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INTRODUCTION

I have collected in this volume the most important of the papers that I published
in 1985-1997, as a sequel to my Doctrine and lllusion in the Christian Fathers
(Aldershot, Variorum, 1985). Most of them deal with three notable theologians
of the 4th—5th century, as my title suggests But I start with the beginnings of
Christian doctrine, and thereafter follow a chronological order.

The first two pieces turn on the influence of Greek philosophy on early
Christian doctrine. To begin with, I have deliberately chosen a very simple in-
troductory essay; well-informed 1eaders will find nothing new, except perhaps
the choice of philosophers who need to be considered The discussion that fol-
lows is inevitably much more complex, as it involves the Greek philosophers’
views of the nature of God, and is prompted by the work of the well-known
dogmatic theologian Wolfhart Pannenberg, set forth in an essay which has been
reproduced in English in his Basic Questions in Theology. This has been quoted
with evident approval by English writers, and may well be still influential,
I have examined it very closely, as Pannenberg’s reputation demands, and have
concluded with reluctance that, although he makes some good points, his con-
clusions as to the philosophers’ views of God’s nature and their influence, are
incoherent, if not self-contradictory The critical tone of my paper cannot be
mistaken; but no answer has reached me, either (so far as [ am aware) in print or
by private communication; for that matter, Pannenberg’s essay itself remained
virtually unchallenged, apart from the indignant (“temper amentvoll’) reply by
Professor de Vogel and an excellent short summary by Professor Ritter The
paper is complex, but ends with a summary which states my own conclusions in
simple terms.

The third essay considers the testimony concerning Paul of Samosata,
Bishop of Antioch, 260-268. Paul is conventionally written off as a heretic, but
on two quite different grounds: first, that he was an Adoptionist, holding that
Jesus Christ was a mere man, inspired like other good men by the Holy Spirit
{according to Eusebius A E. 7 29, ‘he strutted about in the abominable heresy
of Artemas”); alternatively, that he was a Sabellian, denying that God is a real
Trinity of Persons. What is certain is that he was an able disputant, and was only
dislodged from his see by a powerful group of Alexandrian-type theologians,
who had to engage a professional rhetorician named Malchion to put their case.
They gained the upper hand; Paul was condemned and discredited; and the
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Paulianists, his professed followers, had very little influence.

But how much do we really know of his teaching? Eusebius does not
report it in detail, though he expatiates on Paul’s alleged misconduct But he
does tell us that Paul’s debate with Malchion was taken down by stenographers,
in which case it may have been accessible in Eusebius’ time However, an essay
by the redoubtable Marcel Richard has argued that ‘stenographers’ is a mis-
translation; they were in fact simply ‘spies’, who gave their own version of his
teaching

[ give evidence to show that Richard himself has mistranslated the criti-
cal term, and that Eusebius really did report that stenographers wete present. In
that case we can make a slightly more confident approach to the ‘fragments’ of
Paul, especially those drawn from the debate with Malchion, in which he seems
to speak for himself T'he whole material has been carefully edited by G. Bardy,
and again by Hemri de Riedmatten, who argues for its substantial authenticity.

I think myself that Paul was a much more interesting theologian than his
detractors allege. This is too complex a question to be considered in detail here;
but it does involve a problem of the highest theological importance, namely the
divinity of our Lord, and the question whether his real human sufferings impair,
or contrariwise reveal, that divinity Moreover, the victory of the Alexandrian
party had momentous consequences for the shaping of Christian doctrine They
wete concerned above all things to uphold the Johannine avowal that ‘the Word
became flesh’; the complementary truth that ‘God sent his Son, born of'a woman,
born under the Law’ was to them of less account. They were thus inclined to
argue that the acknowledged sufferings of Christ were something external to his
real nature; Jesus had no natural human soul; its place was taken by the indwell-
ing Word; in Athanasius’ phrasing, his sufferings impinged only on his flesh
The absence of a human soul was clearly stated by Apollinaris, and officially
condemned; but in Cyril of Alexandria and others this human soul was given
little more than formal recognition; Christ had one nature only, and that was
divine Thus the Monophysites obtained a commanding position in the Eastern
church; the Chalcedonian doctrine of Christ as “true God and true man’, of two
natures united in this single individual (‘hypostasis’), was either rejected or so
much diluted in the interests of concord that its significance was lost. The
Monophysites drew away some of the best elements in the Eastern church, and
the schism still continues in being,

In the following pages you will find five essays devoted to Arius, five to
Athanasius, and five to Augustine This neat and symmetrical arrangement is in
fact misleading, since the fortunes of Arius and of Athanasius are closely con-
nected Right down to ¢. 1950 it was customary to treat Athanasius as a fully
trustworhy source for the period from 318 to 373, when he died aged about 75
years Modern scholarship has brought about a reassessment of his conduct, his
controversial politics and even of his theology; while his conception of Arius,
and of the theologians whom he scornfully nick-named ‘Ariomaniacs’ is now
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seen to be prejudiced and misconceived

Even Athanasius’ defenders have accepted his ‘forceful’ treatment of the
opposing party. Many modern scholars go much further Richard Hanson, in a
lively survey of fourth-century theology (‘The attainment of orthodoxy in the
Fourth Century ap’, in The Making of Orthodoxy. Festschrift in Honour of
Henry Chadwick, ed Rowan Willtams) refers to his ‘unscrupulous violence’,
highlighted by two papyrus lefters discovered in the 1920s (ibid , p. 151) And
the so-called ‘Ariomaniacs’ were in fact a diffuse collection of theologians who
distrusted the Nicene term ‘consubstantial’, homoousios, as suggesting an identity
of the Father and the Son, and who expressly stated that they were not followers
of Arius Further, my own studies have shown that even where Athanasius’ the-
ology was sound — and it very often is so — the arguments he used against these
opponents often rely upon ambiguous phrases and faulty inference; this will be
shown in papers VI and VII of this collection Perhaps his principal weakness as
a theologian was to share the perspective of the ‘Alexandrians’ alteady men-
tioned; his occasional references to Christ’s human soul are quite insufficient to
make his position clear My papers XII and XIIT have some bearing on this
subject ‘Insufficient’ because his attribution of the Lord’s sufferings to his ‘flesh’,
understood in a broad sense, ignores the agony of mind which the Gospels at-
test, and makes him far too much like a Stoic sage And in any case the two
passages which have been quoted in his favour only hint indirectly at a soul:
while Athanasius’ alleged authorship of the Contra Apollinarem has been dis-
proved by my own review of George Dragas’s edition (Journal of Theological
Studies 39 [1988], 250-53) Needless to say, much of Athanasius’ teaching is
very good indeed; his little work on the Incarnation has always been acclaimed
as a masterpiece.

