eTouoLw),
‘change’ or ‘transfer from one state to another’ (uetadoapporw, petefaivw),
‘assimilation to God’ (&€opoiwoLg mpog Bedv), ‘union’ with God (oikelwolrg, appovica,
€évwolc), and the need to ‘follow God’ (émecbor Oe@). The deified state itself seems
to have a little more colour with Philo than with Plato. It is often described in terms
of inner personal feelings or has a sense of relationship such as ‘friendship with
God’ and ‘unbroken fellowship’. The object of one’s contemplation is understood
to be the living God of Scriptures. He is a personal and active being that
communicates himself through the Logos to men.”*' This idea is probably reflected
in Francis Colson’s translation of Praem. 122-3 [341:386; Colson 387], where
man’s mind is said to be like a house of God that possesses ‘personally (i6lwg) the
God who is the God of all’.*** Yet the nature of the soul’s relationship with this God
is less clear perhaps due Philo’s desire to keep it within the apophatic and mystical
limits. It is interesting to note that being a Jew, Philo uses a range of biblical terms
that are not found in Plato. Perhaps the starkest ones are ‘grace’, ‘Moses’, and
‘nothingness of the created being’. All three of them will be important for the
Christian concept of deification setting him much closer to the early Church than to
rabbinic Judaism.”> Although Athanasius never mentions Philo by name, scholars
believe that he was apparently familiar with this type of Platonism, and especially

B4 Of the deification

with Philo’s allegorical method of interpreting Scriptures.
terminology that we find in Philo, Athanasius uses ¢k6ewalw to describe the
divinization of created elements in the context of pagan worship. Similar to Philo,
he refers to men as gods (though no more than 5 times throughout his writings, see
ch. 5) and one time calls ‘Moses a god of Pharaoh’ (pwofjy étiBeL Beov ToD
dapad). 2> Wherever he does this, however, he frames such instances with

references (or allusions) to Ps. 81:6 (LXX), making sure that human divinity is of a

different type than the divinity of Christ. In his Vita Antonii, he depicts the

1 Some scholars argue that Philo’s God is far from being personal. Cf. Tripolitis, The Doctrine

of the Soul, 5-6.

B2 0ed¢ 18lwe 6 OV ouuTdrter Bedc. Emphasis mine.

> Chadwick, ‘Philo’, 156-7.

24 See the references to Philo with regard to Athanasius’ thought in the index of names in
Meijering, Orthodoxy and Platonism, 201.

25 €4 1.39 [Metzler 149].
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divinized person as exhibiting the same elements of ‘unspeakable joy’ and ‘ecstasis’
that are characteristic of the Philonic divinization. All these instances will be

analized in much detail in chapters 5 and 6.

2.1.3.3 Plotinus
One of the famous expressions penned by Plotinus defines the purpose of this life as

‘a flight of the alone to the Alone’**°

which ‘is the life of gods and the godlike and
blessed men’. **” Plotinus understands this pattern of deification within the
framework of the layered and dynamic Universe. At the top of it is the One, or the
Good (t0 €, 10 TpaTOV, TO ayadov). The second and third principles, or
hypostases, are referred to respectively as Intellect (vodg) and Soul (Yuym tod
Tovtée, or v dAwv). He calls all three hypostases the divine realities (t& 6eie),”"
and sometimes associates them with the names of three gods: Ouranos, Kronos, and

2% The Intellect is the second god (Bebc Sebrepoc),*’ and the Soul is ‘divine’

Zeus.
(6ciov)**! and ‘the god of the lowest rank’ (Bedc odow 6 Votepoc).** However, both
are divine in so far as they are oriented to the highest hypostasis, the One. In this
hierarchical structure,**® with various degrees of divinity and perfection, deification
is conceived as a process of return (émotpodn) to a divine ‘homeland’ (Tatplde)
where we find the Father (matp), the One.***

According to Plotinus the One is ‘beyond being’ (émékewa ovotec). >* It is
ineffable and escapes a positive designation. We cannot attribute any predicate to
the One, even to say that it is, for it will make the One dual: ‘the One’ and 487240 1t
is often called the Good in the sense that everything desires it, while the Good itself
transcends this name. In the longest passage (Enn. 6.8, 13-18 [LCL 468:266-89)),

where Plotinus affords a luxury of describing the One in positive terms, he warns

5% Enn. 6.9.11.49-51 [LCL 468:344; Armstrong 3451): yvyf uévov mpoc puévov.

57 Ibid. 6.9.11.49-51 [LCL 468:344; Armstrong 345]): obtoc Bedv kel avbpémwy Belwy Kol
ebdoLuovwy Plog.

28 1bid. 5.1.7.49 [LCL 444:38].

239 1bid. 5.8.12-13 [LCL 444:27-80]. Cf. Hadot, ‘Ouranos, Kronos and Zeus’, 124-37.

20 1hid. 5.5.3.3-4 [LCL 444:162].

! Ibid. 4.8.5.25-7 [LCL 443:412; Armstrong 413].

22 Ibid.

3 In this section I use the word ‘hierarchical’ in the sense of the ‘prior’ and “posterior’ orders (in
which one depends on the other) rather than in the modern sense of laddered structure. Cf. O’Meara,
‘The Hierarchical Ordering’, 66-7.

24 1bid. 1.6.8.17-23 [440:256].

25 1bid. 1.7.1.19 [LCL 440:270].

246 1bid. 5.4.1.5-16 [LCL 444:140].
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that he is about to speak incorrectly (o0k 0p6@¢) insisting on the importance of
using the verbal qualifier—‘so to speak’ (otov). Elsewhere, with such qualifier in
mind, Plotinus feels free to both affirm and deny certain qualities with regard to the
One. Thus, he says that the One is and is not,*” it subsists and does not subsist,”*® it
1s act and no ac‘[,249 it is free and not free,250 it has life and has no life.*' In one
passage he combines negative and positive language in the description of the One as
‘neither thing nor quality nor quantity nor intellect nor soul; not in motion, not at
rest, not in place not in time; it is the self-defined, unique in form, or better,
formless’ (Enn. 6.9.3.41-3 [LCL 468:312-4; MacKenna, Plotinus, 617]).>>* Despite
the heavy emphasis on the negative terminology in the Enneades, Lloyd Gerson
distinguishes what he calls nine ‘entative’ qualities that are characteristic of the
One.” The list includes (1) simplicity in the sense that essence and existence are
identical in the One. It causes other things to exist, while itself remaining untouched
by their existence. From the simplicity can be deduced (2) self-sufficiency which
means that the One does not depend on any components. It is (3) perfect (téietov) in
that there is no gap between what the One is, what it can be, or what it will be. It is
(4) the most powerful being. It is (5) eternal, and (6) infinite (dvelbeov) because it is
apyn of everything else. It is (7) everywhere (mavtayod) and nowhere. To describe
the relation of the One to other things (where the former is untouched, while the
latter is utterly dependent), Plotinus uses the words ‘presence’ (mapouotic),
participation (uetaAnyig, pedeklg, petouvoiw), and ‘association’ (kowwviw). It
possesses (8) the absolute goodness—perhaps the most frequent quality that
Plotinus mentions—that makes other things desire it. It possesses (9) life of
cognitive nature.

From the One emanate, or unfold, two other Aypostases: the Intellect and
Soul. Plotinus compares this process of emanation (Tpoodoc) to the outpouring of
light from the sun. Just as the sun experiences no change, so does the One remains

untouched by its own emission.”>* ‘[The One], being perfect, by not seeking

27 Ibid. 6.7.38.1-4 [LCL 468:204]; 6.8.8.14-5 [LCL 468:250].

28 1bid. 6.8.10.35-8 [LCL 468:260]; 6.8.11.1-5 [LCL 468:260].

2 1bid. 6.8.20.13-5 [LCL 468:292]; 3.8.11.7-10 [LCL 442:398].

2% 1bid. 6.8.20.17-19 [LCL 468:292]; 6.8.8.9-12 [LCL 468:250].

21 Ibid. 5.4.2.17-9 [LCL 444:144-6]; 6.7.17.12-4 [LCL 468:140].

22 odbéy EoTiy abt@dv. olte obv Tu olte moldv olte moody ofte vodv ofite Yuxdy: obde
KLVOUpEVOV 008 ol €0TWG, 0VK €V TOTW, OUK €V Xpovw, GAA adTd kab’ abTd LovoeLdég.

253 Gerson, Plotinus, 15-20.

2% e.g. Enn. 1.7.1.25-9 [LCL 440:270]; 5.1.71-7 [LCL 444:32-4].
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anything, or having anything, or needing anything, overflows as it were, and its
superabundance makes another’ (Enn. 5.2.1.7-9 [LCL 444]; Deck, Nature,
Contemplation, and the One, 27).*>° In contrast to the One who transcends being (as
well as mind and thought; emékelve. vod kal vonoewc), the Intellect is said to be the
highest and most perfect form of being. It contains the Forms, or the totality of all
things in the Universe.”® It is turned towards the One as its god (‘Intellect has to
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look to that god in order to be Intellect’)”" whom it contemplates and becomes like

it (‘resembling the One’).”>® The Intellect thinks the archetypal Forms as one

> and is simultaneously subject and object.”® Plotinus calls the Intellect the

whole
maker and Demiurge of the Universe (Tontng kel dnuiovpyde Tod Tavtdg) but this
is not its direct function.”®' Instead, it is the function of the Soul flowing from the
overabounding Intellect. It is the third Aypostasis in the chain of being and its
relation to the Intellect is similar to the relation of the second hypostasis to the One:
the lower is the image (eikwv) of the higher. Thus, the Intellect is the image
(eikadv),*®% imitation (uipnue),”® and type (€i6wiov)*** of the One; and the Soul is
the image (eikedv),”® imitation (uipnue),”®® and type (€i6wrov)™’ of the Intellect.
The Soul emanates from the Intellect and contemplates it in the same way as the
Intellect emanates and contemplates the One. Instead of containing its entities as a
whole (which is characteristic of the Intellect), the Soul possesses them in
continuous succession as ‘one act after another’ (&Alo 8¢ kol &Alo évepyodv).”*®
This makes the Soul to be in incessant motion and thereby generate an image of
itself that sets the material Universe in order.”® Plotinus identifies the creative
power of the Soul with the logoi. The latter constitute an expression of the Forms

and represent the productive structure of nature. They animate and organize the

5 By yip TéAeLov TG undev {NTEly unde éxew unde S€lobau olov Lmepeppln Kol TO LTEPTARpPEC

o0Tod Temolnkey &ALo.

26 1bid. 5.7.1 [LCL 444:222-4].

27 1bid. 5.1.6.45 [LCL 444:32]: voic 8¢ ¢oaltwe mpde ekelvov, va M voig.

2% Ibid. 5.2.1.13 [LCL 444:58; Armstrong 59]: 6uod voic yiyvetow kol dv.

29 1bid. 5.9.8.1-8 [LCL 444:304-6].

260 Plotinus adopted the idea of the eternal mind who thinks as a whole from Aritstotle. Cf. De
Anima 3.4.429b-430a [Ross 70].

! Enn. 2.3.18.14-15 [LCL 441:100].

%2 1hid. 5.1.7.1 [LCL 444:32].

263 1hid. 5.4.2.26-7 [LCL 444:146].

264 Ibid.

265 1bid. 5.8.12.16-7 [LCL 444:276].

268 Ibid.

67 1bid. 5.1.7.39 [LCL 444:38].

268 Ibid. 3.7.11.53 [LCL 442:340; Armstrong 341].

269 1bid. 4.8.3.26-30 [LCL 443:406].
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cosmos, maintaining it in the best possible form.*” Although the Soul is the
Architect of the world, it never enters the realm of sense and change. It is at once
immanent and transcendent in relation to the world. In his polemic treatise against
the Gnostics, Plotinus denies that this world came into being as the result of the
Soul’s fall,””" and argues that the Soul abides in the intelligible realm and produces
the best of all possible worlds.*”

In this context the individual soul (as part of the universal Soul)*” is divine

in virtue of its dynamic link to the Intellect and the One. Summarizing what this

means for Plotinus’ understanding of deification, Dominic O’Meara explains:

[TThe divine, at all levels, is always present to us and available to us, whatever our aberrational
preoccupation with material things and forgetfulness of our essential nature and divine
‘homeland’. We are therefore anchored in divine Intellect and a part of us always remains
‘there’.... The human self is mobile: we can live our lives at different levels, depending where we

place our interests and activities. We can live the life of beasts, or the life of gods. Indeed we can

become a god, or rather come back to live the life of the god that we essentially are.”™

However, before the soul becomes divine, it finds itself descending first into the
bodies of celestial star-gods and then to the human body that suits it the best.
Plotinus describes this situation both as a fall and a necessity. It is a fall in so far as

> towards the material world in order to be

the soul voluntarily inclines *’
independent of the World Soul. It is a necessity in the sense that every entity in the
intelligible realm must be also represented in the material world. *’® The most
significant result of the soul’s fall is its self-isolation from the intelligible source-
realm. To use the imagery of Plotinus (which he borrowed from Plato) the soul
loses its wings?’” and is like a pilot who becomes so attached to his ship that he
drowns with it when the vessel sinks. Elsewhere, Plotinus speaks of the fallen souls

having forgotten their Fatherland,””® no longer being able to discern their parents,279

270 1hid. 5.9.3.21-37 [LCL 444:290].

271 1bid. 2.9.11.1-30 [LCL 441:266-8].

22 1bid. 2.8.4.1-32 [LCL 234-8].

3 Ibid. 4.3.10.42 [LCL 443:70].

274 O’Meara, Platonopolis, 38.

275 Plotinus uses the word téAue to express the idea of irrepressible force in this inclination. Cf.
Torchia, ‘Plotinian, “Tolma’’, 12-67.

27 For the relation between freedom and necessity in Plotinus, see Leroux, ‘Human Freedom’,
292-314; Tripolitis, The Doctrine of the Soul, 54-6.

217 Enn. 4.8.4.17-8 [LCL 443:408].

78 1bid. 1.6.8.17-23 [440:256].
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and becoming ‘dwellers in the Place of Unlikeness, where, fallen from all
resemblance to the Divine, we lie in gloom and mud’ (Enn. 1.8.13.16-8 [LCL
440:308; MacKenna, Plotinus, 76]).280 The way out of this fateful situation is to go
inward by recognizing the divine element within us. Plotinus compares the efforts

of introspective withdrawal to the process of shaping a statue:

Withdraw into yourself and look. And if you do not find yourself beautiful yet, act as does the
creator of a statue that is to be made beautiful: he cuts away here, he smooths there, he makes this
line lighter, this other purer, until a lovely face has grown upon his work. So do you also; cut
away all that is excessive, straighten all that is crooked, bring light to all that is overcast, labour
to make all one glow of beauty and never cease chiseling your statue, until there shall shine out
on you from it the godlike splendour of virtue (tfig apetfic T Becoeldng dyAaie), until you shall see
the perfect goodness surely established in the stainless shrine (Enn. 1.6.9 [MacKenna, Plotinus,
637).2"!

By going inward, the soul recovers its simplicity, its kinship to the divine. This
means that the soul’s upward movement to the One is at the same time an act of
inward concentration: ‘For Plotinus, the higher is not the more remote; the higher is
the more inward: one climbs up by climbing in, as it were’.**> This process of
climbing in, or up, involves moral and intellectual purification (kaBaporc) by which
the soul becomes progressively divinized and assimilated to the One. The moral
purification implies the practice of virtue, and Plotinus draws a distinction between
the civic and cathartic types of virtue. The former has to do with the good life on
this earth and may have a place only in the beginning.”* The good man ‘will leave
that [civic virtue; moAttikn apetri] behind, and choose another, the life of the gods:

for it is to them, not to good men, that we are to be made like (o0 TpoO¢ &vBpwTOUG

dyadode 7 dpoiworc)’ (Enn. 1.2.7.26-8 [LCL 440:146; Armstrong 147]).** And he

2 Ibid. 5.1.1.13 [LCL 444:10].
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221 outh, The Moystical Tradition, 40.

283 On the relation between the civic and cathartic virtues in the ethical system of Plotinus, see
Dillon, ‘Ethic for the Sage’, 315-36.

284 GAAL TODTOV MEV KaToALTOV [TOALTIKY dpeth], Adov 8¢ EAduevoc TOV TGV Oedv: TpdC Y&p
ToUTOUG, 0V TPOG AvBpwToug GyeBolg T OLOLWOLG.
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adds: ‘Likeness to good men is the likeness of two picures (elkwv €lkovL wpolwtat)
of the same subject to each other; but likeness (0polwotc) to the gods is likeness to
the model (Tapaderyue), a being of a different kind to ourselves’ (Enn. 1.2.7.28-31
[LCL 440:146; Armstrong 147]).%* Unlike the civic virtue, the cathartic one is
aimed at the detachment of the soul from the world of senses and preparation for
contemplation. To purify itself in this way, the soul needs to master four cardinal
virtues—wisdom, courage, self-control, and justice. In the passage where Plotinus
discusses this, he concludes: ‘One would not be wrong in calling this state of the
soul “likeness to God” (6polwoiy mpog Beov), in which its activity is intellectual,
and it is free in this way from bodily affections. For the divine too is pure, and its
activity is of such a kind that that which imitates (uuopevov) it has wisdom’ (Enn.
1.2.3.19-22 [LCL 440:134; Armstrong 135, slightly modified]).”* On this level the
soul, being liberated from the passions, stops the exercise of its lower faculties such
as opinion (80x), memory and remembrance (uvnun and dvapvnoic), and reason
(dravore). It can then progress with the intellectual purification which includes the
mathematical and dialectic training. The study of these disciplines liberates the soul
from multiplicity and effects deification and unity. We are to ‘call on God who
made that of which you have the mental picture, pray him to enter you. And may he
come, bringing his own universe with him, with all the gods within him, he who is
one and all, and each god is all the gods coming together into one’ (Enn. 5.8.14-17
[LCL 444:264-6; Armstrong 265, slightly modified]). **" In another passage,
Plotinus says that ‘here [in the purified state] is contained all that is immortal;
nothing here but is divine Intellect; all is God, this is the place of every soul. Here is
rest unbroken’ (Enn. 5.1.4.11-2 [LCL 444:22; MacKenna, Plotinus, 372, slightly
modified]). **® Jean Trouillard calls the fruit of this intellectual purification
‘générosité intellectuelle’, and describes it as ‘disposition d’audace, de souplesse et

de dépouillement noétiques’.”* In such disposition of the soul, Plotinus was able to
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experience the union with the Divine on more than one occasion. In one of the most

cited passages, he says:

Often I have woken up out of the body to myself and have entered into myself, going out from all
other things; I have seen a beauty wonderfully great and felt assurance that then most of all T
belonged to the better part; I have actually lived the best life and come to identity with the divine
(6 Belw elc Tabrov yeyevnuévog); and set firm in it [ have come to that supreme actuality, setting

myself above all else in the realm of Intellect (Enn. 4.8.1.1-8 [LCL 443:396; Armstrong 397]).%

Other descriptions emphasize the mystical nature of such an experience. It is said
that ‘[o]nly by a leap can we reach to this One’ (Enn. 5.5.4.9-10 [LCL 444:166;

MacKenna, Plotinus, 406]).**' More frequently such an encounter with the One is
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characterized as a vision which happens suddenly (€aidvng).”* Therefore, ‘[w]e

must not run after it, but prepare ourselves for the vision and then wait tranquilly
for its appearance, as the eye waits on the rising of the sun, which in its own time
appears above the horizon... and gives itself to our sight’ (Enn. 5.5.8.3-8 [LCL
444:178; MacKenna, Plotinus, 409; slightly modiﬁed]).293 The nature of this vision
has to do with the intelligible light whose illumination makes the seer and the seen
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one.” " Such a soul comes to recognize that it ‘sees principle by principle (apxf

épytv) and that like is united with like (bpolw to Spotov)’.?*> In this state the soul

has finally arrived at the Fatherland:

The man formed by this mingling with the Supreme... has become the Unity... no movement
now, no passion, no outlooking desire, once this ascent is achieved; reasoning is in abeyance and
all Intellection and even, to dare the word, the very self: caught away, filled with God, he has in
perfect stillness attained isolation; all the being calmed, he turns neither to this side nor to that,
not even inwards to himself; utterly resting he has become very rest.... [He] becomes identical

with the Transcendent of Being. The self thus lifted, we are in the likeness of the Supreme.... This
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is the life of gods and of the godlike and blessed among men... a flight of the alone to the Alone’
(Enn. 6.9.8-51 [LCL 468:340-4; MacKenna, Plotinus, 624-5]).2%

The idea of flight together with the expression ‘the alone to the Alone’ underlines
the solitary aspect of the soul’s deification much more than did Plato. In this
perspective ‘[t]lhe One has no concern for the soul that seeks him; nor has the soul
more than a passing concern for others engaged on the same quest: it has no
companions’. 7 Overall, Plotinus has a very rich vocabulary of deification
broadening the traditional terminology and adding other words to it. He likes to
describe it in terms of divine presence, immortality, touch, mingling, blending,
participation, imitation, ecstacy, self-surrender, motion, likeness to God, possessing
the divine, being filled with God or in love with the One. Unlike the modern writers
who prefer to distinguish between ‘becoming like god’ and ‘becoming god’ (which
ancient authors do not seem to be doing that ﬁrmly),298 Plotinus certainly assumed
the possibility of both: 8ed dporwdFver® and 6edv €lvar.’” The same possibility
will be assumed by Athanasius, who is able to speak both of ‘becoming /ike God in
essence’ (GpotoL kat’ ovoloaw tod Beod yevéobou )’ and ‘being gods’ (Beol éote).’”
Or, what is more typical of Athanasius, he speaks of us ‘being deified’ and ‘being
gods’: ‘All that are called sons and gods (GooL viol Te kal Beol €kAnBnoav)... were
deified (éBeomondnoav) through the Logos’ (CA 1.39 [Metzler 149]). Although
Athanasius is famous for having created the divinized portrait of the anchorite
monk Antony, he never speaks of deification in terms of ‘flight of the alone to the
Alone’. However, one feature that he does make use of quite frequently in his early
work is Plotinus’ introspection, and I will discuss its significance for deification in

chapter 3.
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27 Louth, The Mpystical Tradition, 51.

%8 Litwa, Being Transformed, 223. Cf. also Litwa’s reference (ibid., n. 70) to the text from
Sallustius, Concerning the Gods and Universe, 14: ‘We, when we are good, have union with the
Gods beause we are like them’ (8u” opordtnta eolg ouvamtoueda).

29 Enn. 1.2.1.4 [LCL 440:126].

390 1hid. 1.2.6.3 [LCL 440:142].

31 Ep. Afi-. 7 [Brennecke 333; NPNF? 4:492].

392 Ep. Ser. 1.25 [Savvidis 543].
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If Heinrich Dorrie’s article ‘Was ist spdtantiker Platonismus?’ is correct in
suggesting that Platonism had a religious significance besides being a philosophical
school, then Plotinus’ language of deification carried more than just a metaphorical
sense.’” It offered an alternative doctrine of God and deification and in that way
made it important that Christianity was to be in dialogue with it. Scholars note that
‘[a] further development in later Neoplatonism tended to reinforce the difficulty in
divinization’.>** Such authors as Iamblichus elaborated additional levels of divinity
(both from the traditional Greek pantheon associated with the hierarchical
principles in Plotinus and from the Egyptian and Chaldaean religions) which gave a
‘greater range in what divinization as a philosophical goal could mean’.’* At the
same time, the introduction of additional levels also had ‘the effect of making the
higher levels of the divine, in particular the highest principle, source of the divinity
of all else, more remote, more difficult of access’.*’® While for Arthur Armstrong
‘the thought and language of Plotinus about the Divine, especially the One or Good,
and human encounter with God, cannot simply be dismissed... as “impersonal”,*"’
the metaphysical sophistication of later Neoplatonism tended to increase such
understanding. Against this background Athanasius’ theological task can be seen as
one of articulating the doctrine of God and deification in such a way that it is both
sensitive to the Platonic language and at the same time different from it. As we will
see, this strategy is especially played out in Athanasius’ double treatise composed
with this particular task in mind. While in the first part of his treatise (Contra
Gentes) he generally keeps the continuity with the Platonic thought, in his second
part (De Incarnatione) he seeks to formulate a distinctly Christian worldview.
Facing either pagan or Arian opposition, Athanasius counters it most frequently by
drawing his arguments from Scripture. The Old and New Testaments are the most
cited source in his writings, and he uses them to shape and inform his doctrine of
God and deification. Below I would like to survey a few specific passages that are

helpful to keep in mind before we approach Athanasius.

393 Dirrie, ‘Was ist spatantiker Platonismus?’, 285-302.

304 O’Meara, Platonopolis, 38.

*% Ibid.

3% Ibid., 39.

307 Armstrong, ‘Plotinus and Christianity’, 122. Cf. Ibid., ‘Individual and Person’, 49-68; Ibid.,
Plotinian and Christian Studies, 131-2.
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2.2. Deification in the Scripture

The four most famous passages that were seen as speaking of deification and
godlikeness in the early Church are Ps. 81:6-7 (LXX), 2-Pet. 1:3-4, Gen. 1:26-7,
and 1-Jn. 3:2-3. The text from Ps. 81:6-7 (LXX) (also cited by Jesus in Jn. 10: 34-6)
reads as follows: ‘I said, “You are ‘gods’; you are all sons of the Most High”. But
you will die like mere men; you will fall like every other ruler’ (NIV).**® While it
is difficult to determine from the context what ‘gods’ and ‘sons’ mean (modern
commentators usually take them as honourary epithets that describe the human

3% it is clear that both words are used with reference to human beings. In this

rulers),
passage deification embraces the idea of sonship, and Athanasius often uses it’'° as
the most primary aspect of what it means to be god. While some passages where he
speaks of sonship may be taken to mean either an ontological change or a change of
status, most of Athanasius’ texts on sonship suggest a relational meaning expressing
the idea that the Father shares with us the same fellowship he has with his natural
Son. The passage from 2-Pet. 1:3-4 highlights a different aspect of deification. It
speaks of the importance of specific qualities that make one deified. The passage
says: ‘His divine power has given us everything we need for life and godliness
through our knowledge of him who called us by his own glory and goodness.
Through these he has given us his very great and precious promises, so that through
them you may participate in the divine nature and escape the corruption in the
world caused by evil desires’ (NIV).?'" Several things are noteworthy in this

passage. First, it speaks of deification in terms of “participation in the divine nature’

(vévnobe Belog kowwvol ¢puoewc) contrasting it with the idea of ‘corruption in the

3085, v = ) \ (SR ’ [N e 7 s ’ e ®
€YW €L, Beol €oTe, kol vloL UllILOTOU TOVTEC. UUELG e w¢ (xvep(mrm OCTTOGV‘I]GKETG, KOL WG €Lg

TV apXOVTWY TLTTETE.

309 e.g. Gerstenberger, Psalmen in der Sprache unserer Zeit, 135-6. Cf. Bass, Zalmy, 77, that
translates Ps. 82:6-7 as follows: A4 rekl jsem: Vyssimi bytostmi jste a synové Nejvyssiho jste vSichni.
Avsak jako clovék zemrete a jako jeden z knizat padnete.

310 e.g. CA 1.39 [Metzler 149; NPNF? 4:329], where he says: And how can there be deifying
(Beomoinarg) apart from the Word and before Him? yet, saith He to their brethren the Jews, ‘If He
called them gods (el ekelvoug Beovg eime), unto whom the Word of God came.” And if all that are
called sons and gods (viol te kol Beol eékAndnoav), whether in earth or in heaven, were adopted and
deified (¢6eomoindnoar) through the Word, and the Son Himself is the Word, it is plain that through
Him are they all, and He Himself before all’ (md¢ 8¢ kai Beomoinolg yévort’ &v ywpig T0d Adyov,
kel mpO «ltod kaltor Aéyovtog aldtod Tpog Tol¢ adeAidolg toltwy Toudmioug, ‘el ekelvoug Beoug
€ime, TPoOg olg 0 Adyog TOD Beod €yéveto’; el 8¢ mavteg GooL ulol Te kol Beol ékAnBnoav €lte €ml
yfc €lte év olpavoig Sud tod Adyov viomomdnoav kol €BeomornBnoav, wdtog &€ O UVLOG 0TIV O
Abyoc, Sfizov 8L 8L” abrod pev ol mdvreg, adtde 8¢ mpd mMAVTWY).

3 ¢ mévte fuiv thc Oelac Suvdpewe adtod T TPOC (whY kol €DoéPelay SeSwpnuévne Suk THC
Emyvdoewg 100 kaAéoavtog TG Ldlg O0EM kal dpetd, 60 OV Td TLMLK Kol PEYLOTO LY
emoyyéAuate Sedwpnrar, e Suh TolTwY Yévnobe Belag kowwrol GpUoewg &ToduydvTeg THG €V TR
KOOUw €V €émBuuie dpBopag.
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world’. The Greek word for corruption is ¢6ops, which Athanasius uses most
frequently in his early double treatise to underscore the pitiful situation of the fallen
humanity and its following restoration and deification (see ch. 3). Interestingly,
Peter uses the word ‘escape’ (amodpvyyavw) to describe the process of moving from
the corrupted state to the state of deification. As we saw earlier, the noun (¢uys) of
this verb is also used by Plato when he speaks of ‘escape’ in connection with our
‘becoming like God as far as this is possible’,3 12 and by Plotinus when he speaks of
the “flight of the alone to the Alone’."> Second, this passage is best understood
when read together with the three other verses that immediately follow it: ‘For this
very reason, make every effort to add to your faith goodness; and to goodness,
knowledge; and to knowledge, self-control; and to self-control, perseverance; and to
perseverance, godliness; and to godliness, brotherly kindness; and to brotherly
kindness, love. For if you possess these qualities in increasing measure, they will
keep you from being ineffective and unproductive in your knowledge of your Lord
Jesus Christ. But if anyone does not have them, he is nearsighted and blind, and has

forgotten that he has been cleansed from his past sins’ (NIV).314

In light of this
passage, deification implies both a progressive aspect and something that has
already been fulfilled. The former is tied to the idea of qualities which Peter lists by
starting with faith and ending with love. The element of ‘effort’ (omoudn) in verse 5
stresses the human part in the process of deification. At the same time, the passage
speaks of something that has already taken place for deification (namely, the
forgiveness of sins as representing the juridical aspect) regardless of whether one
makes the effort to progress in the godly qualities or not. Verse 9 states that ‘if
anyone does not have them [the godly qualities], he is nearsighted and blind, and
has forgotten that he has been cleansed (An6mv Aafwv tod kebapLopod) from his
past sins’. Athanasius uses both of these aspects of deification (progressive and
completed) in his writings. However, the most prominent aspect in the 33 instances
(excluding those that relate deification to Christ’s body) where he speaks of

deification in the Christian context, has to do with the idea of God deifying us

312 Theaet. 176b [LCL 123:128]: puyn 6¢ duotworc Bed.

13 Enn. 6.9.8-51 [LCL 468:340-4; MacKenna, Plotinus, 624-5]: puyh pévou mpdc poévov.

3 kel bt TODTO BE OTOUSHY TRONY TEPELCEVEYKAVTEC EMLXOPNYHONTE €V TR TLOTEL UGV Thy
Gpetny, €v 8e TR dpeth THY YYAow, &V 8 TR YvWoeL THY €ykpatelav, €V O TR €ykpately THY
bmopovny, €v & tf Lmopovfy Ty eboéBeiar, €v & TR eloefely THY dLladeidlav, év Se T
PLriadeddle THY dyammy. tadte yap LIy Omapyovto kel TAcovalovto OUK Gpyoug O0SE GKAPTOUG
keBlotnowy el v 1od kuplov MUGY inood xpiotod émiyvwow: @ yip un mopeoty tadte, TuGAGG
€0ty powtalwy, MMeny Aefov tod kebuplopod TOV TaAwl adTod ALEpTLOY.
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because we failed to achieve deification on our own. As [ will try to show in chapter
5, this emphasis is best understood in the context of Athanasius’ arguments against
the Arian christology as undermining the significance of the divine work and
initiative.

Two other passages that I mentioned above—Gen. 1:26-7 and 1-Jn. 3:2-
3—speak of deification in terms of our being like God. The famous text from Gen.
1:26-7 gives an account of the first creation in which man is said to be made in the
image and likeness of God: ‘Then God said, “Let us make man in our image (koat’

31> While some patristic authors (e.g.

elkova), in our likeness (ka®’ opolwor)”” (NIV).
Origen) distinguished between the ‘image’ as an inbuilt characteristic and ‘likeness’
as a quality to be achieved, Athanasius does not draw this distinction. Instead, he
uses them as synonyms to describe the original state of people before the fall. In the
Contra Gentes, the ‘image’ and ‘likeness’ are taken to imply man’s ability to relate
to God in the personal way; something that animals or stones cannot do because of
being devoid of the ‘image’ and ‘likeness’ to God. Accordingly, when describing
deification as a restoration of the image and likeness in man, Athanasius includes in
it the idea of being joined back to the personal relationship with God. The passage
from 1-Jn. 3:2-3 combines this idea of personal relationship with God and
godlikeness in the ‘already and not yet’ perspective when it says: ‘Dear friends,
now we are children of God, and what we will be has not yet been made known.
But we know that when he appears, we shall be like him, for we shall see him as he
is. Everyone who has this hope in him purifies himself, just as he is pure’.’'
Stressing the eschatological dimension of godlikeness in this passage, Athanasius
interprets it as follows: ‘When the Scripture says we shall be like Him when he will
appear, this does not mean we will be like him in essence. It means that we will be
like him in sonship which we will partake from him’ (De Syn. 53 [Opitz 276]).>"
More commonly, Athanasius refers to the idea of ‘being children of God’ (by citing
Jn. 1:12)°" in connection with the present reality of being given the Spirit of

sonship by whom we cry ‘abba Father’ (Rom. 8:15 and Gal. 4:6, both cited by

15 A ¢ \ /, ” s 31 3 ’ \ s ¢ ’
Kol €LTEV 0 B€0G, TOLMOWMEV AVOPWTOV KKT  €LKOVK MUETEPXY Kol KO’ OHOLWOLY.
16 Y 3 N . P y gy -
ayomnTol, VOV Tekva Oeod €opev, kol oUTw €davepwdn Ti €o0pedu. oldapey OTL €av Gavepwbi,
OpoLoL a0TR €odpedo, OTL OYouedn aliTOY KabWg €0TLY. Kal TG 0 €éxwy Y AT taldtny ém’ alt®
ayviler €avtov, koBwg EKELVOg AyVog EOTLY.
317 , , Sy c A g o , e g v o
otav yap, ¢onol, Gavepwdi), ouolor oUTE €oouebr OpoloL SnNAOVOTL oV Tf ovole, aiie T
viotnTL, fg petoadopBavopey mop’ adTod.
318
e.g. CA 1.43 [Metzler 153].
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Athanasius).”" The idea of God giving us himself either as Son or Holy Spirit is a
recurring theme in Athanasius, and what he sometimes stresses in speaking about it
is the biblical motif of exchange expressed especially in 2-Cor. 5:21 and 8:9: ‘God
made him who had no sin to be sin for us, so that in him we might become the
righteousness of God’ (NIV),*** and ‘you know the grace of our Lord Jesus Christ,
that though he was rich, yet for your sakes he became poor, so that you through his
poverty might become rich’ (NIV).**' Athanasius cites neither of these two
passages. Yet just like Paul draws a contrast between our old condition apart from
Christ and our new condition in Christ, so does Athanasius contrast the human
properties with the properties of Christ. The exchange between the two takes place
when Christ becomes man by accepting what is ours and giving us what is his.
Another way the Scripture speaks about our receiving the benefits of salvation is by
stressing that God gives us ‘the fullness of the Deity’ (t0 TAnpwue thic BedTnTog)
(Jn. 1:16, Eph. 3:19, Col. 2:9; all three are cited by Athanasius).’** Athanasius
expresses this idea by identifying the gifts with the Giver in his two later writings
Contra Arianos and Epistulae ad Serapionem (ch. 5).

The motif of exchange and human identification with God/Christ is also
seen in the way the Scripture speaks about baptism and eucharist. Writing about
being dead to sin and alive in Christ, Paul says in Rom. 6:3-4: ‘Or don’t you know
that all of us who were baptized into Christ Jesus were baptized into his death? We
were therefore buried with him through baptism into death in order that, just as
Christ was raised from the dead through the glory of the Father, we too may live a
new life’ (NIV). 323 Expressing the same motif of identification with Christ,
Athanasius speaks of baptism as having a purpose of joining us to the Godhead (iva
owaddGper tf Oedtnri)’** and making us one with the Son (iva évwbduer ¢
u).** Its efficacy for Athanasius is grounded on the fact that we are baptized not

into the name of a creature but into the name of the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit

39 ¢ g. CA 2.59 [Metzler 236] (for Rom. 8:15); ibid. (for Gal. 4:6).

320 2op uh yrévte duaptiov dmep HUGY dpaptiay Emoinoey, tvo fudc yerduedo Sikaootyn Beod
& adTq.

321 ywdokete yip Ty ydpwy 10D Kuplou HUAY inood ypLoTod, St &L pdc éntdyevoer TAololog
Av, v Duelg tf) éxelvou TTwyely TAouTNONTE.

322 ¢.g. De Inc. 16.11-2 [Thomson172] (for Eph. 3:19); De Sen. Dion. 10 [Opitz 53] (for In. 1:16);
De Syn. 38 [Opitz 265] (for Col. 2:9).
3B 4 dyvoeite &L, oo EPamtiodbnuer el xpLotdv inoody, elc Tov Odvatov wltod éPamtioOnuey;
ovvetadnuey odv adt® Ouk tod Pamtiopatog €ig TOV Bavatov, lva domep MYEPON XPLOTOG €K Vekp@V
St Thg 80ENg Tod THTPOE, oUTWC Kal MUELG €V kouvoTNTL (WhG TEPLTTNOWHED.

324 C4 2.41 [Metzler 217; NPNF? 4:370].

% Ibid.
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(Mt. 28:19 cited by Athanasius in the context of the anti-Arian polemic).326 Of the
several eucharistic passages in Scripture (e.g. Mt. 26:26-9; Mk. 14:22-5; Luk.
22:17-20; Jn. 6:53-6; 1-Cor. 10:16-7; 1-Cor. 11:20-32), Athanasius cites only Jn.
6:54, that says: ‘Whoever eats my flesh and drinks my blood has eternal life, and |
will raise him up at the last day’ (NIV).**” Taking the words ‘flesh’ and ‘blood’ as
‘food for the saints’ (sanctorum alimonia),”*® Athanasius interprets this passages as
speaking about nurturing the soul on Christ. Elsewhere, he identifies the food of the
soul with virtue that nourishes the righteous and contrasts it with vice that feeds the
wicked.”””

As we continue our analysis, I will seek to identify how various aspects of
deification surveyed above appear in Irenaeus and Origen before they find their way
into Athanasius’ writings. In what follows, I will examine these two major figures

in the Greek patristics that precede Athanasius for about a century and form an

important theological constituent to his background.

2.3 Deification in Irenaeus and Origen: Tension of Emphases

In the Introduction, I refered quickly to Fairbairn’s article ‘Patristic Soteriology:
Three trajectories’.3 3% In this work Fairbairn discusses a tendency of some modern
scholars to dismiss patristic deification, believing it to place a suspicious emphasis
on overcoming human mortality and corruption over the more biblical emphasis on
sin and forgiveness. To illustrate this tendency he refers to Harnack who drew a
sharp contrast between the Eastern and Western Church fathers in the way they
taught about salvation. In Harnack’s understanding, the East spoke of salvation in
physical terms: that which satisfied the problem of death by means of incarnation. If
one follows this reading, the purpose of deification is to save humanity from death
by restoring it to the original state of immortality which it lost after the fall.
Western Christianity, according to Harnack, explained salvation very differently: it
‘was from the start more biblical and practical, as well as more ecclesiastical,

because of its less speculative bent’.**! Fairbairn quotes Harnack as saying that ‘the

326 ¢.g. CA4 2.42 [Metzler 219; NPNF2 4:371].
3276 tpéywy pov THY odpke Kol Tvwy pov to odpe Exel (ot dddviov, kiyw dveotiow adtov
T €oxdrn Mpépg.
328 Ep. fest. 1.5 [PG 26:1363b-c].
329 ¢.g. Ep. fest. 1.5 [PG 26:1363b].
3% Fairbairn, ‘Patristic Soteriology’, 290-310.
#! Ibid. 291.
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West did not fix its attention above all on deification nor, in consequence, on
asceticism, but kept real life more distinctly in view’.** Since Harnack’s distinction
is a generally accepted text-book view, Fairbairn suggests revisiting it by discussing
two major ways (he calls them trajectories) in which the Eastern fathers spoke of
deification.”®® The first one comes close to what Harnack called physical salvation.
He criticized it for being an unbiblical concept dressed in the Hellenistic
preoccupation with immortality. This trajectory tends to explain deification not in
terms of sin, but primarily in terms of sharing in God’s qualities, or perfections (in
particular, God’s incorruption and immortality). By partaking in these qualities
humanity overcomes mortality and achieves the deified state. In this sense Fairbairn
characterizes such perspective as emphasizing the impersonal aspect of salvation.
The second major way in which the Church fathers spoke of deification, in
Fairbairn’s view, is sharing in the personal fellowship with God as Trinity.***
According to this understanding of deification, salvation is seen as restoration of the
lost relationship between humanity and God. And it is Christ’s incarnation and his
death on the cross that makes it possible. This perspective is emphatically personal
and it speaks of qualities (immortality and sinfulness) in secondary terms. Fairbairn
further qualifies his suggestion by warning that patristic writers more commonly
combined elements of these two perspectives. At the same time he argues that one
or another of these predominated, leading one to focus on either personal or
impersonal aspects of deification.”*’

In this section on Ireneaus and Origen [ will follow Fairbairn’s distinction
between the personal and impersonal ways of expressing deification. In addition to
his terminology, I will also use two other words—relational and acquisitional—to
emphasize the dynamic aspect of both concepts. Since both Irenaeus and Origen
combine personal and impersonal ways of depicting God and deification, I will
speak of difference in emphases. Like Fairbairn, I will attempt to illustrate how
one’s emphasis on either of the two makes one lean either towards the relational or
the impersonal descriptions of deification. As I do so, I will also seek to observe
how such descriptions contribute to an understanding of whether the qualities of

God are the result of salvation or a means to it. In this way, I hope to expose those

32 Quoted from Fairbairn, ‘Patristic Soteriology’, 291, with reference to Harnack, History of

Dogma, 5.22.
333 Ibid., 293.
334 Ibid., 293.
333 Ibid., 294.
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issues which I will discuss in more detail in relation to Athanasius’ early double
treatise Contra Gentes—De Incarnatione Verbi, paying special attention to the
interaction of emphases between relations and qualities, God’s action and human
task, personal and impersonal ways of describing God and deification. At this point
in my survey, I will continue tracing the development of deification, yet my primary
concern now will be more with the frameworks of deification that Irenaeus and

Origen create for Athanasius than with the terminology itself.

2.3.1 Irenaeus of Lyon

2.3.1.1 From God as ‘What’ to God as ‘Who’

Irenaeus is most notable for his polemic with the Gnostic, Marcionite, and Ebionite
groups that sought to undermine the goodness of the divine Creator and who
radically separated the spiritual realm from the world of matter.**® His response to
the Gnostic teaching is recorded in his main work Aduersus Haereses (extant in
Greek and Latin) in which he takes on two tasks that are relevant for my study. On
the one hand, he wants to defend the good and perfect nature of the divine Creator
against the Gnostics, and on the other he seeks to assert the meaning of Christian
salvation. As Irenaeus elaborates the former, he sometimes gets himself occupied
with the description of God that centers on the divine qualities in order to articulate
the ‘what’ of the Christian Divinity as opposed to the ‘what’ of Gnostic Deity.
When he shifts from this task to that of explaining the meaning of Christian
salvation, his description of God changes too. It is no longer the ‘what’, but rather
the ‘who’ that is under consideration. In this section I will illustrate the significance
of this dynamic in the context of my focus on the doctrine of God and deification.

In Adu. Haer. 4.11.2 [SC 100/2:500], Irenaeus discusses the relation between God
and creation, and in the process of doing this he explains the goodness of created
reality by connecting it directly to the perfect being of God. In what can be a
concise definition of God, Irenaeus declares: ‘God is truly perfect in all things,
himself equal and similar to himself, as He is all light, and all mind, and all
substance, and the source of all good’ (Adu. Haer. 4.11.2 [SC 100/2:500; ANF
1:474, slightly modified]).**” In the same vein, but specifically against the Gnostics,

336 pétrement, A Separate God. On the complex nature of Gnosticism, see Williams, Rethinking
‘Gnosticism’.

337 Deus... totus cum sit lumen et totus mens et totus substantia et fons omnium bonorum, homo
vero profectum percipiens et augmentum ad Deum. Quemadmodum enim Deus semper idem est.
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he writes: ‘It is proper, then, that I should begin with the first and most important
head, that is, God the Creator, who made the heaven and the earth, and all things
that are therein (whom these men blasphemously style the fruit of a defect), and to
demonstrate that there is nothing either above him or after him; nor that, influenced
by any one, but of his own free will, he created all things, since he is the only God,
the only Lord, the only Creator, the only Father, alone containing all things, and
himself commanding all things into existence’ (Adu. Haer. 2.1.1 [SC 294:27; ANF
1:360]).>*® In both passages God is said to be the highest reality, and therefore
everything he creates flows from his perfect Being. Besides the qualities pregnant
with philosophical meaning (such as ‘perfection’, ‘light’, ‘mind’, ‘goodness’, and
‘substance’), God is also characterized as Lord, Creator, and Father. Irenaeus’
emphasis on the ‘what’ of God, or his perfect qualities, leads him further to
distinguish between two types of being—the uncreated Being of God and the
created being of humanity. Thus, immediately after his definition of God in the first
quotation, he continues: ‘And in this respect God differs from man, that God indeed
makes, but man is made; and truly, he who makes is always the same; but that
which is made must receive both beginning, and middle, and addition, and increase’
(Adu. Haer. 4.11.2 [SC 100/2:500; ANF 1:474]).** Finally, this contrast between
God’s perfect qualities and the derivative character of human nature presses
Irenaeus to depict salvation as man’s progression to God. At the end of the passage
I just quoted he concludes: ‘For as God is always the same, so also man, when
found in God, shall always go on towards God’ (Adu. Haer. 4.11.2 [SC 100/2:500;

ANF 1:474]).** In a similar context, but more explicitly, he states:

Man is to make progress day by day, and ascend towards the perfect, that is, approximating to the
uncreated One. For the Uncreated is perfect, that is, God. Now it was necessary that man should
in the first instance be created; and having been created, should receive growth; and having
received growth, should be strengthened; and having been strengthened, should abound; and

having abounded, should recover [from the disease of sin]; and having recovered, should be

338 Bene igitur habet a primo et maximo capitulo inchoare nos, a Demiurgo Deo, qui fecit caclum
et terram et omnia quae in eis sunt, quem hi blasphemantes extremitatis fructum dicunt, et ostendere
quoniam neque super eum neque post eum est aliquid, neque ab aliquo motus sed sua sententia et
libere fecit omnia, cum sit solus Deus et solus Dominus et solus Conditor et solus Pater et solus
continens omnia et omnibus ut sint ipse praestans.

339 Bt hoc Deus ab homine differt, quoniam Deus quidem facit, homo autem fit. Et quidem qui
facit semper idem est, quod autem fit et initium et medietatem et adjectionem et augmentum accipere
debet.

349 Quemadmodum enim Deus simper idem est, sic et homo in Deo inventus semper proficiet ad
Deum.
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glorified; and being glorified, should see his Lord. For God is he who is yet to be seen, and the
vision of God is productive of immortality, and it is immortality that renders one close to God

(Adu. Haer. 4.38.3 [SC 100/2:954-6; ANF 1:522, slightly modified]).**!

In light of the pre-Christian background such phrases as being ‘found in God’,
‘ascend towards the perfect’, ‘approximating to the uncreated One... [who] is
perfect’, ‘the vision of God’, ‘immortality’, and becoming ‘close to God’, are full of
allusions to deification. The perfect qualities of God in these texts are exactly what
humanity is lacking, and therefore encouraged to approximate. The depiction of
God in Irenaeus changes substantially when he moves toward the discussion of the
Gnostic problem of separating the spiritual realm from the world of matter. In
response to this dualistic worldview, he posits the immediacy of God’s presence to
the world through his personal agents (Christ and Holy Spirit as his two hands)***
and develops a concept of God in which the emphasis shifts from qualities to
relations. In doing so, he formulates a view of God that shows a distinctly personal
perspective. A good example of this comes in his discussion of the differences

between the Gnostic notion of estranged Pleroma and the Christian idea of God

who ordains and loves the world:

Who, as regards his greatness, is indeed unknown to all who have been made by him (for no man
has searched out his height, either among the ancients who have gone to their rest, or any of those
who are now alive); but as regards his love, he is always known through him by whose means he
ordained all things. Now this is his Word, our Lord Jesus Christ, who in the last times was made
a man among men, that he might join (conjungeret) the end to the beginning, that is, man to God

(Adu. Haer. 4.20.4 [SC 100/2:634; ANF 1:488]).**

**! Homine vero paulatim proficiente et perveniente ad perfectum, hoc est proximum infecto fieri:
perfectus enim est infectus, hic autem est Deus. Oportuerat autem hominem primo fieri, et factum
augeri, et auctum corroborari, et corroboratum multiplicari, et multiplicatum convalescere,
convalescentem vero glorificari, et glorificatum videre suum Dominum: Deus enim est qui habet
videri, visio autem Dei efficax est incorruptelae, incorruptela vero proximum facit esse Deo. Cf.
Greek variant: kol Grepyopévou TPOC TO TéAELOV, TANOLOV TOUTEOTL TOD GYEVNTOU YLVOWEVOUL® TEAOG
yop 6 &yévmrog, obtog O €oTL Bedg. €del 8€ TOV GYBpwTOV TPGTOV YeVéBoL, KoL YEVOREVOV
adEfoor, kol obEnoavte Gvdpwlfver, kel AvdpwOévto TANAUVOTVaL, kal TANQUVBEévTa évioyDoul,
évoylooavte 8¢ OofxoBfjvar, kol SofwoBévta i8€lv tOv €ovtod Seomdtny:’ Bedc yop O pEAAWY
Op&oBor, bpaolg 5€ Beod TepLmoLnTIKY ddBapotag, dpbupoin ¢ €yyls elvar moiel Geod.

2 ¢.g. Adu. Haer. 4.praef.4 [SC 100/2:388-90]; 4.20.1 [SC 100/2:624-6]; 5.6.1 [SC 153:72-80].

¥ Qui secundum magnitudinem quidem ignotus est omnibus his qui ab eo facti sunt—nemo
enim investigavit altitudinem ejus, neque veterum neque eorum qui nunc sunt—secundum autem
dilectionem cognoscitur semper per eum per quem constituit omnia. Est autem hic Verbum ejus,
Dominus noster Jesus Christus, qui in novissimis temporibus homo in hominibus factus est, ut finem
conjungeret principio, hoc est hominem Deo.
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In this passage God is described both as transcendent (he is great and unknown) and
involved (he ordains everything by his love and makes himself known through his
Word). The extent of the later aspect of his being is such that he becomes man in
order to ‘join... man to God’. In contrast to this relational understanding of God and
his activity, the Gnostic Deity resembles a non-existent being (qui non est) who is
absolutely unknown (ut magnum Deum putentur adinuenisse), incommunicable
(quem nemo possit cognoscere, humano <non> generi communicantem) and
uninvolved (nec terrena administrantem) (Adu. Haer. 3.24.2 [SC 211:478]). For
Irenaeus this magne deum is clearly different from the Christian God who
‘[although being] beyond comprehension, and boundless and invisible, rendered
himself visible, and comprehensible, and within the capacity of those who believe,
that he might vivify those who receive and behold him through faith’ (4du. Haer.
4.20.5 [SC 100/2:640; ANF 1:489, modified]).***

Irenacus’ description of what happens when God acts towards humanity—
joining it back to himself and making it alive—reflects his hamartiological views.
For him the main problem of fallen humanity under sin is primarily the separation
between God and man. Throughout his Aduersus Haereses he explains the
consequences of the fall in terms of a broken relationship that leads man to death
and mortality. Hence salvation for Irenaeus includes both restoration of relationship
with God and immortality, or eternal life. However, in those places of his writing
where he seeks to refute the Gnostic dualism of spirit and body, he speaks less of
the former and more of the fact that salvation effects immortality both for the soul
and the body.>* In fact, his emphasis on immortality and incorruption is so strong
that some scholars regard his concept of salvation as ‘physical’, and identify it with
the Hellenistic understanding of what it means to be divine.**® Thus, Gustaf Aulen
writes that such ‘physical doctrine of salvation’ represents an alien concept of ‘the
bestowal of “divinity”—that is, of immortality—on human nature’.**’For Harnack
and Wilhelm Bousset Irenaeus’ soteriology in this sense is subverted by the
Hellenistic concept of deification, and therefore corrupts the Gospel.**® Other

scholars object by pointing out that the physical aspect of salvation is one of many

3 Bt propter hoc incapabilis et incomprehensibilis <et invisibilis> visibilem se et
comprehensibilem et capacem hominibus praestat, ut vivificet percipientes et videntes se.

3% This was drawn to my attention by Fairbairn, ‘Patristic Soteriology’, 294-5.

346 e.g. Wilson, Deification, 53-4; Kaufman, ‘Becoming Divine’, 232-33.

347 Aulen, Christus Victor, 34-5.

348 Harnack, Lehrbuch der Dogmengeschichte, 1:589-90; Bousset, Kyrios Christos, 432.
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that Irenaeus taught and to approach it as the main one is misleading. * In

particular, Fairbairn contends:

... this way of looking at Irenaeus [i.e. physical salvation] misses the fact that his abundant
mention of incorruption has to do more with the opponents he is fighting than with the actual
centrality of that notion to his thought. Rather than being the centerpiece of Irenaeus’s
soteriology, incorruption is one of the results of salvation. It is a result that suits his purposes
well, since the Gnostics deny this aspect of salvation, but it is still simply a result. The heart of

his soteriology is the idea of adoption.**"

To gain a more conclusive picture of Irenacus’ doctrine of God and deification, it
will be helpful to expand these themes by looking at the specific roles he ascribes to

the ‘who’ of redemption, namely the persons of the Son and Holy Spirit.

2.3.1.2 The Roles of the Son and Holy Spirit in Deification

In his study of patristic deification, Norman Russell notes that ‘Irenaeus does not
use any of the technical terms of deification, and even the word ‘gods’ is applied to
human beings only within the context of his exegesis of Psalm 81:6 (LXX). But in
countering Gnostic claims concerning the spirituals he presents a ‘realist’ account
of salvation which will provide a number of later writers—and Athanasius in
particular—with the content of their doctrine of deification’.”>' While it is true that
Irenaeus speaks of immortality and incorruption as the realistic aspects of salvation,
scholars also note that for him to be saved is above all else to be adopted into a filial
relationship with the Father, which is what deification essentially is.*** Such
adoption happens when Christ becomes man in order to join man back to the same
communion he has with his Father. In doing so, he first gives us himself: ‘the Son
of God was made the Son of man, so that through him we may receive the
adoption,—humanity sustaining, and receiving, and embracing the Son of God’

(Adu. Haer. 3.16.3 [SC 211:298; ANF 1:441, modified]).”>® Having received Christ

349 e.g. Hochban, ‘Irenaeus on the Atonement’, 539-41; Kelly, Early Christian Doctrine, 173;
Fairbairn, ‘Patristic Soteriology’, 294-7.

330 Fairbairn, ‘Patristic Soteriology’, 295.

331 Russell, The Doctrine of Deification, 105.

352 e.g. Fairbairn, ‘Patristic Soteriology’, 294-7; Hart, ‘Physical Redemption’, 165-6; Behr, The
Way to Nicaea, 131; Ibid., Asceticism in Irenaeus, 62, 69-70, 127.

333 Filius Dei hominis Filius factus, ut per eum adoptionem percipiamus, portante homine et
capiente et complectente Filium Dei.
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himself, humanity regains an access to the Father and enters into the divine

fellowship with him. Irenaeus states:

[I]t was incumbent upon the Mediator between God and men, by his relationship to both, to bring
both to friendship and concord, and present man to God, while he revealed God to man.™ For, in
what way could we be partaken of the adoption of sons, unless we had received from him
through the Son that fellowship which refers to himself, unless his Word, having been made
flesh, had entered into communion with us? Wherefore also he passed through every stage of life,

restoring to all communion with God (4du. Haer. 3.18.7 [SC 211:364-6; ANF 1:448]).%*°

In this passage salvation is expressed in terms of adoption®® and communion®’

with God. Christ, the Son of God, is described as having oikelotnroc/communio
with his Father, and we are restored into this very communion by being adopted as
God’s children. The idea of adoption also figures in two of the three occasions
where Irenaeus refers to Ps. 81:6 [LXX]**® and speaks directly of divinization. In
the first instance he starts with a reference to Ps. 81:1 [LXX] that says: ‘God stood
in the congregation of the gods, he judges among the gods’.*>* He interprets this
passage as ‘referring to the Father and the Son, and those who have received the
adoption... [namely] the Church’ (Adu. Haer. 3.6.1 [SC 211:67-8; ANF 1:419,
modified]).”® After that he quotes several other biblical texts (including one from
Ps. 81:6 LXX) and draws the same implications: ‘Speaking of Christ he says, The
God of gods, the Lord has spoken.... [Ps. 49:1 LXX]. Who is meant by God? He of

whom he has said, God shall come openly, our God, and shall not keep silence [Ps.

3% Cf. the Latin fragment of this text: Oportuerat enim mediatorem Dei et hominum, per suam ed
utrosque domesticitatem, in amicitiam et concordiam utrosque reducere, et facere, ut et Deus
assumeret hominem, et homo se dederet Deo.

%% Oportuerat enim Mediatorem Dei et hominum per suam ad utrosque domesticitatem in
amicitiam et concordiam utrosque reducere, et facere ut et Deus adsumeret hominem et homo se
dederet Deo. Qua enim ratione filiorum adoptionis eius participes esse possemus, nisi per Filium
eam quae est ad ipsum recepissemus ab eo communionem, nisi uerbum eius communicasset nobis
caro factum? Quapropter et per omnem uenit actatem, omnibus restituens eam, quae est ad Deum
communionem. Cf. Greek fragment: €deL yap Tov peoitny Beod Te kol avBpWTwy e Thg Lbleg
TPOG €KATEPOUG OLkeLOTNTOG €l dLAlay kol Oudvolay ToLg GUGOTEPOUC CLVaYoYELY, Kol Oe@ uev
TopaoTHoK TOV &VBpwTov, avlpwtolg &€ yrwplonl TOV Bedv.

336 For other key references to adoption, see e.g. Adu. Haer. 3.6.1 [SC 211:64-8]; 4.pracf.4 [SC
100/2:388-90]; 4.16.4 [SC 100/2:568-70]; 5.12.2 [SC 153:142-8]; 5.18.2 [SC 153:238-44].

337 For more examples about the idea of communion, see Adu. Haer. 4.14.2 [SC 100/2:542-4];
4.20.5 [SC 100/2:636-42]; 5.14.2-3 [SC 153:186-90].

358 This passage will play an important role for deification much beyond Irenacus. See Nispel,
‘Christian Deification’, 289-304; Cf. Mosser, ‘Patristic Interpretation of Psalm 82°, 30-74.

39 Adu. Haer. 3.6.1 [SC 211:66; ANF 1:419]: Deus stetit in synagoga deorum, in medio autem
deos discernit.

369 De Patre et Filio et de his qui adoptionem perceperunt dicit; hi auntem sunt Ecclesia.
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49:3 LXX]; that is, the Son, who came manifested to men who said, [ have openly
appeared to those who seek me not [Is. 65:1]. But of what gods [does he speak]?
[Of those] to whom he says, [ have said, you are gods, and all sons of the Most
High [Ps. 81:6 LXX]. To those, no doubt, who have received the grace of the
adoption, by which we cry, Abba Father [Rom. 8:15]" (Adu. Haer. 3.6.1 [SC
211:68; ANF 1:419, modified]).**' In the second instance where Irenacus refers to
Ps. 81:6, he fights the christological heresy that considered Christ to be a mere man.
In response, he says that such people become ‘deprived of His gift, which is eternal
life... and adoption’ because they ‘despise the incarnation of the pure generation of
the Word of God. Of them it is written: I said, you are all the sons of the Highest,
and gods; but you shall die like men [Ps. 81:6 LXX]* (Adu. Haer. 3.19.1 [SC
211:372; ANF 1:448, modiﬁed]).362 He concludes his discussion with the so-called

formula of exchange:

For it was for this end that the Word of God was made man, and he who was the Son of God
became the Son of man, that man, having been taken into the Word, and receiving the adoption,
might become the son of God. For by no other means could we have attained to incorruptibility
and immortality, unless we had been united to incorruptibility and immortality. But how could
we be joined to incorruptibility and immortality, unless, first, incorruptibility and immortality had
become that which we also are, so that the corruptible might be swallowed up by incorruptibility,
and the mortal by immortality, that we might receive the adoption of sons? (4du. Haer. 3.19.1
[SC 211:374; ANF 1:448]).%¢

According to this statement deification includes two major elements: (1) receiving

the adoption, or becoming the sons of God; and (2) attaining to incorruptibility and

%! De quo iterum dicit: Deus deorum Dominus locutus est et uocauit terram. Quis Deus? De quo
dixit: Deus manifeste ueniet, Deus noster, et non silebit, hoc est Filius, qui secundum
manifestationem hominibus aduenit, qui dicit: Palam apparui his qui me non quaerunt. Quorum
autem deorum? Quibus dicit: Ego dixi: Dii estis et filii Altissimi omnes, his scilicet qui adoptionis
gratiam adepti sunt, per quam clamamus: Abba Pater.

362 Privantur munere eius quod est uita aeterna... et adoptione.... Ad quos Verbum ait, suum
munus gratiae narrans: Ego dixi: Dii estis et filii Altissimi omnes, uos autem sicut homines
moriemini.

363 propter hoc enim Verbum Dei homo, et qui Filius Dei est Filius hominis factus est <ut homo>,
commixtus Verbo Dei et adoptionem percipiens, fiat filius Dei. Non enim poteramus aliter percipere
incorruptelam et immortalitatem nisi aduniti fuissemus incorruptelae et immortalitati.
Quemadmodum autem adunari possemus incorruptelae et immortalitati nisi prius incorruptela et
immortalitas facta fuisset id quod et nos, ut absorberetur quod erat corruptibile ab incorruptela et
quod erat mortale ab immortalitate, uti filiorum adoptionem perciperemus? The general idea of this
passage is quite evident despite the poor preservation of the Latin text. Cf. Greek variant: el¢ tobto
yop 0 Adyog &vBpwmog kel VLG avBpwTou 6 Liog Tod Beod, Tva 6 dvBpwTog ywpnowg TOV Adyov kel
v vioBeotav AaPov yévntar viog Tod Beod.
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immortality. While it is a question of interpretation which of these elements is
primary, it is clear that deification for Irenaeus is not limited with the physical
aspect—immortality is not the end in itself. Ultimately deification leads to the
restoration of the broken relationship with God and revolves around the ‘who’ of
salvation (the persons of the Trinity) rather than the ‘what’ (immortality and
incorruption). The passage also gives a downward perspective with regard to God’s
action. Humanity is not expected to acquire the divine qualities. Instead, God gives
incorruptibility and immortality to man by joining him to his own fellowship. It
happens through the incarnation of Christ but also with the help of the Holy Spirit

as can be seen from another passage:

Since the Lord thus has redeemed us through his own blood, giving his soul for our souls, and his
flesh for our flesh, and has also poured out the Spirit of the Father for the union and communion
of God and man, imparting indeed God to men by means of the Spirit, and, on the other hand,
attaching man to God by his own incarnation, and bestowing upon us at his coming immortality
durably and truly, by means of communion with God,—all the doctrines of the heretics fall to

ruin (Adu. Haer. 5.1.1 [SC 151:20; ANF 1:527]).3%

In this trinitarian text the primary aspect of salvation is relational. The fellowship
with God includes ‘the Spirit of the Father for the union and communion of God
and man’. The acquisitional perspective is absent (man is not expected to acquire
divine qualities to be able to share in God’s relationship) and God himself comes
down into man. The Spirit’s role in this event is to attach man to God, his
incarnation, fellowship, and immortality. In other texts Irenaeus asserts that the
coming of the Holy Spirit into the believer effects the restoration of the image

(eikav) and likeness of God (6polwolrg) in man. 365 Elsewhere, he continues his

%% Suo igitur sanguine redimente nos Domino, et dante animam suam pro nostra anima et carnem

suam pro nostris carnibus, et effundente Spiritum Patris in adunitionem et communionem Dei et
hominum, ad homines quidem deponente Deum per Spiritum, ad Deum autem rursus imponente
hominem per suam incarnationem, et firme et vere in adventu suo donante nobis incorruptelam per
communionem quae est ad eum, perierunt omnes haereticorum doctrinae.

385 Dem. Praed. 97 [SC 406:215-6]. Blackwell, Christosis, 67, argues that ‘[d]eification then is
the process of restoration of the image and likeness through a restored relationship with God’. The
theme of image and likeness in Irenaeus and especially its relation to each other is complex and
debatable. Thus, Andia, Homo vivens, 68, argues for a dynamic connection from image to likeness in
man: ‘Le terme elkwv ou imago semble toujours garder la note d’extériorité ou de visibilité chez
Irénée, 4 I’inverse de la ressemblance (opolwoig—similitudo) qui implique, comme nous le verrons,
un élément dynamique, nécessairement requis pour une assimilation spirituelle’. In contrast, Finch,
‘Irenacus on Human Divinization’, 88, argues that Irenacus’ ‘interchangeable use of “image” and
“likeness” as well as his concept that the only true and full Image of God is the Son, “after whose
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practice of personalizing the gifts of salvation by identifying them repeatedly with
both Christ and the Holy Spirit.*®® The relational aspect of deification is also present
in his later work Demonstratio praedicationis apostolicae. One good example of
such understanding appears in his doctrine of recapitulatio,367 where he writes that
the Son ‘in the last times, to recapitulate all things [recapitulanda-et-
instaurandalavakeporaLooplat], became a man amongst men, visible and palpable, in
order to abolish death, to demonstrate life, and to effect communion [kowwvin]
between God and man’ (Dem. Praed. 6 [SC 406:92; Behr 43-4]).”°® As in the earlier
passage Christ takes the initiative of reconstituting the human nature
(replasmarifavamieodfiver) and in doing this he gives it a new source of life in

himself, or under his ‘headship’.*®’

Scholars note that Irenaeus’ use of personal language for the description of
deification connects him back with the theology of Ignatius of Antioch.>”® The latter
spoke of the unity among believers as the image of union in God and called
Christians to be carriers of Christ (yptotopdpor), and of God (Beodpdpor).””! Irenacus
speaks of the same motifs, elaborating them in his own context. His terminology
broadly reflects some Platonic themes and the common ancient emphasis on
immortality, but his overall theological framework gives it a more personal
meaning. His understanding of God as communion of trinitarian persons and
deification as restoration of the broken relationship leads him to a soteriology in
which the downward act of God becomes central. On the other hand, his emphasis
on the ‘what’ of God (his qualities) portrays him in a less personal way and creates
a sense of need for human action as a vehicle of salvation. If this later perspective is
the primary aspect of Ireneaus’ theology—and therefore qualities are the means to

salvation—then it is important to explain how it relates to the personal nature of

image man was made”, would seem to weigh against finding in Irenaeus any decisive differentiation
between a natural image and a supernatural likeness’.

366 ¢ g. Adu. Haer. 3.24.1 [SC 211:472-4]; 4.38.1 [SC 100/2:944-6)].

37 For a more detailed description of this idea, see Lawson, The Theology of Irenaeus.

% Qui et in fine temporum ad recapitulanda-et-instauranda (Gvakededordopor) omnia homo in
hominibus factus (est) visibilis et palpabilis, ad destruendam mortem et ostendendam vitam et
comunionem-concordiae (kowwvie) Dei et hominis operandam.

369 For similar ideas, see e.g. Adu. Haer. 3.19.1 [SC 211:370-4], 3.21.10-22.4 [SC 211:426-444].

370 e.g. Torrance, The Doctrine of Grace, 76, n. 4; Hill, The Three Personed God, 33; Loewe,
‘Irenacus’ Story of Salvation’, 39; Grillmeier, Christ in Christian Tradition, 119; Behr, The Way to
Nicaea, 114, 117.

m Eph. 9 [Holmes 190]. For more examples, see Eph. 5 [Holmes 186]; Tral. 11 [Holmes 220-2];
Phil. 5 [Holmes 238-40].
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God and deification. However, if the primary aspect of Irenaeus’ theology is his
relational perspective—and therefore qualities are the results of salvation—then
human action follows the prior action of God. In either case deification according to
Irenacus is derivative: whatever quality or relation man is given, he remains a
created and imperfect being in contrast to the uncreated and perfect nature of God
who deifies humanity. Therefore, one never becomes god in the same sense that the
true God is. Finally, both themes—immortality and relations (in the sense of
adoption)—have a biblical base and Irenaeus’ use of them is sometimes
interpreted®’” as an attempt to integrate two Pauline passages: 1 Cor. 15:53-4 (on

immortality)’” and Gal. 4:4-7 (on adoption).””

2.3.2 Origen of Alexandria

2.3.2.1 Relations and Qualities: Posing the Question

Besides being a theologian, Origen is also known as a biblical scholar, philosopher,
and Christian mystic. It is sometimes noted that Origen’s emphasis on the relational
aspect of God and deification is best seen in his role of the Scriptural exegete,
pastor, and mystic, while the impersonal language appears in his theological and
philosophical writings.375 Expressing the former, he can speak of deification as
sonship or adoption,’’® and distinguish the roles of the Father, Son and Holy Spirit
as the personal agents of salvation.””’ Thus, he can say that God can make men gods
by dwelling in them to the point that they become adopted brethren ‘christs’ and
saintly ‘holy spirits’.>”® The relationship of the Son to the Father is such that the
379

Son is intimately present with his Father and contemplates him unceasingly.

Origen connects immortality closely to the person of the Logos>*’ and underlines

372 e.g. Blackwell, Christosis, 47-9; Andia, Homo vivens, 176-7; Noormann, Irendus, 149.

33.8a yip tO POapTOV TodTO EVdloncBu dpOapoiay kel TO BvMTOV TobTo Evdloncbo dBavasiay.
6tow 8¢ 10 PPoptTOY TolTo EvdlonTon GdBnpolay kol TO BunTov Tolto évdlomtal dBavaciov.

374 ¥te 8¢ BABev TO TAMpwpe ToD xpbuov, Eaméotelder 6 Bedc tOv UV altod, yevduevov &
YUVaLkog, yevouevoy bumo vopov, va Tolg LTO vopov éayopdon, tve THY uloBedlay dToAdBwuey. OTL
8€ éote viol, eEoméotelder 6 Bedg TO Tvedpe ToD vlod wlTod €lg Tag kopdiag MUGY kpalov, éPfe O
ToTp. SoTe OUKETL €1 SoDAOG GAAL LLOG €l O€ Lldg, kol kAnpovduog Sut Beod.

37> This distinction was pointed out to me in my conversations with Dr. Lenka Karfikova.

376 Com. Mt. 16.29; Orat. 27.12 [PG 11:505a-522a].

7 Orat. 25.2 [PG 11:495b-9a], De Prin. 1.3.5 [SC 252:152-4]. Cf. Com. Rom. 4.9 [SC 539:337-
47).
38 Fragm. in Is. [PG 13:217a-218a]; Com. Ioh. 6.3 [SC 157:130].
37 Com. Ioh. 2.18 [SC 120:218].

380 Orat. 27.9 [PG 11:505a-522a].
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that it is by feeding on him that man is deified.” It is also significant that Origen
uses the technical vocabulary of deification (amofedw, ékbedw, ekBeralw, and Beol in
connection with Ps. 81:6 [LXX])*® mostly in his exegetical texts, which probably
means that he did not intend it to be a philosophical term.’® In most of the
occasions where he refers to Ps. 81:6 [LXX], his interpretation of the phrase ‘You
are “gods”; you are all sons of the Most High’, has a practical implication of living
a life of the Spirit and putting to death the deeds of the flesh.*®* In his observation
of Origen’s doctrine of deification Russell concludes that it makes Origen different
from his predecessor, Clement of Alexandria, whose thought is ‘close to that of
Plato and Philo’ in that ‘[i]t expresses the way in which creatures come to possess
attributes which belong properly to a higher level of being. Participation in the
attributes of God is the means by which likeness to God is brought about’.*®* In
contrast, Origen, according to Russell, ‘uses participation in a more dynamic way to
signify ‘living with the life of God... making them spirits, christs, and gods’.** In a
similar way, Henri Crouzel asserts: ‘Les “dieux” ne regoivent pas seulement en eux
quelque chose de la réalité du Pere et du Verbe, les fils et les logika ne sont pas
seulement les reflets du Fils Unique et du Logos; mais ils sont faits dieux, fils et
logika par I’action volontaire des deux Personnes divines’.**’

At the same time, scholars note that Origen placed a considerable emphasis
on the importance of qualities for deification. Rebecca Lyman identifies them as the
émvol—aspects, or characteristics, which Origen ascribed to Christ—‘that
correspond to the hierarchy of being and the spiritual growth of the Christian’.**®
By using these émivolar of Christ ‘one grows in faith... [and] is able to move beyond
physical appearances and moral discipline to full participation in the Son and,
through him, the Father’.*®” Lawrence Hennessey, ties these énivolon primarily with

such qualities as immortality and incorriptibility as the main attributes that

humanity receives by participation in God. He explains that for Origen ‘the primary

¥ Ibid. 27.13 [PG 11:505a-522a]: tpepbpevor @ ‘év dpxd’ ‘Tpde Bede’ Bed  Adyw
BeomoLnODLEY.

32 For an overview of Origen’s use of technical terminology of deification with references to
specific texts, see Russell, The Doctrine of Deification, 142, nn. 41-4.

% Ibid., 144.

3% Ibid. For other instances of Ps. 81:6 [LXX] in Origen’s writings, see Hom. Ex. 6.5 [SC
321:164-8], 8.2 [SC 321:244-50]; Hom. Ez. 1.9 [SC 352:74-6].0

*%3 Ibid., 155.

3 Ibid.

387 Crouzel, De l’image de Dieu, 173.

388 Lyman, Christology and Cosmology, 72.

** Ibid.
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ground of the soul’s unity with the Father or with the divine Logos is the real
participation in their divine perfections, the epinoiai.... By his incarnation into this
world, Christ makes it possible for us to share in his epinoiai (attributes), which he,
in turn, receives from the Father, who is the ultimate source of immortality’.”o
Another scholar, Williamina Macaulay groups the qualities of Christ around three
categories based on Origen’s Commentarii in loannem: (1) What he is ‘to himself
and others’ (x0T &AL’ €tépoic); (2) What he is ‘not to himself but others’ (ovy
abt® kel etéporc); and (3) What he is ‘to no one but himself® ((xvtd kel ovdevt).*!
After a long list of specific qualities for each of this group, Macaulay notes that the
task of humanity is to start with the more visible characteristics of Christ (e.g. his
manhood and crucified appearance) as ‘First Steps in Divinity’, and progress
towards knowing him in his other aspects (such as wisdom and power of God) as a
higher stage leading to a fuller participation. *> More broadly, José Alviar
distinguishes between the entitative qualities (such as God’s incorporeity,

spirituality, and rational nature),’”

and operative qualities (such as his wisdom,
goodness, righteousness, and holiness).** He suggests that for Origen man’s
vocation ultimately means to become as much as possible like God in his
perfections.®®* Scholars debate this aspect of Origen’s thought (and especially its
cosmological context, to be considered below) and some regard it as rather
problematic for his doctrine of God and deification.>”® I would like to examine
briefly why and in what ways it creates a problem.

Perhaps one of the most controversial (and debatable as to its
genuineness)’”’ passages in Origen’s writings is his trinitarian account of God in the
first book of De Principiis. In De Princ. 1.3.5 [SC 252:152; Dillon, ‘Origen’s
Trinity’, 19-20, modified], he points out that ‘God the Father... holds the universe

together, reaches each being and, taking His own nature as a starting point, imparts

390 Hennessey, ‘The Fate of the Soul’, 168, 173. The same point is made by Lieske, Die
Theologie der Logosmystik, 54.

31 Com. Toh. 2.12 [SC 120:214].

392 Macaulay, The Nature of Christ, 180.

3% e.g. De Princ. 1.2.6 [SC 252:120-4]; 1.2.2-3 [SC 252:112-6].

9% e.g. Ibid. 1.2.2 [SC 252:112-4]; 1.2.13 [SC 252:140-2].

3 Alviar, Klesis, 28-37.

39 e.g. Fairbairn, ‘Patristic Soteriology’, 297-300; Louth, The Mystical Tradition, 65.

397 This passage comes as a fragment from an anti-Origenistic florilegium. The emperor Justinian
inserted it his Epistula ad Memnam, and it has been included in the critical editions of GCS and SC.
For the arguments on the authenticity of this passage, see Lilla, ‘Christian Trinity’, 139. Cf. Crouzel,
‘Les personnes de la Trinité¢’, 109-23. Because of the textual differences, I quote both Latin and
Greek passages: the former (with a longer text) from SC, and the latter (with a shorter text) from PG.
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to each being the gift of existence; in a lesser degree with respect to the Father, the
Son, being the second after Him, reaches only the rational beings; and in an even
lesser degree the Holy Spirit reaches only the saints’.**® In a similar passage from

Cont. Cels. 8.15 [CS 150:206-8; Lilla, ‘Christian Trinity’, 140], he states:

We say in fact quite clearly... that the Son is not stronger than the Father but inferior to Him. We
say this obeying him who said, the Father who sent me is greater than I am [In. 14:28]. None of
us is so silly as to say ‘the son of man is the Lord of God’. We say that the Saviour dominates all
those beings which are subject to him especially when we conceive him as God, as logos, as
wisdom, as justice and as truth; but this does not mean that he dominates his Father and God,

who on the contrary dominates him.*”’

In both passages, the terms éAattovwe, NTTOVWE, Lel{wV, TAELWY, OVK LOYLPOTEPOV,
LTodecatepov, kpatodvtog, emphasize the subordinate position of the Son and Holy
Spirit with respect to God the Father.* Salvatore Lilla argues that such a
description of God reflects the Neoplatonic concept of being, in which ‘the more
general principles embracing a greater number of beings are higher than the more
particular principles concerned with a narrower number of realities’. **' And
Ziebritzki draws the analogy between Origen’s God and Plotinus’ Intellect (voig):
‘der Gottesbegriff des Origenes steht grundsitzlich auf einer Stufe mit Plotins
Intellektenbegriff, trigt aber auch Merkmale von Plotins Begriff des Einen’.*"

Generally, scholars note that Origen’s depiction of God in such terms accords with

his view of Christian life as a progressive contemplation from one person of the

398 Arbitror igitur operationem quidem esse patris et filii tam in sanctis quam in peccatoribus, in
hominibus rationabilibus et in mutis animalibus, sed et in his, quae sine anima sunt, et in omnibus
omnino quae sunt; operationem uero spiritus sancti nequaquam prorsus incidere uel in ea, quae sine
anima sunt, uel in ea, quae animantia quidem sed muta sunt, sed ne in illis quidem inueniri, qui
rationabiles quidem sunt sed in malitia positi nec omnino ad meliora conuersi. Cf. the Greek text
from PG [11:148c]: 6 pev Bedc kol Tothp ouvéxwy To Tavie $GOvelL €l¢ ékaotov TOV Ovtwy
petadldolg €kaoTe Gmo tod iLdlov TO Evar v yap ot eddttwy O¢ TPOG TOV TaTépr O ULLOG
POy ém pove T Aoylkd: Seltepoc yap €o0TL TOD MHTPOCT €TL &€ MTTOV TO TVedux TO &yLov €m
Movoug ToLg ayloug Selkvoluevov:

39 kol ToDTO Aéyouev... €mévTL t6 O marip O méuymc pe peilwy pov éoti. kol 0USELC TGOV
oUTwg EuPpoVTNTOC €0TLY, ¢ A€Yew" klpLds éotiy ToD Beod O vidg tod drfpdmov. kputely &€ dapev
TOV owThpa PaALoTe, OTe vooduer adtov Bedv Adyov kal codlov kol SikeLooUvmy kol GANOelav,
TAVTOY eV TRV DTOTETOYRéVWY alT®, kaBd tadtd éotwv, &AL’ odxl kol tod kpatodvtog adTov
ToTpog kol Heod.

0 Of course the subordinate position of Christ and Holy Sprit did not preclude their (perhaps
gradated) divinity. For an analysis of Origen’s defence of Christ’s divinity and its meaning with
respect to his humanity, see Gamble, ‘Euhemerism and Christology’, 15-29; Frede, ‘Celsus’ Attack
on the Christians’, 230-1, 235-6.

401 Lilla, “Chrsitian Trinity’, 139.

402 7iebritzki, Heiliger Geist und Welseele, 140. Cf. ibid., 143.
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Trinity to another. *%? Thus, in Com. Ioh. 19.37-8 [SC 290:68; Lilla, ‘Christian
Trinity’, 140], he explains the movement from the Son to the Father by using the
image of the Holy of Holies and the Temples’ steps:

It is not possible to conceive or to contemplate first God and then the truth; one must first
conceive and contemplate the truth, as to reach the contemplation either of the essence of God or
of his power and nature, lying above essence (ém 10 éndelv tfj oboly 7 TH Umepékewve Thg
ovolac) [Cf. Plato, Rep. 509b (LCL 276:106)].*"* As in a temple there is a flight of steps through
which it is possible to enter the Holy of Holies, in the same way our flight of steps (Gvafaduot) is

represented by the only-begotten Son of God.*"

In this passage the ascent to God is described as a progress from the only-begotten
Son of God to the first God. The former is the truth and the first object of
contemplation. The latter is the ultimate goal of this ascent. The image of flight
reflects the general Platonic idea of the soul’s alertness for becoming like God (e.g.
Theaet. 176b [LCL 123:128]), and the analogy to Origen’s avefedyuol can be found
in Plotinus’ kpnmidog in Enn. 5.5.3.6 [LCL 444:162]. The image of the Holy of
Holies (ta dyix tdv &ylwv), or sanctuary, is also used by Philo (Somn. 2.189 [LCL
275:528]) and Plotinus (Enn. 6.9.11.16-30 [LCL 468:342])** in similar contexts of
one’s advance to God. In his philosophical writing, De Pincipiis, Origen explains
this laddered progress in terms of receiving three major qualities: existence from the
Father, rationality from the Logos, and its holiness from the Spirit.407 Clarifying the
role of Christ in this movement to God with the help of the biblical imagery, Origen

writes:

As we cannot be in the Father or with the Father except by ascending from below upwards and
coming first to the divinity of the Son (k&twBev dvefuivovta ém thy tod viod Bedtnta), through
which one may be led by the hand and brought to the blessedness of the Father himself, so the

Saviour has the inscription ‘the Door’. And as he is a lover of men, and approves the impulse of

403 e.g. Macaulay, The Nature of Christ, 180; Lilla, ‘Christian Trinity’, 139-40; Russell, The
Doctrine of Deification, 152; Balas, METOUSIA THEOU, 9-10.

94 1t does not seem that Origen was conclusive about whether God is essence’ or ‘beyond
essence’. For a detailed discussion on this subject, see Lilla, ‘Christian Trinity’, 141-2.

40560 yop voel Tic OV Bedy A Bewpel albTéY, kol petd tebto Thy dAfBeiav, GAAY TpdTepov THY
aAnBerav, (v’ oltwg €O €M 10 émdelv tf) olole 1) Tf Umepékewve thig ovoleg duvaper kol dpioel
10D Beod. kol TAYX YE dOTEP Kotk TOV VooV Grafoduol Tivec Moav, 8L° Qv elofel TLg €ig TO dyLo
TV Gylwy, oUTwg ol Tavteg MUY dvoPabuol O povoyevng éoty tod Beod.

% For an analysis of this analogy, see Simmonetti, ‘Note sulla teologia trinitaria’, 284.

7 De Prin. 1.3.8 [SC 252:162-4].
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human souls to better things, even of those who do not hasten to the Logos, but like sheep have a
weakness and gentleness apart from all accuracy and reason, so he is the Shepherd (Com. Ioh.

1.188 [SC 120bis: 152-4; ANF 10:313]).%

Various qualities that describe Christ in this passage—*divinity’, ‘Son’, Saviour’,
‘Door’, ‘Logos’, and ‘Shepherd’—are given a metaphysical rationale by Origen.
Slightly later in the same writing, he explains that Christ’s assisting role towards
humanity derives from the fact that the Father is a0td6eoc (the source of divinity),
while the Son is BeomoLolevoc (the one who participates in the divine source).**’
The former is 0 6eo¢ with the article, while the latter is 8edc without the article. Just
as the Son receives his divinity from the Father, so do men become deified by the
Son ‘who has drawn from God the power that enables them to become gods’ (ei¢ t0
Beomoundfver adtotc) (Com. Ioh. 2.17 [SC 120:218; ANF 10:323, modified]).*'’ In
relation to this aspect of Origen’s thought, scholars note that even if he did not
intend to subordinate the trinitarian persons to each other, his strong emphasis on
the metaphysical role of Christ for deification does tend to diminish the importance

of his bodily incarnation.*"

Louth demonstrates this by referring to a series of
passages*'? where Origen speaks of incarnation as a preliminary stage in which
Christ (according to flesh) is to give way to Christ (according to spirit). He remarks
that in such cases (though not in all of Origen’s writings) incarnation is understood
as something to be surpassed, or transcended, by the cosmic role of the eternal
Logos.413 Likewise, Russell points out that for Origen ‘there is thus a hierarchy of
elements even within Christ. The Logos remains dominant, for the lower reality
participates in the higher, acquiring its attributes. The soul is deified by the Logos,
> 414

just as the Logos himself is deified by the Father’.” " He concludes that ‘Origen

does not succeed in establishing a real ontic unity—there is a defective sense of the

408 N s v s o sy , » NN oy - ,
KoL €TEL €V TG THTPL ODK €0TL YeveoBor 1) Tope TG Totpl Un ¢plocavte TPRTOV KATWOEV

dvoPaivovto ém thv tod LoD BedtnTe, 8L Mg TLC yeLpaywyndfvon SUvatel Kol €M THY THTPLKNY
pokapLoTnTe, “Oipa’” 0 owTnp avayéypamtal. GLAGVOPKOTOG 66 GV Kl THY 0TWG TOTE €L TO PEATLOV
gmodeyopevog TAY Yux@v pomy TAV ém TOV AGyor Wh omeudortwv GAAX Olkmy TpoPdtwy 0lk
EENTaopEVOY GAAL GAOYOV TO TLEPOV KoL TPEOV EXOVTWY TOLUNY YLVETOL.

499 Com. Toh.2.17 [SC 120:218].

410 41 10D Beod &puoa<pevog> elg t0 Beomondfver avtolc.

I On the problem of the minimized role of incarnation in Origen, see Rowe, ‘Origen’s Doctrine
of Subordination’, esp. 31-51.

12 Com. Cant. 3.5 [SC 136:20-4]; 6.14 [SC 147:212-4]; Com. loh. 2.8 [SC 120:212]; Hom. Ex.
12.4 [SC 321]. Cf. also Con. Cels. 3.41 [136:94-8]; Com. Mt. Ser. 33.

413 Louth, The Mpystical Tradition, 64-6.

414 Russell, The Doctrine of Deification, 152.
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person of Christ’.*" Perhaps one of the most graphic ways in which Origen’s
emphases on what it means ‘to acquire the Logos attributes’ (as Russell puts it)*'®
displays itself is his vision of Christian life as a movement from the image to

likeness.

2.3.2.2 From the Image to Likeness

Arguing against the deterministic view of Gnostic dualism that divided people into
different classes, Origen postulated his famous theory of the cosmic fall in which
the spirits became souls, and formed the existing diversities.*'” In light of this
theory the human task, according to Origen, is to regain the initial state of equality
(as opposed to diversity) through union with God. Towards this end, he

418

distinguishes between the image™ ° of God as an in-built characteristic, and the

divine likeness which humanity is called to achieve. Explaining this dynamic view

of human nature, he writes:

Now the fact that he said, e made him in the image of God, and was silent about the likeness,
points to nothing else but this, that man received the honour of God’s image in his first creation,
whereas the perfection of God’s likeness was reserved for him at the consummation. The purpose
of this was that man should acquire it for himself by his own earnest efforts to imitate God, so
that while the possibility of attaining perfection was given to him in the beginning through the
honour of the image, he should in the end through the accomplishment of these works obtain for

himself the perfect likeness (De Princ. 3.6.1 [SC 268:236; Butterworth 2457]).*"”

On the cosmic scale such distinction between image and likeness in man goes

together with Origen’s concept of freedom which he emphasized against Marcion,

415 Ibid. Cf. the same point of criticism in Grillmeier, Christ in Christian Tradition, 146.

416 Russell, The Doctrine of Deification, 152.

7 De Princ. 1.8.1 [SC 252:220-3]; 2.8.3 [SC 252:342-8].

418 Origen locates the image of God in the soul rather than entire man and understands it as
consisting of the divine qualities: ‘It is our inner man, invisible, incorporeal, incorruptible, and
immortal which is made according to the image of God. For it is in such qualities as these that the
image of God is more correctly understood’ (Ist autem, qui ad imaginem Dei factus est, interior
homo noster est, inuisibilis et incorporalis et incorruptus atque immortalis. In his enim talibus Dei
imago rectius intelligitur) (Hom. Gen. 1.13 [SC 7:56-8; FCh 63]). Origen also believes that human
being consists of a rational spirit, soul and body, while the soul has rational and irrational parts. Cf.
e.g. De Princ. 3.4.1 [SC 268:198-200].

*1% Hoc ergo quod dixit ad imaginem dei fecit eum et de similitudine siluit, non aliud indicat nisi
quod imaginis quidem dignitatem in prima conditione percepit, similitudinis uero ei perfectio in
consummatione seruata est: scilicet ut ipse sibi eam propriae industriae studiis ex dei imitatione
conscisceret, quo possibilitatem sibi perfectionis in initiis datam per imaginis dignitatem, in fine
demum per operum expletionem perfectam sibi ipse similitudinem consummaret.
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Valentinus, and Basilides who denied it.*° In his understanding, free will is the
principle of movement that led rational beings from the original state of equality to

21 He affirms

diversity, and it also gives a possibility of return to that original state.
that unlike God, who is essentially (oboLwdwc) good, rational creatures possess their
goodness accidentally (kotd 00u[5&[3n;<6g).422 Therefore, to achieve likeness to God
requires that we freely choose to continue in the good. Throughout his writings,
Origen describes this in terms of gradual ascent to union with God that proceeds by
imitating Christ,**® who is God’s very image (eikav €ikévoc in contrast to man who

. . . . 424
is kat’ elkove in relation to him).

In the general sense this means to develop the
same characteristics that Christ has, such as love,* sinfulness,**® obedience,**’
meekness,* and other quali‘[ies.429 In the more specific sense, Origen distinguishes
three basic stages of progress to God in which Christ’s role is integrated according
to the various aspects of his being. According to Karen Torjesen, they can be
classified as purification, knowledge, and perfection.* She reconstructs them in the
way Origen specifically interprets the book of Numbers, Psalm 37, Song of Songs,
Jeremiah and the Gospels.*’

The first stage, or moral purification, begins with the recognition of one’s
sin. This happens as the soul acquires self-knowledge (‘scito te ipsum’ vel

432

‘cognosce teipsum’).”” In the process, it realizes where it came from, or its original

20 Origen’s concept of freedom is a hotly debated subject among scholars. He is often discussed

against the Stoics who tended to identify everything with the natural order of the Universe, and
Plotinus who thought that action was free only when it was directed towards the good. For Origen,
free will was of indifferent character and implied a real choice between the good and evil. See De
Princ. 2.8.4 [SC 252:348]; Com. Ioh. 32.18 [SC 385:194]. Cf. Frede, A free Will, 102-24;
Tzamalikos, Origen, 313-6, 321-4; Jackson, ‘Sources of Origen’s Freedom’, 13-23.

2! De Princ. 1.8.4 [SC 252:228-32].

422 Cont. Cels. 6.44 [SC 147:286].

23 De Princ. 3.6.1 [SC 268:234-8]. Cf. De Princ. 4.4.9-10 [SC 268:422-8].

24 Orat. 22.4 [PG 11:482c-486c¢]. For the use of kat’ eikéva, see e.g. Con. Cels. 6.63 [SC
147:338]; Com. Ioh. 6.49 [SC 157:320]; Hom. Gen. 1.13 [SC 7bis:56-64]). Cf. Crouzel, De ['image
de Dieu, 107, 125-6.

423 ¢ . Exh. ad Mart. 43.

420 ¢ g Com. Ioh. 19.86 [SC 290:98-100].

47 ¢ g. Ibid. 28.14-22 [SC 385:66-8].

428 e.g. Fragm. in Mt. 81.

42 On the topic of imitation in Origen, see Crouzel, De ['image de Dieu, 222-32; Bertrand,
Mystique de Jésus, 106-20; Wiles, The Divine Apostle, 117.

430 Torjesen, Origen’s Exegesis, 72. Cf. Louth, The Mystical Tradition, 58, who characterizes
these three stages in Origen as ethike (learning virtue), physike (adopting a right attitude to natural
things), and enoptike (ascending to contemplation of God) with the corresponding counterparts in the
Scripture: Proverbs, Ecclesiastes, and the Song of Songs. Cf. a more recent study on the Scripture’s
role in the mystical theology of Origen in Martens, Origen and Scripture, 206-9, 221-5.

“1 Ibid., 22-35; 85-107.

2 e.g Com. Cant. 2.5.1 [SC 375:354].
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divine nature as Aoywkov, and its tendency to live in sin (esp. passions). On this level
Christ enlightens43 3 the soul and gives it grace434 of cooperation according to the
progress it makes in understanding itself, **° By practicing good deeds such as
giving alms, or exercising love to others,”® the soul purifies itself of evil. In this
sense, good deeds ‘lead toward perfection in so far as they are an imitation of the
goodness of God. In doing good works the soul becomes progressively more like
God through imitation’.*” It thus becomes prepared for the higher stage—to receive
the wisdom and knowledge of Christ. This type of knowledge consists of knowing
the logos of things, or that which causes them to be.”® By studying the logoi of
things one gains partial knowledge of the Logos-Christ himself.**’ Torjesen remarks
that, [t]his progressive knowledge of the intelligibles is as well a progressive
assimilation of the soul to the Logos. This is because knowledge which has its roots
in the natural affinity of rational things to each other leads to union with the thing
known’.**” This second stage ends with what Origen calls ‘theoria et intellectuas
dei’, the original state of contemplation of God. He also speaks of it as a mystical
union with God**' charecterizing it as the absence of variety** and the restoration
of the perfection of God’s likeness.** In his chapter on Origen in the Mystical
Tradition, Louth observes that this final stage of one’s ascent to God is
characterized by the presence of grace, or God’s mercy. He writes: ‘This... links up
with Plato’s idea that at the summit of the mystic ascent the soul passes beyond
what it can achieve by its own efforts. The final vision appears suddenly, exaiphnes,

and this implies... both that the soul can do nothing to elicit this final theoria, and

3 e Cont. Cels. 7.33 [SC 150:88-90].

% e.g. De Princ. 2.3.3 [SC 252:256-8]. For more on the role and meaning of grace in Origen, see
Drewery, Doctrine of Grace, 205-6.

3 ¢.g. Com. Ioh. 2.8 [SC 120:212].

¢ e g Hom. Lev. 2.4 [SC 286:106-12].

7 Torjesen, Origen’s Exegesis, 81.

438 o g. Com. Ioh. 1.34 [SC 120:78].

49 ¢.g. De Princ. 1.1.7 [SC 252:104-6].

*0 Torjesen, Origen’s Exegesis, 83.

! e.g. Com. Cant. 1.7 [SC 375:254].

2 ¢ o De Princ. 3.6.4 [SC 268:242-4].

3 ¢.g. Ibid. 3.6.1 [SC 268:234-8]. For the analysis of Origen’s lanugage of ecstacy, see Vélker,
Das Vollkommenheitsideal des Origenes, 124, 139. Scholars disagree on the nature of Origen’s
mysticism. Some claim that it has every evidence for being a personal encounter with God (e.g.
Louth, The Mystical Tradition, 70-1), while others are hesitant to say so (e.g. Dodds, Age of Anxiety,
70). Perhaps, such ambivalent attitude among scholars has to do with Origen’s description of God
that vacilates from being relational to quite impersonal.
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also that in this final vision the soul is immediately present to the Supreme

Beauty’.***

It would be anachronistic to judge Origen by the standards of Nicene Orthodoxy,445
and surely there is a lot for which he could be appreciated. His influence continues
far beyond his own life, and throughout Athanasius’ writings one can sense a
respectful attitude toward him (he also mentions Origen by name on several
occasions). *** When compared with Irenaeus, Origen’s language does look
different, but as I have tried to show both of them can speak of God and deification
by combining the relational and impersonal aspects. There is a sense, however, in
which the combination of these two aspects (as seen in both authors) creates a
tension of emphases between God’s action (when his personal role is stressed) and
the human task (when the divine qualities are accentuated in such a way that they
are more a means to becoming like God rather than the results of deification). In my
next chapter, I would like to show how this tension finds its expression in an
elaborated form in Athanasius. To explain the nature of this tension and the manner
in which Athanasius deals with it, I would like to turn now to his double treatise
Contra Gentes and De Incarnatione Verbi, proceeding in the context of the

background I have examined thus far.

444 Louth, The Mpystical Tradition, 70.

45 A suggestion made by Scott, Origen on the Problem of Evil, 6, n. 33. Often times scholar’s
evaluation of Origen’s theology depends on the way they interpret his dependence on, or
appropriation of, the Greek philosophy. On this, more generally, see Ivanka, Plato Christianus, 101-
42. Cf. more specifically in the context of this study, O’Cleirigh, ‘Theology in Origen and Plotinus’,
19-28, who argues that Origen’s theology is philosophical (and more specifically Platonic) even
though the bulk of his writings is exegetical. Tripolitis, ‘Return to the Divine’, 171-8, on the other
hand, attempts to show that Origen’s religious orientation made him adapt the Platonism in such a
way that his thought was more biblical than Platonic.

446 Athanasius’ direct references to Origen appear in his De Decretis, where the latter is called a
‘labour-loving Origen’ (¢pLAomovog Wpiyévoc) in De Decr. 27 [Opitz 23]. He also refers to Origen by
name (four times) in support of his arguments about the divinity of the Holy Spirit in Ep. Ser. 4.2-3,
4 [Savvidis 581-3].
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CHAPTER THREE

God, Man, and Deification
in the Contra Gentes and De Incarnatione Verbi

Athanasius’ early treatise is the only writing where he adds a significant
anthropological focus to his otherwise dominant topics of God and salvation.
Scholars have noticed that the way he integrates this focus connects him closely to
the Hellenistic mode of thinking. In fact, it is often argued that besides being a
theological treatise, this is one of the most consice pieces of philosophical work in
the early history of the Christian thought. Furthermore, it is sometimes claimed that
of the two parts of Athanasius’ double treatise, the first one, Contra Gentes, is the
most impacted by Platonism. This is especially contended on the basis of the way
Athanasius describes the nature of the human being and its vocation to become
divine. The other part of the treatise, De Incarnatione, is governed by a very
different christological concern and is much less impacted by the common Greek
ideas. Therefore, it is not uncommon to see scholars use such qualifiers as ‘tension’,
‘conflict’, ‘inconsistency’, or ‘Athanasius’ over-dependence on the Greek
worldview in the Contra Gentes versus the christologically informed theology in
the De Incarnatione’ to describe the nature of the differences between the two parts
of Athanasius’ treatise. The way Athanasius structures this work has been a matter
of lively discussions, and I will attempt to show that major confusions could be
most effectively resolved when seen from the perspective of the (philosophical and
theological) background and the inner consistency of the treatise. In this chapter, I
will examine the issue of consistency and how it contributes to Athanasius’ method
of conceptualizing God and salvation in distinctly relational terms, as well as
expressing various aspects of salvation by giving them their proper place. I will
begin this chapter with the analysis of the Contra Gentes, and then move to the
exegesis of the De Incarnatione Verbi. More immediately, I will consider the issue

of consistency in light of my own terminological framework.
3.1 Deification and the Issue of Inconsistency in the Double Treatise

While there is a disagreement as to whether deification is central to Athanasius’

thought, commentators commonly recognize that it is an undoubtedly essential and
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vital motif.**’ In his chapter on Athanasius Gross observes that for him ‘la
divinisation du chrétien n’est pas, comme chez la plupart des Péres antérieurs, un
¢lément plus ou moins secondaire et adventice, mais 1’idée centrale de sa
théologie’.448 In the same way, Lossky remarks that the very core of the Christian
life according to Athanasius was expressed in terms of ‘participation in the
incarnated Word, Christ’.*** As with Ireneaus and Origen, one can find both the
relational (personal) and acquisitional (impersonal) aspects in Athanasius’ theology,
and scholars emphasize one or the other depending on which one of them they
consider to be primary. Thus, stressing the importance of the latter aspect, Lyman
points out that ‘soteriology in Athanasius centers on the communication of the
qualities of transcendent divine nature to mutable humanity through the incarnation
of the Son’.*° More commonly, scholars identify this emphasis as a ‘physical
salvation’ and seek to align it with the corresponding concept of God as a largely
substantial Deity. In his study of patristic deification, Ivan Popov (a Russian
Orthodox scholar who studied under Harnack in 1901-2) asserts that ‘the main
characteristic of the religious aspirations based on Athanasius’ soteriology is the
craving for a physical renewal through the communion with the divine nature’.*!
He also speaks of deification as a ‘physical union with God’ (emphasizing
immortality) and ‘participation in his substantial life’.** Likewise, Wilson remarks
that ‘[b]Joth Irenaeus and Athanasius are well known for presenting the “physical”
theory of atonement, which specifically involves the physical union of God and

5453
humanity’.

*7 The significance of deification in Athanasius’ writings has been noted by many scholars. See
e.g. Striter, Die Erlosungslehre des hl. Athanasius; Bornhduser, Die Vergottungslehre des
Athanasius, 13-48; Gross, The Divinization of the Christian, 163-75; Bernard, L’Image de Dieu
d’aprés Athanase, Demetropoulos, 77 avépomoloyie to0 upeydiov abeveciov, 116-23; Dalmais,
‘Divinisation—patristique grecque’, 1380-1; Roldanus, Le Christ et I’homme, 162-70, 192-5;
Bilaniuk, ‘The Mystery of Theosis’; Skurat, Ucheniye o Spasenii; Staniloae, ‘La Doctrine de saint
Athanase sur le salut’; Kolp, ‘Partakers of the Divine Nature’; Strange, ‘Athanasius on Deification’;
Norman, ‘Deification: The Content of Athanasian Soteriology’; Russell, The Doctrine of Deification,
166-88; Finlan, ‘Athanasius on the Deifying Work’, 104-121. Among the recent works, Hess, ‘The
Place of Divinization in Athanasius’, argues against the centrality of deification in Athanasius’
thought, while Fairbairn, Life in the Trinity, emphasizes the importance of interpreting deification in
connection with Athanasius’ doctrine of God.

48 Gross, La Divinisation du Chrétien, 202.

91 ossky, Bogovideniye, 368: ‘npuobmenue k Bory B Borutotusimemcs Crose, Xpucre’.

430 Lyman, Christology and Cosmology, 158.

1 Popov, Trudy po Patrologii, 18: ‘OcHOBHOW 4YepTOW pEJIUTHO3HBIX YIOBaHHIA,
BBICTPAaNBABIINXCS B COTEPHOJIOTHH AdaHacus, CIYXHUT Xaxaa (pHU3NIecKoro OOHOBIEHHS depes
obuieHue ¢ boxecTBeHHON TPUPOIOI’.

2 1bid., 24: ‘@usmueckoe coexuuenne ¢ Borom’, and ‘mpuYacTre CyoCTaHIIUABHON KHU3HHU .

433 wilson, Deification, 53-4.
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Other scholars highlight the role of the relational aspect as opposed to the
physical one. Sometimes this is done to underline the contrast between the physical

and relational concepts as in Fairbairn, Life in the Trinily.454

According to this
interpretation, Athanasius’ relational vision drives him to stress the importance of
God’s primary action in Christ as opposed to emphasizing the human effort in
acquiring the divine qualities (such as immortality and perfection) as the main
soteriological factor. Other times, scholars approach the relational aspect as being
merely a positive qualifier; it helps to add a personal dimension to the otherwise
rudely physical deification. Thus, even Harnack, who consistently accusses
Athanasius for advocating a physical soteriology, admits: ‘Heidenthum und
Judenthum haben die Menschen nicht in die Gemeinschaft mit Gott gebracht, auf
die Alles ankommt. Durch Christus sind wir in diese Gemeinschaft versetzt worden;
er ist gekommen, um uns zu vergéttlichen, d. h. uns per adoptionem zu
Gottessohnen und Géttern zu machen. *° This ambivalence in identifying the
primary aspect of Athanasius’ thought has contributed to a tendency that
approaches his early work—Contra Gentes-De Incarnatione Verbi—as consisting
of two different (if not opposite) theological writings. Scholars who support this
position usually point out the tension between the anthropological perspective in the
Contra Gentes (with the emphasis on the human role in salvation) and the
incarnational perspective in the De Incarnatione Verbi (with the emphasis on
Christ’s saving work). Recognizing this tension, I will argue here that Athanasius’
doctrine of God and deification is best considered within the overall apologetic
structure and purpose of his double treatise. When examined from this standpoint,
Athanasius’ soteriology appears consistent throughout his early work. It is not about
motivating people to attain salvation, but rather about demonstrating (in an
apologetic manner) that they failed to do so, and therefore God’s Son comes down
to save them. To describe this idea I will use the word ‘tension’ as a way of
showing that Athanasius deliberately chooses to map the history of salvation by
bringing together something of both Irenaeus and Origen. At the same time, his way
of integrating different aspects of God and deification is perhaps more intentional

than what we find in either of them. In this sense, Athanasius is of special interest

44 Fairbairn, Life in the Trinity, e.g. 6-7, 30-35. I follow this line of interpretation in my article
Lytvynenko, ‘Theosis in Athanasius and Lossky’, 9-18.
3 Harnack, Lehrbuch der Dogmengeschichte, 2:203.
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for the paradigm he provides here, and it is the same paradigm that drives his major
later writings.

Examining Athanasius’ double treatise is an excellent way to introduce his
theology in a nutshell. Behr remarks that it represents ‘a clear exposition of
Athanasius’ theological vision, one which is based on key intuitions that he had
learnt from Alexander and that had been upheld at Nicaea, and which continued
thereafter to drive his struggle to give fuller expression to Nicene theology’.*®
However, it remains unclear as to when this work was written, and for this reason
scholars debate which phase of Athanasius’ career it represents. Lately,
commentators have leaned toward a later date (as opposed to an earlier time around
318-23),"" when Athanasius was already fighting the Arian heresy. This can be

either the time before his first exile to Trier between 328 and 335,""

or during his
first exile from 335 to 337.*° As important as this discussion is, it has little bearing
on this study as long as it is maintained that the double treatise was written after
Athanasius’ two other works—Orationes Contra Arianos and Epistula ad
Serapionem—which is rarely questioned.*® Since the treatise gives no direct

reference to the anti-Arian polemic, it will be convenient to discuss Arius in the

next chapter, while focusing on Athanasius in the remaining part of this one.

3.2 Man and Deification in the Contra Gentes

3.2.1 The Original Relationship with God and the Fall

It has been noted*®' that throughout the Contra Gentes Athanasius describes two
types of relationship with God—one before and one after the fall. In the first one,
humanity is described in its original state of union with God. In the second
humanity turns away from God, substituting falsely deified idols. The most detailed
depiction of the former is given in the preface to the main body of the treatise and is

worth being quoted in full:

% Behr, The Nicene Faith, 2/1:168.

457 e.g. Meijering, Orthodoxy and Platonism, 108-13.

438 Anatolios, Athanasius: Coherence, 26-9.

4% Barnes, Constantine and Eusebius, 206. For a detailed analysis of dating, see Kannengiesser,
‘La date de I’apologie d’Athanase’, 383-428, and more recently, Ernest, Bible in Athanasius of
Alexandria, 423-4.

460 Nordberg, ‘A Reconsideration of the Date’, 262-6, who dates the double treatise around 361-3.

a6l e.g. Anatolios, Athanasius: Coherence, esp. 32-5; Behr, The Nicene Faith, 2/1:171-3;
Meijering, ‘Struktur und Zusammenhang’, 316.
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For God, the creator of the universe and king of all, who is beyond all being and human thought,
since he [God] is good and bountiful (dyafo¢ kel vrépkarog Gv), [he] has made mankind in his
own image (kat’ i8lav elkéve) through his own Word, our Saviour Jesus Christ; and he also
made man perceptive and understanding of reality through his similarity to him (mpo¢ adtov
OpoLoewg), giving him also a conception and knowledge of his own eternity, so that as long as
he kept this likeness (tovtdtnte) he might never abandon his concept of God or leave the
company of the saints, but retaining the grace of him who bestowed it on him, and also the
special power (8Uvoyur) given him by the Father’s Word, he might rejoice and converse with God
(GyaAdntor kel ovvouAf) t¢ Belw), living an idyllic and truly blessed and immortal life. For
having no obstacle to the knowledge of the divine, he continuously contemplates (6ewpet) by his
purity (kaBapétnroc) the image of the Father, God the Word, in whose image (kat’ eikéve) he
was made, and is filled with admiration when he grasps his providence towards the universe. He
is superior to sensual things and all bodily impressions, and by the power of his mind clings (tf
duvaper Tod vod cvvamtopevog) to the divine and intelligible realities in heaven. For when men’s
mind has no intercourse with the body (ouvoutdel toig odpooiy 6 vodc), and has nothing of the
latter’s desires mingled with it from outside but is entirely superior to them, being self-sufficient
as it was created in the beginning (6og éotiv Gvw &oute ovvwy wg Yéyovev €€ dpxfc), then it
transcends the senses and all human things and it rises high above the world, and beholding the
Word sees in him also the Father of the Word (Adyov 18wy, 0p@ év alt@ kel TOV TOD AGYOUL
matépe). It rejoices in contemplating him (n60uevog ém tf) Toltov Bewple) and is renewed by its
desire for him (dvakevodpevog ém ¢ mpoc Tobtov MoBw), just as the holy Scriptures say that the
first man to be created, who was called Adam in Hebrew, had his mind fixed on God in
unembarrassed frankness, and lived with the saints (cuvdioutacber tolg d&ylowg) in the
contemplation of intelligible reality, which he enjoyed in that place which the holy Moses
figuratively called Paradise. Indeed the purity of the soul make it able to contemplate even God
by itself, as the Lord himself said: Blessed are the pure in heart, for they shall see God (CG 2.5-
35 [Thomson 6-8; ibid. 7-97).***

42 & pev yep Tod mawtde SmuLoupyde kel mopBactiel Oedc, 6 Umepékewn Tadng obolac kol
avBpwmivng €mvolag LTAPYWY, &te N dynBOg kel LTEPKaAOg GV, Sk ToD idlov Adyou tod cwtfpog
MOV inood yxpLotod 10 avlpdmuov Yévog kat’ Ldlav elkdve Temolnke: Kol TOV OVTWY alTOV
BewpnThy kel €motnipove Suk ThAg TPOg wdTOV OpOLWOEwG Kateokelaoe, Sobg alT® kel Thg idleg
diddtnrog évvolow kel yv@oly, ive, Ty Ttowtétnte owlwy, unte Thg Tepl Beod dovtaciag ToTE
&mooTH, unte The TV dylwy cu(noewg dromndnom, GAL’, éxwy Thy ToD SedwkdTog XAPLY, EXwV Kol
v iblay é tod matpLkod Adyou Shvequy, aydAAntor kel ouVouAf TQ Oelw, {OV TOV dmMuove Kol
pokapLor dvtwg &bavatov Plov. oddev yap €xwv éumédiov elg Y mepl Tod Belov yrdow, Bewpel
pev der S thg adtod kabapdtnrog TNV TOD TATPOC €ikove, TOV Bedv Adyov, ol kol Kot elkove
yéyovey: UmepekTANTTETOL O Katavodv TthY 67 adtod €l T0 TaY TpovoLav. VTEPAV® WHEV TOV
aloONTOV kel TEOMG OwHaTLKAG davtaoiag yLopevog, mpog Se Te €V olpavolg Bela kol vomtd TH
Suvayer Tod VoD ouvaTTOMEVOG. OTE Yap OV GUVOWLAEL TOLG OWuaoLYy 0 vodg O TOV avlpWdTwy, obdE
TL TG €k TOUTWY EMBUULaG pepLyuévor EEwer €xel, GAL’ OAog E0TLY BV® €QUTE CLVWY WG YEYOVEV
€ dpyficc toTe On), T loBnTe Kob TovTe TR GrOpWmve Slofdg, EVw WETEPOLOG YLVETOL, KoL TOV
A0yov 1w, Opd €v alT® kal TOV ToD Adyou TaTépx, TMOOWEVog €m TR TtoUtou Bewply, Kol
GrakaLvolperog ém T¢ Tpog Todtor ToBw: Womep obY TOV TMPRATOV TGV AvpWTwY yevduevov, 0g
Kl koth THY €Ppolwy yADTTOY &S dvopdodn, Aéyouoly ol iepal ypadal katd THY GpYMY
QreToLoy VTR Tappnoly TOV VobY €oymkéval TPog TOV Bedv, kol ouvdieatdcBer Tolg Gylolg €V TR
TOV VOToV Bewply, MY €lyer &V €kelvw T¢) TOTY, OV Kol O &yLog Lwiofig TPOTLKAG Tapadeloov
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As seen from this passage the original relationship of man with God included a
number of important elements. Perhaps the most significant relational element is
described in the way the original man enjoyed a close communion with God. More
specifically, it is said that he contemplated him in such a way that ‘seeing the Logos
he was able to behold the Father in him’ (Adyov i6wv, 0pd €év adt® kol TOV TOD
A0you Tatépe). Being placed in the relationship with God in Paradise (which is not
understood literally in this passage), Adam ‘rejoiced and conversed with the
Divine’ (dydAAntor kel ouvoptAl] 16 Oelw).*® The same word ovvopidfj is used
here to describe the closeness of the mind to the body in the phrase ‘when men’s
mind (0 volg) has no intercourse (ouvouiA€l) with the body (ol owpaoiv)’.
Apparently, man’s closeness to God is understood as being akin to that of his
mind’s closeness to the body. The intensity of the relationship with God is also
underscored by the fact that the first man ‘was rejoicing’ (hd0uevoc) as he
contemplated God and grew in his desire (m66o¢) for him. Whatever is the intended
meaning of the phrase ouvdiaitabel tolg aylolg, it indicates that the original state of
human beings was marked by fellowship. Khale Anatolios argues that according to
Athanasius, man’s ability to be in communion with God implied a possibility of
apprehending him consciously, or personally, in virtue of man being created ‘in the
image of God’ (kat’ idlav eikove) and retaining the godlikeness (8 tfic mpoOg
adToV [sc. tov Beov] oporwoewg). Quoting from the same passage I have cited
above, he states: ‘Thus humanity was made “perceptive (fewpntriv) and
understanding (émotnuove) of reality through its similarity with God”.... In this
way, the relation between humanity and God is consciously apprehended by the
latter with an attendant joy, desire, and blessedness’.*** I will return to this idea in
sec. 3.2.2.3, but for now it is worth noting that the same closeness and warmth that
characterized man’s original relationship with God is also characteristic of the
relationship between the Father and the Logos. Since I will spend more time
examining it later, [ will only point out several key facts now.

One of the special traits of the divine relationship, according to Athanasius,

is that one person of the Trinity belongs to the other. This is evident from the fact

Wvopnoey. tkovn &€ 1 T Yuxfic kaBupdtng 0Tl kol TOV Bedv O’ €nvthic katomtpi{ecPor, kabomep
ket 0 kUpLOG dnoL: uakdpior o1 kebapol tf kepdig, 6t avtol Tov Geov Syovran.

463 CG 2.14 [Thomson 6; ibid. 7].

464 Anatolios, Athanasius: Coherence, 58.
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that the Logos is consistently described as being the Father’s ‘own Word’ (idio¢
A0yoc). In his later writing Contra Arianos, Athanasius will use this term as the
technical expression to describe the Son’s substantial equality with God the Father.
It will also be used (both in this treatise and in the Contra Arianos) to describe the
way the Logos owned his body after he became man. Although it is not clear
whether Athanasius intended it as a technical term in this treatise, it fits well in the
context of his description of the nature of relationship between the divine persons.
To characterize them, he asserts towards the end of the Contra Gentes that the
Logos was near to the Father (b¢ mAnoilov), and he employs the same word ‘to
converse with” (cuvopLiéw) which he used to describe the first man’s relationship
with God. Thus, interpreting the plural occurrence in the Genesis account when
God creates man, he suggests: ‘He... commanded in these words: Let us make man,
and let plants come forth [allusion to Gen. 1:26], whereby God is shown to be
speaking (8.adeyopevog) about these things to someone ‘near by’ (w¢ mAnoiov). So
there was necessarily someone with him (&vaykn ouvéivar Twe Toltw), to whom he
spoke (outAdr) when making the universe. Who then could it be except his Word,
for to whom could one say God speaks (outielv) except to his own Word? And who
was with him (ourfjv) when he was making all created being except his wisdom?’
(CG 46.38-44 [Thomson 128; ibid. 129]).*° To seal his argument, Athanasius refers
to John 5:19 concluding that ‘being the power of the Father (dlvauic &€ @v tod
matpog), he [Logos] gave all things the strength to come into existence (ei¢ to
eivan), as the Saviour says: All that I see the Father doing, I also do likewise’ (CG
46.48-50 [Thomson 130; ibid. 131]).466 The Logos is referred to here as the Saviour,
which points to the fact that he is the same person in both parts of the treatise—the
Contra Gentes and De Incarnatione. In other words, he enjoys a close fellowship
with the Father before the creation of the world, and he remains in the same
fellowship even when he comes as man. This statement is a little too comprehensive
for this context, and I will spend more time later explaining what it means.

The account of the primordial state of humanity also includes important

elements of a less personal nature such as ‘immortal life’ (&6avatog Blog), ‘purity’

465 - , .
VOv... mpootdtTeL 8¢ Aéywv: moLiowuey dvfpwmov, kel ééelférw PBordyvn: dd' dv Selkvuton O

Bed¢ w¢ TAnotov Tl SLedeydpevoc mepl Toltwy olkolv dvaykn ouvelvel Tive Toltw, @ kol
OLAGDY €Tolel To OAx. Tig o0V &v €in €l uf 0 TolTov A0Yog; TLvL yap &v Tig dain Bedv OuLAElY §
TQ €avtod A6Yw; 1) Tig To0Tw CLVRY ToLodYTL THY yevnthy mioay olotay fi T Toltov codic.

466 Slvaug 8¢ v oD TaTpde, Th BAx €lc TO €lvar éoyupomotel, §i dnoL kol 6 cwthp: TrTE fow
Biémw tov matépa morobvre.
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(kaBapotnrog), ‘special power’ (iblo duveic), ‘self-sufficiency’ (6ioc éotiv avw
€aLT® ovvav W¢ yeyover €€ apyfc), and ‘intelligible reality’ (te 6vta). The original
man is portrayed as being wholly attached to the ‘divine and intelligible realities in
heaven’ (t év olpavolc Bela kel vonta), and detached from ‘the sensual things and
all bodily impressions’ (t& aiobnte kot mavte to avbpwmve diefac). He is said to
have had a pure soul (| Yuyn kaBapdtn), and to remain in that state he, as a rational
being, had to cleave to God with his mind and feed on the divine knowledge. By
doing that, he was able to enjoy ‘an idyllic and truly blessed and immortal life’ ((ov
TOV amipove kel pekaplov dvtwg bavetov Biov). This exalted depiction of the first
man corresponds to the equally sublime picture of God who is called the Creator
and King of the Universe and is ‘beyond all being and human thought’ (Omepékeive
Toong ovoleg kol avbpwmivng eémvolag Lmapywy). While scholars disagree as to
whether this clause implies the Neoplatonic concept of God who transcends Being
and Intellect,*®” Athanasius does speak about God’s relation to man as a Platonist
would speak about koopog vontog and koopog aiodntéc. **® It is in this Platonic
schema (rather than in terms of the historical event)*® that he portrays the human
fall as a turning to the non-being of evil. This is clearly reflected in the next three
chapters of the Contra Gentes (chs. 3-5 [Thomson 9-4]), where he switches the
subject in order to discuss the fall. One of the key passages comes in CG 4.1, 9-14,
18-20, 31-5 [Thomson 10-1 ibid. 11-2]):

Abandoning the contemplation of intelligible reality (tfig¢ T@v vontdv Bewplog)... it [the soul]
moves (kwveltar) no longer on the path of virtue, nor with a view to seeing God (tov 6eov 6pav),
but reflecting on unreality it alters its own abilities (t0 €xvtfic Suvatoy petamolel), abusing them
for the desires it has thought up, since it had been created with free will (adtefovorog yéyove). For
it can just as well incline to the good (mpoc & kaAd veleiv) as turn away from the good (td kedi
amootpédpeador); but when it abandons the good it considers things which are completely the

opposite.... Now reality is the good, unreality what is evil (o0k vt 8¢ & ¢padie). I call reality

*7 Meijering, Orthodoxy and Platonism, 7, suggests that ‘this phrase should not be interpreted in
a Neo-Platonic way, meaning that God transcends Being and thinking, but as a polemical remark
against idolatry: the true God is above every creature and above the perverted imagination of men,
whilst the gods of the Pagans are no more than creatures, deified by the perverted imagination of
men’. For a more detailed discussion of this clause, see Whittaker, ‘EIIEKEINA NOY KAI
OYZIAX’, 91-104.

% Meijering, Orthodoxy and Platonism, 9. Cf. Plato, Theaet. 157d [LCL 123:60]; Rep. 508d
[LCL 276:102].

469 Cf. Louth, ‘The Soul in Athanasius’, 228-9, who argues that the timeless description of the fall
is not typical for Athanasius, but is typical for the Alexandrian theology as whole.
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what is good because it has its examplar in God who is real (¢k ToD dvtog Beod o Tapodelypore
€éxer); and I call unreality what is evil (o0k 6vte 8¢ t& kokd) because what has no real existence
has been invented by the conceits of men.... And it thought that provided it was in motion it
would preserve its own integrity (&nof kiwouvuévn, owlel thy éxutfic élor) and would not be at
fault in exercising its capabilities, not realizing that it had been created not simply for movement,
but for movement towards the right objective (o0y &mAd¢ Kivelobai, GAL’ €ic & S€l KiveloBol
yéyove). For that reason the Apostle’s saying gives warning: A/l things are allowed, but not all

things are expedient.470

According to this passage, man’s exercise of freedom in the wrong way (or towards
the wrong objective) resulted in his inability to continue seeing God (tov Beov
opav). Having focused on what is not real, and therefore evil (as opposed to God
who is true reality, and therefore true good), man became self-centered failing to
sustain himself. Elsewhere, Athanasius continues speaking of man’s deviation from
the proper, original or primary, relationship with God in terms of timeless account.
He describes the fallen man with such phrases as ‘abandoning his thinking of

God’,*"" “falling into fleshly desires’,*’* ‘turning his attention to the direction

opposite of divine things’,*” ‘becoming focused on thoughts of mortality’,*’*

‘turning aside his eyes’,*’” etc. In this condition human being is very much like a

476 or like a horse rider who has lost

drunk man who purposelessly wonders around,
his goal (okoméc) and risks running into a crowd of people. ¥’ Athanasius
accentuates two major consequences that followed man’s fall: evil deeds and
idolatry. Considering the first consequence, he enumerates multiple sins to which

humanity became prone including murder, disobedience, adultery, blasphemies,

470 - o - - 5 \ \ .
&mootdon ThHG TOV VYoNTOV Bewpleg... KLVELTaL 00V OVK €TL PV KaTh GPeTny, obde Wote TOV

Beov Opav: GAAL T& pm Ovte Aoyilopévn, TO €0UTRAG SUVHTOV WETOTOLEL, KATEXPWHEVN TOUTw €lg ¢
émevomoev émBuplog, €mel kel adteololog yéyove. SlvataL yop doTep TPOG T& KAk Velely, oltw
Kol TO koA GmooTpédeabar: gmooTpedouévn &€ TO KaAdY, TAVTWG T Evowvtie Aoyl{eTol.... dvta &€
€otL T0 kedw, oDk Ovie O Th GadAw. Ovta O6€ ¢muL T kedd, keBOTL €k TOD Ovtog Beod To
Topodelylate  €xer obk  Ovta 8¢ TO Kakk A€Yw, KkoBOTL €mvolag GvlpWdTwy ovK  OvTe
GVaTéETAROTOL.... Kol voui{ovoa Oti, &maE kivouuévm, owler Ty €auvtfc dElow, kol oly GuopTOVEL
mooboo 0 SVvaten: oVk eidule OtL oly GTAGDG KLVeloBow, GAL’ elg o O€l KkLve€lobal yéyove' TolTOL
YOP XOPLY KoL GTOOTOALKT) TapeyyLd dwvy mavia éfeoriy, did’ ov maivra oyugéper.

471 CG 3.18 [Thomson 8; ibid. 9]: &néotn utv tic mpdC TOV Bedv SLavolac.

72 1bid. 3.19 [Thomson 8; ibid. 9]: €i¢ émbupiav tod oWuatoc Emecov.

73 Ibid. 3.22 [Thomson §&; ibid. 9]: mpdc & évavtio Thy Sudvolay petiveykav.

474 Ibid. 3.28-29 [Thomson 10; ibid. 11]: Bunt dpoveiv T4 Yuxf Tpooyéyovev.

73 1bid. 4.30 [Thomson 12; ibid. 13]: tov ohBaAudv drootpéder.

476 Tbid. 23.39-47 [Thomson 64].

77 Ibid. 5.11-26 [Thomson 12-4]. This image reappears in CG 32.24-6 [Thomson 88]. Cf. Plato,
Tim. 69¢ [LCL 234:178] and Phaedr. 246-7 [LCL 36:470-6].
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abuse, perjury, stealing, drunkenness, gluttony, etc.*’® He concludes that “all these
things are evil and sins of the soul, but they have no other cause save the turning
away from better things’ (CG 5.10-11 [Thomson 12; ibid. 13]). 479 Making a
comment on this instance, Mejering argues that it is incorrect to think that
Athanasius regarded human sins as the result of the material existence. Rather the
material existence was now affected by the sins that followed man’s fall. He points
out that Athanasius initial account ‘describes how man forsook his original
relationship to God, how he forgot his original destination and turned his attention
to the material world. The result was that man became a sinner. It should be noted,
however, that Athanasius describes the fall of man, who was already created.... [In
this sense] he sharply differs from the Platonists who regard material existence
itself already as the fall of man’.**

Another consequence of the fall, according to Athanasius, is the perversion
of the concept of God that led people to idolatry. He devotes to this analysis twenty
two chapters of the Contra Gentes (chs. 7-29), in which he traces the history and
motives of the pagan divinization. He points out that people’s deviation from the
Creator resulted in them deifying the created things. They began to ascribe divine
status to the visible phenomena ‘applying the divine and transcendental title of God
to stone and wood, and reptiles in the sea or on land, and to irraitional wild beasts,
paying them full divine honours and rejecting the true and real God, the Father of
Christ’ (CG 9.16-9 [Thomson 24, ibid. 25]).**! They also divinized themselves. To
illustrate this point Athanasius refers to the Roman governor Adrian as an example

2 On this occasion Russell makes an important observation

of the imperial cult.
that Athanasius’ ‘objection to the cult is specifically that the senate has no authority
to deify when its members are merely human: “those who make gods should
themselves be gods”.... By dying they prove their decrees of deification to be false.
Here we have a foreshadowing of the argument which was to be advanced by

Athanasius to prove the true deification of the Christian, for the Son can deify

478 1
Ibid. 5.4-10 [Thomson 12].
479 ¢ , , \ e , L, y e , 5 I PO A ,
dmep mavte kakio kol dpeptio Yuyxfig éoty. aitie &€ ToUTWY 00deuln, GAL T TOV KPELTTOVWY
&mootpod.
80 Meijering, Orthodoxy and Platonism, 9-10.
481 - - - -
€c 0 TOV GAdywv dvnuepe (Da, THY Belav kol UmepkoopLov Tod Beod Tpoomyoplov
MeTNVEYKOY, TRoOY TV alTolg Be0d GmovéuovTeg, Kol TOV &ANBLvovY kol dvtwg dvia Bedv TOV 10D
XPLOTOD THTEPX ATOOTPEDOLEVOL.
482
CG 9.34-48 [Thomson 24-6].
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precisely because he is God’.**? Besides deifying themselves, people also divinized
invisible things such as qualities of the human body and character, and devised
nonexistant gods including all the major male and female Greek deities. He refers to
such inventions as non-real things and calls them evil in contrast to those things
which have their ‘examplar in God who is real’ (¢k tod Ovtog Beod Ti
Topadelypote Exer).*®* It surprises him that even the wisest men of Greece, such as
Socrates and Plato (renowned for meditating on God), did not recognize this and
went on practicing idol worship.*® In contrast to these deified non-real beings, the
true God for Athanasius is ‘incorporeal, incorruptible and immortal, lacking nothing
> 486

whatever’.*® He alone is the Creator who gives life and sustains everything.**’

Other gods cannot meet this criterion, and therefore they are proved to be false.

3.2.2 Pagan Deification: Texts and Analysis

When describing the ‘divine’ status of idols, Athanasius uses several words for
deification. *® They include two verbs (Beomoiéw and ékbed(w) and one noun
(Beomroile). Below I have identified 22 instances where they are used (all deification
terms are underlined) and have put them into short passages (henceforth, I will
abbreviate ‘passage’ as ‘pass.’) that could be examined brieifly. I will first cite the

texts and then offer a quick analysis.

3.2.2.1 Texts

BeomoLéw (17 occurrences):

83 Russell, The Doctrine of Deification, 169.

484 CG 4.19 [Thomson 10; ibid. 11]. This remark shows that Athanasius was fairly acquainted
both with Platonism (Cf. Plato, 7im. 28a and 37c [LCL 234:48-9 and 74]) and Middle-Platonism
(Cf. Albinus, Epit. 9.1). It is also possible that his source for this idea was a text from Hippolytus
(Cf. Ref. 1.19), or Irenacus (Cf. Adu. Haer. 2.18.3 [SC 294:176-8]).

485 CG 10.35-7 [Thomson 30].

486 1bid. 22.26 [Thomson 60]: dowpatdc €0t kel &dpOaptoc kel &Ovatog, 0LOEVOG €lg OTLODY
Sebuevog.

87 Ibid. 28.4-6 [Thomson 76].

88 The tree words which Athanasius uses for deification (Beomoiéw, ékBedlw, and Beomorie)
embrace a range of meanings beginning with a simple act of identifying a certain object (person,
entity, or concept) as a god by a person or wider community to a more developed practice of
worshiping it as part of the established cult. The words 6eomoiéw and Beomoiia are generally used
with regard to the Christian deification, and the term é8ewd{w is more often applied to the pagan
divinization. Cf. Lampe, 427, 630-31; LSJ, 506, 791.
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(1) For some have so degraded their understanding and darkened their mind that they have
invented and deified (Beomorfioon) things which do not exist at all nor can be seen in the created

world (CG 9.21-4 [Thomson 24]).**

(2) And others have extended their impiety to the point of deifying (Beomoinoavtec) and

worshipping the excuse for their inventions and wickedness—pleasure and desire (CG 9.31-3

[Thomson 247]).*%°

(3) But those they hate they call men, regarding them as enemies and admitting their human
nature, whereas those they admire they decree to be worshipped for their virtue, as if they had the
authority to deify (t0 BeomoLelv) when they are merely men and do not deny that they are mortal

(CG 9.53-8 [Thomson 26]).*"!

(4) But those who make gods (6eomorobdvtag) should themselves be gods, for the maker must be

better than what he makes, and the judge necessarily has jurisdiction over the judged, and the

giver has to bestow what is in his possession (CG 9.58-61 [Thomson 26]).***

(5) But the remarkable thing is that by dying like men they prove their decree concerning those
they deified (Beomownpévtnv) to be false (CG 9.64-6 [Thomson 26]).*

(6) Not only did he commit adultery, but he even deified (6eomoinoec) the children born to him

from his adultery, devising the cheat of deification (6eomoiiac) as a cover for his crime: among

these are Dionysos, Heracles, the Dioscuri, Hermes, Perseus and Soteira (CG 12.6-10 [Thomson
34]).4
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(7) For those who hate the adulterer who assaults their own wives are not ashamed to deify
(Beomorobvteg) the exponents of adultery; and although they do not have intercourse with their
sisters, they worship those who do (CG 12.34-7 [Thomson 34]).*

(8) If these were really to be admired, it would be essential to acknowledge the artist’s skill but
not to put a higher estimate on his products than on their creator. For it is not the matter that has

adorned and deified (é0eomoinge) his art, but his art the matter (CG 13.15-8 [Thomson 36]).*¢

(9) So if skills deify (6eomowotor), and it is on their account that statues are carved of the gods,
then those who invented other subsequent skills must, in their view, also be gods (CG 18.32-5

[Thomson 50]).497

(10) For although they abominate actual animals, beasts and birds and reptiles, and avoid them

either because of their savagery or because of their filth, yet they deify (Beomoroborv) their

images, making statues of them in stone and wood and gold (CG 20.14-7 [Thomson 56]).**

(11) But then so much the more should the man who sculpted and cast them, I mean the artist, be

deified (Beomonbfvan), as being more powerful and divine than these images, inasmuch as they

were carved and formed according to his will (CG 21.24-7 [Thomson 5 8]).*°

(12) Practically all the material of which the Egyptians’ idols are made is sacrificed to other

peoples’ gods; so the Egyptians are ridiculed by the latter for deifying (6eomoLobolv) not gods but

what are for others and even themselves propitiatory offerings and sacrifices (CG 24.17-20

[Thomson 66]).>%
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(13) The spurious sages reject him, yet worship and deify (8eomorodar) his creation, although the
latter itself worships and confesses the Lord whom they deny it its favour (CG 27.19-22
[Thomson 72]).501

(14) Or again, if we accept the view about God that he is all-powerful, that nothing dominates

him but that he dominates and rules the universe, how can those who deify (8eomoLodvteg)

creation not see that it does not fall within such a definition of God? (CG 29.5-8 [Thomson

78]).5%2

(15) For if our argument has shown that those called gods by the poets are not gods at all, and has

refuted those who deify (Beomorobvtac) creation as being in error, and has proved that the idolatry

of the Gentiles is complete godlessness and impiety, then as these have been overthrown, the
orthodox religion must needs be ours, and the only true God he whom we worship and preach,

the Lord of creation and demiurge of all existence (CG 40.6 [Thomson 110]).””

(16) It is not as if there were other gods that Scripture forbids men to have them, but lest anyone,

turning away from the true God, should begin to deify (Beomoieiv) for himself non-existent things,

such as are the spurious gods mentioned and indicated by the prophets and historians (CG 45.40-
4 [Thomson 126]).°%

(17) And in place of the truly existent God they have deified (¢6eomoinoav) unrealities,

worshipping creation instead of the creator [Rom. 1:25], which is foolish and impious behaviour

(47.18 [Thomson 132]).%%

ekBeralw and Beotorte (5 occurrences):

(18) In similar fashion men of old foolishly sank to the desires and fantasies of the body and,
forgetting their conception and idea of God, with feeble reasoning or rather

irrationally—represented phenomena as gods and glorified creation instead of the creator,
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deifying (éxBewalovteg) its works rather than their cause and fashioner and Lord, God (CG 8.26-
31 [Thomson 22]).5%

(19) Others have distinguished individual parts of the body—the head or shoulder or hand or
foot—and exalted them as gods and deified (¢£eBeiooav) them, as if they were not satisfied with

the worship of the body as a whole (CG 9.28-31 [Thomson 24]).>"”

(20) Not only did he [Zeus] commit adultery, but he even deified (6eomoiriong) the children born

to him from his adultery, devising the cheat of deification (6eomoriag) as a cover for his crime:
among these are Dionysos, Heracles, the Dioscuri, Hermes, Perseus and Soteira (CG 12.6-10

[Thomson 34]).>%

(21) And so if you too had sane reasoning you would not have transferred to matter so great an
indication of divinity, nor would you have exalted the statue over the sculptor. For if like letters
they really indicate the manifestation of God, on that account as signs of God they are worthy of

deification (8eomotiac) (CG 21.19-23 [Thomson 58]).°%

(22) Therefore their worship and deification (8eomoiie) is the beginning not of piety, but of

godlessness and all impiety, and proof of great deviation from the knowledge of the one and only

true God, I mean the Father of Christ (CG 29.38 [Thomson 80]).510

3.2.2.2 Analysis
Terminology. Of the 3 words that Athanasius uses to describe the pagan deification
in the Contra Gentes, the most frequent one is feomotéw. It occurs 17 times.”'" The

only other time when it occurs within the double treatise is in the De
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Nee; 9.24, 33, 57, 58, 65 [Thomson 24-6]; 12.7, 36 [Thomson 34]; 13.18 [Thomson 36]; 18.33
[Thomson 50]; 20.17 [Thomson 56]; 21.25 [Thomson 58]; 24.20 [Thomson 66]; 27.21 [Thomson
72]; 29.7 [Thomson 78]; 40.6 [Thomson 110]; 45.42 [Thomson 126]; 47.18 [Thomson 132].
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Incarnatione.”'* On that occasion it is used to describe the deification of believers
and I will examine this particular instance later in this chapter. It is not clear why
Athanasius has such a disbalance of occurrence, but one reason may have to do with
his fear that the true and false types of deification might become mingled by the
reader. Therefore, he spares this term with regard to the deification of believers by
using it only once in the Christian context. As we will see in chapter 5, the word
group Beomoléw is used 32 times in 6 later writings of Athanasius and I will examine
all these instances at the appropriate time. Two other words that express the false
type of deification in the Contra Gentes are éxBewalw and 6eomotie. They occur only
5 times altogether (the former 2 times’" and the latter 3 times®'*) exclusively in the
context of Athanasius’ discussion of making false gods. Neither of these two words
appear anywhere else in Athanasius’ works perhaps because nowhere else does he
deal with the pagan deification as extensively as he does in the Contra Gentes.
Interestingly, there are 5 occasions when Athanasius uses deification with another
term in the same word form. Again, it is not clear why he does this, but perhaps by
using the additional terms he sought to give a more definite meaning of deification.
In any way, the list is quite revealing; it includes such pairs of words as ‘invented
and  deified>—émvofioar kel  Beomoifioar  (pass. 1);  ‘deifying and
worshipping’—H6ecomoinoavteg  mpookuvvodowy  (pass.  2);  ‘adorned  and
deified’—ékdounoe kol €Beomoinoe (pass. 8); ‘worship and deify’—mpookuvodol kel
Beomorodor (pass. 13); ‘exalted them as gods and deified’—éxaotov eig Oeolc
avédnkay kor €EeBelacav (pass. 19); ‘worship and deification’—6pnokelo kot
Beomoile (pass. 22).

The objects of deification. Athanasius highlights 4 types of objects that are
deified by the pagans. The first one has to do with ‘non-existent things’ (pass. 16,
17), or ‘things that do not exist nor can be seen in the created world’ (pass. 1). In
pass. (16), he relates them to ‘the spurious gods mentioned and indicated by the
prophets and historians’. In the context, this means inventions of deities by
‘irrational imagination’ of which the Scripture says: you will have no other gods
except me [Ex. 20:3]" (CG 45.40 [Thomson 124]).°" This type of deification

includes pagan gods, such as Zeus and other deities (pass. 6, 7) carved in statues

512 De Inc. 49.5 [Thomson 256].

13 CG 8.30 [Thomson 22]; 9.29 [Thomson 24].

>4 Ibid. 12.8 [Thomson 34]; 21.23 [Thomson 58]; 29.38 [Thomson 80].
315 ik ¢oovtal oou Beol Etepol TAMY Euod.
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(pass. 9). Several times (pass. 10, 13, 14) the object of deification is identified with
creation, and more specifically with animals, such as beasts, birds, and reptiles
(pass. 10). Their images are said to be made of stone, wood, or gold (pass. 10). The
third object of deification is human beings (pass. 3, 5, 6). Their deification involves
divinizing either man as a whole (pass. 10, 19) or certain parts of his body such as
head, shoulder, hand, or foot (pass. 19). The fourth object of deification is art (pass.
8), the artist’s skills (pass. 9), or the artist himself (11). Since Athanasius denies that
deification of these 4 types involves a real change of one into god, it can be
assumed that he seeks to speak of deification by name or status rather than of one
by nature or being.

Factors leading to deification. There are a number of factors that led people
to deify all these objects. First, deification occurred as a result of man’s ‘turning
away from the true God’ (pass. 16) and ‘forgetting his conception and idea of God’
(pass. 18). Closely related to this factor is another one: man’s degraded
understanding (pass. 1), darkened mind (pass. 1), insane and feeble reasoning (pass.
18, 21), irrationality (18), and foolish surrender to the desires and fantasies of the
body (pass. 18). The invention of gods further served the purposes of worship (pass.
2,3,7, 13, 17, 19, 22) and propitiatory offerings and sacrifice (pass. 12). On one
occasion, deification is said to be devised as a cheat, which Zeus used to cover his
crime (pass. 6). Both in this case and in other ones when deification took place, it is
characterized with epithets of religious, moral, and epistemological deviation:
impiety (pass. 2), pleasure and desire (pass. 2), error committed by pagan poets
(pass. 14), “foolish and impious behaviour’ (17).

Deification and the Deifier. Several times Athanasius draws a connection
between deification and the deifier. In pass. (4), he sets a principle that ‘those who
make gods should themselves be gods’. In a number of other passages, he further
uses it to discredit the pagan practice of deification. Thus, he argues that the creator
is to be more esteemed than his products, ‘for it is not the matter that has adorned
and deified his art, but his art the matter’ (pass. 8). The same argument is made in
pass. (9) and (11). In the first one, he contends that the faulty logic of pagan
deification should lead to the conclusion that ‘skills deify’, and therefore ‘those who
invented other subsequent skills must also be gods’. In the second one, he criticizes

the wrong relation between images of art and the artist himself. The latter is more

114



‘powerful and divine’ than things which he ‘carved and formed according to his
will’. Therefore, he must be god.

Deified idols and the True God. However, the fact that a certain object is
deified does not make him the same as the true God. Athanasius emphasizes this by
drawing a series of contrasts between deified deities and the true God. The contrast
is made between the deified creation and all-powerful God ‘whom nothing
dominates’ but who ‘dominates and rules the universe’ (pass. 14); between the
deified idols of the Gentiles and ‘the only true God whom Christians worship and
preach, the Lord of creation and demiurge of all existence’ (pass. 15); between the
‘unrealities’ and ‘the truly existent God’ (pass. 17); between the glorified creation
and the creator, cause, fashioner and Lord, God (pass. 18). A contrast is also drawn
between ‘godlessness and impiety on the one hand, and Orthodox religion on the
other (pass 15), as well as between the Christian worship of the only true God who
is ‘the Father of Christ’ and the pagan practice of deification which demonstrates no

knowledge of him’ (pass. 22).

In contrast to the deified gods of pagan tradition, the true God for Athanasius (on
three specific occasions where he attempts to define him)*'® includes such qualities
as ‘incorporeal’ (dowpatoc), ‘immortal’ (&6ovetog), ‘untouchable’ (&lovotoc T
$voer), ‘incorruptible’ (&dOaptog), ‘invisible’ (ddpatog), ‘uncompound’ (o0 uépm),
‘whole” (0Aov), ‘self-sufficient’ (o0devog eig OtLodv Sedpevog), and ‘all-powerful’
(buvatée eotiv ket mavte).”!’ Pagan gods do not possess such characteristics, and
therefore they are proved to be false. Neither do these characteristics exhaust
Athanasius’ understanding of God, for he is not only the transcendent being but also
a distinctly relational one, as we saw earlier. Therefore, we might expect that the
relational aspect in Athanasius’ thought would lead him to develop a downward
perspective similar to those parts of Irenaeus and Origen where God and salvation
are described in more personal terms. Yet, what Athanasius does in the rest of the
Contra Gentes is offer quite an upward perspective. He becomes preoccupied with
the aquisitional aspect of deification (explaining how one is to acquire immortality)
rather than the relational one (how God brings one back to his divine fellowship). In

what follows, I will attempt to show that Athanasius does this for a special reason.

316 €G 22.26 [Thomson 60]; 28.19-20 [Thomson 76]; 29.2-3, 5-6 [Thomson 78].
517 .
Ibid.
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By emphasizing man’s action over the action of God, he wants to demonstrate that
humanity failed to achieve what it needed. Scholars generally recognize this
deliberate strategy, and I will elaborate on this point by arguing that the whole
treatise is structured in such a way as to show that the incarnation happened
precisely because humanity was not able to achieve salvation on its own. To bring
more substance to this argument, [ would like to examine three fundamental ways,
or means (prior to the incarnation) which, according to Athanasius, God used to
redirect the fallen humans back to himself. In the process, I will show that
Athanasius’ heavy emphasis on both man and God’s transcendence is, nevertheless,
mitigated by a relational perspective in which God appears to be involved on behalf

of the created Universe and humanity.

3.2.3 Three Primary Ways of Redirecting Man to God

3.2.3.1 The Soul

The redirection of man to God proceeds first by means of man himself—by his
soul, or reason. The second redirection is through the order of creation. The third
and final means of redirection is through Scripture.’'® Athanasius first goes through
each of these ways in the Contra Gentes, and then specifically summarizes them in
one extended passage in De Inc. ch. 12 [Thomson 163-5]. To explain the first
means, man’s soul, or reason, Athanasius spends four chapters (chs. 30-34) proving
that man has a rational and immortal soul that links him to God in the sense of
kinship and conscious awareness of him. In the process he (much like Origen)’"’
defines the soul as a self-moving organ responsible for its own actions and choices.
He starts with a simple argument: ‘Further, if the soul moves the body, as has been
shown, without being moved itself by other forces, then it follows that the soul is
self-moving’ (CG 33.9 [Thomson 90; ibid. 91]).>* In this position the soul can
move either to good (true being) or to evil (non-being). However, once man
misused his free will, the soul constantly concentrates on the bodily desires instead
of being focused on God. As a result, people are overcome by suffering and death in

their mortal bodies. Nevertheless, this condition is not fatal since God has endowed

S8 This scheme of Athanasius’ first treatise is traced carefully in the exegetical study of the
Contra Gentes by Meijering, Athanasius: Contra Gentes.

19 Cf. e.g. De Princ. 2.8.4 [SC 252:348].

20 ol meAw €l ) Yuxd tO ofue Kuel, ¢ Sébektan, kol odyl UTd &AAwv abdth kuweta,
GK0AovBGY oty DP’ €qvthc KLvoupévny Ty Yuyxny.
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people with the power of mind, or the rational soul. By using it, they can redirect

themselves back to God:

Or why, as they have abandoned God, do they not similarly turn back to him again for refuge?
For just as they turned away from God with their mind (&meotpadnoav tfj Sevole tov Bedv) and
invented gods from non-existent entities, so they can rise towards God with the mind of their soul
(Grapfivor 10 vg tRc Yuyric) and again turn back towards him. They can turn back if they cast off
the stain of all desire which they have put on, and wash themselves until they have eliminated
every addition foreign to the soul and show it unadulterated, as it was made, in order that in this
way they may be able to contemplate therewith the Word of the Father (¢v adtf Bewpfiooar Tov
T0d Tatpog Adyov), in whose image they were made in the beginning (CG 34.11-9 [Thomson 92-

4; ibid. 93-51).>*!

Therefore, it follows that the wrong movements of the soul can be corrected by the
mental power of redirection. In another passage, Athanasius adds that ‘the soul has
an idea of the contemplation of God, and is its own path («0tn €xvtf yivetoar 660¢),
taking the knowledge and understanding of God the Word not from outside but
from itself (o0k &wbev, GAL’ & ¢ovtfic)’ (CG 33.40-3 [Thomson 33; ibid. 34]).°*
To function in this way man needs to elevate himself from the material realm and
purify his soul from fleshly desires.’* Illustrating this idea, Athanasius refers to the
analogy of the mirror. In the same way as a clean mirror is able to make a good
reflection of external objects, so the soul can have a clear vision of God when it is
pure.>** Contemplating God within his soul, man becomes godlike.’** In this

perspective one finds the way to God by turning inward.

3.2.3.2 The Creation
If humanity neglects the soul, God provides a second option—creation. This takes

the largest part of Athanasius’ discussion on the redirection of man to God (CG chs.
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22 tfe mepL Beod Bewplag €xer Thy €évvolav, adth €outhc [sc. Yuyn] yivetar 660¢, obk €Ewdev,
&AL €€ eavtfic AopPdvovoe THY Tod Beod Adyou yvdow kel ketaAnyiy. Cf. CG 30.4-7 [Thomson
82].

523 CG 33.41-3 [Thomson 33; ibid. 34].

524 1bid. 34.22-6 [Thomson 94]. For a discussion of similar allusions to the image of the mirror in
the classical philosophy and the Apologists, see Meijering, Orthodoxy and Platonism, 30-1.

523 1bid. 33.33-5 [Thomson 92] and 33.38-40 [Thomson 92].
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35-45a [Thomson 94-124]). It begins with the consideration of the harmony and
order in the created Universe. Athanasius argues that cosmic regular motions point
to at least two things. First, they prove the existence of the divine Creator who binds
and holds everything in a harmonious whole. He asks rhetorically: “Who would not
think that there was one power ordering and managing them [earthly objects] as it
chose, itself remaining still? These could never coexist by themselves because of
their mutual difference of nature’ (CG 36.21-23 [Thomson 98; ibid. 99]).”*° On
several occasions, he identifies the Creator with the Logos™>’ and argues that the
world is one because God is one.”*® Elsewhere he ascribes God’s creative activity to
the Father through the Logos. He explains: ‘“Who then is he, if not the all-holy
Father of Christ, beyond all created being, who as supreme steersman, through his
own wisdom and his own Word, our Lord and Saviour Christ, guides and orders the
universise for our salvation, and acts as seems best to him?’ (CG 40.11-6 [Thomson
104; ibid. 105]). Being the Creator of the Universe, Logos ‘remains unmoved with
the Father’, while at the same time ‘moving everything as seems good to the Father’
(CG 42.28-9 [Thomson 116; ibid. 117, slightly modified]). In this context,
Athanasius presents an upward model of a laddered contemplation from the creation
to the Logos and to the Father: ‘As by looking up to heaven and seeing its order and
the light of the stars one can form an idea of the Word who sets their order, so when
thinking of the Word of God one must also think of his Father, God’ (CG 45.1-4
[Thomson 122; ibid. 123]).>* The second thing to which the cosmic order points is
that the Universe has a created nature. Toward that purpose, Athanasius uses the
expression ‘out of nothing’ (éx tod pm 6vtoc) in order to stress the derived nature of
this world.”*® Contrasting the Creator and the created Universe, Athanasius states:
‘For the nature of created things, having come into being from nothing, is unstable,

and is weak and mortal when considered by itself; but the God of all is good and
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ovk av €vBuunBeln OTL €oTl pie Vel T tadTto dlakoounoopern kol SLEmouow, we oV oUTH

S0k, HEvouon KaARG. alTh WEV Yap kb €nutd OUK GV ouoTedn kot daviival Tote duvnBeln S Thy
mpog &AAnAa The dploewg évavtiotnte. Logos is also called akivnrog in CG 42.28 [Thomson 116],
but not in the sense that he is uninvolved; rather he is unmoved in contrast to the moving and
unstable order of the created world.

27 CG 38.25-6 [Thomson 104]; 40.11-34 [Thomson 110].

528 Thid. 39.4-6 [Thomson 107].

529 avoBAéfevtog elg TOV odpavoV kol L8OVTaG TOV KOOWoV alTod Kol TO TOV GoTpwy GGG, €0TLY
€vupeiobor Tov tadta Sokoopodrte Adyor: oUtw voobvtag AOyov Beod, VOElV 0TV Gvaykn Kol
TOV TOUTOL TTépe Bedv.

530 Cf. CG 41.11 [Thomson 112]. For a discussion of Athanasius’ concept of ex nihilo, see
Florovsky, ‘The Concept of Creation in Athanasius’, 36-57.
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excellent by nature’ (CG 41.10-3 [Thomson 112; ibid. 113]).53 : Specifically of the
human beings, he writes that ‘men are composed of parts and created from
nothing... compound and dissolvable’ (CG 41.3-5 [Thomson 112; ibid. 113]).**
Having made this distinction between God and created beings, Athanasius
shows that the divine care of man, his philanthropy, is specifically seen in the way
that ‘the Word of God came to created beings’ (0 T0D 6eod A0Yog TOLG YEVOUEVOLG

534 .
and ‘active’

¢mpépnkev).”>® In this role he is characterized as ‘living’ ((&v)
(évepyric)>®® within creation, which makes him radically different from the false
gods who are ‘inanimate’ (&¢UXOL)53 % and ‘immobile’ (&KLvouuévoug).537 Hence the
Logos vivifies and illumines (pwtilwv kel (womow@v) that which he creates.>®
Another way the Logos demonstrates his immediacy to the world is through his
special powers. Athanasius calls them (in plural) ‘invisible powers’ (téc aopatoug
duvaperc), while referring to the Logos (in the singular) as ‘the power of the Word’

540

(tod Adyou Ty Stvapw),>’ ‘Logos’ own power’ (tfj €avtod duvdpet),”*’ or ‘the

>l Being the divine power, the

power of the Father’ (§Vvapic Gv tod matpog).
Logos’ role is ultimately to point to the Father: ‘The Word of God by a single mere
act of will through his own power moves and supports both the visible world and
the invisible powers.... When we see the power of the Word we form an idea of his
good Father, as the Saviour himself says: Who has seen me, has seen the Father’
(CG 44.26-7,45.9-11 [Thomson 122; ibid. 123]).* In this sense, whether humanity
starts from itself, or from the created order sustained by the divine power, it is
always propelled upward to the Logos and further to the Father. If, however, man

takes little or no advantage of the self and creation, there is still a third way: the

possibility to know God through the revelation of the Scriptures.
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332 guBpwToL PEV Yip €K Pep@Y ouykelpevol, Kol ék ToD pY 8utoc yevduevol, ouykelpevor Exovol
Kol SLaAvdpevov.

533 CG 41.8-9 [Thomson 112; ibid. 113].

534 Ibid. 40.29 [Thomson 110].

533 hid.

536 1bid. 15.10 [Thomson 42].

37 1bid. 15.5 [Thomson 42].

538 1bid. 44.17-8 [Thomson 120].

539 1bid. 45.9 [Thomson 122].

4% Ibid. 44.26 [Thomson 122].

3 1bid. 46.48-9 [Thomson 130].

32 abtdc 6 ToD Beod Abyoc €Wl Kol GMAGQ velpati, TR €autod Suvduer TOV Te 6paTOY KOGUOV Kol
TOG GOPETOUG SUVAMELG KLVEL Kol OUVEXEL.
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3.2.3.3 The Scriptures

In CG 45-7 [Thomson 122-132], Athanasius ask the rhetorical question: ‘Did then
the inspired teaching remain silent after confuting the godlessness of the Gentiles
and idolatry, and simply leave the human race to drift deprived of any knowledge of
the Deity?’ (CG 46.1-3 [Thomson 126; ibid. 1271).>* To this he responds with an
exegesis of some biblical texts—interpreting most of them christologically—that

544 . .
d.”™ On one occasion he makes it

rebuke idolatry and reveal the knowledge of Go
clear that Scriptures (referred to as inspired—-6eomvedotn ypa¢1ﬁ)545 contain a fuller
revelation of God (kate TA€lov) than the works of creation, which probably
suggests that it is a more efficient means of redirecting people to God than the two
previous ones. >*® Going through the various passages of the Old Testament,
Athanasius seeks to show that correct (christological) interpretation of the Scripture
reveals that the Logos is the divine Creator (he is the Word and Wisdom by which

47 and that he and the Father are the true God as

the Father made the world),
opposed to the pagan idols. In the process of doing this, he places the Logos on the
same level with the Father by describing him with the terminology of closeness
such as @¢ mAnolov, dvdykn ovvelvar Twe todtw, and ouwiy.”*® As I mentioned
briefly earlier, Athanasius deduces this idea of closeness between the Logos and the
Father from the plural occurrence of Genesis 1:26 that says: ‘Let us make man’
(moviowper &vBpwrov).”* Exploring the implications of this passage, he makes a
trinitarian/binitarian argument that there were two subjects who created the
Universe, and he describes them as intimately speaking to each other. In fact, he
uses four different verbs (a total of 10 times) to express this intimacy between the

550

Logos and the Father in the one short text that I quoted earlier: Aéyw (2),”” SLadéyw

(1)," diréw (4),7% daréw (3).>) He deepens the meaning of this relationship by

543 2 5 a . . . ,
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aTADG ddfike TO TV AvBpWTWY Yévog duolpor thg Tod Belov YrWoewg hépecdul;

% For a comment on the specific way Athanasius interprets Scripture, see Ernest, The Bible in
Athanasius of Alexandria, 104.

%5 CG 46.10 [Thomson 126]. In De Inc. 4.31 [Thomson 144], he refers to the Scriptures as
divine—6ela ypadmn.

546 1bid. 45.36-8 [Thomson 124].

547 1bid. 46.48-47 [Thomson 130].

8 1bid. 46.38-44 [Thomson 128; ibid. 129].

% 1bid. 46.39 [Thomson 128].

550 1bid. 46.35, 44 [Thomson 128].

551 1bid. 46.40 [Thomson 128].

52 1bid. 46.32, 34, 41, 43 [Thomson 128].
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referring to John 14:10 and explains it in an ontological sense evokative of the
language he will use in his later writing, Orationes Contra Arianos. Emphasizing
the economic function of the Father’s Logos toward the world, he states: ‘Having
such a good Son and creator as his offspring, the Father did not hide him away from
created beings, but reveals him to all every day through the subsistence and life of
the universe which he brings about. In him and through him (&v «0t® 8¢ koL 81’
avtov) he reveals himself, as the Saviour says: I am in the Father, and the Father is
in me. So of necessity (€€ avaykng) the Word is in his begetter and the begotten
coexist eternally with the Father (év t§ yevwfoavti, kol OV yevvndévia obv T
Totpl Sunwvidew)’ (CG 46.6-13 [Thomson 130; ibid. 131]).”* In a similar way,
bringing together such titles as the Logos, Power, and Wisdom, Athanasius writes:
‘Being with him [the Father] as wisdom, and as Word seeing the Father, he created
the universe, formed it and ordered it; being the power of the Father (8lvoyiLg 8¢ v
tod Tatpoc), he [Logos] gave all things the strength to come into existence (el 10
eivan), as the Saviour says: All that I see the Father doing, I also do likewise’ (CG
46.47-50 [Thomson 128-30; ibid. 129-31]).>%

To further clarify the way the creation is related to the Logos, Athanasius
affirms that it ‘shares (petadopfavovon) in the Word who is truly from the Father’
(CG 41.24-5 [Thomson 114; ibid. 115]).°°° Immediately after that he draws a
distinction between the created souls that participate (tobg aitod petégovtag)> in
the Logos, and the Logos who ‘is not so by participation’ (00 katd petoxny TadTe
@v). * This implies at least several things. In the first place, the idea of
participation provides an additional insight into the meaning of man’s relationship
to God as being marked with a conscious, or personal, apprehension. Here it is
illustrated with two types of participatory models. According to the first one, the

main reason the creation is able to resemble the Creator is because it participates
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(petaropfavw) in the power (8vepig) of the Logos. However, as Anatolios, remarks
‘in humanity the reflection achieves an altogether different level, and it is this
qualitative difference that is articulated in terms of humanity’s being kot’
eikéva’>*. Therefore, the way humanity participates in God is different from that of
creation. According to this type of participation the ontological link to the Logos is
more personal and conscious. On this point, Régis Bernard remarks: ‘la
participation a I’'Image de Dieu est, sinon le fruit d’une action tout autre, du moins
d’une tout autre intensité et d’une tout autre valeur que la participation du cosmos
au Logos: par la connaissance de Dieu, elle est intime et personelle’.”*® Moreover,
Athanasius does not distinguish between the image and the likeness in the same
way Origen did. Instead of conceptualizing the likeness as something to be attained,
both the image and likeness are part of the original human state in which God’s
closeness to man was already a given.”®' In the second place, participation for
Athanasius means that such properties as ‘Logos’ and ‘Wisdom’ do not ‘accrue to
him from outside in the way of those who participate in him’ (o0d¢ €EwBev
ETLYEVOUEVWY TOUTWY a0T® Kotd Toug adtod petexovteg) (CG 46.54-5 [Thomson
130; ibid. 131]). Instead, he has ‘power’ and ‘reason’ in himself (v «dt®), and
everything he possesses he does so in the absolute sense.’®® He is ‘absolute wisdom,
very Word, and himself the Fathers’ own power, absolute light, absolute truth,
absolute justice, absolute virtue, and indeed stamp, effulgence, and image. In short,
he is the supremely perfect issue of the Father, and is alone Son, the express image
of the Father’ (CG 46.56-61 [Thomson 130; ibid. 131]).°® In this position of being
distinct and transcendent over the created souls, the Logos, nevertheless, makes
himself accessible to the created beings, for they participate in him. In CG 47.2-6
[Thomson 130; ibid. 131], Athanasius extrapolates this point when he says: ‘For he
is the Word and wisdom of the Father, and at the same time condescends to created

beings; to give them knowledge and an idea of his begetter, he is absolute holiness

5% Anatolios, Athanasius: Coherence, 56. Cf. the same point in his more recent work Retrieving
Nicaea, 148-50.

590 Bernard, L "Image de Dieu, 45.

31 On Athanasius’ use of the ‘image and likeness’, see e.g. De Inc. 11.14-20 [Thomson 160]. Cf.
Anatolios, Athanasius: Coherence, 57.

2 CG 46.56 [Thomson 130].

63 attocodle, adrordyoc, abTodGvapl i8le Tod Tatpdc éomy, abdtoddc, adromAfelc,
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KaPTOG TAVTEAELOG TOD TXTPOG LTUPYEL, KoL WOVOG €0TLY ULOG, €KWV &mapaAidaktog Tod Tetpdg. This
language comes close to Origen’s terminology, e.g. Cont. Cels. 3.41 [SC 136:94-8]; 5.39 [SC
147:116-20]. Cf. Gruber, ZQ2H, 104.
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and absolute life, he is door, shepherd, and way, king, guide, and Saviour for all,
life-giver and light and universal providence’.®* The idea of God’s condescension
brings us to the final and most extreme way of his manifestation—the incarnation of

Christ.

3.3 Christ and Deification in the De Incarnatione Verbi

3.3.1 From the Process of Redirection to its Accomplishment

At the very end of the Contra Gentes Athanasius declares that through Christ the
true yv@owg and OeooéPera are displayed again in the world. The highest peak of this
manifestation is Christ’s incarnation. According to Athanasius’ flow of argument it
is the fourth and superior means of God’s redirecting people to relationship with
himself. He devotes the rest of his double treatise De Incarnatione Verbi to this
subject. In this writing, he makes a visible transition from the expectation that
humanity will use God’s tools of redirection—the soul, creation, and Scripture—to
the actual accomplishment of redirection in and through Christ. As I mentioned
previously, this shift of emphasis has led some scholars to question the consistency
of Athanasius’ theology in his early writing. They observe that once Athanasius
comes to the second part of his treatise, he leaves behind his optimistic expectations
toward man and paints quite a pessimistic picture. Thus, of all the parts from the
Contra Gentes that he chooses to reiterate in the first chapters of the De
Incarnatione, he decides to focus on CG chs. 2-29 that speak more of the fact that
original humanity declined toward non-existence rather than of its task to ascend
back to God. Likewise, even when describing the immortal and godlike state of
humanity, he uses conditional conjunctions and emphasizes the fact that it did not
remain (€uewver) in that state. In a more or less balanced description of humanity, he

first writes:

For man is by nature mortal (katd ¢pioLv &vBpwtog Bvntéc) in that he was created from nothing
(€€ o0k 8vtwv). But because of his likeness to him (mpog tov dvte opodtnte) who exists, if he
had kept this through contemplating God, he would have blunted his natural corruption and
would have remained incorruptible (éuerver ddBaptoc), as the book of Wisdom says: The keeping

of the law is the assurance of incorruptibility [Wisd. 6:18]. But being incorruptible (&dp6eptog d¢
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&v) he would thenceforth have lived as God (w¢ 6edc), as also somewhere the Divine Scripture
declares, saying: I said that you are gods and all sons of the Highest: but you die like men and
fall as one of the prices [Ps 81:6-7, LXX] (De Inc. 4.26-33 [Thomson 144]).°%

However, immediately after these words, he continues:

But men, turning away from things eternal (dmootpadévrec t& aivvie) and by the counsel of the
devil turning towards things corruptible (el t& tfig ¢pBopac €émotpadévteg), were themselves the
cause of the corruption (¢p6opdc) in death.... Since this happened, men died, and corruption
(pBopa) thenceforth took a strong hold on them, and was more powerful than the force of nature
over the whole race, the more so as it had taken up against them the threat of God concerning the
transgression of the law. For in their trespasses men had not stopped at the set limits, but
gradually moving forward (6Alyov émektelvdpevor Aomov), at length had advanced beyond all
measure.... For these reasons death held greater sway and corruption (¢p6opéc) stood firm against
men; the race of men was being destroyed (épBelpeto), and man who was rational and who had
been made in the image was being obliterated (Adavileto); and the word created by God was

perishing (Tepatdrivto) (De Inc. 5.2-5, 11-7; 6.1-4 [Thomson 144]).°%

Such words as &pBeipeto, Adaviero, and mapamdriuto with regard to the fallen
situation of humanity make an undoubtedly tragic sound, and Athanasius retains
this gloomy picture till he comes to the subject of the incarnation. He makes it clear
that even having been ‘bestowed with an extra grace’ (miéov TL YopLlopevog

67 (which is another way of saying that humanity was endowed with the

®0TOoLC)
power of the rational soul), people could not achieve the original state of purity, and
were overcome by the mortality of their own corrupted bodies. Observing such

pessimism, Louth argues that in the De Incarnatione ‘even at its first creation
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human nature is weak and unstable (3.3-4), needs divine pity (ibid.), is subject not
only to corruption but to total destruction, the “second death” (3.5). As it is, the
Aoyikol are corrupted (6.7, 8.2), the soul defiled (11.4) and deceived (14.4 etc.). The
consequences of the fall are ¢pOopa, and death, and man can be saved from this
plight only by the intervention of the Incarnate Word. Contra Gentes presents a
rather different picture’.”®® These and other findings lead Louth further to a view of
Athanasius in which the latter is described as going through a career from a young
Origenist to an independent thinker.’® It has also been suggested by other scholars
that Athanasius offers dissimilar anthropologies and different views of

redemption. ™

Still other scholars argue that despite the contrast between the
Contra Gentes and De Incarnatione, Athanasius offers a consistent narrative. Thus,
Alvyn Pettersen remarks that ‘while there are different emphases in the Contra
Gentes and the De Incarnatione, there are not different conceptions of mankind’s
redemption’.>”" In the same vein, Anatolios contends that the seeming tension
between the two parts of the double treatise disappears once we realize that ‘the
whole work is structured to dramatize the point that humanity failed to repair its
breach with God apart from the incarnation’.”’* He also points out that the treatise
has a clearly apologetic strategy. It is presented as ‘a defence against the accusation
that faith in Christ is irrational, &oyov [CG 1.17, Thomson 2].°” In the process
Athanasius shows ‘the consistency between the order of creation, the Christian
message of redemption, and the course of history itself as all testifying that the one
who died on the cross is really the Lord and God of creation and the history, the
Word who is one with the Father’.’” Anatolios concludes that ‘[t]his apologetic

strategy accounts for the systematic nature of this treatise, its character as a fairly

comprehensive little catechesis’.””” Likewise, Meijering, who also stresses the

568 Louth, ‘Soul in Athanasius’, 227. Cf. Roldanus, Le Christ et I’homme, 23.

5% Louth, The Moystical Tradition, 77-80.

*7% More on this in Pettersen, Athanasius and the Human Body, 14-20. Cf. more generally on
other points of tension in the double treatise in Widdicombe, The Fatherhood of God, 147-8;
Robertson, Christ as Mediator, 148-151. Stead, ‘Knowledge of God’; Haarlem, Incarnatie en
Verlossing, 58; Roldanus, Le Christ et [’ Homme, 11-123.

ST pettersen, Human Body, 16. Cf. Anatolios, Athanasius, 31, who makes a similar statement
arguing that the variance in Athanasius’ works has to do with a difference in emphases: ‘he
[Athanasius] maintains a remarkable consistency in his theological vision and even vocabulary,
albeit with some notable developments and variance of emphases’.

572 Anatolios, Athanasius: Coherence, 216, n. 25.

°7 Ibid., 38.

7 1bid., 30.

375 Ibid.
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apologetic structure of the treatise and recognizes four different means (or ‘die

Wege’) of the restoration of humanity, explains:

Als der Mensch iiber diese drei Wege [namely, the soul, creation and the Scriptures] die
Gotteserkenntnis nicht erlangen konnte, erschien das Wort, das ihn im Anfang erschuf, in einem
menschlichen Kérper, um so das Bild Gottes und damit die Gotteserkenntnis im Menschen zu
erneuern.... Somit stellt sich der globale Aufbau des Doppelwerkes so dar, als dass von den vier
Wegen der Gottesoffenbarung drei in CG behandelt warden und der vierte in DI. In den
Hauptsacchen kann sich keine Verdnderung in den Ansichten des Athanasius vollzogen haben,
etwa in dem Sinne, dass in CG den Heiden aufgrund einer ‘natiirlichen Theologie’ weiter
entgegen kdme als in DI, das ‘christozentrische Theologie’ bietet. Die Feststellung in DI 12, dass
der Mensch tiber die ersten drei Wege Gotteserkenntnis héttte erlangen konnen, er sie aber wegen

seiner Siinde eben faktisch nicht erlangte, war auch bereits in CG getroffen worden.”®

In De Inc. 4.1-11 [Thomson 142; ibid. 143], just before Athanasius turns to the
discussion of incarnation, he himself offers a provisory explanation of why he

structured the treatise in such a way. Speaking to his addressee he points out:

Perhaps you are wondering why, when we proposed to speak about the incarnation of the Word,
we are now treating of the beginning of mankind. But this is not irrelevant to the purpose of our
exposition. For we must, when speaking of the manifestation of the Saviour to us, speak also of
the beginning of mankind, in order that you may know that our own cause (f Hp®dv aitie) was
the reason of his coming, and that our own transgression called forth the mercy of the Word (7
MUV Topafaote Tod A0you thy dLAavBpwtiay Eekadéonto), so that the Lord came even to us and
appeared among men. For we were the cause (bm60eotc) of his incarnation, and for our salvation
he had compassion to the extent of being born and revealed in a body (éprravBpwmedonto kol ev

_ 577
ABpwTivw yevéoBar kol dpoviver owuett).

This is far from being the only instance where Athanasius purports to explain the

reason for the incarnation of Christ, but what is remarkable here is that we find a

37 Meijering, “Struktur und Zusammenhang’, 316. The apologetic structure of the double treatise
is also seen in the fact that Athanasius spends most of his time in Contra Gentes (chs. 4-29
[Thomson 11-82]) exposing and refuting the deception of paganism and only then he begins to
formulate the essence of the Christian worldview in the remaining chapters of the Contra Gentes
(chs. 30-47 [Thomson 82-132]) and the De Incarnatione.

517 {owe Bovpdlec Tl Sfmote mepl thic EvarBpwmhoewe Tod Adyou mpobéuevor Aéyewy, VOV Tepl
the dpxfic TOV GrfpwTwr Sinyolueda. AL kol TOoDTO 0Dk GAAGTPLOV €oTL ToD okomod TG
Sinynoewg. vaykn yop MUAS A€yovtag Tepl Thg €lg Mudc émdavelag Tod owthipog, A€yely kol Tepl
e TV WlpwTwy dpxfc, tva ywdokng 8tL H HUAY aitle ékelvy yéyove Tpodaolg ThHg kabodov,
kel N AUV TapdBaolg Tod Adyou Tty dLravBpwmicy éekaléonto, WoTe Kol €ig MuAc GOdooL Kl
daviivar TOV kOpLov &V avBpWdToLg. ThHG Yop EKELVOVL EVOWHATWOEWG MLELG YeyOvapey LTOBeoLg, Kol
Sue TV MUY cwtnplay éhLrlavbpwTelonto kol €V WBpwTivy yevéoBul kel Gaviver owuatt.
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methodological formulation of motifs for why Christ came. What is overtly stated is
the fact that incarnation was needed because of man’s fall, but what is also implied
is that the human situation required nothing less than the incarnation of Christ for
the main problem to be solved. Based on our analysis of the Contra Gentes this
problem is twofold. It has to do both with the fact that man is separated from God
(he turned away from his original relationship), and that he is devoid of
immortality, or eternal life (which is the main consequence of being disjoined from
God). Therefore, for the incarnation of Christ to be effective, it should be able to
deal with both of these aspects of the human problem: it should join humanity back
to God, and render it immortal. Another major result of the human fall in the Contra
Gentes is sin, and it is important to ask in what way it is dealt with in the De
Incarnatione, and how it is related to other aspects of God’s restoration of man. As
I begin to examine the second part of Athanasius’ treatise, I will seek to clarify
these points by dividing my discussion into three parts: the divinity of Christ,

incarnation, and the fruits of salvation.

3.3.2 Christ’s Divinity

Arguing for the coherence of Athanasius’ thought, Anatolios remarks that ‘[t]he
treatise is conceived and designed with a view to defending the Christian faith that
the one who was crucified on the cross is really God’.””® This becomes especially
obvious when we approach the De Incarnatione where Athanasius contends that it
takes God to save humanity. In De Inc. 41.1-16 [Thomson 234-6; ibid. 235-7],
Athanasius reflects on the difficulty of such an argument from the apologetic

standpoint:

As for the Greeks, one is most amazed that they laugh at things which are not to be mocked, and
are blind in their shamelessness which they do not perceive, having devoted themselves to stones
and wood. But since our exposition is not deficient in proofs, let us then put them also to shame
with reasonable arguments and especially but what we ourselves see. For what is unfitting or
ridiculous in our position, except that we claim that the Word was revealed in the body? Yet even
they would admit that it was not unsuitable for this to occur, if they were friends for the truth. So
if they completely deny that there is a Word of God, they are acting foolishly in mocking at what
they do not know. But if they confess that there is a Word of God and that by his providence all
things take light and life and being, and that he reigns over all, so that by the works of his

578 Anatolios, Athanasius: Coherence, 67.
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providence he is known and through him the Father—consider, I beg you, if it does not escape

their attention that they are bringing their ridicule upon themselves.”””

Athanasius’ desire to provide the proofs (dmodeifec) against the mocking of the
gentiles leads him to develop his argumentation in two directions. First, he seeks to
prove the divinity of the Logos by placing him alongside the Father, ascribing to
him the divine characteristics, and arguing that Christ must be God based on the
works he has accomplished. Second, he spends a great deal of time showing that it
was fitting (&Eov, ebroyov, Tpemnc) for the Logos to become incarnate and
clarifying the way he as the Saviour was related to his assumed body. I will
consider the first point in this section, and then turn to the second one in the section
that follows.

One of the ways in which Athanasius attempts to prove the divinity of the
Logos is by placing him alongside the Father. In this position, the Logos is
characterized with such expressions as ‘being in union with his Father’ (a«0tog
owwor ¢ xutod matpl),” being ‘the beloved Son of the Father’ (6 dyommtodg tod
Tatpde vide),™' being ‘the true Son and only begotten Word of God’ (Beod viov
GAnOwov povoyerd Adyov),”** who is seated in the glory of the Father at his right
hand.”®® While the relation of the second person of the Trinity to the world is that of
the Logos who gives life, his relation to the Father is rather personal, as that of the
Son: ‘as the Word, he gave life to everything, and as the Son, he was with the
Father’ (¢ Adyog T movte €lwoydvel, kol ®¢ vilog T¢ Tatpl owviy) (De Inc.
17.25-6 [Thomson 174; ibid. 175, slightly modified]). To stress the intimate nature

of this relation, Athanasius refers to John 10:37-8 that says, the Father is in me and

579 %Aknvug 8¢ kol ToAVL TG Oowuocoae YEADVTOG pev 0 axkevtxom Trerrnpu)uevouc; oc ém

€xuTOV atoylvy, MY év AlBolg kot EOAoLg drabévteg ol OpQoL. TATY olk &mopodvtog €v amodeieot
tod Tap’ MUY AOYyou, dépe kal TOUTOUG €K TAV eﬁkéymv SvowThowuey, paiote adp’ OV kel odTol
TUELG OpQuer. Tl yap &tomov, f) Ti xkﬂ’mq Tr(xp v &ov; 1§ ﬂo’cwwg 6T TOV AdYov &V olduatl
Tred)ocvepmcem Aéyouev; aArd todto kel abTol ouvopokoynoovm UM &témwe yeyevfodar, eocvrrep g
akneeuxg Yévovtal ¢LAOL €l pev obv okwq dpvodvtar Adyov elvar Beod, Trepu:m)g moLodot, ‘ITEpL ob
|.L‘l] loaoL xkeuaCovreq €l o¢ op.okoyouow elvon Aoyov Beod, kol TodToV nyepowx 10D TOwWTOG, Kol €V
adTt® TOV mxteptx 666nutoupyn|<evoct rnv KTlow, kel T ToUTou ﬁpovoux T 0o pwTi{ecBoL Kol
Cwoyovewem kel €lvar, kol ém mavtwy odtor PBaotdedewy, W¢ ék TAV €pywy TR Tpovolug
ywwokeober adTov kol OU° adtod TOV TaTépa: OKOTEL, TUPUKEA®, € ui Tty yAvény kad Eoutdy
KLvodvteg &yvoodot.