The next two pieces, nos. IV and V, deal with Arius’ theology, but in very
different idioms. No IV is a fairly straightforward examination of A1ius’ teach-
ing as it appears to me; it was written to be delivered at Mainz, at Gerhard
May’s kind suggestion, and was repeated by invitation at Heidelberg and
Martwrg. No. V is a detailed critique of the remarkable theory proposed, with
all due caution, by Dr Rowan Williams, to the effect that Arius was an up-to-the
minute student of the Neoplatonists, including even his near-contemporary
Iamblichus, as well as Porphyry Despite my admiration for Dr Williams® wide-
ranging scholarly and devotional works, I have to say that the evidence he pro-
pounds for this particular view is wholly inadequate

The next two essays consider two Arian pronouncements which were
held up for ridicule by ‘orthodox’ theologians, following Athanasius 1 have
argued that both the phrases attributed to Arius are patient of a number of differ-
ent interpretations; and there is no evidence at all that Arius understood them in
the objectionable sense, or senses, fathered upon them by his critics  The first
is a fairly simple point; the Bible represents God as speaking to his people on
many different occasions, and of course using different phrases as the occasion
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demands There is no evidence that Arius himself thought that the divine Word
was comparable to these occasional pronouncements; on the contrary, though
he states that the Word was created, in accordance with Proverbs 8:22 LXX, he
clearly regarded him as an ‘only-begotten Son’, to be described in Isajah’s phrase
as ‘mighty God’, though personally distinct from ‘the God® and Father of all, as
well as from all other creatures and words

The next piece, no VII, is longer and more substantial The phrase that
the Word is ‘from nothing’ is capable of various meanings; several of these
were used in malam partem by critics intent upon showing that Arius’ teaching
was blasphemous or absurd. In my opinion, by far the most likely meaning of
the phrase as used by Arius conveyed the doctrine that the Word, being in a
carefully guarded sense ‘a creature’, was not created by God’s imposition of
order on a pre-existing unformed matter, as several Greek philosophers had
held; rather, in the beginning, before time began, only God the Father existed
This doctrine resembles that taught by Trenaeus, and by Tertullian (in the begin-
ning God was Deus, but was not Dominus, since there was nothing for him to
dominate) By Arius’ time it had become accepted doctrine that God created ex
nihilo. And the doctrine that the Son was coeternal with Him, though widely
accepted, had not yet become a requirement for orthodox belief. Even the Nicene
Creed of 381, which we commonly use today, contents itself with the phrase
‘begotten of his Father before all worlds’; not, of course, the rendering ‘eter-
nally begotten of the Father’, which has been ignorantly intruded into the Creed
by the authors of the Anglican 4lternative Service Book

There is thus a good deal of evidence that Arius’ teaching has been mali-
ciously caricatured by his opponents, though I do not of course think it defensi-
ble in foto; also that his treatment, and that of his followers by Athanasius and
his adherents, was harsh and unchristian I sought to express this opinion in
simple and dramatic terms by a piece of pure invention; though I could also say
that it has precedents in the practice of ancient historians, who even when they
knew what was actually said on a given occasion were often prepared to substi-
tute a composition of their own, reflecting their own awareness of the speaker’s
character and circumstances My little piece does not even profess to report
what Arius, or an Arian, said on any particular occasion; but I think I have
expressed his opinions as discovered from a careful study of what was said of
him, especially by Athanasius in his De Synodis; and have given full references
to the relevant passages.

This piece was delivered at a session of the Patristic Seminar at Cam-
bridge, and was well received; though my intention of reading it with a per fectly
dead-pan expression was not sufficiently well maintained to take in the more
alert of my hearers, whose suspicions in any case should have been aroused by
my failure to indicate the provenance of the supposed Arian document. had
hoped the proverb dulce est desipere in loco would suffice to reveal my inten-
tions to my readers; but it seems that truth worn lightly is less familiar in
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Germany, for example, than I had thought; German scholars are accustomed to
discuss a serious subject with unrelieved gravity, at least in print, though in
spoken lectures and in conversation they can display a delightful humour

Nos IX and XI are short pieces both written by invitation for confer-
ences, and can I think be left to speak for themselves. The case is different with
the more controversial no. X My close stylistic examination of the letters*Evog

coporog and “H gilopyog, both attributed to Bishop Alexander, has con-
vinced me that they come from different authors The former, though doubtless
written at Alexander’s request, perfectly resembles the work of Athanasius; it is
forceful, concise and unpretentious; whereas the latter is much more discursive
and notably polysyllabic, as one might expect of a bishop who wished to recom-
mend his position to important and cultivated colleagues. There is nothing new
inmy suggestion, which was put forward more than a century ago by John Henry
Newman; but I claim to have established by a mass of evidence that Mdhler,
Newman and Robertson were right

My title ‘Athanasius’® Earliest Written Work’ of course implies that it
precedes the pair of treatises Contr @ Gentes and De Incarnatione. My argument
has shown that he developed a full maturity of style at a very early date. If we
accept Opitz’s dating of 318 for ‘Evog c@ULotog, Athanasius was capable of
drafting a forceful attack on Arianism at the age of about 20; whereas it is com-
monly held that the attacks did not begin until the late 330s (Hanson, in The
making of Ortholdoxy, p. 145, suggests 339). Nevertheless the two letters are
closely linked; Opitz cannot be far wrong I used to think that the two treatises
just mentioned must be very early, since they do not allude to Arianism.
Nevertheless the evidence of the Festal Letters shows that Athanasius could
simply ignore the Arians and concentrate on his own positive teaching; his first
reference to ‘Ariomaniacs’ occurs in §9 of Letter 10, for 338, which accords
closely with Hanson’s dating It is thus more than possible that the two apolo-
getic treatises were written in the 330s, as Charles Kannengiesser has argued.
The early dating of ‘Evdg otuwtog, and its assignment to Athanasius, still leave
him as a sort of *theological Mozart’, to quote my admired and well-respected
friend. But my arguments from both style and content are I think decisive: de-
spite all difficulties, the two propositions must both be accepted.

Pieces XII and XIII both deal with the important question whether
Athanasius acknowledged a fully human soul in Christ, to which I have already
alluded in No. IIL. It seemed to me important to consider the evidence offered
by Athanasius’ exposition of biblical texts, especially those of the New Testa-
ment My examination of these in no IX, pp 234-7 on the whole confirms the
opinion of modern critical scholars; Athanasius fails to attach any meaning to
the texts referring to Christ’s yoy1 which brings out its decisive theological
importance as affirming a common humanity with ours. From this point on I
pass to consider the evidence of the Expositio in Psalmos, which had long been
accepted as an authentic work of St Athanasius, I had not realised that it had
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been shown very recently by Dr Gilles Dorival that this work must assigned to a
fifth-century author, as noted in Paper XIII. Nevertheless, I had no. XII re-
printed, as the work in question had never, I think, received a full examination.
In the next paper I returned to this subject, but here my main emphasis falls on
the undoubtedly authentic Episiula ad Marcellinum Most of this, I confess,
strikes me as rather prosy and unoriginal; but chapters 27--9 are interesting, first
as showing some acquaintance with Plato’s so-called doctrine of a tripartite
soul, which does not appear elsewhere; and secondly as indicating Athanasius’
attitude to the use of music in worship. Singing he regards as completely
acceptible as pointing to ‘the rthythmical and tranquil condition of the mind’,
but he refuses to endorse the Psalter’s robust acceptance of trumpets, shawms
and the like. The references to a well-tuned orchestra become for him a symbol
of the proper coordination of our thoughts, though his brief reference to sym-
bolic interpretation falls far short of the elaboration of this theme by the author.
of the Expositiones.

Paper X1V deals with Gregory of Nyssa’s theology of the I'tinity Ineed
not return to his argument in its general lines, which is convincing enough; but
there is room for some further comment on the remarkable claim put forward in
the treatise ‘On Not Three Gods’, also known as the Epistle to Cledonius. The
Father is God, the Son is God, and the Holy Ghost is God, says Gregory, and yet
we do not confess three Gods, but one God He uses the analogy of three men,
say Peter, Paul and John; we commonly speak of them as three men; but in a
correct use of language, we should speak of them as one man, since their man-
hood is one and the same.

I have to say that my careful examination of Gregory’s argument has
convinced me that it has all the aitributes of a philosopher’s paradox, putting
forward a case which we would not dream of accepting if it were concerned
with common life and not with transcendent realities. According to his argu-
ment, we could infer quite properly that every chariot is a one-horse chariot,
since where there seem to be two, both of them are in fact one hotse, if we take
‘one” in its proper sense as indicating unity of species Or again, that the plural
number, and indeed numerals themselves, can now be dispensed with. My ob-
jection would of course fail if we could show that in Gregory’s view, when we
refer to to divine realities, our ordinary logic will not apply. But I do not think
this is the case; he seems to found his argument on perfectly general considera-
tions of correct usage, though he also makes the point that the Bible itself adopts
an incorrect usage as a concession to our human frailty.

But there is an even more disturbing aspect of Gregory’s argument, re-
maining strictly within the theological field If we agree that, following the cor-
rect use of language, three men are really one man, should we not apply the
same principle to the three divine Persons? In that case, while Gregory attempts
to rebut the charge that he is a tritheist, his argument also proves him a Sabellian!
The best answer, [ think, is to say that his case is established on quite different,
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theclogical considerations; the appeal to logic is a mere facade. But I do not for
a moment suppose that Gregory himself saw it in this light; much more prob-
ably, he saw it as a triumphant vindication of his position, and many orthodox
scholars have contentedly followed his lead.

Gregory has of course a reply to the objectionable inference about the
divine Persons He argues that they differ in their mode of origination. But this
cannot be sufficient; there would be no point in different modes of origination if
they produced mere replicas of the original Source. We have to admit that the
Persons, while equal in dignity, have different functions So much can be said
by way of summary

My argument, as I said, is a challenge to orthodox opinion. But pethaps
[ could say that even such a very careful scholar, and fervent admirer of Gregory,
as Dr Andreas Spira, wrote to me privately about my essay as first printed,
expressing his regreiful acceptance of my view.

Augustine is the subject of nos XV to XX. Once again, L have included a
relatively simple piece to begin with, though it also deals with a concept that is
both central and highly abstract in its verbal expression, but embodies the para-
dox that the abstract term in fact names the fullness of concrete existence and
life No. XVI is more technical, but once again we meet the Platonic paradox
that the highest reality must be all-embracing as well as unique Marius Victorinus
shows us one possible reductio ad absurdum of this view; conceptual generality
is in itself a mark of higher status and authority. Augustine takes a bolder and
more original line: Platonism is for him a useful aily to theology, but not a
master to be slavishly followed; the concept of divine Being has always to be
modified in accordance with the teaching of Holy Scripture Much the same will
apply to the doctrine of divine simplicity, on which I shall comment in no. XXIL

No XVII took shape as a talk delivered to a cultivated but mostly non-
specialist audience. Ihave included it since to my knowledge there has been no
full-scale study of Augustine’s cosmology [ enjoyed writing it, and it was well
received The text under discussion was Augustine’s third attempt to comment
in detail on the Book of Genesis, but the only one to approach the obvious
difficulty of reconciling the Hebrew concept of the world’s beginning with his
fairly considerable knowledge of Greek science in his day. The reader will see
at once that he has set himself an intractable problem in trying to harmonize
them; but despite his deference to the literal sense of Scripture he realises the
importance of trying to do so, and defends himself against the all too common
charge of idle curiosity The readet, [ think, will seldom be convinced but will
always be fascinated by his ingenuity.

No XVIII and deals with the De Magistro, The Master, in which Augus-
tine sets out his views on human language and especially the use of statements
in imparting knowlege. His teaching, as I note, has been summarily condemned
by Dr C A Kirwan, but has been defended in great detail by no less an authority
than Professor Myles Burnyeat in his augural Address to the Aristotelian So-
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ciety, 1987 Burnyeat’s article seems to me extraordinarily valuable if one wishes
to learn something of the truth about the theory of meaning. On the other band,
he seems to be attributing to Augustine views which no competent teacher would
dream of expounding if he were writing for an intelligent pupil on the level, say,
of Adeodatus. In fact I should be surprised if Burnyeat’s own paper, as a spoken
lecture, could have been followed even by the extremely sophisticated and well-
informed members of the Aristotelian Society. For present purposes, [ must be
content to write far more simply, though I think I shall be on safe ground in
dismissing Dr Kirwan’s view.