58 De Inc. 8.4 [Thomson 150].

381 Ibid. 52.2 [Thomson 264].

%82 1bid. 56.36 [Thomson 272].

583 1bid. 57.19-21 [Thomson 274] with the reference to Mt. 26:64.
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384 He claims that Christ

I am in the Father (¢v €loL 0 Tatnp KAYw €V TQ Tatpl).
‘proceeds as very Word from the Father and Wisdom and Power’ (€€ a0tod ola &n
& Tatpde 18Loc Abyoc kol coplo kol SUveug dmapxwv), > and calls him God
throughout the De Incarnatione. It should be noted, however, that due to the
apologetic nature of the treatise, Athanasius does not seem to be much concerned
about elaborating on the intimacy of relationship between the Father and Son.
Instead, he takes the task of showing how the divinity of the Logos helps to prove
rationally the existence of God the Father. Yet, even doing so, he retains the
binitarian background in which the Father and the Son are two distinct but
intimately related personal subjects, and therefore to recognize the Son is to come
to know the Father. Thus, he writes that since ‘the divinity of the Word (thv tod
A0yov Berotnte) extended over the world, [man] is no longer mistaken about God
but worships him only, and through him recognizes well the Father’ (De Inc. 45.28-
31 (Thomson 248; ibid 249).* Another way to recognize the Father is through the
deeds of his Son. In De Inc. 46.29-32 [Thomson 250; ibid. 251], Athanasius asserts
that what ‘Christ has done, has persuaded not only those near by but the entire
world to worship one and the same Lord and through him God his Father’.”®” In
both passages the recognition of Christ (whether by the proofs of his divinity or by
the proofs of his divine works) leads to the right worship in which both persons are
given the equal honour.

The idea of divine deeds is a constantly recurring motif throughout the De
Incarnatione, and Athanasius often uses it as proof that Christ is God. His deeds are
superior both to those of mere men and to those of pagan deities. Of the former he
writes: ‘So if the Saviour is not a mere man, nor a magician nor a demon, but by his
divinity (tf} €xvtod Bewdtnti) has destroyed and eclipsed the suppositions of the
poets and the illusions of the demons and the wisdom of the Greeks, it should be
clear and will be admitted by all that he is truly the Son of God (&An8&¢ 6eod uLog
¢€otl), being the Word and Wisdom and Power of the Father. For this reason his
works are not human but superhuman (bmep avBpwmov), and they are recognized as

truly of God (8eod t® 6vti), both by the events themselves and by comparison with

584 1
Ibid. 17.15 [Thomson 176].
585 T .
Ibid. 32.27-8 [Thomson 212].
86 5 ~ < ’ \ ~ ’ 7 ’ 5 ” \ 5 ~ \ ~ 7
em yfic NmAwperny Ty tod A0you Belotnta PAETWY, OUK €TL pev amatdtol mepl Beod, uovov
5¢ tobtov mpookuvel, kol 810 ahToD KHADG TOV TOTEPD. YLVWOKEL.
587 _ - , , A B
T00TO O XPLOTOG TETOLNKEY, 00 MOVOV TOUG TANOLOV GAAL Kol TAOXV GTAGDG TNV OLKOLWEVTY
meloog €ve, kol TOV adTOv KUpLov O€PeLy, kal 8L” o0Tod Bedv TOV adToD TTEPO.
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men’s’ (De Inc. 48.36-44 [Thomson 256; ibid. 257]).588 In the same way, Christ’s

deeds are superior to those of pagan deities:

For what man who ever existed formed for himself a body from a virgin only? Or what man ever
healed such diseases as the Lord common to all? And who restored what was lacking to nature
and caused the man blind from birth to see? Asclepios was made a god (¢8comonifn) by them
because he practiced healing and discovered herbs for bodily sufferings, not fashioning them
himself from the earth but discovering them through his natural wisdom. But what was that
compared to what was done by the Saviour, who did not heal a wound but fashioned existence
and restored humanity? Heracles was worshipped as a god (c¢ 8ed¢ mpookuveitar) by the Greeks
because he fought with men equal to himself and killed wild beasts by trickery. What was that
compared to what was accomplished by the Word, who banished illnesses and demons and death
itself from men? Dionysos was worshipped (8pnokeletar) by them because he taught men
intoxication. But the real Saviour and Lord of all who taught sobriety is mocked by them (De Inc.

49.1-15 [Thomson 256-8; ibid. 257-97).>%

To reinforce his arguments about the divinity of Christ, Athanasius applies special
names and expressions that depict him as the true God. Some of them relate him to
the Father in ways not possible for anyone else, others show him as possessing the
same divine attributes that God the Father possesses, and still others show him in
the unique position of the one whose works of creation and salvation prove him to
be God. Thus, some of the most significant references applied to Christ in relation

to the Father are as follows:

(1) The Son of the Father:

588

<

obkodV €l pnte &rBpwmog ATAGG phTe uoyog phte dalpwy Tic €0TLY 6 oWTNP, GAAL Kal ThY
Tapd  ToTadlg UmOvoley kot Sepdvev ¢aviaciav kel EAMpwv codplav th €ouvtod Bedtnmi
KaTHPYNoE Kol Emeokiooe, Gavepov v €ln kol Tapd TAOLW Opoloyndfoetal 8Tl obTog &ANAKG Beod
uldg €oTL, AGyog kol codie kel SUveplg ToD TETPOC DTAPYwY. Suk ToDTo Yp 0VSE GVOpWTLVE EOTLY
abtod o €épye, AL’ Umep &vBpwmov, kel Beod T@ dvtL ywdoketar Tedta kol 4 adTOV TV
PoLvouévwy Kel Gmo Thg TPOC ArlpWToug CLYKPLOEWS.

% 1ic yip TGV TWTOTE Yevopévwy Grlp@TwY ék TepBévoy PoVTC €auT@) OUVESTRONTO OMWE; A
Tlg TWToTE AVBpWTWY TolriTag VOooug EBepameudey, olag O KOLVOG TOVTWY KUPLOG, T &€ TO T
YeEVéoeL EAELTOV GTOSEdWKE, KoL €k Yyevetfic TuPAOV émoinoe PAETeLy; qokAnmog €Beomoindn Tap’
adTolg OTL THY LoTplkny Noknde kol PoTaveg TPOG T TAOYXOVTH TOV CWHATWY €TEVOEL, 0K alTOg
T0TOG TAATTWY GO YA, GAAL T €k dloewg €motnuy taldtag épevplokwy. TL 8¢ TPOG TO LTO TOD
owtfipog yevouevor, 0tL ob Tpadue €0epameLoEY, GAAL YEVEOLY ETAXOE Kol GTEKNTEITNOE TO TAKOUW;
NPokAfc Wg Bedc Tpookuveltal Tap’ EAAMOLY OTL TPOG LoOuG AVOPWTOUG GVTepaXeowto Kol Onple
86MoLg arelie. Tl TPOG T LTO TOD AdYou YevOuevw, 6TL VOoOUG Kal Salpoveg kol TOV Bdvatov adToV
amAcLVE TRV GvBpWTwy; SLovucog Bpnokevetar Tap’ abTolg OTL WEBNG Yéyove OLBAOKOAOG TOLG
GvBpwmolg. 6 &€ cwtnp TG OvTL kel kUpLog Tod Tawtdg, cwdpooivmy Sudaag, yAcvaleton Tap’
EKelvwV.
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“The true Son and only begotten Word of God’.*”’

“The beloved Son of the Father’.>!
“The all-holy Son of the Father’.*?

“The immortal Son of the Father’.>%}

“The incorruptible Son of God’.**

- . 1 595
‘He is in union with his Father’.

‘Being Son, he was with the Father’.*

(2) The Word, Wisdom, Power, Life, and Very Image of God:
‘God the Word of the all-good Father’.*’

“The Word of the Father’.*%®

“The Word of God’.*”

“The divine Word of the true God’.*”

‘God the Word and the Power of God’.®"!

“The very Word from the Father and Wisdom and Power’.*”
“The Power of God and the Word of God and Life itself*.*””

“The very image of God’.***

Athanasius also ascribes to Christ those attributes and titles which he used to

describe God in the Contra Gentes.®”® Some special instances include the following:

(3) Divine Characteristics:
‘Incorruptible’.*¢
‘Immortal’.*"’
“Incorporeal’.®*®

- 15 609
‘Immaterial’.

% De Inc. 56.36 [Thomson 272; ibid. 273]: 6eod vidv dAnBLvdy povoyevy Adyov.

1 Ibid. 52.2 [Thomson 264; ibid. 265]: 6 dyamtodc T0d MATPOS VL.

%2 1bid. 14.5-6 [Thomson 166; ibid. 167]: 6 Tevdyioc T0d Tatpde vide.

5% Ibid. 9.2 [Thomson 152; ibid. 153]: 6 &8avatog ToD Tatpodg LLOG.

%4 1bid. 9.13-4 [Thomson 154; ibid. 155]: & &pOeptoc Tod Geod uvide.

3% Ibid. 8.4 [Thomson 150; ibid. 151]: adtdc ouvev 16 Eavtod Tatpi.

%% Ibid. 17.25-6 [Thomson 174; ibid. 175]: t¢ vidg @ motpl ouVAy.

%7 1bid. 10.6 [Thomson 156; ibid. 157]: 6 Tod TavaydBov Bedc Adyoc Tatpdc.

5% Ibid. 11.11-2 [Thomson 158; ibid. 159]: & T0d Tatpde Adyoc.

399 Ibid. 15.24-5 [Thomson 170; ibid. 171]: tod 6eod Abyoc.

590 Thid. 47.16 [Thomson 252; ibid. 253]: 4AnBLrod Geod Bedc Adyoc.

1 Ibid. 55.33-4 [Thomson 272; ibid. 273]: 6 Bedc 6 Adyoc kol Beod SUvoLC.

892 1hid. 32.27-8 [Thomson 212; ibid. 213]: & matpde idloc Abyoc kel codle kol SlhVepLe
bnapywv.

693 Ibid. 21.27 [Thomson 186; ibid. 187]: 6eod dOvauLg, kel 8eod Adyog €ot, kot adTolwn.

594 1hid. 13.26 [Thomson 164; ibid. 165]: altfic tfc 10D Oeod eikbroc.

895 ©G 22.26 [Thomson 60]; 28.19-20 [Thomson 76]; 29.2-3, 5-6 [Thomson 78].

% De Incr. 9.13-4 [Thomson 154; ibid. 155]: &p6aproc.

597 1hid. 9.2 [Thomson 152; ibid. 153]: d8dvatoc.

598 1hid. 8.1 [Thomson 150; ibid. 151]: dodSperoc.
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“Invisible’.*'

. . 611
‘Indiscernible’.

(4) Divine Titles:

“The true God’.*"

‘Christ alone is the true Lord and God’.®"
‘Remaining as God”.*"*

‘Christ alone has been known among men as God’.*"*

‘Christ’s power and divinity is indisputable’.®'®

Finally, Athanasius describes Christ as the Creator and Saviour. Based on the divine
deeds Christ has accomplished, he argues that Jesus is God and worthy of the
appropriate title. Here are some concise statements that Athanasius uses towards

that end:

(5) Christ as the Divine Creator:

‘He gave all men no small indication of his divinity’.*"

‘Anyone could see his divinity’.*'®

“The Maker of the sun and Lord’.®"

“The Lord of the creation of men’.%*°

“Christ the true life”.*”!
‘Although he is invisible and indiscernible, yet by his works he revealed and made himself

known to be... the leader and king of the universe’.®*

(6) Christ as the Divine Saviour:
‘Although they saw him as a man, he might persuade them through the works he did [in his body]

that he was not merely a man but God’.>*

59 Thid. 8.1 [Thomson 150; ibid. 151]: &bAoc.

819 1hid. 16.23 [Thomson 172; ibid. 173]: édavic.

11 Tbhid. 16.23 [Thomson 172; ibid. 173]: &bpactoc.

812 1hid. 55.32 [Thomson 272; ibid. 273]: ¢An6uvéc Bedc.

813 1bid. 45.21-2 [Thomson 248; ibid. 249]: pévov €iver oV 3pLoTOY EANBLVOY KipLOV Kal Bedv.

614 Ibid. 55.36 [Thomson 272; ibid. 273]: pévev evar Bedv.

815 1bid. 47.15-6 [Thomson 252; ibid. 253]: pévog 8¢ & xpLotdg év awbpdsmole Eyvwplodn Bedc.

816 Ibid. 32.7 [Thomson 212; ibid. 213]: t0D ypLotod SivapLc kel Bebtnta €0l dvavtipperol.

517 Ibid. 18.33 [Thomson 178; ibid. 179]: uf) uikpov tic Bebtnroc ahtod YU@pLote TaoL Tapdoyd.

818 Thid. 18.25-6 [Thomson 178; ibid. 179]: tov tuxévte Ty Bebtnre Bewpeiv.

819 1bid. 17.34 [Thomson 176; ibid. 177]: & tod fHAlov mointhe kel kbproc.

620 1hid. 18.39 [Thomson 178; ibid. 179]: Toifoavte kiplov €ver kel KTioTny.

62! 1hid. 30.4 [Thomson 206; ibid. 207]: {wfic dviwe xpLoTdc.

622 1hid. 16.23-5 [Thomson 172; ibid. 173]: étL adavic Gv kel ddpatoc, Sl @V Epywv evépouve,
Kol EyvdpLler €qutoV elval... TOV T0D TavTOg TMyedove Kol PooLiéo.

523 Ibid. 16.4-6 [Thomson 172; ibid. 173]: &¢ &vepwmov aldtov dp@dvtac, 8. & épydletar Epywv,
melof) un elvar €avtov avbpwtov uovov, aArk kol Bedv.
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‘What was done by our Saviour is truly divine and worthy of his divinity’.®**

‘[Casting demons] was not a human deed, but a divine one’.%?

‘[Those who saw him healing, how would] ‘they still think that he was a man and not God?’**

“Lord of all and Saviour’.**’

. . 628
‘Our Saviour Jesus Christ’.

“The common Saviour of all, Christ the true life’.5%

“The merciful and universal Saviour’.®*

Even a quick glance at the instances I have outlined above shows that Athanasius
was very determined to prove the divinity of Christ. Of course, this is not surprising
given his earlier effort to combat the practice of pagan deification in the Contra
Gentes. The points (1), (2), (3), and (4) are intended to stress Christ’s transcendent
status. In this position, he is ‘the Word of God, who also in the beginning had
created the universe from nothing’.**' Scholars have noted that this understanding
allows Athanasius to draw an ontological line between the created things on the one
hand, and the uncreated realm of God with the Father and Son on the other. In his
later writing Contra Orationes, this dividing line will be used by Athanasius to
explain the difference between the ideas of God creating the Universe by will, and
generating the Son by essence. Florovsky makes a concise point about this:
‘Everything created, wrote St. Athanasius the Great, “is not in the least like its
Creator in substance, but is outside of Him”, and therefore also could have not
existed. Creation “comes into being, made up from outside”. And there is no
similarity between that which bursts forth from nothing and the Creator Who verily
is, Who brings creatures out of nothing. Will and volition preceded creation.
Creation is an act of will [ek boulematos], and therefore is sharply distinguished
from the Divine generation, which is an act of nature [genna kata physin]’.** In this
regard, Lyman observes that Athanasius’ demarcation between the two extreme

poles—‘Uncreated’ and ‘created’, ‘by essence’ and ‘by will’—is ‘a critical step in

624 Ibid. 21.21-2 [Thomson 186; ibid. 187]: 0 &t UTO 0D cwTAPOC Yevbuevov, Belov GANBGC Kol
aErov tfic adtod BedTtnTog Sl TOAAL.

625 Ibid. 18.20 [Thomson 178; ibid. 179]: olk dvBpdimvov GAAk BELdY €oTL TO Epyov.

626 Ihid. 18.22 [Thomson 178; ibid. 179]: étL éwepwmov kol ob Bedv fyeito;

627 Ibid. 9.27 [Thomson 154; ibid. 154]: cwthp T0D Be0D LidC.

62% Ibid. 13.27 [Thomson 164; ibid. 165]: cwthp Au@v inocode xpLotdc.

629 1bid. 30.4 [Thomson 206; ibid. 207]: 6 kowde TavTey cwthp kel (wic dvtwe XpLOToC.

539 Ibid. 15.11 [Thomson 170; ibid. 171]: & dpLAdvBpwToc kel KoLWdE TEVTWY GWTHP.

31 Tbid. 7.17-8 [Thomson 150; ibid. 151]: Tod kel kotd Thv dpyiy & Tod pi dvtoc Temoinkdroc
0 6o ToD Beod Adyovu.

532 Florovsky, ‘Creation and Creaturehood’, 49, emphasis in the original.
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the liberation of God from mere Creator to being the Father of Jesus Christ’.®

Having placed Christ on the same level with the Father, Athanasius considers it
natural to stress that the two divine persons penetrate each other’s Being and share
the same attributes. Athanasius uses this argument to prove effectively the divinity
of the Son. As the transcendent Being, alongside the Father, the Logos possesses
qualities of which the false deities fall short. On the other hand, the points (5) and
(6) make both the Father and Son the immanent Beings. Both of them are involved
in the same kind of work. To use this idea for the proof of Christ’s divinity,
Athanasius argues that the Logos performs such works of creation and salvation
that prove him to be the true God, more powerful in every respect than pagan
deities. Of course, the most remarkable sign of his divinity is that the Son becomes

man in order to bring man back to the Father, and restore the original relationship.

3.3.3 Incarnation: the Personal Subject of Christ

In De Inc. ch. 8 [Thomson 151], Athanasius offers one of the most comprehensive
passages about the incarnation of Christ. After having stated that the Logos is
‘incorporeal, incorruptible and immaterial’,®** he goes on to stress that he ‘was not

previously distant’ (oltL ye pakpay @v mpotepov), and that ‘in his benevolence

(prrov8pwie) he condescended (ovykatafulvwr) to come and be made manifest’.®

More specifically he writes:

Therefore he had pity on our race, and was merciful to our infirmity, and submitted to our
corruption, and did not endure the dominion of death. And lest what had been created should
perish and the work of the Father among men should be in vain, he took to himself a body
(Aappaver €avtg oouw), and that not foreign to our own (o0k &AAdtpLov tod Tuetépov). For he
did not wish simply to be in a body (amAd¢ év owpatt yevéober), nor did he wish merely to
appear (Lovov ¢avivar), for if he had wished only to appear he could have made his theophany
through some better means (81> €tépouv kpeittovog thy Beoddveray abdtod Tonowcbur). But he
took our body (Aaufaver to fuétepov), and not simply that, but from a pure and unspotted virgin
ignorant of a man, a body pure and truly unalloyed by intercourse with men. For he, although
powerful and the creator of the universe, fashioned for himself in the virgin a body as a temple

(kataokevaler €xvt® vaov to ocduwe), and appropriated it for his own as an instrument

833 Lyman, Christology and Cosmology, 141. Cf. the same observation in Ricken, ‘Nikaia als
Krisis’, 340.

634 De Inc. 8.1 [Thomson 150; ibid. 151]: 6 dodipatoc kol &pBapToc kel &iroc.

635 Tbid. 8.1 [Thomson 150; ibid. 151]: ¢AM& Tapoyivetor ovyketefoivwr Tf €i¢ fudc wbtod
PLAavBpwTLy Kol Embovely.
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(idwomot€itar todto Gomep Opyevov) in which to be known and dwell (yvwpilouevog koi
évolk@v). And thus taking a body like ours (oUtw¢ &m0 TV Tetépwy 10 Opoov Aafuwv), since all
were liable to the corruption of death, and surrendering it to death on behalf of all (dvtl TavTwy),
he offered it to the Father (mpoofiye 1@ matpl). And this he did in his loving kindness in order
that, as all die in him (¢ pev Tavtwy arodavoviwy év adtd), the law concerning corruption in
men might be abolished (Av6f))—since its power was concluded in the Lord’s body and it would
never again have influence over men who are like him (xWpav €yovrog katd TGV Opolwy
avpwrwr)—and in order that, as men had turned to corruption (ei¢ dpbopav dvaotpéfovtog), he
might turn them back again to incorruption (TeAv €i¢ T adpbepoiav ématpédn) and might give
them life for death ({womoton toltoug &md T0d Bawvdrov), in that he had made the body his own
(tfi tod owpatog idomonoe), and by the grace of the resurrection had rid them of death as straw

is destroyed by fire (De Inc. 8.14-35 [Thomson 152; ibid. 1531).%

In this passage Athanasius gives a concise christological summary. He underscores
the fact that the Logos performed a unique initiative by descending to the world as
man. Being the Creator of the Universe (dnuiovpyoc t@dv 0Awv), he became
incarnate in one small part of it—the human body. To explain what it means
Athanasius uses several key phrases that qualify the Logos’ presence in the body.
He says that Christ was neither ‘simply in the body’ (&mAd¢ €év owuatt yevéoBul)
nor ‘appeared in the body as phantom’ (uévov ¢aviivar). Rather, he assumed our
body, or took it into himself in the very real way from the virgin. He uses the word
Appave®’ to stress the real, or physical, connotation of this act, and argues that it
was our (10 muetepov) body, or a body like ours (fuetépwy to Guolov), ‘not foreign
to our own’ (o0k &AAdTpLov ToD Muetépov) that the Logos took to himself. The way
Athanasius relates the body to the Logos is by using the analogy of the ‘temple’

(vaov), and referring to it as an ‘instrument’ (6pyavov). In both cases, the Logos

636 > ’ \ ’ <A \ \ 5> A7 <A ) , \ ~ ~ e A
E)\,ET]UO(Q T0 Y€Vog mNMUWV, KoL Tny aobevelay NUWY  OLKTELPMOOG, KL TT) ¢90pqc NHwY

ovykatafag, kel THY ToD BaVATOL KPATNOLY OUK €VEYKNG, Lo [T TO YEVOUEVOV GTOANTOL KoL €Lg
Gpyor tod TotpOg TO €lg GvBpwToug Eépyor alTod Yévmron, AcuPavel €xutd oOuX, kol TodTO 00K
&AAOTpLOV TOD TuETEPOL. 00 Yap GTADG MOEANOEV €V OWWaTL yevéoBui, obdE povov fifere davivar:
&dlvato yap, €l povov fibeke dovfival, kal 8L° €Tépov kpelttovog TV Beodaverar wdTod ToLonobor:
GAAG AapPaver TO TuéTepov, Kol TODTO 0V} GTAGG, GAL’ €€ GYPaVTOU KoL GULEVTOU GUdpOG GTELpoOL
TopBévou, kaBupoy Kal dUTKG LY TRAG Grdpdr ouvouoiag. altdg Yop Suvatoc WV Kol SMULOLPYOG
TV OAwv, €V T Tapbévy katookevd(el €XLTE VOV TO ODUK, kel Ldlomoleltar ToDTO Womep
bpyavov, €V alt® YYwpL{OLevoc kel EVOLK@Y. Kol oUTWG GO TGV MUETéPWY TO Opolov AuBwv, Oui
T0 Tavtag LTELBUVOUG €lvan T ToD Bavatov GpOoPE, AvTl TAVTWY alTO Bevatw Tapadidolg, Tpoafye
¢ TaTpl, kel ToDTO GLAVBPWTWG TOLDY, e ¢ MEV TAVTWY Amofavdviwy év adt® AuBf O kaTh
i $Bopac TAOV avBpWTwy vopog (Gte &M TAnpwBelong Tg €Zouolug €V TG KUPLOKG OWHETL, Kol
UNKETL XWpow €xovtog kaTh TOV Opolwy avlpwmwy) w¢ O el pBopiw dvaotpéfiavtag TOUG
GrlpuToug TaAY €ig Y adbapotay ématpédm, kol (womouion toutoug amd Tod Bavdtou, Th Tod
oWpatog Ldlomonoet, kel T Thg GraoTdoewg XopLTL, TOV Bdvator &1’ adTAV W¢ KOAGUNY &TO TUpOG
Eadavilwy.
%7 18J, 1026-7.
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made it his own: ‘he appropriated it’ (idtomot€itar), or ‘had made the body his own’
(tfi Tod owpatog idtomotioel), and ‘dwelled’ in it (éVOLKG)V).638 Athanasius cautions
that this relation between the Logos and his body does not imply a mix of one with
the other. Instead, the presence of the Logos in the body was similar to his presence

4
640 and

in the world, and Athanasius uses such terms as ouéxw, ™ Tepiéyw,
ueredopBive®! to explain it. Accordingly, the body partook of the Logos, while the
Logos himself contained it. In De Inc. 17.7-12 [Thomson 174; ibid. 175], he writes:
‘And giving life to all, separately and together, he contains (mepLéxwv) the universe
and is not contained (un mepLexouevog), but in his Father only he is complete in
everything. So also being in a human body and giving it life himself, he accordingly
gives life to everything, and was both in (¢év) all and outside (éw) all’.°** Similarly,
he states: ‘For as he is in creation, yet in no way partakes (petoadopufaver) of
creation, but rather everything partakes (uetoadopfaver) of his power, so also,
although he used the body as an instrument, he partook (peteiyev) of none of the
body’s attributes, but rather himself sanctified (fylae) the body’.643 As seen from
the passage I quoted earlier, the Logos assumed the body for a special purpose: to
offer it to the Father (mpooayw t¢ matpl) by dying for all men, or to say it
differently, that men would die in him (mavtec amobavew ev adTd).

One striking thing in this christological description is that Athanasius
identifies what we would now call the centre of Jesus’ consciousness with the
Logos. This understanding, known as the ‘Logos-sarx’ christology, or the ‘organon-
concept’, has led some scholars to suggest that Athanasius failed to incorporate the
soul of Christ into his humanity. One of the classic examples of this complaint is
found in the Grillmeier’s Christ in Christian tradition. He argues that ‘the soul of
Christ is not in Athanasius the theological factor.... Athanasius displays a general
tendency to weaken the character of certain of Christ’s inner experiences which

might be attributed to a human soul.... As a result, we have Athanasius’ remarkable

638 o . . . ~ ~
To describe Christ’s relation to the body, Athanasius uses four verbs (idiomol€loen, Aofeiv
and avadofelv, and évdvecbon) and two nouns (ouvadn and énifaotc).
639 1.
Ibid. 17.4 [Thomson 174].
640 T
Ibid. 17.8-9 [Thomson 174].
4! Ibid. 17.29 [Thomson 176].
642 \ u \ , o - , o vy , sans 2 ,
Kol €KooTov Kol TEvTo Ouod (WoToLdY, TEPLEXWY TG OAX KoL W) TEPLEXOpEVos, AL’ év uovw
T¢ €xvtod THTPL OAOG DV KATH TOVTK. OUTWG Kol €V T¢) avfpwmivw OWpat. v, kol «dtdg altd
{woToL®Y, elkotwg e(woToleL kel T& OAx Kol €V TOLG TAOLY €YLVETO, KoL €Ew TOV OAwY fY.
643 « vy e T e o YO N -
WOTEP Yyap €V T KTLOEL WV, OLOEV TL THG KTLOEWG UeTarouPavel, aile paAiov to movto ThHc
adTod Suvapews petadapuBaver, oUTWG Kol TG CWUKTL OPYVw XPWKEVOG, 0VSEVOC TOV TOD CWMKTOG
peTeLxeV, aAAL paAlov altog Nylale kel TO OGO,
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procedure of making the ‘flesh’ of Christ the physical subject of experiences which
normally have their place in the soul’.*** Similar objections were voiced as early as
1841 by Ferdinand Baur,*”® and then later in 1899 by two other German scholars,
Karl Hoss** and Alfred Stiilcken,*"’ who argued that Athanasius did not assign an
important role to the human soul. More recently, these arguments were elaborated
by Hanson, who contends that Christ’s soul for Athanasius is functionless, and he
illustrates Athanasian Christ with an image of one who is dressed in a space-suit.***
While such arguments do reflect the deficit of Athanasius’ discussion on the human
soul of Christ, I believe there is a sense in which such criticism can be misleading.
One major problem with this interpretation is that it tends to read into Athanasius’
theology the christological concerns of the fifth century. Moreover, the concerns
themselves in this approach seem to be understood as having to do with the task of
identifying the composition of the incarnated Christ rather than his personal
subject.**® Recognizing this point, Anatolios makes the following argument with

regard to Grillmeier’s view:

Grillmeier’s preconceived framework is that of analytical christology; he is concerned with the
internal composition or structure of the God-man. For him, the human soul of Christ is a vital
mediating link within that structure—mediating between the supernatural and natural agency of
the Word-made-flesh. So he reviews the development of christological doctrine with a particular
view to finding this link or pointing out its absence. Within such an analytical framework,
Grillmeier confronts Athanasius’s conception of Christ’s body as ‘instrument’ with the question
of how this instrument is connected to the Logos as agent. He interprets this notion with a view to
the composition of Christ, and asks how and by what order it is linked to the other ‘part’, the
Logos. He then answers his own question by the statement that Athanasius’s use of the ‘organon-
concept’ indicates that the body as instrument is connected to the Logos ‘directly and

physically’.%>

844 Grillmeier, Christ in Christian Tradition, 315.

%45 Baur, Die christliche Lehre, 570.

846 Hoss, Studien iiber die Theologie des Athanasius, 76-9.

%47 Stiilcken, Athanasiana, 90-106.

%48 Hanson, The Search for God, 446-58. For cimilar criticism, see Burrus, ‘Begotten, Not Made’,
40-7. For criticism of Hanson’s terminology of ‘space-suit’ with regard to Athanasius’ christology,
see Leithart, Athanasius, 121-46.

649 The problem of this approach was convincingly pointed out by Fairbairn, Grace and
Christology, 7-11. He argues that it was the personal subject of Christ rather than the concern for the
composition that drove the christological debates between Cyril and Nestorius. Therefore, ‘the
central issue of the controversy was the question of whether God himself entered the world
personally through the incarnation’; ibid. 9.

50 Anatolios, Athanasius: Coherence, 71. Cf. the same argument in ibid., ‘The Body as
Instrument’, 78-84.
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Likewise, Behr remarks that applying wrong questions to Athanasius have led to
‘an approach which holds that the proper task of christology is to analize the
composition of the being of Jesus Christ, to determine whether he has the requisite
elements of a true human being, or whether the divine Word has replaced the soul,
the question which has beset modern scholarship on Athanasius’.®>' While there
have been other arguments®” against the tendency to downplay the role of soul in
Athanasius’ christology (e.g. Louth’s argument that Athanasius’ was concerned to
avoid the Origenistic pitfalls,653 the evidence of Athanasius’ clause that Christ is not
‘odue &yuyor’ in the Tomus ad Antiochenos 7,°>* and the likelihood of Athanasian
authorship of the two anti-Apollinarian treatises De Incarnatione Contra
Apollinarium 1-11°), T think the most significant ones for understanding the double
treatise are those that expose the scholars’ pursuit of the misguided questions. By
posing them to Athanasius, such scholars risk misperceiving Athanasius’ main
concern, which was to stress the Logos as the personal subject of the incarnated
Christ. I will illustrate the significance of this concern briefly with several
examples. In De Inc. 18.1-20 [Thomson 176-8; ibid. 177-9], Athanasius makes one
of the most profound christological statements about what it meant for Christ as

God’s Son to live in the human body. He writes:

When therefore the theologians who speak of him say that he ate and drank and was born, know
that the body was born as a body (t0 pev odpe, we odpe, étiktero) and was nourished on
suitable food; but God the Word, who was with the body (6 cuvav @ owpatt Bedg Adyog) yet
orders the universe, also made known through his actions in the body that he himself was not a
man but God the Word (o0k &v8pwtov €xvtdv, aAld 6eov Adyov). But these things are said of
him, because the body which ate and was born and suffered was no one else’s but the Lord’s; and
since he became man, it was right (émpeme) for these things to be said of him as a man (tadta &g
Tepl qrOpwmou Aéyeaben), that he might be shown to have a true, not an unreal, body. But as
thereby he was known to be bodily present (cwpatik@c Tapwv), so by the works which he did

through the body he proved himself to be the Son of God (viov Beod €xvtov). So he cried to the

%! Behr, The Nicene Faith, 2/1:186.

52 For a good summary of the scholarly views on this topic, see Nathan, ‘A Review of Modern
Discussions’, 23-31. He concludes that ‘while the evidences supporting Athanasius’ recognition of
Christ’s human soul are not conclusive, the arguments for rejecting it are even weaker.... Unless
new powerful and persuasive evidences emerge, I see no reason for treating Athanasius as a
supporter of the Logos-sarx Christology’, ibid., 31.

653 Louth, ‘Humanity of Christ’, 309-18.

654 Pettersen, ‘Tomus ad Antiochenos VII’, 183-98.

655 Dragas, ‘Athanasius® Contra Apollinarem’, 13-90.
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unbelieving Jews and said: If I do not do the works of my Father, do not believe me; but if I do
them, even if you do not believe in me, believe in my works, that you may know and realize that
the Father is in me and I am in the Father. For as he is invisible yet is known by the works of
creation, so, becoming a man and not visible in a body, it would have been known from his

works that it was not a man but the Power of God and Word who was performing them (o0k

&vOpwmog GAAY Beod Slvaic kol Adyog éotly 6 tabta épyaldpevoc).5

Athanasius makes it clear that the Logos was born as man. His body required food
and drink, and was capable of experiencing suffering just as anybody else’s body.
Since he had ‘a true body, not an unreal one’ (&Anfelq koL pun davieoie OO
€xwv), Athanasius believes it is appropriate to predicate to him as man these human
qualities. But why is he insisting on the Logos as the subject of such experiences?
Why not ascribe them to the human soul of Christ? Is the soul not the primary organ
that allows a human being to experience such feelings as hunger, thirst, and pain of
suffering? To answer such questions, it is important to keep in mind that
Athanasius’ primary purpose is to prove the divinity of Christ (as revealed both in
creation and in his incarnated state) in the context of his polemic against the falsely
deified idols. For this reason, he argues that Christ’s works are the same as his
Father’s, claiming that this is sufficient proof that he is God. He makes this point
even more explicitly when he says in the next chapter: ‘It is our task to describe...
his life and activity in the body... in order that you may know that particularly from
this Christ is known to be God and the Son of God’ (De Inc. 19.20-1, 24-5
[Thomson 180; ibid. 181, slightly modified]).®>” From this standpoint, Athanasius’
strategy to emphasize the Logos as the personal subject in Christ (rather than his
soul) goes together with his desire to prove the divine nature of his actions. Having

assumed the human body, the Logos nevertheless remains the same as he has been

656 <« ’ 3 ’ \ ’ \ ’ 5 2\ ’ ¢ \ / ’
0TV TOLVUY €06LovTo Kol TLVOVTH Kol TLKTOUEVOV QLTOV }\EY(A)GLV OL TepL TOULTOL eEOAOYOL,
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TQ oWdpatt Bedg AOYoG T& TAVTH SLaKOOW®V, kol 8L @V elpydaleto év TG oWpatl oK &vOpwTov
€UTOV, GAAL Beov AGyov éyvdpile. Aéyetar 8¢ Tepl avTOD TadTe, €MELSN Kol TO OQWa €0Bilov Kol
TIKTOMEVOV KoL TROXOV, OVY €T€POL TLOg, GAAL TOD Kuplov V' Kol OTL GVOPWTOL YEVOUEVOU,
émpeme kol TodTe Wg Tepl AvOpwdToL AéyeoBar, Ty dAnBely kal un davtaoiy odpe Exwv daivntol.
GAL Womep €k TOUTWV EYLVWOKETO OWUNTLKGDE ToPWY, oUTwG €K TOV épywy @V émolel S Tod
OWMaTog LoV Beod €autov €yvwpllev. 6Bev kal Tpog Todg amiotoug iovdaiovg €RGe Aéywy e ov
T t@ Epye TOD MHTPOS HOU, U MOTEUNTE uoL: €l 6¢ TOLW, KAV uol ur moteunte, toig épyois
Hov moTevoate: Ve yVOTE Kl YLVWOKTTE, OTL €V €UOoL O TaTnp K&yw €V T¢) TaTpi. WG YUp GOPaTog
AV amd TOV TG KTLOEWG €PYWwV YLVWOKETOL, OUTWG GVOPWTOG YEVOUEVOS, KoL €V OWUKTL N
OpWpevog, €k TAV €pwv Av yrwobelm, 6tL ok &vBpwmog &AL Beod SOvoulg kol AGyog 0TV O
todtoe €pya Opevog.

857 tfic v odpatt SLaywyfc Kol TepLmoAioene adtod Sinyhoeoder... Tve yv@c St kel ék TodTov
pEALOV 008EY fTTov YLvWoketal Bedg O xpLotog kel tod Beod vidg.
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eternally, and who has also ordered the Universe. Though being invisible (Gopatoc)
as Logos, he made himself visible (6pwpevoc) and known first through his divine
works of creation (&m0 TQOV Tfg KTlOEwg €PYwY Ywwoketar), and now more
intensely through a human body (év owpett) which he made his own (o0y €tépou
TWog, &ALk tod kuplov fv). Several times in the quoted passage Athanasius uses
the formula ‘not this, but that’ (o0k—aAAa) to emphasize that whatever Christ did,
he did so as God: ‘he himself was not a man but God the Word’ (ovk &vBpwtov
€aLTOV, GAAL BeOv Adyov éyvwplle); ‘it was not a man but the Power of God and
Word who was performing them’ (o0k &v@pwmog &AA Oeod SUvepLg kol AGYOG
€0t 0 Tadte épyaOpevog). Therefore, Athanasius’ silence about the soul of Christ
has to do with his overall aim to affirm the divine personal subject behind the
actions of Christ as the Creator and Saviour of the world. If he were to seek what
‘parts’ Christ consisted of, he would be in a better position to speak of his soul. But
because his christology is driven by other motifs, he is less interested in the
analytical abstract thinking regarding the composition of Christ and far more in his
personal subject who is able to create and save. In light of this observation, to
ascribe to Athanasius the Apollinarian tendency that the Logos animated the body
in place of a soul is to misunderstand his main christological concern and charge
him with rather anachronistic expectations.

There is also one other reason why Athanasius is so intent to emphasize the
Logos as the personal subject in Christ. Considering the structure of the treatise,
Athanasius has now come to the point where he is ready to reflect thoroughly on the
saving work of Christ. Thus far he has outlined three major ways of God’s
redirection of humanity and showed that even with the grace of being given a
rational soul, creation, and Scriptures, people failed to reach salvation. Therefore, it
revealed the need for someone who could do this for them. He had to be God to do
what humanity was not able to do, and he had to be man in order to save human
beings. That this is Athanasius’ strategy is obvious from one of his key passages

where he ponders on the reason why Christ came. He writes:

The grace of being in the image was sufficient for one to know God the Word and through him
the Father. But because God knew the weakness of men he anticipated their negligence, so that if
they failed to recognize God by themselves, through the works of creation they might be able to

know the Creator. But because the negligence of men sank gradually to the worse, God again
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provided for such weakness of theirs and sent the law and the prophets, who were known to
them.... By knowing the law, they could desist from all wickedness and lead lives of virtue. For
the law was not for the Jews only, nor on their account only were the prophets sent—though they
were sent to the Jews and persecuted by the Jews—but they provided holy instruction for the
whole world about the knowledge of God and the conduct of one’s soul. Although, therefore,
such was the goodness and mercy of God, nevertheless men, being overcome by their present
desires and the illusions and deceits of demons, did not look towards the truth, but sated
themselves with many vices and sins, so that they no longer appeared rational beings, but from
their behaviour were considered to be irrational. Since men had become so irrational and the
deceit of evil spirits was casting such a wide shadow everywhere and hiding the knowledge of

the true God, what was God to do? (De Inc. 12.1-8, 19-13.3 [Thomson 162-4; ibid. 163-5]).°

In this passage Athanasius recounts three major ways God has been drawing people
back to himself, and he ends it with a question. In the rest of the treatise he answers
this question by arguing that the most appropriate thing for God to do in that
situation was to come down as man. Therefore, it was God the Logos who became
incarnate to save the humankind. To emphasize this point, he applies the same
formula ‘not this, but that’—which he used to distinguish between the humanity of
Christ and the Logos as the personal divine subject—to make a soteriological
argument. In doing this, he asserts throughout the De Incarnatione that salvation
was made possible not because of people but because of the Father’s Logos, his
own Son. Thus, discussing the role of the Logos as the very image of the Father,
Athanasius writes: ‘But how could this [the renewal of the image in men] have been
done, unless the very image of God (a0tfig Tfic Tod Beod €ikovog) were to come, our
Saviour Jesus Christ? For neither by men was it possible (o0k v duvetov), since
they had been created in the image, nor by the angels, for neither were they images.

So the Word of God came in his own person (0 tod 6eod Adyoc 61 €xvtod), in order
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obtwg Thg Sapovikiic TAavng €mokialolong T& TerTayod kel kpurtolomg THY TEpL TOD &ANBLYOD
Beod yv@owy, Tl vov Bedv €del ToLely;
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that, as he is the image of his Father, he might be able to restore man who is in the
image. In any other way it could not have been done.... For this, then, none other
than the image of the Father (tfi¢ eikovog tod matpog) was required” (De Inc. 13.25-
31, 34-5 [Thomson 164-6; ibid. 165-7]).° Here Athanasius makes one of his
typical arguments in which he brings together the human need for salvation and the
requirements of its accomplishment. He asks who is able to save man, and
immediately qualifies his question by pointing out that any viable candidate must be
the very image of the Father. Since neither men, nor angels are in such a unique
position, he resorts to Christ as the only one who is able to restore humanity in its
original state of being God’s unimpaired image (or rather the image of the very
Image who is Christ). In a similar context, Athanasius states: ‘[I|ndicating the
reason why no other save God the Word himself (xdtov tov 6eov Adyov) should be
incarnate, he says: For it was fitting that he, for whom are all things and through
whom are all things and who brought many sons to glory, should make the leader of
their salvation perfect through sufferings [Heb. 2:10]. By this he [the writer of
Hebrews] means that it was the task of no one else to bring men from corruption
which had occurred save God the Word (tod 6eod Adyouv), who also in the
beginning had created them. It was for the sacrifice on behalf of the bodies similar
to his that the Word himself (x0to¢ 6 Adyog) had also taken to himself a body’ (De
Inc. 10.21-9 [Thomson 156; ibid. 157, slightly modiﬁed]).660 If the former passage
requires that the Saviour be the very image of God, this one says that he needs to be
God the Logos. In either case, it is the second person of the Trinity that saves men.
Whether he is represented as the ‘very image of the Father’, or ‘God the Logos’, it
is clearly not his soul, or humanity, that makes salvation possible. Of course the
contrast Athanasius seeks to make here is not between the Logos and his soul; it is
between the Logos and human beings. Yet, his desire to emphasize that ‘none other

than the image of the Father’ (um a0t N 100 60D eikwv), and ‘no other save God

%59 rodto 8¢ TAC By Eyeyovel, el un adthic Thg tod Beod elkdrog Tapayevouévng Tod cwTRpog
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AL’ o0Ge OL’ ayyeAwv, oLOE yop OULGE oLTOL €loLV €lkovec. 08ev 0 tod Beod Adyog oL equtod
Tapeyéveto, vo K¢ eikwy @y tod Tatpog TOV kat’ elkove BvBpwTov dvakticor Suvndi. &Alwg &¢
MY 00K GV EyeyOvel.... o0koDV €Tépou TPOg TalTnY THY Ypeloay olk My, €l Wh Tiig €lkovog tod
T TPOC.
660 = \ \ > 7 ~ oy ~ N 5> A \ \ ’ 3 ~ ’
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OV dpynyov ThHe owtnpies aut@y Ouk mabnudtwy teleidoni. To0To O¢ onpaivel Aéywv, ¢ 0OUK
&Adov v amo thg yevopérng dBopag todg Grlpwmoug dreveykew f) tod Beod Adyou, ToD, Kol KoTO
Y GpYMY TETOLNKOTOG oDTOVG.... Ol TNV TeEpL TOV OUOlwY OWHETwY Buolay odpe kel wdTOg O
A0Yy0G €AaPev €ovTE.
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the Word himself’(um aAlog fiv adtog 6 Bedg Adyoc) could redeem humanity also
implies that the human soul of Christ is not competent to accomplish salvation.
Only someone who is truly divine can do this, and that is God’s very image, or the
Logos.®" This brings me to the last point I would like to consider in this chapter,

and that is to ask what salvation is for Athanasius.

3.3.4 The Fruits of Salvation

While scholars disagree about the extent to which deification is central for
Athanasius, | believe it is just as important to ask about the nature of this concept,
and explore in what way it is tied to his understanding of God. At first glance, it
may seem that Athanasius speaks more of the physical fruits of salvation such as
incorruption for the mortal bodies rather than of man’s restoration to the original
relationship with God or forgiveness of sins. In fact, in one specific passage
Athanasius explicitly downplays the legal aspect of the sin’s consequence by

emphasizing immortality and saying very little of the importance of relationships:

What therefore in this matter had to occur, or what should God have done? Demand repentance
from men for the transgression (uetavoiay ém tfj mapefacer tolg avbpumovg ameatfioet)? For
one might say that this was fitting (&Ewov) for God, that as they had become subject to corruption
by the transgression, so by repentance they might return to incorruption. But repentance would
not have saved God’s honour, for he would still have remained untruthful unless men were in the
power of death. Repentance gives no exemption from the consequences of nature, but merely
looses sins. If, therefore, there had been only sin and not its consequences of corruption,
repentance would have been very well. But if, since transgression had overtaken them, men were
now prisoners to natural corruption, and they had been deprived of the grace of being in the
image, what else should have happened? Or who was needed for such grace and recalling except
the Word of God, who also in the beginning had created the universe from nothing? For it was
his task both to bring what was corruptible back again to incorruption, and to save what was

above all fitting (ebAoyov) for the Father (De Inc. 7.20 [Thomson 148-50; ibid. 149-511).5%

6! For more examples of God’s initative, see e.g. De Inc. 8.5-6 [Thomson 150], 8.13-8
[Thomson 152], 10.6-9 [Thomson 156], 10.25-8 [Thomson 156], 10.37-9 [Thomson 158], 14.5-8
[Thomson 166], 14.34-40 [Thomson 168], 16.21-3 [Thomson 172], 19.18-9 [Thomson 180], 25.9-17
[Thomson 194], 25.23-8 [Thomson 194-6], 31.19-20 [Thomson 210], 35.16-7 [Thomson 218],
37.31-3 [Thomson 224], 40.51-5 [Thomson 234], 45-1-5 [Thomson 246], 46.9-11 [Thomson 250],
47.14-6 [Thomson 252], 49.26-7 [Thomson 258], 52.1-4 [Thomson 264], 54.11-3 [Thomson 268].

662 1{ obv &BeL kol Tepl ToUTOU yevéoBou A moLficas TOV BedV; petdvoiay €m TP TapePhoel TobG
avBpwTovg dmaLtiiont; ToDTO Yip &v Tic GEov dngee Beod, Aéywy OTL GoTep €k TG TapaPaoews €ig
dBopav yeyovaoLy, oltwg €k Thg petavolag yévowwto Taly av elc adbupolav, GAL’ T petdvoLx olte
10 ebloyov 10 TpOg TOV BeOv EdUAaTTEV: €ueve yip TAALY 00K GANOMG, KT KPATOUUEVWY &V TG
Bavdty TV AVpWTwY: olte B¢ T MeTAVOLX GO TOV Kotk GUOLY GvakeA€ltol, GAAL pOvov moleL
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This passage does provoke a question as to whether the legal aspect of redemption,
and especially Christ’s death on the cross, is of any importance for Athanasius. Is
repentance not necessary at all? Does forgiveness of sins affect anything? While the
quoted text stresses the incarnation rather than Christ’s sacrificial death,
nevertheless, both are important aspects in the De Incarnatione. Moreover, each
aspect is considered according to the saving impact it makes. Therefore, to
appreciate the significance of this approach in Athanasius, we need to take into
account both the incarnation and Christ’s death from the standpoint of their saving
impacts. In light of the quoted passage it would be appropriate to ask how much
Athanasius speaks about salvation in the legal sense. To answer it shortly, he does
this quite a bit. To mention just a few most obvious cases, he treats Christ’s
suffering on the cross and his death as the most appropriate way to bring salvation.
He writes: ‘So his death for us on the cross was suitable and fitting, and its cause
appeared to be eminently reasonable. It was also justified because in no other way
except through the cross did the salvation of all have to take place’.’® In one
particular instance, he even rationalizes the manner in which Christ died through the
crucifixion: ‘Why did he not die in some other fashion but endured the cross?...
[Because] how else would he have called us had he not been crucified? For only on
the cross does one die with hands stretched out. Therefore the Lord had to endure
this and stretch out his hands, that with the one He might draw the ancient people
and with the other those of the Gentiles, and that he might join both in himself. This
he himself said when he indicated by what manner of death he would ransom all

men: When I shall be raised up I shall draw all men to myself [Jn. 12:32].%* On

TOV GUOPTNHATOV. €L UEV 00V WOVOV MY TANUUEANUa kel uh ¢Bopdc émakoAolfnoig, kaAdg av A M
petavoln. € O omof mpoiaBolong Thg mopePdocwg, €lg THY kath dloLy Gplopiv ékportolrTto oL
dvBpwroL, kel THY Tod Kot' elkéve yopwy ddoupebévtec foav, tL &Alo €SeL yevéoBou, 7| Tivog TV
xpele TPOg TV TowlTNY XAPLY Kol GrakAnowy, 1 tod kel ketk TV apxhy €k tod um dvtog
memoLnkotog t& 6Ax Tod Beod Adyou; adTod Yap MY mAAWY kel TO GOapTOV €l¢ adBupolay EveyKeLy,
Kol TO DTEP TOVTWY €DAoyoV GToodoaL TPOG TOV THTEPX.

3 De Inc. 26.1-4 [Thomson 196; ibid. 197]: mpémwy odv dpo kol Gpuélwy 6 &v ¢ oTavpG
yéyove Bavatog LTEP MUAY: kel N altle ToUTOL €DAoyog €dovm Katd Tavte, kol Sikailoug €xeL Tolg
A0YLopoUG, 0Tl UM &AAWG, GAAL Sud TOD oToupoD €deL yevéoBaL THY oWINPLEY TRV TAVTWV.

564 Thid. 25.3, 11-2, 15-7 [Thomson 194; ibid. 195]: &k tl ut Etépwe GAAL oTavPOY Uméuelvep....
TRG OV MUEC TPOOEKAAEONTO, €l PN €0Talpwto; €V POVw YUp TG OTOUPE EKTETOUEVOLG XEPOL TLG
gmoburokeL. L0 kol ToDTO €mpemer LTOWELVAL TOV KUPLOV, KoL TOG YELPOG EKTELVOL, LV TR [ev Tov
TeAady Axdv, Th &€ ToUg &mO TAV €0v@dY €AkTOT, Kol GUBOTEPOUG €V €qVTH cuvalT. ToDTO Yip Kal
adTO¢ €lpnke, oNualvey Tolg Bavaty éueAle Avtpobdober Tolg TavTeg. OTer DYwlw, maEvTes éAkUow
MpOg EUAVTOV.

144



other occasions, he speaks of ‘the sacrifice of his own body’665 describing Christ’s
death as the ‘ransom for all’, ®® or “substitute for all people’. °°” His death provides

. . 668 . C e g . .
‘forgiveness of sins’, " and deals with such juridical issues as the ‘transgression of

the law’,669 ¢ guilt’,670 and ‘condemnation’.’”" In particular, he writes of Christ: ‘He
now on behalf of all men offered the sacrifice and surrendered his own temple to
death on behalf of all, in order to make them all guiltless and free from the first
transgression’.®’> And again: ‘Since the common Saviour of all has died for us, no
longer do we the faithful in Christ now die as before according to the threat of the
law, for such condemnation has ceased’.”

As essential as these instances are, it is important to ask further what their
place is in Athanasius’ soteriology, and why they are overshadowed by the more
frequently recurring fruit of salvation which is the incorruption, or immortality.
Based on my analysis of the double treatise, I suggest that this has to do with
Athanasius’ concern about describing two types of relationship with God—one
before and one after the fall. To remind what this means for Athanasius, in the first
type of relationship, humanity was represented in its original state of union with
God, and in the second it turned away from God, substituting the falsely deified
idols in his place. Accordingly, Athanasius seems to place the juridical aspect of
salvation within this larger framework where salvation is not just about having the
legal status but more fundamentally and personally about being restored in the pre-
fallen relationship with God. In the context of the De Incarnatione this restoration
includes at least two major aspects: ontological and relational. The former one is

5674

‘the renewal of the origin of life’®”* and ‘the restoration of the image’.®”” It is in this

restorational sense, that Athanasius stresses the importance of such qualities as

%65 1bid. 10.35 [Thomson 154; ibid. 155]: ; tod idlov oddpatoc Busic.

666 & Bdvatoc Tod kuplov Abtpov &oTl TdVTLY.

7 De Inc. 9.11 [Thomson 154; ibid. 155]: dvrtiguyoc dmep mavtww.

%8 Tbid. 14.9 [Thomson 166; ibid. 167]: 7y &peoic TV duopTLV.

59 Ibid. 5.14 [Thomson 144; ibid. 145]: ) TepdBacic th EvoAdc.

7% Ibid. 20.37 [Thomson 184; ibid. 185]: va todg pev mhvtec dvumevBbvoue ToLhoq [sc.
xpLotoc].

71 1bid. 21.3 [Thomson 184; ibid. 185]: 7 katadik.

72 1hid. 20.14-7 [Thomson 182; ibid. 183]: %n Aovmov kel bmEp mavTwy THY Buciay duédepev,
QUL TAVTOY TOV €autod veov elg Bavatov Tapadidolg, Tve Tobg Wev Tavtag GvuTeudivoug Kol
EAevbépoug Thg apyuleg ToPEBROEWS TOLNOT.

573 Ibid. 20.1-3 [Thomson 184; ibid. 185]: duédet, Tod koLvod TaVTWY cWTAPOS GmobavéUTog IEp
LAY, oUKETL VDV (doTep ThAmL KaTd THY TOD VOROL GmelAly Oovdty GmOBVHOKOMEY OL €V XPLOTG
MLOTOL" TETALTAL Y&P T) TOLXUTN KXTadLKT).

574 Ibid. 10.35 [Thomson 158; ibid. 159]: dpxtw (wiic fulv ekaivicer [sc. xpiotdc].

75 Tbid. 10.35 [Thomson 158; ibid. 159]: ve ¢ elkov Av Tod matpde TOV Kot elkbva
avBpwmov avaktionl Suvned.
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immortality and incorruption. They are the integral elements of what it means to be
a restored humanity, and Christ makes them available anew by becoming man:
‘Then this also must be known, that the corruption which had occurred was not
outside the body, but was involved with it; and it was necessary that instead of
corruption, life should adhere to it so that, as death had been in the body, so might
life also be in it” (De Inc. 44.19-22 [Thomson 244; ibid. 2451).5"° More concisely,
Athanasius states: ‘For in two ways our Saviour had compassion through the
incarnation: he both rid us of death and renewed us’ (De Inc. 16.21-3 [Thomson
172; ibid. 173]).°”” Even though humanity still dies, it can hope for the future
resurrection in Christ. Combining the legal and christological themes, Athanasius
formulates what he thinks is the ‘primary cause of the incarnation’ (aitie TpwTn Thig

EVavBpOTNoEWG):

For by the sacrifice of his own body he both put an end to the law which lay over us, and renewed
for us the origin of life by giving hope of the resurrection. For since by men death had laid hold of
men, so for this reason by the incarnation of God the Word were effected the overthrow of death and
the resurrection of life. For the man who put on Christ says: Since by man came death, also by man
came the resurrection of the dead; for as in Adam all die, so also in Christ all will be made alive [1-
Cor. 15:21-2], and so on. For now no longer as condemned do we die, but as those who will rise
again we await the general resurrection of all, which God in his own time will reveal [1-Tim. 6:15],
he who also made and granted it to us. This therefore, is the primary cause of the incarnation of the

Saviour (De Inc. 10.34-47 [Thomson 158; ibid. 159]).7

Here Athanasius ties the hope of the resurrection both with the incarnation of Christ
and his death. Taken together they give as well as effect the hope of resurrection.
Therefore, the primary cause of the incarnation of the Saviour is salvific and

restorational; it seeks to renew humanity by connecting it directly to Christ and
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have it resurrected into life. In this sense, Athanasius’ christology is fundamentally
soteriological, for Christ restores humanity in himself: As in Adam all die, so also in
Christ all will be made alive. To put it differently, ‘the person and work of Christ
are inseparable, they form a coherent whole; therefore, the person no less than the
work has redemptive significance’.*”’

The other major aspect of the restoration of man is relational. Although
Athanasius does not discuss the Holy Spirit in the double treatise (he mentions him
along with the other persons of the Trinity only at the end of this writing,**” and it is
only later in his Epistulae quattuor ad Serapionem that the divinity of the Holy
Spirit will present itself as an issue), he stresses quite consistently that salvation
implies one’s sharing in the trinitarian life. The way humanity can do this is by
being joined to Christ and through him to the Father. In the apologetic context of
his writing, Athanasius phrases this idea with the epistemological emphasis: to
know the Son is to know the Father. The principle behind this statement is that the
invisible God makes himself known through his works, most importantly through
Christ who assumed the visible body.®®' In De Inc. 32.25-33 [Thomson 212; ibid.
213], Athanasius asserts: ‘It should be clear—and let no one obstinately resist the
truth—that the Saviour... is the true Son of God, from whom he proceeds as very
Word from the Father and Wisdom and Power (ék matpog 18tog A0yog kel codie
kol dvapLg vmapyxwv); who in the last times for the salvation of all took a body, and
taught the world about the Father, destroyed death and bestowed incorruptibility on
all through the promise of the resurrection’.®* Emphasizing the deeds of the Logos
as an instrument for making the Father known, he says: ‘For this reason the
merciful and universal Saviour, the Word of God, took to himself a body and lived
as a man among men... in order that they might know the truth from the works

which the Lord did through the actions of his body, and through him might come to
know the Father’ (De Inc. 15.11-16 [Thomson 170; ibid. 171, modified]).®* In both

57° Habets, Theosis, 51. This aspect is noticed by many scholars, e.g. Behr, The Nicene Faith,
2/1:186-7; Anatolios, Athanasius: Coherence, 67, Torrance, The Trinitarian Faith, 156; ibid., The
Mediation of Christ, 30; Anatolios, ‘Athanasius’ Christology Today’, 36-41.

%80 De Inc. 57.22-3 [Thomson 276].

881 Tbid. 32.1-33 [Thomson 210-2].
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passages, Christ is said to have a special position with the Father—he is the Word
of God, Wisdom, and Power—while to restore the knowledge of God the Father, he
comes down to us as man. The same idea is also reflected in the only passage in the
treatise where Athanasius applies deification in the Christian context.®** In De Inc.

54.11-21 [Thomson 268; ibid. 269], he affirms:

For he became man that we might become divine (feomon6dper); and he revealed himself
through a body that we might receive an idea of the invisible Father; and he endured insults from

men that we might inherit incorruption. He himself was harmed in no respect, as he is impassible

o

and incorruptible (&modng kel &pOaptog) and the very Word and God (xbrordyoc v kel 6edq),
but he cared for and saved suffering men, for whom he endured these things, by his impassibility.
And, in short, the achievements of the Saviour effected through his incarnation are of such a kind
and so great, that if anyone wished to expound them he would be like those who gaze at the vast
expanse of the sea and wish to count the number of its waves.... So it is better not to view or

speak of all of which one cannot even express a part, but to recall one part, leaving you to wonder

at the whole’.%%

What is significant in this passage is that it summarizes all important aspects of
salvation: legal, ontological, and relational. It mentions the fact that Christ endured
the insults and he is referred to as the Saviour, while his incarnation is said to have
effected incorruption and the revelation of the invisible Father. In this context
deification (which almost literally repeats Irenaeus’ dictum) is far from being a
strictly physical concept; it is a much broader one that includes other vital aspects
of salvation. Moreover, it is even less a concept of the upward movement. Here, as
elsewhere in the De Incarnatione, Athanasius points out that salvation is based on
God’s initiative (it is described in terms of providential care), and he ties it to the
fact that Christ, who accomplished it, is ‘the very Word and God’ (axbtoAdyoc @v
kol Beoc). While in the earlier parts of the De Incarnatione, Athanasius described

the body of Christ as the instrument, or tool, and predicated to it human qualities,

TpooAoBaveL, v ol év owpatikolg voodvteg elvar TOV Beby, dd’ v 6 klprog épyaletar Suk TGV
100 oWuNTOG €pYywr, 4T adTAV VoNowol Ty &Andelow, kol 8L” odTod TOV TaTépe. AOYLoWVTAL.

%% The same dictum reappears in Ep. Adelph. 4 [PG 26:1057a].
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here he makes it clear that Christ’s divinity remained unchanged—impassible and
incorruptible—even though he assumed the body. Interestingly, Athanasius gives
up at the task of enumerating all the aspects of Christ’s saving accomplishments. He
says this almost at the very end of his double treatise when he could otherwise be
satisfied with what he has written. Instead, he ends with a typically patristic note of
apophatic theology recognizing the unexhausted mystery of God’s work. At the
same time, Athanasius does articulate the central message of salvation pinpointing
that most fundamentally it is about restoring humanity to the same state of original
being and relationship which it lost after the fall.

The efficacy of Christ’ death is also shown by Athanasius in the fact that

1°°% (a motif repeated quite frequently)®®” and

‘the Lord came to overthrow the devi
that his death is being imitated by the Christian martyrs. Since the power of death
has been destroyed by Christ, the death is no more feared by the Christians, and
they die for their faith as Christ’s heroes. Athanasius writes: ‘For formerly, before
the divine coming of the Saviour occurred, all used to weep for the dead as if they
were lost. But now that the Saviour has raised up his body death is no longer to be
feared, but all believers in Christ tread on it as something non-existent and would
rather die than deny their faith in Christ’ (De Inc. 27.7-12 [Thomson 198; ibid.
199]).°*® And slightly later, he continues: ‘Is this, then, an insignificant refutation of
the weakness of death, or a feeble demonstration of the victory won by the Saviour
over it, when Christian boys and young girls despise this present life and prepare
themselves for dying? For by nature man is afraid of death and of the dissolution of
the body. But what is most wonderful (Tepadofotatov) is that he who has put on the
faith of the cross scorns the things of nature, and is not afraid of death because of
Christ” (De Inc. 28.1-8 [Thomson 200-2; ibid. 201-3]).°® The followers of Christ

690

lead a better life (owdpovéotepoc Plog)” than the gods and the Greeks who

worshipped them, and we are to imitate the life and deeds of the saints. Athanasius

8% De Inc. 25.24 [Thomson 194; ibid. 195];

687 ¢.g. Ibid. 14.17-26 [Thomson 166-8]; 20.38-41 [Thomson 184]; 25.30-4 [Thomson 196].

688 rddon pev yap mpv T Oelay Emdnplov yevéoBu oD cwtfpog, TovTEC TOVC GTMOBVTOKOVTC
w¢ dBeLpopévoug €Bpnrovy. EptL &€ ToD CWTRAPOC AVAOTHOXVTOG TO OOWX, OUKETL eV 6 Bavatdg €oTL
Poepdc, TavTeg O oL TQ XPLOTG ToTEbOVTEC WG O0LdEY altor Ovtee TatoboL, Kol pdAdov
&moBvnokely aipodrtol 1) dpvioncBer Ty €elg xpLotov TioTiv.

689 40> odv TodTO pikpde Eheyxdc éotL TRC TOD Bawdtov dobevelac; R pikpd éotiy GmddelElc THC
kat’ abtod yevopévng vikng mapk Tod owtfipog, Otav oL €V ypLoT® TeAdeg Kol VéaL kOpaL TapopoL
Tov évtadBo Plov Kol ATOBVELY WEAETOOLY; €0TL Wev yop Kotk GUoy 0 &vBpwTog deLAdy Tov
Bavatov kel THY T0D OWHKTOG OLdAuoiy: TO 8¢ Tapadofdtator Todtd €otiv, OTL THY ToD OTOLPOD
ToTLY EVduoaeVo KaTappovel kel TAV kath GpuoLY, kol TOV Bavator ob Sellg S TOV XPLoTOV.

%% De Inc. 53.19 [Thomson 266].
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calls his readers to ‘a life modeled on the saints’ (tfic mpog ToLg &ylovg Tod PLov
upoenc),”! and encourages ‘to approach the saints in the imitation of their deeds’
(mpde abdtodg Tobe dylove ddikéobor TR OpoLéTTL TOV Tpdiewy avtdv). ©? By
doing this, a believer cultivates a good life (Blog kaAdc), pure soul (Yuyxn kebopca),

and virtue in Christ (f katé xpLotov gpetn).

3.4 Conclusions

As I bring this chapter to a close, it is appropriate to take a moment and consider
Athanasius briefly in the general context which I have placed him. It is obvious that
the Greek tradition had an undoubtedly deep impact on Athanasius. Even if he did
not have a specialized education,®* his terminology and ideas reflect a decent
knowledge of Platonism. However, when it comes to the Platonic framework as a
whole, this is where, I believe, he parts ways with this tradition most noticeably.
His concept of God as the intimate communion of the Father and Son shows itself
most clearly in the way he describes the incarnation of Christ and the fruits of
salvation. Both are fundamentally personal notions. In the incarnation it is the
Father’s Son, the second person of the Trinity, that is the subject of salvific actions,
and even though his mission is to point to the Father, both of them do the same
work. While salvation includes a legal and ontological dimension, it is a distinctly
relational concept in which man is ultimately restored to the original relationship
with God. Although Athanasius does not speak a lot about deification in the
Christian context (and he is silent about such personal images of salvation as
adoption, or sonship, probably because of the apologetic nature of the treatise), the
only instance where he does so is grounded on this Athanasian framework. Based
on these observations, it seems that while there is much that Athanasius
appropriates from Platonism, there is even more that he leaves behind. This point
corroborates well with what Jon Robertson writes when he asserts that Athanasius’
use of the Hellenistic sources ‘does not suggest a deep adoption of their underlying

philosophies but rather a borrowing of metaphors and illustrations to support a point

1 Ibid. 57.5-6 [Thomson 274; ibid. 275].

2 1bid. 57.13-4 [Thomson 274; ibid. 275].

593 1bid. 57.2 [Thomson 274; ibid. 275].

9% Meijering, Orthodoxy and Platonism, 105, suggests that Athanasius’ teachers (to which he
himself refers twice in the double treatise, CG 1.11 [Thomson 2], and De Inc. 56.8 [Thomson 272]),
are most likely ‘the Alexandrian theologians and the heads of Origen’s school, Dionysius, Pierius,
Theognostus, Serapion, Peter, Alexander’.
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he is making at the moment. This would seem to indicate that Athanasius, rather
than actually espousing a particular philosophical school of thought, simply
appropriated in a somewhat superficial way what he considered useful of the
general philosophical heritage of his day’.695 This conclusion is also supported by
Meijering who argues (as I had indicated in 2.1.3 where I give my rationale as to
why I see Platonism as the major context for Athanasius) that ‘Athanasius could
freely use philosophical ideas where it suited him’ believing that ‘Platonic ontology
need not contradict the Christian faith, provided it was applied in the right way in
theology’.®”® Mejering concludes that Athanasius on the one hand endevours to
synthesize Christian faith and Platonism ‘in the sense that he is constantly using
Platonic language and arguments’, and on the other, he sees a certain antithesis ‘in
the sense that Athanasius completely opposes the core of Platonic theology, viz., the
divine hierarchy. He regards this as idolatry’.®”

As I have attempted to show, Athanasius’ double treatise represents a
unified whole. While the traits of ‘tension’ are present, they do not mean conflict or
inconsistency. Moreover, this ‘tension’ can be understood as part of the intended
structure governed by the apologetic nature of the treatise. Even though Athanasius
draws a sharp contrast between three lesser means of God’s redirection of people
(the soul, creation, and Scriptures) and the superior one (incarnation), he does not
present them in a discontinuous way. The same God who initially created humanity
comes down to save it after the fall, and the same grace of the image that was given
to man is now restored by the very image of the Father, Christ himself. To stress the
continutity of God’s revelation and grace Athanasius describes God as a good

teacher (0 &yodOC SLddokaroc)®”®

who adapts to the failures of humanity in the
history of salvation, and does what they were not able to do on their own.
Athanasius goes on to elaborate much more on these ideas from his early
treatise in his main dogmatic work—Orationes Contra Arianos—and to set the
stage for the discussion of this writing, it will be important first to consider

Athanasius’ opponent, Arius of Alexandria. I will do this in the next chapter.

695 Robertson, Christ as Mediator, 143.

596 Meijering, Orthodoxy and Platonism, 126, 128. Cf. ibid., 114-32.
7 Ibid., 130.

% De Inc. 15.1 [Thomson 168]. Cf. De Sen. Dion. 6.11-12 [Opitz 50].
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CHAPTER FOUR

God the Father, Christ, and Deification
in Arius’ Letters and the Thalia

In the previous chapter I have dealt with the writing that never mentions Arius by
name. While scholars disagree about the extent to which the double treatise reflects
anti-Arian motifs and whether it was written before the controversy in 318 or
some time afterwards, there is no doubt that Athanasius’ later writings (to be
discussed in chs. 5-6) are significantly influenced by the disputes against Arius.
Therefore, one helpful way to approach Athanasius’ later thought is by examining
first Arius’ theology as the immediate context in which Athanasius formulated his
views. In light of the issues I have considered thus far, there are several ways in
which Arius’ thought is starkly different from that of Athanasius. First, Arius
definitely lacks Athanasius’ emphasis on God as relational being. He understands
God as the supreme Monad that possesses the fullness of divine qualities, or
perfections, which are not to be shared by the other trinitarian /ypostases. Being
devoid of such qualities, Christ and Holy Spirit stand in the subordinated position to
the true God who is only rarely called Father. Second, Arius makes no direct
mention of Christ’s initiative to restore humanity into divine relationship. In fact,
Arius never writes about salvation. This may have to do either with the fact that
only a handful of his writings survived (and some of those which did are extant only
in fragments), or with the tendency to cast his ideas in a strictly metaphysical form.
While Arius’ understanding of Christ is a hotly debated subject, there is a growing
agreement among scholars that his christology entails some kind of soteriological
significance.

In this chapter, I will explore two major elements in Arius’ theology. The
first one will be related to his understanding of God, and the second—to his
description of Christ and deification. I will approach the latter with caution since no
soteriological statements from Arius have survived. In the course of this study I will
explain my rationale for believing why it is still important to treat the subject of
salvation in relation to Arius. As I begin, I will first examine Arius’ letters that

represent his own extant words, and then analyze the extracts from his major

599 For an extensive discussion of the reasons and dates of the outbreak of the controversy, see
Hanson, The Search for God, 129-38.
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theological work, the Thalia quoted primarily in Athanasius’ Contra Arianos 1.5-6
and De Synodis 15. 1 will conclude this chapter with a brief discussion of the
response Arius received from his earliest opponent Alexander of Alexandria. This
response is preserved in Alexander’s two most important writings known as €vog
owuatoc (sometimes believed to be Athanasius’) and 7 ¢llapyxoc. More
immediately, I will begin this study by surveying modern scholarship on the Arian
controversy in order to outline those concerns which scholars believe to have
played central roles in the dispute, and for the rest of the chapter I will concentrate
on showing how the study of God and deification can provide a helpful framework

for assessing Arius’ thought.

4.1 Scholarly Opinions about the Arian Dispute: Cosmological and
Soteriological Arguments

Generally, modern treatments of Arius’ teaching fall into two major categories, or
approaches, to the controversy.”” On the one hand, there are those who think that
his primary concern was cosmological, and on the other there are those who
consider soteriology as the determining factor. Since a given scholars’ evaluation of
Arius is often dependent on which of these two approaches one believes to be
dominant in the dispute, I will first make a brief review of these approaches before |

examine Arius himself.

4.1.1 Cosmological Approach: The Influences of Later Hellenism, Monotheistic
Tendencies of Judaism, and Biblical Exegesis

One of the traditional interpretations of the controversy (with representatives found
both in ancient and modern times), considers Arius as the trinitarian
subordinationist. Scholars who approach Arius in this way often believe that the
closest link to his views is later Platonism. As I mentioned in the chapter on the
background,”®" one of the fundamental tenets of the Platonic worldview is a multi-
level hierarchy of hypostases. The top of this pyramid is occupied by the
intellectual realm, the bottom by the material one. Each lower level of reality on

this scale participates in the higher one, reflecting its beauty and intellectual

" For an excellent survey of various views on the Arian controversy from nineteenth to
twentieth centuries, see Williams, Arius, 2-25. Cf. Wiles, Heresy, and Kannengiesser, ‘Athanasian
Decade’, 524-41.

! For a more detailed analysis of the Platonic tradition, see sects. 2.1.3.1-3.
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structure to the degree in which the lower is able to embrace the higher. Seen in this
light, Arius’ understanding of God comes close to the Platonic concept of the
highest reality, a transcendent entity inaccessible to human knowledge and
encounter. The inaccessibility of the supreme God, however, is compensated for by
the intermediary beings who serve as the points of contact between the lowest and
highest realms of reality. Within this approach scholars disagree as to whether
Platonic influence came to Arius through pagan channels or through ecclesiastical
ones. Arguing for the former, Harnack’"? is a classic example, viewing Arius as a
Hellenistic thinker who works within the neo-Platonic framework. According to this
understanding, Arius perceived Christ to be the created mediator between the
transcendent God and the material realm. Arguing for the ecclesiastical sources,
other scholars’” suggest that Arius’ subordinationist christology was shaped under
the influence of either Origen or his successors in Alexandria. While disagreeing on
the principal sources of Arius’ teaching, both groups of scholars consent, to varying
degree, that his concept of God precludes an emphasis on the divine relationship

with humanity. Although most of these commentators’®*

(esp. Harnack in the past
and Rowan Williams’® in more recent times) deny that Arius had any soteriology,
some of them believe that his concept of God implied a specific view of
salvation.””® Thus, George Prestige insists that Arius created an impassable wedge

between God and humanity so much so that man was ‘to look for salvation to

"2 Yarnack, Lehrbuch der Dogmengeschichte, 2.217. Cf. Ricken, ‘Nikaia als Krisis’, 321-41
(esp. 330 on Arius), who ties Arius’ teaching of God with the mature expression of the Middle
Platonism. Similarly, Kannengiesser, ‘Hellenistic Hermeneutics’, 37, writes that ‘... we perceive
fundamental affinities between Plotinus and Arius: the same moving exaltation of the triadic
Principle, the One, transposed by Arius into the biblical figure for the Father; the same Triadic
schema inspired by the classical problem of the passage from the One to the multiple’. For more
views that attribute Platonic influence on Arius’ thought, see Meijering, ‘HN IIOTE OTE OUK HN
0 YIOZX’, 161-68.

703 Thus, Stead, ‘The Platonism of Arius’, 26, concludes that ‘Arius draws upon a Platonic
tradition evolving within the Church. His theology fits naturally into place among the disputes which
arose over the disposal of Origen’s effects. His main debt to Origen is a subordinationist doctrine of
the Son, which he greatly intensifies and divests of its qualifications’. Cf. Prestige, God in Patristic
Thought, 116; Loofs, ‘Arianismus’, 9, 25; Klein, Konstantius I, 19.

"% Hanson, The Search for God, 96, observes that ‘Williams and Harnack denied that Arius, at
least, had any soteriology. Most scholars, perhaps unwittingly, come to much the same conclusion. It
is understandable that this should be so, because almost every word (though not quite every word)
by Arius that survives is concerned with the relation of the Father to the Son independently of the
Incarnation’.

795 Williams came to acknowledge the importance of the soteriological factor in the controversy
by the time of his second edition of Arius. In his first edition of this study he holds to the view that
Arius’ concern was exclusively cosmological. See Williams, Arius, 256-61.

7% Ibid., 122.
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sources other than the Lord of heaven and earth’.””” A more explicit remark is made
by Hanson who recognizes Arius’ philosophical bent, and argues that his doctrine
of God implied a certain soteriological stance even though no direct textual

evidence supports it:

The ontology fitted the soteriology and the soteriology the ontology. Once we understand the true
rationale of Arianism, we realize that the two sides fit very well together, have in fact been
devised to fit together, and that it is only by accident that we have been given the impression that
either Arius or his followers cared only for defining the relation of the Son to the Father. They

laboured for and upheld that definition because they held a concrete and by no means

contemptible doctrine of salvation which that definition was intended to undergird.””®

Besides Platonism scholars have also suggested a number of other philosophical
influences and sources for Arius’ teaching. In fact, there has been such a variety of
them, that Robert Gregg and Dennis Groh draw quite an extended list. They observe
that ‘[a] bewildering array of precursors have been postulated for Arian doctrine by
modern scholarship: Aristotle, Plato (and Platonists like Atticus and Albinus),
Philo, Origen, Lucian, Paul of Samosata, and the exegetes of the ‘“schools” in
Alexandria and Antioch’.”” Despite this diversity of opinions among scholars, the
central issue on this reading was strictly philosophical. Generally, this interpretation
purports to explain the controversy in terms of two perspectives that came to clash
with each other. One is associated with Arius and is understood as an endeavour to
protect God from direct involvement along the lines of Platonic structure of being.
The other one is associated with Alexander and Athanasius and is exactly the
opposite. It is seen as a desire to defend the personal involvement of God whether
by appealing to the non-philosophical sources, or by drawing from Platonism while
rejecting its ontological assumptions.

In contrast, another interpretation contends that Arius’ beliefs were
determined by Judaizing motifs. Commentators who support this view argue that
Arius was a strict monotheist who sought to maintain the transcendence of the one
God. This opinion was first introduced by John Newman who suggested that Arius
was influenced by Paul of Samosata via the Antiochene school of Lucian of

Antioch. He believes that such influence had both doctrinal and historical bases,

07 Prestige, Fathers and Heretics, 91.
"8 Hanson, The Search for God, 122.
709 Gregg, Early Arianism, 79.
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and he regards Lucian as the forefather of the Arian doctrine.”"® In Newman’s view
the prevailing presence of Judaism in the Church of Antioch inspired a tendency to
emphasize the human Jesus and diminish his divinity.”'" This account of Arian
history was later revisited by Walter Elliger who added a soteriological argument
by claiming that Arius sought to defend a moral type of union with God on the level
of will as opposed to being.”'? Another soteriological reading was proposed slightly
earlier by Henry Gwatkin. He drew an analogy between the Arian and Pelagian
disputes arguing that it was ‘the Pelagianism which is an essential element of the
Arian system’.”"> Gwatkin also challenged Newman’s view that traced Arius to the
Antiochene theology by pointing out that the fourth-century Alexandria had as
much Jewish influence as Antioch.”'* The subject of Jewish background was later
picked up by Rudolf Lorenz who proposed to view the Arian teaching as being
rooted in the ‘Engelchristologie im Judenchristentum’ that supposedly approached
Christ as the angelic mediator.”'® Finally, the Jewish influence for Arius’ teaching
was solidified by Thomas Kopecek who advanced a view that it ‘emerged from and
was nourished by a conservative eucharistic liturgical tradition which was
pronouncedly Jewish-Christian in character’.”'® These scholars and others who
consider Jewish influence as the main factor in the controversy argue that Arius’
main concern was to reconcile strict monotheism (sustained by the Hellenized
synagogues) and devotion to Jesus Christ as a divine but created being.

One other interpretation of Arius’ teaching contends that the primary
concern of the controversy had to do with the biblical exegesis rather than
cosmology. It describes Arius as seeking to deal with the difficult passages from the
Old and New Testament where the Son is given an inferior status than the Father
(e.g. Prov. 8:22; Mark 10:18; Jn. 10:36; Phil. 2:5-11; 1-Cor. 15:25-8; Heb. 5:8). In
this approach scholars often argue that Arius’ views were nurturted primarily by his

literalistic reading of Scripture. Therefore, ‘[f]ar from being a philosopher anxious

"% Newman, The Arians of the Fourth Century, 1-24. Among the modern scholars this view was
advanced by Pollard, ‘The Origins of Arianism’, 103-11.

"' Newman, The Arians of the Fourth Century, 403-16.

72 Elliger, ‘Bemerkungen zur Thologie des Arius’, 250-1.

"3 Gwatkin, Arianism, 25.

"% Ibid. 17-20. Similar criticism was advanced by Simonetti, ‘Le Origini deil’ Arianesimo’, 317-
30. In modern scholarship Newman’s reconstruction of the controversy (developed in his Arians of
the Fourth Century in 1833) as a clash between ‘Anteochene’ and ‘Alexandrian’ theology has been
largely abandoned. Cf. Lienhard, ‘The “Arian” Controversy’, 419.

"5 orenz, Arius judaizans? 148-74.

"¢ K opecek, ‘Neo-Arian Religion’, 155.
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to safeguard a particular cosmology, Arius and his followers were first and foremost
men of the Book who desired to achieve terminological clarity’.717 Gregg and Groh
come very close to this view when they remark that ‘Arius and his circle are
described again and again as philosophers, logicians, demipagans, but only rarely as
persons concerned to exegete the Scriptures by a careful and self-conscious
hermeneutic’.”"® On the other hand, there are scholars who argue that Arius read the
Bible through the lens of the Alexandrian theology. This approach is frequently
accompanied with a distinction between the two supposedly competing schools of
patristic exegesis, one based in Antioch and the other in Alexandria.”"’ According
to Charles Kannengiesser (who regards Arius as the product of the Alexandrian
school of theology) Antioch and Alexandria were characterized by different senses
of the value of historical narratives: the former treated them literally, while the
latter interpreted them allegorically. ”*° Following this distinction, Henri-Irénée
Marrou depicts Arius as a ‘Denys d’Alexandrie premiere manicre’ and defines his
teaching as a ‘phénomene alexandrine’.””' Likewise, for Wiles Arius’ exposition of
the Scriptures has nothing new in itself; it simply follows the Alexandrian strand of
thought—Clement, Origen, and Dionysius of Alexandria—which derives from
Philo. In Wiles’ view, it is this particular strand of thought (which Arius endorsed
and Alexander rejected) that became the ‘crucial factor in the split between
Athanasius and the Arians’.”* Later in his article ‘The Philosophy in Christianity’,
he added another argument claiming that besides the scriptural interpretation,
another major motif that drove Arius’ thought was the doctrine of salvation. In his
opinion, Arius’ soteriology can be understood as a ‘determination to safeguard the
presentation of Christ’s passion and crucifixion as unequivocally the passion and

crucifixion of God’.”* In contrast to this view, Kannengiesser contends that Arius

"7 Gavrilyuk, The Suffering of the Impassible God, 107-8.

"8 Gregg, Early Arianism, 8.

"1 Cf. Fairbairn, ‘Patristic Exegesis’, who argues that in the context of the fifth century a model
of two competing schools—one in Antioch and one in Alexandria—is built on a false assumption
that they propogated mutually exclusive worldviews. Instead, he suggests that what was really
Antiochene should be associated with only a handful of people, most notably Diodore of Tarsus,
Theodore of Mopsuestia, and Nestorius. Cf. Lienhard, ‘The “Arian” controversy, who warns that
‘[t]he relationship between theological speculation in the early fourth century and the christological
controversy of the fifth century is complex and unclear; and to try to interpret the first period by later
categories does neither a service’.

2% Kannengiesser, ‘A Key for the Future of Patristics’, 102.

! Marrou, ‘L’arianisme comme phénomeéne alexandrin’, 533, thinks that Arius represents an
Alexandrian tendency to subordinate God in the Origenistic manner.

22 Wiles, “The Philosophy in Christianity’, 42. Cf. ibid., ‘In Defence of Arius’, 339-47.

2 Ibid., ‘Asterius’, 136.
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had no soteriological concern whatsoever by claiming that ‘Arius’ tragedy was to
engage his dedication to the church into a strictly metaphysical issue, at a time
when the church was only seeking for “a view of salvation” adjusted to the new
situation of the 4™ century’.724

Apparently, all three interpretations of Arius’ teaching tend to view the
controversy from a specific standpoint. They also expose a whole range of attitudes
towards the soteriology either asserting its significance in Arius’ thought (Prestige,
Elliger, Wiles), or implying it (Gwatkin, Hanson), or denying it altogether
(Harnack, Williams [although less so now],”*> Kannengiesser). Moreover, the
stronger one emphasizes the cosmological issue the more likely one is to sense a
need for clarifying why soteriology could or could not play a role in the debates.
Thus, Hanson who spends most of his time describing Arius’ cosmology, ends up
concluding his analysis with a soteriological remark. He writes: ‘Arianism was a
theology of salvation as well as a theory of the inner relations of the Trinity.... Its
originator was as concerned with our salvation as his disciples were, even if by

chance almost none of his sayings upon the subject has survived’.”*®

4.1.2 Soteriological Approach

A fundamentally different view on the Arian controversy is supported by those
scholars who deliberately place soteriology at the heart of the matter. They argue
that salvation was at stake, not a disagreement on cosmological views. Among the
modern commentators Ménnich’?’ seems to be the first one who approached the
Arian debate in this way. In his opinion, Arius sought to describe Christ as the
ethical prototype of the deified creature. It is by following his example, namely,
eradicating their sinful will, that human beings can achieve the same state of
divinization that Christ had achieved. According to this interpretation, the
conflict between Arius and Athanasius is understood as having to do with the means

of salvation rather than with a certain cosmological view. More specifically, while

724 Kannengiesser, ‘Alexander and Arius of Alexandria’, 402.

725 Williams came to acknowledge the importance of the soteriological factor in the controversy
by the time of his second edition of Arius. In his first edition of this study he holds to the view that
Arius’ concern was exclusively cosmological. See Williams, Arius, 256-61.

726 Hanson, The Search for God, 26-7.

" Ménnich, ‘De Achtergrond van de arianse Christologie’, 378-412.

7% Ibid., 407.
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for Arius salvation could be achieved through the individual ascetic efforts, for
Alexander and Athanasius it was possible only by divine grace within the Church.
Monnich’s interpretation of the controversy has recently been elaborated by
Gregg and Groh who are known for their so-called exemplarist soteriology. These
commentators disagree in principle with those who describe the debate in terms of
cosmological preoccupation. They argue that the controversy could not become so
intense if it were exclusively about the technical issues of cosmology such as
OpoovoLog or A Tote, 6te obk Mv. In contrast, Gregg and Groh endorse the third of
the fore-mentioned interpretations by claiming that instead of being concerned with
cosmology, Arius was above all a biblical exegete who understood Christ in terms
of moral example. Although Arius’ views were nurtured by the literalistic
interpretation of the Bible, his christology, according to Gregg and Groh, was
influenced by the ethical view of Stoicism. Therefore, they suggest that Arius
understood Christ as a mutable (tpemtoc) creature who was capable of increasing in
virtue (mpokomm) toward a complete dispassion (amadeie). He lived a life of total
obedience to his Father’s will, and thereby left a perfect example for other creatures
to follow. In this sense, Arius’ christology encouraged an ethical type of deification
modeled after the Stoic sage. More specifically, it meant that by following Christ’s
example of spiritual progress we can become like him. Gregg and Groh’s
reconstruction of the central issue in the Arian controversy has evoked a lot of
scholarly debates some of which I will mention later. Making a specific observation
about the way they separate the soteriological and cosmological concerns, Paul
Gavrilyuk notes: ‘To postulate a vital soteriological interest that overrode
cosmological issues is to introduce an opposition between soteriology and
cosmology that the fourth-century theologians would never have endorsed.... And
nowhere do we find the Arians making such a typically Stoic claim as that Christ
grew morally towards apatheia’.”*® While disagreeing with Gregg and Groh on
various points of their interpretation, scholars generally recognize that their
contribution helped to draw attention to the issues that had long been overshadowed

by the cosmological emphasis.”*’

2 Gavrilyuk, The Suffering of the Impassible God, 110-1. For more critical remarks about Gregg
and Groh’s approach, see Stead, ‘Arius in Modern Research’, 24-36.