I am not convinced by Burnyeat’s suggestion that in his early chapters
(down to 11.36) Augustine deliberately incorporates some mistakes which the
alert reader will recognise; he does not suggest any parallel in Augustine for this
extremely demanding procedure. Thus I am not convinced by his suggestion
(p. 8, cf. my XVIIL, p. 1, note) that Augustine makes a clear division between
purely dialectical suggestions and his own vision of the truth, since in the sec-
ond section there are patent fallacies which he does not try to correct. My own
opinion is that, despite some useful clarifications, Augustine has never shaken
off the fatal attraction of the view that all words are names; see, e.g 1136,
‘words. . . bid us look for things’. He does not see that some words can only be
understood by their function, in the context of a sentence, of modifying the
meaning of other word-groups; ‘if” and ‘not” are obvious examples. But I can-
not, in the limits of this Introduction, develop my views on so complex a sub-
ject, even if I were capable of doing so.

Professor Rist, writing more simply for the non-specialist, seems to de-
fend the view, detiving from Porphyry, that all statements can be seen as the
conjunction of a subject and a predicate. If ‘predicate’ here means simply ‘some-
thing other than the subject’, this is uninformative; but since Porphyry seems o
take ‘predicate’ as having the force of an adjective, his view fails to explain an
enormous number of ordinary statements; [ have cited ‘a man learns’, but per-
haps a clearer example is ‘the Queen was in the garden’; this does not tell us
who or what the Queen was, i.e ‘the disambiguating features of the subject’, but
where she was; and though it is true that it tells us something about the Queen, it
is equally true that it tells us something about the garden; that is where the
Queen was. For the rest, my paper must speak for itself

No XIX, again, seems fairly straightforward. It does of course advertto
the controversial question of Augustine’s knowledge of Platonism. We are told
that (his) “first-hand knowlege of Plato was confined to the portion of the Timaeus
translated by Cicero’, and that ‘he refers to the Meno often enough’ but does not
know of it in detail, relying instead on Cicero, Tusculan Disputations, 157-8
— so Burnyeat, op. cit, p. 22, n. 30. But a footnote cannot convey the proper
sense of a well-stocked mind accustomed to thrashing out his ideas in discus-
sion: the scissors-and-paste approach inevitably suggested in this context is
wholly alien to his mind.

INTRODUCIION xvii

T might perhaps have added a further word on memory I remember being
puzzled by Augustine’s comprehensive use of the word, which I myself had
always understood in a more specific sense But in the modern world, where
‘memory’ names a vital function of computers and word-processors, there is no
need to be puzzled; though our computers have not as yet developed anything
very like the sorting-out process which I have atiributed to the subconscious
mind, or even to vague and ill-defined memories. On such questions, Augustine
is far ahead of his time.

No. XX was delivered at Pamplona to a conference of theologians dis-
cussing St Gregory of Nyssa’s work directed against the extreme Arian Eunomius
Eunomius was a thorough going rationalist who held, infer alia, that the Greek
word aryévvnTog, ‘ingenerate’, *having no beginning’, was the sole and all-suf-
ficient designation that could be used to name the divire nature But my essay
has to take the form suggested by its title, namely an examination of the theories
of names in the philosophical tradition which was available to Gregory, though
I think very inadequately explored or criticized by him Did names cotrespond
with the nature of what they represented, or were they merely the products of
social convention? In the former case, did they in some way picture the realities
they represented? How were they chosen? — could one imagine some anony-
mous ‘name-giver’, who fulfils the function assigned to Adam in Genesis 2: 19—
207 I then come to the distinct question whether God himself can be named; but
before this can get off the ground, I have to give some space to the word £nivole,
which is used for the ‘designations’ applied to God's activities, assuming that
there are many such activities which can be distinguished and named, as against
the one mysterious divine nature, to which no name can be given. This discus-
sion to some extent ovetlaps with no. XXI, which gives further thought to the
concept of divine simplicity My researches seemed to indicate that the word
emivole had not been adequately discussed; whereas omAGnC, the word com-
monly used for ‘simplicity’, had been interpreted only in a motal sense, the
‘sincerity’ or ‘unaffectedness’ displayed by good men

Returning to paper XX, I return to the problem that the Old Testament
teaches variously that God himself cannot be named, and that He himself has
indicated his name; though later Jewish tradition came to hold that the proper
name ‘Jahweh’ was too sacred to be pronounced, so that in reading the Scrip-
tures, where the reader would find the purely consonantal spelling JHWH, he
would pronounce the word Adonai, ‘my Lord’; so that later Latin authors re-
ferred to God by the composite name ‘Jehovah’. More generally, I note that a
proper name is not necessarily a personal name, as was often assumed. In con-
clusion I refer to the theories of Eunomius himself, who seems to suggest that
the actual word aryévvntog is indispensable for sound theology. The objection
is obvious: if the actual Greek word must be used, only a Greek-speaker can
formulate a sound theology; but if translation is allowable, an element of inter-
pretation cannot be avoided More generally, while Eunomius, like his elder
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colleague Aetius, had some merits as a logician, his theology has the defect of
eliminating any element of mystery from our conception of the Godhead, as
well as making the divine Son and Splrlt unlike’ and thus inferior to the Father.

No. XXI returns to the words GthdTng and emivole, mentioned above.
1 think my discussion can be followed without further comment; but if space had
allowed I would have liked to mention the very interesting position adopted by
Augustine, who assents to the traditional doctrine of divine simplicity, but is far
from endorsing the extreme position adopted by Plotinus, Augustine has a con-
siderable debt to Plotinus, amply documented in the footnotes to Henry
Chadwick’s translation of the Confessions; but he is far from adopting the view
that the highest principle, as a perfect unity, can neither think nor be thought,
since either activity would import a duality of subject and predicate. Plotinus
apparently was not satisfied by the answer that perfect knowledge implies a
perfect identification of the knower and the thing known. But this is not Augus-
tine’s method of argument. Rather, where there is an irremovable conflict beween
the inferences of philosophy and the deliverances of Holy Scripture, we must be
guided by the divine Word. Thus God must be fuily personal; he must love us
himself, and not delegate this divine work. Every line of Augustine recalls us to
this tremendous mystery.

CHRISTOPHER STEAD

Haddenham, Cambridgeshire
February 2000

Greek Influence on Christian Thought

Christianity was first preached as an invitation to accept Jesus as
Lord; his coming was seen as the fulfilment of God’s purpose for the
human race. But the earliest preachers could take for granted a belief
in God’s existence and his providence, already well recognized in

Judaism. When the Church began to expand into non-Jewish

societies, it met with enquirers who doubted or denied such beliefs,
and was forced to defend them by argument; St Luke presents an
carly stage of this development in Acts 17 16ff, whete St Paul
encounters Epicurean and Stoic philosophers. By the second cen-
tury, Christian writers had begun to restate their faith as a coherent
theology, drawing largely upon Greek thought, which was by far the
most important intellectual influence on the Roman Fmpire, and
indeed since the Renaissance has reinvigorated our own art, science
and philosophy.

The Greeks” most creative period can be roughly defined as
500-200 Bc. By early Christian times they had become less bold and
experimental, more accustomed to imitate classical models, and
more inclined towards religion; atheism and scepticism were suli
taught, but were less popular in a society which sought reassurance
Nevertheless Greek culture retained an ateraction and power which
cannot be appreciated without some understanding of its great
classical masterpieces.

Among the Greeks the visual arts were better developed than their
music, which remained very simple; and their sculpture was far more
impressive than their painting. Early Christian monuments echo
contemporary Graeco-Roman styles, influenced by the great Greek
masterpieces of the fourth century se; thus the earliest portraits of
Christ depict him as a handsome youth not unlike the Greek Apollo.
The severe lines of the later Byzantine portraits, however, owe
something to Graeco-Roman paintings like those discovered at



Pompeii. Greck architecture also made its contribution; the earliest
large Christian churches were rectangular pillared halls, resembling
the secular ‘basilica’ (law-court and commercial exchange) Later
examples adopted the distinctive Roman use of arches and domes,
which was finely exploited in the Byzantine period.

Greek literature did not always appeal to Christian writers. They
often profess to despise fine writing; and of course the Greeks had
produced, inter alia, bawdy comedies and erotic lyrics which were
offensive to serious men. Christians made use of the Greek orators
for training preachers, and of the historians, to supplement the
biblical narratives; but the great Greek dramatists were undervalued,
as presenting the gods in human guise. The attitude of St Cyprian is
instructive; on becoming a bishop he threw away his pagan books,
and professed that he owed nothing to paganism, while continuing

to write the impeccable formal prose which he had learnt from his -

pagan schoolmasters. Tertullian, Jerome and others show a similar
combination of affected disdain with actual indebtedness.

But such attitudes were not unknown in the pagan world. Pagan
teachers would introduce their charges to the grear Greek classics,
especially the poetry of Homer; but they approached them in the
serious, questioning frame of mind that was common in late an-
tiquity, treating the Homeric poems as instructive works, indeed as
actually intended to convey lessons about human life and destiny
which the careful student could detect. The philosophers also were
of course consulted for moral and religious guidance; but whereas
Plato, for example, wrote many of his dialogues in a vein of
light-hearted, tentative enquiry, his followers usually regard them as
an authoritative text in which apparent inconsistencies must be
explained away. One reason for this was the importance which pagan
educators attached to rhetoric, the art of persuasion and public
speaking, where self-contradiction is a fault to be avoided at any cost
Christians accordingly made strenuous efforts to present the Bible as
an inspired book, consistent and harmontous inall its parts. What we
regard as crude and primitive ideas expressed in the Old Testament
could be defused by spiritualizing interpretations like those invented
by high-minded expositors of Homer.

One favourite method among others was to treat the offending
passage as an allegory Thus Homer describes the high god Zeus
reminding his consort Hera of her adultery with the fire-god
Hephaestus, for which she was bound in golden chains (I/iad
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15.18tt). A first-century commentator explains that ‘the words of
Zeus to Hera are the words of God to matter’; he transforms the
wronged husband into a supreme creator who imposes restraints on
matter to produce an orderly world. The method of allegory grewup
at Alexandria and was already applied to Scripture by the Greek-
speaking Jewish aristocrat Philo, who died ¢ ap 50. Origen, who
records the interpretation of Zeus and Hera, (Against Celsus 6 42,
written ¢. AD 250) uses simnilar methods to explain puzzling or
objectionable passages of Scripture; many examples are given in his
On First Principles, 4.3

But it was Greek philosophy to which Christian thought was
chiefly indebted ‘Philosophy’ means ‘the love of wisdom’; in ancient
times it included a great variety of subjects which are nowadays
regarded as separate disciplines In early Christian times it was
conventionally divided into three departments: logic, ethics, and
physics. ‘Logic’ and ‘ethics’ meant roughly what they mean today,
despite dramatic developments in both subjects in the last hundred
years. Ethics in Aristotle’s day had included political science and the
germ of economics, but these had little interest for later thinkers.
‘Physics’ was a general term for the study of the universe; it included
all that was then known of physics proper, cosmology, astronomy,
geography, biology, psychology, and theology too, for those who
believed in divine action affecting the world. We should also notice
two studies closely allied to philosophy, but not normally reckoned
as belonging to it, namely medicine and mathematics. These had
litde direct influence on Christian thought, but the sheer brilliance
of Greek mathematics in particular compels our attention

Logic was virmally the creation of Aristotle, who was also

accepted as the primary authority unul well on in the nineteenth

century Christian writers tended to criticize his minutiloguium, his
obsession with exact detail; and it is certainly true that the minotity
of theologians who did try to adopt his methods, by expressing their
teaching as a series of syllogisms, make notably dismal reading. The
reason is not that Christian teaching is necessarily illogical, but
rather that logical method requires exact definition and consistent
use of terms; and this is hard to achieve where religious truths have
been expressed in poetic language or in metaphors drawn from
everyday life. It is especially misleading if, on a pretext of exact
definition, one represents ancient writers as arguing for or against a
proposition defined in contemporary terms The better course was
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to pay attention to the uses of metaphor; and here the Greek literary
critics and their Latin imitators could offer valuable guidance. But
the way was constantly blocked by the assumption that the Bible
must be a2 wholly consistent and uniformly uplifting text, rather than
the legacy of many different writers of different periods and difterent
levels of culture, as we tend to see it today.