730 e.g. Hanson, The Search for God, 91; Pettersen, Athanasius and the Human Body, 139,
Williams, Arius, 256-61.
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Another soteriological approach was proposed by Catherine LaCugna. In her
opinion the thwart of the Arian teaching resulted in a negative phenomenon for the
fourth-century Church. It produced a de-emphasis, or ‘weakening of the

soteriological basis for the Christian doctrine of God’.”' In particular, she states:

To answer Arius the Council of Nicaea taught that Christ is homoousios with God. This
immediately shifted attention away from the patent subordination of the economy to an
intradivine realm, theologia, in which God and Christ, Father and Son, could be equal in
substance. But this ‘solution’ created another problem. The unquestioned axiom that God cannot
suffer was contradicted by the suffering of Christ; if he were truly God, God would suffer. The
way around this was to say that Christ suffered in his humanity but not in his divinity, not as the
Logos. The result was a small gap between theologia, in which God and the divine Ch rist were

equal, and oikonomia, in which God and the human Christ remained unequal.732

In LaCugna’s understanding, Arius’ theology reflects the pre-Nicene focus on
God’s disclosure in the world (oikonomia) rather than on his intra-trinitarian life
(theologia). More specifically, this means that the pre-Nicenes sought to base their
theology on the scriptural revelation of God the Father through the incarnation of
Christ and the sending of the Holy Spirit. This approach to know God from his
manifestation in the world is fundamentally different from the way Athanasius (and
the Cappadocians) sought to know God. The latter’s desire to combat the Arian
teaching led them beyond the historical revelation of God to the discussions of his
inner being, or theologia. In doing this, they abandoned the biblical concept of God,

substituting foreign metaphysical speculations. LaCugna concludes:

While the separation of ‘economy’ and ‘theology’, implicit at Nicaea, allowed Athanasius and
the Cappadocians to effectively counter Arianism, the distinction also made it possible for the
Christian theology of God, specifically, trinitarian theology, to develop to some extent apart from
soteriology. Having discovered that it was possible to make inferences about theologia on the
basis of oikonomia, theologians began to reflect on theologia itself, in some cases before or
without considering the economy of salvation. Within a short time this deductive or descending

order was accepted as the normal procedure for theology.”**

1 LaCugna, God for Us, 9.
32 Ibid. 8.
33 Ibid. 43; cf. Blum, ‘Oikonomia und Theologia’, 284.
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This brief survey shows that modern scholars assess the Arian debates differently
depending on what they think its major concern was. Some believe that the
controversy revolved around cosmological concerns having to do with either later
Hellenistic thought or the monotheistic tendencies of Judaism. Other commentators
tend to minimize the scale of the cosmological interest by stressing the role of
biblical exegesis, while still others argue that the dispute was primarily about
salvation. At the same time, all groups of scholars acknowledge to varying degrees
that both doctrines—that of God and that of salvation—were somehow
interconnected in the controversy, if not directly affected each other. In continuation
with this intuition, I will attempt to show in this chapter that bringing cosmology
and soteriology together creates a helpful framework from which we could evaluate

Arius’ theology.

As we approach Arius, it is important to realize that we possess only a handful of
texts that can be claimed as reliably representing his own words.”** These are three

735

complete letters™™> (the confession of faith presented to Alexander of Alexandria,

Arius’ letter to Eusebius of Nicomedia, and the confession submitted by Arius and

736
h.

Euzoius to the emperor in 327) and a few fragments of a fourt Apart from these

737 .
written

documents, we are wholly dependent upon quotations from Arius’ Thalia
in the Sotadean metre. This document is quoted by Athanasius in varying detail in
his Orationes Contra Arianos, De Decretis Nicaenae Synodi, De Sententia Dionysii,
Epistola ad Episcopos Aegypti et Libyae, and also found in the ‘Blasphemies of
Arius’ in the De Synodis. In my analysis of Arius’ thought I will give priority to his
letters so as to understand how he himself presented his case. After that I will bring
into the discussion the Athanasian fragments of the Thalia. The reason for doing

this is because Arius is quoted in the Thalia through the prism of his most vehement

3% When citing the Arian texts, I will first give the number of the old Opitz’s edition (1934)

and then in the brackets the number of the revised Opitz’s edition (2007) in which the chronology of
the Arian documents is different, and therefore it gives the same documents new document numbers.

35 The dating adopted here is that proposed by Williams, Arius, 48-61: Letter of Arius to
Eusebius of Nicomedia (Urk. 1[15]) dated in 321/2; Profession of Faith by Arius and his followers to
Alexander of Alexandria (Urk. 6[1]) dated in 321; and Formula of Faith by Arius and Euzoios to
Emperor Constantine (Urk. 30[34]) dated in the end of 327.

736 Passages of Arius’ fourth letter are cited by Constantine in Urk. 34[27]. Eight letters written in
support of Arius include Urk. 2[16]; Urk. 3[10]; Urk. 7[9]; Urk. 8[4]; Urk. 9[5]; Urk. 11[11]; Urk.
12[6]; Urk. 13[7].

37 For the Thalia 1 have adopted the dating of Williams which is mid-323; Williams, Arius, 62-6.
The novel thesis of Kannengiesser, ‘Scripture and Hermeneutics’, that the Thalia was written in 359
has not been widely accepted and is conclusively refuted by Williams, ‘The Quest of the Historical
Thalia’, 1-35.
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opponent, which makes these fragments less objective than Arius’ own letters.
Since I am interested both in what Arius stated, and how he was perceived, 1 will
allow the side perspective from Alexander and Athanasius whenever they provide
helpful data. In doing this, however, I will be careful to not use them as a way of
compensating Arius’ own views. Moreover, | do not pretend to reconstruct a
complete ‘profile’ of Arius, or provide the answer as to what were the actual
sources from which he drew. I also realize that ‘Arianism’ is becoming an outdated
terminology that does not do justice to the wide variety of opinions that were held
in the fourth century.””® Due to growing distrust of an overarching notion of
‘Arianism’, I will seek to confine myself specifically to the task of identifying
Arius’ theology rather than ‘Arianism’ as a whole. I will start my analysis by
looking at Arius’ teaching about God, and then will turn my attention to his concept

of Christ and salvation.

4.2 God as the Transcendent Being and the Unique Possessor of Divine
Qualities in Arius

Arius’ letters together with the fragments of the Thalia present us with a very
specific understanding of God. He is described as the transcendent being whose
divine qualities are unique to him. This idea is reflected primarily in the way Arius
relates the subordinated position of the Son to the Father who surpasses him. I will
consider five major arguments about this relation by referring to them as (1) Quasi-
temporal priority, (2) Substantial difference, (3) Incomprehensibility, (4)

Preeminence of the will, and (5) Trinitarian subordinationism.

4.2.1 Arius’ Letters”™
(1) Quasi-temporal Priority. What is most distinctive in Arius’ documents is the
emphasis on the absolute transcendence of the Father. He is consistently defined in

terms of singularity, uniqueness, sovereignty, and absolute freedom of will. In this

3% Approaching ‘Arianism’ as a coherent system has been criticized most fully in the recent
study of Williams, Arius. Cf. Vaggione, Eunomius, esp. 39-49; 60-73. According to Behr, The
Nicene Faith, 2/1:132-3, the main problem of this approach is that it draws ‘from texts of later non-
Nicene writers, presuming that they all belonged to a coherent “Arian” position, of which they then
claim to present the essence or the rationale’, whereas in actuality ‘there was no single theological
agenda shared by all those opposed to Nicaea, and their attitudes toward Arius himself varied
considerably’. Cf. also ibid., 23-7.

39 For a fuller picture of Arius’ ideas I will make occasional reference to the Letter of Alexander
to all Bishops (Urk. 4b[2.2] [Opitz 6-11]), which preserves additional quotations of Arius’ words.
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position the Father is superior both to the Son and the world. In the statement from
Urk. 6[1].4, Arius clarifies this point by affirming that: ‘As monad (povag) and
origin (apyn) of all, God is prior to everything; therefore he is also prior to the Son’
([Opitz 13; NPNF? 4:458, modified]).”*® The idea of the Father’s superiority to the
Son shows up most clearly in the way Arius speaks of the former as being prior to
the latter in some kind of ‘quasi-time’. According to this argument the Father
represents the most solitary being (Lovwratog) with no beginning, while the Son is
begotten, created and established by the Father.”*! This logic is reflected in Arius’
letter to his old friend, Eusebius of Nicomedia. He complains there that he was
unjustly excommunicated for heresy by Alexander of Alexandria, and claims a list
of supporters who believed with him ‘that God had an existence prior to that of his
Son’ (8tL mpoimapyel O Bedg Tod lod avdpywe) (Urk. 1[15].3 [Opitz 2; NPNF?
3:41]). To this he adds that he is being persecuted for teaching that ‘the Son has a
beginning, but that God is without beginning (&vepyoc), and that the Son is brought
into existence out of nothing (¢ odk dvtwv éotiv)’ (Urk. 1[15].5 [Opitz 3]).”* The
way his opponents perceived such statements is expressed by Alexander who writes
that Arius was responsible for formulas like ‘there was a time when God was not
the Father’ (v 6te 6 6eo¢ matmp ovk ), and ‘there was a time when he [Christ]
was not” (610 kel A mote 6te otk V) (Urk. 4b[2.2].7 [Opitz 7]).

(2) Substantial difference. Another way in which Arius makes the Father
superior to the Son has to do with the difference of substance. A good illustration of
it is found at the end of Arius’ letter to Eusebius, where he asserts that ‘he [the Son]
has no share in God, nor is he of any essential being’.”* A similar statement occurs
in Alexander’s letter to all Bishops (evo¢ owpatoc) where Arius is quoted as saying
that Christ is ‘not like the Father in substance’’** but rather ‘alien, different and
excluded from the substance of God’.”*® The Father, according to Arius, is alone

self-subsistent, immaterial and non-compound; his substance is subject to no natural

740 ¢ \ o \ ’ e < \ \ ’ ) ’ \ \ \ a )
WG HOVOC KoL apyn TeVTWY, oUTWE 0 Be0C TPO TAVTWY €0TL. 6L0 Kol TPO ToD ulod €oTLv.

™! Urk 6[1].2 [Opitz 12]. Cf. De Syn. 15.1 [Opitz 243; NPNF? 4:457]: ‘The monad was; the dyad

. . . P’ ’ 1% ¢ ’ ey ¢ \ 5 2 \ < 7
was not, before it was in existence’ (c0vec 0TL T povag NMv 1 duag o0k 1 TPLY LTapEn).
742

¢

GpyMy €xer O vidg, 6 8¢ Bedg &vapxdc €oti. SLk ToDTO SLwkOWeBo kol OtTL €lmoper, €€ olk
dvtwy éotv.

™3 Urk. 1[15].5 [Opitz 3]: 008 pépoc Beod éoTwy 006¢ & DmoKeLuévoL TLVC.

4 Ibid. 4b[2.2].7 [Opitz 7]: ote 8¢ Spotog kot obotav t¢ matpl éotiy’.

7 Ibid. 4b[2.2].8 [Opitz 8]: Eévoc Te kol GAAGTPLOC Kal GmesyOLVLOpéVoc €Ty 6 Adyoc TR TOD
6eod odolag.
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process or diffusion. ™8 In contrast, the Son is created and mutable by nature.
Quoting Arius, Alexander writes: ‘He [Christ] is by very nature susceptible to
change and mutable, equally with other rational beings.... He was made for our
sake, so that God might create us through him as by an instrument’ (Urk. 4b[2.2].8,
9 [Opitz 8; NPNF?* 2:3-5, modified]).”*” Denouncing the substantial identity of the
Father and Son, Arius argues that the Son’s being does not exist together with the
Father’s, for if it were, we would be led to postulate ‘two unoriginated ultimate
principles’ (600 dyevvrtoug apyec) (Urk. 6[1].4 [Opitz 13]). Based on this logic, he
also protests against the argument from the relations (¢ twec Aéyovor & Tpde) *®
that assumes the existence of the Son from the existence of the Father. Peter
Widdicombe, who specifically analized Arius’ reference to this argument,

concludes:

By definition Arius is neither concerned to explore a relation (of Father and Son) within the
divine nature; nor is he concerned to explore what particular significance the language of Father
and Son might have, an enterprise which, in any case, might have run the risk of implying that

there was a natural continuity between the Father and the Son.”*’

(3) Incomprehensibility. Arius’ claims that the Father has a ‘quasi-temporal’
priority and is substantially different from the Son have two major implications for
him. In the first place, they establish the epistemological gap between the
transcendent Father and the Son who is ‘one of the things made’ (ei¢ éotv @V
mownuatwy) (Urk. 4b[2.2].12 [Opitz 8]). This means that the difference of nature
makes the Father incomprehensible to the Son. According to Alexander’s witness,
Arius affirmed that: ‘The Father is invisible to the Son; for neither does the Word
perfectly and accurately know the Father, nor can he perfectly see him’ (Urk.
4b[2.2].8, 9 [Opitz 8§; NPNF? 2:3-5, modified]). This being the case, ‘the Son’, for
Arius, ‘indeed does not know his own substance as it is’ (Urk. 4b[2.2].8 [Opitz

748 Ibid. 6[1] [Opitz 12-3].

"7 810 kol Tpemtde €0TL Kol GAAOLWTOC THY dlow ¢ Kol TIvTe T& AOYLKG.... 6L
memolntor, ve Nuag 6L adtod wg 8L° dpyavou ktion 0 Bedq.

8 This argument goes back to Aristotle’s Categ. 7°15 [Minio-Paluello 22]. In the third century
we can find it present in Alexander of Aphrodisias (Arist. Met. 406.8-10), Plotinus (Enn. 6.1.7 [LCL
445:30-4]), and Porphyry (Exp. Cat. 119.4f¥).

% Widdicombe, The Fatherhood of God, 144. Cf. Lorentz, Arius ludaizans?, 56-7; Barnard,
‘What was Arius’ Philosophy?’, 114-6; Gregg, Early Arianism, 35, n. 79; Stead, ‘Platonism of
Arius’, 28-30.
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81).”° Williams suggests that ‘this may be a rather condensed way of saying that a
creature cannot know itself as God knows himself, that is, eternally and necessarily,
or it may be an affirmation that no creaturely self-knowledge can be knowledge of
an ousia’.””" In either case, the Son’s knowledge is clearly not perfect; it is limited
both with regard to the Father, and to himself.”?

(4) Preeminence of will. In the second place, the Father’s superiority over
the Son implies the fact that the latter exists by God’s free will, while the Father is
alone free and self-determining.”>® The Father’s preeminence of will over the Son is
reflected in Arius’ letter to Eusebius, where he places Christ in a position dependent
on the Father by asserting that ‘he [the Son] does not derive his subsistence from
any matter, but by his [Father’s] will and council he has subsisted before time, and
before ages’ (Urk. 1[15].4 [Opitz 3; NPNF? 3:41, modified]).””* A similar statement
is given in Arius’ letter to Alexander where he claims that ‘he [the Father] made

755 and further

him [the Son] subsist at his own will” (UTooTnoavte 6ly BeAquatt),
again where it is said about Christ that he is ‘at the will of God, created before times
and ages’ (BeAfpati ToD Beod PO YPOVWY kel TPd aidver ktiobévte).”® Williams
believes that Arius’ argument about the Father’s preeminent will grows out of his
emphasis on God’s transcendent perfection. He writes: ‘God is the sole source of
all, and has none beside him, so that his will is uniquely sovereign; his will is not to
be restricted by anything that smacks of material or temporal limitation, or by any
natural “inner dynamism” compelling God to go forth in creation beyond his own
perfection’.”” In fact, God’s freedom of will in relation to the created order is so
crucial for Arius that he systematically excludes anything that can threaten it,
including the Son.

(5) Trinitarian subordinationism. Arius’ way of diminishing the Son’s

status, leads him to describe Christ as a lesser being than the Father. One way in

which he does this is by referring to the Father as the sole being who possesses a set

750 oy ’ ) ¢ \ ~ (N ” \ ’ o ~ 7 ¢ 7 \
KoL OpOTOC €0TLY O TOTNP TG ULE. OUTE Yyap TEAELWG Kol GKPLBAG YLVWOKEL O AOYOC TOV

Ttépe, olTe Tedelwg Opav adTov Shvatal.

U Williams, Arius, 106. Cf. ibid., ‘The Quest of the Historical Thalia’, 1-35.

52 The doctrine of the Father’s utter incomprehensibility is not directly witnessed as being
present in Arius’ letters themselves, and the earliest testimony for this doctrine remains to be that of
Alexander’s in Urk. 4b[2.2] [Opitz 6-11].

3 See Urk. 1[15].5 [Opitz 3], where 6p1o6r may imply deliberation.

5% obre €€ Hmokeulévov TLWdC, GAL’ BTl Bedfuatt Kol POUAR DTéoTn TPd YPOVWY Kol TPd wWVwY.

55 Ukr. 6[1].2 [Opitz 12; NPNF? 4:458].

58 Ibid. 6[1].3 [Opitz 13; NPNF? 4:458].

7 Williams, Arius, 98; emphasis is in the original.

165



of divine qualities that are unique to him. The best example of such a description of
God is found in Arius’ profession of faith where he offers a list of the following

characteristics:

We acknowledge one God, alone ingenerate, alone everlasting, alone without beginning, alone
true, alone having immortality, alone wise, alone good, alone sovereign, judge, governor, and
provider of all, unalterable and unchangeable, just and good, God of law and prophets and New

Testament (Urk. 6[1].2 [Opitz 12; NPNF? 4:458, modified).”®

This passage shows the full strength of Arius’ assumption that God is the perfect
and transcendent being. Especially noteworthy is the fact that he attaches the word
‘sole’ (uwovov) seven times in the one short text in order to mark the unique
attributes of the ‘one God’ (éva 0edv). Another way in which Arius explicitly
describes the Son as a lesser being than the Father is by subordinating him within
the Trinity. Unfortunately, we have only a few remarks on the Trinity in the extant
texts apart from the Thalia. The first trinitarian passage is found in Urk. 6[1], where
Arius declares: ‘He [the Father] is the source of all things. Thus there are three
subsistences (bmootaoerg). And God, being the cause of all things, is unbegotten and
altogether sole, but the Son... was made to subsist by the Father’ (Urk 6[1].4 [Opitz
13; NPNF? 4:458, modified]).””” The second passage is found in Arius’ short letter
written by him together with Euzoius while both of them were in exile. The
distinctive feature about this document is that it was addressed to the emperor
Constantine as a plea for a return and re-admission to the Church. Therefore, it is
carefully divested of any controversial wording in order to assure the emperor that
they ‘receive truly the doctrines concerning the Father, the Son, and Holy Spirit, as
they are taught by the whole Catholic Church and by the holy Scriptures’ (Urk.
30[34].4 [Opitz 641).”%° The heart of their creedal statement reads as follows:

We believe in one God, the Father almighty, and in his Son the Lord Jesus Christ, who was
begotten from him before all ages, God the Word, by whom all things were made, whether things

758 o e ’ ’ LA ’ 3 ’ ” ’ > ’ ’
otdoper éva Bedv, pdvov ayévvnmrov, puévov &idlov, pdvov dvapyov, wévov &AnBwéy, pévov
dBavaciav €xovta, povor codpov, Wovor dymBov, Wovor Suvdotny, TAVTWY KPLTHY, SLOLKMTHY,
olkovopov, &tpemtor kol dvoAdolwtov, OSikalov kel Gyefdv, VOWou Kol TPOdMTAY Kol KoLVRg
SLednKmg Bedv.
759y e , ;o , « - . , e < R
myn [6 mathp] ydp €T movTwV. oTe TPELG €low LTOoTAOELG. kol 6 pEv Bedg oiTiog TOV
TOEVTWY TUYXAVWY EOTLV BVepy0¢ HOVWTATOG, O 8€ LLOG... LTO ToD TaTPOg LTEDTN.
760 , , . , A h
TLOTEVOUEY KoL GmOdexOpeda GANORG Totépa kol LLOV kel TYedpa &yLov @¢ Taow T KaBOALK)
éxkAnote kel ol ypadel SLddokovoLy.
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in heaven or on earth; he came and took upon him flesh, suffered and rose again, and ascended
into heaven, from where he will come again to judge the quick and the dead.

We believe also in the Holy Spirit. ... (Urk. 30[34].2-3 [Opitz 64; NPNF? 2:28, modified]).”®'

At the end of this letter the authors suggest that all ‘useless questions and disputes
may be put aside’ so that they could again dwell in peace with the Church and the
emperor. There are several elements in this passage that are different from the one I
quoted earlier. First, we find a clear-cut definition which spells out the Catholic
faith in the Trinity in the traditional way of regula fidei. Arius lists all three persons
of the Godhead distinguishing between their names and status. Second, we find no
list of divine qualities or perfections similar to Arius’ profession of faith in Urk.
6[1].2. Instead, we find an affirmation that describes God alongside Christ with no
provocative distinctions. The second person of the Trinity is referred to as the Son,
the Lord Jesus Christ, and God the Word. He is begotten from the Father, but also
took flesh and suffered in it. Because of the context in which this Creed was
written, scholars are usually reluctant to regard it as the genuine expression of
Arius’ beliefs. They give greater preference to the first of the two trinitarian
passages.762 According to that statement, there are three subsistences (their names
and roles are left unspecified) and apparently one of them, namely the Son, is ‘made
to subsist by the Father’. The latter is said to be the sole cause and fountain of
everything. Noticeably, we find no reference to the incarnation characteristic of the
previous Creed. Instead, we have a formulation that is quite consistent with Arius’

overall emphasis on God as the unique transcendent being.

4.2.2 Fragments of the Thalia

Turning now from Arius’ documents to the extracts of the Thalia, his only
theological work, we find that the bulk of its ideas is quoted in the Orationes
Contra Arianos 1.5-6 and De Synodis 15. Together with the letters, the Thalia
comprises our most important piece of evidence for Arius’ theology. At the same
time, the extracts of the Thalia present us with a dilemma due to the fact that all of

its quotations were reproduced by Athanasius, who was Arius’ fiercest opponent

761 R
moTteloer €lg éva Bedv THTEPX, TUVTOKPATOPN: Kol €L KUPLOV ingodv ypLoTov TOV LLOV

adTod TOV povoyevdi, TOV €€ altod TPO TAVTWV TV alWvwy yeyewwnuévov, Beov Adyov, &L o Ta
TOVTo. EYEVETO TO, T€ €V TOLG OVPAVOLG Kol TO €m THC YAG, TOV kaTeABdvta Kol OopKo GvoieBovto
kol TeBOVTH KoL GVaOTAVTH Kol GreABovTe. €i¢ ToLg oDpavolg Kol TUALY épyouevov kplvan (Qvtag
Kol vekpolc. Kol €lg TO &yLov mredua.

762 See Athanasius’ discussion of Arius’ trinitarian beliefs in CA 1.17 [Metzler 127].
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and therefore could easily misrepresent what he said. In addition, modern scholars
have noticed that the Thalia of the Contra Arianos is to a certain extent different
from the Thalia of the De Synodis, and some have argued for different authorship of
them. Thus, in Hanson’s view the former passage represents a less favourable
redaction of Arius’ thought, and therefore it is more likely to be quoted by
Athanasius. As to the latter passage he argues that, in addition to having a more
obvious metrical pattern in which the Thalia is claimed to be written,”® it is less
provocative in style. Therefore, in his view, it must have been reproduced by the

anonymous compiler of ‘The Blasphemies of Arius’,’® and then given its title by

Athanasius.”®

Most other scholars,”®® whether sharing Hanson’s conviction or not
with regard to the different authorship of the two passages of the Thalia, normally
agree that they need to be treated distinctly and with a fair amount of confidence
that the passage from De Syn. 15 represents a more reliable account of the surviving
fragments of Arius’ theological work. With this idea in mind, I will distinguish
between the two passages under consideration and will analize each of them in their
turn. [ will first pay attention to those elements of the Thalia which are similar to
the ideas we have already highlighted from Arius’ letters, and then consider other
points which are missing in the letters, but present in the Thalia. In this way, [ will
endevour to reconstruct the specific content of both passages in order to determine

those elements which are unique to each one of them, and use this data to expand

our understanding of Arius.

4.2.2.1 Contra Arianos 1.5-6"%

%3 On the Sotadean metre of Thalia, see Bardy, Lucien d’Antioche; Stead, ‘The Thalia of Arius’,
20-52; West, ‘The Metre of Arius’ Thalia’, 98-105.

% See CA 1.7 [Metzler 116], where Athanasius qualifies the Thalia as ‘blasphemies of Arius’
(toig apelov Praodnuiorg).

755 Hanson, The Search for God, 10-2.

66 ¢ g. Stead, ‘The Thalia of Arius’, 20-52; West, ‘The Metre of Arius’ Thalia’, 98-105;
Williams, ‘The Quest of the Historical Thalia’, 1-35. With the current state of documentation, it is
not possible to reach a full account of Arius’ teaching bypassing Athanasian witness in Contra
Arianos 1.5-6 and De Synodis 15. Cf. Kannengiesser, ‘Arius and the Arians’, 460, who contends
that ‘we reach the essential Arius through Athanasius, and in no other way’, and ‘[t]he historian who
writes on Arius without the needed concern for the Athanasian literary mediation can easily miss the
point, as soon as he or she characterizes Arius’ thought and position with the help of quoted extracts,
which must be understood in the light of the writer who transmits them to us’.

787 In this section I have adjusted the order of rubrics to Athanasius’ flow of argument in C4 1.5-
6 [Metzler 113-5]: (1) Quasi-temporal priority, (2) Substantial difference, (3) Trinitarian
subordinationism, (4) Incomprehensibility, (5) The Preeminence of will.
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(1) Quasi-temporal priority. The quotations of the Thalia from CA 1.5-6 [Metzler
113-5], reiterate Arius’ argument about the ‘quasi-temporal’ priority of the Father
over the Son to which he referred in his letters. To stress the Son’s posteriority he
uses the same word ‘sole’ (povov) with regard to the Father that he used in his
letters.”®® In the first of the two instances where this word appears, Arius aims at
refuting the fatherhood of God. He says: ‘““God was not always a Father”; but “once
God was alone (uovog), and not yet a Father, but afterwards He became a Father™
(CA 1.5 [Metzler 114; NPNF? 4:308]).”%° It seems that Athanasius’ quote here is
intended to show that Arius attributed a change in God suggesting that God’s
‘fathering of the Son is a pretty peripheral matter’.”’’ Generally, scholars find it
doubtful that Arius would embrace such implications and believe that Athanasius’
citations here go beyond what Arius actually said. Widdicombe, who has come to
conclude that ‘wittingly or not, the pattern of Arius’ use of fatherhood language
> 771

suggests a de-emphasizing of fatherhood as a divine attribute’,””" explains this point

as follows:

It is doubtful whether Arius would have been prepared to accept that such conclusions about the
fatherhood of God could be legitimately derived from his theology. And it is even more doubtful
that, if he had been, he would have been prepared to state the conclusions in as forthright a

manner as they appear in Athanasius’ summaries, which presumably would have caused needless

offence among the faithful and not helped the credibility of his theology.772

This may well be so, since we do not find an explicit parallel to this idea in Arius’
letters. However, the fact that Alexander ascribes the denial of the fatherhood of
God to Arius in his evo¢ owpatoc (‘God was not always the Father, but there was a
time when God was not the Father’ in Urk. 4b[2.2].7 [Opitz 7]),’”* may suggest that
at least by 32577* (if not earlier) this doctrine was already recognized as

undermining the Christian faith in God as Father. The same perception is also

78 In addition to the two occurrences of the word uévov considered here, it is also used in C4 1.5
[Metzler 114] and 1.6 [Metzler 115] without any significant theological meaning.

9 olk el & Bedc mathp v GAL Bv dte O Bedc pévoc Av, kel obtw Tothp Av Votepov 8k
émyéyove Tathp.

770 Williams, Arius, 104.

! Widdicombe, The Fatherhood of God, 140.

"2 1bid. 163. Cf. Gregg, Early Arianism, 84, who suggest that ‘[f]atherhood and sonship are
neither absolute nor essentialist words in the Arian vocabulary. They pertain to priority of
importance, sequence of time, and quality of relationship’.

3 otk GeL 6 Bede Tathp MY, GAL’ By Bte & Oedc mathp olk fv.

™ See the note on the dating of Urk. 4b below in sect. 4.3.2.
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prompted by the fact that such expressions as ‘he [the Father] is before the Son’
(mpd ToD vlod éotww),”” or ‘we say that the Son has a beginning, while God is
without origin’ (&pyty éxer 6 vibe, 6 8¢ Bede dvapyde €ott),”’® could lead to an
implication that God was not always the Father. Whether Arius did deny the eternal
fatherhood of God or not, Athanasius considers it to be the crux of Arian thought,
and this may be one of the reasons why he spends so much time trying to refute it (a
subject to be discussed in the next chapter). The second instance where the word
wovov occurs in the Thalia is just another way of describing the ‘quasi-temporal’
priority of the true God. In the short statement from CA 1.5 [Metzler 114; NPNF?
4:309], which looks more like a paraphrase, we read: ““For God”, he says, “was
alone, and the Word as yet was not, nor the Wisdom™”.””” Here the language is less
personal: the names ‘Father’ and ‘Son’ are substituted by the terms ‘God’ for the
Father, and ‘Logos’ and ‘Wisdom’ for the Son. It implies that the existence of the
second person of the Trinity is ‘posterior’ to that of the Father who has eternally
been the true God.

(2) Substantial difference. Another way in which the Father’s superiority
over the Son is emphasized in the Thalia has to do with the difference of substance.
In the first place, we find that Athanasius ascribes to Arius the belief that the
Father’s substance is radically different from the substance of created beings. In
particular, Arius is said to assert that all beings are ‘foreign and different from God
in essence’ (Tawtwy Evwy kol avopolwy Oovtwy tod Beod kat’ ovoiav) (CA 1.6
[Metzler 115; NPNF? 4:309]). Extending this contrast between the Father and

(133

created things to Christ, the fragment continues: “the Word alien and unlike in all
things to the Father’s essence and propriety”, but belongs to things originated and
created, and is one of these’ (CA4 1.6 [Metzler 115; NPNF? 4:309]).”" Being placed
above the order of created beings, the Father’s substance is superior to Christ’s. The
latter is described in this statement as being ‘alien’ (&AAdtpioc) and ‘unlike’
(avoporog) to God both in his ‘essence’ (ovole) and ‘the individual qualities’

(i816tnc).”” Therefore, the difference between the Father and Son is the difference

5 Urk. 6[1].4 [Opitz 13].

"6 Ibid. 1[15].5 [Opitz 3].

T fv yép, dnol, pévoc 6 Bede, kel obmw AY & Adyoc kol T codic.

8 kol obtw kol & Adyoc GAAGTPLOC pEV Kol GOROLOC KaTd ThvTa THic TOD TaTpdC ololoc Kol
L8L0TNTOC €0TL TAY BE YEVNTAV KoL KTLOWATWY 18L0G KoL €l¢ adT@Y TuYYOVeL.

" For a discussion of Arius’ concept of the Son’s ‘foreigness’ with regard to the Father, see
Mortley, ‘The Alien God’, 205-15, who analyses the same terminology in Plotinus concluding that
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of nature. Interestingly, we do not find the terms aAA0tproc and avéporog in Arius’
letters. The earliest occurrence of the word &AAdtpiog is in Urk. 4b, where
Alexander reports Arius to be teaching that Christ is ‘alien, different and excluded
from the substance of God’.”*® Based on this observation, Hanson doubts that such a
terminology really belonged to Arius’ theological vocabulary. At the same time, he
observes that later Arians were indeed associated with this doctrine and tended to
avoid it in the face of their opponents’ criticism.”®' Perhaps, what could lead Arius’
opponents to charge him for teaching that the Son was foreign to the Father is his
consistent practice of singling out the Father’s qualities. Indeed, to stress that Christ
is devoid of the perfect qualities that the sole God possesses may not be too far
from saying that the former is radically unlike the latter. Interestingly, each time
Arius introduces the idea of qualities—be it the created qualities of the Son (as in
CA 1.6), or the unique qualities of the Father (as in Urk. 6[1])—he retains the
consistent intention: to protect God’s transcendence from everything that can
potentially rob it of its perfections. Gregg and Groh believe that this distinction of
the substantial qualities between the Father and the Son lays at the heart of what it

means to be Father and Son. In their study on early Arian thought, they write:

The point to be registered... has to do with the significance which Arians attached to the terms
“Father” and “Son”. They are descriptive of a relationship in which priority of importance and
sequence of time are clear; and they underline, in addition, qualities which define the bond
between the one who derives existence and power, submitting himself (0mopéve), and the one

782
who creates, empowers, and rules.

(3) Trinitarian subordinationism. Another way in which we may see the substantial
difference between the Father and the Son is the trinitarian conception of the

Thalia. The fragment which discusses the idea of the Trinity reads as follows:

And that ‘the essences of the Father and the Son and the Holy Spirit, are separate in nature, and
estranged, and disconnected, and alien, and without participation of each other’; and, in his own

words (w¢ aldtoc epbéyéato), ‘utterly unlike from each other in essence and glory, unto infinity’.

while the latter stressed the continuity between the three hypostases, Arius sought to emphasize the
discontinuity between the Father and the Son.

80 Urk. 4b[2.2].8 [Opitz 8]: &voc e kol dAAGTPLOC Kol Gmeayouiopévoc éativ 6 Adyoc THc Tod
6eod ovolag.

81 Hanson, The Search for God, 23.

782 Gregg, Early Arianism, 86.

171



Thus as to ‘likeness of glory and essence’, he says (¢noiv) that the Word is entirely diverse from

both the Father and the Holy Spirit (CA 1.6 [Metzler 115; NPNF2 4:309, modified]).”®

From the way the passage is put together (¢ adtoc €dpbeyEato and ¢nolv), it does
not look that Athanasius is quoting Arius directly; rather it seems that he is
paraphrasing Arius in a more or less independent way. In addition to the two words
aAroTpLog and avoporog used in the previously discussed fragment (CA 1.6) Arius
uses here several other terms in relation to the three persons of the Trinity. These
are anefevwpeval, ameoyowviopevat, and auetoyor. Together with the word dvopoiou
these terms seem to go with the phrase ‘unto infinity’ (elolv €’ dmetpov) which is
probably meant to emphasize the Father’s transcendence over the other trinitarian
hypostases. The same idea can be inferred from the fact that the Father’s substance
cannot be shared (Guéroxor); ™ it suggests that the Father is utterly transcendent and
uniquely incommunicable. In Williams’ view this means that ‘whatever is
communicated from the Father to Son, then, is not ousia or phusis.... God and the
Son cannot be joint ‘participants’ in a common form of Godhead’.”® Likewise,
Gregg and Groh point out that Arius’ formulations about the Trinity have ‘the
purpose to prohibit belief in any substantialist connection between the Persons’.”*®
A similar remark is made by Hanson who concludes that ‘[t]he union which makes
them a Trinity is a purely moral one, a unity of will and disposition’.”’ Seen in this
way, the uniqueness of the Father’s substance is what presses Arius to subordinate
the Son and Holy Spirit"® to the transcendent God.

(4) Incomprehensibility. Closely related to Arius’ concern for the

transcendence of God are two other arguments: one has to do with knowledge, the

8 kol BTl pepepiopévan T dloel, kol GmeEevouévol kel GTeoxoLviopévar, kel GAAGTpLOL, Kol
quétoyol elow GAMAwY ol odolow Tod Tatpog kel tod vlod kel Tob aylov Tveldpatog, kal, K¢ ahTOG
€pBEYERTO, GropoLoL TapTaY GAANAWY Telg Te oboluig kol 8OfaLg eloly ém’ &melpov. tov yodv Adyov
dnoly el¢ opoLoTNTe S6ENC Kal 00oLKG GAAOTPLOY €lvel TOVTEARG €KATEPWY TOD T€ TATPOS KoL TOD
dylov Treduntog.

8% The same word in the analogous context is used again in CA4 1.6 [Metzler 115; NPNF2 4:309,
modified]: ‘He says that the Son is in no respect partaker of the Father’ (kai apétoyov keté movte
T0D TATPOG TOV VIOV €dnoe).

753 Williams, Arius, 222.

88 Gregg, Early Arianism, 98. Cf. CA 3.10 [Savvidis 316-8].

87 Hanson, The Search for God, 23.

788 Arius’ doctrine of the Holy Spirit needs to be approached with caution, since we have no
explicit descriptions about it in his extant writings. Hanson, The Search for God, 24, suggests that
‘speculation can be indulged about what Arius’ doctrine of the Spirit would be if we knew it, but this
is a futile exercise. It is enough to say that he rigourously subordinated the Son to the Father so no
doubt he subordinated the Holy Spirit to the Son. Certainly his disciples, of every colour and period,
did so’.
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other with will. Earlier we mentioned that only the second idea (that the Father is
volitionally preeminent over the Son) is directly present in Arius’ letters. In the
Thalia of CA 1.6 we find that out of the two ideas only the first one (that the Father
is incomprehensible to the Son) is conveyed in the form of an elaborated argument,
whereas the second one is mentioned only in passing. Thus, in the fragment that
speaks about the Son’s ignorance of the Father’s substance as well as his own, we
read the following statement: ‘“even to the Son the Father is invisible”, and “the
Word cannot perfectly and exactly either see or know his own Father”; but even
what he knows and what he sees, he knows and sees “in proportion to his own
nature”™ (CA4 1.6 [Metzler 115; NPNF? 4:309].7% Immediately after that, it is added:
‘For the Son, too, he says, not only knows not the Father exactly, for he fails in
comprehension, but “he knows not even his own essence”” (CA4 1.6 [Metzler 115;
NPNF? 4:309]).”° In this passage, we see all the essential elements of the Father’s
incomprehensibility which Alexander pointed out in Urk. 4b[2.2]. In the first place,
it is the fact that the Father is ineffable to the Son and, in the second—that he
cannot be known or seen in a perfect and accurate way. Additionally, several other
things are adduced here which we do not find in Urk. 4b[2.2]. First, the Son is said
to be limited in knowledge of the Father in proportion to his natural abilities
(Gvardywe tolg iblowg peétpoic). Second, a parallel is drawn between the Son’s
ability to know the Father and our ability to know him (both come to know the
Father according to their natural powers which are certainly less than absolute).
And third, the Son is understood as being short of comprehending (ei¢ t0
katadofPeiv) the Father because of the lack of necessary power in his being. All three
elements have christological significance, and I will return to them in my discussion
of Christ and salvation in the next section.

(5) The Preeminence of will. Arius’ argument about the Father’s volitional
preeminence over the Son is given in the Thalia in the form of a short phrase: “For
wisdom”, says he, “by the will of the wise God, had its existence in Wisdom™’ (CA
1.5 [Metzler 114; NPNF? 4:309]).791 It is somewhat unclear what Arius means by

making a distinction between two wisdoms in this statement. In Behr’s view it is

8 ol TG vi§ 6 mathp &bpatoc Lmdpyel, kol obTe Opav, olTe YLWokew TeAelwe kol GKPLBGC
Sdhvatar 0 Adyog TOV €outod TaTépe GAAL kol O ywaoker kel O PAEmEL, avaddywg tolg idlolg
HETPOLG OLde KoL BAETEL, (doTep Kol MUELG YLVWOKOPEY katd ThY Ldlav Shveyquy.

70 kol yap kel 6 vide, dnolv, od pévov TOV TaTépr GKPLBAC 0D YL@oke: Aelmel yip adT@ €lg
10 KoTOAOBELY: &AM Kol aDTOG O LLOG TNV €xutod 0LOLAY OUK OLSE.

14 oodla yp, dnol, TH codle OTApEe codod Beod BeAfioel.

173



another way of making Christ distant from the Father. He believes that this phrase is
intended to emphasize that the proper wisdom belongs to the Father alone, while
Christ is wisdom in the derived and secondary sense.””” In any way, the statement
clearly implies that rather than being an extension of the Father’s nature, the Son is
a creation of the divine will. According to Gregg and Groh’s documentation of the
early Arian sources, this is exactly how the phrase ¢k Tod Beod was interpreted in
the Arian texts: not ‘out of his substance’, but ‘by his will’.””® Although never
mentioned again in this version of the Thalia, the argument about the Father’s
relation to the Son through the will rather than nature is continuous with what Arius
claims in similar instances in Urk. 1 and 6. In all these cases, Christ is said to be
created to subsist by the will and council of the Father who is superior over him in

all respects.

4.2.2.2 De Synodis 15

Turning now to the fragments of the Thalia in De Syn. 15 [Opitz 242-3], we find
that they largely cover all the previously discussed ideas from CA 1.5-6 [Metzler
113-5], and yet express them in a language that is far more neutral and refined. To
make it easier for us in identifying the points of difference or emphasis between the
two fragments of the Thalia and determine the degree to which the version of De
Syn. 15 expands on the ideas from CA 1.5-6, I will use a comparative table in which
summaries of both versions are placed consecutively in a thematical manner. In this
table, I will attempt to locate as many quotations as possible and in as much length
as I can to fit in the complete texts of both versions (apart from the christological
allusions which will be examined separately in the next section) in order to expose
the specific elements proper to each of them. Certainly my arrangement of the
material is arbitrary, but I hope that by placing it into two separate columns (one for
CA 1.5-6 and one for De Syn. 15) I will be able to illustrate more tangibly the key
ideas which are to be discussed afterwards. In quoting from CA 1.5-6, I will be
using Robertson’s translation in NPNF? edition, while for the extracts of the Thalia
from De Syn. 15, 1 will employ the translation of Stead.””* All the quotations under

the five major rubrics are numerated with the Roman numbers in order to maintain

792 Behr, The Nicene Faith, 2/1:145-6.
793 Gregg, Early Arianism, 5-6.
4 Stead, ‘“The Thalia of Arius’, 218-50.
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their original order and allow one to see where they belong in the flow of the Thalia

argumen‘c.795

CA1.5-6"°

(1) Quasi-temporal priority:

(i) ‘God was not always a Father’; but ‘once God was alone, and not yet a Father, but afterwards
he became a Father’. ‘The Son was not always’; for, whereas all things were made out of
nothing, and all existing creatures and works were made, so the Word of God himself was ‘made
out of nothing’; and ‘once he was not’, and ‘he was not before his origination’, but he as others
‘had an origin of creation’. ‘For God’, he says, ‘was alone, and the Word as yet was not, nor the
Wisdom. Then, wishing to form us, thereupon he made a certain one, and named him Word and
Wisdom and Son, that he might form us by means of him’.

(iv) “...but [the Word] belongs to things originated and created, and is one of these’.

(2) Substantial difference:
(ii1) ‘And, whereas all beings are foreign and different from God in essence, so too is ‘the Word

alien and unlike in all things to the Fathers’ essence and propriety...’

(3) Incomprehensibility:

(v) ‘...even to the Son the Father is invisible’, and ‘the Word cannot perfectly and exactly either
see or know his own Father’; but even what he knows and what he sees, he knows and sees ‘in
proportion to his own measure’, as we also know according to our own power. For the Son, too,
he says, not only knows the Father exactly, for he fails in comprehension, but ‘he knows not even

his own essence’.

(4) The preeminence of will:
(i1) ‘For Wisdom’, says he, ‘by the will of the wise God, had its existence in Wisdom’.

(5) Trinitarian Subordinationism:

(vi) “... the essences of the Father and the Son and the Holy Ghost, are separate in nature, and
estranged, and disconnected, and alien, and without participation of each other; and, in his own
words, ‘utterly unlike from each other in essence and glory, unto infinity’. Thus as to ‘likeness of
glory and essence’, he says that the Word is entirely diverse from both the Father and the Holy
Ghost’.

3 All the dots, if not bracketed, are mine; otherwise, they are not omissions, but the parts of the
corrupted texts indicated by the editor.

%1 have kept the inverted comas of NPNF’s edition to differentiate direct citations from the
paraphrase.
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De Syn. 15”7

(1) Quasi-temporal priority:

(iii) We call him unoriginated (&yév[vntov) in contrast to him who is originated (yévvmrov) by
nature [...] we praise him as without beginning in contrast to him who has a beginning, we
worship him as eternal in contrast to him who came into existence in times (xpévoig). He who
was without beginning made the Son a beginning of all things which are produced (yevvijrwv),
and he made him into a Son for himself; begetting (tekvomoinoac) him.

(viii) The Greater One is able to beget (yevvav) someone equal to the Son.

(2) Substantial difference:

(ii) He alone has no equal, none like him, none of equal glory.

(iv) He (the Son) has nothing peculiar to (i6.ov) God according to the reality of that which is
peculiarly his (ka®’ Oméotaoly i8Létnrog), and he is not equal [...] far less is he consubstantial

(opoodorog) to him (God). And God is wise because he is the Teacher of Wisdom.

(3) Incomprehensibility:

(i) God Himself, therefore, in himself remains mysterious (&ppnroc).

(v) As a sufficient proof that God is invisible (&dpatoc) to all, that he is invisible to the Son’s
people and to the Son himself [...] I will declare roundly, how the invisible can be visible to the
Son: by the power in which God can see, the Son is able to see [...] the Father according to his
individual [...] capacities (idloig...uétporg), as is determined (8épuig).

(x) To summarize, God is mysterious (&ppnrog) to the Son, for he is to him that which he is, i.e.
ineffable (&Aextoc), so that none of the things ... [text is corrupt for some words] for it is
impossible for him to trace out in the case of the Father what he is in himself. Indeed the Son
himself does not know his own substance (ovotc)...

(xii) ... for what sense does it make that he who is from the Father should [text corrupt] in
comprehending his own begetter? For it is clear that that which has a beginning could not

possibly comprehend or grasp the nature (0¢ éotiv) of him who is without a beginning.

(4) The preeminence of will:

(vii) So the Son having not existed attained existence by the Father’s will... Wisdom became
Wisdom by the will of the wise God...

(ix) It is by the will of God that the Son has his stature and character (fjAtkog kot 6o0¢) when and
whence and from what time he is from God.

(xi) ... for though he is the Son he is really so by the will of the Father.

7 In addition to the text below, Stead adds two more rather less securely established lines: ‘They
are altogether infinitely dissimilar (&vépoiot) from each other in their levels of glory’ (teic 80Eeic).
‘He (God) is set apart (Sunpnuévoc) in himself and in every way without a participator (&uétoxog)’.
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(5) Trinitarian subordinationism:

(vi) Certainly there is a Trinity [...] their individual realities (brmootacerc) do not mix with each
other, and they possess glories of different levels (608cic o0y opolaig). The sole glory is of the
Sole (ute T#g pieg), infinitely more splendid in his glories. The Father is in his substance (obotlav)
alien (Eévog) from the Son because he remains without beginning. Understand therefore that the

Monad (povag) existed, but the Dyad (6vdg) did not exist before it attained existence.

The appearance of new terminological expressions in De Syn. 15 has led some
scholars to doubt that this piece of writing really belongs to Arius. For example,
Kannengiesser believes that this fragment was transmitted not ‘from Arius, but
from a neo-Arian in the second half of the fourth century’ because it introduces
‘new terms, new images, which need a special justification’.””® More specifically,
he states: ‘In the Blasphemies, the quoted text is continuous... But what is
remarkable in this continuous series of propositions is the fact that their logical and
rhetorical continuity had been assured by a disciple of Arius (not Arius himself),
before they fell into the hands of Athanasius. In other words, the Blasphemies
include phrases coming from the Thalia fragments, transmitted by Athanasius since
c. Ar. 1.5-6, but in a continuous text, itself Arian’.”” Others have noted that the
language of De Syn. 15 is more philosophical and succinct than in the fragments of
CA 1.5-6, and even more technical than in Athanasius’ writings. In Williams’
understanding, Arius is presented in De Syn. 15 ‘as a scholarly trained philosopher
who speaks and writes in a technical language, who presents in his lexical data and
his style the rigour of a systematic thinker, who belongs to a definite school of
thought”.** More recently, a new work on the text of the Thalia published by Karin

Metzler®!

has shown that we have some solid ground that the passages of the
Contra Arianos and De Synodis come from the same source and make the same
point. Taking these considerations into account, I will further argue in my own
analysis of these two passages that even if De Syn. 15 is indeed a kind of remake of
Arius’ Thalia, it nevertheless reinforces his central idea about God as the

transcendent being and the unique possessor of divine qualities. To substantiate this

798 Kannengiesser, ‘Arius and the Arians’, 474.

799 Kannengiesser, ‘The Blasphemies of Arius’, 68-69. A similar view is promoted by Stead, ‘The
Thalia of Arius’, 27.

890 Wwilliams, ‘The Logic of Arianism’, 76, in Kannengiesser, ‘Arius and the Arians’.

801 Metzler, ‘Ein Beitrag zur Rekonstruktion der ‘Thalia’ des Arius’, 11-45.
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claim and highlight some of the distinctive emphases of De Syn. 15, 1 will take a
brief look at the five arguments, or themes, into which I have divided the passages.
(1) Quasi-temporal priority. When we compare the quotations (i) and (iv)
of the Contra Arianos with the quotations (iii) and (viii) of the De Synodis, we
observe that both versions of the Thalia draw a fundamental contrast between the
Father and the Son in terms of ‘quasi-temporal’ priority. The Father is always
primary, the Son is always secondary. This idea of contrast is established in the De
Synodis through a series of oppositions in which the Father is ‘unoriginated’,
‘without beginning’, and ‘eternal’, while the Son is ‘originated’, ‘has a beginning’,
and ‘came into existence in times’. The Father is said to be ‘the Greater One’ in
(viii) of the De Synodis, and his ‘quasi-temporal’ priority of existence suggests that
he transcends the Son. The main emphasis of the quotation from the Contra Arianos
seems to be on clarifying the idea of God’s solitariness (‘once God was alone’) by
drawing a contrast between the One who existed even before becoming a Father and
the one who came to be and once was not. The denial of fatherhood in the Contra
Arianos (if not genuine)802 may represent either a deduced paraphrase of the De
Synodis or Athanasius’ way of reductive argument: if the Son was not, then God
was not the Father. In either way, Arius’ emphasis on the transcendent aspect of
God’s existence is perceived as making a strong claim for the inferiority of the Son
who is said to belong to the created things and made out of nothing. At the same
time, the author of the Thalia in the Contra Arianos does not seem to be interested
in clarifying the nature of Christ’s creaturehood; he does not distinguish Christ from
other creatures. This fact is sometimes used to charge Athanasius for making blunt
polemic statements without providing the proper distinctions, or clarifications, of
what Arius really said. More specifically, he is accused for de-emphasizing the fact
that the Arian Christ, though being a creature, was understood as having the highest
status in the whole created realm. Thus, to quote Arius as saying that Christ is a
creature without clarifying what it means is a half-truth, for the created nature of
Christ, according to Arius, was in some sense higher than the nature of the rest of
the created things. I will come back to this argument when I discuss Arian

christology.*®® For now, however, it is worth noting that if Athanasius did quote

802 Williams, Arius, 104, doubts that this quotation really belonged to Arius. He argues that the
phrase €vo. T, which is used here in relation to Christ, is ‘almost certainly a deliberately
contemptuous paraphrase’.

803 See sect. 4.3.1.
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Arius in a biased way, it does not seem to be the case here. Instead, the more
credible passage of the Thalia in the De Synodis is just as silent about the meaning
of the created nature of Christ as the same passage from the Contra Arianos.
Moreover, the overall dynamic of the De Synodis’ argument is identical with that of
the Contra Arianos, for both passages make Christ emphatically lesser than the true
God.

(2) Substantial difference. The argument of the Father’s substantial
superiority over the Son in the quotations (ii) and (iv) of the De Synodis is
expressed in three ways; one of them has no exact terminological parallel in the
Contra Arianos. First, we find that God is said to be ‘alone’ (uévoc), and therefore
no one is like him; no being possesses the glory which he has. Second, God’s
individual qualities (ka8 UmOoTaoly ibLoTtnrog) are such that the Son cannot be
proper (i6tov) to him. By implication, the Son is described as not being equal to
God and in no way consubstantial (opoovoioc) to him. The fact that the word
opoovoLog appears in the more credible version of the Thalia from the De Synodis
and is not paralleled in the Contra Arianos may indicate the likelihood that it was
obscure or ambiguous for Athanasius; he uses it only once in all of his Contra
Arianos.*® Since it is not entirely clear what this word means in the immediate
context, I will come back to this issue in my discussion of Arius’ understanding of
Christ.** For now, it is important to highlight that the term 6uoototoc functions here
as a way of stressing the substantial difference between the Father and the Son. In
his article ‘Nikaia als Krisis’, Friedo Ricken draws seven specific qualities from De
Syn. 15 that circumscribe the Father’s substance and cannot be attributed to the
Son.*™ Ricken’s list includes such qualities as &ppnroc, dyévvnroc, &vapyoc, didloc,
aopatoc, povag, and Paoidelc. They make the Father substantially superior to the
Son in much the same way in which Arius himself does this in his own letters.

(3) Incomprehensibility. The next argument of the Thalia has to do with the
Father’s incomprehensibility. It is worth noting that no other subject covers so
much space in the passage of the De Synodis as this one. In fact, the passage opens
up with the statement about God’s incomprehensibility and it ends with the same

argument. The quotations (i), (v), (x), and (xii) of the De Synodis reiterate the basic

894 For a discussion on Athanasius’ use of opoovorog in Contra Arianos, see Pettersen, Athanasius,
147-55.
805
See sect. 4.3.1.
896 Ricken, ‘Nikaia als Krisis’, 323.
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argument of the Contra Arianos and add several more elements that are intended to
clarify what it means for God to be incomprehensible. First, both passages use a
special terminology to stress the fact that God is unknown to the Son. The key word
for the incomprehensibility in the quotation (v) of the Contra Arianos is dppntoc.
The passage in the De Synodis uses two other words for the same idea—aopatog
(used twice) and dAektog (used once)—which makes the argument sound stronger.
Second, we find that the author of the De Synodis adds an argument which is
missing in the Contra Arianos. This argument is expressed in the line where it is
said that ‘that which has a beginning could not possibly comprehend or grasp the
nature (0¢ €otw) of him who is without a beginning’. Given some scholarly
opinions, such as one by Gustave Bardy (the first scholar to charge Athanasius for
citing Arius carelessly) who says that ‘[I]’évéque d’Alexandrie indique tres
inexactement ses sources.... abrége, résume, bouleverse les texts qu’ilcite’,807 it is
hard to rationalize why Athanasius might have missed to integrate such an
important argument in his Contra Arianos. Instead, it seems that at least in this case
Athanasius is not being simply polemic. He seeks to generalize in the Contra
Arianos what is more specifically stated in the De Synodis, while making the same
point.

(4) The preeminence of will. The argument of the Father’s preeminence of
will in the quotations (vii), (ix), and (xi) of De Synodis is just as suspicious in this
regard. It is four times longer than the corresponding argument in the quotation (ii)
of the Contra Arianos, and it is used not so much as an incidental remark (like in
the Contra Arianos), but as an important fact stated four times. Just as in the
quotation (ii) of the Contra Arianos the passage of the De Synodis calls Christ
Wisdom and repeats literally the key phrase that he is ‘by the will of the wise God’.
According to the De Synodis, the Son’s stature and character (fjAkog kel 600c) rests
on the will of God and his whole existence depends on it as well.

(5) Trinitarian subordinationism. Finally, the concept of the Trinity in the
quotation (vi) of the De Synodis is couched in the same language of
subordinationism as we find it in the quotation (vi) of the Contra Arianos. The

distinctive emphasis of the De Synodis seems to revolve around two contrasting

%07 Bardy, ‘Recherches sur saint Lucien d’Antioche’, 247. The same argument is made in his
‘Alexandre d’Alexandrie’. For similar concerns, see Stead, ‘The Thalia of Arius’, 20-38; Williams,
Arius, 104-6.
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categories: the Father as ‘the Monad’ (povag) whose existence is primary, and the
Son as ‘the Dyad’ (dvag), whose existence is secondary.808 On the Son’s status as
the Dyad Thomas Bohm makes a helpful remark that ‘6uvac doesn’t mean the
twoness of Father and Son, but the “twofold” as non-monas and the second after the
Father who has caused him’.** In general, the way the quotation of the De Synodis
is phrased gives an impression of a philosophical argument supplied with the proper
technical terminology. In particular, it speaks about the Trinity by assigning to it the
individual hypostases that do not mix with each other, and it distinguishes between
their glories (80fxic o0y opolwic) in terms of ‘the sole of the Sole’ (uix Thg plog).
When speaking about the Father who ‘remains without beginning’, the De Synodis
uses the same word ‘foreign’ (Eevoc) as in the Contra Arianos to draw a radical
distinction between the Father’s essence and the essence of the Son. This difference
is said to be infinite both in the De Synodis and the Contra Arianos. Overall, this
drives home the main point of Arius’ theology that seeks to stress the transcendence

of God and his unique qualities.

4.2.3 Conclusions

Although the amount of Arius’ extant writings is scarce and the certainty about how
representative they are is not at all obvious, it is still appropriate to make several
observations from what I have examined thus far. First of all, my brief comparative
analysis of the Thalia fragments in the Contra Arianos and the De Synodis
corroborate with the view of those scholars who discern that there is more overlap
between the two than a marked difference. Such is the view of Metzler who has
convincingly argued that both passages of the Thalia fragments come from the
same source and seem to be intended for the homogenous argument.*'® Similarly,

Williams concludes that, all in all, there is a common style between the two, !

812
Furthermore, we find a

while Martin West argues that even the metre is uniform.
great deal of continuity between the way Arius presents himself in the letters and

the way he is quoted in the extracts of the Thalia. In both cases God is consistently

808 Kannengiesser, ‘Blasphemies of Arius’, remarks that ‘% povdc and f udc are completely new
in a supposed quotation of the Thalia. Only the Letters to Serapion 1 and 3, from 357-359, start, in
the Athanasian writings, to denounce the Arian dyas’.

89° Bohm, ‘Exegesis of Arius’, 700.

810 Metzler, ‘Ein Beitrag zur Rekonstruktion der ‘Thalia’ des Arius’, 11-45.

811 Williams, ‘The Quest of the Historical Thalia’, 1-35.

812 West, ‘The Metre of Arius’ Thalia’, 98-105.
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described as the sole being that possesses unique qualities and transcends
everything else. Again, in both cases, the Father’s qualities are said to be proper
only to him and in the Thalia it is somewhat more emphatically established that
they cannot be shared in any real or substantialist way by Christ.

Second, the differences that we do find between the letters and the Thalia
on the one hand, and the fragments of the Contra Arianos and the De Synodis on the
other, have to do largely with a set of additional terms or phrases which actually
reinforce the most controversial points of Arius’ thought rather than softening it. In
light of this fact, the difference of emphasis between the letters and the fragments of
the Thalia as well as the difference of emphasis between the two passages of the
Thalia fragments are indicative of a continuous development rather than of sharp
contrast. At times, Athanasius does quote Arius’ Thalia in a biased way, but it
would be an exaggeration to say that the fragments of the Contra Arianos are
radically ‘other’ than the fragments of the De Synodis. This leads me to the third
point that the language of the Contra Arianos is undoubtedly more contentious than
the language of the De Synodis. One can probably charge Athanasius for making
arguments in less than gentle terms, or even inserting his own words, but we need
not forget that he was a man of his time and we cannot judge him according to the
standards of modern rhetoric or political correctness. In this regard, Gregg and Groh
remind that “plain speech is not the style of patristic debate’,*"* and I propose that a
more helpful approach to Athanasius is the one expressed by Kannengiesser. In his
view ‘[t]he practice of polemic quotations in late antiquity presents certain
flexibility. Even careful authors, like Eusebius of Caesarea, may put their own mark
on their citations. In dogmatic polemics it is not always easy to detect where a
quotation starts or ends, or if its text has only been paraphrased. Before being
charged as untrustworthy or negligent, these authors deserve to be recognized as
following the practices of quotation customary in their time”.*'* Aside from this, it
is thanks to having both passages that we can reconstruct what strikes a fair balance

between Arius’ own letters and the quoted passages of his Thalia.

813 Gregg, Early Arianism, 45.

814 Kannengiesser, ‘Arius and Arians’, 460. Cf. Gregg, Early Arianism, 45, who writes that ‘[t]he
orthodox and the Arians observed the codes and conventions of polemic and were equally adept at
argument by insinuation, slander by association, and the deflection and misrepresentation of
opponents’ assertions’.
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All this being said, | suggest that it is not absolutely obvious that Arius’ theology is
‘unmistakably a hymn to the living God of scriptural narrative’.*'> We do possess
some evidence that Arius’ used a number of biblical quotations in the course of his
arguments (e.g. Rom. 11:36, Ps. 110:3 LXX], and Jn. 8:42 in Urk. 6), and could
have in mind a variety of other biblical allusions.®'® However, the language in
which he writes reflects a more metaphysical way of describing God; it does not
seem to be explicitly informed by the scriptural terminology. This is so much so
that some scholars completely rule out the biblical concern in Arius’ language.
Perhaps the clearest example of this approach is Thomas Pollard who concludes the

following:

There can be no doubt that the compelling motive of Arianism was the desire to preserve a strict
monotheism, but that does not mean that its monotheism was “biblical”’. The God whom the

Arians declare to be “One” is not the Living God of the Bible, but rather the Absolute of the

philosophical schools.®"’

This criticism may be harsher than Arius deserves if one considers it significant that
he retains some biblical/theological terminology and imagery throughout his
writings. At the same time, his philosophical rigour does lead him to explain
himself in a way that makes the scriptural language less obvious. Furthermore,
independent of what we consider to be the central concern in the controversy—be it
Arius’ monotheistic tendency, or his philosophical rigourism, or else his attempt to
be consonant with the Scriptures—Arius’ preoccupation with cosmological issues
creates specific repercussions for soteriology. To explain this point a little more,
Arius’ focus on the transcendence of God and his unique qualities leads him to
make Christ as far apart from the Father as possible. Indeed, as soon as one is
concerned primarily with defending the transcendence of God one is likely to
become concerned about ensuring that no lesser being compromises the perfections

of this highest Deity. As a result, the Arian God turns out to be so remote that he

815 Williams, Arius, 111.

816 A helpful study on Arius’ own exegesis can be found in Bohm ‘Exegesis of Arius’, 687-705,
who also provides a complementary bibliography on Arian exegesis on pages 704-5. Cf. Gregg,
Early Arianism, 89-91, who offer some suggestions as to what could be the biblical texts that Arius
might have alluded to. In particular, they list Romans 16:27; John 17:3; 1-Timothy 1:17, 6:15-16;
Mark 10:18. All in all, however, we have very little information in Arius’ letters, or in the fragments
of the Thalia, that would provide us with any direct scriptural quotations by which Arius could reach
his conclusions.

817 pollard, “The Origins of Arianism’, 104.
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cannot be directly involved in creation and salvation. In this sense, LaCugna’s
arguments against the Nicene preoccupation with metaphysics (as opposed to
soteriology) should really be directed to Arius rather than to Athanasius. When
addressed to Arius her warnings about the danger of taking refuge in what she calls
‘the metaphysical properties of God’ sound quite reasonable. Understandable is also
her suggestion that ‘the root of the nonsoteriological doctrine of God is its
metaphysics of substance: the pursuit of what God is “in se”, what God is “in
Godself” or “by Godself””.*'® Seen in this perspective, it is not surprising that
incarnation is not found in Arius. Instead, we find a paradigm preoccupied with
what God is in himself, not who he is in his relation toward humanity. If this is a
fair observation, then it does raise a question about what kind of soteriology this

approach implies.

4.3 The Saviour Who is to Be Saved: Arian Christ, Salvation, and Alexander’s
Response

In the beginning of this chapter, I discussed Gregg and Groh’s view that
deliberately emphasizes the importance of the soteriological theme in the Arian
dispute. These two scholars attribute Arius’ christology to the influence of Stoicism
and interpret his soteriology in terms of Christ’s moral progress to perfection as an
example to be followed by all believers. Their study has drawn both positive and
negative responses from scholars. Among the critical assessments of this theory (in

addition to those I have alluded to before)®"

modern commentators have paid
attention to several major issues. First, Gregg and Groh seem to overlook the fact
that Arians considered Christ as a soulless being. On this basis, scholars argue that
there is significant evidence which indicates the Arians emphatically distinguished
the Son from the rest of creation, and therefore did not conceive of him as fully
human and like us in all respects.820 Second, among the Arian statements about
Christ there are a few texts that claim Christ’s special position as a unique creature
that stood in a subordinate, yet exceptional relation to the Father. In particular, he is

1

called povoyevic 0edc,*! toxupoc Bedc,** dvwoer Bebc,t™ drpemtoc®™ and so forth.

818 LaCugna, God for Us, 3.

819 See sect. 4.1.2.

820 ¢ g. Hanson’s Review of Early Arianism in ‘New Light on Arianism’, 433-4, who provides
references to Epiphanius, Anc. 35.1-6; Gregory of Nyssa, Eun. 15.473 [GNO 163], and a few others.
Gregg and Groh never discuss the issue of Christ’s soulless being in the Arian texts.

21 De Syn. 15 [Opitz 243].
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Nevertheless, Gregg and Groh repeatedly emphasize that ‘the earthly Arian
redeemer emphatically was not God; he was an embodied creature’.**

I find these points of criticism fair enough and, in addition, I think that
Gregg and Groh’s argument about the Stoic influence and the exemplarist
soteriology is difficult to maintain due to the lack of direct evidence about it in the
Arian texts. Nevertheless, I do find their perspective helpful and I also find it
plausible that ‘soteriology never recedes very far into the background whether
attention is being addressed to christology... or to cosmology’.**® In this section I
will discuss Arian christology and will interact closely with Gregg and Groh’s
views on the subject. I will proceed by exploring the meaning of those passages
from Arius’ letters and the Thalia which either elevate or demean Christ’s status
with occasional references to Alexander and Athanasius’ perception of these ideas.

I will then introduce Alexander’s response to Arius in order to show how the latter

was perceived in addition to what he himself stated.

4.3.1 Christ’s Preeminent and Inferior Status, and the Implications for Soteriology

In Arius’ letters there are several christological statements which at first glance
appear surprisingly non-Arian. In the first statement recorded in Urk. 6[1].2 [Opitz
12], we read that Arius draws a contrast between the preaching of Alexander and
his own belief. In doing this, he proclaims that the Son is an ‘unalterable,
unchangeable, and perfect creature of God (&tpemtov kel dvariolwtov, KTiope TOD
Beod tédeov)’. Another similar statement is found in Arius” Urk. 6[1], where it says
that God (also referred to as unalterable and unchangeable—étpemtor Kol
avaroiwtov)™’ made his ‘only begotten Son’ to ‘subsist at his own will... but not
as one of the creatures; offspring, but not as one of things begotten’.**® When we
turn to the fragments of the Thalia, we find that Athanasius recognized the fact that
Arius’ called Christ ‘God’ in C4 1.5-6. We also have several extended lines of
christological argument in De Syn. 15 [Opitz 243; Stead op. cit.], where Arius
writes the following: ‘he [Christ] is only-begotten God and he is different from any

%22 Ibid. 15 [Opitz 243].

523 Ibid. 15 [Opitz 243].

824 Urk. 6[1].2 [Opitz 12].

825 Gregg, Early Arianism, 16; emphasis in the original.

52° Ibid. 70.

827 Urk. 6[1].2 [Opitz 12].

528 Ibid. 6[1].2 [Opitz 12; NPNF® 4:458]: yevwfoavta vidv Wovoyevf... bmoothoavte idie
BeMUTL... &AL ol) (¢ €V TOV KTLORATWV, YEvvnue, &AL’ oby W¢ €V Thv yeyevvnuévwy.
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others. ...and so he is apprehended in an uncountable number of aspects (émvolaLg).
He is God’s glory and truth, and image and Word. Understand too that he is
apprehended as reflection (&mabyeope) also and light’.** And then toward the end
of the passage, it is added (apparently with a reference to Isa. 9:15) that Christ is
‘the mighty God’ (ioyupdc 8e6c).*>”

In light of such statements about the preeminent role of Christ it is not clear
how they fit other claims that make him profoundly inferior to the Father. In
particular, Christ’s exalted status as God runs into a conflict with Arius’ arguments
(examined above) that the second person of the Trinity is posterior to God the
Father, substantially less than him, limited in knowledge, and sustained by the
divine will. How can then Christ’s divinity be truly divine if Arius makes him so

different from the Father? Or how can Christ be God if Arius denounces the
following essentials about him in Urk. 1[15] [Opitz 2; NPNF? 3:41]:

Thus he [Alexander] drives us out of every city like godless men, since we will not agree with his
public statements: that there was ‘always a God, always a Son’; ‘as soon as the Father, so soon
the Son [existed]’; ‘with the Father co-exists the Son unbegotten, ever-begotten, begotten without
begetting’; ‘God neither precedes the Son in aspect or in a moment of time’; ‘always a God,

always a Son, the Son being from God himself*.**!

How can Arius’ combine such inferior statements about Christ with those claims
where he exalts him above every created being? One way to deal with this question
is to ask further to what end Arius portrayed Christ as God. The best answer to this
question is provided by Alexander who was the first one to respond to the teaching
of Arius. Apparently, from the beginning of the controversy Arius cited Psalm 44:7
[LXX] as evidence of Jesus’ advance in virtue.**> To counter this argument
Alexander devotes a major part of his letter to his episcopal namesake in
Thessalonica in order to show that Arius’ claim about Christ’s moral improvement

stems from his belief that Christ was a changeable being. He asks Arius: ‘For what

829 \ o N .y - , - - , o
MOVOYEVTIC B€0C €0TL KoL €KATEPWY GAAOTPLOG OUTOC... €TMLVOELToL YOOV Juploig OOLG

emvolaLc... 60fe Beod, aAndela Te Kol €KWV Kol AOYOG OUTOC. OUVEG OTL KoL OMEVYXOMK Kol GOG
EMVOELTOL.
830 .
De Syn. 15 [Opitz 243].
831 o 3 ~ [ ) ~ ’ ¢ s ’ [y ) \ ) ~ 5 A
WoTe exOLOEL MUAC €K THE TOAEwg w¢ avbpwdmoug abeoug, €meldn ol OunPwVodUery odTQ
dnuooty Aéyovti, del Bedg del uldg, Gue Tathp e LLGG, CuvuTAPXEL O LLOG AYEVVHTWG T} Bed,
deLyevvng, dyevvntoyevng, o0t émvoly 00T’ &TOuw T Tpodyel 6 Bedg Tod ulod, del Bedg del uvidg,
€€ adtod tod feod O ULLOC.
832 .
Urk. 14[17].14 [Opitz 22].
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advance can the wisdom of God make [1 Cor 1:24]? What increase can the truth
itself and God the Word receive? How can the life and the true light [John 14:6; 1:4,
9] be made better?” (Urk. 14[7].30 [Opitz 24; NPNF2 3:38, modified]).*** To
answer his own questions, Alexander goes on to argue that there is nothing that God
needs in order to be what he is, and if Christ is God then he must be so by nature,
rather than by advance or moral progress. To this end, Alexander draws a contrast
between the natural (¢poer) sonship of Christ and the believers’ sonship by adoption
(B€oer). He writes that on the one hand ‘the sonship of our Saviour has nothing at all
in common with the sonship of the rest’, whereas, on the other, ‘men and angels,
who are his creatures, have received his blessing that they might make progress,
exercising themselves in virtues and in the commandments of the law in order to
avoid sin’ (Urk. 14[17].28, 30-1 [Opitz 24; NPNF* 3:37-8, modified]).*** The
former type of sonship is truly divine and unalterable, while the latter is subject to

835 Arius’ Christ, however, falls precisely together with other

change and attainment.
creatures whose sonship is not natural but attained. Against this Alexander contends
that Christ is not a creature, and therefore does not need to make progress towards a
better status. In his letter to the Egyptian church he summarizes these points of
Arius’ teaching as he seeks to explain why the Nicene Council issued the anathema

for Arius:

We unanimously decided that his impious opinion should be anathematized... that ‘the Son of
God came to be out of nothing’, that ‘there was a time when he was not’, and even that ‘the Son
of God, because he possessed free will, was capable either both evil and good’. They also call
him a creature (ktiopa) and a work (rotnue). The holy Council has anathematized all these ideas

(Urk. 23[25].3-4 [Opitz 48; NPNF? 2:12-3, modified]).**

The fact that Christ is ‘capable either both evil and good’ like all other creatures

explains in what sense Arius was prepared to call Christ God. According to

833 Ao \ R \ \
Tl yop Ov kol TpokoPar €xor M tod Beod codix, §| TL TMpooAuPeElv N adToaAnBeln; 1) O Bedg

Adyog TG av €xol PeAtiwdivor N T (wn §| 1O &ANBLWOY dAG;

834 ¢ e oy 186ty Ty vidtnte Tod cwTipoc HUGY obbeploav Exovowy kowwviay mpdg THY TGV
oL@y viotnte’ and ‘o 8¢ ktiopete adTod TuyxavovTeg, dvBpwmol Te kel dyyeloi, koL edAoylog
€lANdooL TPOKOTTELY GPETELC GOKOUMEVOL KOL VOULUOLG EVTOANLG TPOC TO W) GUOPTUVELD.

835 Urk. 14[17].29 [Opitz 24].
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Athanasius’ witness Arius taught that ‘Christ is not very God, but he, as others, was
made God by participation’ (C4 1.9 [Metzler 118; NPNF? 4:311]).%7 Apparently,
the same sort of differentiation stands behind Arius’ declaration in the Thalia that
Christ is not true God but possesses this name, as do others, by participation.838
Based on this distinction between the true God and those who are gods by
participation, Greg and Groh make the following conclusion: ‘When therefore Arius
describes Christ as “God” (8edc) without the article, we have every right to read
“divine” (B€iog); for he has in mind the scheme of a perfected creature who, after
progress in virtue, has been raised by the Creator to the status of a viog, understood
to mean 0edg (= 9&10@)’.839 Although Arius’ letters do not provide sufficient data
(only the Thalia fragments do) to support such an observation, this is exactly how
Arius was perceived both by Alexander and Athanasius. On one particular occasion,
Athanasius presses Arius’ understanding of Christ to what it may imply

soteriologically:

If then the Word is not in such sense from God, as a son, genuine and natural, from a father, but
only as creatures because they are framed, and as ‘all things are from God’, then neither is he
from the essence of the Father, nor is the Son again Son according to essence, but in consequence

of virtue, as we who are called sons by grace (De Decr. 22 [Opitz 19; NPNF? 4:1651).54°

According to this passage the fact that Christ does not share the Father’s
substance—which is the same as saying that he is not truly God—implies that he is
in need of being saved like all others by grace. Whether Arius himself would be
prepared to make such a statement, his description of Christ does fit what he teaches
about God. More specifically, his non-relational emphasis on God as the
transcendent being leaves very little room for the divine involvement and creates a
risk of relegating salvation to the practice of moral advancement. If this observation
is fair, then it is quite possible that Arius did have a soteriological view even if we
do not find it explicitly stated. Moreover, some scholars find this possibility more

definite than not. Thus, based on their own documentation of data, Gregg and Groh

837 ok €0ty GAnBLVOC Bede 6 YPLoTOC, GAAL peToxR kel abTdg éBeomoLrm.

838 ¢.g. CA 1.6 [Metzler 115]; 1.9 [Metzler 118]; Ep. Aeg. Lib. 12 [Metzler 52].

839 Gregg, Early Arianism, 21.
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suggest that ‘the literature of the controversy contains indications that the Arian
spokesmen produced their own version of a doctrine of the deification of
believers—one “high” enough to compete with and threaten the Athanasian theory
that the incarnation effected the reversal of human corruptibility and enabled
persons to become divine’.®' A similar suggestion is made by Williams in the
postscript to his second edition of Arius. He concludes that ‘Arians claimed to take
theosis no less seriously than Nicenes; but Athanasius makes a powerful case for
denying that this can be done while still clinging to the idea of a mediatorial created
redeemer’.**? T will return to this point once more towards the end of this section.

Just as with the name ‘God’ for Christ, Arius’ use of other christological
titles—Wisdom, Word and Power—is not intended as the descriptions of his
ontological identity with God the Father. Rather they are understood as metaphors
of the pre-incarnate position of Christ in the role of the Father’s instrument. This
functional sense of Christ’s role as Wisdom, Word, and Power was clearly
recognized by Alexander and Athanasius. The former affirms that for Arius, Christ
‘was made for our sake, so that God might create us through him as by a tool’ (Urk.
4b[2.2].8, 9 [Opitz §; NPNF? 2:3-5, modified]).*** The latter reconstructs this point
more extensively in the Thalia of CA 1.5 [Metzler 114; NPNF? 4:309]:

Accordingly, he [Arius] says that there are two wisdoms, first, the attribute coexistent with God,
and next, that in this wisdom the Son was originated, and was only named Wisdom and Word as
partaking of it. ‘For Wisdom’, says he, ‘by the will of the wise God, had its existence in
Wisdom’. In like manner, he says, that there is another Word in God besides the Son, and that the
Son again, as partaking of it, is named Word and Son according to grace. And this too is an idea
proper to their heresy, as shewn in other works of theirs, that there are many powers; one of
which is God’s own by nature and eternal; but that Christ, on the other hand, is not the true power
of God; but, as others, one of the so-called powers, one of which, namely, the locust and the
caterpillar [Joel 2:25], is called in Scripture, not merely the power, but the ‘great power’. The
others are many and are like the Son, and of them David speaks in the Psalms, when he says,

“The Lord of hosts’ or ‘powers’ [Ps. 23:10 LXX].**

841 Gregg, Early Arianism, 66.

842 Williams, Arius, 241, who supports his claim with the reference to the long quotation from
Eusebius of Emesa in Theodore’s Eran. 3 [PG 83:312¢-317a], as a possible evidence for the Arian
interest in the subject of deification.

843 Urk. 4b[2.2].8, 9 [Opitz 8; NPNF” 2:3-5, modified]: 1d kol tpemtdc €0Tt kel GAAOLWTOC THY
dloL (¢ Kol TavTe TO AOYLKK... 8L” MU yop Temolmral, tva fuac 67 wdtod wg 8L’ 6pydvou KTlom
0 0edc.
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The delineation which is made here concerns two types of Word, Wisdom, and
Power. The real qualities of Word, Wisdom, and Power are intrinsic only to God. In
Christ they are manifested derivatively. He is Word, Wisdom, and Power by name
rather than by nature. The assumption behind this distinction is that God’s
transcendence excludes Christ from sharing the Father’s substantial characteristics.
In Arius’ understanding, God can be God only by retaining his own Wisdom, Word,
and Power which Gregg and Groh consider as a ‘protection of God’s enduring
attributes’®** because ‘no theory of the Word issuing from God which obscures
God’s full sovereignty or the utter dependency of the Son is allowable’.**° It is not

surprising that this long quotation from the Thalia ends with the christological

application in which the Son is represented as on par with other creatures:

And by nature, as all others, so the Word himself is alterable, and remains good by his own free
will and choices. When, however, he wills, he can alter as we can, as being of an alterable nature.
For ‘therefore’, he says, ‘as foreknowing that he would be good, did God by anticipation bestow
on him this glory, which afterwards, as man, he attained from virtue. Thus in consequence of his
works foreknown, did God bring it to pass that he, being such, should come to be’ (CA 1.5
[Metzler 114-5; NPNF? 4:309, modified]).**

Here Christ is said to be of alterable nature, but persistent in good deeds. In fact, it
is by virtuous living that he achieved the position of honour proleptically held by
him. Thus, Christ wins divine approval and promotion to the glories and dignities
ascribed to him in the Scriptures as the Word, Wisdom, and Power of God by his
free obedience in the performance of good acts. How does then Christ’s alterable

nature square with the fact that he was a perfect and unchangeable creature? It does
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€otL O¢ ko todTo THC alpéoewg abTt@dv 18Lov dpdvmue dnAoluevov v €Tépolg oTOV GUYYPRULAOLY,
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obk €oTiy aAnBuvn 8lveplg tod Beod, GAAL ploe TOV Aeyopévwy SUVUMEWY €0TL Kol aDTOg, WV Wlo
KoL ‘N aKplg kol M Kopmn’ oL dUveulg LOvov, aAAa Kol ‘peyeAn’ mpooayopeletal: ol O aAdol
oAl kol Opoiel elor TG Llg, Tepl WV kol SafLd Yaddel Aéywr ‘klplog @V Suvdpewy’. Cf.
similar statements in Urk. 4b[2.2].7-9 [Opitz 7-8].
845 o
Gregg, Early Arianism, 104.
846 11
Ibid. 105.
847 N o v « , o o
kel TH pev dloel, domep mavteg, oltwg kol adTO; O AGyog €0TL TPEMTOE, TG OF LW
adtefouoly, €wg PovAeTon, péver kaAdg Ote pévtor Bédel, Shvatar Tpémeobol kol adTog WoTep Kol
TELG TpeTThic v dploewg. ‘Sue Todto Yap’, dnol, ‘kel TPoywwWokwy O Bedg €oecBur kaAdV adTOV
mpoAafav TodTNY alT® THY S6Eny S€dwkev, MY &V kol ék TAg dpetfc éoye petd tabta’c ote €
€pywr adTod, OV TPoéyvw 6 Bedg, Tolodtor alTOV VOV Yyeyovéval.
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so according to the same logic by which Arius called Christ God. Just as Christ’s
divinity was about his moral status rather than nature, so does his unchangeability
and perfection have to do with his virtuous living and the unswerving love to God
rather than with his substantial relatedness to the Father. Gregg and Groh explain

this point (correctly in my view) in full length:

When the orthodox put forward the word “unchangeable” (&tpentog) as a term which could not
describe creatures but only the Son, the Arians present at the synod assented to this term also,
confident that it did not damage their case. In defence of the applicability of “unchangeable” to
themselves, they paraphrased Paul’s utterance in the eighth chapter of Romans. “Nothing will
separate us from the love of Christ”, they declared. By using this text in this way, the Arians
made clear that for them unchangeability had to do with constancy of affection, with persistence
in willing, with steadfast faith. To be &tpemtoc, they held, was not to possess a natural property
reserved to Godhead alone but to intend and to do those things which accord with the Father’s

good purpose. Inseparability from the love of God was that which the chosen one and other

adopted sons could be said to share in their perfected state.***

Thus, we can conclude that whatever title Christ is given by Arius (be it God, Son,
Word, Wisdom, Power, or perfect and unchangeable being) it is always on account
of grace, name, or participation rather than on account of his nature. In other words,
Christ is not of ‘the same essence’ (opoovoroc) with the Father and his close relation
to him in the role of the Son can be defined only in conceptual (in contrast to
substantial) terms. A closer examination of this point shows that Arius might have
denied the substantial communion®" between the Father and Son because of the
way he understood the word opoototog. This word carried at least two meanings for
him. First, there is evidence that he understood it to mean a compound and divisible
substance. In this sense, the word opoototog had materialist implications because ‘it
conveyed the notion that two or more subsistents were co-ordinate members of the
same class’.*" Arius rules out this meaning of Christ’s relation to the Father in his

letters because it threatened to undermine the divine simplicity and immutability of

848 Gregg, Early Arianism, 68.

849 Arius claims that the Son is ‘not of one essence (005¢ opoovoioc) with the Father’, and that his
‘essence is foreign to [the Father’s] essence (Eévoc... kat’ ovolav)’ (De Syn. 15 [Opitz 242). He also
rejects the idea that the Son is ‘a one-in-essence-portion’ (uépog Opoovoiov) with the Father in his
letter to Alexander (Urk. 6[1].3 [Opitz 12]), and denies that the Son is ‘a portion of the ingenerate’
(épog Gyevvirov) in Urk. 1[15].4 [Opitz 3]. For a discussion of Arius’ interpretation of the word
opoovolog, see e.g. Widdicombe, The Fatherhood of God, 141-3; Williams, ‘Arius’, 63-6; Hanson,
The Search for God, 92-3; Gregg, Early Arianism, 25, 70.

850 Widdicombe, The Fatherhood of God, 141-2.
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God. More exactly, he asserts: ‘But if the terms from him [Rom. 11:36], and from
the womb [Ps. 110:3 LXX], and I came forth from the Father, and I have come [In.
16:28] be understood by some to mean as if a part of him, one in essence
(opoovoiov) or as an issue, then the Father is according to them compounded and
divisible and alterable and material, and, as far as their belief goes, has the
circumstances of a body, who is the incorporeal God’ (Urk. 6[1].5 [Opitz 13;
NPNF? 4:458, modified]). ®' The second meaning of the term Opoolotog is
commented in the Thalia, where it is claimed that the Son ‘is not equal’ (o0é¢...
€0ty 100g), nor one in essence (00d¢ Opoovotog)’ with the Father (De Syn. 15 [Opitz
242; NPNF® 4:458). In Widdicombe’s view ‘this phrase implies that such an
equality would mean a total identity of attributes, so the Son, like the Father, would
be ingenerate, eternal, and without beginning’. This idea of ouootoiog is equally
rejected by Arius when he says: ‘The Father is in his substance (ket’ olotav) other
than the Son because he remains without beginning’ (De Syn. 15 [Opitz 242; Stead
op. cit.]).*>* I will return to this argument in my discussion of Alexander’s response
to Arius.*”® For now, however, it is important to ask why then it was so crucial for
the Nicene representatives to insist on using the word opoovotog, if it had such
misleading connotations at that time. According to Behr, originally this term was
neither a part of anyone’s technical vocabulary, nor the rallying point that it would
later become. Its meaning was no yet fully clear, but it was introduced most likely
‘because it was known that Arius and his most ardent supporters objected to it’.***
In this perspective, the word opoovoioc was used in order to defend the substantial
unity between the Father and Son in view of the cosmological concern in the
controversy. But if Arius’ theology allows us to draw the soteriological implications
based on his view of God, as I pointed out earlier, then how does the word
opoovotog apply here? Gregg and Groh answer this question in light of what they

call exemplarist soteriology:

851 \ () 5 a9 \ s s \ o2 ~ \ 2o 1% PR ’
€l 8¢ TO ‘€ aUTOD’ Kol TO ‘€K YHOTPOG' KoL TO ‘ék TOD mMoTpog €ENABov koL MKw’ WG EPOG

adTod Opoouciov kol W¢ TPoBoAT LTO TLwwy voeltal, olUvBetog éotol O THTNP Kol SLLPETOG Kol
TPeMTOg Kol ORPe kot  adTolg Kol TO 8oov €m adTolg TO GKOAOLON OWHETL THOXWY 6 GOWUKTOG
Bedc.
852 7 A ¢~ s 5 7 < ’ o ” < 7
Eévoc tod vlod ket odolav O matip, 8Tl &vapyog UTEpXEL.
853
Sect. 4.3.2.
854 . .
Behr, The Nicene Faith, 2/1:157.
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Believing the Arian picture of salvation blasphemous, orthodox representatives introduced and
took battle positions behind the word opoototog, judging that this idea of identity of essence could

alone differentiate the Son’s divine likeness and unchangeability from that imitation (pipnoic)

which the faithful appropriate “through virtue from keeping commandments.*>’

In Gregg and Groh’s understanding the whole controversy revolved around two
alternative perspectives of deification. The first one, associated with the early
Arians, was advocating a saviour who was imitable to Christians. This model
understood Christ as a perfect example of virtuous life; by following him believers
could reach the same progress. The other perspective of deification was associated
with the adherents of the Nicene faith. It placed Christ alongside the Father and
used the word opoolotog to safeguard his divine ability to deify human beings.
While this distinction between two alternative models of deification can be objected
on the ground that Arius himself does not present Christ for imitation, Gregg and
Groh do make a helpful point; they draw attention to the issues left unnoticed
before. One thing that is noteworthy is that according to the witness of Alexander
and Athanasius the Arian Christ appears to be capable of doing the same things as
the rest of the creatures. To quote just one example from Alexander, we read: ‘The
accursed ones say, “Certainly we also are able to become sons of God, just like that
one [Christ]”. For it is written, “I begot and raised up sons” [Isa. 1:2]" (Urk.
14[17].11 [Opitz 21; NPNF? 3:37]).856 We also find many analogous statements
throughout Athanasius’ main writing Contra Arianos (to be considered in the next
chapter). Gregg and Groh approach such instances as evidence that Arius taught
what they call exemplarist soteriology, namely the notion of salvation in which
Christ is the perfect example of how one is to be saved. They argue that Arian
watchwords such as ‘there was when he was not’, ‘creature’, ‘work’, and

‘changeable’ had soteriological implications which were

epitomized and made explicit in phrases like ‘even as we’, ‘like us’, ‘as all others’. He [Christ]
had a beginning of his existence, as others. He is called ‘power’ as others, and knows the Father
as we also do. He is changeable and wills the good as we can. He carries the title ‘God’ by

participation of grace, like others.®’

855 Lo
Gregg, Early Arianism, 70.
856 / - o, o , o s
Suvopebo yodv kol muelc’, odaoly ol aAnoTopeg, ‘viol yeveoBur BeoD, womep kak€elvog .
yéypamton yap® ‘viobg éyévimon kol Ujiwou.
857 o
Gregg, Early Arianism, 68.
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Scholars dispute whether this perception of the imitability of Christ (insisted by
Arius’ opponents) is true to what Arius actually taught. With no direct witness in
Arius’ own texts, there is always a temptation to dismiss the arguments of
Alexander and Athanasius as irrelevant. However, their perception might not be
completely groundless. After all, as we saw earlier, Arius’ doctrine of God does
imply specific soteriological repercussions, and I suggest that regardless of whether
we are willing to take the witness of Alexander and Athanasius as credible, we do
need to consider at least two major points.