Greek ethics, in early Christian times, usually assumes a distinc-
tive theory of human nature. Most philosophers, Pythagoreans,
Platonists and many Stoics, held that consciousness atises within the
soul, a personal being which can function independently of the body
and survives its death {whereas for the Hebrews the so-called ‘soul’ is
an impersonal animating principle, and consciousness can only arise
within an animated body}. Yet Plato suggested two distinctly ditfer-
ent pictures of the soul. The Phaedo sees it as essentially concerned
with higher truths, in contrast with the distracted pleasure-loving
body; but the Republic describes itas having three parts, of which only
the highest, the mind or intellect, is capable of real virtue; it is the
directive principle which our emotions and impulses ought to obey

Plato’s strongly idealized view of the intellect will hardly convince
us moderns; we see too clearly that the intellect itself can be misused
or corrupted. Moreover it distorted the Christian moral tradition. St
Paul, though he spoke of antagonism between flesh and spirit {(Gal.
5.17), accepted self-denial for the sake of his mission (Phil 4.12)
without condemning bodily satisfactions; but later Christians, like
many - pagans, often assumed that the first step towards moral
improvement was to neglect the body and cultivate the mind
Charity, if it meant concern for the bodily needs of others, was thus
often undervalued

Christians made only a rather selective use of the Greek moralists.
Plato was widely praised, for reasons which will soon appear; even so,
his Republic caused offence by its eccentric programme for women in
society, as mere child-bearers without attachments either to hus-
bands or children; while his Symposium, a magnificent defence of
physical love as a gateway to higher affections, presupposed the
Greek acceptance of homosexuality. Aristotle, who wrote important
treatises on ethics, was criticized for what seemed an unheroic view,
that perfect happiness requires some degree of outward prosperity;
also, less fairly, for his concept of virtue as a middle course between

two opposite failings (e.g. cowardice and rashness); this ‘doctrine of

the mean’ was often misconstrued as implying only a moderate
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enthusiasm for virtue The Stoics were often tedious to read, and
moreover changed their ground; the earlier Stoics preached a fierce
and exclusive morality; perfect wisdom was demanded, and the
slightest occasional lapse condemned; all other supposed goods were
considered worthless. But the later Stoics took a more moderate
view: our nature, they said, prompts us to seek certain advantages,
such as bodily health and tranquillity; these were not good in the
absolute sense, yet it was ‘preferable’ to seek them, at least for other
people. Itis this later phase of Stoic ethics, with its stress on common
duties, which influenced St Paul’s teaching

There was thus no universally approved authority; the most
convenient handbooks were probably Cicero’s popularizing Latin
adaptations, which set various systems side by side. And the further
difficulty of amalgamating Greek and biblical teaching meant that
Christian ethics was slow to develop a coherent framework. The
Bible provided simple folk with divine Jaws and virtuous examples
These were supplemented by the doctrine, detived from the Stoics,
of a ‘natural law’, which implied that all men have the same per-
ception of basic moral duties (I Cor 11.14); this ignored the actual
evidence of diversity among different races, and even suggested,
absurdly, that wrongdoers are adequately punished by the agonies
of conscience that they are bound to feel But Christan Platonists
tended to define goodness as a right choice of objectives; our affec-
tions must be fixed on the eternal rewards. Indeed Augustine, for in-
stance, tends tosuggest thatall our feelings are forms of affection; fear,
e.g. of robbery, is really a bye-form of the love of riches and ease

Moreover the clash between Platonic and biblical views of the soul
confused the Christian teaching on the afterlife. The Hebrews
looked forward to a resurrection of the body; only so could con-
sciousness be restored; and it would take place on a day of judgement
after a period of absolute non-existence. But Christians tended (as
many still do) to accept also the survival of the soul as Plato
conceived it, so that consciousness continues without intetrruption
beyond the moment of death (cf Luke 23.43) But granted the
promise of a fully surviving consciousness, it is hard to see the point
of a subsequent resurrection of the body, which Christians were
bound to accept in accordance with their Creeds.

Before coming to the central topics of Greek philosophy, some-
thing should be said about their mathematics. The Greeks excelled
here through their intense interest in solving problems for their own
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sake, irrespective of any practical value. Their geometry, as formu-
lated by Euclid (¢. 300 Bc) held the field until the nineteenth century,
and is still acceptable as a basic discipline. In arithmetic they
achieved remarkable results despite the handicap of a clumsy system
of numeration, using thirty letters of the alphabet to denote units,
tens and hundreds up to 1000, where the system began to repeat.
Consequently, to know that twice three is six did not at once indicate
how to multiply twenty by thirty; it was as if we wrote the two sums as
‘bXc=f"and ‘kxl=x%.

The Bible, in 1 Kings 7.23, states that Solomon made a ‘sea’, or
ceremonial water-tank, ten cubits in diameter and thirty cubits
round, thus implying that the constant we know as 7 is 3.0. The
Greeks not only knew that it was not an exact whole number, bur that
it was not expressible by any ratio of whole numbers: Archimedes (¢.
287--212 Bc) computed it by approximation as between 3%7 and
31941, ie. roughly between 3 142857 and 3.140845. Many further
examples could be given, if space allowed.

On the other hand, the Greeks did not solve the much more
difficult problem of the nature of number itself, which was eluci-
dated by Bertrand Russell some time ago. If I understand him right,
the primary function of numbers is that by which (e g.) we ‘number
off’ the houses in a street; cardinal numbers, which we use to quan-
tify a group, depend on the further operation of ‘summing up’ how
many houses we have passed The Greeks, however, assamed that

the cardinal numbers were primary, and that the whole system of

numbers originated from the ‘monad’, the number ong; their arith-
metic lacking a zero. Mathematically minded philosophers such as
Pythagoras and his followers could thus suppose that the Monad was
the source of all rational order in the universe; or, put conversely,
that the creative power behind it had the characteristics of the
Monad. This prompted Christians to think that God must be com-
pletely simple and strictly immutable, a view which still remains the
official orthodoxy, though it has recently come in for vigorous attacks.

This doctrine of God was combined, rather awkwardly, with the
biblical picture of God as a creator and loving Father of the world
and mankind. Plato, moreover, gave support to this theology
through an influendal dialogue, the Timaeus, which pictures the
creation of the world by a divine ‘craftsman’ or ‘artificer’. It was
never clear whether this divinity was meant to be the source of all
perfection (as in Christianity), or merely to imitate some reality
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higher than himself But Plato’s work was valued by Christians as
confirming the biblical account of the creation. Yet when God came
to be described in mathematical terms as simple and immutable, it
became less easy to understand his providential care of the world;
this must, it would seem, require a divine mind which can attend ro
many different concerns. Christians tended to solve the problem by
developing St John's concept of the divine Word or Logos in a
manner already foreshadowed by the Stoics; God the Father was
seen as wholly transcendent; he exercised his providential care not
directly, but through his Logos; who is sometimes described, e g. by
Athanasius, as actually pervading the physical world, and indeed
inherits the Father’s title of ‘Craftsman’, demiourgos.

Greek philosophy affected Christianity most directly through the
department of ‘physics’ together with the very abstract study which
came to be called metaphysics. The early history of this subject is far
too complex to be summarized here; but we may notice two phil-
osophers earlier than Plato who left their mark on all subsequent
thought.

Parmenides (¢ 515-450) artempted to deduce the nature of the
universe, by purely logical methods, from the nature of being as
such. He treated ‘being’ as a simple concept, a view which logicians
have now discarded; for it can indicate both passing states (‘he isill’)
and invariable facts (‘he is a man’); or again, mere existence, as
opposed to fantasy; or again truth, as opposed to falsehood (“that is
s0') But for Parmenides these concepts were indistinguishable; thus
the necessities of logic required that the world, despite appearances,
must be unchanging, simple and compact (for empty space would
imply the contradiction that ‘not-being #”).

In sharp contrast Heraclitus (. 544—484) saw the world as a
perpetual process of change; but farsightedly perceived thart this
nced not make it unintelligible, since its changes take place in an
orderly sequence and in principle can be measured They were
governed, he thought, by a ‘logos’, a controlling agency diffused
throughout the universe; Heraclitus’ obscure language does not
make it clear whether this logos should be considered simply as a
mathematical measure or ratio, or as a controlling mind.

Plato (¢ 429-347) was not impressed by Heraclitus’ claim that
change can be measured. He sought not only mathemartical but
moral truths, where itis harder to distinguish objective changes from
changes and uncertainties in human judgement. He therefore saw
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reality or being {ousia) as twofold; an eternal world of perfect Forms,
perceived only by-the mind, and the confused and changeable world
of perceptible things, which become real and definite only in so far as
they imitate those eternal prototypes. This view is known as ‘Plato’s
Theory of Ideas’; but it is important to note that these are objective
realities, not just products of our thinking; Plato calls them both
ideai, Ideas, and eidé, Forms.

Plato never made it clear what kinds of Forms there are; it
sometimes appears that there is a Form for every class of natural
phenomena (e g. even for diseases!); but sometimes only where
perfection is possible Some later Platonists regarded the Forms not
only as ‘thinkable’ (noet4) but as thinking beings (noera), playing
down the original emphasis on their unchanging character; thus
Christians could easily regard them not only as moral ideals but as
equivalent to the biblical angels. This was a drastic departure. Plato
had pictured the Forms as a hierarchy, such that the more inclusive
Forms are nobler and better. But there can be no society between
beings of different logical levels; Socrates may converse with a nob-
ler and better man, say Parmenides; but not with ideal manhood it-
self, any more than a woman can marry the average man. A fortiori the
all-inclusive Form, pure Being itself, could have no contact with hu-
man beings Nevertheless Christian writers adopted ‘pure Being’ as
an appropriate symbol of God’s supremacy and unchanging power.

Aristotle (384-322) raised logical objections to Plato’s doctrine of
transcendent Forms, but retained the notion of form as an immanent
principle which, e g., guides the development of living things The
form (small ‘f” now better!) belongs to the species; individual beings
exhibit the same form in a separate bit of matter; and the word
‘being’ (omsig) can denote either the form, or the matter, or th‘e
compound individual which results from their union. But this
relatively clear picture is confused by two other developments. First,
Aristotle modifies the sense of ‘being’ by recognizing a special sense
which came to be known as ‘substance’. A thing’s ‘substance’ is the
character which it must have and can never lose (conttast the sense of
‘being’ in ‘he is a man’ and ‘he is here’); and ‘substances’ are things
which retain their identity despite changes of size, condition, etc
Secondly, despite his emphasis on form and species, Aris‘totlf:
asserted, in the Categories, that the individual, not the species, is the
primary form of being, or ‘primary substance’. .

The notion of substance became a battle-ground for later Chris-
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tian theologians; but before describing this, we must introduce a
related term, ‘hypostasis’, which owes its popularity to the Stoics,
beginning in the century after Aristotle (Zeno, ¢ 332-262; Chrysip-
pus, ¢ 280-207 Bc). The Stoics wholeheartedly accepted Heraclitus’
picture of the universe as a process of perpetual change (whereas
Aristotle saw it as basically unchanging, and indeed eternal). They
held that matter is the only true reality; thoughts and concepts arise
in men’s material organ of thought But they also held that every
kind of matter exhibits some degree of order; this increases as we
pass to plants, to animals and human beings, and finally to the
universe itself, which is pervaded by a supremely rational principle
or Logos, who can appropriately be honoured as a god.

‘Hypostasis’ literally means ‘that which underlies or supports’, e.g.
the legs of an animal, the base of a statue, The word took on many
different meanings; but we have to mention two, which, strangely,
have almost exactly opposite implications ‘Hypostasis’ can mean the
‘underlying reality’ of a thing, which probabily it will share with other
things; or it can mean the ‘emergent perceptible reality’, which is
more likely to be taken as individval. The former meaning is
suggested, e.g., by a counterfeit coin; the coin ‘really is’ lead, the
base metal underlying its gilded surface. The second meaning stems
from the use of ‘hypostasis’ to mean a ‘sediment’. The Stoics
pictured the universe as evolving from a primary condition of pure
fire, which by degrees produces solid matter, like a sediment or
precipitate deposited by a liquid, and so gives rise to persistent
individual things.