In the first place, as I have just indicated, Arius’ view of God as the utterly
transcendent being leaves very little room, if any, for personal salvation. In other
words, Arius’ doctrine of God finds its counterpart in the unstated concept of
salvation in which the saving subject is not God—he is too transcendent for a direct,
or personal involvement—but human beings. Seen in this perspective, salvation
stops being God’s initiative and becomes dependent on the human role.
Furthermore, Arius’ insistence that God’s perfection is based on his possession of
the unique qualities (which the Son and Holy Spirit do not share) makes the
opoovotog formula unnecessary. And in as much as 6poovoiog is unnecessary, the
Father-Son language is redundant as well. Hence, there is more sense to speak of
God as the self-contained essence rather than a communion of the trinitarian
persons. In fact, this is exactly how Athanasius perceived Arius talking about God,
and I will discuss this point in more detail in the next chapter. For now, it is
important to note that the sort of deification this approach encourages (even though
Arius himself never said this) is to become as far like God as possible in those
qualities that make him what he is in the supreme sense. It is this logic that may be
at work in Arius’ christology, for it seems to suggest a deification account of how
one unique creature becomes promoted to the status of god, rather than how
God—the Son being opootoiog with the Father—becomes an embodied creature. If
this observation is fair, then the reason why both Alexander and Athanasius were so
persistent in emphasizing the role of virtue for Arius’ christology is because it was
the only way how Christ could become like God and resemble the perfection of his

qualities.
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In the second place, Gregg and Groh are sometimes criticized for not taking into
account the fact that early Arians understood Christ to be soulless. **® In light of this
characteristic, Christ is claimed to be special and unlike other creatures, which
means that he cannot be a model in the true sense. Can such a christology be
soteriological? According to Meijering, Arian cristology could hardly be
soteriological even if Christ were thought to possess the exemplary role. He
remarks: ‘Can a doctrine which advocates the imitation of the perfect creature
Christ be called a doctrine of salvation? Is this not moralism?’®*° However, the fact
that Christ does the same things others do (whether he is the soulless being or a
being like us in all respects) shows him to fall short of being the true God and
suggests that he is in need of progress and salvation like all others. Perceiving it
precisely in this way, Athanasius would later say in his CA4 2.41 [Metzler 217;
NPNF? 4:370]: “If the Son be a creature, the nature of rational creatures being one,
no help will come to creatures from a creature, since all need grace from God’.*®
Seen from this perspective, Arius’ christology is quite soteriological, even though

Christ himself appears in need of salvation rather than saving those who need him.

4.3.2 Alexander’s Response to Arius’ Teaching about God and Salvation

If Arius considered God in terms of the transcendent being whose divine qualities
could not be communicated—mneither its substance, nor its intrinsic wisdom, word
or power—but all creation (including Christ) depended on his divine will,
Alexander inclined sharply toward the opposite pole. For him the key to salvation
lay in the fact that the Father and Son share in the same divine nature. More
precisely this means that the latter’s natural sonship is the ground for human
sonship by grace. Alexander introduced into the early stages of the debate most of
the basic categories that were later used by Athanasius to counter Arius’ stance that
Christ was posterior to the Father, substantially less than him, limited in knowledge,
and sustained by his will. He also underscored the downward act of God for the

salvation of humanity. Among the extant writings*®' (archived by the fifth-century

%% For more critical remarks on Gregg and Groh’s approach in which particular emphases of
Arius’ christology are considered as being dictated by the exemplarist soteriology, see Williams,
‘The Logic of Arianism’.

859 Meijering, in his Review, 67-8, of Gregg, Early Arianism.

00 ¢ kriope €otiv 6 vide wac olone Thc ¢loewc TV AOYKAV KTLOPdTwY, olbdeple Tepl
KTLOWOTOG KTLopaoL PorBela yevnoetar Sue T0 movtag 6€loBur thg mapk Tod Beod yapLtog.

%! The dating adopted here is that put forward by Williams: évdc odpatoc (Urk. 4b[2.2] [Opitz 6-
11]) dated ca. early in 325 and 7 ¢thapyoc (Urk. 14[17] [Opitz 19-29]) dated ca. 321/2; see
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historians Socrates and Theodoret) that belong to Alexander, the two most
important ones are a short Letter of Alexander to all Bishops (also known as €vog
owuatog from its opening words, and sometimes believed to be Athanasius) and a
longer Letter to Alexander of T hessalonica®® (known as 7 ¢idapyog), which was
written when the controversy had already lasted for several years. I will look at both
of these letters in their turn.

Alexander’s letter to the bishops is written in the form of a synodal report
and addressed to his Alexandrian colleagues ‘of the Catholic Church in all
places’.*® It does not reveal much of Alexander’s own ideas, because it was aimed
primarily at recapitulating what Arius taught. The central part of the letter offers a
summary of the most distinctive elements of Arius’ teaching in the form of the

quotation that reflects the Thalia propositions:

God was not always the Father; but there was a time when God was not the Father. The Word of
God was not always, but was made ‘out of nothing;” for he who is God fashioned the non-
existing from the non-existing; wherefore there was a time when he was not. For the Son is a
thing created, and a thing made: nor is he like to the Father in substance; nor is he the true and
natural Word of the Father; nor is he his true Wisdom; but he is one of the things fashioned and
made. And he is called, by a misapplication of the terms, the Word and Wisdom, since he is
himself made by the proper Word of God, and by that wisdom which is in God, in which, as God
made all other things, so also did he make him. Wherefore, he is by his very nature changeable
and mutable, equally with other rational beings. The Word, too, is alien and separate from the
substance of God. The Father also is ineffable to the Son; for neither does the Word perfectly and
accurately know the Father, neither can he perfectly see him. For neither does the Son indeed
know his own substance as it is. Since he for our sakes was made, that by him as by an
instrument God might create us; nor would he have existed had not God wished to make us.

Someone asked of them whether the Son of God could change even as the devil changed; and

Williams, Arius, 48-61 and esp. 58-9 where the author gives a list of documents and dates. This
dating means that the Thalia was written some time after | ¢pidapyog but before évog owpatog. This
makes sense of apparent ignorance of the Thalia in Alexander’s 1 ¢idapyoc and explains the
appearance of the extended Thalia quotation in his évo¢ oWpatog. Many scholars now believe that
€vdg owpetog was written by Athanasius at the request of Alexander. For this view, see Stead,
‘Athanasius’ Earliest Work’, 76-91. For the arguments on Alexander’s authorship, see Barnes,
Constantine and Eusebius, 202-3. For the discussion on the relationship between evd¢ owpatog and
N oldapxog (which is still debated by scholars), see Williams, Arius, 48-59; Parvis, Arian
Controversy, 68-81.

862 Although Opitz presents 1 ¢ilapyoc as being referred to ‘Alexander of Thessalonica’,
Theodoret (HE 1.3.3 [SC 501:150-2]) reports that it was sent to Alexander of Byzantium, the
archbishop of Constantinople. More on this, see Behr, The Nicene Faith, 2/1:63; Williams, Arius,
267, n. 3.

863 Urk. 4b[2.2].1 [Opitz 6]: toig amovteyxod thg keBoAkfig ékkAnoteg.
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they feared not to answer that he can; for since he was made and created, he is of mutable nature

(Urk. 4b[2.2].7-10 [Opitz 7-8; NPNF?2:5, modified]).***

This quotation fully concords with all the most important aspects of Arius’ thought
found in his letters and the fragments of the Thalia. Having quoted Arius’ own
words, Alexander goes on to state (with reference to Jn. 1:1; 3:18; Ps. 45:2 [LXX];
Wis. 7:26; Col. 1:15; Heb. 1:3; and Mal. 3:6) that the Son’s essence is like that of
the Father, that the Son is unchangeable in his nature, and that he possesses perfect
knowledge of his Father.

Alexander’s 1 ¢pLAapyog is more extensive in length. It deals with a range of
key theological issues ordered around the Father-Son relationship with specific
implications for soteriology. After a short description of the ongoing debate, which
had now spread accross most of the Eastern churches, Alexander discusses the
typical expressions of the Arian propaganda. The first one is that ‘there was a time
when the Son of God was not’ (fv mote éte odk fv 6 vide T0d Beod),*® and the
second one is that ‘God created all things out of nothing’ (mavta... 6 6eoc €€ olk
Butwv émoinoe),*®® including the Son. He expresses a concern that Arius and his
advocates ‘deny the divinity of our Saviour’ (thv 6edTntee Touv OWTAPOC MUGV
o’cpvof)uevm),867 and reduce him to ‘the level of being equal to all others’.*® As a
result, the kind of Christ that Arians posit is a mutable creature whose sonship is
dependent on his moral endeavor. Alexander counters these tenets of Arius’
teaching by arguing that God should be understood as a communion of three divine

persons.®® This communion is shown to us most clearly in the relationship of the

864 o0k del 6 Bedc Tathp A, GAL v dte 6 Bedc Mathp olk Av. olk Gel AY 6 Tod Beod Adyoc,
QAL €€ olk OvTwY Yéyovev. O yop WY Bedg TOV W Ovte €k tod un dvtog Temolnke. SLO Kol MY TOTE
Ote o0k M. KTlOpe yap €0TL Kol Tolnue O Lldg. olte 8¢ Opolog kat® ololav T¢ Tatpl €0TLY obTe
. \ o - < s e \ T vans
aAnbwoc kol ¢uoeL ToD THTPOC AOYOG €0TLY oUTe aAnBivmn codpio avTOD €0TLY, GAAL’ €l eV TOV
TOLNUOTWY KOL YEVNTAVY €0TL, KATHXPMOTLKAG Ot Aéyetor AGYog kol codie, yevouevog kel adTog TG
18l tod Beod AGY® KoL Tf €V 1) Bed codly €v f kol TO TAVTH KoL alTOV Temolnkey O Bedg. SLO
Kol TPETTOC €0TL Kol GAAOLWTOG THY GUOLY (¢ Kal Tavta T& Aoyikdk. E€vog Te Kol GAAOTPLOG Kol
GTECYOLVLOWEVOG €0TLY O AOYOG Thig ToD Beod ololog kel Gopatdg €0TLV 6 THTNHP TG ULLGY. olTe Yop
Tedelwg kol GkpLBdG yLvWokelr 6 Adyog TOV TaTépn, olTe TeAelwg Opdv alTOV Slvaton. Kol yop kel
€xutod TV ololav olk oidev O LLOg W¢ éoti. O Mudg yip Temoinrar, tve fudg 6 adtod wg 8L’
opyavou ktion O Bedg. kal o0k &v LTEOTN, €l Wh Mudc 0 Bedg HBEANCE ToLfoon. HPWTnoe yodv Tig
adtolg, €l dhvatar 6 tod Beod Adyog Tpamfvar we O SuaBorog étpdmm, kel oUk époPrBnoav eimelv,
ot vo SVvatol: TPemT yop GUOEWE EOTL YEVNTOG KOl KTLOTOG LTAPYWY.

865 Urk. 14[17].10 [Opitz 21].

%6 Ibid. 14[17].11 [Opitz 21].

%7 Ibid. 14[17].4 [Opitz 20].

868 Ibid. 14[17].37 [Opitz 25].

89 In Ibid. 14[17].53 [Opitz 27; NPNF? 3:41, modified], Alexander asserts: ‘And besides the
pious opinion concerning the Father and the Son, we acknowledge the one Holy Spirit, as the divine
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Father and Son. He insists that ‘the Father is always present with the Son’ (¢otL ¢
Tatp Gel mapbutoc Tod viod),  and that there is no ‘interval’ or ‘distance’
(udotnuoe—a term he uses 5 times to describe the Father-Son relation)®”' between
them. In fact, it is on account of this close union between the two that the Father is
called ‘Father’.*”* The Son’s relation to the Father resembles that of the original
light and brightness (&ﬂal')yocopoc).873 Several times Alexander depicts the Son as the

874

Father’s image (eikwv),”" and ‘the expression of his Father’s person’ (yopoxtnp

i matpLkiic dmootdoenc).t”> To seal these arguments, he appeals to the confession

of the Apostolic Church that believes

in one Father unbegotten, who has from no one the cause of his being, who is unchangeable and
immutable, who is always the same, and admits of no increase or diminution; who gave to us the
law, the prophets, and the gospels; who is Lord of the patriarchs and apostles, and all the saints.
And in one Lord Jesus Christ, the only-begotten Son of God; not begotten of things which are
not, but of him who is the Father; not in a corporeal manner, by excision or division as Sabellius
and Valentinus thought, but in a certain inexplicable and unspeakable®’® manner (Urk. 14[17].46

[Opitz 26-71).%"7

While Alexander’s attempt to bring the Father and Son together reflects his desire
to combat Arius’ doctrine of subordinationism, there are also indications that he

was concerned to qualify the divine relationship in such a way that the Son would

Scriptures teach us’ (mpoc 8¢ ) e€boePel taldty Tepl TaTpOg koL LLOD 80EM, kabwg MuAc ol Belon
ypadol OSuddokouoily, €v mveduo dylov Opoioyoduev). Socrates reports that Alexander used the
expression év tpuadL povade (HE 1.5).

870 Urk. 14[17].26 [Opitz 23].

87! The specific instances where the term Sudotnue is used by Alexander to stress a close union
between the Father and Son are: Urk. 14[17].18 [Opitz 22]; Urk. 14[17].22 [Opitz 23]; Urk.
14[17].23 [Opitz 23]; Urk. 14[17].24 [Opitz 23]; Urk. 14[17].26 [Opitz 23].

%72 Ibid. 14[17].26 [Opitz 23].

873 Ibid. 14[17].48 [Opitz 27].

874 Ibid. 14[17].39 [Opitz 25]; Urk. 14[17].48 [Opitz 27].

875 Ibid. 14[17].48 [Opitz 27].

876 Alexander’s logic here is that if the Father is unknowable, then the manner of origin and the
hypostasis of the Son is also beyond the comprehension of created minds (Urk. 14[4].21 [Opitz 23]).
Cf. Williams, Arius, 155, who says that ‘if the begetting of the Son is an eternal and “necessary”
aspect of the divine life, part of the proper account of “what it is to be God”, the Father cannot be
more unknowable than the Son; what is incomprehensible is not the persona of the Father but the
pattern of the divine nature’.

87 ¢ic pévov dyévvntov Tatépa, obbéve 10D €vel adtd tOv ditiov éxovia, HTpemntéy Tte Kol
dvadloiwtov, Gel katd T o0TR Kol woaltwg €xovta, olte mpokomy olte pelwowy €mdeyduevov,
VOUOL Kol TPOGMT@V kol €VayyeAlwy SoTApe, TaTpLap@V kol GTOOTOAWY KoL GToVTWY Gylwv
kOpLov- kol €l éva kOpLov inoodv ypLotov, tov viov tod Beod pLovoyerd), yevwndévta obk €k ToD W
6vtog, aAL’ €k Ttod Ovtog THTPOG, OV KATX TG TOV OWUKTWY OWOLOTNTEG Telg TOWeic 1 Telg &k
SLupéoewy gmoppoleLg, Womep coPeirly) kol Badevtivy Sokel, GAL’ &ppNTwG KoL GVekSLNYNTWG.
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not threaten the Father’s unique status as the unbegotten (qyévvntoc), or the first
principle (Gpx)."™® The way Alexander does this has led some scholars to believe
that he lacked a proper trinitarian terminology,®”” and to argue that he ‘does not
wholly banish the subordination of the Son to the Father’.**® Thus, in the several
instances where Alexander slides into subordinationist expressions, he affirms that
Christ holds ‘the middle place’ (ueoitebovon ¢ioig povoyerrc) *' between the

82 to the Father in

Father and created beings, and that he is ‘inferior’ (Aeimopevor)
that he is not unbegotten. In the creedal part of his letter he seems to struggle
finding such a definition of the Son’s eternity that would be compatible with the
Father as alone unbegotten. He ends up suggesting that we must preserve the proper
dignity of the Father as the unbegotten, while confessing that ‘the Son must also be
given his own honour, since his generation from the Father has no beginning... not
rejecting his divinity’.® While Alexander’s language of describing the Son in
relation to the Father may be questionable, it should not be so if what he states has a
functional meaning rather than ontological. In this regard, Behr points out that
‘Alexander does not clarify what he means by describing the Word as a “mediating
nature”. It would seem, however, that the “mediation” is functional, in terms of
being the means by which the Father created all things, rather than ontological,
placing the Word at a mid-point in a chain of being, for he is clear that the Word is
not included amongst created things, which have come into being by him and which
stand at a great distance from the Father, but is instead begotten by the Father
himself”.** If Alexander’s terminology is sloppy, it is because he was not driven by
terminological clarity. Rather his main concern was to safeguard the truth that

Christ was God, not someone promoted to that status by means of virtue.

878 In sect. 4.2.1, I remarked that Arius protested against the substantial identity of the Father and
Son as postulating ‘two unoriginated ultimate principles’ (800 ayevvirovg dpyxic) (Urk. 6[1].4 [Opitz
13]), and I promised to return to this argument again in my discussion of Alexander’s response to
Arius.

879 Thus, Widdicombe, The Fatherhood of God, 134, concludes that ‘Arius’ claim that Alexander
described the Son as dyevvnroyevng, if it is not simply satirical, suggests that Alexander was prone to
resort to novel and paradoxical expressions to resolve this tension in his Trinitarian thought’.

%0 Hanson, The Search for God, 144. Cf. Simonetti, Studi, 133-4; Widdicombe, The Fatherhood
of God, 134-7.

881 Urk. 14[17].45 [Opitz 26].

882 1bid. 14[17].47 [Opitz 27]. Alexander attaches to this argument the quotation from John 14:28,
where Christ says that ‘my Father is greater than I’ (6 mathp pel{wv pod éotw) in Urk. 14[17].52
[Opitz 28].

53 Ibid. 14[17].53 [Opitz 28; NPNF* 3:41, modified]: 1¢ & vig v dpuélovoar Ty
gmovepntéov, TV &vapyov olT® Tapk Tod TATPOG YEVVMOLY GraTLBévTag... Oedtnte adTod Wn
TOPOLTOVEVOL.

884 Behr, The Nicene Faith, 2/1:129.
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Alexander’s depiction of the Father-Son relationship in terms of close union allows
him to speak of salvation in terms of adoption, giving it a distinctly personal sense.
Drawing a sharp distinction between Christ and believers, he introduces the idea of

two kinds of sonship: natural and adoptive. He writes:

For just as it has been shown that the nature of his existence cannot be expressed by language,
and infinitely surpasses in excellence all things to which He has given being, so his sonship,
naturally partaking in his paternal divinity, is unspeakably different from the sonship of those
who, by his appointment, have been adopted as sons (Urk. 14[17].29 [Opitz 24; NPNF? 3:38,
modified]).?®

By distinguishing between these two kinds of sonship, Alexander is able to show
the difference between them in ontological terms. Christ’s sonship is natural and
immutable just as the Son is immutable and wanting in nothing. The adoptive
sonship, on the other hand, is subject to change and increase. Shortly after that,

Alexander draws a soteriological implication as he writes:

And do not these words, I begot thee ‘from the womb before the morning [Ps 109:3 LXX]’,
plainly show the natural sonship of the paternal birth, which he obtained not by the careful
framing of his manners, not by the exercise of and increase in virtue, but by individuality of
nature (¢pUoewc idtwpatt)? Therefore, the only-begotten Son of the Father, indeed, possesses an
indefectible sonship; but the adoption of rational sons belongs not to them by nature, but is
prepared for them by the probity of their life, and by the free gift of God (Swped 6eod) (Urk.
14[17].34 [Opitz 24-51).%%¢

According to this passage Christ’s natural sonship is the basis for the adoptive
sonship of men; the former is ‘by individuality of nature’, the latter is ‘by the free
gift of God’. Moreover, Christ’s natural sonship is not obtained ‘by the exercise of
and increase in virtue’. Rather, it belongs to him in virtue of being the only-
begotten Son of the Father. Another way in which Alexander expresses the personal

nature of salvation is by stressing the divine subject of Christ. Towards the end of

885 , R )
v tpomov yap M &ppnTog ahTod LMOOTAOLS GOLYKPLTE UTEPoXR €delyOn Lmepkeysévn mavTwY

olg abTdg TO €lvon €xeplonto, oUTwG Kol T ulotng abTod, katd GOV Tuyxarousw Thg THTPLKRG
BedtnTog, GAékTw LTEpoyf) Sadéper TV 8L° adtod BéoeL vioBetnbévTwy.

886 1{ 8¢ kol 0 éx yaoTpde PO éwoddpov Evévimad ge obxL BvTikpug TRC TRTPLKAG HOLWOERS
GuolknY €vdelkvutar VLOTNTE, 0D TPOTWY ETueAely Kol TPOKOTAG GokNoel, aAld dUoewg LOLWPaTL
0TV AXOVTog; 0Pev Kol GUETATTOTOV €xell THY LLOTHTO O WLOVOyevmg Lldg Tod Totpdg. THY 8¢
TOV Aoyk@dv uvioBeotav o0 kath oy alTolg LTpyovsHy GAAL TPOTWY €MTNOELOTNTL Kol SwpPed
Beod Kol petamTdTNY oLder 6 Adyoq.

200



his letter he writes that ‘[o]ur Lord... had a true body, of Mary mother of God, not
merely the appearance of a body; in the fullness of time he came to live among
humanity in order to bring forgiveness of sins. He was crucified and died, and yet
did not perceive any detriment to his divinity. He rose from the dead, was taken into
heaven, and sat down at the “right hand of the Majesty on high [Heb 9:26] (Urk.
14[17].54 [Opitz 28; NPNF? 3:417).%” What is noteworthy here is that Alexander
attributes to the pre-incarnate Christ those actions which he did while living in
body. In particular, it is stated that Christ came down to live among men, took ‘a
true body’ (as opposed to a mere bodily appearance) and experienced those things
which were necessary for our salvation. He suffered the death of crucifixion for ‘the
forgiveness of sins’, but being God, he ‘rose (avaotag) from the dead’ (the verb
form is used in the active voice rather than passive ‘was risen’) in order to return to
his Father from whom he came. All these actions point to one and the same person,
the Father’s Son, whose ability and initiative to save is effective precisely because
he is God.®™® Alexander does not use the specific terminology of deification in
either of his two letters. His way of expressing the idea of godlikeness is to affirm
that we can become like the natural Son of God. It was Athanasius’ task to explain

what this means.

By way of conclusion, it is worth noting that both Arius and Alexander presented
their own statements of faith. This is not surprising since both of them sought to
clarify their respective positions. What is illustrative, however, is the way they start
their confessions. Arius begins by saying that ‘we recognize (oibouer) one
God....”,*® whereas Alexander states ‘we believe (MLotelopev) in one unbegotten
Father....”®" In light of my analysis, this difference is not incidental; it reflects
something very fundamental, namely the way both of these thinkers understood
God. It should be clear by now that it matters much if God is presented as the

Monad whose qualities are not to be shared with the other trinitarian persons, or if

87 KUpLog MUAY inoodc xpLotdc, odue popécag aAnOAC kal ob SokNoeL €k Tfig BE0TOKOL Haplog
‘€m owrtedely TRV wldveov eg dBétnowr duaptieg’, EMSNURoRg TG YéveL TOV GvopWdTwv,
oTaupwoeLG kel &mobavdy, &AL’ ob S tabta Thg €xutod BedTNTOC NTTWV YEYEVNUEVOS, GVaoTiG €K
vekp@v, avaAndBelc év obpavolg, kadnuevog ‘v Sefld Thg peyoinoivng’.

%% The main text where Alexander is occupied in explicating the meaning of Christ as God
incarnate is his sermon De Corpore et Anima that survived in Syriac. For more on this, see
Baumstark, Geschichte der syrischen literatur, 261; Urbina, Patrologia Syriaca, 248.

889 Urk. 6[1]2 [Opitz 12].

%90 Ibid. 14[17].46 [Opitz 26-7].
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he is conceived as the Father who has natural relationship with the Son. While the
best that Arius’ view of God could theoretically offer was the model of what one
was to be like (without God being personally involved on behalf of humanity),
Alexander’s concept of God offered something different. It spoke of God in the
relational sense and described salvation as God’s initiative to make us his adopted
children. Seen in this light, the term opootoiog carried both properly theological and
soteriological significance. It described the natural relations between the Father and
Son, and it indicated the kind of relationship we enter by being saved. (I will spend
more time considering this link in the next chapter). Therefore, I suggest that the
controversy included both cosmological and soteriological concerns. It was not only
about God, but about the God who accomplishes salvation. Even though Arius’
texts are emphatically cosmological, I have tried to show that they do imply a
certain soteriology, as Hanson puts it: ‘the ontology fitted soteriology and the
soteriology the ontology’.891 Both Alexander and Athanasius recognized this, and
the way the Nicene Creed defends Christ’s divinity shows that salvation was a part
of what Christ did as God. This observation questions LaCugna’s argument that
fourth-century theology displays ‘a de-emphasis on the details of the economy of
redemption, and a weakening of the soteriological basis for the Christian doctrine of
God’.¥* Based on my own analysis, if the ‘weakening’ did happen in the fourth
century, it happened above all in Arius’ teaching. Its potential consequences were
timely recognized at Nicaea and in many ways, Athanasius’ later writings, to which
I now turn, is a profound reflection of what the Nicene Creed was aimed to teach

about God and salvation.

! Hanson, The Search for God, 122.
%92 LaCugna, God for Us, 9.
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CHAPTER FIVE

God and Deification
in Athanasius’ Later Writings

Athanasius’ doctrine of God and deification finds its mature expression in his later
writings. Of these writings seven are of special interest for my purpose in this
chapter. They include three Orationes contra Arianos (c. 339/40-345),%” De
decretis nicaenae Synodi (c. 352), Tomus ad Antiochenos (362) together with
various letters, especially Epistula de Synodis (359), Epistulae ad Serapionem (late
350s), Epistula ad Epictetum (c. 371), and Epistulae festales (written in the period
between 329 and 373). In all of these writings Athanasius writes about God and
deification in one breath, and to follow his model, I will include both topics in one
chapter. I will start with the consideration of God in Athanasius’ Contra Arianos by
looking at two major sections where he contrasts his relational understanding of
divinity with the Arian concept of God. This discussion will be followed by an
examination of the Father-Son relationship which Athanasius describes in terms of
participation, love, and eternal delight. After that [ will turn to the work of the Son
and Holy Spirit. I will explore Athanasius’ method of christological/partitive
interpretation of Scripture and consider 26 passages where he uses deification as a
way of reflecting on the divine initiative and the personal nature of our participation
in God. When summarizing my analysis of deification, I will pose three specific
questions that have to do with the modern criticism of this concept as described in
the Introduction to this study. Based on my own examination of Athanasius’
deification, I will revisit some traditional assumptions in this regard, and suggest a
more comprehensive approach that considers the physical and juridical aspects of
salvation within the relational framework. I will conclude this chapter with a brief
look at the identity and work of the Holy Spirit—a question that occupied
Athanasius’ later career—by bringing to attention the specifically pneumatological
and trinitarian passages that complete Athanasius picture of God and deification.
More immediately, I will begin with an introductory discussion of the modern

scholarship on the starting points for the doctrine of God.

%93 Kannengiesser’s argument about the genuiness of the third Oration has been convincingly
questioned and disputed within the last 20 years or so. Cf. Kannengiesser, ‘Athanasius’ Three
Orations Against the Arians’, 981-95; Stead, ‘Review of C. Kannengiesser, “Athanase d’Alexandrie,
évéque et écrivain™’, 220-29.

203



5.1 God as Father

5.1.1 Starting Points for the Doctrine of God: Modern Discussions

Athanasius’ doctrine of God and the Nicaean Creed—both of which place a strong
emphasis on the distinct persons of the Trinity—have sometimes been interpreted as
being concerned primarily with the one essence of God. One precedence of such
interpretation is pointed out by Fairbairn®* as going back to the sixteenth century
when the Nicaean Creed was cast in the distinctly essentialist terms in the Confessio
Augustana and the Confessio Belgica. In the first Creed the Nicaean faith is

summarized in the following way:

Our churches with full consent do teach that the decree of Nicene Council regarding the unity of
the Godhead or divine essence and of the three persons is true, and ought to be believed without
any doubting, that is to say, that there is one deity of divine essence, which is both called and is
indeed God, everlasting, without body, without parts, unmeasurable in power, wisdom and
goodness, the maker and preserver of all things, as well visible as invisible, and yet be three
distinct persons all of one Godhead or essence, and all of one power, and which be co-eternal,
that is to say, the Father, the Son and the Holy Ghost (Con. Aug. 1 [Creeds, Pelikan 50; Taverner
16-7, slightly modified]).*

The other Creed, Confessio Belgica, offers a similar statement of faith stating that
‘we believe in the one only true God, who is one in essence, but truly distinguished
from all eternity by His matchless and incommunicable attributes into three
Persons—namely, the Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost’ (Con. Bel. VIII [Creeds,
Pelikan 81; Jones 207]).**® Citing these two Creeds Fairbairn illustrates that both of
them identify God with the divine essence which is reflective of neither the Nicaean
Creed nor Athanasius. He also points out that while the reformed Creeds begin with
the one God, or his essence, the Nicaean Creed as well as Athanasius’ formulations
begin with the Father and proceed to the other trinitarian persons. Discussing the

same type of interpretation in his The Nicene Faith, Behr refers to the entry under

%94 Fairbairn, ‘Reflections on the Patristic Approach to the Trinity’ (audio file).

%95 Ecclesiae magno consensu apud nos docent, decretum Nicaenae synodi de unitate essentiae
divinae et de tribus personis verum et sine ulla dubitatione credendum esse, videlicet, quod sit una
essentia divina, quae et appellatur et est Deus, aeternus, incoporeus, impartibilis, immensa potentia,
sapientia, bonitate, Creator et Conservator omnium rerum, visibilium et invisibilium; et tamen tres
sint personae eiusdem essentiae et potentiae, et coaeternae, Pater, Filius et Spiritus Sanctus.

896 Secundum hanc veritatem et Dei Verbum credimus in unum Deum, qui est unica essential, in
qua tres sunt Personae, incommunicabilibus proprietatibus ab aeterno revera ac reipsa distinctae;
nempe Pater, Filius et Spiritus Sanctus.
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‘Trinity’ in the Oxford Dictionary of the Christian Church that says: ‘The central
dogma of Christian theology, that the one God exists in three Persons and one
substance, Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. God is one God equally in three distinct
modes of existence, yet remains one through all eternity’. Behr’s insightful

comments that follow are good to be cited in full:

These ‘facts of dogma’ have been assumed as a given, and so trinitarian theology concerns itself
with reflecting on how the one God can simultaneously be three eternally distinct persons,
without the plurality destroying the unity or the unity undermining the reality of the distinctions.
In this form, such theology begins with what can be known and said of this God—that he is one,
the uncreated origin of all creation, love, goodness and so on; and then proceeds to analize how
this same God is three—how the persons of the Trinity are related, their different characteristics
and relationship. Having explained this ‘immanent’ trinitarian theology, describing the being of
such a God as it is in itself, the next step is to relate this Trinity to the activity of revelation, the
economy of salvation recorded in Scripture, the “economic” dimension of trinitarian theology.
But now, because of the position already established, it is simply assumed, beginning with
Augustine, that the theophanies described in the Old Testament were not uniquely manifestations
of the Son and Word of God, but of any of the three, or the Trinity itself, the one Lord God, as
Augustine put it [De Trin. 3.1.3] . Finally, it is claimed, first by Peter Lombard, though it is still a
common presupposition, that while it was the Son who became man, as Jesus Christ, it was
nevertheless possible (and that it still is would seem to be the working presupposition for much
modern theology), for the Father and the Spirit also to be incarnate. Trinitarian theology is thus
made into a realm unto itself, requiring subsequent reflection on “the incarnation” of one of the
three divine persons: Triadology are taken as being the linchpins of Christian
theology—Christian faith is “trinitarian” and “incarnational”, the unquestioned premise for most

modern theology.

Slightly later he continues:

The basic scriptural grammar of trinitarian theology—that the one God, the God of Abraham,
Isaac, and Jacob, is the Father of the Lord Jesus Christ, the Son of God, made known in and
through the Spirit—is preserved in the most abstract discussions of the fourth century, in the
creeds of Nicaea and Constantinople, and in liturgical language. Yet this fundamental grammar is
overlooked when the point of these discussions is neglected and the resulting formulae are taken
in abstraction, as referring to an ‘immanent’ Trinity—one God existing in three Persons—which

is then presupposed and superimposed upon the scriptural revelation.
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For scholars who interpret the Nicene Creed in this way the heart of its formulation
reads less about how the person of the Son is equal to the person of God the Father,
and more about how both of them conform to the qualities of the divine essence
such as those to which Behr refers—‘love’, ‘goodness’, ‘one’, ‘the uncreated origin
of all creation’, etc. The same view of God in terms of the divine essence has also
been attributed to Athanasius. Benjamin King traces such interpretation specifically
to Newman (nineteenth-century Athanasian expert and translator) who, in his view,
‘changed interpretation of Athanasius from one in which “the one God” signified
the Father to one in which each of the three persons is equally the one God’.*’
Having examined particular instances where this interpretation shows up most
clearly, he suggests that ‘Newman seems to have been following his Catholic
contemporaries by implying in the revised translation [of Athanasius’ Contra
Arianos] that the doctrine of God divided into de Deo uno (on God’s unity) and de
Deo trino (on God’s Trinity)’. Criticizing Newman’s statement that ‘the three
persons are each really identical with the one divine essence... yet each really
distinct’,*® King writes that for Athanasius, the hypostases differed because God’s
very essence (ousia) was the Father’s alone, from whom the Son and Spirit were
eternally derived in the doctrine of the monarchia’.®” Yet, in his view, it is
Newman'’s interpretation of Athanasius’ doctrine of God as ‘One divine essence’
that shaped the history of doctrine. It especially influenced twentieth-century British
scholars, and most notably, Bright’s Greek edition of The Orations of St.
Athanasius Against the Arians. As a result, Newman’s scholarship solidified what
King calls a ‘Latinized”** notion of God guided by ‘a generical’ view of substance.
According to this view, ‘God’s substance is where Father, Son, and Spirit find their
unity’.””" In one of his concluding remarks, King observes: ‘The Latin way in which
Newman read the Eastern patriarch would influence generation of Anglophone
readers [the list includes Bright, Kaye, Gwatkin, Robertson, Cross, Marriott and
Cureton] through the widespread availability of the first translation [of the Contra

Arianos] in A Library of the Fathers and the Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers series.

Newman’s second translation in volume 1 of Select Treatises and the amplified

897 King, Newman and the Alexandrian Fathers, 212.
898 Newman, Tracts, 172. The italics are original.

899 King, Newman and the Alexandrian Fathers, 241.
0 Ibid. 260-1.

%! Ibid. 201.

206



annotations gathered in volume 2, were less widely available. Yet, the notes in
particular shaped the way Athanasius was interpreted’.””

In contrast to Newman’s interpretation of Athanasius’ doctrine of God,
other scholars argue that Athanasius had a distinctly personal theology. According
to Behr, Athanasius’ use of the ousia language is stamped with a relational concept
of God. He never departs from the central argument that the Son is from the
Father’s essence using the term essence ‘not in a generic sense, but as referring to
the kind of being that God is... to indicate the very being of God, God himself*.**?
Presenting a similar argument, Zizioulas suggests that Athanasius’ trinitarian
theology is best understood in terms of what he calls ‘the ontology of

. 4 .
communion’.”®* He writes:

By connecting the Son’s being with the very substance of God, Athanasius also transformed the
idea of substance. And it is here that his departure from the cosmological thinking of Origen
appears.... To say that the Son belongs to God’s substance implies that substance possesses
almost by definition a relational character.... If God’s being is by nature relational, and it can be
signified by the word “substance”, can we not then conclude almost inevitably that, given the
ultimate character of God’s being for all ontology, substance, in as much as it signifies the

ultimate character of being, can be conceived only as communion?”*

Discussing Athanasius’ argument that the Son is homoousios with the Father, Stead
points out that Athanasius never turns it into a formula of how both are homoousioi
together. Instead, the term homoousios is used to depict ‘the perfect continuity of
the being of the Father in the Son, who is from his essence and so homoousios with
him’.°*® For Widdicombe this argument shows up most strongly in the way

%7 He suggests that Athanasius relates the

Athanasius speaks of God as Father.
divine attributes not to the essence of God, but to the personal source, the Father.
He writes that ‘all the divine attributes are necessarily subordinate and can be given
their proper weight only in relation to fatherhood’.”®® Accordingly, instead of seeing
Athanasius as measuring the Father and Son against their common essence as that

which makes both of them God, Widdicombe understands his main point in terms

%92 Ibid. 261.

903 Behr, The Nicene Faith, 2/1:232.

94 7izioulas, Being as Communion, 83.

%95 Ibid. The italics are in the original.

9 Stead, Divine Substance, 260.

7 Widdicombe, The Fatherhood of God, 172.
%% Ibid. 171.
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of how the Son is equal to God the Father.”” For these scholars trinitarian theology
of the fourth century is not a result of abstract formulae such as homoousios, three
hypostases, and one ousia. Rather, it is a reflection ‘on how the crucified and
exalted Lord Jesus Christ reveals the one and only God as Father, in and through
the Holy Spirit, who also enables adopted sons crucified with Christ to call upon the
same God as Father’.”'” This means that “trinitarian theology has less to do with the
heavenly existence of three divine persons than with this new manner of confessing
the one God—as Father, in the Son, by the Holy Spirit’."' One example of such
reflection is Baxter Kruger’s discussion of what it means to believe in God
according to the early Creeds. In his book, The Great Dance, he cites a portion from

the Larger Catechism that says:

Question 7. What is God?

A. God is a Spirit, in and of himself infinite in being, glory blessedness, and perfection; all-
sufficient, eternal, unchangeable, incomprehensible, everywhere present, almighty; knowing all
things, most wise, most holy, most just, most merciful and gracious, long-suffering, and abundant

in goodness and truth.”'?

Describing his experience of making sense of this Creed, he admits that ‘[i]t is this
God, this severely abstract divinity, that created the dilemma for me’, and it is
‘under... the writings of Athanasius and others, that my basic notion of God was
being converted. It was moving from the abstract to the concrete, from the austere

to the personal’.913 Slightly later, he writes:

When we recite the Nicene Creed of the Apostle’s Creed and affirm that Jesus Christ is the
eternal Son of God, we are saying that there has never been a moment in eternity when God was
alone. We are saying that God has always been Father, Son and Spirit. We are saying that there
was never a time when the Father was not Father, when the Son and the Spirit were not there and
there was just God, so to speak, just some abstract divinity. God has always existed in
relationship. Fellowship, camaraderie, togetherness, communion have always been at the centre

of the very being of God, and always will be.”"*

9% Ibid., 172.

10 Behr, The Nicene Faith, 2/1:8.
' Ibid., 2/1:8.

o2 Kruger, The Great Dance, 20.
7 Ibid., 14, 21.

7 Ibid., 23-4.
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To this he adds:

The early Church understood this, and their understanding is reflected in the opening sentence of
the Nicene Creed. ‘We believe in one God, the Father almighty, maker of heaven and earth’. The
Creed does not say: “We believe in one God, maker of heaven and earth’. It says, ‘God, the
Father almighty, maker of heaven and earth’. That is very deliberate on the part of the authors.

They were placing creation in the context of the Fatherhood of God, and that means in the

context of the relationship of the Father, Son and Spirit.”"”

For Kruger and others, Athanasius’ concept of God is fundamentally relational. It
begins with the Father as the personal source of divinity; it does not start with the
impersonal essence or the qualities therein. But what difference does it make (if
any) for Athanasius’ soteriology if God is understood in either of these two ways?
Identifying the concept of God as the divine essence with the Latin way of
describing God, Lossky answers this question with a polemical remark: ‘The
tradition of the Eastern Church does not have a place for the theology of the divine
essence.... The ultimate purpose of the spiritual life and eternal bliss in the
kingdom of Heaven is not a contemplation of the essence, but above all sharing in
the divine life of the Holy Trinity, becoming deified and participating in God’s
nature. By becoming created gods in the likeness of the uncreated God we receive
by grace what the Holy Trinity possesses by nature’.”'® In his ‘Reflections on the
Patristic Approach to the Trinity’, Fairbairn’'” offers a more specific distinction. He
suggests that the way we describe God (emphasizing either the essence or the
persons of God) directly affects our description of deification. If God is understood
primarily in terms of the divine essence, then deification is related to our sharing in
the divine qualities that tend to be impersonal and independend of God himself (an
approach that fits the ‘physical soteriology’). And if God is understood primarily as
a communion of the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, then deification is about God’s
personal initiave of restoring us into his divine relations rather than implying that

his gifts alone (with our cooperation) are supposed to make us godlike.

3 Ibid., 24-5.

18 Lossky, Otcherk Misticheskogo Bogosloviya, 159: ‘B npemaumu BocTounoit Llepksu Her
MecTa Juist GorocnoBeusi bojkecTBeHHOH CyMmHOCTH.... KoHeuHas mens TyXOBHOW KM3HH M BEYHOE
onaxxeHctBo B LlapctBun HeGecHoM — He co3epliaHHe CYIIHOCTH, HO TPEXkJE BCEro COy4yacTHE B
BoxecrBennoit  xku3Hu  Ilpecsaroir  Tpouipl, 000KEHHOE COCTOSHHE  «COHACICIHHKOB
BoxxecTBEHHOro ecTecTBay, Kak 00roB, CO3JaHHBIX MOCNIE Heco3maHHoro bora, u obnamarmomux mo
6maromatu Bcem, ueM IlpecBsaras Tpouna obragaer o mpupoae’.

7 Fairbairn, Life in the Trinity, e.g. 6-9.
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Based on the above observations, I will endevour to show that Athanasius’
later thought corresponds to the second of the two interpretations of God and
deification. He presents God as a communion of the trinitarian persons, and depicts
deification in the personal sense of being joined to God as adopted children of the
Father. [ will also argue that behind this understanding of God and salvation stands
Athanasius’ passion (inspired by the Nicene formula about the Father-Son relation)
to explain how the Son is equal to and homoousios with the One God, the Father,
rather than how Father and Son (and Holy Spirit) are one essence, or how one God

could have three persons.

5.1.2 Person versus Essence in the Contra Arianos /.14-34

Defending Christ’s divinity and eternal sonship against the Arian teaching,
Athanasius charges his opponents for excluding the Son from the natural
relationship with the Father by deliberately depicting the Godhead in abstract ways.
To refute this way of conceptualizing God, he argues that proper theological
discourse should start with God as a personal being expressed to us in Father-Son
language. He lays down this argument in two passages of the Contra Arianos: CA
1.14-29 [Metzler 123-39] and 30-4 [Metzler 139-44]. In the first one, he deals with
the Arian reproach that the Son’s equality with the Father implies that the former is
the latter’s brother and a potential father. In the second, he grapples with the issue
of eternal generation of the Son rebutting the charge that it implies two unoriginate
entities. In the first passage, Athanasius affirms that the most appropriate
description of God in the order of theology is one that begins with the Father and
proceeds to the Son. In the second one, he adds that the best epistemological
starting point is to begin with the revelation of the Son and proceed to the Father. In
what follows, I will consider each passage separately, paying special attention to

Athanasius’ reasoning about God as a personal and relational being.

5.1.2.1 Contra Arianos /.14-29
In CA 1.14 Athanasius begins with the Arian contention that ‘If there never was,
when the Son was not’, say they, ‘but he is eternal, and coexists with the Father,

you call him no more the Father’s Son, but brother’ (CA4 1.14 [Metzler 123; NPNF?
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4:314)).°" Although it is not certain that either Arius or his supporters made this

. 9]
claim,”"’

its logic is clear: if the Father and Son are coeternal, there must be a third
pre-existing origin from which both persons have come. In the process of
responding to this charge, Athanasius shows what kind of language about God he

sought to avoid in the face of the Arian opposition:

For the Father and the Son were not generated from some pre-existing origin (k Toc apyfic
Tpoimapyovong), that we may account them brothers, but the Father is the origin of the Son and
begat him; and the Father is Father, and not born the Son of any; and the Son is Son, and not

brother (CA 1.14 [Metzler 124; NPNF? 4:314]).%

In this passage Athanasius draws a contrast between two different ways of speaking
about God: one that begins with the pre-existing essence, and the other that starts
with the Father. The difference between the two is so fundamental that it leads to
completely dissimilar notions of God. If one begins with the pre-existing essence,
then the natural way to relate the Father and Son to each other is by tying both of
them to this pre-existing essence. But if one begins with the Father, then instead of
postulating the pre-existing essence it follows that the Father implies the Son. His
discussion of this argument recurs in a more elaborate form in De Syn. 51 [Opitz

274-5]. He starts by citing the Arian indictment against the use of opoovoroc:

They say then, as you have written, that it is not right to say that the Son is coessential with the
Father, because he who speaks of ‘coessential’ speaks of three, one essence pre-existing, and that
those who are generated from it are coessential: and they add, ‘If then the Son be coessential with
the Father, then an essence must be previously supposed (ololav Twi mpoumokeluévny), from
which they have been generated; and that the One is not Father and the other Son, but they are
brothers together (De Syn. 51 [Opitz 275; NPNF* 4:477]).%!

918 5 e 5 7 3 s 27 ’ ) < (BY \ ’ ~ \ 5 1 (B
€L UM MY TOTE OTE€ OUK MV, &AL’ albLOC €0TLY O ULOG KL OULVUTUPXEL TR THTPL, OVKETL LLOV,

&AL 6SeddpOv €lvor oD TaTpdg Aéyete ToDTOV.

1% A third-man argument is also found in Eusebius of Caesarea in Urk. 3[10] [Opitz 4-6].
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Here Athanasius asserts that the Arian rejection of opoolotog has led them to a
mistaken belief that the Father and Son derive from a pre-existing essence (obotov
T mpoumokelrevny). To deal with this issue, Athanasius goes on to discuss what it

2 1n the

means for a generated thing to be opoovoiov with what has generated it.
process, he makes several arguments. First, he points out that there is a fundamental
difference between the human generation and the generation proper to God. While
people beget by employing an existing entity (| Umokeipevn UAn), God generates out
of himself as Father having nothing that would preexist him. Therefore, to think of
God as being born of another essence is to project unto him a human way of
generation and ‘give a corporeal sense to coessential’. 92 Second, Athanasius
contends that for the Son to be 6pootolog with the Father means to possess the same
qualities as the latter does. Locating these qualities within the Father (as opposed to
the pre-existing essence), he argues that for the Son to be of the Father means to
possess the qualities of his Father’s essence (i8t6tnta Tfig TaTpLkig oi)o'wcg).924 It
also means that being of the Father’s essence the Son is opoovolo¢ with him.
Clarifying this argument, he states: ‘Since the Son’s nature is not divisible from the
Father, and the Father’s divinity is essentially in the Son (tfi¢ TatpLkfic BedTnTog
obong €v t® ulg), everyone who has seen the Son has seen the Father in Him [Jn.
14:9]. Why then should not the Son be called coessential?’ (De Syn. 52 [Opitz 276;
NPNF 4:478, modified]).””’

To make the same point in CA 1.21 [Metzler 130], Athanasius draws a list
of ten divine qualities in the following order: ‘eternal’, ‘immortal’, ‘powerful’,
‘light’, ‘king’, ‘almighty’, ‘God’, ‘Lord’, ‘creator’, ‘maker’.”*® Having listed them,
he goes on to ascribe these qualities to the Father and the Son in the same way as he
did in De Syn. 51-2. He remarks that ‘if we consider the attributes of the Father
[contained in the list] we will come to know whether this image [namely, Son] is
really his.... These attributes must be in the image, to make it true that he who has

seen the Son has seen the Father [In. 14:9]” (CA 1.21 [Metzler 130; NPNF? 4:318,

22 De Syn. 51 [Opitz 275]: o &k Twoc yevvduevor ouoodody 0Tl 1§ yevvioavTL.

923 Tbid. 51 [Opitz 275; NPNF? 4:478]: &m 8e0d 10 0poodoLov owpatike ekAappdvely.

24 1bid. 51 [Opitz 276].
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modified])’.”*” When compared to the way Arius treated the divine qualities, the
difference is stark. While the latter used the divine qualities (his list consists of ‘one
God’, ‘alone ingenerate’, ‘alone everlasting’, ‘alone without beginning’, ‘alone
true’, ‘alone having immortality’, ‘alone wise’, ‘alone good’, ‘alone sovereign’,
‘judge’, ‘governor’, ‘provider of all’, ‘unalterable’ ‘unchangeable’, ‘just’, and

928 to exclude the Son from the true God, Athanasius uses them here for

‘good’)
precisely the opposite—to prove that the Son is coessential and coeternal with the
Father. Seen in this light, Arian rejection of the Son’s divinity such as ‘there was a
time when he was not’ (v mote, 0te obk 1v), ‘he was not before he came to be’
(o0k fv mpiv yévnmron), and he came ‘from nothing’ (€ olk Ovtwv) has to do

directly with his way of speaking about God.”*

Athanasius clarifies: ‘They do not
explain who it is they ask about, so as to allow of an answer, but they say in an
abstract way, “He who is”, “him who is not”. Who then “is”, and what “are not”, O
Arians? Or who “is”, and who ““is not”? What are said “to be”, what “not to be”?’
(CA 1.24 [Metzler 133; NPNF? 4:320]).”*° In contrast to this way of approaching
God in the abstract terms such as 6 ov, 0 un v, t& ovte, and to un Ovte, the
Christian tradition, according to Athanasius, begins with the personal concept of
God as Father. And once God is seen as Father then Christ is seen as his natural Son
who must have the same qualities as the one from whom he is begotten. Only this
way of understanding God, according to Athanasius, can result in the proper
christology that confesses the Son to be coessential and coeternal with the Father.
Another issue that was posed by the Arians had to do with turning the Son
into the potential father. Athanasius reports them claiming the following: ‘If the Son
is the Father’s offspring and image, and is like in all things to the Father, then it
necessarily holds that as he is begotten, so he begets, and he too becomes father of a

son. And again, he who is begotten from him, begets in his turn, and so on without
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ANBGG O TOV VOV éwpakws éwpakws Tj TOV TaTépe.

928 Urk. 6[1].2 [Opitz 12; NPNF* 4:458]: v 6ebv, pévov dyévvntov, pévov didiov, pévov
dvapyov, wovov &Andwov, udvov dbavaciay €xovte, povov codov, uévov dyedév, pdvov duvvaotny,
TOEVTWY KPLTHY, OLOWKMTNY, olkovduov, &tpemtov kel dveAloiwtov, Slkoiov kel dywdBév. For a
discussion of Arius’ treatment of these qualities, see sect. 4.2.1, point (5).

2% CA 1.5 [Metzler 113-5].
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limit” (CA4 1.21 [Metzler 131; NPNF? 4:319]).93 "In response, he elaborates on the
argument about the difference between the human and divine types of generation
mentioned above in connection with De Syn. 51 [Opitz 275]. He argues that the
difference between the two is that the human beings are imperfect and therefore
beget in time, while God is perfect and begets eternally and impassibly.”* In the
created order, there can be no son without a father who exists before him, and once
being born from his father the son himself becomes a potential father to someone
else. Being of transitory nature, human way of begetting is bound to time and
exhibits a passible reproduction. In the Godhead, however, the Father does not
beget a Son in such a way that the latter would become a father; instead they remain
in their respective positions in the absolute sense (kuplw¢). Athanasius asserts:
‘Thus it belongs to the Godhead alone, that the Father is properly father, and the
Son properly son, and in them, and them only, does it hold that the Father is always
Father and the Son always Son’ (C4 1.21 [Metzler 131-2; NPNF? 4:319,
modified]).”*® To seal this argument, he refers to Eph. 3:15** (from whom every
family in heaven and on earth is named) and asserts that God is the immutable
exemplar of human generation. Interestingly, Athanasius ties the immutability of
God directly to the Father and through him to the Son.”*® More specifically, he
writes: ‘If the Father is unalterable, and what he is that he continues, necessarily
does the image also continue what he is, and will not alter’ (C4 1.22 [Metzler 132;
NPNF? 4:319]).”* Here, as elsewhere,”®’ Athanasius predicates the divine attribute
of immutability to the Father (as opposed to the pre-existing entity), presenting him
as the source of the same attribute in the Son. Discussing this relation more fully in

CA 3.4 [Savvidis 310; NPNF? 4:395], Athanasius argues that the Son reflects all the
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e.g. CA 1.21 [Metzler 130-1]; 1.42 [Metzler 152]; 3.4 [Metzler 310].
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divine qualities that are found in the Father and is the same as he is except for being

the Father and not Son. He writes:

And so, since they are one, and the Godhead itself one, the same things are said of the Son, which
are said of the Father, except his being said to be Father:—for instance, that he is God, ‘And the
Word was God’; Almighty, ‘Thus says he which was and is and is to come, the Almighty’; Lord,
‘One Lord Jesus Christ’; that he is Light, ‘I am the Light’; that he wipes out sins, ‘that you may
know’, he says, ‘that the Son of man has power upon earth to forgive sins’; and so with other
attributes. For ‘all things’, says the Son himself, ‘whatsoever the Father has, are mine’; and

again, ‘And mine are thine’ (C4 3.4 [Savvidis 310; NPNF? 4:395]).%%*

The principle behind this statement is that the Father is the source of divinity, and
therefore all divine qualities are properly indwelled in him. Furthermore, being
embedded in the Father’s being, these qualities are shared by the Son in the way
that what is said of the Father should also be said of the Son. If the former is ‘God’,
‘Almighty’, ‘Light’, and ‘Forgiver’, so is the latter except that he is named Son, and
not Father. Consequently, in view of the Father and Son being one, we can speak of
the indivisible Godhead as resting on the person of the Father rather than on a pre-
existing divine essence, or entity.

While Athanasius is consistent in describing God in terms of the Father-Son
relationship, in one particular passage he seems to exploit such categories that
separate God from the divine persons. In CA 1.16 [Metzler 125-6], he speaks of the
danger of dividing God’s being into different essences (ovolar), and in the process
of doing this, he resorts to such phrases as ‘division of God’s essence’ (uepLopov
Tic Tod Beod ovolac),” ‘division of that blessed essence’ (uepiopde otl Thc
uekaploc ékelvne obotec),”* and ‘division of the essence of God’ (peplopdyv Thc
ovotac tod Beod).”*! This is the closest Athanasius ever comes to using impersonal
language for God. However, a closer look at this passage reveals that what

Athanasius means by the essence of God is not an isolated entity, but the Father’s
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essence. Thus, arguing against the Arian way of understanding the Father-Son
relation as implying two different odotar, he writes that it is more accurate to say
that the Son’s being is derived from the Father’s. He affirms that ‘what is from the
essence of the Father’ (t0 ék tfig obolag Tod Tatpoc), and proper (i6tov) to him is
entirely (oOpmow) the Son’.*** Therefore, we are to describe the Son not in terms of a
separate ovole, but as ‘the offspring of the Father’s essence’ (ék tfig ololag tod
Tatpde yévvnua)  and being ‘proper to the essence of the Father’ (isov tfic obotac

~ r N 944
t0D ToTPOC).

In all of the above instances the divine essence is identified directly
with the Father, and the Son’s relation to him is such that he cannot be other than
what he is, the Father’s own (i6toc) Son. I will discuss this argument and
Athanasius’ use of the term 161o¢ more specifically later in this chapter. For now, it
is important to note that Athanasius’ focus on the Father-Son language affects the
way he speaks of God as the personal being even in those instances where it seems
that he does otherwise.

Another way in which Athanasius counters the Arian way of describing

God in C4 1.14-29 is by drawing a distinction between two types of relations. He

explains it as follows:

A work is external to the nature, but a son is the proper offspring of the essence; it follows that a
work need not have been always, for the workman frames it when he wills; but an offspring is not
subject to will, but is proper to the essence. And a man may be and may be called maker, though
the works are not as yet; but father he cannot be called, nor can he be, unless a son exist (C4 1.29

[Metzler 139; NPNF? 4:323]).°°

Behind this statement stands the Arian charge that if the Father has eternal power to
beget the eternal Son, then creation must also be eternal, for both the Son and
creation come from the same source, the Father.”*® In response, Athanasius objects
by pointing out to the lack of proper distinction between two types of relations:

between the Father and his Son on account of the same nature or being, and

%2 Ibid. 1.16 [Metzler 125; NPNF? 4:315]: 10 ‘e 1fic obolag Tod matpde’ idlov abdtod olpmay
€lvoL TOV ulov.

3 1bid. 1.16 [Metzler 126; NPNF? 4:316].
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between the Maker and his works on the basis of will. Discussing the former,”* he
establishes the correlation between the one who wills and the thing willed. He
points out that that which is willed are ‘created things’ (t& yevnta) that come ‘from
nothing’ (¢ otk 8vtwv).”* They are directly dependent on the subject that wills
them. In other words, every created being derives its existence from the Creator,
while the Creator himself exists independent of whether he creates anything or not.
In contrast to this type of relation, the other one—that of being—implies a
necessary existence. Athanasius explains the precise difference between the two
types of relation as follows: ‘Whereas when we call God a Maker, we do not of
necessity intimate the things which have come to be, for a maker is before his
works. But when we call God Father, at once with the Father we signify the Son’s
existence’ (CA 3.6 [Savvidis 312; NPNF? 4:396-7]).°* Here the existence of one
entity, namely the Father, necessarily entails the existence of another, namely the
Son. To illustrate this logic with regard to the Father-Son relation, Athanasius uses
an analogy from human experience. In CA4 1.26 [Metzler 135-6], he points out that
in ordinary life we distinguish between owning a house and owning a child. Of the
two only the child can be proper (idiov) to someone’s being, not the house.
Likewise, a father cannot obtain a son in the same way as he would a house, or any
other possession. While the house is ‘external’ (€£w6ev) and ‘foreign’ (&AA0tpLov) to
the father, the son is proper to the father’s being (i6tov tfi¢ obolac) and is ‘out of
him’ (& &avtod).””” In the same way, the Son is related to the Father. He is begotten
from him by nature (kata ¢pOoiv), and therefore has a qualitatively different relation
than the works to their Maker. To substantiate this claim, Athanasius refers to the
fact that even the Scripture depicts the father and son as two simultaneous and
coinherent subjects. Thus, before Levi was born, he was already considered to be in
the loins of his great-grand father. After the latter attained the age of being able to

have children, he produced a son and became a father.””' Applying this analogy to

%47 On the subject of will in Athanasius and Arius, see Stead, ‘The Freedom of the Will and the
Arian Controversy’, 245-57; Meijering, ‘The Doctrine of the Will and of the Trinity in the Orations
of Gregory of Nazianzus’, 224-34, and his Orthodoxy and Platonism, 69-85.

%48 €4 1.29 [Metzler 128-9].
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the Son, Athanasius makes him speak in the first person: ‘Therefore I too am
wholly in him, while I remain myself what [ am’ (C4 1.26 [Metzler 136; NPNF?>
4:3221).%*% This coinherence between the Father and Son is such that one cannot be
without the other, while the works—being external and dependent on the will of
their Maker—may or may not be.

Athanasius specifies this concept God—grounded on the primacy of
persons—by qualifying the content of the Father-Son relationship in terms of union
and love. He insists: ‘Thus let everyone religiously account of the pleasure (t0
Bérewv) and the not-unwillingness of God (to un @BovAntov). For by that good
pleasure (tfj BeAroer) wherewith the Son is the object of the Father’s pleasure
(Béretar Tapo. Tod TaTpog), is the Father the object of the Son’s love, pleasure, and
honour (dyand kot 6€ier kol Twpd); and one is the good pleasure (Béinue) which is
from Father in Son, so that here too we may contemplate the Son in the Father and
the Father in the Son’ (CA 3.66 [Savvidis 379-80; NPNF? 4:430]).”>* Athanasius is
so intent about stressing the personal nature of the Father-Son relationship that he
allows himself to use the words Boviopar and 6éiw (usually reserved for the
description of the contingent relations) in order to express the kind of intimacy that
the Father and Son enjoy between themselves. To not be taken incorrectly, he
explains that ‘to say, ‘The Father’s good pleasure is the Son’, and ‘The Word’s
good pleasure is the Father’, implies, not a precedent will, but genuineness of nature
(pvoewe yvnorotnte), and propriety and likeness of essence (odoleg i8L0TnTe Kol
opolwaly)’ (CA 3.66 [Savvidis 380; NPNF? 4:430]).”>* In this relationship love,
pleasure, and honour are both given and received. They begin with the Father
(Athanasius quotes Jn. 5:20 that says, for the Father loves the Son and shows him

all his works),”>’

and once they are passed to the Son, the latter returns them to their
initial source. Athanasius states: ‘the Father has love and good pleasure towards the

Son, and the Son has love and good pleasure towards the Father’ (CA 3.66
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[Savvidis 380; NPNF? 4:430]). % This reciprocal dynamic of the love-bond
between the Father and Son exists eternally for its own sake. It is grounded on
God’s eternal being in which ‘the Father has love and good pleasure (ayemg kol
BédeL) towards his Son who is his own by nature’ (idwov 6vte ¢uioer) (CA 3.66
[Savvidis 380; NPNF? 4:430]).957 This intimacy of relationship between the Father
and Son is such that there can be nothing intermediate (unde péoov Tig, or Tig

%% between them. In the context, the sort of intermediacy Athanasius speaks

wetatl)
about is the Gnostic concept of ‘will’ that pre-exists the willing act of the Father
towards the Son. Discerning here the same logic as in the Arian desire to
superimpose the pre-existing essence over the persons of the Father and Son,
Athanasius rejects it by pointing out that ‘to say, “of will he came to be” (‘ek
BovAnoewe yeyove®) implies that once he was not’ (CA 3.66 [Savvidis 380; NPNF?
4:4307]).”>° Therefore, neither the Arian ‘pre-existing essence’, nor the Gnostic “pre-
existing will® fit the proper understanding of God. The only right way (6p6a¢) of
approaching the Deity is one that begins with the Father and regards the Son as

coessential and coeternal with him.

5.1.2.2 Contra Arianos 1.30-4

In the second passage where Athanasius gives specific arguments about God as
Father, we see him combating the Arian tendency to impersonalize the divine
relations. His particular opponent is a pro-Arian theologian’® by the name Asterius
‘the Sophist’.”®' In C4 2.37 [Metzler 213-4] and De Syn. 18 [Opitz 245-6], we are
informed that Asterius acknowledged Christ to be the unique and only-begotten

Power and Wisdom of God, yet believed him to be created and sustained by the

966 mathp dyomd kel BéreL TOV ULOY, kol 6 ULOC dyomd kel Béder tov Tatépe. This statement

together with the quoted passage from CA 3.66, may indicate that Athanasius used the words love
and will interchangeably as a way to emphasize the unity of action and will within the divine being,
while basing his argument on the notion of personal relationship between the Father and Son.

ST{s10v dvta doeL OV VOV abTod dyami kel BéreL adTov.

98 4 3.66 [Savvidis 380; NPNF2 430].

99 1o kv yhp Ay ‘tk PouAfoewg yéyove® Tp@ToV pEv tO WA elval mote Tobtov onuaivel.

%69 Scholars generally agree that Asterius’ theology comes close to that of Arius. Cf. e.g. Gregg,
Early Arianism, 112; Kinzig, In Search of Asterius, 217-18, and more recently Gwynn, The
Eusebians, 205-121, whose view, however, is more qualified and nuanced than that of the other two.
Cf. an excellen summary of Asterius’ theology in Dudzik, ‘Diskuse o Vztahu Boziho Syna k Bohu
Otci ve Sporu o Areiovu Nauku’, 23-9.

%! Vincent, Asterius von Kappadokien, 22, describes Austerius as the one who ‘ist der
Systematiker, vielleicht der Systematiker, der Eusebianer und der Vordenker fiir Arius’ (italics
original). The largest part of evidence for Asterius’ theology is contained in the fragments quoted by
Athanasius (primarily in the Contra Arianos and De Synodis) and by Marcellus of Ancyra (preserved
in the Contra Marcellum of Eusebius of Caesarea).
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Father’s will.”* Agreeing with Arius that the Son derived his Power and Wisdom
from the inherent qualities of the Father rather than having them by his own nature,
he postulated that only the Father was unbegotten and without beginning. The
starting point of Asterius’ argumentation was to ask whether ‘the Unoriginate is one
or two’ (¢v 0 dyévmrov f 800)°® if both of them are believed to be eternal.

In response, Athanasius makes two claims. In the first place, he argues that
Asterius’ question is unfair because it gives no proper explanation of what the word
ayévntov means, while implying that the Son should be placed among the originate
entities.”®* He refers to three different meanings that could be adduced to the word
ayévntov from the philosophical vocabulary of that time. The first meaning can be
related to something that can exist, but has not yet come to be (e.g. wood which can
potentially become a vessel). Another meaning of &yévntov can be related to that
which neither has nor ever can come to be (e.g. a triangle can never become a
rectangle nor has it ever been one; likewise, an odd number can never become even
nor has it ever been one). Finally, dyévntov can mean something that has
nothing/nobody prior to it; it has no father. Asterius not only ignores these
distinctions, but also adds his own one by interpreting ayévntov as ‘that which is not
made, but ever is’ (10 ‘un mondev, 4AL’ ael 6v’) (CA 1.30 [Metzler 141; NPNF?
4:324, modified]). Having established the fact that dyévnror may be defined in
more than one way, Athanasius replies to Asterius’ question on whether ‘the
Unoriginate is one or two’ by noting that ‘many are such and nothing is such, many,
which are capable of origination, and nothing, which is not capable’ (CA 1.31
[Metzler 141; NPNF? 4:324]).°% If, however, Asterius’ own definition of dyévnrov
is to be accepted—*what is not a work but was always’ (t0 un Toinue, &AL’ el ov
dyévnrov elvon)’®—the answer to his question would be that ‘the Son as well as the
Father must in this sense be called unoriginate’ (CA 1.31 [Metzler 141; NPNF?
4:3241).%" Hence, the Son’s status as unoriginate, according to this logic, must be

rejected. Having outlined this point, Athanasius concludes that Asterius’

%2 For a more detailed analysis of Asterius’ view of ‘Power’ and ‘Wisdom® with regard to the
Father and Son, see Barnes, ‘One Nature, One Power’, 205-23; Kinzig, ‘Asteius Sophista oder
Asterius Ignotus?’, 128-9, and Vincent, ‘Gottes Wesen, Logos, Weisheit und Kraft’, 170-91.

%3 C4 1.31 [Metzler 141].

%4 1bid. 1.30 [Metzler 139-40].

%65 1oAAd Te elvan kol 0DGEV, TACLOTA PEV T Suvdpeve yevéoBar, obBEY 8¢ TO p) Suvduevov.

96 €4 1.31 [Metzler 141; NPNF? 4:324].

%78 vide obtwe kotd Tadtny Ty Ekdoxtw dyévnroc &v AexOeln.
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problematic christology derives from his faulty way of speaking about God as
ayevnrov. Ultimately, it leads to an impersonalization of God’s inner being by

separating (the precise verb is dxotiowat) *®

the divine persons from each
other—one as ayévntov, and the other as created.

Athanasius’ more significant argument with regard to Asterius’ use of the
word &yévntov is that it was invented by the Greeks and is not found in the
Scriptures. He explains the contrast between the Greek reference to God as
ayévntov and the Christian way of calling him Father as the difference between two
kinds of relations: unoriginate-originate relation and the Father-Son relation.
According to the first relation, there can be no likeness between God as unoriginate,
on the one hand, and everything else as originate, on the other. However, addressing
God as Father means that he has the Son who is like the one from whom he was
begotten. Making a comment on this point, Widdicombe suggests that ultimately
what Athanasius has in mind is distinguishing between two orders of reality as

‘parallel instances of correlativity’.”® He states:

Athanasius has altered the basis of the discussion in a way which allows him to advance the
claim that it is more appropriate to call God Father than to call him unoriginate. God is to be
regarded first through his relation with the Son. Athanasius posits two distinct orders in the logic
of relations: Father and Son are correlatives, and unoriginate and originate are correlatives. These
two orders correspond to the two orders of reality, the divine and the created. The Arians are

guilty of failing to recognize the existence of the two orders of relations.””

Athanasius argues that the main reason the Arians approach God as the Unoriginate
instead of Father has to do with their epistemological starting point. Rejecting the
Son’s existence, like Greeks, they draw their knowledge of God from the created
order, or things of originate nature, rather than from the Son.””' As a result, they
become left with an impersonal concept of God that is inadequate from the
Christian standpoint. In his double treatise Contra Gentes chs. 7-29, Athanasius
describes the consequences of such approach as resulting in divinization of the

created things and idolatry. Instead of honouring the Father and Son who are the

%8 4 1.30 [Metzler 140].

%9 Widdicombe, The Fatherhood of God, 167.
7% Ibid. 166.

71 C4 1.33 [Metzler 142-3].

221



true God—‘incorporeal, incorruptible and immortal”®"?

—the fallen mind ends up
worshipping non-real deified beings. The only proper way to approach God is by
way of the Son; we are ‘to signify (ompaivewv) God from the Son and call him
Father’ (CA 1.34 [Metzler 143; NPNF? 4:326]).°”° For Athanasius, it is this
distinctness that is missing in the Arian doctrine of God and approaching him as the

Unoriginate, they treat him hardly more than a mere impersonal contact:

Therefore it is more pious and more accurate to signify God from the Son and call him Father,
than to name him from his works only and call him unoriginate. For the latter title, as [ have said,
does nothing more than signify all the works, individually and collectively, which have come to
be at the will of God through the Word; but the title Father has its significance and its bearing
only from the Son (CA 1.34 [Metzler 143-4; NPNF? 4:326]).”7

According to this argument, the ‘Father-Son’ terminology provides a very specific
definition of God’s relational nature, whereas the ‘Unoriginate-originate works’
terminology is nothing but an abstract indication. The former leads from the Son to
the Father and is an accurate way of knowing God. The latter makes the mind
caught up with the horizontal perspective that starts from the impersonal point
(namely, the works), instead of beginning with the divine person (namely, the Son).

Once again he says:

And ‘unoriginate’ is a word of the Greeks, who do not know the Son, but ‘Father’ has been
acknowledged and vouchsafed by our Lord. For he, knowing himself whose Son he was, said, /
am in the Father, and the Father is in me [In. 14:10]; and, He who has seen me, has seen the
Father [In. 14:9], and I and the Father are one [Jn. 10:30]; but nowhere is he found to call the
Father unoriginate (CA4 1.34 [Metzler 144; NPNF? 4:326, modified]).””

Here Athanasius contends that the way God reveals himself as Father is through the

Son. Therefore, the right way to know God is to begin with the person of the Son

72 CG 22.26 [Thomson 60]: dodpatde éoti kel &dBepToC Kol EOdVeTOC.

TOV Bedv ék ToD LLOD onualvely kel ToTépa Aéyelv.

974 odkody €loePéatepor kal GAnOEc paAlov dv €in TOv Bedv ék Tod Ulod onualvely kol maTépw
Myeww fi ék povov toV épywr Ovopalely kol A€yely abTOV ayévntov. TODTO MEV Yap Kol [Ovov
€kaotov, kabaTep elmov, Kol KOLWf Tavte T €k Tod PovAnuatog tod Beod Sud Tod Adyou yevduevo
€pyo onuaiver: 10 8¢ ‘matnp’ €d’ ulod povov onpalvetor kol Totatal.

S kol TO pEv ‘dyévntov’ map’ EAAAvwv ebpmtar TGV pi) yLveokértov Tov uiéy to 8 ‘mathp’
Topd TOD KUPLou UGV EYVWodn Kol KexapLOToL. Kol Yip €ldwg adtdg TLvog €0TiV LlOg éAeyer €Y@
& ¢ matpl Kal O TaTnp v uol Ko O éwpakws éué édpake TOv matépa kol €yw ked 6 matnp v
éguer koL 00douod dalvetor TOV TaTéPE KAADY ‘dyévntov’ aldTog.

973
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rather than Unoriginate. To start with the latter is to become occupied with
speculations that are not reflective of the scriptural language about God. This
argument corresponds to Athanasius’ general principle of knowing God from
below. As we saw earlier, he elaborates on it in his double treatise, and he uses it
here again to stress that God is known not as an impersonal essence but as a
relational being that reveals himself in the world. Hence, Athanasius insists that we
are to approach God in the way he made himself known to us and to support this
point, he cites several passages from Scripture. He refers to a number of examples
where Jesus calls God Father and commands us to do the same. He notes that when
the Son ‘teaches us to pray, he does not say, “When you pray, say, oh God
Unoriginate”, but rather, “When you pray, say, our Father who is in heaven™ (CA4
1.34 [Metzler 144; NPNF? 4:326, modified]).”’® Likewise, taking a lesson from the
baptism as representing ‘the summary of our faith’ (t0 kepararov &€ tfic TLoTEWS
f]uofx;),g77 we are instructed to be baptized ‘not into the name of Unoriginate and
originate, nor into the name of Creator and creature, but into the name of Father,
Son, and Holy Spirit’ (CA4 1.34 [Metzler 144; NPNF? 4:326, modified]).””®

Thus, looking back at Athanasius’ way of speaking about God in C4 1.14-
29 [Metzler 123-39] and 30-4 [Metzler 139-44], we find that he can either start with
the Father to postulate the Son, or start with the Son to postulate the Father. The
former counters the Arian approach to God as the pre-existing essence and proves
the divinity of the Son. The latter refutes the concept of God as the Unoriginate and
reveals him as Father. In both cases, the relational understanding of God is in sharp

contrast to God as an impersonal being.

5.2 Father and Son

5.2.1 ueroyn

One of the ways both Athanasius and Arius relate the Son to the Father is through
participation (uetoyr). For methodological purposes, we can distinguish between

two types of participation: one related to the essence of the Father and the other

976 ~ > ~
Nuag edyecBar SLddokwy olk elmev ‘Gtav ¢ mpooelynabe, Aéyete: Bec dyévnre’, &AL paAlov:
‘Otav 8¢ mpooelyeobe, A€yete: TaTEP NUAY, O €V TOLG 0VPAVOLG.
977
CA 1.34 [Metzler 144; NPNF? 4:326].
978 o . o n o \ cs asy sy . N s iaas s
o0k ‘el¢ Gvope dyevntov kol yevntod’, obde ‘elg Gvope GkTLOTOL KoL KTlopatog’, GAL’ ‘elg
Ovopo TaTPOg KoL LLOD Kol &ylov TYelpaTog.
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related to his qualities. In Arius,”” the first type of participation is expressed in

three quotations. Two of them are found in C4 1.5-6 and one in C4 1.9:

(1) The essences [of the Father, Son and Holy Spirit] are separate in nature, and estranged, and
disconnected, and alien, and without participation (&uétoyot) of each other (CA 1.6 [Metzler 115;
NPNF?2 4:3097).%

(2) The Son is distinct by himself, and in no respect partakes (auétoyov) of the Father (CA4 1.7
[Metzler 115; NPNF? 4:309, modified]).”®!

(3) Christ is not very God, but he, as others, was made God by participation (uetoxf)) (CA4 1.9
[Metzler 118; NPNF? 4:3117]).”%

In all of the above statements, Arius draws a sharp contrast between the Father’s
essence and the essence of the Son (and Holy Spirit). He either makes their essences
different from each other so much so that they are ‘separated’, ‘estranged’,
‘disconnected’, and ‘alien’ (the first quote), or forthrightly rejects the Son’s
participation in the Father (the second quote). When he does allow the Son’s
participation in God (third quote), he qualifies it making clear that his participation
is not one of essence.

Arius’ only discussion of the second type of participation is recorded in CA

1.5 [Metzler 114; NPNF? 4:309]:

Accordingly, he [Arius] says that there are two wisdoms, first, the attribute coexistent with God,
and next, that in this wisdom the Son was originated, and was only named Wisdom and Word as
partaking (uetéxovte) of it. ‘For Wisdom’, saith he, ‘by the will of the wise God, had its existence
in Wisdom’. In like manner, he says, that there is another Word in God besides the Son, and that

the Son again, as partaking (uetéyovta) of it, is named Word and Son according to grace.g83

979 . . . . - . . . .
For a specific discussion of Arius’ concept of participation, see Lorenz, Arius judaizans, 59.
Cf. Williams, ‘The Logic of Arianism’, 74; Stead, ‘The Thalia of Arius and the Testimony of
Athanasius’, 33, and ibid., ‘Rhetorical Method’, 132-3.
%0 ol B ‘pepepiopévan T dloer kol dmefevopévor kol dmeoyounopévar kol GAAGTPLOL Kol
duétoyol eiow dAAMAwY ai olotor’.
981 ¢ , s a . R
dunpmuevor b€ elval ko’ €XLTOV KoL GUETOYOV KOTE TOVTE TOD TaTpOg® TOV LLOV.
982 5 T Sy ,
OUK €0TLY 0ANOLYOC Be0g 0 XpLoTOg, aAia MeTo)f) Kol aLTOG €BeoToLnon.
983 s - , \ - , Vel ser \ , - PO ey
600 yolv codlag dnoly eivor, play pev ‘“tny edlay kol ovvumepyouvoey t@ Beq’, Tov O€ vLOV
& abth Tth codly yeyevfioBar Taltng Te peTéxovta WvopnoBul povov codlay kel Adyov. ‘T codlu
o e VI n~ aad - , oy
yop’®, ¢noi, ‘tfy copie vTHpEe codod Beod BeAnoel’. oUTW Kol AOYOV €TEPOV €lvol A€YeL PO TOV
VOV €V TQ) Be® Kol TOUTOU WETEXOVTH TOV LLOV WVOMKOBL TUALY KXTO XEPLY AOYOV KoL LLOV alTOV.
Cf. Similar statements in Urk. 4b[2.2].7-9 [Opitz 7-8].
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In this passage, Arius’ use of the verb petéxw in both instances is aimed at
clarifying in which way Christ can be said to participate in God. This type of
participation has to do with the qualities that the Son is claimed to share. His titles
‘Wisdom’ and ‘“Word’ are not descriptions of his ontological oneness with God the
Father. Rather they are applied to him in the secondary sense. In the same way, he
is called Son only on account of grace, not according to nature. To counter this view
of Christ’ participation, Athanasius does two things. First, he disputes Arius’
concept of participation by elucidating the sense in which the Son can be said to
participate in the Father’s essence and qualities. Second, he adopts the word i8tog to
formulate his own way of expressing the ontological unity between the Father and
Son. [ will consider briefly both of these arguments below.

Treating the first type of participation that relates the Son to the Father’s
essence, Athanasius argues that for the former to partake of the latter means to be
begotten. He explains that ‘it is all one to say that God is wholly participated (61w
‘wetéxecbor’), and that He begets (yevv@). Therefore, what does begetting signify
but a Son? And thus of the Son Himself, all things partake (uetéxer) according to the
grace of the Spirit coming from Him; and this shows that the Son Himself partakes
(netéyer) of nothing, but what is partaken (ueteyopevov) from the Father, is the Son’
(CA 1.16 [Metzler 125; NPNF? 4:316, slightly modified]).”® Here Athanasius
identifies participation with begetting. He describes the Father as being ‘wholly
participated’ by the Son excluding any other sense of participation; the Son partakes
of nothing else (o08evoc petéyer). Slightly later, Athanasius adds that just as the
Son’s participation does not mean the division of God’s essence, so does begetting
does not imply affection of either of the divine persons. He writes: ‘Since to be
partaken (t0 petéxeobur) no one of us would ever call affection or division of God’s
essence (for it has been shown and acknowledged that God is participated
(netéxeoBar), and to be participated is the same thing as to beget); therefore that
which is begotten is neither affection nor division of that blessed essence. Hence it
is not incredible that God should have a Son, the Offspring of his own essence; nor

do we imply affection or division of God’s essence, when we speak of ‘Son’ and

984 v N ua o 4 s N AN W s N ay o A ey s s ,
TO yap OAwg ‘peteéxecbul’ TOV Beov Loov €0TL A€YeLV OTL Kol Yevwd: TO O€ “yevvd’ TiL onpoivel

A ulov; adtod yodr Tod ulod peTéxer T& TovTe katé Thy ToD Tvelpetog yivouévmy moap’ aldtod
xopLv- kel davepoy €k ToUTOU YLveToL OTL a0TOG [eY O ULOG 0DBEVOG WeTEXeL, TO 6 €k ToD TaTpPOg
MeTEYOpEVOVY, TODTO €0TLY O LLOG.
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‘Offspring;’ but rather, as acknowledging the genuine, and true, and Only-begotten
of God, so we believe’ (CA 1.16 [Metzler 125; NPNF? 4:316]).”® Refuting Arius’
second type of participation, Athanasius argues that the Father-Son oneness in John
10:30 (I and the Father are one)’*® suggests an ontological identity of qualities.987
One of the most extended presentations of this argument is found in his second
Epistula ad Serapionem. In Ep. Ser. 1.2 [Savvidis 540; Shapland 153-4, modified],

he sets this as a theological principle:

Of that which the Father has, there is nothing which does not belong to the Son. Therefore the
Son is in the Father, and the Father is in the Son; for the qualities that belong to the Father, are
also found in the Son, and again they are seen in the Father. Thus is understood the saying: I and
the Father are one [In. 10:30]. For there are not some qualities in the Father and others in the
Son; but the qualities that are in the Father are in the Son also. And if you see in the Son those
qualities which you see in the Father, you have a right understanding of the saying: He that has

seen me has seen the Father (Ep. Ser. 1.2 [Savvidis 540; Shapland 153-4, modified]).”**

Based on this principle of identity, Athanasius contends that the Son’s qualities are
rooted in the very being of the Father. Hence, Christ’ titles ‘Wisdom’, ‘Word’, and
‘Son’ belong to him by nature rather than ‘by name’ (6véueti),” or ‘as a quality’
(kat’ émivowar). *° To postulate the latter is to approach Christ ‘improperly’
(kataypnotikdc).” ' Athanasius concludes that since Christ is the true God, his
participation in the Father’s qualities is of unchangeable nature. In contrast, human
beings are gods by grace and their participation involves change.992 Generally,

Athanasius is reluctant to use the terminology of participation with regard to the

985 « \ \ ’ 5 ” <Ay ’ ” \ \ ~ ~ ~ >t
Womep O€ TO PeTEXEGBOL ODK OV TLG LPAV €Tl Tobog €lmoL kol UepLopov Tfic Tod Beod ovlolog:

SedWKaTE YUP Kl WUOAOYNKATE [eTEXeoBuL TOV Be0V Kol TaDTOV €lvon LeTéXeoboL Kol Yewwav, oUTwg
1O Yévvnuo ol ToBog oDSE MepLOpOG €o0TL TRAG pakoplag ékelvng ololeg. obk &motov &po €0TiV LLOV
Eeww tov Bedy, TR idlag ololog TO yévvmua: o008 &po TaBoc Kol WepLopov TR ovoteg tod Beod
onuelvoper Aéyovteg ‘UlOV kel YEVvmue®, GAAL W&AAOY TO YyvnoLov Kol TO GANBLOV Kol TO
povoyeveg ék tod Beod yLvuokovteg, oltw moTebopey.

%6 Athanasius slightly reformulates it as adtoc kol 6 mathp év elor (CA 1.16 [Metzler 126;
NPNF? 4:316)).

%7 CA 1.16 [Metzler 126; NPNF? 4:316].

%8 ol BAwe ovBEV EoTLy, GV Exer O mathp, O pA) ToD viod éoTi. Bk ToDTO V&P O LOC &V TG
ToTPL Kol O TATNP €V TG UL émeldn T Tod Tatpdg, Tadte €V T¢) L@ €0t kel Talw tabte €V Tt
ToTPL VOELTOL, OUTW VOELTOL Kol TO €Y@ kal O matno €v éouev. €meldn obk &Ala €v ToUTw kol A
&V TQ Ul GAAL Td €V ¢ Tatpl, TedTe €V TG UG €oTL. kel & PAETelc 8¢ év TQ Tatpl, PAémelg év
TQ VLR VOELToL KOADG TO O €ué éwpakds édpare tov matépa.

%% C4 1.9 [Metzler 118].

90 Ibid. 1.9 [Metzler 118].

9! Urk. 4b[2.2].7 [Opitz 7].

92 Ep. Ser. 1.4 [Savvidis 543].
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Father-Son relations. With the exception of the above instances, he reserves its use

exclusively for the description of human beings’ sharing in God.

5.2.2 loioc

Instead of describing the Father-Son relations through participation, Athanasius
prefers to use the term i8ioc (‘one’s own’, or ‘proper to’) for that purpose.’”
Scholars note that before this word acquired technical significance in the patristic
literature, it has been used in the New Testament to describe some sort of
belonging. The only two occurrences of this word with regard to the Father-Son
relations indicate a possessive meaning. It is used in John 5:18 where Christ calls
God ‘his own Father’ (ratépe. 18tov), and in Rom. 8:32 where God is said to not
have spared ‘his own Son’ (tod iblov viod). Fairbairn notes that besides the
possessive sense, this word can also be used to describe a personal relation and
intimacy as in John 10:3, 4 and 10, where Jesus addresses his disciples as ‘his own
sheep’ (t& 18w mpoPete). In Fairbairn’s analysis Athanasius never uses i6io¢ in this
latter sense; he only uses it to describe the unity of substance between the Father
and Son against the Arian teaching.””* Widdicombe identifies two instances when
the passages from Jn. 5:18 and Rom. 8:32 were used in the Alexandrian tradition.””
They were used by Origen (albeit without any comment or reference to i61o¢)’”° and
by Alexander of Alexandria (to draw the contrast between the only begotten Son
and sons by adoption).””” Possibly they were also used by Dyonysius of Alexandria.
Thus, before Athanasius started using the word i8ioc, several earlier theologians
already lay their hands on it in the Alexandrian theological tradition. Yet, the
frequency with which Athanasius uses it is unprecedented. It occurs 682 times in

the form of 16to¢, 26 times in the form of i616tnc, and 10 times as idiomoLéw. Louth

93 One other term that Athanasius uses in the same sense as téoc is oiketotng. It occurs only 2
times with regard to the Father-Son relations. The first occurrence is in CA 3.4 [Savvidis 310;
NPNF? 4:395]: ‘He [the Son] and the Father are one in propriety and peculiarity of nature, and in the
identity of the one Godhead’ (év elow wdTOC kal 0 Tatnp Th LBLOTNTL KL OlkeLOTNTL TRG Pploews Kol
) teutoTnTL The g Bedtnrog). The second occurrence is in CA 3.16 [Savvidis 326; NPNF? 4:403]:
‘For the Son is proper to that One, and inseparable according to the propriety and peculiarity of his
essence’ (tod yap €vog Tdog kol adlaipetdc éotv O LLOG katd THY L8LOTNTE KoL olkeldtnTo TAC
obotug).

94 Fairbairn, Grace and Christology, 84-6.

93 Widdicombe, The Fatherhood of God, 194.

9% The references provided by Widdicombe are Com. Joh. 20.35.313 [SC 290:310] for Jn. 5:18,
and in Cont. Cels. 8.42 [150:264-6] for Rom. 8:32.

%7 Widdicombe notes that Alexander uses Rom. 8:32 as part of his argument about the Son’s
coeternity with the Father. That this can be the precise context of the Rom. 8:32, see Cranfield, 4
Critical and Exegetical Commentary, 436.
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points out that he employs this word to describe the idea of inseparability in two
types of relations: between the Father and Son, and between the Logos and his
body.””® A brief sketch of these two ideas will confirm Louth’s distinction to which
I will add a third one—a relation of the subject and qualities. I will also suggest that
while the personal sense of 18to¢ is missing in Athanasius (as noted by Fairbairn),
one word group that comes most closely for expressing the idea of intimacy
between the Father and Son in his latter writings is xapa and yoipeiv.

(1) With regard to the Father-Son relations, Athanasius often uses the word
16Lo¢ to draw a contrast between the Son and created things. Thus, he claims that
‘the Son is different in kind and different in essence from things originate, and on
the contrary is proper to the Father’s essence (tfic oD matpoc ovoteg t8oc) and one
in nature (6poduric) with it’ (CA 1.58 [Metzler 169; NPNF? 4:340]).””° In similar
contexts, he can use 18lo¢ as an antonym to the words ‘external’ (€€w6ev), ‘alien’
(Eévog), and ‘estranged’ (&AAotpLoc) when arguing that Arius divided the Trinity into
different essences.'®” The word 161o¢ is used to indicate the Son’ unique status as in
CA 2.23 [Metzler 199; NPNF? 4:360, modified], where Athanasius asserts that
‘[t]he Father shows him to be his own proper (i6tov) and only (uévov) Son, saying
“You are my Son”, and “This is my beloved Son in whom I am well pleased””.'*"
While the idea of the Son being proper to the Father clearly dominates Athanasius’
use of i6Log, it can also be employed in conjunction with the term ‘proper offspring’

( 16wov yévvnue), '

or as a synonym for the phrase ‘from the Father’ (éx tod
tatpée).'® Interestingly, Athanasius never reverses the order of who is proper to
who’s being: only the Son can be proper to the Father’s essence, not the Father to
the Son’s. (This is probably due to Athanasius’ concept of God in which the Father
is the source for divinity). At the same time, the person of the Father (as opposed to
the Father’s essence) can be described as being proper to the Son just as the person

of the Son is proper to the Father as in C4 2.59 [Metzler 236; NPNF? 4:380], where

98 Louth, ‘The Use of the Term idto¢’, 198-200.

999 trepoyeriic Bpa kol Etepoobolde oty 6 VO TV YernT@dy kel paAlov Tfic Tod Tatpde odalag
18L0¢ koL 6podung TUYYAVEL.

1990 De Syn. 15 [Opitz 242]. Cf. C4 1.20 [Metzler 129-30], 1.26 [Metzler 136].

1001 ylov 8¢ abtov Tolov kol pévov Selkvvoly Eoavtod 6 mathp Aéywv vide pov €l ob [Ps. 2:7
LXX] kel 0dtdg éoriv 6 vidg pov 6 dyamntds, év o nidoknoa [Mt. 3:17].

1002 ¢4 1.15 [Metzler 124].

1903 Ihid. 2.22 [Metzler 198-9].
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he says that ““Father” is proper to the Son and not “creature”, but “Son” is proper to

the Father’.!%*

05 as the

(2) With regard to the Logos-body relation, Athanasius uses 610¢'”
antonym to the words éxtoc and ’éEwOev.lOO(’ Thus, neither the Logos is external to the
body, nor the body is external to the Logos. %7 Instead, both the Logos and the
body are proper to each other. Williams points out that instead of indicating ‘an
“essential condition”... of a particular concrete reality’, something that exists in and
of itself, the word 16wo¢ according to the philosophical use of that time denoted a
contingent property, or quality.'®” This observation fits the Athanasian use of this
word in relation to Christ’s body. The latter is appropriated by Christ (as in De Inc.
8.33-4 [Thomson 152; ibid. 153], where he makes the body his own [tfj ToD
owpatog idtomoinoet]); it does not exist separately or independently from his person.
Therefore, whatever belongs or happens to the flesh also belongs and happens to the
Logos. This is true even with regard to the affections of the Logos’ body. Since the

1009

body is his own, the affections are his (i) as well. According to Athanasius,

this has an important soteriological significance. By sharing in the Logos who saved
us on account of his divinity, we become proper to him (idwo) and anticipate living

eternally. '°'’ In contrast, our identification with Adam afforded grace ‘from

without® (éwev), and thus made it ineffective.'*"!

(3) In addition to the two senses of 16to¢ described above, Athanasius also

uses it to relate the subject and qualities. Thus, invisibility'®'? is proper (i6iov) to

1013 1014

God in the De Incarnatione, omnipotence - and unalterability "~ are proper (i6we)

1915 s proper (idLov) to

to the divine being in the Epistula 2 ad Serapionem, and light
God who radiates it in the Contra Arianos. More importantly, Athanasius sets forth
a principle of identity (mentioned above) in which the word i6ioc plays a role of the

predicate. Based on the argument that ‘He [the Son] is the same as God; and He and

1003 ‘matnp’ Tod LoD €otwy T8Lov, kel 00 TO KTlope, GAAL TO ‘Uiog’ ToD TaTpdg €oTiy idLov.
1005 ¢4 3.32 [Savvidis 343].

106 1hid.

107 1hid.

1998 Williams, ‘The Logic of Arianism’, 60.
1009 4 3.32 [Savvidis 343].

110 1bid.

1011 Tbid. 2.68 [Savvidis 245].

1912 De Inc. 32 [Thomson 210-2].

1013 Ep. Ser. 1.5 [Savvidis 544].

1014 1bid.

1015 ¢4 3.4 [Savvidis 310].
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the Father are one in propriety (tfj i8t0tnti) and peculiarity of nature [oikeldtnzL],
and in the identity (tfj tevtotnti) of the one Godhead’,'*'® Athanasius formulates it
as follows: ‘On hearing the attributes of the Father spoken of a Son, we shall
thereby see the Father in the Son; and we shall contemplate the Son in the Father,
when what is said of the Son is said of the Father also. And why are the attributes of
the Father ascribed to the Son, except that the Son is an offspring from him? And
why are the Son’s attributes proper (i6w) to the Father, except again because the
Son is the proper (idiov) offspring of his essence? And the Son, being the proper
(idwov) offspring of the Father’s essence, reasonably says that the Father’s attributes
are his own also’ (CA 3.5 [Savvidis 310-1; NPNF? 395-6]).1017 The way Athanasius
relates the subject and qualities according to the above principle of identity shows
once again that he avoided describing God in terms of impersonal essence. The
divine qualities do not exist by themselves; they belong to the Father in whom they
are properly indwelled. And since the Son is the Father’s natural offspring, the same

qualities are proper to him as well.

5.2.3 yape, yoipw, and evgpovéw

While the word i6iog clearly indicates the essential oneness between the Father and
Son, it does not necessarily mean that their relation is one of personal intimacy and
fellowship. To express the latter idea Athanasius uses a different word group yepo
(‘joy’, “delight”) and yaipw (‘to have a delight’). All instances of this word group
for the description of the Father-Son relations appear 28 times in three different
later writings: De decretis nicaenae Synodi (1 times),'"'"® De sententia Dionysii (4

1019

time),'*"? and Contra Arianos (23 times).'" In all of these instances Athanasius

bases his arguments on Prov. 8:30 that says: [ was daily his delight, rejoicing

1021

always before him. He identifies ‘the delight’ of the Proverbs with the Son

11 Tbid. 3.5 [Savvidis 310; NPNF2 395]: elow adtdc kol 6 Tethp Tf L6L6TNTL Kol olkeldTnTL The
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1% De Sen. Dion. 15 [Opitz 57] (2 times), De Sen. Dion. 25 [Opitz 65] (2 times).

192004 1.20 [Metzler 130] (4 times); 1.38 [Metzler 147-8] (2 times); 2.56 [Metzler 232-3] (2
time); 2.82 [Metzler 259-60] (15 times).
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arguing that his close relationship with the Father has existed eternally. In C4 1.20
[Metzler 130; NPNF? 4:318], he makes the following reasoning: ‘The Son himself
says, I was his delight (tpooeyaipe). When then did the Father not see himself in his
own Image? or when had he not delight (TpooéyaLper), that a man should dare to
say, “the Image is out of nothing” and “The Father had no delight (o0k v yalpwv 0
matnp) before the Image was originated?”’1022 Similarly, in C4 1.38 [Metzler 147-8;
NPNEF? 4:328], he writes: ‘For if he [Christ] was not, or was indeed, but afterwards
was promoted... how in him, were he not perfect, did the Father delight
(mpooeyarpev)? And he, on the other hand, if now promoted, how did he before
rejoice in the presence of the Father (nddpaiveto év mpoodime Tatpéc)?’ " In both
passages, Athanasius argues against the Arian practice of approaching Christ as a
created being in contrast to the Father who is the true God. His logic is clear: if the
Father is eternal, then he has always delighted his Son, and if the Son has always
been ‘in the presence of the Father’, he cannot be created and imperfect. While, the
argument here is largely about the unity of substance, the use of the word ‘delight’
adds a more intimate aspect to the Father-Son relations. In fact, right after claiming
that the Son is the Father’s delight, he goes on to speak of how Christ makes us
sons to his own Father as a reflection of the Father-Son bond.'***

In two other passages yapa, xoipw and ebppovéw are used along with T8Loc.
In CA 2.56 [Metzler 232-3; NPNF? 4:378], Athanasius draws a contrast between
that which is proper to creatures and that which is proper to the Logos. He says:
‘For because of our need, the Word, though being Creator, endured words which
are used of creatures; which are not proper (i6ie) to him, as being the Word, but are
ours (i6le) who are created in him. And as, since the Father is always, so is his
Word, and always being, always says, [ was daily his delight (npooéxaipe), rejoicing
(ebdparvouny) always before him (&v mpoowtw wdtod) [Prov. 8:30], and I am in the

Father and the Father in me [Jn. 14:197°.'%° In CA4 2.82 [Metzler 259], the same
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argument is set forth in a more extended form and with more insight into the nature
of fellowship between the Father and Son. Athanasius writes: ‘Hence the whole
earth is filled with the knowledge of him; for the knowledge of Father through Son
and of Son from Father is one and the same, and the Father delights (xatpet) in him,
and in the same joy the Son rejoices (T xepd tadty eddpaivetar) in the Father,
saying, I was by him, daily his delight, rejoicing (mpooéyerpe) always before him
[Prov. 8:30]. And this again proves that the Son is not foreign (&AAdtpLov), but
proper (i61ov) to the Father’s essence’.'"* Slightly after, he adds:

When then was it, when the Father rejoiced not (¢xaipev)? but if he ever rejoiced (éxorpev), he
was ever, in whom he rejoiced (xaipet). And in whom does the Father rejoice, except as seeing
himself in his own (i6ie) Image, which is his Word? And though in sons of men also he had
delight (nddpaiveto), on finishing the world, as it is written in these same Proverbs [8:32], yet this
too has a consistent sense. For even thus he had delight (eddpeivetar), not because joy (yepéc)
was added to him, but again on seeing the works made after his own Image; so that even this
rejoicing (xatpewv) of God is on account of his Image. And how too has the Son delight
(eddpaivetan), except as seeing himself in the Father? for this is the same as saying, e who has
seen me, has seen the Father and I am in the Father and the Father in me [Jn. 14:10] (CA 2.56
[Metzler 259-60; NPNF? 4:378]).'%%

Several things are noteworthy in these passages. First the words yapa and yewpeiv
are used with the same intent as 18loc, namely to prove that the Son has the same
divine status as the Father. In fact, Athanasius concludes quite explicitly that ‘the
passage in the Proverbs... proves that the Son is not a creature in nature and
essence, but the proper Offspring of the Father, true Wisdom and Word’ (CA4 2.56
[Metzler 259-60; NPNF? 4:378]).'® Hence, the Son is seen as one with the Father

eyw 77/1771/ N ﬂpoaqupe ka8’ tuoav 6¢ eldpoanvduny év mpoodtw avtol kel €yw év ) matol kel
0 matnp év éuot.

1026 ¢ enknpwen yobv mioa 1 A e vaoewq a0Tod" plo yocp YV@oLg Trocrpog 8L” viod éoti kil
viod Topl mxrpog Kal XOLLpEL t00Tw 6 mx-cnp kel TH xopd tedTh eucbpocwe-cm & 1 motpL O viog
MYV ey n,unu n ﬂpoae,mtpe ket nuépay 6¢ nigpeavouny év ﬂpouwzm) avTol. Tadto 8¢
SelkvuoL maALY PN elvon TOV LoV GAAGTpLOV, &AL’ T8Lov Tiig ToD Tatpog ololog.

1027 1éte obv fv dte ok Exaiper O TaThp; €l 8¢ Gel Exaipev, del v év @ Exoupev. &v Tl 8¢ 6
mathp yolper 7 PAéTwy Eqvtov év T Lle elkbvi, Wtig €otiv 0 Adyog alTOD; €l O¢ kel év vioig
avodTwy nigpaiveto Ty olkouuévny ovvreléows, WG €V alTELG TOLG TAPOLULLG YEYPATTOL, GAAL
kot Tobto TNV adThy éxer Sudvolav. eddpaivetar yip Kol oUTwg oDk EmMyevouévng adt® xepac, GAAX
oMY PAETOV ket THY €qvtod €lkOve Yevopeve Th épyw, WoTe Kol TO 0UTWG Xulpely TOV Bedv TG
€ikévog adtod Ty Tpddaoly elvar. TAG 8¢ kol O VoG eddpaivetar f BAETWY €quTOV €V TG TOTPL;
loov yap €otL kol T0DTO TG A€yew: O ué éwpakas éwpake TOV Tatépe KoL €Y €V t¢) Tatpl kal O
TP év éuol.

1028 ¢y tedc Tapoiplong PnTOV kel mEvTa T mpoelpnuéve Selkvuol pi €ver T dploer kal T
ololg ktiope TOV VOV, GAL” 18ov yévvmue tod Tatpdg, codlav kKol Adyov aAnbLvov.

232



both in essence (he is ‘proper [rather than foreign] to the Father’s essence’ and ‘the
proper offspring of the Father’) and qualities (he is the true Wisdom and Word).
Second, besides the substantial unity, the Father and Son, being one in nature, also
share something else. They give and receive joy in a mutual and complete way. The
Father is said to delight in the Son and the Son in the Father. They share the same
joy between each other: ‘the Father delights (xaipet) in Him, and in the same joy the
Son rejoices (tf) xapd tovty e€ddppaivetal) in the Father’. Moreover, the same word
that is used to speak of the Father’s joy in the Son is also used to speak of his joy
towards the created world: in sons of men also he had delight (nddpaiveto) which is
a reference to Prov. 8:32. Although Athanasius does not dwell much on this link in
this particular instance, and is more concerned to stress the divine joy as existing for
its own sake (it wasn’t added to him after the word was created), it will be a very
important element in his description of what we share in God when we are saved
and deified. I will consider this in more detail later. More immediately, I would like
to move to the topic of God’s work of salvation which, in my view, is a significant

reflection of Athanasius’ doctrine of God.

5.3 The Work of the Son

5.3.1 Partitive Exegesis: God Become Man

In his latter works Athanasius develops a partitive exegesis in order to describe
Christ under two aspects of his existence: his eternal coexistence with the Father
and his earthly life in a body. Towards that aim, he insists that a proper
interpretation of biblical texts needs to take into account (1) the ‘time’ (kapov); (2)
the ‘person’, or ‘character’ (mpoowmov); and (3) the ‘subject matter’ (Tpayue) in
order to not miss the true ‘sense’ (Suivoix) of the Scriptures.'® According to this
exegetical principle, we can learn who Christ is and why he became incarnate. To
illustrate Athanasius’ use of this partitive approach and its soteriological
significance, I will examine briefly his interpretation of Hebrews 1:1-5, Philippians
2:5-11, and Proverbs 8:22—some of the most debated passages in the

controversy' “**—in relation to ‘time’, ‘person’, and subject matter’ respectively.

1929 04 1.54 [Metzler 164].
1030 Williams, Arius, 108-9, suggests that besides Heb. 1:1-4 and Phil. 2:5-11, Arius most likely
used Heb. 3:1-2, Acts 2:36, Rom. 8:29, and possibly the Gospel texts of C4 3.
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(1) The ‘time’ in Heb. 1:1-4. In CA 1.55 [Metzler 165-6], Athanasius gives
a comment on Heb. 1:1-4 that says: ‘In the past God spoke to our forefathers
through the prophets at many times and in various ways, but in these last days he
has spoken to us by his Son.... The Son is the radiance of God’s glory and the exact
representation fof his being, sustaining all things by his powerful word. After he
had provided purification for sins, he sat down at the right hand of the Majesty in
heaven. So he became as much superior to the angels as the name he has inherited is
superior to theirs’ (CA 1.55 [Metzler 165; NIV]).'®! Athanasius suggests that a
proper interpretation of this passage should take into account the ‘time’ about which
it speaks. We need to ask when God spoke to us by his Son and when he provided
purification for sins. A careful look at the text will reveal that God spoke by his Son
and made purification of sins not ‘before’ (mpiv) but ‘after’ (peta) the ministry of
the prophets. Therefore, the controversial elements in the Hebrews passage that
seem to speak of Christ’s promotion have to do with the ‘time’ of his incarnation
rather than his eternal existence. To indicate the later aspect, the author of Hebrews
speaks of Christ deliberately in the superlative instead of comparing him to the
angels. Athanasius explains: ‘This is why throughout he uses no comparison, such
as ‘become greater’, or ‘more honourable’, lest we should think of him and them as
one in kind, but ‘better’ is his word, by way of marking the difference of the Son’s
nature from things originated. And of this we have proof from divine Scripture’ (CA
1.55 [Metzler 166; NPNF? 4:338]).'** Based on these observations, Athanasius
concludes that by distinguishing the time reference, we can affirm both Christ’s
divine status and his economy of salvation accomplished for the purification of sins.

(2) The ‘person’ Phil. 2:5-11. Discovering the ‘person’ plays an important
role in Athanasius’ interpretation of Phil. 2:5-11. In this text Paul speaks of Christ’s
humiliation and his following promotion by the Father: ‘Being in very nature God,
he [Christ] did not consider equality with God something to be grasped, but made
himself nothing, taking the very nature of a servant, being made in human likeness.

And being found in appearance as a man, he humbled himself and became obedient
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to death—even death on a cross! Therefore God exalted him to the highest place
and gave him the name that is above every name, that at the name of Jesus every
knee should bow, in heaven and on earth and under the earth, and every tongue
confess that Jesus Christ is Lord, to the glory of God the Father’ (CA 1.40 [Metzler
149-50; NIV, slightly modified]).'** Athanasius complains that Arians use this text
to discredit Christ’s divinity. They think that the ‘person’ Paul speaks about is a
created being based on the fact that his name was given to him by the Father. This
means that there was a time when Christ did not have it, and therefore was not what
he later became. Against this, Athanasius argues that Arians do not understand
correctly who Paul is speaking when. Seeing the fact that he died and was exalted,
they assume that Paul is speaking of a created being. Yet, this is a wrong
understanding of the ‘person’ in the text, because Paul also refers to him as the Son
(viog). And if the ‘person’ in question is the Son, then he should always be with the
Father and one with him in character (katé thy Tatpuciy idiétnte).'* Hence, what
is spoken of Christ as the one who experienced death and was exalted, relates to his
coming in flesh, while as God he never stopped being the Son of his Father. He
concludes: ‘Therefore, if, even before the world was made, the Son had that glory,
and was Lord of glory and the Highest, and descended from heaven, and is ever to
be worshipped, it follows that he had not promotion (¢BeAtiwdn) from his descent,
but rather himself promoted (éBeAitiwoer avtoc) the things which needed promotion
(T Sedueve Pedtiwoewc); and if he descended to effect their promotion (BeAtidoo),
therefore he did not receive in reward (uobov) the name of the Son and God
(A€éyeabor viog koL Oeoc), but rather he himself has made us sons of the Father
(viomolnoer Muac t® matpl), and deified (€6eomoinoe) men by becoming himself
man’ (CA 1.38 [Metzler 148; 328-9]).'%% Explaining the same point in a more
exegetical manner, he writes: ‘[The words] ‘humbled’ and ‘exalted’ are spoken of

his human nature; for where there is humble estate, there too may be exaltation; and
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if because of his taking flesh ‘humbled’ is written, it is clear that ‘highly exalted’ is
also said because of it. For of this was man’s nature in want, because of the humble
estate of the flesh and of death. Since then the Word, being the Image of the Father
and immortal, took the form of the servant, and as man underwent for us death in
His flesh, that thereby he might offer himself for us through death to the Father;
therefore also, as man, he is said because of us and for us to be highly exalted, that
as by his death we all died in Christ, so again in the Christ himself we might be
highly exalted, being raised from the dead, and ascending into heaven’ (CA4 1.40
[Metzler 152, 330]).103 % In both passages, Athanasius points out that the “person’ of
the Philippians text is the Son of God, while what is said of him concerning
salvation is said according to his human aspect. The one who is with the Father in
heaven is the same ‘person’” who comes down in order to die for us and make us
like him—sons and gods (by grace).

(3) ‘Subject matter’ in Proverbs 8:22. A good example of the ‘subject
matter’ for exegesis (which includes a larger task of exploring the context and
finding the meaning and reason for what is written) is found in Athanasius’
interpretation of Proverbs 8:22: ‘The Lord brought (¢xtioe) me forth as the first of
his works, before his deeds of old’.'®’ Representing the most controversial and

1038 it was interpreted by Athanasius’ opponents as

cited passage in the Arian debate,
having to do with Christ’s creaturely status. In De Decr. 7, 8, 13-15 [Opiz 6-8; 12-
3] and CA 77-82 [Metzler 254-60], Athanasius reports them saying that Christ’s
uniqueness, according to this verse, consists of him being created as God’s Wisdom
(the name used throughout Prov. ch. 8) before anything else was made. Having
been created, this Wisdom was used as an instrument by which God made the
Universe. In response, Athanasius argues that to understand this passage properly
one has to examine the context and go beyond what is explicitly stated. He makes

two major observations. In the first place, he suggests that this text is best
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1037 e, .
KUpLOG €KTLOE pe dpymy 086GV abtod elg épyo adTod.
1038 . . .
Clayton, ‘Athanasius of Alexandria’s Interpretation of Proverbs 8:22-30°, 255-93.
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comprehended in light of other biblical statements such as Ps. 103:24 [LXX] and
Rom. 1:20. The first one says: ‘How many are your works, O Lord! In wisdom you

1039 .
and in the second one

made them all; the earth is full of your creatures’ (NIV);
we read: ‘For since the creation of the world God’s invisible qualities—his eternal
power and divine nature—have been clearly seen, being understood from what has
been made, so that men are without excuse (NIV)’.'®* Taken together, these
passages reveal the fact that God’s creation is stamped with the image of its
Creator, and since Wisdom was instrumental in bringing the Universe about, it is
the Wisdom’s image in the world that is meant in the Proverbs, not the second
person of the Trinity. Athanasius explains: ‘Such an impress then of Wisdom being
created in us, and being in all the works, with reason does the true and framing
Wisdom take to itself what belongs to its own impress, and say, The Lord created
me for his works [Prov. 8:30]; for what the wisdom in us says, that the Lord himself
speaks as if it were his own; and, whereas he is not himself created, being Creator,
yet because of the image of him created in the works, he says this as if of himself...
And if so, the Word is not a creature in essence; but the wisdom which is in us and
so called, is spoken of in this passage in the Proverbs’ (CA 1.40 [Metzler 255-6;
NPNEF? 4:390-1). 1! Accordingly, the world recognizes the Creator from the
Wisdom that is impressed in it and through that same Wisdom it comes to know the
Father.'” In the second place, Athanasius draws christological observations. In
doing this, he applies all three elements of exegesis. First, he relates the ‘person’
(mpoowmov) of the text to Christ while distinguishing between what is proper to him
as God and what is proper to him as man (aspects which Arians conflated to argue
that he was a creature). He says: ‘And as to the character, it is indeed the Saviour’s,
but is said of him when he took a body and said, The Lord created me a beginning
of his ways unto his works. For as it properly belongs to God’s Son to be everlasting

and in the Father’s bosom, so on his becoming man, the words befitted him, The

1039 (¢ epeyadivdn T épya oou kiple, Tavia év coble émoincac: EMANPWON f YA TRC KTioewe

oou.
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1042 C4 1.40 [Metzler 256; NPNF2 4:391].
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Lord created me’ (De Decr. 14 [Opitz 12; NPNF? 4:159]).'* Second, he relates
Christ’s human aspect to the ‘time” (kopov) when he became incarnated: ‘Now as
to the time spoken of, he [the reader] will find for certain that, whereas the Lord
always is, at length in fullness of the ages he became man; and whereas he is Son of
God, he became Son of man also’ (De Decr. 14 [Opitz 12; NPNF? 4:1597]).1%%
Finally, he points out that the ‘reason’, or ‘need’ (xpelov) why Christ came is for
our salvation. He writes: ‘And as to the object he will understand, that, wishing to
destroy our death, he took on himself a body from the virgin Mary; that by offering
this unto the Father a sacrifice for all, he might deliver us all, who by fear of death
were all our life through subject to bondage [Heb. 2:15]" (De Decr. 14 [Opitz 12;
NPNF? 4:159]).'%*

Athanasius’ partitive exegesis allows a brief observation on the way he
relates divine and human nature in Christ and links both of them to salvation. In all
of the above instances his treatment of Scripture is guided by the principle of
double account concerning Christ. Athanasius calls this the ‘scope and character’
(okomog koL xapaktip) of Scripture. In CA 3.29 [Savvidis 340; NPNF? 4:409], he
specifies this as follows: ‘Now the scope and character of Holy Scripture, as we
have often said, is this,—it contains a double account of the Saviour; that he was
ever God, and is the Son, being the Father’s Word and Radiance and Wisdom; and
that afterwards for us he took flesh of a virgin, Mary bearer of God, and was made
man. And this scope is to be found throughout inspired Scripture, as the Lord
himself has said, Search the Scriptures, for they are they which testify of me [In.
5:391.'%® In his ‘Herméneutique de I’exégése dogmatique d’Athanase’, Hermann
Sieben suggests that Athanasius’ principle of double account should not mean that

Scripture is to be approached in the consequential terms as if the Old Testament is
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only about Christ’ divinity and the New Testament is about his incarnation.'*"’

Rather, both the Old and New Testament are equal testimony of one and the same
subject to be searched and recognized in them. If the time is to be distinguished it
should be done in terms of promise and fulfilment relating both of them to Christ.
Sieben’s argument agrees with my observations (made previously) regarding
Athanasius’ epistemological principle of knowing Christ as God from his deeds set
forth in his De Incarnatione. Whether these are the Logos’ works of creation in the

9% or his bodily performance of the divine deeds in the New

Old Testament era,
Testament times, ' both point to him as God. This suggests that Athanasius’
distinction between the divine and human aspects in Christ is best seen as
asymmetrical. They are not meant to be approached as two parts of Christ’s
constitution, elements that make him who he is. (In his Ep. Epic. 8 [PG 26:1061c-
1064c], Athanasius argues that this approach could lead to a view that Christ’s flesh
existed independently in heavens before he was born of Mary). Rather, Christ has
always been God, and only at some point in time he assumed human nature. The
latter is attributed to him as something that he added by becoming man; hence
Christ does not depend on it for being who he is, God the Son. In CA4 3.55 [Savvidis
366-7; NPNF? 4:423, modified], Athanasius stresses this point by saying that
‘through these means [such as displaying hunger and tears] he made it known that
being divine and impassible, he took passible flesh, yet from his works also proved
himself to be the Word of God and subsequently (Uotepov) become man’.'”° The
word ‘subsequently’ (Uotepov) is used here to indicate that Christ is God in the first
place and only later he became man for the purpose of salvation. The phrase ‘from

his works [he] proved himself to be the Word of God’ shows that it was the second

1947 Sjeben, ‘Herméneutique de 1’exégése dogmatique d’Athanase’, 211-2.

%8 De Inc. 16 [Thomson 173]: ‘For the Word spread himself everywhere, above and below and
in the depth and in the breadth: above, in creation; below, in the incarnation; in the depth, in hel; in
breadth, in the world. Everything is filled with the knowledge of God’ (ravtayod yap oD Adyou
€LTOV GTAWOOVTOG, Kol BV Kel KaTw kol €lg T0 Pabog kel €l TO TAGTOC  &vw WEV €lg THY KTioLy,
Katw 8¢ elg THY EvavBpwmmoLy, €ig Pabog 8¢ elg Tov ¢dNY, €lg TAdTOg O¢ €l TOV KOOWOV' T TAVTX
TG Tepl Beod YYWOoews TETANPWTOL).

1949 De Inc. 18 [Thomson 177]: “When therefore the theologians who speak of him say that he ate
and drank and was born, know that the body was born as a body and was nourished on suitable food;
but God the Word, who was with the body yet orders the universe, also made known through his
actions in the body that he himself was not a man but God the Word’ (6tav tolvuv éoblovta kol
TVOVTO, Kel TLKTOMEVOV aTOV AEYWOLY OL TEPL TOUTOU Be0AdYOL, YIvWoke OTL TO WEV OOMK, WG
oQdue, €TikTeTo Kol KataAAnioig étpédeto tpodelc, wdTOg &€ O CLUYOY TR CWMKTL Bedg AdYog TG
TavTe SLekoop®dv, kel 8L” OV €lpyaleto €V T OWWaTL OVK &vBpwTor €qutéy, GAAL Bedv Adyov
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person of the Trinity who accomplished these deeds, a motif that is also strongly
articulated in his De Incarnatione. Athanasius applies this asymmetrical christology
for soteriological purposes throughout his later works. Thus, in Ep. Epic. 9 [PG
26:1065a; NPNF? 4:573] he affirms that Christ added flesh to himself ‘in order that
the flesh may rise (aveotq) again’,1051 and in CA 2.70 [Metzler 247; NPNF? 4:386]
he states: ‘For therefore the union (cuva¢n) was of this kind, that he might unite
(owvam) what is man by nature (tov ¢voer &vBpwtov) to him who is in the nature
of the Godhead, and his salvation and deification (6eotoinoic) might be sure’.'"*% As
in the De Incarnatione, Athanasius’ christology is soteriological; Christ affects
salvation in his own body by becoming man. Anatolios puts it by saying that ‘the
unity of Christ in Athanasius is best represented linguistically not as a substantive
but as a verb’.'”” And Behr remarks that ‘[t]here is a purpose to the Word’s
becoming flesh, and this purpose determines how we are to understand the person
of Christ’.'®* This type of christology calls for a more specific discussion of
Athanasius’ soteriology, and in the context of my focus, it invites a question of why
deification is important for Athanasius and how it relates to other images of

salvation.

5.3.2 Deification in the Christian Context: Texts and Analysis
Athanasius’ technical term for deification is the word group 8eomoinoLg, BeotoLdc,

and Beomoléw. These words occur total of 32 times'®>

in 6 later writings—De
decretis nicaenae Synodi, Contra Arianos, Epistulae quattuor ad Serapionem,
Epistula de Synodis, Epistula ad Adelphium, Epistula ad Maximum. In addition,
Athanasius has 5 quotations and one allusion to Ps. 81:6-7 [LXX] that says ‘you are

gods and all of you the sons of the Most High [Ps 81:6-7 LXX]. They occur in 3

1051 -
o 1) odpE dvaotd.

1052 516 TodTo y&p TowalTn Yéyover f ouvadn, tva TG katk ¢lolw thc Bebtnroc ouwdym TOv
PloeL &vBpwtov koL PePaia Yévmtar 1) cwtnple kol 1) Beomoinoig ahTod.

1053 Anatolios, Athanasius: Coherence, 149.

'9%% Behr, The Nicene Faith, 2/1:222.

1955 The list includes: De Decr. 14 [Metzler 12 (twice)]; CA4 1.9 [Metzler 117-8 (quote from Ps.
81:6 LXX)]; 1.38 [Metzler 148 (once)]; 1.39 [Metzler 149 (three times and two quotes from Ps. 81:6
LXX)]; 1.42 [Metzler 152 (once)]; 1.45 [Metzler 155 (once)]; 2.47 [Metzler 224 (once)]; 2.70
[Metzler 227 (four times)]; 3.19 [Savvidis 329 (quote from Ps. 81:6 LXX)]; 3.23 [Savvidis 333
(once)]; 3.33 [Savvidis 344 (once)]; 3.34 [Savvidis 346 (once)]; 3.38 [Savvidis 349-50 (once)]; 3.39
[Savvidis 351 (once)]; 3.48 [Savvidis 360 (once)]; 3.53 [Savvidis 365 (once)]; Ep. Ser. 1.24
[Savvidis 511 (twice)]; De Syn. 26 [Opitz 252 (once)]; 51 [Opitz 274 (four times)]; Ep. Adelph. 4
[PG 26:1077a (once)]; Ep. Max. 2 [PG 26:1088c (once)]; Ep. Afr. 7 [Brennecke 333 (allusion to Ps.
81:6 LXX)]. Athanasius also uses deification once in De Inc. 54, which I have already discussed in
ch. 3.

240



writings—Contra Orationes, Epistulae quattuor ad Serapionem, and Epistula ad
Afros episcopos.'**® For my purposes, I have made a list of 26 passages (henceforth,
I will abbreviate ‘passage’ as ‘pass.”) where Athanasius speaks about deification
either by using his favourite technical term or by referring to Ps. 81:6-7 [LXX].'71
divided them into three categories according to whether they relate deification to
Christ’s body, to men, or to juridical aspects of salvation. I will consider each group
first by citing the relevant passages (where deification terminology is underlined)
and then by analyzing them within their respective categories. The only deification

passage I have not included is Ep. Ser. 1.24 [Savvidis 511]; I will consider it when

examining the work of the Holy Spirit.

5.3.2.1 Deification and Christ’s Body
5.3.2.1.1 Texts

(1) He was not lessened by the envelopment of the body, but rather deified (¢6eomoieito) it and

rendered it immortal (De Decr. 14 [Metzler 12; NPNF? 4:159]).'%

(2) And so too the words gave him are not written because of the Word himself; for even before
he became man he was worshipped, as we have said, by the angels and the whole creation in
virtue of being proper to the Father; but because of us and for us this too is written of him. For as
Christ died and was exalted as man, so, as man, is he said to take what, as God, he ever had, that

even such a grant of grace might reach to us. For the Word was not impaired in receiving a body,

that he should seek to receive a grace, but rather he deified (é8eomoinger) that which he put on,
and more than that, gave it graciously to the race of man (C4 1.42 [Metzler 152; NPNF?
4:3307).'"?

(3) And as the Son of Man, he himself is said after the manner of men to receive what proceeds

from him, because his body is none other than his, and is a natural recipient of grace, as has been

1056 Athanasius’ references to Ps. 81:6 LXX, include: CA4 1.9 [Metzler 117-8 (one quote)]; 1.39
[Metzler 149 (two quotes)]; 3.19 [Savvidis 329 (one quote)]; Ep. Ser. 2.4 [Savvidis 543 (one quote)];
Ep. Afrr. 7 [Brennecke 333 (allusion to Ps. 81:6 LXX)].

%7 In the quoted passages I have underlined every instance where Athanasius uses feomoinoc,
BeomoLdc, BeomoLéw, and Ps. 81:6 LXX.
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Yop W¢ &vBpwtog 6 ‘YpLotog mébuve kel LTepLYWON, oUTwe WG &vBpwTog Aéyetal Aaufdvelv, Gmep
€lyev aeL wg Bedg, Tva elg Muac ¢pBdon kol M Ttowxdtn S0Beloo xdpLg. ob yap MAXTTHON O Adyog
odue AaPudy, e kel xdpw (nhon AeBelv, GAAL PaAdov kol éBeomoincey Gmep évedlowto kal TAEoV
Exoplonto TG yével TV avfpdTwy TodTo.
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said. For be received it as far as bis man’s nature was exalted; which exaltation was its being
deified (BeomoieioBar). But such an exaltation the Word himself always had according to the

Father’s Godhead and perfection, which was his (CA4 1.45 [Metzler 155; NPNF? 4:330]).1060

(4) Whence the truth shows us that the Word is not of things originate, but rather himself their
Framer. For therefore did he assume the body originate and human, that having renewed it as its
Framer, he might deify (8comourion) it in himself, and thus might introduce us all into the kingdom
of heaven after his likeness (CA 2.70 [Metzler 227; NPNF? 4:386]).'%!

(5) Therefore this is plain to everyone, that the flesh indeed is ignorant, but the Word himself,
considered as the Word, knows all things even before they come to be. For he did not, when he
became man, cease to be God; nor, whereas he is God does he shrink from what is man’s; perish
the thought; but rather, being God, he has taken to him the flesh, and being in the flesh deifies
(é6comoter) the flesh. For as he asked questions in it, so also in it did he raise the dead; and he
showed to all that he who quickens the dead and recalls the soul, much more discerns the secret

of all (CA4 3.38 [Savvidis 349-50; NPNF?2 4:414]).!%%

(6) While the disciples were seeing this, again he asked, ‘When shall the end be, and when will
you appear?’ He said to them more clearly, It is not for you to know the times or the seasons
which the Father has put in his own power [Acts 1:7]. And he did not then say, ‘No, not the Son’,
as he said before humanly, but, ‘It is not for you to know’. For now the flesh had risen and put

off its mortality and been deified (6eomoinéeion); and no longer did it become him to answer after

the flesh when he was going into the heavens; but henceforth to teach after a divine manner, ‘It is
not for you to know times or seasons which the Father hath put in his own power; but you shall
receive Power’. And what is that Power of the Father but the Son? for Christ is ‘God’s Power and

God’s Wisdom’ (CA 3.48 [Savvidis 360; NPNF2 4:420]).'%
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(7) Therefore, as we have already said, not Wisdom, as Wisdom, advanced in respect of itself;
but the manhood advanced in Wisdom, transcending by degrees human nature, and being deified
(Beomorovpevov), and becoming and appearing to all as the organ of Wisdom for the operation and
the shining forth of the Godhead. Wherefore neither said he, ‘The Word advanced’, but Jesus, by
which name the Lord was called when he became man; so that the advance is of the human

nature in such wise as we explained above (CA 3.53 [Savvidis 365; NPNF? 4:422]).1064

(8) Nor again, in saying that the Father of our Lord Jesus Christ is one only God, the only
Ingenerate, do we therefore deny that Christ also is God before ages: as the disciples of Paul of

Samosata, who say that after the incarnation he was deified (tebeomoifjobar) by advance, from

being made by nature a mere man. For we acknowledge, that though he be subordinate to his
Father and God, yet, being before ages begotten of God, he is God perfect according to nature
and true, and not first man and then God, but first God and then becoming man for us, and never

having been deprived of being (De Syn. 26 [Opitz 252; NPNF? 4:463, slightly modified]).'*

5.3.2.1.2 Analysis

Asymmetrical Christology. In all of the above passages, the Logos is the subject that
assumes the human body and deifies it. The relation is clearly asymmetrical. Christ
does not come into existence as a result of the divine and human natures being
joined together. Rather, he preexists as God, while his human mode of existence
begins when he is born as man. The clearest expression of this idea is in pass. (8),
where Athanasius contrasts the Nicene teaching about Christ with the doctrine of
Paul of Samosata. While the latter taught that Christ was ‘a mere man’ who was
later deified by the moral advance, orthodox Christians acknowledge that he is ‘not
first man and then God, but first God and then becoming man for us’. Although
being ‘subordinate to his Father and God’ the Logos is ‘yet, being before ages
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begotten of God, He is God perfect according to nature and true’. In pass. (2) and
(3), Athanasius is at pain to explain that before Christ’s coming he was worshipped
by the angels and the whole creation. Therefore, the Philippians passage where
Christ is said to be given ‘the name that is above every name’ and ‘exalted to the
highest place’ does not speak of his divine identity. Rather, it refers to his
incarnated state when he took that which, as God, he always had ‘according to the
Father’s Godhead and perfection’. In pass. (5), Athanasius uses this distinction to
explain that according to his flesh, Christ did not know where Lazarus lay (he asked
questions that show him to be ignorant), but according to his divinity he knew ‘all
things even before they come to be’. To dispel the doubt about his divinity, Christ
proves himself to be God by raising Lazarus from the dead, ‘for He did not, when
He became man, cease to be God’.

Divinity and Humanity. Does Christ’s body affect his divinity and in what
way does he deify his body? Throughout his writings, Athanasius articulates the
relation between the human and divine natures in Christ by using the principle of
exchange of attributions known as communicatio idiomatum. Thus, in CA 3.32
[Savvidis 342-3; NPNF? 4:411], he argues that the unity of Christ’s person is such
that his human and divine qualities and experiences can properly be referred to his
other nature and we may speak of ‘the suffering of God’. He writes: ‘When the
flesh suffered, the Word was not external to (o0k fjv éktoc) it; and therefore is the
passion said to be his (Aéyetar kot T0 maBoc): and when he did divinely his Father’s
works, the flesh was not external (o0k v €€wBev) to him, but in the body itself did

the Lord do them’.!% He continues:

These things were so done, were so manifested, because he had a body, not in appearance, but in
truth; and it became the Lord, in putting on human flesh, to put it on whole with the affections
proper (tTov idlwv Ted@V) to it; that, as we say that the body was his own (iLov), so also we may
say that the affections of the body were proper to him alone (t& Tod oWuatog madn o povov
abtod Aéyntan), though they did not touch him according to his Godhead (un finteto ketd thy
Bedtnra adtod). If then the body had been another’s, to him too had been the affections attributed
(éxelvov av Aéyorto kol t& man); but if the flesh is the Word’s (for ‘the Word became flesh’), of
necessity then the affections also of the flesh are ascribed (Aéyetoar T madn) to him, whose the

flesh is. And to whom the affections are ascribed, such namely as to be condemned, to be
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scourged, to thirst, and the cross, and death, and the other infirmities of the body, of him too is
the triumph and the grace. For this cause then, consistently and fittingly such affections are
ascribed not to another, but to the Lord; that the grace also may be from him (CA4 3.32 [Savvidis
343; NPNF? 4:4117]).'%¢

Obviously, Athanasius’ words here should not be taken to reflect the modern
psychological concept of personal experiences. Rather, Athanasius’ intention is to
distinguish in general between the subject of experiences and that which receives
them. A helpful explanation of this point is offered by Anatolios who suggests that
‘[flor Athanasius, the interaction of passibility and impassibility in Christ is
conceived not so much in terms of feeling and no-feeling, but of activity and
passivity—in terms of what is acting upon what, and the distinction between the
‘subject’ and ‘object’ within the process of transformation. Thus the unity and
distinction in Christ is conceived in terms of the divine working upon the human in
order to make the human divine’. ' Taking up the same point of activity and
passivity, Behr remarks that ‘what is at stake for Athanasius is not whether Christ
“felt” hunger, fear, and pain, whether he “really experienced” being human as we
do, but the relationship between activity and passivity: Is Christ the active agent in
this or the passive subject? “Suffering” here is to be understood in terms of
“passivity”, being acted upon, rather than in terms of “feeling” or “experiencing”.
In reverse, “impassibility” is not understood as a lack of involvement, or an
inability to change; if God is impassible, this means that he is not subject to
anything, that he cannot be compelled’.'”® In this context, Athanasius’ passages on
the deification of Christ’s body reflect his concern to relate the divine subject to the
human body in such a way that the former is not detrimented by the latter. From the
standpoint of the modern psychology this creates a discomforting question as to
whether Christ really experienced the suffering, but as Anatolios and Behr have

warned us this question is not legitimate to Athanasius. Seeking both to safeguard
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the divinity and at the same time to affirm the real suffering of the incarnate Logos,
he wants that neither be undermined. While the two previously quoted passages
from CA 3.32 [Savvidis 342-3] are aimed at affirming the reality of Christ’s
suffering, the deification passages mainly seek to keep his divinity unharmed. Thus,
in pass. (1), Athanasius contends that the Logos’ divinity did not lessen as a result
of his incarnation. Rather, the Logos, being God, ‘divinized it and rendered it
immortal’. According to pass. (2), (5), (6), and (7), the Logos ‘was not impaired in
receiving a body’ (even though the latter grew in wisdom and advance) and ‘did not
shrink from what is man’s’. Instead, he ‘renewed’ his body as ‘its Framer’, ‘put off
its mortality’, deified and raised it in himself. Having deified his body, the Logos
used it as his ‘organon’, or instrument. Hence, his human actions had a salvific
effect. In pass. (2), Athanasius writes: ‘As Christ died and was exalted as man, so,
as man, is He said to take what, as God, he ever had, that even such a grant of grace
might reach to us’. He develops this idea much more extensively in the next set of

passages.

5.3.2.2 Deification of Men
5.3.2.2.1 Texts

(9) The Word was made flesh [Jn. 1:14] in order to offer up this body for all, and that we
partaking of his Spirit, might be deified (Beomoindfivon), a gift which we could not otherwise have

gained than by his clothing himself in our created body, for hence we derive our name of “men of
God” and “men in Christ”. But as we, by receiving the Spirit, do not lose our own proper
substance, so the Lord, when made man for us, and bearing a body, was no less God (De Decr.

14 [Metzler 12; NPNF? 4:159). 197

(10) Therefore, if, even before the world was made, the Son had that glory, and was Lord of
glory and the Highest, and descended from heaven, and is ever to be worshipped, it follows that
he had not promotion from his descent, but rather himself promoted the things which needed
promotion; and if he descended to effect their promotion, therefore he did not receive in reward
the name of the Son and God, but rather he himself has made us sons of the Father, and deified

(¢6eomoinoe) men by becoming himself man (CA 1.38 [Metzler 148; 328-91).'"""
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(11) Therefore he was not man, and then became God, but he was God, and then became man,
and that to deify (6eomroinon) us. Since, if when he became man, only then he was called Son and

God, but before he became man, God called the ancient people sons, and made Moses a god of

Pharaoh (and Scripture says of many, God stands in the congregation of gods [Ps. 81:1 LXX]), it

is plain that he is called Son and God later than they. How then are all things through him, and he
before all? or how is he first-born of the whole creation [Col. 1:15], if he has others before him

who are called sons and gods? [Ps. 81:6 LXX] And how is it that those first partakers do not

partake of the Word? This opinion is not true; it is a device of our present Judaizers. For how in
that case can any at all know God as their Father? for adoption there could not be apart from the
real Son, who says, ‘No one knows the Father, save the Son, and he to whomsoever the Son will
reveal him. And how can there be deifying (6comoinorc) apart from the Word and before him? yet,
says he to their brethren the Jews, If he called them gods [Ps 81:6 LXX], unto whom the Word of
God came’. And if all that are called sons and gods [Ps 81:6 LXX], whether in earth or in

heaven, were adopted and deified (é8eomorndnoar) through the Word, and the Son himself is the
Word, it is plain that through him are they all, and he himself before all, or rather he himself only
is very Son, and he alone is very God from the very God, not receiving these prerogatives as a
reward for his virtue, nor being another beside them, but being all these by nature and according

to essence (CA 1.39 [Metzler 149; NPNF? 4:329]).'°72

(12) So, if it is said in the Proverbs He created [Prov. 8:30] we must not conceive that the whole
Word is in nature a creature, but that he put on the created body and that God created him for our
sakes, preparing for him the created body, as it is written, for us, that in him we might be capable
of being renewed and deified (Beomonbfivar). What then deceived you, O senseless, to call the

Creator a creature? (CA 2.47 [Metzler 224; NPNF? 4:374]).1073
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(13) For man had not been deified (é8eomoirifn) if joined to a creature, or unless the Son were

very God; nor had man been brought into the Father’s presence, unless he had been his natural
and true Word who had put on the body.... For therefore the union was of this kind, that he might
unite what is man by nature to him who is in the nature of the Godhead, and his salvation and

deification (8eomoinoic) might be secure (CA 2.70 [Metzler 227; NPNF? 4:386]).1074

(14) And this being so, no heretic shall object, ‘Wherefore rises the flesh, being by nature mortal?
and if it rises, why not hunger too and thirst, and suffer, and remain mortal? for it came from the
earth, and how can its natural condition pass from it?’ since the flesh is able now to make answer
to this so contentious heretic, ‘I am from earth, being by nature mortal, but afterwards I have
become the Word’s flesh’, and he ‘carried’ my affections, though he is without them; and so I
became free from them, being no more abandoned to their service because of the Lord who has
made me free from them. For if you object to my being rid of that corruption which is by nature,
see that you object not to God’s Word having taken my form of servitude; for as the Lord, putting
on the body, became man, so we men are deified (BeomoLoduebe) by the Word as being taken to
him through his flesh, and henceforward inherit life ‘everlasting’ (CA 3.34 [Savvidis 346; NPNF?
4:412-3]).17

(15) But if that he might redeem mankind, the Word did come among us; and that he might
hallow and deify (8ecomoirion) them, the Word became flesh (and for this he did become), who
does not see that it follows, that what he says that he received, when he became flesh, that he
mentions, not for his own sake, but for the flesh? for to it, in which he was speaking, pertained

the gifts given through him from the Father (CA4 3.39 [Savvidis 351; NPNF2 4:415]).'%76

(16) So then, the Word glorifies creatures, and after he has deified (Beomordv) them and made

them sons of God, he leads them to the Father. But that which joins creatures to the Word cannot
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be a creature. And that which makes creatures sons cannot be foreign to the Son. Otherwise
another spirit would be needed by which this Spirit could be joined to the Word. But this is
absurd. And so, the Spirit is not one of the things that has come into existence, but is proper to
the divinity of the Father. In him the Word deifies (6eomoiel) all that has come into existence. And
the one in whom creatures are deified (Beomoieitar) cannot himself be external to the divinity of

the Father (Ep. Ser. 1.25 [Savvidis 511; PPS 92-3, slightly modified]).'"”’

(17) And again, if, as we have said before, the Son is not such by participation, but, while all
things originated have by participation the grace of God, he is the Father’s Wisdom and Word of

which all things partake, it follows that he, being the deifying (6eomolév) and enlightening power

of the Father, in which all things are deified (6eomoieitar) and quickened, is not alien in essence

from the Father, but coessential. For by partaking of him, we partake of the Father; because that
the Word is the Father’s own. Whence, if he was himself too from participation, and not from the

Father his essential Godhead and Image, he would not deify (éBeomoinoe), being deified

(BeomroLovuevoc) himself. For it is not possible that he, who merely possesses from participation,
should impart of that partaking to others, since what he has is not his own, but the Giver’s; and
what he has received, is barely the grace sufficient for himself (De Syn. 51 [Opitz 274; NPNF?
4:4777).17

(18) For he has become Man, that he might_deify (8eomonon) us in himself, and he has been born
of a woman, and begotten of a virgin, in order to transfer to himself our erring generation, and
that we may become henceforth a holy race, and partakers of the divine nature [2 Pet 1:4], as
blessed Peter wrote. And what the law could not do in that it was weak through the flesh, God
sending his own Son in the likeness of sinful flesh, and for sin, condemned sin in the flesh [Rom.

8:3] (Ep. Adelph. 4 [PG 26:1077a; NPNF? 4:576])."°"

(19) For the body they beheld was not that of some man, but of God, being in which, even when

being crucified, he raised the dead. Accordingly it is no good venture of theirs to say that the
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Word of God came into a certain holy man; for this was true of each of the prophets and of the
other saints, and on that assumption he would clearly be born and die in the case of each one of
them. But this is not so, far be the thought. But once for all at the consummation of the ages
[Heb. 9:26], to put away sin’ the Word was made flesh [In. 1:14] and proceeded forth from Mary
the virgin, man after our likeness, as also he said to the Jews, Wherefore seek ye to kill me, a man
that has told you the truth? [Jn. 8:40]. And we are deified (6eomorovueda) not by partaking of the
body of some man, but by receiving the body of the Word himself (Ep. Max. 2 [PG 26:1088c;
NPNF? 4:578-9]).'°%

(20) Wherefore he is very God, existing one in essence with the very Father; while other beings,
to whom he said, [ said you are gods [Ps. 81:6 LXX], had this grace from the Father, only by
participation of the Word, through the Spirit (C4 1.9 [Metzler 117-8; NPNF? 4:31 17).!%%!

(21) But if some have been called gods, they are not gods by nature but by participation in the
Son. For so he spoke: if he called them gods to whom the Word of God came [Jn. 10:35]. Hence,

since they are not gods by nature, there comes a time when some of them change and hear him

say: I said: you are gods and all of you the sons of the Most High, but you will die like men [Ps

81:6-7 LXX]. Such was the one who heard: You are a human being, and not a god [Ezek. 28:2].
But the Son is true God, just as the Father is. For the Son is in the Father and the Father in the
Son—this is what John wrote this, as has been shown (Ep. Ser. 1.25 [Savvidis 543; PPS 110-
17).1082

(22) For as, although there be one Son by nature, True and Only-begotten, we too become sons,
not as he in nature and truth, but according to the grace of him that calls, and though we are men
from the earth, are yet called gods [Ps. 81:6 LXX], not as the true God or his Word, but as has
pleased God who has given us that grace (CA 3.19 [Savvidis 329; NPNF? 4:404]).'%%
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(23) For we too, albeit we cannot become like God in essence, yet by progress in virtue imitate

God, the Lord granting us this grace, in the words, Be ye merciful as your Father is merciful
[Luke 6:36]. Be ye perfect as your heavenly Father is perfect [Mt. 5:48] (Ep. Afr. 7 [Brennecke
333; NPNF2 4:492]).'%

5.3.2.2.2 Analysis
Christ’s Solidarity with mankind. Describing the deification of mankind, Athanasius

1085 tended

consistently identifies Christ’s humanity with ours. While earlier scholars
to explain this type of christology in terms of the Platonic model of universal
reality, recent commentators have proposed that a more fruitful way of approaching
it is to consider Christ’s humanity as having a representative significance. Taking a
mediating position, Roldanus suggests that Christ’s identification with humanity is
best understood in terms of the exchange of properties. Citing CA4 3.33, he argues
that ‘qu’Athanase croit a une transmission trés réelle des propriétés entre le Verbe
et les hommes. Les propriétés (te twe) de la chair ou du corps, qu’il désigne aussi
comme sa faiblesse (dobevela) et surtout comme sa capacité de souffrir (mafn) ont
¢été prises en charge par le Verbe lors de son incarnation. Il s’est approprié cette
chair dans toutes ses imperfections. En conséquence, ces propriétés, toutes
naturelles qu’elles soient, ne continuent plus & dominer I’homme; il en est libéré et
participe aux forces naturelles du Verbe: notre corruptibilité, conséquence ultime de
la faiblesse naturelle et du péché, est échangée avec ces deux causes contre la vie
éternelle’. '*%° Emphasizing the representative aspect of Athanasius’ christology,
Torrance depicts salvation ‘as taking place within the mediatorial life and person of
the Incarnate Son. Just as he thought of the Logos as internal to the being of God, so
he thinks of our salvation as taking place in the inner relations of the Mediator
(ueaitng), and not simply in Christ’s external relations with sinners’.'”®’ Similarly,
Anatolios writes that ‘our whole salvation and deification are rooted in our human

conditions’ being “ascribed” to the Word, for that is what essentially constitutes our
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1085 e.g. Harnack, Lehrbuch der Dogmengeschichte, 3:295-303; Gross, La Divinisation du
Chrétien, 208-9; Kelly, Early Christian Doctrines, 378-9; Norman, ‘Deification: The Content of
Athanasian Soteriology’, 98-100.

1086 Roldanus, Le Christ et I’homme dans la Théologie d’Athanase d’Alexandrie, 181.

1087 Torrance, Divine Meaning, 192-3.
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own being “Worded”’. He also suggests (primarily on the basis of Athanasius’

double treatise) that

[t]he body... seems to represent for Athanasius what most immediately belongs to humanity, as
its own, and thus what is primarily to be transcended. The soul is not conceived in the same
way—as that which is to be transcended—not because it is naturally superior to the body or more
“divine”, but simply because the soul is supposed to be the organ which actually effects this self-
transcendence. In other words, the soul is conceived more as the subject of self-transcendence
because it is evil, but precisely because it is what is “closest to humanity”. Surprisingly then, and
in a striking departure from a prevailing Platonic identification of humanness with the soul

(which is basically the position of Origen), it seems that for Athanasius the “selfness” of being

human resides particularly in the body.'**®

These observations fit well Athanasius’ statement in pass. (9), where incarnation
itself is considered to have a divinizing effect, ‘for as the Lord, putting on the body,
became man, so we men are deified by the Word as being taken into him through
his flesh’. In pass. (18), Athanasius describes the result of this ‘being taken into
him’ as an act of divinizing transfer of our erring generation to Christ. He says the
Logos ‘has become man, so that he might deify us in himself, and he has been born
of a woman, and begotten of a virgin, in order to transfer to himself our erring
generation’. The efficacy of our being in Christ’s body is illustrated in pass. (19),
where Athanasius contends against those who think that Christ simply ‘came into a
certain holy man’. In response, he argues that this was true of the prophets and
saints, while Christ ‘proceeded forth from Mary the virgin, becoming man after our
likeness’. Therefore, ‘we are deified not by partaking of the body of some man, but
by receiving the body of the Word himself’. According to this passage there are two
types of participation. Partaking of the body of some man does not do anything
because the man is not God, whereas partaking of Christ’s body makes us deified
because he is God incarnate. In pass. (17), Athanasius calls Christ ‘the deifying and
enlightening power of the Father’, and says that his ability to deify is grounded on
the fact that he is one with the Father. If he were not the Father’s own, he would
himself be in need of deification rather than deifying us all. In pass. (14),
Athanasius shows that incarnation is purposive for Christ came in order to offer his
body for all. He says: ‘the Word was made flesh in order to offer up this body for
all, and that we... might be deified’.

1088 Anatolios, Athanasius: Coherence, 64.
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The Fruits of Christ’s Deification. Christ’s deification of mankind,
according to Athanasius, has introduced a dramatic change for humanity. It effected
the renewal of our whole being and existence, for ‘he took body that in him we
might be capable of being renewed and deified’ (pass. 12). As a result of
deification, we ‘have become a holy race’ and partakers of the divine nature [2 Pet
1:4], and the sin that used to condemn us does this no more (pass. 18 with the
reference to Rom. 8:3). Athanasius pairs deification with other words to stress the
wide spectrum of changes in men: we are ‘saved and deified’ (13), ‘hollowed and
deified’ (15), ‘quickened and deified’ (17), ‘enlightened and deified” (17), and
‘adopted and deified’. By being deified, we are joined to God (pass 13), ‘brought
into the Father’s presence’ (pass. 13), and ‘inherit eternal life’ (pass. 14). In pass.
(11), (16), (21), (22), and (23), deification is said to make us gods and sons by
grace. Conceiving of ‘gods’ and ‘sons’ as synonyms, Athanasius writes in pass
(11): “If all that are called sons and gods [Ps 81:6 LXX], whether in earth or in
heaven, were adopted and deified through the Word, and the Son himself is the
Word, it is plain that through him are they all, and he himself’. To qualify this
characterization, Athanasius draws a contrast between Christ who is the very God
and very Son, and humans who are gods and sons on account of being deified and
adopted through the Logos. Likewise, in pass. (21), (22), and (23), he describes the
human status of being gods and sons as one ‘according to grace’ and ‘participation
in Christ’, while depicting Christ’s status of God and Son as one ‘by nature and
truth’. He argues that those who put Christ on the same level as other gods and sons
(spoken of in Ps. 81:6 LXX) do so like Judaizers who refuse to acknowledge
Christ’s divinity and his deifying power (pass. 11). Being different from Christ who
is the true God and Son, we become like him not ‘in essence’, but by ‘imitating him
through virtue’ according to the Gospel’s call to ‘be perfect as your heavenly

Father is perfect [Mt. 5:48]" (pass. 23).

5.3.2.3 Deification, Sin, and Atonement
5.3.2.3.1 Texts

(24) And as we had not been delivered from sin and the curse, unless it had been by nature
human flesh, which the Word put on (for we should have had nothing common with what was

foreign), so also the man had not been deified (¢6eomondn), unless the Word who became flesh
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had been by nature from the Father and true and proper to him. (CA4 2.70 [Metzler 227; NPNF?
4:386]).'%

(25) ‘And when they shall be so perfected’, he says, ‘then the world knows that you have sent
me, for unless I had come and borne this their body, no one of them had been perfected, but one
and all had remained corruptible. Work you then in them, O Father, and as you have given to me
to bear this, grant to them your Spirit, that they too in it may become one, and may be perfected
in me. For their perfecting shows that your Word has sojourned among them; and the world
seeing them perfect and full of God, will believe altogether that you have sent me, and I have
sojourned here. For whence is this their perfecting, but that I, your Word, having borne their
body, and become man, have perfected the work, which you gave me, O Father? And the work is
perfected, because men, redeemed from sin, no longer remain dead; but being deified
(BeomoLnBévtec), have in each other, by looking at me, the bond of love’ (CA 3.23 [Savvidis 333;
NPNF?2 4:406]).'%°

(26) For if the works of the Word’s Godhead had not taken place through the body, man had not

been deified (é6comorifn); and again, had not the properties of the flesh been ascribed to the

Word, man had not been thoroughly delivered from them; but though they had ceased for a little
while, as I said before, still sin had remained in him and corruption, as was the case with
mankind before him; and for this reason:—Many for instance have been made holy and clean

from all sin (CA4 3.33 [Savvidis 344; NPNF2 4:411]).!%!

5.3.2.3.2 Analysis

Though not being many, some passages treat specific juridical aspects of salvation
as part of deification. In the passages I have considered previously, there were
occasional references to the fact that ‘Christ died’ so that ‘grace might reach to us’
(2), that the Logos ‘put away sin’ (pass. 19), and condemned it in his flesh (pass.
18, with reference to Rom. 8:3). The same motifs are contained in pass. (24), (25),

and (26) quoted above. The first one relates incarnation and deification directly to
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the motif of atonement. It says that ‘just as we had not been delivered from sin and
the curse, unless it had been by nature human flesh, which the Word put on, so also
the man had not been deified, unless the Word who became flesh had been by
nature from the Father and true and proper to him’ (pass. 24). Here Athanasius ties
together such themes as incarnation, atonement, deification, and Christ’s divinity.
Together they make ‘salvation and deification secure’ (a phrase which I placed into
pass. 13, but which belongs to this passage in the original text]). Along the same
lines, Athanasius relates incarnation and deification to redemption from sin and
death in pass. (25). He approaches these aspects of salvation as part of what he calls
‘perfection’: ‘The work is perfected, because men, redeemed from sin, no longer
remain dead, but being deified, have in each other, by looking at me, the bond of
love’. He adds that perfection produced in us by Christ includes the gift of the Holy
Spirit and incorruption. This deified state of perfection is expected to make an
evangelistic impact on the world, for ‘the world seeing them perfect and full of
God, will believe altogether that you have sent me, and I have sojourned here’.
Finally, pass. (26) relates deification to incarnation and ‘cleaning from all sin’.
Without incarnation man would not be deified, and both ‘corruption’ and ‘sin’

would still remain ‘if the works of the Word’s Godhead had not taken place’.

5.3.2.4 Summary, Questions, and Suggestions

My brief overview of the deification passages shows that Athanasius uses
deification in more than one sense. Generally, he can relate it either to Christ’s body
or to human beings. In both cases, deification is redemptive. With regard to Christ’s
body it takes place within the life and person of Christ as opposed to an external
event. Deification, in this sense, is an exchange of properties: whatever is ours is
ascribed to Christ, and whatever is Christ’s becomes ours by grace and
participation. In this context, Anatolios’ suggestion that Athanasius identified the
humanness or selfness with the body rather than soul sounds fairly reasonable. If
man is a body then salvation needs to include Christ’s deification of the flesh. With
regard to deification of human beings, Athanasius uses three major ways to describe
it—as an ontological transformation of men’s being, as a personal relation with
God, and as an aspect that goes together with the atonement of humanity. When
using deification to depict the transformation of men’s being, he links it with the

way Christ rendered his body immortal (pass. 25) and free of corruption (pass. 1).
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The majority of passages, however, relate the deifying work of God with the
relational aspect of salvation and some to the juridical one. With regard to the
former, Athanasius ties deification directly to the subject of Christ whose divine
intervention bridges the divide between God and fallen humanity. He overcomes
this divide in himself on behalf of the whole mankind. To stress the personal nature
of the restored relationship with God, Athanasius uses the idea of sonship, drawing
a parallel between the only-begotten Son and sons by adoption, grace, and
participation in the true Son (pass. 10, 11, 16, 21, 22). Some phrases that reflect this
close relation speak of us ‘being joined to God’ (pass. 25), “full of God’ (pass. 13),
‘being brought into the Father’s presence’, and enjoying ‘the bond of love’ (pass.
13). Wherever Athanasius uses deification in connection with the juridical aspects
of salvation, he refers to Christ’s death as being the means for the deliverance from
sin, its curse and condemnation (pass. 2, 19, 24, 25, and 26).

At this point, I should note that my observations appear to be unsupportive
of those interpretations that present Athanasius’ deification in the physical terms
emphasizing it over two other aspects of salvation, namely, atonement and personal
relationship with God. In view of such interpretations, I would like to consider
briefly three questions that touch on the modern concerns and criticism of
Athanasius’ soteriology: (1) Is incarnation and its deifying effect the only means of
salvation for Athanasius? (2) Does salvation happen automatically, or mechanically,
without any appropriation on the human part? (3) And is the physical element the
overriding one in deification? To begin with the first question, it is quite apparent
that Athanasius clearly articulates the importance of Christ’s death and the
deliverance of sins as indicated in my analysis. I suggest that one of the reasons
some scholars tend to overlook this point is because they raise a question which
Athanasius did not seek to answer. This question relates to ‘how’ salvation is
accomplished, while the question Athanasius himself asked was ‘who’ makes
salvation possible. A good example of the ‘how’ expectation is Hanson’s often

quoted complain that

[o]ne of the curious results of this theology of the incarnation is that it almost does away; with a
doctrine of the Atonement. ... [H]e [Athanasius] cannot really explain why Christ should have
died. When in chapters 19 and following of the De Incarnatione he begins to explain the

necessity of Christ’s death, he can only present a series of puerile reasons unworthy of the rest of
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the treatise. The fact is that his doctrine of the incarnation has almost swallowed up any doctrine

of the Atonement, has rendered it unnecessary.1092

Clearly, Hanson’s expectation rests on the question of how one is saved. His
assumed answer is by Christ’s atoning death on the cross. Hence, he charges
Athanasius for spending more time talking about incarnation rather than crucifixion.
As a result, he accuses him for rendering atonement an unnecessary doctrine. But is
this a fair criticism? I believe it is not. To point out the obvious, Athanasius shows
no sign of having to choose between incarnation and crucifixion as if only one is
redemptive and the other is not. Instead, he seeks to show that both of them have
the saving significance because the subject that comes down as man and then dies
on the cross is the true God as opposed to someone promoted to that status or a
semi-divine being as in Arius. The ‘who’ of incarnation and crucifixion for
Athanasius is one and the same person Christ Jesus who is coessential and coeternal
with God the Father and who also became man. Starting with the ‘who’ rather than
‘how’ Athanasius is able to affirm a more embracing approach in which the person
of Christ is related to every aspect of salvation—whether it concerns his incarnation
or death. In contrast, Hanson’s tendency to emphasize atonement over the
incarnation of Christ creates an impression that only the former is what matters. No
wonder, Kruger complains that such an approach tends to make the cross as all-
significant. He writes: ‘What is critical [on this model] is that Jesus suffered the
legal punishment that was to fall upon us. Once the suffering is over, Jesus himself
ceases to be of any real and practical value. His work is done. He is not longer
needed in the legal arrangement between God and humanity. Having fixed the legal
problem between God and human beings, he, in essence bows out.... This shift
from the centrality of Jesus Christ to the centrality of the cross is... the greatest of
all disasters’.'® Therefore, 1 suggest that Hansons’ criticism is based on the
inadequate attempt to read the ‘how’ question into Athanasius’ soteriology that is
driven by the concern of ‘who’ makes salvation possible. From the standpoint of
Athanasius’ emphasis, incarnation and crucifixion is one work of God that deals
with two distinct but interrelated problems of the fallen humanity. This work is
aimed at uniting the divine and human in Christ by bringing man back into the

original relations with God (a point which I discussed in ch. 3 and will return to it

1992 Hanson, The Search for God, 450.
1093 Kruger, The Great Dance, 31. Cf. Breck, ‘Divine Initiative’, 115.
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shortly), and to deal with the problem of sin through Christ’s atoning death. Instead
of approaching incarnation as a mere prerequisite for crucifixion, and crucifixion as
a mere consequence of incarnation, Athanasius affirms both as equal means of
God’s redeeming mission.

Closely related to the first question is another one: does salvation happen
automatically, or mechanically, without any appropriation on the human part? Does
Athanasius not create an impression that salvation is an event ‘whereby mere
contact with the divine nature of the Logos suffices to divinize the whole of human

*219% While this question has been partly addressed above, it still remains

nature
unclear in which way humanity is passive and in which way it is active, for
Athanasius affirmed both. His model of human passivity is best expressed in the
idea of Christ as the giver and recipient of grace. According to the double treatise,
human beings were unable to preserve what they were given and turned away from
the relationship with God. Therefore, Christ’s coming was aimed at making
available what humanity lost in a new and more secure way. In his Contra Arianos,
Athanasius picks up this theme when contrasting man’s inherent instability and

failure to retain God’s gifts with the divine power to do what humans were not able.

In CA 3.38 [Savvidis 350; Behr 230], he writes:

For though he had no need, he is still said to have received humanly what he received, so that as
it is the Lord who received, and as the gift rests in him, the grace may remain secure (Befeia 7
xapic Suepeivy). For when the human being alone receives it, he is liable to lose it again (and this
is shown by Adam, for he received and lost). But in order that the grace may not be liable to loss,
and may be guarded securely for human beings (Befaie: duraydf tolg avbpudmorg), he himself
makes the gift his own (i6lomoieitan), and so he says that he has received power, as man, which

he always had as God.'"”

Here Christ’s role is both to bestow the gift and receive it in himself on behalf of
mankind. The latter’s passivity is explained by the fact that it is inherently unstable
and cannot hold on to what it is given. Therefore, Christ’s active role is called by

the need to do what humanity cannot accomplish on its own. In this sense, passivity

1994 Finch, ‘Athanasius on the Deifying Work’, 110.

1995 60 yép xpelaw Exwv duwe adtde we eAndoe Aéyeta dmep EAdupaver dvpwmivwe, (va mdiw
wg oD Kuplou AoBovTog Kol WG €lg adTOV dvamauopévng Thg 600ewg Pefate M yapig Sopeivy.
dvBpwrog pev yip povog AopPivwy Suvatov €xel kol TtO dporpedfjvar, kol ToDTo €M TOD S
ESelxOn AaPov yop amddecer. lva S¢ dvodaipetog T xopLg yévmrow kel PePaie dpudwydf tolg
avBpwmoLg, dLk TodTo ahTOg LoLoToLElTaL THY G600V kol A€yel €Eovolav elAndévar W¢ &vBpwmog, MV
€xeL del W¢ Bedc.
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is a good thing; it is needed because man finds himself fallen and helpless.
Moreover, the line between the gift and the giver is so thin that the two are almost
identical. Therefore, receiving the gift is much more than just about retaining an
impersonal quality; it is about an inner presence of God himself. And in as much as
this is so, it implies that salvation is the work of God effecting deification of those
whom he indwells. The grace here is not one that impels or enables human beings
to attain salvation on their own. Rather, being of divine nature it/God is sufficient in
itself for accomplishing what is needed. At the same time, Athanasius’ emphasis on
Christ’s action should not make us think that he did not have a place for the human
appropriation of salvation. Athanasius’ silence on this point in the deification
passages may have several reasons. First, in light of the anti-Arian debates, it is
quite natural that Athanasius accentuates the divine action over the way salvation is
appropriated by the humans. Were he to emphasize the latter, he would risk losing
the attention on Christ’s divine ability to save the world. Therefore, he speaks much
more about the subject of Christ and his divine work rather than about the way it is
to be appropriated. Second, Athanasius’ focus on the divine action may have to do
with the way he understood the Arian Christ. The latter, according to his
reconstruction, is a created being whose promotion to the divine status was a result
of his exceptional achievements in the exercise of virtue. In light of such
christology, Athanasius’ avoidance of stressing the human active role is
understandable. To do otherwise would mean to play into the Arian hand which was
the last thing he wanted. That being said, Athanasius is far from ignoring the issue
of human action and responsibility. In fact, among the deification passages that
normally give priority to God’s action, there is one (pass. 23) that includes a very
clear statement of how we are to become more like God. Quoting two Gospel
passages, Athanasius states: ‘For albeit we cannot become like God in essence, yet
by progress in virtue imitate God, the Lord granting us this grace, in the words, Be
merciful as your Father is merciful [Luke 6:36]. Be perfect as your heavenly Father
is perfect [Mt. 5:48]’. If taken in isolation from the rest of the deification passages,
this text seems to elevate Christian action over the divine, but when considered in
light of other statements on deification, the human action does not look competing.
Rather, it can be perceived as a way of appropriating what Christ has already done
by giving and receiving the gift of salvation on our behalf. In this regard, we are

fortunate to possess Athanasius’ biography Vita Antonii, where a monk by the name
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Antony is presented as a model of the deified person. I will discuss this writing in
much detail in my concluding chapter. Another excellent example of how
Athanasius envisions Christian life as a response to God’s action is his yearly
Epistula festales. They were sent out to the Alexandrian churches at the beginning
of Lent and were aimed at preparing Christians for a proper celebration of Easter.
These 31 letters (preserved in full text or in fragments) are written in a much less
technical language than Athanasius’ polemical writings and integrate the themes of
virtue and imitation as part of Christian life.'”® Thus, contrasting the virtues and

vices as food for the soul, he writes in Ep. fest. 1.5 [PG 26:1363b]:

For virtues and vices are the food of the soul, and it can eat either of these two meats, and incline
to either of the two, according to its own will. If it is bent toward virtue, it will be nourished by
virtues, by righteousness, by temperance, by meekness, by fortitude, as Paul saith; Being
nourished by the word of truth [1 Tim. 4:6]. Such was the case with our Lord, who said, My meat

is to do the will of my Father which is in heaven [Jn. 4:34]. But if it is not thus with the soul, and

it inclines downwards, it is then nourished by nothing but sin.'*”’

A few lines later, he goes on to identify the food of the soul with Christ by referring
to the eucharistic passage in Jn. 6:53: ‘And as our Lord and Saviour Jesus Christ,
being heavenly bread, is the food of the saints, according to the [statement]: Except
ye eat my flesh, and drink my blood, so is the devil the food of the impure, and of
those who do nothing which is of the light, but work the deeds of darkness’ (Ep.
fest. 1.5 [PG 26:1363b-c]).'”® What nurtures the Christian, according to these two
passages, is Christ’ body (representing God’s work) and virtue (representing one’s
exercise of will). Besides eucharist, Athanasius also speaks about baptism.
Although rarely referred, ' baptism is clearly conceived as that which brings

salvation into effect. Its purpose is to join us to the Godhead (ivoe ovvaddGper T

19% For a discussion of the dogmatic and practical topics in the Epistula festales, see Hunter, ‘The
Homiletic Festal Letters of Athanasius’, 73-100.

1997 Porro virtutes aeque ac vitia, alimenta cibique animae sunt, ut alterutris illis vescatur, et pro
suo placito u utrumlibetlatus declinet. Utroqueversum scilicet pergers potest. Si ad virtutem deflectit,
virtute alitur, id est justitia, castitate, abstinentia, fortitudine, veluti Paulus aiebat: Se verbo veritatis
pasci; sicuti etiam Dominus noster: Cibus meus est, ut faciam voluntatem Patris mei, qui in coelis
est. Quod si non ad haec, sed ad inferiora illa se inclinaverit anima, nulla alia re pascetur quam
peccato.

1998 Et quemadmodum Dominus noster ac Salvator Jesus Christus panis est coelestis, fitque
sanctorum alimonia, ut ipse ait: Nisi manducaveritis meam carnem, et biberitis meum sanguinem; sic
diabolus fit cibus impurorum atque eorum qui non lucis, sed tenebrarum opera faciunt.

1999 De Decr. 31 [Opitz 27]; CA 1.34 [Metzler 210-1]; 2.41-2 [Metzler 217-9]; Ep. Ser. 4.2, 5, 6
[Savvidis 581-2, 583-5, 585-6].
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Bedtnti) - and make us one with the Son (lve evwddper 1@ vi®).  Its efficacy is
grounded on the fact that we are baptized not into the name of a creature but into
the name of the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. Elaborating on this point, Athanasius

asserts:

For the Arians do not baptize into Father and Son, but into Creator and creature, and into Maker
and work. And as a creature is other than the Son, so the baptism, which is supposed to be given
by them, is other than the truth, though they pretend to name the name of the Father and the Son,
because of the words of Scripture, For not he who simply says, ‘O Lord’, gives baptism; but he
who with the name has also the right faith. On this account therefore our Saviour also did not
simply command to baptize, but first says, ‘Teach;’ then thus: ‘Baptize into the name of Father,
and Son, and Holy Ghost;’ that the right faith might follow upon learning, and together with faith
might come the consecration of baptism (CA 2.42 [Metzler 219; NPNF? 4:371]).1 102

Taken together baptism, eucharist, imitation, and the life of virtue are various
aspects of Christian living that appropriate Christ’s salvation on a personal level.
There is however, one other important element that concerns Christian life, and I
would like to consider it separately by asking the last of the three questions I have
posed: Is the physical element the overriding one in deification? Since Harnack’s
Lehrbuch der Dogmengeschichte, Athanasius has often been described as a
Hellenistic thinker with an excessively realistic metaphysic in which the primary
fruits of deification are immortality and incorruption. While it is true that
Athanasius speaks about the divine qualities (such as immortality, incorruption, and
perfection) as part of his soteriological perspective, I believe that a far more
prominent aspect of salvation and deification for Athanasius is relational and
personal, not physical. In other words, it is not about receiving and retaining the
gifts of salvation, but about enjoying the deifying presence of God himself. To
revisit Harnack’s interpretation of Athanasius’ soteriology, I would like to look at a
cluster of terms— ‘participation’, ‘love’, ‘joy’, and ‘sonship’—which Athanasius

uses to characterize the deification of human beings. For convenience sake, I made

1% €4 2.41 [Metzler 217; NPNF2 4:370].

1O Tbid.

20y yip ‘elc matépe kol vidy’ Sudowoly ol *Apewavol, ¢AL’ €lc kTloTny kel kTlope, kol €lc
TOLNTNY Kol Tolnue. omep 8¢ &ALO €0TL KTLOWE Topd TOV LLOV, 0UTwG &AAo &v €ln thig dAndelog TO
mep” wdTOV vou(opuevor 8ldooboL, kdv TO Ovope TaTPOg kel ULOD SLk TO Yeypauuévov Ovopalely
TPOOCTOLAVTOL. 0V Yop O Aéywy &mAdg ‘kiple’ obtog kol Sldwoly, &AL’ 6 petd tod OvOuTOog Kal THY
oty éwy 6pBny. Sk Todto Yodv kal O cwthp oy GTAQDG évetelduto Pontilely, GAAL TPORTOV
dnov ‘pednredonte’, €16’ oltwg ‘Pumntilete €i¢ Gvopa mMatpdg Kob VLoD kel &ylov mvedpatog’. TV ék
Thg pabnoewg N ToTLg 0pON YérnToL Kol LET TLOTEWG T) TOD PATTLONETOC TEAELWOLG TPOOTEDT.
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an overview of these terms in Athanasius’ major writings and placed them at the
end of this work in four Tables.

Athanasius uses interchangeably several word groups for participation: (1)

1103 1104

LETOUOLE, WETOXT, WETOYOG, WETEXW, (2) pebetic, petaAning, WHeTUAXUPOV®,

1105

and (3) kowwvia, kowwvéw - (see Table 1). His most substantial discussion of

participation with regard to godlikeness (exploring whether it happens according to
the essence of God or according to his qualities) is recorded in De Syn. 53 [Opitz

276; NPNF? 4:479, slightly modified]:

For you know yourselves, and no one can dispute it, that Like (Opotov) is not predicated of
essence (ovoL@dv), but of form (oynudtwr), and qualities (roottwy); for in the case of essences
we speak, not of likeness (6pot6tng), but of identity (tevtdtng). Man, for instance, is said to be
like man, not in essence, but according to form (oxfjue) and character (yapaktfpw); for in essence
men are of one nature (tfi y&p ololg Opodueic eiot). And again, man is not said to be unlike
(Gvéporog) dog, but to be of different nature (¢tepopurc). Accordingly, while the former are of
one nature (Opoduéc) and coessential (0poovoiov), the latter are different (etepodueg kol
€tepoovoiov) in both. Therefore, in speaking of Like (6potov) according to essence (kat’ obolav),
we mean like by participation (ék petovoiac); for likeness (6potov) is a quality (Toiotng), which
may attach to essence (obolg), and this would be proper (i6Lov) to creatures for they, by partaking
(éx petoxfc), are made like to God (opoodtar t¢ 6eqd). For ‘when He shall appear’, says
Scripture, we shall be like him [1 Jn. 3:2], like, that is, not in essence (o0 tf) ovotg) but in sonship

(6AA% 7§ vidtnm), which we shall partake from him (uetedapBdvoper mop’ adrod).''%

In the first half of this passage, Athanasius speaks of two kinds of likeness: one
according to essence and one according to qualities, form, and character. After
illustrating them with several examples, he goes on to affirm in the second part of
this passage that our likeness to God is best described in terms of ‘participation’.

This means that we become like God not by sharing his essence (otherwise, we

MO TSI 1120-2.

11851090, 1113.

195 1,85 969-7.

106 Gisore yop kol buelc kel 008 &v Tic dudipdAior dtL TO duolov odk ém TGV 0dOLAY, GAA’
€Tl OYMUATWV Kol TOLOTNTWV AEYeTaL OpoLOV: €M y&p TOV 00OLAY ovY OMOLOTNG, GAAL TaLTOTNG Qv
AexBeln. &vbpwmog yodv Gvbpumy Opolog Aéyetor o0 katd ThY obolay, GAAX kotd TO OYfje kel kel
TOV yopaktipe: TH Yep ololy OuodUElG elol. kol TaALY BvBpwTOG KUWL 0UK GvOpoLog Aéyetar, GAA’
€tepodung’ oVkoDY TO WEV Opodueg Kol OWooUoLOV, TO Ot €TePOPUEG Kol €TEPOOVOLOV. 8LO KoL O
AMywy Opolov kat’ ololoy €k MeTouoLog TODTO A€yel OWoLov. TO y&p Opolov moldtng €otiv, ftig Th
ololg Tpooyévolt’ v, Tobto 8 TOV Toinudtwy tSlov av €ln' tabto yap ék petoyfic opolodtor TG
0e®. ‘Otav yap’, ¢nol, ‘Gavepwdf), Oporor wdT@ €oouedn’ Gupolor dnAovott ol Tf ololy, &AL TH
vlotnTL, fg petoadopBavopey mop’ adtod.
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would become identical with God) but by ‘participating’ in his qualities. Notably,
he ends his argument by referring to the quality of sonship that represents one of the
four most relational categories in his deification vocabulary. Thus, even in the most
technical context where one would expect Athanasius to operate with the abstract
qualities of immortality and incorruption, Athanasius chooses to stress sonship as
the main quality of our ‘participation’ in God. Occasionally, he does speak of
‘participation’ in less personal terms. For example, he cites 2-Pet 2:1-4 (10 times)
that speaks of ‘participation in the divine nature (felag kowwwvol ¢pioewc) for
escaping corruption (¢p6opac) in the world’ and encourages developing the godly
‘qualities in the increasing measure (TAeovalovta)’. In other impersonal contexts
(total of 31 times) he applies ‘participation’ in the sense of our connection with
certain spiritual realities, or entities. The list of what we partake in these instances

includes the following elements: ‘God’s gifts’,1107 ‘virtue’,''% ‘divine bread’,"'”

‘heavenly and spiritual table’,'""" ‘immortal food’,'""" ‘sustenance’,'''* ‘heavenly

calling’,'"'® Christ’s shed blood’,'"'* ‘God’s power’,"'"” and his ‘grace’."''® In the
rest of the contexts (total of 71 times), Athanasius uses ‘participation’ to depict our
direct sharing in the trinitarian persons of God. In most of these cases, the
participated person is the Father, the Son, or the Holy Spirit. Often, ‘participation’
involves our sharing in two or three persons of the Godhead. In such cases,

Athanasius can say that ‘by partaking of the Son, we partake of the Father’,'""” or

that we ‘participate of the Son in the Spirit’,1118 or that ‘by partaking of the Holy
Spirit, we are knit into the Godhead’."'"” Athanasius’ discussion of ‘participation’ in
the trinitarian context is best expressed in his Epistulae quattuor ad Serapionem
(with 28 occurrences). In one particular passage, he summarizes it when speaking

of grace, love, and fellowship from 2-Cor 13:13: ‘For this grace and gift given in

197, C4 4.7 [PG 477ab]: petarofeiv &k Beod dwpéac.

"8 1bid. 7.3 [PG 1391c]: Virtutem participant.

19 1bid. 7.6 [PG 1393c]: Divinum panem participat.

10 bid. 7.10 [PG 1396¢]: Coelestis ac spiritalis participles.

M Tbid. 28.fragm. [PG 1434d]: Immortalis cibi participes simus.

"2 1bid. 11.14 [PG 1412a]: Et hilariter seduloque alimoniam hanc participabit.

13 C4 1.53 [Metzler 163]: kAfoewe Emoupaviov pétoyot.

"4 By fest. 6.4 [PG 1385b]: Participant sanguinis ejus effusionem.

"5 De Inc. 43.32-3 [Thomson 242]: & mdvte tc adtod Suvdpenc petadoupdvel.

16 De Syn. 51 [Opitz 274]: dvto ék petovsiag éxer Ty Tapd Beod xdpuv.

"7 bid: tovto yip petoropfdrovtec Tod TaTpdC petéxouey Sk TO TOD TaTpde €var tolov Tov
AOyov.

"8 4 1.56 [Metzler 167]: 8u& thy petovsiav tod viod év ¢ Treluett.

"9 1bid. 3.24 [Savvidis 334]: tf 8¢ T0D TVElpaTOC ETOXR ouvaTToEdN TH BebTNTL.
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the Trinity is given by the Father through the Son in the Holy Spirit. Just as the
grace given through the Son is from the Father, so too we cannot have fellowship
with the gift except in the Holy Spirit. For it is when we participate in the Spirit that
we have the love of the Father and the grace of the Son and fellowship of the Spirit
himself’.!'*” In this passage, Athanasius makes it very clear that our participation in
God means much more than just enjoying the gifts (love, grace, and fellowship). In
fact, he says that ‘we cannot have fellowship with the gift except in the Holy Spirit’,
which means that the gift himself is inseparable from the Giver. Thus, participation
is primarily a relational sharing, and only in the secondary sense it means the
‘physical’ aspect of what we are given.

Another way Athanasius stresses the personal nature of human relations
with God is by using the conceptual word group of ‘love’ including ayamn,
ayotmTog, AyaTow, €pwg, TBog, dLiavBpwrie, dLiardpwTd, dLlavBpwtedw, diiog,
dLAOxpLotog, ¢lAtatog, adamo, benignitas, caritas, diligo, dilectus, deliciae,

.. 1121
deliciolae.

I have already noted earlier (with reference to CA 3.66 [Savvidis 379-
80]) that he uses ‘love’ to describe the content of the divine relationships in which
the Father and Son give and receive love in the mutual and complete way. Here I
need to add that occasionally Athanasius links ‘love’ to Christ in order to depict
God’s economy of creation and redemption. He often refers to Christ as ‘the

1122 . .
and uses his favourite

Father’s beloved Son’ (6 ayamntog Tod TatpOC ULLOC)
adjective ‘man-loving’ (¢p1Advepwroc)''> for the depiction of Christ’s relation to the
world. It is through him that God first creates the world and sustains its existence by
his philanthropia: ‘For by this Offspring the Father made all things, and extended
his providence unto all things; by him he exercises his love to man (8.” adtod
PLAavBpwredetar), and thus he and the Father are one’ (De Decr. 24 [Opitz 16;

NPNF? 4:166]).""** Out of same philanthropia God redeems the world by sending

120 Ep. Ser. 130 [Savvidis ]: ) yép Sudopévn xdpic kol dwped év TpLadL didoter Tl TOD TaTPOC
81> viod &v mvedpatt aylw. domep yap ék T0d Tatpdg éoti BL” viod T Sdopévn xapig, oUTWG 00Kk AV
yévoLto kowwvia Thg 800ewg €V LY el ph év 1@ mredpatt T¢ &ylw. ToUTOL Yip LeTéxovTeg Exouey
10D THTPOC TNV &ydmmy kol ToD VLoD TNV Y&pLY Kol adtod Tod Mrelpatog Ty Kolvwviay.

"21 For the Greek terms, see LSI 6 (&ydmm, dyamréc, dyamdw); LS 695 (¢pwc); LSI 1427
(m06oc); LSJ 1932 (dprravbpwmic, dLravdpwtds, drravBpwredw); LSJ 1939-40 (dirog); LSJ 1942
(pLAdxprotog, dirtatoc). For the Latin terms, see LeSh 30 (adamo); LeSh 232 (benignitas), LeSh 431
(charitas); LeSh 580 (diligo), LeSh 537, 579 (dilectus), LeSh 538 (deliciae), 538 (deliciolae).

12 ¢ g De Inc. 52.2 [Thomson 264]; De Decr. 1 [Opitz 10]; VA 14.27-8 [SC 174]; CA 1.63
[Metzler 174].

123 ¢ . CG 35.1 [Thomson 94]; CA. 2.67 [Metzler 244].

124 20ltw yep T yevwhuatL T mEvTe Temoinker 6 mathp kel THY €l¢ mavta TpéoLay EkTelvwy
81" adtod dLAavdpwredetar. kal obtwg &V adTOC Kl 6 ToTNp €loLy.
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Christ to be born as man: ‘And next, because, by this condescension of the Word,
the creation too is made a sons through him, that he might be in all respects ‘First-
born’ of it, as has been said, both in creating, and also in being brought for the sake
of all into this very world.... Therefore the Word of God, who loves man (6
dLAavBpwtoc), puts on him created flesh at the Father’s will, that whereas the first
man had made it dead through the transgression, he himself might quicken it in the
blood of his own body’ (CA 2.64 [Metzler 241; NPNF? 4:383]).!'% Rather than
being an independent gift, ‘love’ according to these two passages, is intimately
associated with the divine persons for ‘by him [the Son] he [the Father] exercises
his love to man (6" adtod ¢pLAavbpwteletar)’. And just as love makes the Father
and Son one, so does it bind us to them when we love God: ‘For the love (m680¢) of
what is divine and of the things to come possesses it [the soul of the mystic], and
willingly it would be wholly joined (ouvad8fjvar) with them if it could depart along
with them. But if, being men, some fear the vision of the good, those who appear
remove their fear by means of love (tf) ayamn)’ (V4 35 [SC 232; NPNF? 4:205,
modified])."'*® With such an emphasis on love, it is not surprising that Athanasius
also makes it the cornerstone of our relationships with others: ‘above all, let us love
(diligamus) God with all our soul, and might, and strength, and our neighbour as
ourselves’ (Ep. fest. 1.11 [PG 26:1366]).''* Generally, Athanasius uses ‘love’ for
the description of the relationship between God and man much more than in any
other sense (see Table 2). Thus, out of 166 relevant references, only 3 are used to
characterize ‘love’ (épw¢) between the Greek deities and 20 references to depict
God’s trinitarian communion, while 143 references are used to portray the loving
relationships between God and man, or man and God.

Another lexical range that describes the personal nature of relationships
both between the trinitarian persons and between God and man in Athanasius’
writings is the conceptual word group of ‘delight’. Various words that express the

idea of ‘delight’ include dyoArlaoig, dyariialw, eddpovéw, edGPoolvy, TPOOYALPW,

1125 \ ’ \ ’ 193 ’ ~ ’ ¢ ~ \ L) 3 ’ B
kot Seltepov O maAy, OTL ouykatofavtoc Tod A0you viomolelTo kol oOTT T KTLOLG OL

abTod, tve kel althig, KoeBd TpoelpnTal, TPWTOTOKOG KATH TAVTK Yévmtal, €V Te T¢ KTilew kol €v
TQ €loayecbuL LTEP TAVTWY €i¢ adTHY THY OlkoLWéVNY.... SLk ToDTo O GLAdvBpwmog tod Beod Adyog
BouAnoer Tod ToTpog EvOLdloKeToL THY KTLOBELoMY oopke, v NV EVEKpwoey O TPATOG &VBpwTog dLd
g Tapafacews, Taltny adtog €V T aipatt Tod L8lov oWpatog (WoToLNof Kol €yKaLvio.

126 ol yop mOBOC TRV Belwv kol TOV pedAdviwv abth émeLoépyetol, kol OeAfioeL TAVTWC
ouvadBfvar TolToLg, €l AmMpyeto pet’ adTOV. v 8¢ kal, WG &vBpwmoL, TLvéG GpoPnddoy Thy TV
KaAQV OTtaolay, ddarpodoly ol peivduevor TOV GpOBov TapaUTE T GYATT.

"7 In primis Deum diligamus tota anima, facultate, ac viribus; deinde proximum nostrum
tanquam nos ipsos.
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xepa, xelpw, exsultatio, gaudium, oblectamentum, and voluptcw.m8 These terms
could be translated generally as ‘delight’, joy’, or ‘gladness’. Earlier, I noted that
Athanasius uses the words yapa and yaipw with the same function as i6iog. In
doing this, he argues that the Father eternally enjoys (xaipw) his own (i8toc) Son,
which proves the coessential relations. While all of these instances (total of 28
times) appear in the strictly polemical context, they are not the only ones where
Athanasius applies ‘delight’ for relations (see Table 3). In fact, the largest number
of occurrences (total of 66 times) appears in Athanasius’ non-polemical writing
Epistula Festales, where he articulates his theology in the language of practical
Christian living. There are also a number of significant instances (total of 6 times)
in the Vita Antonii. In the Epistula Festales ‘delight’ is often described as a
condition awaiting the Christians in heaven. Thus, in his first festal letter
Athanasius writes: ‘Then having passed hence, we shall keep a perfect feast with
Christ, while we cry out and say, like the saints, I will pass to the place of the
wondrous tabernacle, to the house of God; with the voice of gladness (exsultationis)
and thanksgiving, the shouting of those who rejoice [Ps 42:4 LXX]; whence pain
and sorrow and sighing have fled, and upon our heads joy (gaudium) and gladness
(exsultationem) shall have come to us! May we be judged worthy to be partakers in
these things’ (Ep. fest. 1.10 [PG 26:1366b; NPNF? 4:510, slightly modified]).'"*’
Along the same lines in the second letter he asserts: ‘Let us then add, one after the
other, the seven holy weeks of Pentecost, rejoicing (jubilabimus) and praising God,
that he hath by these things made known to us beforehand, joy (gaudium) and rest
everlasting, prepared in heaven for us and for those who truly believe in Christ
Jesus our Lord (Ep. fest. 2.2 [PG 26:1430a; NPNF? 4:548, slightly modified])’.""*
Encouraging Christians to follow the example of saints (which in this case are the
Old Testament heroes), Athanasius claims that ‘having imitated the behaviour of

the saints, we will enter together into the joy (gaudium) of our Lord which is in

28 For the Greek terms, see dyaAriooic (LSJ 5); ebdppovéw, edppooivn (LST 737); mpooyaipw
(LSJ 1531); yaipw (LSJ 1969); yeps (LSJ 1976). For the Latin word, see LeSh 705-6 (exsultatio),
LeSh 803 (gaudium); LeSh 1235-6 (oblectamentum); LeSh 2013 (voluptas).

29 Cum autem hinc demigrabimus, plenam cum Christo peragemus solemnitatem, et cum sanctis
ita exclamabimus: Transibo in locum tabernaculi admirabilis, usque ad domum Dei; cum voce
exsultationis, et cum laudis praeconio, tanquam illorum qui laetantur; ubi scilicet fuga doloris,
tristitiae et anxietatis: atque ad summum gaudium et exsultationem provecti, cum illis peragere digni
erimus.

1130 Additis posthinc septem continuatim Pentecostes sanctis hebdomadis, jubilabimus Deumque
laudabimus, qui per haec nobis in antecessum denotavit gaudium illud requiemque aeternam,
paratam in coelo nobis et iis qui vere credunt per Jesum Christum Dominum nostrum.
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heaven, which is not transitory, but joy (gaudium) that truly abides’ (Ep. fest. 2.2
[PG 26:1367b; NPNF? 4:510, slightly modified]).'"*' Elsewhere, Athanasius uses

1132

such phrases as ‘heavenly delight’ (7 émovpavie xepa),” ~~ and ‘incorruptible joy’ (%)

&pOaptoc eddppooivn),'?

while the Latin fragments, besides having gaudium and
exsultatio, contain such words as oblectamentum'* and voluptas1135 that give an
idea of ultimate pleasure, satisfaction, and enjoyment.''*® In the Vita Antonii, the
terminology of ‘delight’ is used primarily to describe the present state of the deified
person. Thus, speaking of the immediate vision of God, Athanasius makes Antony
offer the following instruction: ‘Whenever, therefore, ye have seen ought and are
afraid, if your fear is immediately taken away and in place of it comes joy
unspeakable (xap& d&vekiaintog), cheerfulness, courage, renewed strength,
calmness of thought and all those I named before boldness and love toward God,—
take courage and pray. For joy (xap&) and a settled state of soul show the holiness
of him who is present’ (V4 36.8-14 [SC 400:234; NPNF? 4:206]).""*” In the same
chapter he writes: ‘But when it [the vision] comes it comes so quietly and gently
that immediately joy (yapav), gladness (ayeAlieow) and courage arise in the soul.
For the Lord who is our joy (xapa) is with them, and the power of God the Father
(VA 35.17-21 [SC 400:232-3; NPNF? 4:206]).'"** In these two passages, the idea of
‘joy’ is inseparable from God ‘who is our joy’, and having joy shows ‘the holiness
of him who is present’. No wonder, the deified state of Antony is described as being
one of joy in VA4 67.20-5 [SC 400:312; NPNF? 4:214]: “So from the joy of his soul
(tfic xopdc thc Wuyfc) he possessed a cheerful countenance, and from his bodily
movements could be perceived the condition of his soul, as it is written, When the

heart is merry (ebpparvouévne) the countenance is cheerful (0aAdeL), but when it is

131 Ut sanctorum vitam imitantes, in oacleste illud Domini nostri gaudium simul intremus, haud
transitorium, sed firmiter permanens.

32 pp. fest. 28 [PG 26:1433b].

133 Ibid. 28 [PG 26:1433c¢].

134 ¢ o Ep. fest. 16 [PG 26:1421d].

1135 ¢ g Ibid. 43. [PG 26:1442a].

1136 Dvoretskiy, Latinsko-Russkiy Slovar, 523, 833.
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sorrowful it is cast down [Prov. 15:13]."% Athanasius’ use of ‘delight’ for the
description of the divine-human relations could well be suggested by the way this
conceptual word group is used in the New Testament. Thus, in Jn. 15:11 (NAS), we
see Jesus speaking to his disciples: ‘These things I have spoken to you, that my joy
(xepa) may be in you, and that your joy (yepc) may be made full (Trknpu)eﬁ)’“40
And Peter says: ‘Though you have not seen him, you love (dyondte) him, and
though you do not see him now, but believe in him, you greatly rejoice (dyoaAiaode)
with joy inexpressible (xapd dvexieAnty) and full of glory (1-Pet. 1:8 NAS).'!
Both passages suggest that joy is a personal characteristic that describes the present
reality Christians have by loving, believing, and being in Christ. According to Paul,
joy (along with love) finds its expression in one’s life as one of the nine fruits of the
Spirit that are to reflect our relations with others: ‘But the fruit of the Spirit is love
(&yamn), joy (xepa), peace, patience, kindness, goodness, faithfulness, gentleness
and self-control.... If we live by the Spirit, let us also walk by the Spirit. Let us not
become boastful, challenging one another, envying one another (Gal. 5:22, 25-6
NAS)’. 1142

Both ‘joy’/‘delight’ and ‘love’ terminology clearly show that Athanasius
used deification in a distinctly personal sense. His fourth term employed for the

same purpose is sonship (viéc, vioBeote).''*

While it is very rarely used in his early
work Contra Gentes—De Incarnatione (only 3 times), it is definitely one of his
most preferred way of speaking about the Divine-human relations in the later
writings. It occurs a total of 99 times (in addition to 1.828 occurrences for the
description of the natural Son), of which most are found in his Contra Arianos (see
Table 4). Sonship is a beautiful example of how Athanasius’ understanding of
God—and especially his interpretation of the Nicene oOpoovoloc—finds its

expression in the way he speaks about salvation. It is known that he did not begin to

1139 - o R , R R
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O rabto AeAdAnke DUy Tvo f) yapd T éul év Duiv § kol ) yopd DUGY TANPwos.

By obk i86vtec Gyamite, elc v dpTL ph Op@vtec motebovtec 6F GyaAM@cOe yupd
GrekAaANT® Kol SeSoExOouéV.

142 5 8¢ kopmde 10D MUElpaTOC EOTLY dydmn yapd elphvm, paxpodupie xpnotétne dyadwotim,
motig mpabtng €ykpateln.... el{duey TYEVUaTL, TYEUUATL Kol OTOLXGWEV. UN ywoueda kevodobol,
aAAnAoug Tpokadovpevol, aAAnAolg GpBovodvTes.

43 Cf. LS 1846-7.
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defend the word duoovoioc until about several decades after the Nicene Council,''**
but when he did so (primarily in such writings as De Decr., De Syn., Exp. Fid., and
Ep. Jov.), he used the same arguments of correlativity as in his Contra Arianos. As
a result, the sort of soteriology that we find in Athanasius is one in which the
argument about the Son being coessential with the Father is transposed to the idea
of human beings becoming gods and sons by grace and adoption. Thus, reiterating
his arguments from CA 1.34 [Metzler 143-4] (discussed earlier), Athanasius writes

that calling God Father (as opposed to the Unoriginate)

alone implies (omuoivov) the Son. And ‘Unoriginated’ (&yévnrov) is a word of the Greeks who
know not the Son: but ‘Father’ has been acknowledged and vouchsafed by our Lord; for he
knowing himself whose Son he was, said, I in the Father and the Father in me [Jn. 14:10]; and,
he that has seen me has seen the Father [In. 14:9];” and, I and the Father are one [Jn. 10:30], but
nowhere is he found to call the Father Unoriginated.... He has bid us be baptized, not in the name
of Unoriginate (&yevrirov) and Originate (yevntou), not into the name of Uncreated (dktiotouv) and
Creature (ktiopatog), but into the name of Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, for with such an initiation
we too are made sons (viomorolpebe) verily, and using the name of the Father, we acknowledge
from that name the Word in the Father. But if he wills that we should call his own (i6wov) Father
our Father, we must not on that account measure ourselves with the Son according to nature
(kT Ty pdow), for it is because of the Son that the Father is so called by us; for since the
Word bore our body and came to be in us, therefore by reason of the Word in us, is God called
our Father. For the Spirit of the Word in us names through us his own Father as ours, which is the
apostle’s meaning when he says, God has sent forth the Spirit of his Son into your hearts, crying,

abba, Father [Gal. 4:6] (De Decr. 31 [Opitz 27; NPNF2 4:171-2]).''4°

In this passage Athanasius relates a distinctly personal concept of God to salvation

as adoption. His way of interpreting opoovoiog as a relational term throughout the

1144 For more details on this point, see Sieben, Die Konzilsidee der Alten Kirche, 25-67; Gwynn,
Athanasius of Alexandria, 85-90; Gemeinhardt, Athanasius Handbuch, 293-5.
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same writing has now led him to cast salvation into the terminology that most
adequately expresses who God is as Father. Being the Father of the coessential Son,
he saves us by bringing us into his own relationship and making us sons and
daughters by adoption.1 146 Discussing the link between deification and the fact that
the Son is 6poovolog with the Father, Weinandy asserts: “deification is only effected
by being taken into the very divine life of the Trinity. Thus, as the Son is the Son of
the Father because he is begotten of the Father and so is ontologically one with the
Father, so Christian imitate this divine oneness by being taken up into it...
Divinization then, for Athanasius, is the sharing fully in the life of the Trinity and it
is this sharing in the divine life that throughly transforms the believer into the
adopted likeness of the Son’.''” To stress the intimacy of this Divine-human
relationship Athanasius often speaks of God being ‘in us’ or ‘with us’ through his
Son or Holy Spirit. In C4 3.25 [Savvidis 335; NPNF? 4:407], he asserts: ‘As we are
sons and gods because of the Word in us, so we shall be in the Son and in the
Father, and we shall be accounted to have become one in Son and in Father,
because that that Spirit is in us, which is in the Word which is in the Father’.''*
Here our being gods and sons is fundamentally relational. It is grounded on our
connection to the persons of the Trinity, which means that our relationship with
God derives from the very relationship he has within himself as Trinity. To qualify
this relationship, Athanasius points out in the same chapter that it does not destroy
the unity of divine persons, for ‘to be “one in Us”, does not signify that we are to
have identity with Him’ (C4 3.25 [Savvidis 335; NPNF? 4:407]). """ The
prominence of relations is evident even in those places where Athanasius is usually
charged for casting salvation into the physical terms. Thus, in one particular
passage that explores the significance of Christ’s body for our salvation, he writes:
‘For because of our relationship to his body (thv mpo¢ t0 o@pe adTod ovyyevelaw)
we too have become God’s temple (vaoc Beod), and in consequence are made God’s
sons (vlol Beod), so that even in us the Lord is now worshipped, and beholders

report, as the apostle says, that God is in them of a truth. As also John says in the

1146 L . . .
On the significance of the adopted sonship before and after Niceae, see Peppard, The Son of
God in the Roman World, 9-30, 132-71.
1147 57 - . .
Weinandy, Athanasius, 99-100; emphasis mine.
Kol domep vlol kol Beol Su TOV év MUIv Adyov, oltwg €V T L@ Kol €V T¢) Tatpl Eoouedu
Kol vouLadnoduedo v yeyerfioBou Sud O €v MUIY elval tO Tveduw, Omep éoTv € T AdYw T dvTL
& 1 ToTpl.
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Gospel, As many as received him, to them gave he power to become children of God
[Jn. 1:12], and in his Epistle he writes, By this we know that he abides in us by his
Spirit which he has given us [1-Jn. 3:24] (CA 1.43 [Metzler 153; NPNF2 4:331]).'"°
As in most of other cases, our being deified means much more than just receiving a
particular gift in the sense of impersonal quality, such as sonship here. It means
‘receiving him’ (Jn. 1:12) and having him ‘abide in us by his Spirit which he has

given us’.

This brief overview shows that Athanasius’ understanding of deification grows out
of his concept of God. The latter, being primarily a relational notion, leads him to
emphasize such aspects as ‘love’, ‘delight’, and ‘sonship’, but not as gifts, and even
less so as ‘physical’ qualities. Rather, they are indicative of God’s giving us himself
in a way that allows us to share by grace what he has within himself by nature.
Therefore, any interpretation of Athanasius’ soteriology that does not take into
account this profoundly relational perspective is not fully reflective of what he
taught about God and salvation. His emphasis on the ‘who’ of salvation leads him
to tie both the ontological and juridical qualities of salvation directly to the persons
of the Trinity rather than describing them independent of God or using them as
pointers of an external event. Athanasius’ depiction of Christian life as the present
reality of being God’s children, sharing in his love, and enjoying the union and
fellowship with the Trinity, as well as living the life of virtue and imitation, is the
expression of our close relation to God. Having been made gods by grace of

participation, we are called to live the godlike life reflecting who we already are.

5.4 The Identity and Deifying Work of the Holy Spirit in the Epistulae ad
Serapionem

Before 1 finish this chapter, I would like to discuss briefly the theme that occupied
Athanasius in the later years of his career when the issue of the Son’s divinity
became the issue of whether the Holy Spirit was equally divine with the other

persons of the Trinity. Developing his arguments against the heresy of the so-called
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Tropikoi 51 Wwho denied the divinity of the Holy Spirit, Athanasius offers a
fundamentally trinitarian picture of God and salvation that now includes a major
emphasis on the identity and role of the Holy Spirit. Below, I will consider these
two aspects summarizing Athanasius’ pneumatological doctrine in relation to
deification as it is laid down in his Epistulae ad Serapionem.

Athanasius approaches the issue of the Holy Spirit’s identity in the same
way he approached the issue of Christ’s divine status, namely, by exploring the
language of Scripture: ‘Let us examine, one by one, each passage in the Divine
Scriptures that speaks about the Holy Spirit. Like good bankers, we need to judge
whether the Spirit has anything that is proper to creatures (idov Tu TpoOC TO
ktlopete) or whether he is proper to God (idiov t0d 6eod éotiv). In this manner we
will be able to determine whether to call him a creature or something other than
creatures and proper to and one of the divinity in the Trinity ({8tov 8¢ kal ¢v TRig év
TpLddL Bebtnroc)’ (Ep. Ser. 1.21 [Savvidis 505; PPS 86]).'"* In the process of
examining the biblical testimony, Athanasius develops such arguments (I will
distinguish six of them) that are aimed to clarify the identity and the soteriological
role of the Holy Spirit. First, he argues that the divinity of the Holy Spirit is
indicated in the passage from 1-Cor. 2:11-12, where he is said to be ‘of God’ (¢
0D Beod).'*? Interpreting this phrase in light of the Nicene use of dpoovatoc, he
contends that it implies the divine ‘kinship’ (ovyyévewr).'>* Since God is He Who Is
(Ex. 3:14), the Spirit’s procession from him is of divine nature, and just as the
Logos being ‘in the Father’ does not mean that he is a creature, so does the Spirit’s
being ‘of God’ does not mean that he is made. Second, the Scripture (e.g. Rom. 1:4,
1-Cor 6:11, Tit. 3:4-7) describes the Holy Spirit as the ‘Spirit of sanctification and
renewal’ (Tveduo dytwolvng kel dvakovdoewe).' > Therefore, while sanctifying
and renewing others, he cannot himself be among those on whose behalf he
exercises these acts. Third, in the same way as the Spirit sanctifies and renews, he

also gives life. After citing several passages from Scripture (Rom. 8:11, Acts 3:15,

51 For an excellent study of the fropikoi and Athanasius’ arguments about the Holy Spirit, see
Haykin, The Spirit of God, 59-103. Cf. Athanase, Lettres a Sérapion, 52-77.
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1155 Ibid. 1.22 [Savvidis 506-7].
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Jn. 4:14), Athanasius states: ‘But he who does not participate (uetéxov) in life, but is
himself participated in (uetexopevov) and gives life (Cwomoodv) to creatures: what
sort of affinity (ouyyéveiwv) does he have with things which have come into
existence?’ (Ep. Ser. 1.23 [Savvidis 508; PPS 897])''*

Beginning with the fourth point, Athanasius expands his arguments by
elaborating on the idea of participation and deification. According to 1-Jn. 2:27, Is.
61:1, and Eph. 1:13, 4:30, the Spirit is an anointing and a seal ‘by whom and in
whom the Logos anoints (xpter) and seals (o¢ppeyiler) all things’ (Ep. Ser. 1.23
[Savvidis 50; PPS 89])."""” Hence, his work of anointing and sealing shows him to
be proper (i6tov) to the Logos rather than the created things.''>® Identifying further
‘the sealing’ with ‘participation in the divine nature’, Athanasius writes: ‘And the
seal has the form of Christ who seals (odpaylc TtHv upopdny xpLotod T0D
obpayilovtoc €éxet), and those who are sealed participate in him (teltng ol
odpayLlopevoL petéxouvot), being formed into him (popdoluevor kat’ adthv), as the
Apostle says: My children, with whom I am again in labour until Christ be formed
in you! [Gal. 4:19]. Thus sealed, it is proper (eikotwg) that we also become, as Peter
said, sharers of the divine nature [2 Pet. 1:4]. And thus all creation partakes
(uetéyer) of the Word in the Spirit” (Ep. Ser. 1.23 [Savvidis 509-10; PPS 907]).'"*
Immediately after this statement, Athanasius adduces two very significant elements
that complete his doctrine of God and deification as presented in his other writings.
In the first place, he asserts that our participation in God is made effective through
the divine agency of the Holy Spirit who joins us to the Father-Son relations. Thus,
contrasting the nature of the Holy Spirit with that of the creatures, he writes: ‘If the
Holy Spirit were a creature, we would not have participation (uetovoie) in God
through him. But if we were joined (cuvnmtouebe) to a creature, we would become
strangers to the divine nature (&AAGTpLoL 8¢ tiig Oelag poewe), in as much as we did
not partake of it (x0tfi¢ petéxovtec) in any way. But as it is, when we are said to be

partakers of Christ and partakers of God (uétoyoL xpLotod kol pétoxor Beod), it
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shows that the anointing and the seal (xplopo kel 1) odpayic) which is in us does
not belong to the nature of things which have been brought into existence, but to the
Son, who joins us to the Father (cuvamtovtoc fuéc t¢ matpl) through the Spirit that
is in him’ (Ep. Ser. 1.23 [Savvidis 510; PPS 901).""* In the second place, he
ascribes to the Holy Spirit the deifying power by asserting the following: ‘But if, by
participation in the Spirit (tfj Tod Tvelpatog petovoily), we are made sharers in the
divine nature [2 Pet. 1:4], we should be mad to say that the Spirit has a created
nature and not the nature of God. For it is on this account that those in whom he is
are deified (Beomorodvtan). If he deifies (BeomoLel) men, it is not to be doubted that
his nature is of God (f toltou ¢volg Oeod €oti) (Ep. Ser. 1.24 [Savvidis 511;
Shapland 126-7, slightly modified]).''®" According to these two passages, the
economy of the Holy Spirit is twofold. He takes part in the work of deification
common to all three persons of the Trinity, and he has a very specific role of joining
the deified creatures to the relationship God has within himself.''*®

In his fifth argument about the Holy Spirit, Athanasius dwells on the
relational nature of the Spirit’s deifying work calling him ‘the Spirit of sonship’
(mvedpa viobeotac).!'® More specifically, he writes: ‘So then, in the Spirit the Word
glorifies creatures, and after he has deified (6eomol&r) them and made them sons of

God, he leads them to the Father.''®*

But that which joins (cuvantov) creatures to
the Word cannot be a creature. And that which makes creatures sons (vioToLodv)
cannot be foreign (Eévov) to the Son. Otherwise another spirit would be needed by
which this Spirit could be joined (cuvad6q) to the Word. But this is absurd. And so,
the Spirit is not one of the things that has come into existence, but is proper to the

divinity of the Father (idtov tfig Tod matpoc Bedtntoc). In him the Word deifies
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192 On the soteriological role of the Holy Spirit, see Laminski, Der Heilige Geist als Geist Christ
und Geist der Gldubigen, 155-64.

1 Ep. Ser. 1.25 [Savvidis 513].

164 This particular line in the Armenian text renders the deifying work of the Holy Spirit and the
Son in the more instrumental sense with respect to humanity: ‘Therefore through him the Word
glorifies the creature; by making divine and by sonship he draws it near to the Father’ (b dknl
unpw wyw quuugniwst Pwbtt thwpuwinpl. wunniwswgnpsting kL npplqpbing
dwwnniguik wn Zuyn:), Ep. Ser. 1.25 [Geerlings 63; ibid. 165].
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(Beomorel) all that has come into existence. And the one in whom creatures are
deified (Beomoieitar) cannot himself be external (¢ktdc) to the divinity of the Father’
(Ep. Ser. 1.25 [Savvidis 511; PPS 92-3, slightly modiﬁed]).1165 According to this
passage, the Son and the Spirit can deify the creatures because both are God. Their
deifying work makes the deified objects into the sons of the Father by joining them
to the source of divinity. Finally, in his sixth argument, Athanasius considers the
qualities of the Holy Spirit by identifying his nature as immutable (&tpemntov),
unchangeable (dvaddolwtov), unvarying (&mepailaktor), and incorruptible
(&pOaptov). ' The way he relates these qualities to the Holy Spirit is the same as
when he related the Son’s qualities in his other writings. Identifying the Spirit as
being from the Father (€€ adtod tob Beod €lpntan) and proper (ibioc) to the Son, just
as the Son is proper (i8iog) to the Father, he goes on to describe the Spirit as the
Son’s image.''®” In doing this, he argues that just as the Son has the qualities of
immutability and unchangeability, so does the Spirit possess them as his perfect
image."'®® In another passage, he depicts the Spirit as being proper (idLoc) to the
Father, and in virtue of that being immutable, unchangeable, and incorruptible as is
the Father."'®” Elsewhere, Athanasius presents the Holy Spirit within the trinitarin
paradigm in which the movement is from the Father to the Son through or in the
Holy Spirit. Thus, in Ep. Ser. 1.23 [Savvidis 488; PPS 74], he writes: ‘For the holy
and blessed Trinity (tpuig) is indivisible and united in itself (G8aipetoc kel
NYwpevn mpog exvtry €oti). When the Father is mentioned, with him are both his
Word and the Spirit who is in the Son. If the Son is named, the Father is in the Son,
and the Spirit is not external (éxtoc) to the Word. For there is one (ule) grace from
the Father which is perfected (mAnpouvuévn) through the Son in the Holy Spirit. And
there is one divinity (uie 8edtnc), and one God who is over all, and through all, and

in all [Eph. 4:6].... The Spirit is not divided (6tnpnto) from the Son, but is in Christ,

1165 » . s At .y \ / , Ay - , N /
€V TOUTw Y’ oLV O AOYOC TNV KTloLy dofalel, Beomoldy O€ Kol LLOTOLOV TPOOAYEL TR THTEL.

T0 Ot owdntor TQ AOYw TNV KTlow olk Gv €n adtd TV KTLOMATWY. kel TO viomoloby & Tthy
ktlow obk &v €in Eévov tod ulod, émel {mrelv étepov dvaykn Tredue, ive kol tobto év ékelvg
owoaddf @ Aéyw. &AL’ dtomov todTo. oUKk &po TAV YernTAV €0TL TO Tveduw, &AL’ 18iov Thc Tod
Totpog BedtnTog, €V @ KoL T YevnTh 6 AGyog Beomolel. év @ 8¢ Beomoielton T KTLOLG, 0Dk Qv €ln
o T \ .
éxtog 0T ThAC ToD TeTPOg BedTNTOC.
1166 -
Ep. Ser. 1.26 [Savvidis 515].
17 Ibid. 1.25 [Savvidis 513] and 1.26 [Savvidis 515].
1168 11.: -
Ibid. 1.26 [Savvidis 515].
1169 Ibld
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as the Son is in the Father’.!'”’ Likewise, in Ep. Ser. 1.30 [Savvidis 525-6; PPS
100]), he asserts:

Once again, this is what Paul taught when he wrote a second letter to the Corinthians, saying: The
grace of our Lord Jesus Christ, and the love of God, and the fellowship of the Holy Spirit be with
you all [2-Cor. 13:13]. For this grace and gift given in the Trinity (év tpLadi) is given by the
Father through the Son in the Holy Spirit. Just as the grace given through the Son is from the
Father, so too we cannot have fellowship with the gift except in the Holy Spirit. For it is when we
participate (uetéyovteg) in the Spirit that we have the love of the Father and the grace of the Son
and fellowship of the Spirit himself. And so, it is also shown from these considerations that there
is one activity of the Trinity (tpiddog évépyein). The apostle does not mean that the gifts given by
each are different and distinct, but that whatever gift is given is given in the Trinity, and that all

the gifts are from the one God.""”"

The fact that the gifts we receive are ‘given in the Trinity’ and are ‘from the one
God’ makes it again clear that they are not external qualities, and even less so
physical. They are a part of the perichoretic relations in which the trinitarian
persons penetrate each other, and in the same way by grace they penetrate us. The
persons of the the Trinity are one both in nature and activity, and what they give to

us—agrace, love, and fellowship—is God himself."'”? As Torrance remarks,

it is clear that... God himself is the content of his revelation and that the Gift which God bestows
upon us in his Grace is identical with himself the Giver of the Gift—the point to which
Athanasius gave such attention in his doctrine of ‘deification’. The homoousion undoubtedly
provided the controlling centre of his [Athanasius’] thought, for it gave clear and decisive

account of the underlying oneness in Being and Activity between the Incarnate Son and God the

1170 ¢ \ [ \ ’ \ 3 ’ v ’ e ) \ ’ N
N yep Gylo Kol pokeple TPLAG GOLOLPETOG KoL MVWWEVN TPOG €XUTHY €0TL' KoL AEYOMEVOL TOD

ToTPOG OUVESTL kol O TOUTOL AOYOG Kol TO €V T¢) Ll@) Tvedpe. &v &€ kol 0 vlog Gvopalntal, €V TQ
L@ €oTLy O TP kel TO TYedUa o0k €0TLY ékTOG ToD AGYOL. uie yap €0ty 1) €k TOD TATPOG XPELG
8. viod év Tvelpatt Gylw TANPOUKEVT: Kal Ml BedTng €oTL kol ‘€lg Bedg O €m TovTwY Kol Oud
TOVTWY Kol €V Taowy’.... o0 Supnto Tod viod T0 Treduw, GAL’ €V xpLotd MY kel adtd, damep O
viog é}/ T TaTpl.

17

¢ ~

kel To0To TaAw Suddokwy 6 Tabrog éypader albic kopLvBlolg kel €V TR Seutépy EMOTOAR
Mywv 1 ydowg tob Kuplov [nood ypwotod kei 1 aydmn tob Beol ked 1 Kowwvie ToD ayiov
TVeEluaTog peTe TEVTWY Uu@v. N Yep SLdopévn yapig kol dwpek €V tpLad Sidotow mopd ToD TaTPOG
817 viod év Tvelpatt Gyly. domep yap €k Tod TatPdg €0TL 8L vlod T SLdopévm xaplg, oVTwG olk
Qv yévolto kowwvia Thg 800€wg €V MUY €l N €V T¢ TYelpatt T¢ Gyly. TOUTOU YOP WETEXOVTEG
&yoper Tod TaTPOG TNV &yatmmy kol ToD LoD THY Xapw kel adTod ToD TYElMKTOg THY KoLwulay.
ploe Gpo kel €k ToUTwV T TAC TPLAOOg Evépyel Selkvutar. o Yop ¢ Tap’ €KAoTOL Siddopa Kol
Sinpnuéve T SLddpeve onuaivel 6 dmoéoTolog, GAL’ Gt To SLddpeve €v TpLadL SldotoL Kol Td TAVTH
¢E €vdc Beod éoTL.

72 On the identification of the Holy Spirit and grace, see Gonnet, ‘The Salutary Action of the
Holy Spirit as Proof of his Divinity’, 510-3. On the Holy Spirit’s relation to other persons of the
Trinity, see Laminski, Der Heilige Geist als Geist Christ und Geist der Gldubigen, 130-6.
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Father upon which everything in the Gospel depended. At the same time, however it carried
within it the conception of coinherent relations within the one Being of God to which the
distinctions in the self-revelation of God in the “saving economy’ as Father, son and Holy Spirit
pointed, and upon which they were grounded. For Athanasius this coinherence was not merely a
linking or intercommunication of the distinctive properties of the three divine Persons but a
complete mutual indwelling in which each Person, while remaining what he is by himself as
Father, Son, or Holy Spirit, is wholly in the others as the others are wholly in him. Thus within
his supreme incarnational perspective, soteriological and ontological factors were always

combined in Athanasius’ development of the Nicene doctrine of God.''”

In a very similar way, Lenka Karfikova writes: ‘Dar Ducha znamena pfitomnost
samého Boga, nebot’ podle Janova listu: “Pokud se navzajem milujeme, zlstava v
nas Bih... Ze zGstivame v ném a on v nas, poznavame podle toho, 7e¢ nam dal
svého Ducha’ (1 J 4, 12n). Je-li v nds ovSem Buh, je v nas i Kristus, ktery se svym
Otcem ptichazi k ¢lovéku, aby si v ném vytvoril ptibytek (srov. J 14, 25). Podobné
Kristus, ktery sam je zivot (J 14, 6), v nds zije (Ga 2, 20), jsme-li ozivovani
Duchem (Srov. R 8, 11). Koneé&né jako jsou Kristovy &iny zarovei ¢iny Otce, ktery
v ném piebyva (J 14, 10n), je i ptisobeni Ducha jednanim samého Krista (R 15,
17n)’.""7* This trinitarian theology carried with it a revision of the language of
‘being’ with respect to God. It was discussed and ratified at the Anteochene Council
in 362 and explained in Athanasius’ Tomus ad Antiochenos."'” The agreement
reached at the Council encouraged the use of odole and Oméotacelc as descriptive of
God being one and three. Prestige explains this as follows: ‘While hypostasis lays
stress on concrete independence, ousia lays it on intrinsic constitution. Hypostasis
means “a reality ad alios” ousia “a reality in se”’; the one word denotes God as
manifest, the other connotes God as being. Athanasius taught that in God one and
the same identical “substance” or object, without any division, substitution, or
differentiation of content, is permanently presented in three distinct objective
forms’. ''’® Before this distinction was introduced at the Anteochene Council,

Athanasius could use obole and vmootacelg as synonyms and employ ovote in the

"7 Torrance, ‘The Doctrine of the Holy Trinity according to St. Athanasius’, 397.

"' Karfikova, ‘MH ®YZEI, AAAA OEZED, 82.

175 For a detailed analysis of Athanasius’ use of olola and bméotaocerg in Tomus ad Antiochenos,
see Gitton, La Théologie trinitaire d’Athanase d’Alexandrie, 375-405. For a specialized study of
Tomus ad Antiochenos, see Yeum, Die Synode von Alexandrien (362).

176 Prestige, God in Patristic Thought, xxix. Cf. also 168, 188.
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sense of that which is and subsists by itself.""”” However, this language had to be
deepened in light of God’s self-revelation to us through the Son and Holy Spirit as
inhering in his own eternal Being. Such language had to be reflective of the fact that
God reveals himself to us as he is in his inner being. Therefore, to know him as God
is to know him as a personal being and to partake of him is to partake of his own
inner relations as Trinity. As Torrance expresses it: ‘Thus when associated with
God’s self-revelation in three distinct objective Persons or hypostaseis as Father,
Son and Holy Spirit, Being or ousia signifies the one eternal Being of God in the
indivisible reality and fullness of his intrinsic personal relations as the Holy Trinity.
Far from being an abstract or general notion, therefore, ousia as applied to God had
an intensely personal and concrete meaning. This was very evident in his distinctive
conception of the intrinsic Word or enousios logos in God and intrinsic Activity or
enousios energeia in God, for God’s activity in self-revelation and self-giving
through the Son and in the Holy Spirit, is as indivisibly one toward us as is the one
ousia of the Godhead from which it issues and to which it directs us, while that one
ousia is disclosed to be as intensely personal it itself as it is in its manifestation to
us in the coinherent relatios of the three divine Persons’."'”® Torrance adds that even
though both Athanasius and the Council affirmed God in the order of ‘one olole
and three Umootaoerc’, ‘it did not rest upon any preconception or definition of the
Divine Being, but on the very Being of God as he has named himself “I am who |
am”. Thus in the Trinity the “One Being” of God does not refer to some impersonal
essence, but the “I am” of God, the eternal and living Being which God has of
himself”.!'” It is in this context that Athanasius’ doctrine of the Holy Spirit fills out
and reinforces his teaching about the unity and Trinity of God and is most properly
appreciated.

Athanasius’ Epistulae ad Serapionem is a very important piece of
theological reflection on God and salvation that completes his other writings on
these topics. It is also a very good place to conclude this chapter and discuss
something that made Athanasius to be remembered not only as a theological thinker
but also as a distinctly spiritual author. His Vita Antonii is the clearest expression of

what it means to confess the relational understanding of God and salvation.

U7 e g CA 1.11 [Metzler 120-1]; 2.10 [Metzler 186-7]; 3.63 [Savvidis 366-7]; De Decr. 22
[Opitz 18-9]; De Syn. 35 [Opitz 262]; Ep. Afr. 4 [Opitz 328-9]. Ep. Ser. 2.5 [Savvidis 544-5].

78 Torrance, ‘The Doctrine of the Holy Trinity according to St. Athanasius’, 401.

"7 bid. 402.
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CHAPTER SIX
Athanasius’ Spirituality in the Vita Antonii

This concluding chapter on the Vita Antonii seeks to connect Athanasius’ dogmatic
thought with issues of practical Christian living which I already probed in the
previous chapter. Thus far, I have analized Athanasius’ concept of God and his
understanding of what it means to be deified, but now I would like to consider how
it plays out and is typified in the everyday life of Antony. At first glance, the reader
of the Vita Antonii may feel that it speaks primarily about a Christian super hero
and some scholars have voiced the opinion that this book could not be penned by
Athanasius. Nevertheless, a closer look at the way the author of this biography
describes Christ and his victory over the Devil, as well as how he applies the
relational aspects of deification to Antony, reveals typically Athanasian features. In
view of the scholarly debates about the doctrinal and literary homogeneity of the
Vita Antonii, 1 will first look at some problematic passages that may seem to
conflict with other writings of Athanasius and my interpretation of his thought.
After that [ will consider scholarly views that recognize this problem as tension and
seek to identify different ways of resolving it. Having done that, I will propose that
a helpful way to approach the problem of this tension is to ask what kind of
understanding Athanasius had of God and salvation. By identifying the Antonian
concept of God and salvation—both of which are stamped with the Athanasian
personal emphasis—I will endevour to show that the Vita Antonii presents a
coherent doctrinal teaching, that is consistent with my interpretation of Athanasius’
thought.

The bulk of his chapter will be devoted to two major subjects: Christ and
salvation. I will first examine Antony’s defence of the divinity of Christ against the
pagans and Arians. This will be accompanied with observations on parallel ideas
from other writings of Athanasius, and I will argue that Antony’s christology is
convincingly Athanasian. Its emphasis on the divine nature of Christ and his ability
to do what is beyond Antony’s power controls the heroic story of Antony and forms
the cornerstone of ascetic spirituality. Second, I will discuss soteriological topics
with an emphasis on deification. I will contend that Athanasian description of
salvation in the Vita Antonii has a clear christologial backing: Christ’s incarnation

and his death on the cross. Moreover, Athanasius represents Antony as the saved
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human being who enjoys God’s presence and relationship. This sense of presence
and relationship between God and man is intended to demonstrate the constant
reality of Antony’s deification. The corollary of this argument will be to show that
the Athanasian portrait of Antony runs counter the Arian model: it is not about how
one becomes saved or attains godly qualities by imitating Christ, but an example of
how the saved one can live in virtue of what Christ has already accomplished.
Throughout this chapter I will use the Greek version of the Vita Antonii without
bringing into the discussion Latin, Coptic, Syriac, and Old-Slavonic versions. I will
not be concerned with matters of authorship, genre, style, and sources that pervade
scholarly literature. Neither will I discuss such issues as monastic organization and
episcopal jurisdiction. As important as these topics are, they will be relegated to the
periphery of this study in order to give precedence to the main subject: God and

deification.

6.1 The Problem of Non-Athanasian Elements in the Vita Antonii

A close look at the text of the Vita Antonii exposes a number of topoi that might
create an impression of conflict between this work (given the Athanasian
authorship) and other writings of Athanasius. More specifically, we can identify
three major themes that seem to run counter to my interpretation of Athanasius.
First, Antony’s aspiration for perfection and the corresponding emphasis on human
striving is noticeably dissimilar from Athanasius’ common focus on grace. Second,
the description of Christian life in the Vita Antonii as a spiritual progress and firm
resistence to the Devil strikes a different note than the christologically-driven
thought of Athanasius. And, finally, the text of the Vita Antonii seems to contain
elements of an impersonal description of salvation (such as incorruption and
immortality) contrary to Athanasius’ emphasis elsewhere on the personal aspects of
deification, such as sharing in God’s love, delight and adopted sonship. I will
briefly summarize these three points below, and then deal with them in the rest of

this chapter.

6.1.1 Aspiration for Perfection
The first particular characteristic that stands out once we begin to read the Vita
Antonii is the monk’s vigorous pursuit of perfection. The text of the Vita Antonii is

replete with passages that link perfection with self-discipline, hard work, and
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spiritual exercise. Such instances create an impression that, for Antony, the
Christian life has very little to do with God’s grace and is focused primarily on the
accelerated role of the human being. I will sketch a few of the most telling
examples from the Vita Antonii.

After several introductory notes, Athanasius informs his readers of some
basic facts about Antony that set the tone for the rest of the story, which
characterizes him as the ideal monk. In the first three chapters of the Vita Antonii
we read that Antony was an uneducated Copt raised in a rich Christian home. From
his very youth he came to prefer isolation over interaction with his peers. He lived
in obedience to his parents, attended church with them, practiced moderation,
avoided life’s pleasures and refused to be schooled. At the age of 18 or 20 he lost
his parents and was left with the weighty responsibilities of taking care of his sister
and large lands. A major turn in the life of Antony occurred six months after his
parent’s death when he was confronted with the Gospel’s call for perfection: ‘If you
would be perfect, go, sell what you possess and give to the poor, and you will have
treasure in heaven® (Mt. 19:21).""*° Being deeply touched by this call, Antony sold
his family farm and goods, distributed most of the proceeds to the poor and made
special arrangements for the care of his sister by trusted female nuns. Having
renounced all his possessions, he embarked on a solitary life that would increase in
intensity throughout the Vita Antonii until his death at the age of 105.

Before Antony’s fame spreads to the ends of the Roman world and spawns
a host of imitators, we see him apprenticed to an old anchorite from a nearby
village. There he is described as a prudent bee who seeks to learn and imitate other
good men in the vicinity. His desire to achieve perfection becomes so strong that he

sets a goal to surpass everyone in the ascetic discipline:

He was sincerely obedient to those men of zeal he visited, and he considered carefully the
advantage in zeal and in ascetic living that each held in relation to him. He observed the
graciousness of one, the eagerness for prayers in another; he took careful note of one’s freedom
from anger, and the human concern of another. And he paid attention to one while he lived a
watchful life, or one who pursued studies, as also he admired one for patience, and another for

fastings and sleeping on the ground. The gentleness of one and the long-suffering of yet another

180 174 2.15-17 [SC 400:132]: e Géiec téleoc elvan, Umaye, mbinoov mivea ta Cmdpyoved oov,
Kkal 60¢ TTwyolg, kel Sehpo drolovber por, kel €es Gnoavpov év olpavois. According to Burton-
Christie the Scriptures played the instrumental role in the rise of monasticism, The Word in the
Desert, 46-7.
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he watched closely.... And having been filled in this manner, he returned to his own place of
discipline, from that time gathering the attributes of each in himself, and striving to manifest in

himself what was best from all (V4 4.2-17 [SC 400:138-40; Gregg 32-3]).!'®!

The first part of this passage speaks of particular qualities that Antony sought to
achieve. The list includes a number of virtues such as graciousness, patience, and
mercy as well as aspects of spiritual disciplines such as control of negative
emotions, fasting and sleeping on the ground. Antony’s desire to cultivate these
qualities has little special in itself; the text even suggests that Antony was by no

means the first who initiated the anchorite life.''®

Yet, the fact that he sought ‘to
gather the attributes of each in himself, and strove to manifest in himself what was
best from all’, gives an impression that Antony’s concern is above all to achieve
perfection. In fact, one of the most frequent terms used to describe the ascetic
rigourism of Antony throughout the Vita Antonii is doknoic—a term that was used

in the area of sports before it passed into the monastic literature.''*

From the very
outset of his spiritual training Antony is described as the one who ‘exerted all the
desire and all the energy he possessed for the exercise of ascetic discipline’ (V4
3.22-4 [SC 400:136-8]),'"™ and there are at least three major ways in which
Antony’s ascetic practices are just as demanding as the athletic urge for perfection
in a sportsman.

First, the ascesis of Antony involved manual labour for self-support. In V4

53.1-3 [SC 400:276], Antony is described as a hard and diligent worker weaving

1181 5 s oy _ ~ , \ VR , ¢ , \ 5 ¢ I
oVTOG o€ TOLG 0TT0060(LOLC TPOG OUC ATMPXETO, YVNOLWG LVTETKOOETO KoL KO’ €XVUTOV €KNOTOU

T0 TAcovékTnu ThG OmOLdTG KoL TG GOKNOEwG KotepdvBavev. kol Tod uEV TO Yepler, tod &€ TO
TPOG TOG €0Y0G OVVTOVOV €BeWpeL” Kol GAAOL Wev TO GdpynmTov, &AAou B¢ TO PLAAVOPWTOY KOTEVOEL®
KoL TG MEV aypumvodvtl, T@ 8¢ (LAoAoYODVTL TPOCELYeV: Kol TOV WEv €V KopTeply, TOV O¢ év
vnotelong kol yopewviang €Balpoler: kol Tod pEv TV mpadtnTe, TOD 86 THY pokpoduplov
TOPETNPELTO. ... Kol 0VT® TeMANPwUéVog LTEoTpeder el¢ Tov idov tod dokmrmplov témOV™ AoLTOvV
adTOC TO Tap’ EKAOTOL CLVAYWV €LG €XUTOV €0TOVOKLEV €V €qLT® T TAVTE SeLkvUveL. Kol yop TPOg
tobg ko®’ MAkiav Tooug odk Av dLAdvelkog 7 wovov Tve ph Seltepoc ékelvwy év tol¢ Pertioot
datvnraL.

82 The fact that there were other anchorites (omovdedol in ¥4 4.2 [SC 400:138]) prior to Antony
is often used to claim that Antony was not the first monk in Egypt in the first half of the fourth
century. See, e.g. Rubenson, ‘Asceticism’, 647-8. On the term omouvdaiog, see Wipszysk, ‘Les
confréries’, 511-24. It is also argued that what earned Antony the epithet ‘father of monks’ was not
the ascetic lifestyle as such but either the fact of where he practiced it (namely in the ‘great desert’)
or the wide and early spread of his biography. For the former argument, see e.g. Harmless, Desert
Christians, 60, and for the latter, see e.g. Goehring, ‘The Origins of Monasticism’, 239. On the early
dissemination of the Vita Antonii, see Garritte, ‘Le text grec et les versions anciennes de la Vie de
saint Antoine’, 1-13.

"85 Goehring, ‘Asceticism’, 127; Spidlik, The Spirituality of the Christian East, 179-182;
Guibert, ‘Ascese, Ascétisme’, 939-941; Sidorov, Drevnekhristiansky Asketizm, 9-25.
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baskets for barter trade. In V4 3.24-6, he cites Paul’s dictum from 2-Thess. 3:10 as
the biblical basis for hard work: ‘He worked with his hands, though, having heard
that he who is idle, let him not eat. And he spent what he made partly for bread, and
partly on those in need’ ([SC 400:136-8; Gregg 32]).11% Seeking to accustom his
body to toil Antony claims that ‘when [ am weak, then I am strong [2-Cor.
12:10]°. "% Second, Antony is described as practicing an austere diet which
includes bread, salt and water. He never eats meat or drinks wine. He eats once a
day after sunset and sometimes once in two or even four days during fasting
times.''®” Third, we see him practice watchfulness and unceasing prayer. Antony

1188

keeps vigil in prayer, spending whole nights without sleep.” ~~ When he does sleep,

he uses a rush mat or even the bare ground as his bed.''® He is described as
constantly weighing his thoughts and praying unceasingly (Cf. 1-Thess. 5:17).""%°
Antony’s determination to reach perfection in all these areas of ascetic practice

makes other anchorites marvel at his severe lifestyle.'""

6.1.2 Ascetic Firmness: Spiritual Progress and Fight with the Devil

Another characteristic that adds to the general impression of conflict between the
Vita Antonii and other works of Athanasius is the description of Christian life in
terms of ascetic firmness with little emphasis on the downward action of Christ that
permeates Athanasius’ dogmatic writings. Antony’s ascetic firmness is represented
in two ways: his ongoing progress and the ensuing ability to battle the Devil. I will
briefly look at both of these aspects.

One of the first texts that speaks about Christian life as progress is recorded
in VA4 7.39-47 ([SC 400:152-4; Gregg 36-7]). It says: ‘And this tenet of his was also
truly wonderful, that neither the way of virtue nor separation from the world for its
sake ought to be measured in terms of time spent, but by the aspirant’s desire and
purposefulness. He, indeed, did not hold time passed in his memory, but day by
day, as if making a beginning of his asceticism, increased his exertion for advance,

saying continually to himself Paul’s word about forgetting what lies behind and
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1186 14 7.36-7 [400:152]: Srav doberd, tdre Suvards eiu.
187 Ibid. 7.25-7 [400:152].
188 Ihid. 7.15-8 [400:150].
189 Ibid. 7.31-2 [400:152].
1190 ¢ o Ibid. 3.27 [400:138]; 7.42-7 [400:154].
191 Tbid. 7.18-19 [400:150].
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straining forward to what lies ahead [Phil. 3:13]°.""%? Here Christian life of the

anchorite is depicted in terms of being set on the path to virtue (tny tfg apetfic
080v). Such a path seems to always be stuck in the beginning («¢ apyny éxwv tig
aoknoewc) and requires immense work on the part of Antony in order to continue it
(uelCove Tov mvov elxer eic Tpokomy émAéywy).''”® In another text this path is

9% and several times (though implicitly) we see it

called the journey of virtue
depicted as upward movement to God.''”> A passage similar to the one quoted
above is found in V4 20.1-8 [SC 400:186-8; Gregg 46], where the same metaphor
of forward movement is used by Antony with reference to Lot’s wife, and Jesus’
statement in Luke 9:62: ‘Having therefore made a beginning, and set out already on
the way of virtue, let us press forward to what lies ahead. And let none turn back as
Lot’s wife did, especially since the Lord said, No one who puts his hand to the plow
and turns back is fit for the Kingdom of heaven. Now ‘turning back’ is nothing
except feeling regret and once more thinking about things of the world’.""”° The
idea of being set out in the way of virtue (tfig 6600 tfic apetfic) and striving to attain
what is ahead of us (¢mekTelvpebo parrov e pdaowper) without bringing Christ
into focus colours Christian life with the priority of human effort rather than the
initiative of Christ.

Among other images of Christian life in the Vita Antonii we find
descriptions of ‘advancement’ (mpokorf)''”” and ‘perseverance’ towards a certain
end purpose.''” Often such descriptions are directly connected with Antony’s
ability to confront the Devil. Thus, in one of the many attempts when the Devil
sought to hinder Antony’s progress, we find the former whispering to the monk

about ‘the rigour of virtue, and how great the labour is that earns it’ (V4 5.8-9 [SC

192 ol fv alt® Tapddofoc Sutwe kol obtog O Aoylopde ob yép AElov xpdvw petpdy Ty ThC

Gpetfic 080V, obde TnY & adthy avaxWdpnoy, GAld mO0w kel TN TPOmLPEsEL. ®UTOG OOV OUK
éuvnuodveve tod TapelBovtog xpdvous GAAL ka® Muépav, ¢ dpxMy Exwv TAC GokNoew, wellove, Tov
TOVOV €lYeV €l TPOKOTMY EMAEYWY €ouTg TO ToD TaOAOU PNMTOV OLeEXDS 10V Omobev
émAavBavduevog, toig 6¢ éumpoobey émextetvduevog [Phil 3:13].

19 Cf. V4 16.9-16 [SC 400:178].

19 Ibid. 3.19 [SC 400:136].

195 1bid. 22.7-9 [SC 400:196]; 65:4-20 [SC 304-5]. On the idea of upward movement in Vita
Antonii, see Zecher, The Symbolics of Death, 56-86.

196 odkody dpEduevor kel emPdvrec #om The 080D Th dpetfc, émekteduede paAlov tva
PBdowper. kol Pndelg elg T OTow oTpedécbw, W¢ 7 yurt Tod AT paioto 6tL kOpLog €lpnkev:
0Ubelg émPaiwv v yelpa ém’ dpotpov kel otpagels €lg e Omow, elfetds éotiv el Ty Pactielav
WV oUpavdy. TO 8¢ otpadfivar 008y €Teply €0TLY 1) peTopeAndfvor Kol ToALY KOOLKE GPOVELV.

97 ¢ g VA 7.44 [SC 400:154]; 66.25-6 [400:310].

1198 ¢ g Ibid. 12.10-11 [SC 400:168].
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400:142; Gregg 33])."% To this Antony responds by an even greater perseverance
in his ascetic call: “You will not frustrate my purpose by this, Devil’ (V4 11.16-7
[SC 400:166; Gregg 40])."*”” What is even more striking is Antony’s confidence to
fight the Devil with what can be seen as divine means yet with much emphasis on
the human ability to exercise them. Thus, being overcome by Antony the Devil
finally admits the firmness of Antony’s mpofeoic: ‘But the enemy saw his own
weakness in the face of Antony’s resolve, and saw that he instead was being thrown
for a fall by the sturdiness of this contestant, and being overturned by his great faith
and falling over Antony’s constant prayers’ (VA 5.13-7 [SC 400:142; Gregg
34])."%°! Slightly afterwards, we read that the Devil is said to be ‘made a buffoon by
a mere youth’ admitting the following: ‘I am he who so frequently troubled you and
so many times was overturned by you’ (VA4 6.20-1 [SC 400:148; Gregg 35])."**
Surprisingly, the emphasis in these passages is not so much on the victory of God, a

theme so prevalent in Athanasius, as on Antony’s ability to withstand the Devil.

6.1.3 Elements of Impersonal Description of Salvation

Finally, one other element worth noting in the Vita Antonii is the description of
salvation. The way it is presented in several passages of the biography looks foreign
to my interpretation of Athanasius. The emphasis on such occasions falls more on
the idea of sharing in the divine qualities rather than on the personal participation in
the relationship with God. In the only place where there is a direct reference to
participation in God in the Vita Antonii we read that Christ ‘enabled mankind to
share the divine and spiritual nature’ (VA4 74.16-7 [SC 400:324; Gregg 85])."*"
Although the term ‘share’ (kowwviioat) may have a relational sense, it is hard to
determine the precise meaning of participation for Antony based on this text alone.
In the two other instances where deification is implied, the main effect of saving
transformation has to do more with incorruption, rather than the sharing in God’s
love as a more prevailing characteristic of Athanasius’ thought. Thus, in his speech

to the monks on demons and discernment of spirits Antony states: ‘When,
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therefore... we live in the discipline... we shall reign forever and ever. And even
though we have been contestants on earth, we do not receive our inheritance on
earth, but we possess the promises in heaven. Putting off the body, then, which is
corruptible, we receive it back incorruptible’ (V4 16.25-8 [SC 400:180; Gregg 43-
4])."*** Here the main feature of the coming kingdom and the inheritance promised
to us in heaven is the incorruption we will receive to replace our corrupted bodies.
In another passage,'>"> Antony offers a list of qualities we are to gain in
order to inherit the land of the humble-hearted (1 yf T@v mpacwv). Some of the
specific qualities in this list include ‘prudence’ (dpovnoLc), ‘discretion’(cwdpoaivn),
‘courage’ (avdpele), ‘understanding’ (o0veolg), ‘concern for the poor’ (pLriomtwyie),
‘freedom from anger’(copynoie), and ‘hospitality’ (pLrofevia) (VA 17.25-7 [SC
400:182]). After listing them Antony makes the following call to the monks: ‘If we
possess these qualities, we shall discover them running before, preparing the abode
for us there in the land of the meek’ (VA4 17.27-9 [SC 400:182-4; Gregg 45, trans.
modified])."*? In light of this statement Antony’s desire to unite in himself those
qualities he observed in other monks at the beginning of his ascetic path (‘gathering
the attributes of each in himself, and striving to manifest in himself what was best
from all’, V4 4.14-5 [SC 400:140; Gregg 33])"*"" may seem to carry a soteriological
significance and create an impression that salvation is only about gaining godly
qualities. All these examples may suggest that Antony’s vision of Christian life runs
counter to some major aspects of Athanasius’ thought. At least they create an

impression that there is a significant tension between the two.

6.2 Scholarly Approach to the Problem of Tensions

The tension between the Vita Antonii and other writings of Athanasius has not
escaped the attention of scholars, and there has been a variety of approaches to this
issue. Some scholars perceive this tension as evidence for the non-Athanasian
nature of the book. Thus, Timothy Barnes detects ‘the substantial presence of non-

Athanasian elements in the Life’ and claims that such ‘lexical divergences are... the
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most objective and measurable criteria of profound differences of culture and

theology between the Life and the rest of Athanasius’ oeuvre’.'**® Following René

1209 1210

Draguet = and Matin Tetz “ (who deny Athanasian authorship of the Vita Antonii
on other grounds), Barnes suggests that ‘it will remain in doubt whether Athanasius
should best be described as author, editor or redactor until it is established in detail
by further philological and stylistic investigation....” Other scholars, who are more
loyal to Athanasian authorship of the Vita Antonii and seek to establish a
consistency between this work and other writings of Athanasius, prefer to view the
tension in less radical ways.

One of the ways to explain this tension is the hypothesis that the Vita
Anonii testifies to the Origenistic views of Antony and exposes Athanasius’ attempt
to eliminate or correct them. According to Roldanus, Athanasius departs from

1211

Antony whenever the latter approaches him too closely. © He contends that even

though Antony’s profile is significantly amended by Athanasius, we can still
discern the remnants of his original teaching that escaped Athanasius’ intent to filter

1212

it through his own theology. = Similarly, Vincent Desprez (who relates Antony’s

Origenism to his Letters) believes that Athanasius corrects the Origenistic elements
in the Vita Antonii,"*"* while Istvan Perczel claims that ‘the author of the Life knew
about the basics of the so-called Origenist teaching of Antony... and had no
objections to this doctrine’. '*'* Alternatively, Samuel Rubenson thinks that
Origenist traces should not be viewed as ‘a direct conflict’, but rather as a ‘tension
between a more Origenist tradition and the new emphases of theology at the time of

the Arian controversy’. 1215

1298 Barnes, Early Christian Hagiography, 166. More specifically, he states: ‘The occurance in
the Life of a common advert like &yov (‘too much’) and the emphasis on achieving dtapaéie and
avoiding akndle, neither of which words belongs to Athanasius’ normal vocabulary, are hard to
explain if Athanasius wrote the Life as an original composition’, ibid.

2% Draguet claimed that our Greek text of the Vita Antonii is based on the Syriac translation of a
cruder Greek text written not by Athanasius (or someone fluent in Greek) but by a Hellenized Copt
who incorporated much of Coptic phraseology and vocabulary into the work. Draguet, La vie
primitive de saint Antoine, 417-18.

1210 Tty argues that the Vita Antonii was originally composed by Serapion of Thmuis (who
appears in the Vita Antonii on two occasions), while Athanasius simply edited his text leaving much
of Serapion’s original wording unchanged. Tetz, ‘ Athanasius und die Vita Antonii’, 1-30.

1211 Roldanus, ‘Origene, Antoine et Athanase’, 413.

212 Ibid. 414.

1213 Desprez, ‘Saint Antoine’, 35-6.

1214 perczel, ‘Mankinds’ Common Intellectual Substance’, 206.

1215 Rubenson, The Letters of St. Antony, 136.
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For Gregg and Groh the Arian controversy becomes the vantage point from which

they view the problem of tension. They acknowledge that ‘tensions can be detected

1216
’ and

between particular actions attributed to Antony and... Athanasian themes
suggest considering the problem as ‘a clash of two soteriologies [Arian and
Nicaean], each with its own understanding of the spiritual progress or sanctification

of believers’.'*!” More specifically they write:

The dramatic profile of the monk (Antony, or any celebrated ascetic) and the way in which he
pursues the “way of virtue” were destined to be contestable by two parties within the church
which promoted distinctive and opposing schemes of salvation.... The Arian could be relied
upon to assert that the holiness of the desert dweller is none other than that progress in moral
excellence which imitates Christ, the first among creatures who proved himself through
obedience. While capable also of speaking about Jesus’ imitability, the orthodox wished to
interpret the wilderness discipline by means of concepts harmonious with their teaching of the
Logos who descends to dispense power, who lends the divine assistance without which there is
no catharsis of passions or redemption of the flesh.... The Vita Antonii is constructed with a view
to counteracting the Arian concept of adopted sonship as a progress in virtue. Antony’s story, and
through it the pattern of the monastic life, are presented as the natural and legitimate expression

of orthodox soteriology, and of that soteriology alone.'*'®

Accordingly, Gregg and Groh believe that the Vita Antonii was composed for the
purpose of combating Arian attempts to recruit the ascetics in support of their
cause. It was designed in such a way as to frustrate the Arian claim that Antony was
their ally. Athanasius does this by what Gregg and Groh call ‘redactional
seams’.'*" They discern such ‘seams’ in those instances of the Vita Antonii where
Athanasius ensures that Antony’s achievements are made possible by God. In this
perspective, the Vita Antonii is seen as Athanasius’ deliberate way of
communicating that ‘advance in perfection comes not through striving for equality
with Christ but by participation and intervention from above’.'*” Thus, the whole
Antony ‘project’ for Athanasius ‘becomes the subtle one of spying out in the Life
attempts to rule out possible connections between the monk’s life of discipline and

the Arian conception of discipleship’.1221

1216 Gregg, Early Arianism, 142.
1217 1bid. 134.

1218 1hid. 134-5, 139.

1219 1bid. 142.

1220 1hid. 147.

1221 1hid. 143.
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Among the most common criticism of Gregg and Groh’s approach, scholars

object to its overtaking of textual evidence about Arius’ soteriology,'**

and they
question the methodology of ‘redactional seams’. Such ‘redactional seams’ are
sometimes viewed as begging the question of why the referred tensions may not
simply be considered as part of the Athanasian account. In this regard, Anatolios
contends: ‘It is inadmissible that this quite natural supposition should be completely
bracketed. Of course, once it is bracketed, then the discovery of “redactional seams”
and two antithetical accounts follows not so much from the text as it stands, but
rather from the presumption that in fact such tensions do not belong together but
stem from two separate and opposite accounts. The actual complexity of the text is
thus deconstructed by the invincible circularity of this presumption and the strategy
which implements it’.'?* Anatolios calls the tension a dialectic ‘between human
striving and divine dispensation of grace’, and argues that it is inherent in the
Athanasian account of salvation; it does not spring from conflict with Arian

1224 .
For Anatolios, as well as a number of other scholars such as

soteriology.
Dérries, %% Louth, '*** Gerhardus Barterlink '’ and William Harmless, '**®
Athanasius’ account of Antony is a consistent description of his own theology.
Taking into account these discussions, I will argue in this chapter that a
helpful way to approach the problem of tension is to consider it in light of the
doctrine of God and deification. Seen from this perspective, the Vita Antonii
presents the testimony of the active role of God in Antony’s life and the story of
how he experienced God’s transforming love and intimate presence. As should be
clear from the previous chapters, these motifs are at the heart of Athanasius’
doctrine of God and salvation. Together they create a fundamentally personal
paradigm in which the relation between God, deification, and Christian life is such
that the latter elements flow from the former. Approached in this way, the Vita
Antonii does not have to be a contradictory account; it can be seen as a consistent

reflection of the Athanasian themes. With this vision in mind, I will seek to show

that Athanasius’ story of Antony accords with my interpretation of Athanasius’

1222 See, ch. 4.

1223 Anatolios, Athanasius: The Coherence, 169.

1224 Ibid. 172.

1225 Dérries, ‘Die Vita Antonii’, 359-410.

1226 [ outh, ‘St. Athanasius and the Greek Life of Antony’, 504-9.
1227 Bartelink, Vie d’Antoine, 35.

1228 Harmless, Desert Christians, 122-3.
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thought throughout this study. It also corroborates with the arguments of those
scholars who view the Vita Antonii as a homogenous work consonant with
Athanasius’ theology. In what follows I will present two major profiles of Antony. I
will first look at him as a theologian who exhibits knowledge of God and
incarnation, and then will consider him as the model of the deified humanity. In the
process, | will attempt to establish a link between God, deification, and Christian
living in such a way that the apparent tension will cease to be an issue, and I will
treat the problematic passages (mentioned above) as the essential elements of the

Athanasian account.

6.3 God, Incarnation, and Deification
The Athanasian narrative begins by informing the readers with a brief note of
purpose and recipients. We find that Antony’s biography was requested by

unnamed ‘foreign monks’'*%

and though it is difficult to determine who they were,
some scholars suggest they could have been Westerners, ‘given both Athanasius’
close contacts there and the speed with which the work was translated into
Latin’.'*" Athanasius says that he received their request for certain specifics about
Antony, namely who he was before his anchorite career, how he began his ascetic
life, and how he died. These issues are amply treated throughout the Vita Antonii,
but the real reason why Athanasius is said to write it is because he wanted to
provide exhortation for his readers: ‘Along with marveling at the man, you will
want also to emulate his purpose, for Antony’s way of life provides monks with a
sufficient picture for ascetic practice’ (V4 prooim.15-8 [SC 400:126; Gregg
29]).1231 This statement suggests that Athanasius seeks to draw ‘a portrait of Antony
as an ideal to be imitated and as the archetype to measure oneself against’.'**

At the same time, because of the variety of themes that we find in the Vita

Antonii, scholars have been able to discover nearly everything they looked for in

1229 This is Harmless’ translation of VA4 praef. based on the statement from Pachomii Vita Prima
(CP 45:366) that refers to it as ‘the Life of the Blesed Antony to the Monks and Brothers in Foreign
Parts who had asked the most holy father Athanasius for it’; Harmless, Desert Fathers, 75, n. 49.

2% Ibid. 69.

131 etd oD Baupdow TOV EvBpwrov, OeAfoete kol (MAQomL THY ékelvou TpdBeoy. EoTL Yip
HOVEXOLG LKOVOG XePOaKTNP TPOG Goknoly 6 dvtwviou Blog.

1232 Harmless, Desert Fathers, 69. Athanasius states that for monks Antony is ‘a sufficient model
for discipline’ (ikavog yopexthp Tpog &oknow’ (VA prooim.17-8 [SC 400:126]), and Gregory
Nazianzen called it ‘a rule of the monastic life in the form of a narrative’ (ékeivog [aBavaaioc]
drtwviov tod Belov Blov cuvéypade, tod pwovadikod Blou vopoBesiav, év mAdopatt Sinynoewg) in Or.
21.5). It is also known that Antony’s biography inspired even Augustine (Conf. 8.14-29).
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this work. According to one list, such discoveries include ‘the evolution and
elaboration of ascetic tendencies already among the apostles, the pattern of staged
eremitic withdrawal from society, borrowings from stories of Hellenic greats like
Pythagoras, a 6€log avnp designed to surpass Apollonius of Tyana, and (in reaction
to these last interpretations) a holy man modeled exclusively after the biblical
presentations of the prophets, disciples, martyrs, and angels’.123 *In the following
sections [ will limit my study of Antony to the doctrine of God and deification, and

how both are related to Antony’s ascetic ideal.

6.3.1 Antony as a Theologian: God, Christ, and Incarnation

In this section, I will consider two major points where I see Athanasius’ concept of
God to be most strongly at work in Antony. I will first look at the fact that Antony
insists on the divine nature of Christ, dressed in Athanasian apologetic and anti-
Arian tone. Second I will discuss the significance of Christ’s divinity as it plays out
in the way Athanasius depicts the ideal Christian life of Antony. Since much
study'>** has already exposed many of the parallels between the Vita Antonii and
Athanasius’ other writings, I will refer only to those instances that help me to

illustrate my own arguments.

6.3.1.1 Apology of Christ’s Divinity against the Pagans

One of the images that Athanasius employs in his description of Antony is that of
apologist of the Christian faith. Towards the end of the Vita Antonii (chs. 72-80 [SC
400:320-40]), Athanasius recounts conversations which Antony held with pagan
philosophers, surprising them with his command of the Neoplatonic philosophy and
profound arguments about the Logos. Antony’s defence of Christ’s divinity in this
section of the Vita Antonii takes place at the Outer Mountain (Pispir), where several
wise men ask him for an explanation of his faith in Christ and seek to ridicule his
preaching about the cross.'**> Athanasius reports Antony’ reply in the following

way:

1233 Gregg, Early Arianism, 133.

1234 See esp. Louth, ‘St. Athanasius and the Greek Life of Antony’, 504-9, and Bartelink, Vie
d’Antoine, 36-42.

1235 y 4 74.1-6 [SC 400:324].
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Antony paused for a moment, at first pitying them in their ignorance, and said (through an
interpreter who expertly translated his remarks): “Which is better—to confess a cross, or to
attribute acts of adultery and pederasty to those whom you call gods? For that which is stated by
us is a signal of courage, and evidence of disdain for death, while your doctrines have to do with
incidents of lewdness. Again, which is preferable, to say that the Word of God was not changed,
but remaining the same he assumed a human body for the salvation and benefit of mankind—so
that sharing in the human birth he might enable mankind to share the divine and spiritual
nature—or to make the divine very much like the irrational beings, and on these grounds worship
four-footed creatures and reptiles and images of men? For these are the objects of worship for

you who are wise! (VA 74.6-20 [SC 400:324; Gregg 84-5]).'%%¢

In this passage Antony draws two sets of contrasts: one that compares the fact of
Christ’s courageous death on the cross with the repulsive lewdness of gods who
crave pleasure, and the other that sets the unchanging nature of Christ against the
non-divine status of pagan subjects of worship. In the context, both sets of contrasts
serve to defend the fact that Christ is God and his death is efficacious for salvation
of humanity. The idea of the gods’ lewdness in the first contrast reminds us of
Athanasius’ apology laid out in the chapters 8-26 of his treatise Contra Gentes
where he refutes pagan religion by using the argument from action. In one
particular passage Athanasius formulates this argument as follows: ‘Now if one
were to consider the actions of their so-called gods, to begin from there, he would
find that they are not only not gods but that they were the basest of men.... One can
hear how Zeus raped Ganymede, and committed secret adulteries, and how he was
in fear and trembling lest the walls of Troy be destroyed against his will.... One can
see him as the object of plots on the part of the other so-called gods.... One can see
him overcome by pleasure, the slave of women and on their account venturing to
appear in the form of irrational animals, beasts, and birds.... So is it right to regard

as a god one who has committed such great crimes and who is accused of things
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forbidden even to ordinary men by the common laws of Rome?’ (CG 11.28-46
[Thomson 32; ibid. 33]).'%’

We see the same flow of argument in VA4 75.8-18 [SC 400:328], where
Athanasius refers to the shameful deeds of pagan gods such as ‘the wanderings of
Osiris and Isis, the plots of Typhon, and the flight of Kronos, and the swallowings
of children and murder of fathers’,'**® and contrasts them to the actions of Christ
who raised the dead, healed the blind and paralized, walked on the sea and made
many other signs and wonders.'** This contrast leads him to affirm that ‘the things
Christ has done reveal him to be God, who appeared for the salvation of mankind’
(VA 75.16-8 [SC 400:328; Gregg 86])."** This particular argument about Christ’s
divinity reflects Athanasius principle of correspondence between acts and natures
formulated in CG 16. There he claims that ‘acts must correspond to natures, so that
the actor is known from his effect, and the action can be known from its nature’.'**!
On this basis, he asserts that the deeds of the so-called gods disprove them from
being divine because it is not natural for heavenly beings to act in the way these

gods do.'**

In contrast, Christ’s deeds show him to be the true God, and the way
Athanasius emphasizes it in his early treatises parallels closely Antony’s apologetic
statement about Christ’s divinity in ¥4 75.16-8 [SC 400:328] quoted above. In De
Inc. 16.18-21 [Thomson 172; ibid. 173], Athanasius states that ‘by means of it
[body] he rendered himself visible, remaining in it and completing such works and
giving signs as made him known to be no longer a man but God the Word’."**

Slightly later, he quotes John 10:37-8, which speaks about the common works of
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EMLTPETOUOL TOLELY;

1238 y4 75.4-6 [SC 400:328; Gregg 85-7]: mAdvag daipLdoc kel Todoc kol EMPoLALC TUh@VOC Kol
KPOVoU GUYTV KoL TEKVWV KATOTOOELG Kol TaTPOKTOVLAC.

1239 Ibid. 75.10-3 [SC 400:328].

12405 memoinkev 6 xpLotdc, Bedv adTov dmodelkvuoly, Emdnufcavte ém cwtnple TGOV depWTK.

24 cG 16.25-7 [Thomson 45, ibid. 46]: kat’ &AAAovg Yap Toidc 0DOLOLG KoL TOG TPAEELG €lvon
xpn, v kol €k Thg évepyelog O mpafag papTUpNdR, Kol €k Thg obolag N TPaELg Yvwodfvar duvn6d.
Cf. CG. 35.8-14 [Thomson 94-6].

1242 Ibid. 16.53-7 [Thomson 46].

1243 gadd kol Epdowf Eautdv SLi tovtov kabiotn Slopéver év adtd kal toladTa TEAGY Epya Kol
onuelo 8Ldolg, & unkétt &vdpwmov, GArk Bedv Adyov altov éyvdpilov. Cf. CG 35.6-8 [Thomson
04].
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the Son and Father as the proof of their unity, and affirms (reiterating VA4 75.16-8
[SC 400:328] almost verbatim) that ‘through his [Christ’s] actions in the body it
was made known that he himself was not a man but God the Word’ (De Inc. 18.11-
1 [Thomson 176; ibid. 177])."**

Related to this argument of Christ’s divinity is the second set of contrasts in
VA 74.6-20 [SC 400:324]. This contrast sets the unchanging nature of Christ against
the non-divine status of pagan subjects of worship. In V4 74.13-9 [SC 400:324;
Gregg 84-5], this argument is put forth in the form of a question as Antony inquires
of the philosophers: ‘Again, which is preferable, to say that the Word of God was
not changed (o0k émAavnin), but remaining the same (0 adto¢ @v) he assumed a
human body for the salvation and benefit of mankind—so that sharing in the human
birth he might enable mankind to share the divine and spiritual nature—or to make
the divine very much like the irrational beings, and on these grounds worship four-
footed creatures and reptiles and images of men?’ The closest parallel to this idea of
contrast between Christ and pagan deities in the quoted text can be found in
Athanasius’ apologetic double treatise where certain passages suggest that Christ’s
unchanging nature implies his unique perfection, and thus proves him to be God,
while the corrupted nature of pagan idols discredits them from being truly divine.
In the Contra Gentes Athanasius applies this type of argument in several apologetic
passages. In one of them he presses the absurdity of worshipping the irrational
beings by contending that ‘the crocodile which is worshipped by some as a god is
regarded with disgust by their neighbours. The lion which is venerated as a god by
yet others, their neighbours not only do not venerate, but when they find it they kill
it as a wild beast. The fish adored by some is pounded as food by others’ (CG
23.26-31 [Thomson 62-4; ibid. 63-5])."** In CG 12.1-10, 17-9 [Thomson 32-4;
ibid. 33-5], he appeals to the heart of the matter by arguing that pagan gods have
corrupted nature, and therefore cannot be gods. He asks: “Who would not condemn

their nature and refuse to call them still gods? Hearing that they are mortal and

124 ¢ tov Epywy Qv émoler SLi Tod oddpatoc Lldy Beod Eavtov eyvdpilev. Cf. CA 2.21 [Opitz
197-8].

1245 4 yolv mop’ €TéPOLG TPOOKUVOUPEVOC WG Bedg kpokddeldog, olTog Tapd Tolg TANGiov
BoéAVYuo vouileton kel O Tap’ €Tépolc Aéwv W¢ Bedg Bpmokevduevog, TolTOY oL GOTUYELTOVEG 0D
povov ob Bpnokedouoiy, &AL Kol €VPOVTEG GTOKTELVOUOLY ¢ Onplov: kol O Tap’ &AAOLG dvatedelg
ix80¢, obtog &AAwy GAnBetar Tpodr).
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passible, he will recognize that they are nothing other than men’."**® In contrast to
these pagan gods whose nature is just as mortal and imperfect as that of human
beings, the Christian God, according to Athanasius, is ‘by nature invisible and

47 - 1248 . 1249
‘incorporeal and untouchable’; he ‘is all-powerful’,

incomprehensible’, 12
‘self-sufficient and complete in himself’.'*° Applying this concept of God to
Christ, Athanasius affirms that he is ‘the incorporeal and incorruptible and
immaterial Word of God’, and nevertheless ‘in his benevolence towards us he
condescended to come and be made manifest’ (De Inc. 8.1-2, 5-6 [Thomson 150;
ibid. 151])."*' Finally, brining together the idea of unchanging nature of Christ as

God and his incarnation, Athanasius explains this paradox as follows:

At one and the same time—this is the wonder—as man he was living a human life, and as Word
he was sustaining the life of the universe, and as Son he was in constant union with the Father.
Not even his birth from a virgin, therefore, changed him in any way, nor was he defiled by being
in the body. Rather, he sanctified the body by being in it. For his being in everything does not
mean that he shares the nature of everything, only that he gives all things their being and sustains

them in it (De Inc. 17.24-30 [Thomson 174-6; NPNF? 4:45; modified]).'*>

It seems that V4 74.13-9 [SC 400:324] is led by the same concerns that we see in
this passage, namely, to postulate the unchanging nature of Christ on the one hand,
and to provide an explanation for his incarnation on the other. This observation can
be substantiated by the fact that immediately after drawing the contrast between the
unchanging nature of Christ and the non-divine status of other gods, Antony goes
on to speak of the pagan alternative to incarnation in which the uncreated soul falls
into a body and becomes changed. He says: ‘How dare you ridicule us for saying
that Christ has appeared as a man, when you, separating the soul from heaven, say

that it has wandered and fallen from the vault of the heavens into a body? I wish it

1246 , - , o, , \ a a2 PR > ,
o0 kotoyvwoetal The ¢UoEwe, Kol amooTpadnoetal Uev ToD A€YeLy abTOUC €Tl elval Beolg,

$BapTolg S¢ kol TaANTOUG obTOLg GkoVWY, 0LSEY &AL 1) GrBpwToUG aliToVC.
1247 ,
CG 35.2-3 [Thomson 94]: &dpatog kol dkataAnTTog €0TL THY dlOLY.
1248 7. .
Ibid. 29.2-3 [Thomson 78]: dowuatog kel &fovoTog.
1249 1. -
Ibid. 29.5-6 [Thomson 78]: Suvatov adtOV €lvol Kotk TEVTO.
1250 17.: -
Ibid. 28.4-5 [Thomson 76]: avtapkn kei TAPTN €outod.
1251 ¢« > 1« N o ~ ~ ’ ’ ’ ~ )
0 aowpotog kol apbuptoc kot &dAog tod Beod Aoyog... mapoylvetor ocuykatefelvwy Tf €lg
MUEC adTod GLrievbpumie kol émdaveln.
1252 \ \ \ N > o PO ” 5 , PO ’ \ ’
kel 70 Boupeotor Todto A, OTL kel G¢ BrOpwToG EMOALTEVETO, Kel (¢ AOYOg T& TAVTH
ECwoyovel, kol WG LIOG TQ) TaTpl cLVRy. 08ev obdE Thg TaPBEVOL TikToloNG émaoyer altdg, obdE év
OWpaTL OV éuordveto GALL paAlov kol TO odpe Mylaler: obde yip €V TOlG TAOLY OV, TOV TUVTWY
petoadopPavel, dAy moavte paAlov vm adtod (woyovelton kol TPEDETaL.
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were only into a human body, and not that it changed and is transformed into four-
footed creatures and reptiles!” Slightly after that, he concludes: ‘For our part, we
know the power and benevolence of providence—that this advent of Christ was not
impossible for God.... You, on the other hand... attribute falls to it [the uncreated
soul] and circulate myths to the effect that it is changeable’ (VA4 74.20-6, 31-3 [SC
400:324-6; Gregg 85]).'*>® Though not stated explicitly, Antony’s aim here is fairly
clear—to discredit the idea of the uncreated soul (along with the pagan deities) as
unchangeable, and thus to argue that it is not divine. In contrast, Christ’s unchanged
nature proves him to be God who is capable of accomplishing salvation by

‘enabling mankind to share the divine and spiritual nature’'***

(implications of
which are to be discussed later).

In VA 76.3-9 [SC 400:328-10], Antony seals his criticism of idol worship
by chiding the pagans for admiring creation rather than the Creator on the ground
that they idolize the effects of creation (giving them various names such as
Hephaestus to fire, Hera to the air, Apollos to the sun, Artemis to the moon and
Poseidon to the sea)'*> instead of recognizing God as their creative source.'**® He
challenges them to argue back, but after seeing their confusion, he suggests that his
arguments about Christ are sufficient to hold them from minding anything unworthy
against the cross. Finally, he makes an apologetic statement summarizing his main
point about Christ as the true God in the way that reminds us of the arguments in

Athanasius’ early works:'**’

We Christians, then, do not possess the mystery in a wisdom of Greek reasonings, but in the
power supplied to us by God through Jesus Christ. For evidence that the account is true, see now
that although we have not learnt letters, we believe in God, knowing through his works his
providence over all things. And for evidence that our faith is effective, see now that we rely on
the trust that is in Christ, but you rely upon sophistic word battles. Among you the apparitions of
the idols are being abolished, but our faith is spreading everywhere. And you by your syllogisms

1253 (3¢ 8¢ yrevdlew TtoAudte MudAc, Aéyovtac TOV XpLoTdV dvbpwmov Tedavep@dabul; STou ye

Uuelg, ék tod vod v Yuyny opilovteg, dookete TemAaviioBel a0tV Kol TemTwkéval &4mo thg aidog
TOV obpavdy €g odua. Kol €8e elg GrBpwmYoV povov, KoL PN €lC TETPATOdM KoL EPTETH
peToBalvely kol METATLTTELV.... UMELG O€... TTOWRTE TPOOATTETE «UTR Kol TPETTHY  aOTHY
pvBoAoyelte.

1254 174 74.16-7 [SC 400:324; Gregg 85].

1255 Cf. €G 9.5-9 [Thomson 22].

1256 Cf. Tbid. 8.29-32 [Thomson 20-2].

1257 In particular, Athanasius’ argument about the knowledge of Christ spreading in the world
(e.g. De Inc. 45.9 Thomson 248) and idols being abolished everywhere (e.g. De Inc. 20.8-9
[Thomson 182]).
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and sophisms do not convert people from Christianity to Hellenism, but we, by teaching faith in
Christ, strip you of superstition, since all recognize that Christ is God, and Son of God’ (V4 78.1-
16 [SC 400:332-4; Gregg 87-8]).'%%

When the oral disputation comes to an end, Antony proves his arguments about
Christ’s divinity by performing a miracle over the demoniacs.'* He challenges the
pagan philosophers to effect the needed healing by their syllogisms, or idol
summoning, but after seeing their hesitation, he calls on the name of Christ, makes
a sign of the cross over the suffering men, and they immediately become cured. The
story ends with the statement in which Antony makes sure his opponents know
whose power was active in the miracle. He says: ‘It is not we who do it, but Christ,
who does these things through those who believe in him. You believe too, then, and
you will see that what we have is not skill with words, but faith through love that
works for Christ’ (V4 80.21-6 [SC 400:338-10; Gregg 89]).'**° This is one of the
many other examples (yet to be considered) where Antony is shown as someone
whose very life becomes the proof for Christ’s divinity. The implicit argument is
simple: only God can do the miracles of healing and since it is Christ ‘who does
these things through those who believe in him’, he is the true God, and Antony is
his faithful servant. Thus, the significance of Christ’s divinity is hard to
overestimate; it is the very foundation on which the life and deeds of Antony are

based.

6.3.1.2 Apology of Christ’s Divinity against the Arians

Athanasius’ arguments about the divinity of Christ against the pagans are paralleled
with a set of other arguments that concern the anti-Arian polemic in the Vita
Antonii. Here Antony appears both as a vigorous opponent of Arian views and a

spokesman for Athanasian theology. He denounces Arianism in apocalyptic terms

1258 ¢~ , . f o0y . oy \ , saas 3
TUELG TOLVUY OL XPLOTLAVOL OUK €V 0odLy AOYWV €AANVLKQOV €XOMEV TO WUGTNPLOV, GAA’ €V

Suvapel TloTewg émxopnyouvévng Uiy S incod ypLotod mapx Tod Beod. kol GTL &ANOMG oty O
A0y0g, 160 ViV, Muelg pm pedBovteg Ypaupete, TLOTEVOREY €lg TOV Bedv, €myLvuokovteg oLl TV
TOLNUETWY oTOU TNV €l¢ TVTR TPOVOLAV. Kol OTL €vepyng €0ty 1) TLoTLg MUV, Ldob vdv fuelg
émepeLdopede T moteL T €lg TOV YpLoTOV, DUELG 8¢ TOoPLOTLKOLG AOYOUa)long. Kal Ta [ev Tap’ ULy
TOV €L6WAWY PaVTOOROTE KaTepYELToL, T 8¢ Top’ HULY TLOTLG €MEKTELVETOL TaVToyO0D. KoL VWELG uev
ovAloyL{Opevol kol copLlOpevoL o0 WeTaTeLBETE MO YPLOTLAVDV €lg EAAMVLOUOV, Tuelg &€ Thy elg
xpLotov TioTy Siddokovteg, YLAoDuer ULPOV THY SeloLdoupoviey, EMYLVOOKOVTOV TOVTWY TOV
XPLOTOV €lvan Bedv kel TOD Beod uLibv.

1239 174 80.9-23 [SC 400:338; Gregg 89].

1260 o0k topty Teic ol molodvteg, GAL’ O xplotde &oTY, O Sk TOV €lc adTov mMoTevbUTwY
todte TOLDY. MoTebonte oDV Kol UWELG. yiveoBe w¢ Mue€lc. kal OYeaBe, 6tL 0 TéXYN AdywV T Tap’
LY €0TLY, GAAL ToTLg 8L° dydmmg Thg €lg TOV XpLOTOV Evepyoupévn.
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as ‘the last heresy and the forerunner of the Antichrist’ (VA 69.6-7 [SC 400:316;
Gregg 82]),'*°! which resembles Athanasius’ own rhetoric in Orationes Contra
Arianos and elsewhere. We also see him rejecting Arius’ arguments about Christ
and repeating Athanasius’ own Nicene views that ‘the Son of God is not a creature,
and that he did not come into existence from nonbeing, but rather that he is eternal
Word and Wisdom from the essence of the Father’ (V4 69.7-9 [SC 400:316; Gregg
82]).1262 He insists that it is ‘sacrilegious to say “there was when he was not” for the
Word coexisted with the Father always’ (VA4 69.10-1 [SC 400:316; Gregg 82]).'%%
All of these examples from the Vita Antonii give us a terse summary of Athanasian
christology even though it is hard to answer affirmatively whether the historical

1264

Antony shared the anti-Arian theology of Athanasius. " One thing that makes this

supposition plausible is the evidence of independent accounts 2%

of Antony
supporting Athanasius through his letters to Constantine. However, what is even
more intriguing is Antony’s explicit attack on the Arians in one of his seven extant
letters to the monks.'**® There we find a statement that surprisingly differs from the

type of arguments that we find in Athanasius:

As for Arius, who stood up in Alexandria, he spoke strange words about the Only-begotten
[Son]: to him who has no beginning, he gave a beginning; to him who is ineffable among men he
gave an end, and to the immovable he gave movement. That man has begun a great task, an
unhealable wound. If he had known himself, his tongue would not have spoken about what he did
not know. It is, however, manifest, that he did not know himself (Antony, Ep. 4.17 [Rubenson,
211]).

If this text was written by Antony, then we have an indication that its author clearly
opposed Arians and was aware of the major theological issues. He knew that Arius
denied such qualities of Christ’s divinity as ‘no beginning’, ‘ineffable’, and

‘immovable’. He also used his own argumentation (a more mystical, philosophical

1261 giipeawv éoxdtny Aéywv evon toabtny kel mpédpopov tod dvtiypiotov. Cf. CA 1.1 [Metzler

110]; De Synod. 5 [Opitz 234]; Ad Ep. Aeg. Lib. 9 [Metzler 49].

1262 3 elvan ktiope TOv vidy ToD Beod pndk ¢E odk dvtwy yeyerRoBai, GAL’ STl didLc éotL TRC
10D ToTpOg obotag Adyog kal codiw.

1263 Goepéc totL Aéyeww: My Bte olk fv. v yip del 6 Abyoc ouvaTdpxwy TG TaTpi.

1264 For the discussion of this issue, see Gregg, Early Arianism, 134; Harmless, Desert Christians,
96-7, Roldanus, ‘Die Vita Antonii als Spiegel der Theologie des Athanasius’.

1265 Sozomen, HE 2.31 [FC 73/1:320-2]; Rufinus, HE 10.8. It is somewhat confusing, however,
when exactly these letters of support were sent. See Bartelink, Vie d’Antoine, 340-1, n. 2.

1266 The case for Antony’s authorship of these letters is excellently argued by Rubenson, The
Letters of St. Antony. On the relation of the letters to the Vita Antonii, see ibid. 132-44.
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one) to discard Arius’ beliefs and according to Rubenson, who convincingly argued
for the authenticity of Antony’s letters, there is ‘no trace of a direct literary
influence from Athanasius on the letter’.’**’ In Rubenson’s view of this passage,
‘most of the Arian ideas reproduced here were mentioned already by Alexander of
Alexandria in his encyclical. There is a notable difference between the language of
Antony’s letter and the words his biographer puts in his mouth in the Vita Antonii,
arguments closely related to the later stages of the polemic’.'**® Apart from this, it

is problematic to determine the nature of Athanasius’ familiarity with Antony.'**

1270

Although we do have evidence ' of Athanasius’ constant interaction with the

monks, ‘nothing in the Vita Antonii itself indicates that encounters between the two

1’."*"" For Gregg and Groh, ‘the diversity of the

men were regular or substantia
materials which the reader meets in this story of Antony and the distance which
seems to stand between the narrator and his hero lend credence to the evidence
available from the Life of Pachomius which, in reference to the Vita Antonii, makes
no mention of Athanasius’s personal contact with the monk but reports his use of
“informed monastic sources™.'?”* Thus, although it is disputable to what extent the
Athanasian Antony is historically genuine and how much of Athanasius’ theology
the monk actually shared,'*” for our purposes it will be important to concentrate on
the way the Vita Antonii captures the truly Athanasian vigor to combat the Arian
heresy and defend the divinity of Christ. In this context, we will look at some
examples where the subject of Christ’s divinity appears to be the most crucial factor
in the anti-Arian agenda of the Athanasian Antony.

The most revealing presentation of Antony as a champion of orthodoxy
occurs toward the end of the Vita Antonii. In ch. 67 [SC 400:310-14], Athanasius
describes Antony’s character as a churchman by stressing his diligence in observing

1274

the rule of the church and loyalty to the ecclesiastical hierarchy. Politically

speaking, this remark makes it obvious that Athanasius wants all monks to be

1267 Rubenson, The Letters of St. Antony, 44-5.

1265 Tbid. 45.

1269 See e.g. the recent study Barnard, ‘Did Athanasius know Antony?’

1270 Perhaps the most important piece of evidence of Athanasius’ interaction with the monks is his
letters to the monks where he discusses the questions of ascetic life and doctrine. For more details,
see Gregg, Early Arianism, 135-6.

271 Gregg, Early Arianism, 137. For the discussion of evidence concerning Athanasius’ contacts
with the monks and his relationship with Antony, see ibid. 136-7.

272 bid. 137.

1273 For the discussion of historicity of Athanasius’ Antony, see Harmless, Desert Fathers, 93-5.

1274 y 4 67.1-8 [SC 400:310].
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obedient to the clergy the way Antony, the ideal monk, is. Apparently, in that

context Athanasius sought to ‘harness the energy of the monastic movement to

11a1275

work for the larger churc and, as Gregg and Groh believe, counter ‘attempts

by the Arians to enlist the monks in support of their cause’.'”’® When we come to
Antony’s orthodox stance in the Vita Antonii, we are informed that he refused to
have relations with three major groups of heretics: Meletians, Manichees and
Arians. While the first two groups are mentioned in the book without any further

discussion, Arians are treated with special attention. They are called ‘Ario-maniacs’

1277

(which is what Athanasius is fond of calling his opponents) '’ and their teaching is

. . 1278 . .
said to be ‘worse than serpent’s poison’, a comparison also found in other

writings of Athanasius.'””” On one occasion Antony is said to demonstrate his stern
position against the Arians by chasing them off his Mountain when they came to
speak with him. On another occasion Arians attempted to obtain Antony as their
ally by claiming that ‘he held the same view as they’.'**" In response, Antony went

to Alexandria and renounced Arianism as heresy. The disputation he had there

displays a typically Athanasian style and vocabulary:'*!

He taught the people that the Son of God is not a creature, and that he did not come into existence
from nonbeing, but rather that he is eternal Word and Wisdom from the essence of the Father.
‘So’, he asserted, ‘it is sacrilegious to say “there was when he was not” for the Word coexisted
with the Father always. Therefore you are to have no fellowship with the most ungodly Arians,
for there is no fellowship of light with darkness [2-Cor. 6:14]. You are God-fearing Christians,
but they, in saying that the Son and Word of God the Father is a creature, differ in no way from
the pagans, who serve the creature rather than the Creator [Rom. 1:25]. Be assured that the
whole creation itself is angered at them, because they number among the creatures the Creator

and Lord of all, in whom all things were made’ ([V4 69.7-20 [SC 400:310-2; Gregg 82]).'**

1275 Harmless, Desert Fathers, 94. For the elements of Athanasius’ political motivation in the Vita
Antonii, see Masters, ‘Claiming the Wilderness’, 258-61.

1276 Gregg, Early Arianism, 137. Cf. Harmless, Desert Chrsitians, 97.

2774 68.11 [SC 400:314] (dperoporrital). Cf. CA 1.4 [Metzler 112]; 2.70 [Metzler 248].

1278 1bid. 68.12-3 [SC 400:314]: ddpewv xelpovec elvar Tode Adyoue adt@v.

1279 Cf, C4 1.1 [Metzler 110], 1.26 [Metzler 136], 1.30 [Metzler 139]; 2.19 [Metzler 196], 2.43
[Metzler 220]; 3.1; Ep. Aeg. Lib. 9 [Metzler 49]; HA 66 [Opitz 219].

1280 174 69.1-2 [SC 400:314; Gregg 82]: &¢ ékelvov t& adt@dy ppovodurog.

1281 For similar vocabulary in other works of Athanasius, see e.g. CA 1.9 [Metzler 117-8]; Ep.
Aeg. Lib. 13 [Metzler 53-4].

1282 ¢5{500ké T TOV AodV i) elvon ktiopa tOv uidvy Tod Beod pnde ¢ odk Svtwy yeyevfiobo,
&AL BtL didLdg €omL thg Tod TaTpog olotag Adyog kal codle. L0 kol GoeBég €oTL Aéyewvr MY Gte
obk fv. AV Yyap Gel 0 AGYoQ oLVATAPYWY TG Tatpl. 00ev undepiar €xete KoLWwVloy TPOS TOUG
Goefeotatovg Gpelavol; oUSeuix yap kowvwvie @wti mpo¢ OkOTog. VUELG pev yop eboeBodvteg
XPLOTLAVOL €0TE" €KELVoL O€, KTLOWa A€yovtee TOV €k TOD Totpdg ULLOY, tOv Beod Adyov, oLdev
SuadépovoLy EOVk®V, datpevovtes Tff kTioeL mapa TOV kTioavta Gedv. moTebete O€, OTL Kol a0TN M)
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Antony’s description of Christ in this passage follows by a confirmation of his
divinity through the acts of exorcism and healing performed soon after that with the
intended emphasis that it was ‘the Lord’” who did it ‘through him’ (8 adtoD).'*
Another sign of Christ’s divine performance shown there was the fact that the
number of people who became Christians in those few days of Antony’s visit was
more than the number of converted men in one year.'*® This should have proven to
Arians where God’s sympathy stood. Obviously, the flow of the story here is
constructed in such a way as to make it absolutely clear that Christ’s miraculous
deeds speak against the Arians (the argument also used against the Pagans) and
show that he is God. Here, Athanasius’ own primary interests are made Antony’s.
The latter is made into an exemplary figure that fights on his biographer’s fronts.
Dorries calls this the product of a law of transmutation, and writes that ‘die
Gegenargumente der Vita Antonii gegen die Arianer sind die in der antiarianischen
Polemik des Athanasius so geldufigen, dass ein Einzelnachweis nicht erforderlich
ist’.'**> Athanasius’ rigour to battle the Arian heresy that contends against Christ
(thv yprotopdyov dipeov)'?*® is mirrored here not only in Antony’s words but also
in his actions which, in fact, are the Lord’s.

On his coming back to the Inner Mountain (Qulzum) Antony continues his

1287 of them he

fight against the Arian heresy with the help of two visions. In one
sees two mules attacking the Lord’s table within the church and hears the voice
predicting the profanation of the altar. Two years later the vision was fulfiled in the
‘assault of the Arians’ who seized the church, plundered its sacred vessels, and
defiled the table. The interpretation of the vision follows with a promise that God
will restore the persecuted for their orthodoxy and let them preach openly and
freely. Typical of Athanasius’ language, Antony admonishes: ‘Only do not defile
yourselves with the Arians, for that teaching is not from the apostles, but from the

demons, and from their father, the Devil; indeed, it is infertile, irrational, and

incorrect in understanding, like the senselessness of mules’ (V4 82.46-51 [SC

KTlolg Taow Gyovektel ket adT@v, OtL TOV KTloTny kol kUplov Tod Tavtlg, €V @ TR TAVTR
Yéyovev, todTov TOlG YeVNTolG CLVaPLOULODOLY.

1283 1.4 70.7-8 [SC 400:318].

1284 Ihid. 70.11-3 [SC 400:318].

1285 Drries, ‘Die Vita Antonii’, 387.

1286 4 71.2-3 [SC 400:318].

1287 Ibid. 82.12-51 [SC 400:344-50]. In NPNF? 4:218, n. 16, Newman relates this vision to the
event of 356 recoreded in Ap. de Fuga 6-7 [Opitz 71-2] and HA 55-56 [Opitz 214-5].
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400:348-50; Gregg 91)). 1288 Antony’s second vision '** concerns the military
commander Balacius who promoted the Arian party and persecuted orthodox
Christians by beating virgins and flogging monks. On receiving a letter from
Antony with a warning that he is soon to be visited by the wrath of God, Balacius
ignores the monk and even threatens to arrest him. Yet, the prophesy bears its fruits
and on the way to capture Antony, the commander is bitten by his horse—‘the

1290

gentlest of all he trained’—which proves to be fatal three days later. = Concluding

this story, Athansius adds the phrase ‘all were amazed that what Antony foretold
was fulfiled so quickly’,'**! which makes his message clear: God supports Nicenes
and withdraws from Arians.

Several other instances where the anti-Arian polemic is mentioned
explicitly in the Vita Antonii come from the two farewell discourses of Antony.
Both speeches reiterate the main lessons to be learnt from the career of Antony as
the desert hero. In his first speech'*”* Antony addresses the monks in the Outer
Mountain by encouraging them to endure in the ascetic discipline and ‘live as
though dying daily’ (&¢ kad’ fuépov dmobuiokovtac (Av).'>”> He tells them to not
approach the Meletian schismatics because of their evil and profane reputation, and
shun ‘any fellowship with the Arians’ (unde kowwviav €xewv Twa TPOG TOUG
apeLavolg) because of ‘their impiety evident to everyone’ () tobtwy aoeBel TaoLY
&dnrde eotw). ' The latter’s present favour with judges and their fantacizing

: 12
posture will soon come to an end. The second speech'*”

gives identical advice to
the two monks who attended the aged Antony in the Inner Mountain. They are
encouraged to pursue their lengthy discipline as if they were making a new
beginning and avoid the schismatics and heretics. His parting words again sound the

alarm: ‘And let there be no fellowship between you and the schismatics, and

1288 ’ \ ’ [ kY \ ~ ) ~ ] o \ ~ ) ’ o ¢
QHovov umn HJLevnte €xLTOLC METH TWVY KPELOVWV. OUK €0TL Yyap Twv 0 TOCTOAWY owuTn 1M

SudaokaAle, QALY TAV Soupdvwy kel Tod TaTpog alTdY Tod Saefolou, kel WaAlov &Aoyog kol
dyovog kol Savolag €otiv obk 0Opbfig, ¢ M TOV Muovwy &Aoyle. For the idea of Arians being
‘irrational’, see e.g. CA 2.32 [Metzler 209]; De Dec. 1.1 [Opitz 1], and for Satan as their father, see
e.g. CA 1.1 [Metzler 110]; De Dec 29 [Opitz 25]; Ap. de Fuga 10 [Opitz 75].

1289 174 86.1-27. For a slightly different version of this story, see HA 14 [Opitz 189-90]. Gregg
and Groh believe that the difference may be due to the new details that Athanasius received on
writing about this incident in his Vita Antonii; Early Arianism, 156, n. 47.

1290 4 86.18-9 [SC 400:356].

1291 1bid. 86.26-7 [SC 400:358; Gregg 94].

1292 Ihid. 89.1-28 [SC 400:362-4].

1293 1bid. 89.14-5 [SC 400:364; Gregg 95]. On the subject of death in the Vita Antonii, see Zecher,
The Symbolics of Death, 72-86; Cf. Ferderer, ‘Uncertain Transformation’, 4.

129 174 89.19-20 [SC 400:364; Gregg 95].

1295 Tbid. 91.1-44 [SC 400:366-70].
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certainly none with the heretical Arians. For you know how I too have shunned
them because of their Christ-battling and heterodox teaching’ (V4 91.18-22 [SC
400:368; Gregg 97]).'*° After this farewell speech Antony distributes his clothing
(one piece goes to Athanasius and another to Serapion, apparently, as a politically

127 and dies having ‘kept his fervent commitment

motivated evidence of succession)
to the discipline from his youth to such an advanced age’ (VA4 93.6 [SC 400:372;

Gregg 98])."*"

6.3.1.3 Christ’s Divinity in Action: God Does What Man Cannot Do

The reviewed claims for Christ’s divinity in the Vita Antonii are not confined to the
disputations with the pagans and open denunciations of the Arians. In fact,
Antony’s most eloquent proof of Christ’s divinity comes not in the verbal
arguments but in the power of divine deeds. Moreover, the way Athanasius frames
miraculous stories in the Vita Antonii reflects the main thrust of his theology—
especially as we see it in his double treatise and his dogmatic work Orationes
Contra Arianos—where God is emphatically described as doing what man cannot
do. When examining the double treatise in the first chapter of this work, I
highlighted four major ways, or perspectives, of salvation according to Athanasius.
The first three ways represent the lesser means of re-directing man to God—
through the soul, creation, and Scriptures—while the fourth one is the superior and
most personal way—the incarnation of Christ, God himself. Athanasius seems to
keep the first three ways and the fourth one deliberately in tension in order to make
an apologetic claim for why God appeared as man. He points to the corruption of
human nature, and argues that man could not restore himself on his own. In fact, the
first three ways are the demonstration of the fact that humanity constantly failed to
know God through the soul, creation, and Scriptures, while the fourth way is the
climax of God’s dealing with mankind by which he does what man could not

accomplish on his own. Athanasius argues that humanity’s restoration into the

1296 \ ’ ” €~ ’ \ A A ’ \ A € \
Kol Undeploe €0Tw UPLY KOLVWVLE TPOG TOUG OXLOMATLKOUG UNnd’ OAwC TPOGC TOUG OLPETLKOUG

dpeLovolc. oldete Yip TAC KAYW TOUTOUG EEETPETOUNY OLd TNV XPLOTOUEXOV aUTQV Kol €TepOdofov
TpoaLpeoLy.

1297 Scholars have correctly noted that Antony’s distribution of clothes in combination with a
number of other politically pregnant texts such as VA 67.1-8 and 68.1-14, makes it possible to
suggest that ‘Athanasius puts words into Anthony’s mouth in order to have him confirm his own
theological position’, Geest, ‘Athanasius as Mystagogue’, 205. Cf. Frazier, ‘L’ Antoine d’Athanase’,
227-56.

1298 2 vewtépou péxpl thc Tooaltne HAwkiag tony tmpfoec Ty Tpobupiay.
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perfect condition of communion with God which it lost after the fall (and to which
it was not able to aspire on its own) is possible only by virtue of who Christ is—
God and Saviour of the world. Seen in this way, Christ’s divine ability to redeem
humanity in the most personal way becomes the crucial point for how God brings
man back into relationship with himself.

Similarly, when analyzing Athanasius’ anti-Arian work Orationes Contra
Arianos, 1 pointed out that his emphasis on the divinity of Christ is in direct
opposition to Arius’ belief that Christ is a lesser being than God the Father. In this
way, specific views of Christ in Athanasius and Arius affected their respective
descriptions of what Christ could and could not do. The impersonal understanding
of God as the transcendent monad and of Christ as his semi-divine mediator in
Arius’ thought led Athanasius to argue that such Christ was incapable of exerting
salvation. In contrast, the description of God as a community of equally divine
persons and of Christ as the incarnate God allowed Alexander and Athanasius to
affirm that the second person of the Trinity accomplished what man himself could
never do. In CA4 2.70 [Metzler 247; NPNF 4:386], Athanasius states: ‘For man had
not been deified... unless the Son were very God; nor had man been brought into
the Father’s presence, unless He had been His natural and true Word who had put
on the body’.'*”” And then slightly later, he adds: ‘yea, the Word was by nature very
God, though Ario-maniacs rave; and in that flesh has come to pass the beginnings
of our new creation’."** Here Christ’s divinity is again the crucial point for making
available what man lost and could not regain with his own resources. It is this
emphasis on the divine nature of Christ and his ability to do what is beyond
Antony’s power that seems to control the heroic story of Antony and form the

cornerstone of ascetic spirituality.'*"’

129 odk v 8t mdy E0comouifn ktiopatl cuvadBelc 6 &vBpwToc, € pi Bedc AY GANBLVOC
uog kol oDk Bv Tapéotn TG Tatpl 6 &vBpwmog, €l un ¢loer kol aAnbvog MY wdtod Adyog
évduoaperog TO oMU,

1300 IMetzler 247; NPNF 387, modified]: v yip kel dpdoel kol &AndLvdg Bedc & Adyoc, kéw
pelvovTel ol Gpelopavitar Kol €V €Kelun yéyover MUGY T apyn Th¢ kelvfc KTloewe.

130! The link between Athanasius’ theology (and esp. his christology) and spirituality has been
recognized even by those scholars who made an attempt to study his spirituality as a separate topic.
See e.g. Ng, The Spirituality of Athanasius, 43; Kannengiesser, Early Christian Spirituality, 12-3;
Kolbet, ‘Athanasius’, 90-7; Weinandy, ‘Athanasius’ Letter to Marcellinus’, 275-279. Two particular
writings of Athanasius that scholars find helpful for reconstructing his spirituality are Epistula ad
Marcellinum and Epistulae Festales. With regard to the former, see esp. Ep. Mar. 10-3 [PG 19b-
25b] and 30-2 [PG 41c-43d]. With regard to the latter, see sect. 5.3.2.4, where I discuss the concept

of ‘delight’ as a content of relationships between God and man.

o~ O~
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Before we turn to the specific texts that illustrate this point it is important for our
purpose to briefly mention another issue. Since the publication of Dorries’ ‘Die Vita
Antonii als Geschichtsquelle’, scholars have actively discussed the differences
between two images of Antony: one in the Vita Antonii and another in the
Apophthegmata Patrum. It has been noticed that the former image is endowed with
distinctly Athanasian charisma and represents the ideal Antony. The latter image—
reconstructed from the thirty-eight sayings attributed to Antony in the
Apophthegmata Patrum—oprojects ‘a more human and vulnerable’ Antony ‘who
passes on a pithy wisdom’.'*"* Thus, in the often-quoted passage of Antonian

Apophthegmata we read:

When the holy abba Antony lived in the desert he was afflicted with boredom, and attacked by
many sinful thoughts. He said to God: ‘Lord, I want to be saved but these thoughts don’t leave
me any peace. What shall I do? How can I be saved?’ A little later, when he got up to go out,
Antony saw a man like himself sitting and working, getting up now and then from his work to
pray. It was an angel of the Lord sent to correct and reassure him. He heard the angel saying to
him, ‘Do this and you will be saved’. At these words, Antony was filled with joy and courage. He

did this, and he was saved (4P 1 [SC 387:336; Ward, 1-2])"**

This text is only one of the many examples that add to the general impression
shared by scholars that most of the sayings of Apophthegmata Patrum are not
concerned with the monastic ideal to be pursued and contemplated by others. Rather
they ‘emerge directly from the rough-and-tumble life of early monasticism.... They

give practical, earthly and specific advice on how to live’. 3% They ‘provide a

1302 Harmless, Desert Christians, 109. For an excellent discussion of the Antony image in the
Apophthegmata, see Rubenson, The Letters, 152-62. Cf. Dérries, ‘Die Vita Antonii’, 198-218. For
the relation of the Vita Antonii to Apophthegmata, see Burton-Christie, The Word in the Desert, 90-
2; On the critical work of the text and different collections of Apophthegmata, see Bousset,
Apophthegmata; Guy, Recherches sur la tradition grecque des Apophthegmata.

B0 6 Gywoc 6BpE dvtavioc, kabe(duevde mote v TR épfiw, év dkndle yéyove kol TOAAR
OKOTWOEL AOYLOUQV. Kol €A€Ye TPOg TOV Bedv- kipLe, BEAw owdfivar kal oDk €MOL We oL AoyLopol: Tl
Toow év Tf BALYEL pou; TAG 0wh®; KoL WKPOY SLeveoThg €m Th €Ew Bewpel T 0 GVTWIog WG
€outov kaBe(Opevor kol EpyolOueVoV, €iTo. GVLOTAREVOV GTO TOD €PYOL Kol TPOOEU)XOUevoy Kol
oAy koBelOpevor Kol TNV Oelpowv épyalOuevov, elte TAALY €l TPOCELVXNV GuiLoTapevor: My &€
dyyeAog kuplov GmooTEAEL TPOG SLOPOWOLY kol GodaAeLay GVTwYLov. Kol Tkouoe ToD &yyéAou
Aéyovtog: oltwg molel kol owln. 6 8¢ TodTO dkovoag TOAANY Yaphv €oxe kol O&poog, kol olTwg
modv éowleto. The Greek Apophthegmata used here focuses on Egyptian monks, while its
compilers are claimed to live in Israel rather than Egypt according to the current consensus of
scholars. Cf. Citty ‘Books of the Old Men’, 16—-17; ibid., The Desert a City, 67-68; Regnault, ‘Les
Apophtegmes’, 73-83.

1304 Burton-Christie, The Word in the Desert, 94.
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glimpse of a more “primitive” Antony’.13 % In contrast, the Vita Antonii depicts the
perfect monk of bravest character who goes out to tame the wilderness and fight the
demons, pagans and heretics. He is never agonized by doubt or indecision; instead
he is driven and resolute. By taking up his residence in the desert fort he encroaches
on the Devil’s home base, causing him to burst in complaining: ‘Get away from
what is ours! What do you have to do with the desert?’ (V4 13.5-6 [SC 400:170;
Gregg 41).1306 At the end of Antony’s career the desert transforms into a city full of
monks which becomes a cosmological victory over the Devil—offencive Antony
makes him lose ground and turns him into a homeless outcast. In V4 41.13-5 [SC
400:246; Gregg 62], we read: ‘I no longer have a place—no weapon, no city. There
are Christians everywhere, and even the desert has filled with monks’."*"” Such an
image of Antony may easily create a false impression that his superhuman ability to
transcend the limits of human nature and conquer the uttermost geographical

1 .
3% gvershadows God’s grace and involvement.

extremes

Surprisingly, it is in these very situations—where Antony goes beyond the
limits of cultivated polis to fight the Devil and perform miraculous deeds—that we
see Athanasius’ special care to emphasize who is ultimately in control and capable
of doing what Antony cannot do. Thus, after the words just quoted above, we read
the monks’ response to the Devil: ‘Marveling then at the grace of the Lord, I said to
him: “... Christ in his coming reduced you to weakness, and after throwing you
down he left you defenceless™ (VA 41.16-7, 19-20 [SC 400:246-8; Gregg 62]).*%
Here it is not Antony but Christ himself who accomplishes the defeat. In fact, the
motif of Antony’s dependence on the grace of God and his benevolence permeates
the Vita Antonii so comprehensively that some scholars see it as the main difference
between Athanasius’ Vita and pagan Vitas. Thus, for Paul van Geest the difference
has to do with two radically dissimilar concepts of the hero: Christian and pagan.
Contrasting the two, he contends: ‘The pagan hero is deified because he is humanly
perfect, full of ethical and political virtues. He is his own cause and goal in this

process of deification. Anthony, Athansius’ hero, in contrast, becomes the

1305 Gregg, Early Arianism, 131. Cf. Dérries, ‘Die Vita Antonii’, 376.
1306 g réoto TGV Huetépwv. T ool kel TR EpAW;
OUKETL TOTOV €Yw, 00 PEAOG, 00 MOALY. TowToXoD YPLOTLEVOL YEYOVXOLY: AOLTOV Kol 1) €PMUOG
memAnpwtar poveyx®dv. Cf. V4 14.30-3 [SC 400:174].

1% See a very insightful study on the notion of space in the Vita Antonii in Endsjo, Primordial
Landscapes, esp. 17-25.

1309 t6te Quupdong Eyo Tod kuplov Ty xdpwy, €imov mpde abtov... & yip YPLOTOC EABOY GoBeVd
o€ TeTolnke Kol kotoadwy EyOuvwoey.

1307
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instrument of the kOpiog; he becomes a man of God, who—unlike the ancient
hero—is completely dependent on God’s grace’."*'” Similarly, Quasten writes that
‘there cannot be any doubt that the classical model of the hero’s Vita... served as an
inspiration for Athanasius. But it remains his great achievement that he recasted
these inherited expressions of popular ideals in the Christian mold and disclosed the
same heroism in the imitator of Christ aided by the power of grace. Thus, he created
a new type of biography that was to serve as a model for all subsequent Greek and
Latin hagiography’."*!! To illustrate this point, I would like to examine a number of
striking instances in the Vita Antonii where Athanasius appears to be sensitive to
what man can and cannot do, interpreting certain actions of the desert hero as the
deeds of Christ, God himself.

Throughout the Vita Antonii Athanasius repeatedly affirms that Christ’s
coming overthrew the Devil and made him powerless. Thus, we read that although
the Devil issues threats, he ‘is fallen... and able to do nothing’, B2 3 phrase
Athanasius uses with staggering frequency. °"* Similarly, in ¥4 33.4-5 [SC
400:224], demons are rendered impotent and their villainy is cut and reduced by the
Lord. Moreover, not only does God hold demons powerless, but he also has given
us the prerogative of fighting them through the means that define our new status
and relation to him: faith, virtuous life, prayer, etc.">'* In his speech to the monks on

demons and discernment of spirits, Antony says:

For a great weapon against them [demons] is a just life and trust in God. They are afraid of the
ascetics... for their fasting, the vigils, the prayers, the meekness and gentleness... and most of all
for their devotion to Christ. It is for this reason that they do all they do—in order not to have
those monks trampling them underfoot. For they know the grace that has been given to the

faithful for combat against them by the Saviour, in his saying, Behold, I have given you authority

10 Geest, ¢Athanasius as Mystagogue’, 203.

B Quasten, Patrology, 3:43. The search for parallels between the Vita Antonii and pagan Vitas
started mainly with the work of Reitzenstein, Des Athanasius Werk, esp. 12-19, who insisted on
Athanasius’ borrowings from Philostratus the Athenian, De Vita Apollonii Tyanei, Lucian’s
Philopseudes, Porphyry’s Vita Plotini, and various Vitas of Pythangoras. For a critical assessment of
Reitzensten’s argument, see Bartelink, Vie d’Antoine, 63-4; Rubenson, The Letters, 129-30. On the
subject of biography in the ancient world, see Leo, Die griechisch-rémische Biographie; Cox,
Biography in Late Antiquity; Burridge, What Are the Gospels? Momigliano, The Development of
Greek Biography.

P12 4 28.4, 25 [SC 400:212-4; Gregg 52]: mémtwkey... pnoev ShvacdoL ToLely.

B e o Ibid. 28.42, 33-4, 50-1 [SC 400:214-6]; 29.7, 12 [SC 400:216].

B4 Tbid. 30.1-14 [SC 400:218-20].
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to tread upon serpents and scorpions, and over all the power of the enemy [Luke 10:19] (VA
30.4-5, 9-14 [SC 400:218-20; Gregg 54]).""

By sharing in Christ’s victory over the Devil, Christians receive the grace of
overcoming him just as Christ did. Eventually, this fight against the Devil is not
about the supernatural monk, and not even about the spiritual weapons in his
disposition, but about God who brings the defeat in the first place. Athanasius
expresses this idea with what I would call statements of contrast. I have identified
ten explicit instances (eight of which I will discuss here and the other two—VA
5.39-43 [400:144-6] and 7.1-6 [SC 400:150]—in sect. 6.3.2.1), where Christ’s
ability to make something happen is immeasurably stronger than that of Antony.
Two of such instances appear in the context of what is known as Antony’s speech to
the monks on demons and discernment of spirits. In the first text Antony shares his
experience of successfully resisting the demons in the wilderness. He declares: ‘But
I was not the one who stopped them and nullified their actions—it was the Lord,
who says, I saw Satan fall like lightning from heaven [Luke 10:18] (VA 40.19-21
[SC 400:244])."3'¢ Having made this claim, Antony goes on to encourage his
disciples by assuring that there is no need to ‘fear the Devil and the apparitions of
his demons’ any more."”'” In fact, Christ’s power is so effective that even his

1318

. 1319
name ~ ° and the sign of the cross

are used by Antony to drive away the demons.
In the second text Antony admits that not everyone is able to banish demons and
calls his disciples to learn well the discipline of exorcism. Even then, however, they
are not to boast about expelling demons or marveling at those who do cast them out
‘for the performance of signs does not belong to us—this is the Saviour’s work’
(VA 38.11-2 [SC 400:238; Gregg 60])."**

Another good example of contrast occurs in the set of four passages where

Antony performs healing by the divine power of Christ. In V4 56 [SC 400:286-8],

1315« \ 1% PISY B LN ’ 5 \ e \ \ ’ ~ ~ -
u€yo yop OTAOV €0TL kat’ aUTAV Plog 0pBoc kol 1 Tpog Beov miotic. doPfodvtar yolv TdV

GoKNTAOV TNV VNoTelay, THY Gypumviay, TeC €VXHG, TO TPAOV, TO TOULYOV... KOl TPOTYOULEVWG THV
€ic TOV ypLoTOV eDoéBelav. SLd TodTO Yp Kol TavTe Tolodowy, Tve un €xwol tolg Tatodrtag adTovg.
loooL yoap TV kot’ adt@dr SoB€looy yapLY TOLG MOTOLG TPl ToD owtfpog, Aéyovtog altod: Ldod

Sébwre: Uiy éfovoiay maTely EMEVw Opewy kai OkopTiwy, kai émi mdoay tny SUvauy o0 €yEpol.
1316

1 /

ok €yw &€ funy 6 madwy ékelvoug kol Katepy®v, &AL’ O kipLog A, 6 Aéywy: éfewpovy tov
oaTavAY ¢ doTpaTy TETOVTA.

BI7 mde dpopeiobor Tod SLafdroov kol TRV Soupbver altod Tée davtasiec.

BI8 o g. VA4 78.17 [SC 400:334]; 38.14 [SC 400:238]; 84.2 [SC 400:352].

319 ¢ g. Ibid. 13.18 [SC 400:170]; 23.17 [SC 400:198]; 35.8 [SC 400:230].

1320 04 8¢ exPdrrew Sodpovoc, Tod dedwkdToc owThpde EoTLy T xdpLC.
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Antony is described as a man of prayer and sympathy for the suffering. In this
context, he is said to remind them ‘that healing belonged neither to him nor to men
at all, but only to God who acts whenever he wishes and for whomever he wills’,
and again ‘not to give thanks to Antony, but to God alone’.'**! On one occasion, a
young woman with defective eye-sight and paralysed body was brought to Antony
by her parents. Having heard the testimonies of healing at Antony’s place, they
travelled a long distance to plead for his help. His response to them leaves no doubt
that Antony attributed the power of healing to Christ alone and shunned any self-
honour. He proclaims: ‘Go away, and you will find that she has been healed.... For
this good deed is not mine, that she should come to me, a pitiable man; rather, her
healing is from the Saviour who works his mercy everywhere for those who call on
him’."**? At that very moment God performed a miracle and the girl was healed. In
two other situations with healing we find similar statements of contrast. In one of
them Antony says: ‘It is not we who do it, but Christ, who does these things through
those who believe in him’ (V4 80.21-3 [SC 400:338; Gregg 89]).1323 In another text
Athanasius makes the following deduction: ‘Antony did, in fact, heal without
issuing commands, but by praying and calling on the name of Christ, so it was clear
to all that it was not he who did this, but the Lord bringing his benevolence to effect
through Antony and curing those who were afflicted (VA 84.1-5 [SC 400:352;
Gregg 92])’.1°%

Finally, two more statements of contrast are found in the context of certain
miraculous actions that God makes through Antony. In VA4 59 [SC 400:292-4] he
receives revelation in prayer about two brothers who ran out of water while making
their way through the desert to visit Antony. By that time one of them already died,
while the other was saved when Antony sent two monks with a jar of water to help
him. Tackling the question of why God did not send his revelation while both

brothers were still alive, Athanasius explains: ‘surely the judgment of death was not

1321 A \ ’ ’ ~ \ Iy %3 o 5 ~ Fns ) 7
TOUG O€ THOYOVTHG ToPEKOAEL LakPOOUUELY Kol €LdevaL, OTL oUTe adTod 0U8’ 0Awg aVBpWTWY

éoTiv 1 Oepamele, aAAX uovou Tod Beod ToD ToLodvTog, Gte Bédel, kol oig BolvAetal’; ‘Un dvTwviw
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1322 Ymdyete, kol edprioete adthy... TeBepamevpévny. ob yip &udv Tt TodTO Katdpbuwpe, Tve Kol
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from Antony, but from God, who both passed judgment on the one, and sent the
vision concerning the other’ (V4 59.15-8 [SC 400:292; Gregg 75])."** In V4 62
Antony is said to have many other visions about who would come to visit him,
predicting their specific needs, days or even months in advance. This gift of
prediction is then framed with Athanasius’ usual corrective: ‘And even though he
said and saw such things, he asked that no one marvel at him on this account, but
rather that they marvel at the Lord, for he has shown favour to us in the measure of
our capactity for knowing him’ (V4 62.7-11 [SC 400:300; Gregg 77])."**

In all of the above statements Antony’s actions are emphatically contrasted
to the actions of God: Lord and Saviour (in the first two), God, Saviour, Christ and
Lord (in the next four) and God and Lord (in the last two). Such observation lends
strong support that Antony operated with the typically Athanasian concept of Christ
as God who can do what is beyond human power. Not only did he defend Christ’s
divinity in the disputations with the pagans and Arians, but he also demonstrated it
in action by expelling demons and performing miracles in his name and with his
divine power. In doing so, he reiterated Athanasian theology in the form of the
narrative and confirmed that ascetic discipline with its emphasis on perseverance
and progress makes sense only if Christ is God and can do what man cannot. It is
this concept of God that affects the way Athanasius describes salvation in the Vita

Antonii, and I will discuss it below.

6.3.2 Antony and the Saving Act of God

The concept of salvation in the Vita Antonii is best understood against the
christological background which I have considered thus far. Athanasian christology
with its emphasis on the divinity of Christ forms the core not only of Antony’s
apologetic arguments, but also of the main soteriological themes in the Vita Antonii.
In both cases, Christ’s divinity is seen most strongly in the way he acts either on
behalf of Antony, or humanity as a whole. Christ’s initiative of salvation is directly
connected with his ability to do what humanity cannot and is ultimately aimed at
restoring the relationshiop with God which it lost after the fall. Although

Athanasian biography is concerned primarily with the reality of Christ in Antony’s
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spiritual life, and rarely speaks of salvation as a separate theme, we can still trace a
number of important soteriological aspects from the texts that mention the subject
of redemption and God’s victory over the Devil. In what follows, I will first
examine these soteriological statements that speak of salvation either directly or
indirectly, and then [ will discuss those texts that reveal the idea of deification by

describing Antony as the exemplar of personal relationship with God.

6.3.2.1 Redemption

In his apologetic disputation with the pagan philosophers Antony claims that ‘Christ
is no longer a man, but God... the things Christ has done reveal him to be God, who
appeared for the salvation of mankind’ (VA4 75.16-8 [SC 400:328; Gregg 86])."*”
Here Antony proclaims several things. He argues that Christ is God by reiterating

1328 that natures become known from acts, and he also

the Athanasian argument
claims that it is Christ (as God) who accomplishes salvation. He also makes it clear
that the whole of mankind is in need of salvation, and it takes God to fulfil this
need. We can identify at least four statements in the Vita Antonii that develop this
soteriological insight. The first two statements relate redemption to the incarnation
of Christ. The first and clearest statement is found in V4 74.6-20 [SC 400:324]
which I mentioned earlier. It declares the incarnation of Christ by stating that ‘he
assumed a human body’ (aveiAnde odpe avBpwmvorv) and ‘shared in the human
birth’ (tf) avBpwmivy yevéoer kowwvnong). It also affirms that Christ came ‘for the
salvation and benefit of mankind’ (¢m. ocwtnple kol €depyeoiy TOV AVOPWTWY)
which Antony casts in the ontological terms: humanity can ‘become partakers of the
divine and spiritual nature’ (mouioy ToLg AVOpWTOLG KOLVwVToL Beleg Kol VOEPEG
dvoewe). In this context, Antony argues that incarnation did not affect Christ’s
divine nature, and claims that it is through his coming that we can recognize God’s
special power and philanthropia. He says: ‘Our faith declares the coming of Christ,
which took place for the salvation of mankind, but you [pagans] are deceived in
your belief. For our part, we know the power and benevolence of providence—that

this advent of Christ was not impossible for God’."**" Here Christ’s coming for the
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salvation of mankind is the fulfilment of God’s providential care, while the fact that
incarnation ‘was not impossible for God’ points to the divine action in the salvific
oikonomia.

In the second statement Antony is described as undergoing sexual
temptations. We read that the Devil attempted to entice him with the softness of
pleasure, but the Lord’s coworking with Antony and ‘the grace of God’ helped the
monk to overcome the temptation. The whole passage reads as follows: ‘Working
with Antony was the Lord, who bore flesh for us, and gave to the body the victory
over the Devil, so that each of those who truly struggle can say, It is not I, but the
grace of God which is in me’ (V4 5.39-43 [SC 400:144-6; Gregg 34])."**° Although
this is not a direct soteriological statement, the phrase ‘the Lord, who bore flesh for
us, and gave to the body the victory over the Devil’ does sound as one of
Athanasius’ dominant soteriological themes. '**' In De Inc. 22.11-5, 18-21
[Thomson 188; ibid. 189], we find a more expanded assertion where incarnation is
explained in relation to the body and death: ‘it was not his [Christ’s] own death but
that of men that the Saviour came to fulfil. There he did not lay aside the body by
his own death—for he had none since he was life—but he accepted the death
imposed by men in order to destroy it completely when it came to his own body....
The trophy of his victory over death was... [people’s] assurance that he had erased
corruption and hence that their bodies would be incorruptible’.’*** In both of the
above passages Christ’s incarnation becomes the basis for the new reality: humanity
is no longer under the power of corrupted body or the Devil who tempts it by ‘the
softness of pleasure’. To emphasize this idea Athanasius points out throughout the
Vita Antonii that Antony is able to resist the Devil on the ground that he is ‘the
servant of Christ’ himself, and therefore no longer belongs to the previous

master.'**> The passage from the Vita Antonii is also one of contrast—it is the
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‘grace of God’ within Antony (and within ‘each of those who truly struggle’) and
not his own power, that helps him to overcome the temptation.

Two other soteriological statements in the Vita Antonii relate salvation
directly to the death of Christ in the flesh. The first one is another example of the
radical contrast between Antony’s human frailty and Christ’s divine ability to
overthrow the Devil. The passage in V4 7.1-6 [SC 400:150], recounts Antony’s
fight with the Devil, who disguised himself first as a beguiling seductive temptress
and then as a black boy representing ‘the spirit of lust’. While it may seem that
Antony is fighting the Devil by his own labours, the episode concludes with a
remark that points to Christ as Saviour: ‘This was Antony’s first contest against the
Devil—or, rather, this was in Antony the success of the Saviour who condemned sin
in the flesh, in order that the just requirement of the law might be fulfiled in us, who
walk not according to the flesh but according to the Spirit [Rom. 8:3-4]" (VA4 7.1-6
[SC 400:150; Gregg 35])."*** Similar to other instances of contrast, it is Christ as
God who does what human Antony cannot. The idea of Christ’s co-working with
Antony is contrasted with the model in which Antony would achieve the victory on
his own. Moreover, insofar as the contrast is designed to point to Christ’s divinity,
the redemption—characterized here as the condemnation of sin in flesh and
fulfilment of the just requirement of the law—is the work of God himself. It is the
same God who helps Antony to live victoriously who redeems him for that type of
living in the first place. To put it differently, Christ’s action is not just a temporary
favour for Christian living, but that which sets this living to a beginning.

Another passage that relates salvation to the death of Christ in the flesh is
VA 14.24-9 [SC 400:174]. The passage is preceded with Antony’s appearance
before the monks after spending twenty years of isolated living at the Outer
Mountain. Coming forth from the removed fortress door, Antony’s first action was
to urge everyone ‘to prefer nothing in the world above the love of Christ’ and ‘to
keep in mind the future goods and the affection in which we are helped by God,
who did not spare his own Son, but gave him up for us all [Rom. 8:32] [Gregg

42].13 3 Here the idea of Christ’s love, future goods, and the affection in which we
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are held by God is supported by the biblical quotation from Romans 8:32, where
Paul argues that Christ’s death graciously gives us all things (ta Tavto iy
xeploetar). Though the passage is not one of contrast, its emphasis on what God
accomplished through Christ makes the benefits of his redeeming work
unmistakenly clear. It implies that the significance of Christ’s death is immense:
God’s mercy is secure, and we are given something we did not possess before.
Athanasius communicates the effect of Antony’s urge by adding that it ‘persuaded
many to take up the solitary life’ to the extent that ‘the desert was made a city by
monks’ [Gregg 42-3].1%%°

6.3.2.2 Christ’s Victory over the Devil

Clearly, the most dramatic way Athanasius expresses soteriological ideas in the Vita
Antonii is by describing Christ’s victory over the Devil. Thus, in V4 24.23-30 [SC
400:202] we find a famous image of the Devil who becomes ‘drawn in with a hook
by the Saviour’. Athanasius’ graphic depiction of this event captures some of the

most arresting effects of Christ’s victory:

Like a serpent he [the Devil] was drawn in with a hook by the Saviour, and like a beast of burden
he received a halter around the snout, and like a runaway he was bound by a ring from his
nostrils, and his lips were pierced by an iron clasp. He was also bound by the Lord like a
sparrow, to receive our mockery. And, like scorpions and snakes, he and his fellow demons have
been put in a position to be trampled underfoot by us Christians (VA4 24.23-30 [SC 400:202;
Gregg 497])."**7

Such phrases as ‘he received a halter’, ‘was bound by the Lord’, and ‘pierced” make
it clear that Christ’s mission of saving the world included his victory over the Devil.
The outcome of this victory is the fact that humanity is no longer under his control,
or power. The quoted passage continues with the remark that ‘the evidence of this
[victory] is that we now conduct our lives in opposition to him [Devil]” (VA 24.31-2
[SC 400:204; Gregg 49]).13 38 Slightly after that, Antony adds: ‘it is not necessary to

fear them [demons], for by the grace of Christ all their pursuits come to nothing’
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(VA 24.44-6 [SC 400:204; Gregg 50]).1339 Here Christ’s grace is described as the
action that renders a devastating effect on the demoniac power.

Several times in the Vita Antonii God’s victory over the Devil is related
directly to the incarnation of Christ. Thus, professing the victorious effect of
Christ’s coming, Antony responds to the Devil: ‘For Christ in his coming reduced
you to weakness, and after throwing you down, he left you defenceless’ (VA 41.19-
20 [SC 400:246-8; Gregg 62])."°* In another passage we read that ‘the Lord
came... and brought to nothing... the demons themselves’,'**! he ‘descended and

51342

made an example of their audacity and madness to the effect that even ‘the

Devil himself confesses that he is able to do nothing’.1343 There are also at least two
references in the Vita Antonii where God’s victory over the demons is described in
light of the cross, or crucifixion of Christ. In the first text we read that ‘they
[demons] are terrified by the sign of the Lord’s cross, because in it the Saviour,
stripping their armour, made an example of them’ (V4 35.8-10 [SC 400:230; Gregg
571).* In another passage the same idea is prefixed with the statement that ‘Christ
is God, and Son of God’, and we read that by ‘calling on the name of Christ
crucified, [Christians] chase away all the demons you [pagans] fear as gods. And
where the sign of the cross occurs, magic is weakened and sorcery has no effect’
(V4 78.15-21 [SC 400:334; Gregg 88]). 1345 Athanasius’ use of soteriological
terminology such as Christ’s grace, his incarnation, and cross in the above instances
makes it clear that Christ’s mission of saving the world included the victory over
the Devil.

Of course, the fact that Christ won the victory over the Devil does not mean
that the latter stopped his harmful activity. In fact, his attempts to lure believers to
sin are made a special subject of discussion in Antony’s longest speech in VA 16-43

[SC 400:176-252]. Warning his disciples about the danger of succumbing to the
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Devil, Antony speaks about various ways of resisting him and encourages everyone
to rely on Christ’s power. He claims that ‘the Lord... [is] our fellow worker for the

51347

conquest of the Devil’," * he is ‘the power of God the Father that accompanies

Christians. Among the weapons against the demons—such as fasting, vigils,

3% that makes believers

prayers, and humility—it is the ‘devotion to Christ
victorious along with ‘the grace that has been given to the faithful for combat
against them [demons] by the Saviour’, who said: ‘Behold, I have given you
authority to tread upon serpents and scorpions, and over all the power of the enemy
[Luke 10:19]” (V4 30.9-14 [SC 400:220; Gregg 54])."**

The above instances in the Vita Antonii reinforce the fact that Athanasius
sought to portray ascetic discipline in light of God’s saving action through Christ.
Antony’s understanding of God is such that Christian living flows from, and is
grounded on, the gracious condescension of Christ. Thus, for Roldanus ‘c’est toute
la vie ascétique qui est devenu possible par I’incarnation du Christ’, but also ‘la
vraie stature d’ascése est réalisée par Christ”."?* Similarly, Pettersen states that
Antony’s achievements all participate in Christ’s universal achievement since ‘God
and God alone, can destroy corruption and give life, and can unravel demonic
deceits and lead each into all righteousness’.13 ! And according to Jonathan Zecher,
‘Antony’s life, his achievements and his career, are contoured on the identity of
Christ, who represents end and means, the one whom Antony serves and the
strength by which Antony labours. This decentering process—relativizing the
ostensible subject, Antony, against another, Christ—makes VA4 a curious sort of

1,352 More to the point, Antony’s achievements in his

biography, if it is one at al
combat with the Devil and exemplary progress in virtue is not what makes him
saved, for salvation is already accomplished. To assert otherwise is to deny what
Antony held so dearly, namely, that Christ is God sent for our redemption.
Reflecting on this idea in the Vita Antonii, Anatolios speaks of ‘the principle that

the Christian’s activity in holiness derives from the prior activity and victory of
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Christ’."*> For him ‘the dialectic between human activity and divine activity leads
to a logic in which a self-reflection on human activity leads to an assurance that this
activity is grounded and secured by divine activity. So Antony consoles his fellow
monks by saying that, despite the flamboyant antics of the Devil, they should not be
intimidated, for “he was also bound by the Lord like a sparrow, to receive our

mockery””."*** To this he adds:

Throughout Antony’s illustrious career and progress in holiness, it is the Lord, the Incarnate
Word, who is 6 mow@v. Antony is really simply the receptacle of the power of the Word. At the
same time, however, Antony is not deprived of all subjectivity, in the sense of being an agent
who actualizes himself in a certain activity. There is an activity that properly belongs to Antony
as a human being; it is prayer, and the ascesis that derives from prayer. Prayer is here understood
as spiritual receptivity, an invocation of and openness to the power of the Lord, the inner form of
prayer being ‘that the Lord may be our fellow worker’. However, insofar as Antony is presented
as someone who strives in prayer and insofar as prayer is described as properly belonging to
Antony as a human subject, we can see Antony’s prayer as a credible model of active receptivity.
Antony may then be seen as the human model in which the relation between God and creation

. . . 1355
achieves an idea of perfection.

1353 Anatolios, Athanasius: The Coherence, 181.
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Antony rather than Athanasius, while in the context of the latter’s theology (and especially
Athanasian emphasis on christology throughout the Vita Antonii) the term came to lose its functional
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taken to mean ‘a direct conflict, with the Christological passages’ but rather a ‘tension between a
more authentic Origenist tradition and the new emphases of theology at the time of the Arian
controversy’ (Rubenson, Letters, 136). See also Anatolios’ argument against assuming that
Origenistic elements necessarily lead to the interpretation in which Antony’s actions are primary.
For Anatolios ‘the motif of Christ’s “co-working” with Antony is introduced, in a context that makes
clear that such co-working is nevertheless an asymmetrical relationship in which Antony’s work
derives from that of Christ’; ibid., Athanasius: The Coherence, 181.
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The Athanasian Antony is clearly the model for others to imitate. Yet, it is also
clear that he is not the model of the Arian Christ—a redeemer who himself needs to
be redeemed—but of Christ who does what humanity cannot. In this sense, Gregg
and Groh make a reasonable remark when suggesting that Antony’s battle against
the Devil ‘might have fallen upon the monk’s purposefulness and upon God’s
disposition to bestow favour as a reward for ascetic performance’.**® However, in
their understanding, the way Athanasius depicts Antony in relation to Christ and his
saving work makes it clear that he is ‘an example of how, according to orthodox
teaching, the Christian is saved and sanctified’.”**’ They conclude: ‘The ideas [of
having God’s favour as a reward for ascetic performance] were not impossible for
Athanasius to hold (he too, like Alexandrian ascetical theorists before him,
embraces the Pauline injunction to “press on toward the goal for the prize” [Phil.
3:14]), but unless qualified—that is, connected with the concept of descending
grace—these ideas were too permissive of an Arian understanding of the monk’s
progress in virtue after the model of the “advancing” Christ’. 1338 Antony’s
understanding of salvation is indissolubly bound with the way he perceived and
explained Christ as God. In the next section, I will discuss what I consider to be the
peculiarly Athanasian portrait of the saved Antony, the exemplar of personal

relationship with God.

6.3.2.3 Antony as the Exemplar of Deification

Scholars have noted that not only does Antony articulate Athanasius’ theology of
deification, but he himself becomes an emblem for it.'**® Athanasius portrays
Antony according to the way a human being should look both in his body and soul
after being recreated in the image and likeness of God and restored back into
relationship with him. We see that Antony’s body is renewed by Christ, who, as we
noted earlier, ‘bore flesh for us and gave to the body victory over the Devil’ (VA4
5.40-1 [SC 400:144-6]). During his stint in the tomb, Antony at first suffered a bad
beating from the Devil, but by the time he left, after the vision of light, ‘he was so
strengthened that he felt that his body contained more might than before’ (VA4

1336 Gregg, Early Arianism, 146.
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10.15-7 [SC 400:164; Gregg 39])."° Even more striking is Antony’s robust form
of body which he displays when emerging from the desert fortress, ‘neither fat from
lack of exercise, nor emaciated from fasting and combat with demons’ (V4 14.10-2
[SC 400:172; Gregg 427, Despite twenty years of asceticism ‘his body had
maintained his former condition’,"*®* and even towards the end of his life, Antony’s
‘face had a great and marvelous grace, and this spiritual favour he had from the
Saviour’."*** Amazingly, at the age of 105, Antony still ‘possessed eyes undimmed
and sound, and he saw clearly. He lost none of his teeth—they simply had been
worn to the gums because of the old man’s great age. He also retained health in his
feet and hands, and generally he seemed brighter and of more energetic strength
than those who make use of baths and a variety of foods and clothing’ (V4 93.10-7
[SC 400:374; Gregg 98])."*%

Noteworthy is also Antony’s renewal of soul. On several occasions his
renewed soul is said to be the primary sign of his inner perfection that could even
be recognized from his renewed physical stature. In VA4 67.17-23 [SC 400:312;
Gregg 81] we read: ‘It was not his physical dimensions that distinguished him from
the rest, but the stability of character and the purity of the soul. His soul being free
of confusion, he held his outer senses also undisturbed, so that from the soul’s joy
his face was cheerful as well, and from the movements of the body it was possible
to sense and perceive the stable condition of the soul’.*® Soon afterwards,
Athanasius adds that Antony ‘was never troubled, his soul being calm, and he never
looked gloomy, his mind being joyous’ (V4 67.31-3 [SC 400:312-3; Gregg 81])."*°
Having emerged from the desert fortress, Antony not only displayed amazing

physical fitness, but also ‘the state of his soul was one of purity, not constricted by
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Kal TOlG ToOL &€ kol TOlg YEPOLY ULYLMG OLépever, kol OAWG TAVTWVY TGV TOLKIAY Tpodf) Kol
Aoutpolg kol SLadopolg EvdlpaoL YpwHévwy dadpltepog PaAlov adtog €dalveto kel TPOg LoyLy
TPOBULLLOTEPOC.

B9 by Ve 8¢, obBE TG TAdTEL SLédepe TOV FAAwY, GAML TR TOV OGOV KaTaoTdoeL Kl TR THC
Yuyfic kaBapdtnTL. dBopvPou yap olong thg Yuxfc, GTopdyovg eixe kol Tog EEwBev aiobroelc g
amo thg yopdc T Yuxfic LAapov €xelr kol TO TPOCWTOV, Kol GTO TOV TOD OWHETOC KLUMUKTWY
0i00€cBoL Kol VoElY THY ThG Yuxfg KATAoTOOLY.

1366 1éte yip éropdireto yaAmmdong adtod thc Yuxfc, i mote okubpwmde Eyiveto youpolong
adtod Thg Suavolag.
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grief, nor relaxed by pleasure, nor affected by either laughter or dejection’ (VA
14.13-6 [SC 400:172-4; Gregg 42])."*°” Despite the crowds who approached him at
the fortress, Antony ‘maintained utter equilibrium, like one guided by reason and
steadfast in that which accords with nature’ (V4 14.18-9 [SC 400:174; Gregg
421)."°%® This particular episode points to Athanasian christology and relates closely

to the idea of deification: becoming like Christ himself. According to Harmless,

Here the “reason”, the logos, that guides Antony, is not the philosopher’s logos. For Athanasius,
the Logos is a person, Christ... who was in the beginning with God and was God.... It is the
same Christ the Logos who infuses the universe with its good order, its balance and harmony,
and who deifies human beings, making them like himself. For Athanasius, becoming like Christ

the Logos included taking on the calm unchanging passionlessness of God."%

One of the passages from Athanaius’ Orationes Contra Arianos that comes very
close to this idea of deification in the Vita Antonii, states: ‘The Logos is by nature
free of passion. But because of the flesh which Christ put on, certain things [like
being born, hungering, thirsting, weeping, and sleeping] are ascribed to him, since
they are proper to the flesh, and the body itself is proper to the Saviour. And he
himself, being passionless by nature, remains as he is, not harmed by these
affections. But human beings themselves—because their passions are changed into
passionlessness and done away with in the Impassible [Christl—become
passionless and free of these experiences for eternity’ (CA 3.34 [Savvidis 345-6;
Harmless, Desert Fathers, 91]).13 "1t follows that since Christ is impassible, human
beings who are deified by him in virtue of their re-connection to God come to share
by grace what Christ is by nature. In this sense, Antony’s ascetic model is not the
means for achieving deification, but the testimony of what one already has, namely
the state of restored perfection which humanity lost after the fall.

One way Athanasius expresses this idea in the Vita Antonii is by speaking

about the kingdom of God as that which opens up a new dimension of life for

67 18 8¢ Yugfic mEAw koBapdy T APoc. ofite yip ¢ UTO dving ouvestaruévm Ay, obte LY’

ndovic Suakeyxupévn olte LTO YéAwTog T KaTndelag cuVeyopén.
1368 > s g ¢ e\ N 7 7 s ~ \ / ¢ 7
AL’ 0Aog MV loog, w¢ LTO ToD AOYOUL KUBEPVWHEVOC Kol €V TG Kt GHUOLY €0TWC.
1369
Harmless, Desert Fathers, 90-1.
1370 ¢ \ ’ 5\ < ’ 3 ’, 5 \ PR 5 /, ’ ’ \
w¢ ™V GUOLY «UTOG O A0YOG AmaONG €0TL, KoL OMWG 8L’ TV €VeOLONTO OAPKC, AEYETKL TeEPL
adtod Tedre, €meLdn Thg pev oupkog Lo tabte, ToD 6 owthpog 8oV adtd TO OB, Kol adTOG MEV
amedng Ty ¢UoLY, WG €0TL, OLalevel, PN PATTOMEVOC om0 TOUTwY, 0AAd paAlov eiadavilwy Kol
gmoAllwr altd: ol 8¢ &vBpwmol, W¢ €l¢ TOV Gmodf peToPoviwy adtdY TV TeBRV Kol

amnAELULEVWY, aTaBelg Kal €A€VBepOL TOUTWY AOLTOV KoL ®UTOL €LG TOUG aldVog YLYVOVTOL.
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Christians. Thus, contrasting the Christians to the wise Greeks in his speech to the
monks, Antony claims: ‘Now the Greeks leave home and traverse the sea in order to
gain an education, but there is no need for us to go abroad on account of the
Kingdom of heaven, nor to cross the sea for virtue. For the Lord has told us before,
the Kingdom of God is within you [Luke 17:21]" (VA 20.12-7 [SC 400:188; Gregg
46])."°7" Slightly afterwards, he clarifies it by stating the following: ‘Thus the
matter is not difficult. If we abide as we have been made, we are in a state of virtue,
but if we think of ignoble things we shall be accounted evil. If, therefore, this thing
[virtue] had to be acquired from without, it would be difficult in reality; but if it is
in us, let us keep ourselves from foul thoughts. And as we have received the soul as
a deposit, let us preserve it for the Lord, that he may recognize his work as being
the same as he made it’ (V4 20.28-36 [SC 400:190-2; NPNF? 4:201])."*"* In this
passage, Antony claims that to be in the state of virtue (which is the same as to
possess the kingdom of God) means to abide in the original state in which we were
created. In other words, by having God inaugurate his kingdom into us, we are
brought back to the same state which we once lost. Therefore, Antony calls his
disciples to not set their minds on evil things (for it is foreign to the created state of
humanity) but to practice what is consistent with their new position as they
anticipate the coming of Christ who will recognize in them his own work ‘as being
the same as he made it’."*"

Zecher considers this idea of restored perfection in Antony to be the most
characteristic feature of Athanasian interpretation of asceticism. It makes the Vita
Antonii uniquely distinct from other monastic writings such as Apophthegmata
Patrum where ‘initial movement, daily struggle, and the means of progress are

> 1374

more pressing concerns than idealized sanctity’. In contrast, the Athanasian

Antony is 8€loc avnp: ‘a perfected holy man in which Athanasius emphasizes his

1371 « \ s, - v - " , , ooy s
€AANvec pev ovv amodnuodol kol Badacoay TepAOLY, Lve YPoUUoTo WLoOwoLY, TUELC &€ oV

xpelav €xouer olte dmodmulog Sue THY Pecidelor TOV olpovdv olte mepdomr Bdlattov Suk THY
dpetnv. dB&o0G Yop €lmer O kUpPLOG' T Padiieia Tty olpavdy évrog Tudy éotiv.

2 olkody 0dKk €0TL BUOXEPEC TO TPRYMR. EXV Yip pelvwper o¢ yeybvapey, Ev TR Gpetd Eopev:
& O AoylWuebe T Gpodia, ¢ KakoL KpLYOedw. €l uev oy €Ewdev MY TOPLOTEOV TO TPAYMK,
duoyepec Ovtwg MY €l 8¢ év MLV €oTL, GUAKEWUEV €XLTOUG GTO AOYLOW®V PUTEPRV, Kol ©G
TepedNKkNY AaPovTeg, TNENOWWEY TG Kuplwy THY Yuxny v’ aldtog €myre 10 Tolnge «dtod, olTwg
oboow THY Yoyl SoTep TeToLNKeY adTHY.

73 Cf. Harmless, Desert Fathers, 93, who writes that ‘Athanasius portrays Antony as the
“natural” man, humankind as it would have been had there been no fall. It is no accident that when
Antony retires to the Inner Mountain, he creates a miniature Eden, planting a garden and getting the
wild beasts to obey him’.

1374 Zecher, The Symbolics of Death, 57.
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“Adamic”, even “deified” life-style’. 1375 Similarly, Harmless remarks that
‘Athanasius presents Antony as a many-sided ideal’, while ‘in other literature of the
desert, Antony appears in other guises’.'’’® Harmless ties the idea of restored
perfection in Antony directly to Christ’s saving action that connects humanity back
to the life of God. More specifically, he explains: ‘Christ as God recreated us from
inside, renewing that which is vulnerable to death—the body—and recharging it
with divine life, that it not corrupt, die, and drift back into the nothingness from
which it was made’.>’” On a similar note, Anatolios writes that Antony is
‘representative of the new mode of internality that obtains between God and
creation through the incarnation. Antony is the one in whom the Incarnate Word
manifests his victory over sin and corruption’."*’® Likewise, Rubenson contends
that ‘the Christian, represented by Antony, is in essence already restored; what must
be conquered is something external’.*” And Popov remarks that ‘even a quick
glance at the Life of Antony makes it easy to recognize that Athanasius sought to
present the monk as the realization of his own religious ideal, he wanted to describe
him as the man who has already achived the possible measure of deification while
still living on this earth’.**

In this sense, Christ’s renovation of Antony is reflective of the perfected
humanity whose renewal makes it to be like God. More importantly, however, is the
fact that Athanasian idea of deification in the Vita Antonii is not only about the
impersonal qualities that deified Antony possesses (their importance lies in
reflecting the ontological aspect of deification)'*® but more personally about the
sort of relationship he enjoys with the living God throughout the biography. Thus,
for Geest, Antony is the example of ‘the realization that the human being lives in a
certain time and space coram Deo’. In his view, ‘he [Antony] endeavours to anchor
his existence in a personal relationship with God and discovers that, being created

in the image of God, he has been made for communion with Christ, the communion

7 Tbid. 57.

1376 Harmless, Desert Christians, 108. Cf. Brakke, Athanasius and the Politics of Asceticism, 242,
who argues that V4 is a remarkable portrait of the ‘ideal Athanasian human being’.

377 Harmless, Desert Christians, 90.

1378 Anatolios, Athanasius: The Coherence, 193.

1379 Rubenson, Letters, 137.

1380 Popov, Trudy po Patrologii, 98: ‘Jlaxke mpm TOBEpXHOCTHOM 3HAaKOMCTBE ¢ “JKu3HBIO
AHTOHMS” HETPYIHO BHUAETH, YTO B JIMILE ATOr'O IOABIKHHKA CB. AdaHacHil BUIET OCYIIECTBICHUE
CBOET'0 PEUTHO3HOTO HJeana, YellOBeKa, JOCTUTILIETO y)Ke 314eCh, Ha 3eMile, BO3SMOXKHOH JUIs TBapH
Mepbl 000KEHUs .

181 See sect. 3.3.4, where I discuss the difference between the ontological and relational aspects
of deification.
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in which humanity encounters God’."** Similarly, Rubenson remarks that essential

*1383 while for Zecher,

to the Vita Antonii is ‘the presence of Christ in the Christian
the story of Antony is, in fact, the story of ‘awe-inspiring yet paradigmatic
relationship to Christ’."*® Even a quick glance at the Vita Antonii would confirm
that Antony is fully immersed in the fellowship with God constantly seeking to be
in the divine presence. In VA 7.47-8, 51-4 [SC 400:154; Gregg 37] we read that
Antony recalls ‘the passage in which Elijah the prophet says, the Lord... lives,
before whom [ stand [3-Kings 17:1; 18:15 LXX] and being mindful of it, he
endeavors ‘each day to present himself as the sort of person ready to appear before
God—that is, pure of heart and prepared to obey his will’."** Here Antony’s
relationship with God appears as a continous reality and he himself illustrates it
towards the end of the Vita Antonii by declaring that just as fish perish without
water so does the ascetic life loose its meaning without monks remaining in the
fellowship with God back at their cells.'**® Paradoxically, Antony’s yearning to
isolate himself from others has the sole and most important purpose of becoming
hidden in the presence of God himself.

A major constituent of God’s presence with Antony are the visions ascribed
to him throughout the Vita Antonii (esp. chs. 58-66 [SC 400:288-310]). The
intensity of Antony’s visions was such that Athanasius was led to call him
Beodidaktoc for his unique closeness with God and ability to receive knowledge
from above."”®” On one occasion, Antony felt “as if he were being led through the
air by certain beings’ (VA4 65.8 [SC 400:304; Gregg 79])."** The story goes on by
reporting that he saw some horrifying figures who stood in the air intending to
block his way. Interestingly, when he was asked by them to give an account of his
life from the time of his birth, ‘Antony’s guides prevented it, saying to them, ‘The

Lord has wiped clean the items dating from his birth, but from the time he became a

P82 Geest, ‘ Athanasius as Mystagogue’, 201.

1383 Rubenson, Letters, 138.

1384 Zecher, The Symbolics of Death, 57.

B85 tfic dwriic T0d mpodrtou MAlov Aéyovtoc: (7 kiprog, & mapéortny évdmov avrob... ko’
Népay éoToldaley €xutov T el TopLoTavely toLodtor olov xpn ¢aivecbur T Oed, kaBupoy TH
kapdle kol étolpwor Dmakolely T¢) PovAnuatt adtod.

1386 14 85.7-12 [SC 400:354].

87 1bid. 66.4-5 [SC 400:308]. This text is sometimes used as an argument that Athanasius’
reference to Antony’s illiteracy in ¥4 1.7 (where he is described as refusing to learn ypaupote). It
should not be taken to mean that he could not read or write, but rather that he ‘did not want to be
infected with ideas and moral that were opposed to the Christia faith’; Geest, ‘Athanasius as
Mystagogue’, 205.

1388 5 elc tov dépa o8myodpevor OTé Tvwv.
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monk, and devoted himself to God, you can take an account’ (VA 65.13-6 [SC
400:304-6; Gregg 79])."** After not being able to prove anything against Antony,
‘the passage opened before him free and unobstructed’ (VA 65.17-8 [SC 400:306;
Gregg 79]). "% Here several things are noteworthy. First, the idea of demons
inhabiting the atmosphere and blocking the soul’s path to God shows that
Athanasius entertains a familiar theme of ancient demonology that demons are

creatures of the air.'>!

Second, Antony’s vision is reminiscent of a similar text in
Athanathius where Christ is described as ‘stretching out his hands upon the cross’,
with the effect that ‘He overthrew the prince of the power of the air and made the
way clear for us into the heavens’ (Ep. Adelph. 7 [PG 26:1081b; NPNF? 4:577])."*%
In both cases, Christ makes the way to God free in the air. In the former, it is
Christ’s cleansing of Antony’s sins, and in the latter, it is his death on the cross.
Third, the whole story presupposes Antony’s access to God and foretaste of the life
in heaven. Athanasius compares this experience in Antony’s life with that of Paul

who was caught up to the third heaven [2-Cor. 12:2]"%

and heard things that
cannot be told [2-Cor. 12:4]."*** Undoubtedly, the comparison is intended to prove
the rarity of such experience as well as to show that Antony was a perfect exemplar
of deification: he was the mystagogue (uepvotaywynuevog) and God-bearer
(Oeod)opoép‘evog).13 ° His living connection to God, rendered possible by Christ’s
saving deeds, is what makes him a new creature and the perfect model for others.
Another way Athanasius describes Antony as the exemplar of personal
relationship with God is by using the images of love and communion. The words

ayamn and dyemay in various forms occur sixteen times throughout the Vita Antonii

and in most cases they describe Antony’s love to God or other people.1396 He is said

1389 » 7 ¢ \ 5 ’ I3 ~ ’ ) ’ \ \ ~ ’ ¢ ,
€KWALOY OL TOV aVTWVLOV OOMYODVTEC, AEYOVTEG €KELVOLG' T WEV THC YEVEOEWC O KUPLOG

amirenlier: €€ o &¢ yéyove povaxdg kel €mmyyeliato TQ) Oed, €E€otw AGyov ToLfoal.

1390 ehevbépa yéyover abtd kel drGdrvtog T 66C.

1391 Cf. Plato, Epin. 984e, Origen, De Princ. 2.11.6 [SC 252:406-10].

1392 16c xelpoc éktelvag ém ToD otaupod, TOV pEv Epxovte TAC efoudlac TOD GépoC... KaTEPUAE,
Ty &€ 080V Muiv év tolg olpavolg kebapay émolel. Cf. also De Inc. 25.12-35.

1393 ¢ tpitov obpavod.

394 Gppe pApaTe & ok EEOV GrBpdTw AxAfoal.

1395 14 14.7 [SC 400:172].

139 With the help of Bartelink’s index of Greek terminology (Vie d’Antoine, 391) 1 have found
that the terms &ydmm and dyamav (in various forms) appear 7 times in relation to God (V4 9.7 [SC
400:158]; 14.25 [SC 400:174]; 35.28 [SC 400:232, implicitly]; 36.12 [SC 400:234]; 40.17 [SC
400:2441]; 80.25 [SC 400:340]; 85.16 [SC 400:354]), 4 times in relation to people (4.1 [SC 400:138],
4.12 [SC 400:140]; 39.7 [SC 400:240]; 44.11 [SC 400:254]), 3 times in relation to specific things
such as the monk’s cell and the virtue of moderation (50.2 [SC 400:268]; 84.24 [SC 400:354]; 87.20
[SC 400:360]), and 1 time it is listed together with other virtues (17.26 [SC 400:182]).

1
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1397

to be ‘loved by God’ (dyamwuevog vmo tod Beod), ~ ' and he encouraged all the

monks who came to him with the same message: ‘to have faith in the Lord and love
to him’,13 % which is similar to his other admonition about ‘faith that works for
Christ through love’."?” In ¥4 14.25 [SC 400:174], he is described as ‘urging
everyone to prefer nothing in the world above the love of Christ’,'** and in 9.7 [SC
400:158] and 40.17 [SC 400:244], he refers to Paul’s epigram in Romans 8:35,
declaring that ‘nothing will separate me from the love of Christ’.'*"' “The love of
God’ for Antony is what ultimately drives out all fear transforming the monk with
‘unspeakable joy and cheerfulness’ (xupd dvekAdintoc kol edOupie),'*** and helps

1403

Christians to recognize their connection to the divine realities. ~ Two times in the

Vita Antonii the monk is called 8eodprrric, ***

and quite often his relations with
others are hailed to be modeled after his love of God who treats his children as the
caring Father.'**” The motif of love is connected with another personal theme in the
Vita Antonii, which is communion with God and saints. In his farewell speech (as

well as other places'**

in the biography), Antony gives a strict instruction to
abstain from any fellowship (kowwvie) with the Arians or Meletians.'*"” In contrast,
he exhorts: ‘Rather, strive always to be bound to each other as allies, first of all to
the Lord, and then to the saints, so that after death they may receive you into the
eternal habitations [Luke 16:9] as friends and companions’ (VA4 91.22-6 [Gregg 92,
modified]). "*** Here, the idea of Christian community has a distinctly personal
sense and is reserved only for those who are united to Christ. Making a specific

comment on this text, Zecher writes: The ascetic community strives to enact

1397 174 85.16 [SC 400:354].
1398 Tbid. 55.5-6 [SC 400:282]: motebewv €ic tov kipLov kel dyomay adtov.
1399 Ibid. 80.25-6 [SC 400:340]: motic 81° &ydmme thc elc TOV XpLoTOV Evepyoupévn.
1400 sy e év 16 ko Tpokplvew TRC ¢ YPLOTOV dydmng.
000éV pe ‘ywploel &mo thAg dyamng Tod ypLotod’.

1402 74 36.12 [SC 400:234]. On the terminology of ‘joy’, or ‘delight’ in Athanasius’ description
of the relational aspect of God and salvation, see sect. 5.3.2.4.

1403 Ihid. 35.24-33 [SC 400:232].

1404 Ibid. 4.21 [SC 400:1407; 93.20 [SC 400:374].

1405 ¢ g Tbid. 15.11 [SC 400:176]; 50.12 [SC 400:270]; 54.24 [SC 400:280].

140 ¢ g Tbid. 68.2-3 [SC 400:314]; 69.12-3 [SC 400:316]; 89.17-8 [SC 400:364]; 91.19-20 [SC
400:368].

1497 Ibid. 91.18-20 [SC 400:368].

1408 Grouddgete 8t paAdov kol Dpelc del ouvdmrtewy EqvTolc, MPOMYOUMEVWE PEV TG Kuply, émelta
8¢ tol¢ aylolg, v petd Bavatov UVWRS €l td¢ alwviovs oknvds, ¢ GlAovg Kol yvwpluoug,
SEEwVTOL.
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proleptically the eschatological community of heaven. The monks strive to live now
as saints and the friends of saints and, especially, as participants in Christ’.'*"’

From my earlier discussions of Athanasius’ thought, it should be apparent
that such an idea of personal communion is not unusual for Athanasius. However,
in the Vita Antonii personal relationship with God becomes the spiritual realization
of what Athanasius has written about deification in his dogmatic writings. Antonian
spirituality of personal communion with God and saints (a term which in his

1410

vocabulary is generally reserved for biblical heroes) ™~ suggests that the previously

quoted passage where Christ’s incarnation is said to ‘enable mankind to share the

1411 -
’ 1S best

divine and spiritual nature (kowwvfioar Belag kol voepdc ¢ioEWS)
understood in the personal sense. It is God’s initiative of incarnation that makes
human beings participants of the divine koinonia as they come to share by grace
what God is by nature. Were the Antonian God the Arian monad with Christ as his
semi-divine mediator, the idea of direct communion with God would be one of
contradiction, while the only way of deification would be to strive to become like
God in his qualities. But since it is Christ who accomplishes salvation—and he is
equally divine with the Father sharing by nature the communion within the
Godhead—the deification of man derives from the divine action and has a deeply
personal meaning. What was an impossibility for the Devil, namely, his desire to
become like God (vopioac duotog yevéobor 0e@),'*'? becomes the open reality for
those to whom it is granted by grace.

Athanasian emphasis on the communion with God in the Vita Antonii also
suggests that his biography is far from propagating social apathy; rather its focus is
on a different type of relationship than that of society.'*" This relationship is based
on the daily experience of God’s love and intimate communion with him. In the
Vita Antonii such relationship transforms the way monks treat each other and those
around them. And in Antony’s case it even causes the transformation of the animal
world. In the Vita Antonii, we see Antony crossing unharmed the canal of Arsinoé,

known as Crocodilopolis for its large number of crocodiles (VA4 15.1-11 [SC

1409 7echer, The Symbolics of Death, 79.

1410 Anatolios, Athanasius, 30.

1411 4 74.17 [SC 400:324].

412 Ihid. 5.36-7 [SC 400:144].

1413 For the discussion on the monastic relation to society, see Brown, ‘The Rise and Function’,
83; ibid., The Body and Society, 222-6; Judge, ‘Forth-Century Monasticism’, 613-20; Rubenson,
Letters, 118-9.
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400:176]). He gently speaks to the beast in the wilderness and commands the whole
shoal to leave the place (V4 50.26-34 [SC 400:272]). He makes peace with wild
animals and reptiles (VA 51.21-2), and when necessary he prays and all creeping
things flee (VA 12.14-15 [SC 400:168]). For Bartelink this is another sign of
Antony’s perfection that reflects a new reality for him: ‘Une autre preuve que le
saint a atteint un haut degré de perfection et a rétabli en soi 1’état paradisiaque
auquel I’homme aspire, est son pouvoir sur les animaux sauvages. Les bétes féroces
vivant en paix avec le saint sont devenues un motif obligé des écrits

> 1414

hagiographiques’.

In summary, the idea of deification in the Vita Antonii acquires a typically
Athanasian sense of what the deified life looks like. It presents human beings
restored back to relationship with God, who makes them free from sin and the
power of the Devil through the saving act of Christ—his incarnation and death on
the cross. Antony’s connection to the very life of God produces godly qualities and
renders him like God: it arrests fleshly corruption and effects the transformation of
the perishable by the imperishable nature of the Godhead. With the exception of

1415 the Vita Antonii does

one instance (where BeomoLéw is used in the pagan sense),
not contain the technical terminology of deification. Neither does it mention the
word ‘adoption’ as its most personal correlate. Yet the way it depicts Antony leaves
no doubt that both deification and sonship are clearly at work in his monastic living.
Athanasius embodies his theology in space and time by portraying Antony as the
perfect model of what it means for a human being to be saved and deified. He
describes salvation as the work of God who does what humanity cannot accomplish.
Antony’s insistence on the divinity of Christ and his ability to do what is possible
only for God becomes the ultimate ground of redemption which, in turn, propels the
Christian life. Seen from this perspective, the Athanasian Antony is a beautiful

model of how the saved one can live in virtue of what Christ has done.

When reading too quickly, one may think that the Vita Antonii speaks of a Christian

1414 Bartelink, Vie d’Antoine, 57.

1415 p4 76.11 [SC 400:330; Gregg 86]: ‘Nevertheless it is fitting for you to go only so far as to
admire, not to deify, the things created, lest you render the honour due the maker to the things made’
(€l yap, 6t kAN N ktiolg, TowdTa ouvednkate, GAL’ EdeL LéxpL Tod Baupdoar DUAG yevéobal Kol Wn
Beomorfioon T& ToLMpaTe, Tre PN THY ToD SnuLoupyod Ty Tolg yevmroic Tapéxmre). Athanasius’ use
of BeomoLéw in this passage parallels closely with the analogous use of this word in his Contra Gentes
(see sect. 3.2.2). In both cases, it relates to the description of pagan deification of created things in
contrast to honouring the Creator.
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super hero. Yet, I hope that the present study has helped to reveal that it is not about
Antony, or his strenuous fight with the Devil, but about Christ and his victory that
Athanasius is concerned with in this biography. It is true that Antony’s spirituality
emphasizes confidence and firmness before the machinations of the Devil.
However, the basis for Antony’s brave deeds is that the battle has already been won
by Christ, and he is the one who enables Antony to live the life of victory and
virtue. Seen in this way, Athanasius’ portrait of the ideal Antony ceases to be one of
tension and becomes one in which the understanding of God, deification, and

Christian living are linked in a consistent way as one flows from the other.
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CONCLUSION

In the Introduction, I referred to three specific questions that were to guide my
research as a whole. As I conclude this study, I would like to return to them by
summarizing some major points of Athanasius’ doctrine of God and deification. My
first guiding question has concerned the ‘who’ of salvation (having to do with the
second person of the Trinity), and I have argued that our answer to this depends to a
large degree on how we interpret the Nicene term homoousios. If we understand
this term to mean the generic unity, then we are most likely to begin with the
essence of God and relate the trinitarian persons by showing how they derive from
it. Athanasius’ way of interpreting the homoousios is sharply different. He
understood it to have a primarily relational and personal meaning rather than
abstract. Therefore, he explains it not in terms of how the Father and the Son (and
the Holy Spirit) are one essence, or how one God/essence can have three persons,
but how the Son is equal to and somoousios with the one God/the Father. Seen in
this light, the question of ‘who’ accomplishes salvation is tied specifically to the
incarnation of the Son rather than implying that any of the trinitarian persons within
the divine essence could just as well be incarnated (a topic entertained from the
time of Peter Lombard onwards).'*'® Furthermore, if the Son is coessential with the
Father then at least two other points become clear. First, it takes God to save
humanity, and second it was precisely because of our inability to save ourselves that
Christ became man.

This leads me to the second guiding question: what kind of salvation does
God make? The answer to this question depends to a large extent on what we think
is the major problem of the fallen humanity and who deals with it. If the major
problem of humanity is sin, then salvation needs to carry a juridical solution. In this
case, what is important is the right standing before the just God who otherwise
judges sin and exercises condemnation. If the major problem of humanity is
corruption and immortality, then salvation should be of transformational nature, and
the most common way to explain it has been by interpreting Athanasius’ view of
incarnation in light of the physical theory of redemption. Both juridical and physical
aspects of salvation are valid elements of Athanasius’ soteriology. However, as |

have tried to show, Athanasius’ primary aspect of salvation is distinctly relational

1416 peter Lombard, Libri IV Sententiarum 3.1.2.
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and personal. Why is this so? Because for him God is a relational being, and rather
than giving us gifts in the form of impersonal qualities, he gives us himself as a
person. Therefore, the kind of fellowship, love, and delight that he has within
himself by nature, he also gives to us by grace. Hence, by being disconnected from
God as a result of fall, we also lose these particular benefits and become corrupted
and sinful. Seen in this light, human problem according to Athanasius is neither just
sin or corruption, nor primarily sin or corruption. It is primarily a relational
problem, and therefore both incarnation and death are ultimately aimed at
redeeming us not only from something (sin and corruption) but more importantly
for Someone. Arius was never able to claim this because his concept of God was far
from being relational in the same sense that Athanasius’ was. By excluding the Son
and Holy Spirit from the Trinity, he deprived God/the Father from the direct
involvement, and thereby implied a kind of salvation in which the divine qualities
rather than relations were the cornerstone of deification.

Finally, my third guiding question has concerned the fruits of deification
and how Athanasius relates them to each other. While it has been traditionally
claimed that Athanasius’ concept of deification is primarily physical, I have argued
that it clearly includes all three aspects: relational, ontological/physical, and
juridical. Moreover, | have shown that Athanasius’ way of relating these aspects by
stressing the subject that effects all three of them is a helpful corrective to those
models that tend to emphasize one over the other two. In such models incarnation
and crucifixion often compete for being the major means of how God saves
humanity. In contrast, Athanasius acknowledged both in one breath and showed no
sign of choosing between incarnation and crucifixion as if only one were
redemptive and the other was not. Rather, he sought to show that both of them have
the saving significance because the subject that came down as man and died on the
cross is the true God (according to Athanasius’ asymetrical christology) as opposed
to someone promoted to that status or a semi-divine being as in Arius. Thus, instead
of approaching incarnation as a mere prerequisite for crucifixion, and crucifixion as
a mere consequence of incarnation, Athanasius affirmed both as equal means of
God’s redeeming work. Seen from this perspective, God’s dealing with the broken
relationships and corruption through the incarnation, and his resolution of the
problem of sin through atonement, are different, but interrelated, aspects of how

God restores humanity to its original state. To affirm this was important for
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Athanasius, but not quite enough, for he wanted to be sure that ultimately all these
aspects make sense when we affirm that God is Trinity and our salvation is a

personal union with him.
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TABLES

Table 1. Participation in Athanasius’ Writings: petovola, pétoyog, petoyn,

LETEXW, MEDEELS, METAANUYILS, METRANUBRV®, KOLVWYLY, KOLVWYVEW, participatio,

participo
Athanasius’ Human Human Human Begetting as  Participation
Work Participation  Participation  Participation the Son’s as an
in the in Things, in the Participation  Inapplicable
Trinitarian Ideas, and Qualities of  in the Father Category
Persons Spiritual the Divine with Regard
Entities Nature to God
CG—De 8 0 1 0 2
Inc.
Ap. Sec. 0 1 0 0
VA 0 1 0 0
Ep. Aeg. 0 0 0 0 2
Lib.
CA 25 8 3 5 24
Ep. Ser. 28 4 3 0 4
De Syn. 5 4 1 0 9
Ep. Afr. 1 2 0 0 1
Ep. fest. 14 1 0 0
Total: 71 31 10 6 42
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Table 2. Love in Athanasius Writings: dyamn, ayemtog, dyordw, épwg, To00C,
PLrovBpwmia, GLAarBpwTog, PLAAVOPWTWS, PLAaVOpwTelw, GpLlog, GLAd)pLOTOG,

dirtatog, adamo, benignitas, caritas, diligo, dilectus, deliciae, deliciolae

Athanasius’ Love as the Love as the Love between Irrelevant
Work Description  Description of the Pagan Deities References

of Divine Divine-Human &

Relations Human-Divine

Relations

CG—De 1 17 3 4
Inc.
Ep. Enc. 0 0 0 4
Ap. Sec. 0 3 0 68
De Decr. 1 4 0 4
De Sen. 1 0 0 2
Dion.
VA 0 13 0 17
Ep. Aeg. 2 4 0 3
Lib.
Ap. Const. 0 1 0
Ap. de 0 3 0 1
Fuga
HA 0 3 0 5
CA 13 42 0 16
Ep. Ser. 1 8 0 9
De Syn. 1 2 0 3
Ep. fest. 0 43 0 68
Total: 20 143 3 347
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Table 3. Delight, Joy, and Gladness in Athanasius’ Writings: yo«pd, yalpwv,

Tpooyalpw, ebdpovéw, eddpoolvn, dyadiiuole, exsultatio, gaudium,

oblectamentum, voluptas1417
Athanasius’ Delight as the Delight as the Irrelevant References
Work Description of Description of the
Divine Relations Divine-Human &
Human-Divine
Relations
CG—De Inc. 0 1 0
Ep. Enc. 0 0 3
Ap. Sec. 0 0 31
De Decr. 1 0 3
De Sen. Dion. 4 0 0
VA4 0 6 3
Ep. Aeg. Lib. 0 0 1
Ap. Const. 0 0 5
Ap. de Fuga 0 0 6
HA 0 1 13
CA 23 1 2
Ep. Ser. 0 2 2
De Syn. 0 0 1
Tom. Ant. 0 0 3
Ep. fest. 0 66 48
Total: 28 77 121

17 The Table does not include the Syriac fragments of the Epistulae festales.

334



Table 4. Sonship in Athanasius’ Writings: viog, viofeoia

Athanasius’ Natural Son Sons & Daughters Irrelevant References
Work by Adoption

CG—De Inc. 28 3 5
Ep. Enc. 2 0 0
Ap. Sec. 6 1 4
De Decr. 152 13 14
De Sen. Dion. 67 1 1
VA 7 0 4
Ep. Aeg. Lib. 27 2 1
Ap. Const. 5 0 2
Ap. de Fuga 2 0 5
HA 5 1 1
CA 852 61 64
Ep. Ser. 376 13 23
De Syn. 221 4 3
Tom. Ant. 16 0 1
Ep. Afr. 36 0 0
Ep. Epic. 17 0 0
Ep. Adelph. 7 0 1
Ep. Max. 2 0 1
Total: 1828 929 216
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