The natural Latin equivalent for ‘hypostasis’ was substantia; but
this latter word was used to translate the Greek ousiz; a berter Latin
equivalent here would have been essentia (cf ‘essence’); but this word
sounded artficial to the Latins, and was not much used before
Augustine’s time, though it became popular later with the medieval
philosophers

Greek theologians came to describe the Father, Son and Holy
Spirit as a triad, or Trinity, of divine beings They often spoke of
three hypostases, i.e. three distinct individual beings; to acknowl-
edge only one divine hypostasts might suggest, e.g., that only the
Father is divine. But the Latins, following Tertullian, spoke of them
as three persons proceeding from a single ‘substance’, as having a
common origin in the Father and a common divinity; and some
Greeks agreed ro accept the idea of ‘one hypostasis’, taking that word
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in its larger sense. The Latins disliked ‘three hypostases’, which to
them suggested three gods o

The tension and misunderstanding came to a head when Arius (c.
265-337) began to affirm that the Son and Spirit were subordinate
and hence inferior to the Father. The Council of Nicaea, ap 325,
ruled that they were ‘the same in being’ (or ‘consubstantial’, or
‘coessential’); and the position was clarified by the Cappadocian
Fathers, half a century later, who argued that the recognition of one
‘being’ or ‘substance’ did not conflict with ‘three hypostases’, which
they now clearly defined as individual realitics, or ‘persons’

Much ink has been wasted in discussing the precise meaning
which the Council of Nicaea gave to ‘consubstantial’; did it imply
‘same individual being’, or merely ‘same species’, or something else.
It must be emphasized that the Nicene Fathers were not trained
philosophers; in particular, Aristotle’s distinction of ousia, ‘sub-
stance’, as either individual or generic, was quite unfamiliar to them.
Al the terms they had available at this stage carried a variety of senses
which their users only half understood. Thus modern scholars who
have debated whether such-and-such a term was used ‘in the sense of
Persort, or the like, give us an impression of clearly defined
alternatives which is completely unhistorical.

Something more should be said of ‘Person’, none the less. Latin
usage was largely based on legal convention; a ‘person’ was anyone
competent to plead in a law-court, excluding slaves and minors The
corresponding Greek word prosopon suggested rather a characterina
play (cf. our phrase dramatis personae) Neither word strongly
emphasized the qualities we associate with ‘personality’, viz. orig-
inality, enterprise, leadership. Morcover, as first used, neither word
necessarily implied an individual; a party to a law-suit could be a group
of people acting jointly, and in a play a chorus of actors could rake a
single part. But later Christian usage followed the Cappadocians’
clear distinction between (individual) Person and (common) Sub-
stance; other kinds of individuals, ¢.g individual islands or stars,
were left out of account

Christians were disappointingly slow to realize that the same
distinction applied to the word phusis, ‘nature’; and this led to bitter
disputes concerning the doctrine of Christ which should have been
avoided. It should have been clear that Christ existed ‘in two phuseis’,
provided that this was clearly understood as indicating two states or
conditions, his eternal fellowship with the Father, and his incarnate
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life as man. But devout eastern Christians were haunted by the
suspicion that ‘two phuseis’ must imply two distinet individual beings,
a divine Christ and a human Jesus, and consequently withdrew to
form the Monophysite communities. The orthodox faith, as defined
by the Council of Chalcedon, ap 451 agreed with the Latins that
Christ exhibits two phuseis, two manners of being, divine and human,
united in this one unique individual, or in a single hypostasis.

In conclusion: Christianity developed out of a Jewish sect into a
world religion through the use of its Greek inheritance, by moulding
its beliefs into a coherent system which could appeal to thoughtful
men and leaders of society, without losing the element of faith and
personal commitment exhibited by simpler believers. If we have
learnt to appreciate the distinctive genius of Hebrew religious
thought, this has come about through the gradual development of
scholarly methods which were initiated by Greek literary critics It
remains a live question whether a Christian theology expressed in
Greek concepts is sull serviceable for a Church faced with the
challenge of further expansion, e.g. in Africa and Latin America.
What can be said with assurance is that such questions could not
even be raised, let alone considered, without the arts of accurate
statement and rational debate which the Church absorbed from its
Greek-speaking adherents
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The Appropriation of the
Philosophical Concept of God by early
Christian Theologians:

W. Pannenberg’s Thesis Reconsidered

Patristic scholars live nowadays under the threat of the axe. I do not mean
this quite literally; no doubt a radical Marxist government would find other
Christian victims to polish off more quickly than the modest and retiring
scholars whom I intend to address. But since the time of Harnack at the latest
we have had to live with the accusation that the Fathers whom we study have
falsified the original and authentic message of Christianity; misled by the
seductions of Greek philosophy, even when they protested against them, they
have bequeathed to us a theology which misconstrues and abridges the bib-
lical insistence on God’s transcendence, his freedom, and his total sover-
eignty over this and all possible worlds. Harnack of course detects other
faifings, which will not detain us on this occasion; for instance, that whereas
Jesus taught men to worship his heavenly Father, the Christian Fathers taught
them to worship Jesus. This whole complex of accusations, though often dis-
missed, has recently acquirted new force through the rise of liberation the-
ology in the Third World, and its newly explicit demand that Christianity
should now shake off its traditional dependence on European, and therefore
on Greco-Roman, forms of thought

Even Roman Catholic scholars, bred in a tradition which speaks of a natural
knowledge of God and of grace which perfects nature but does not remove i,
are becoming sensitive to this demand; for Protestants it would seem only to
underline a conviction which is integral to their tiadition. But Protestant
scholars, with their Anglican and other allies, have in fact plaved a leading
part in patristic studies; and in recent years many of them have been impressed
by a paper published by Wolfthart Pannenberg some twenty-five years ago,
‘Die  Aufnahme des philosophischen Gottesbegriffes als dogmatisches
Problem der frithchristlichen Theologie’, Zeirschrift fiir Kirchengeschichte 70
(1959), pp 1-45, which appears in English in the second volume of his Basic
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Questions in Theology, pp 119-83 ! Professor Adolf Martin Ritter has said of
this piece ‘Es ist seinerzeit unter protestantischen Patristikern mit nahezu ein-
helligem Jubel begriisst worden, wihrend es andernorts cher betretenes
Schweigen ausloste. FEiner emnsthaften Diskussion aber ist es nirgends
gewilrdigt worden, bis es zwanzig Jahre nach seiner Erstveréifentlichung C T
de Vogel einer temperamentvollen Kritik unterzog’ # Dr. Ritter’s own discus-
sion is excellent within the limits he has set himself, occupying seven pages in
a mote general survey of recent work on the relations between Platonism and
early Christianity But I believe there is room for a more thorough-going cri-
tigue In general, the reputation of this famous piece is well deserved;
Pannenberg handles questions of crucial importance with a wealth of learning
and a good eye for what is relevant; but his work is markedly uneven in
quality. Much of it is true and important; some of it, I believe, is over-simpli-
fied; and in places Pannenberg seems confused, if not self-contradictory. As a
result, it is not easy to form a clear impression of the course of his argument.

The literary structure is simple enough; it is divided into thiee parts, pre-
ceded by a brief introduction; but the three parts are notably unequal in length
and complexity; Part TII in fact extends to two thirds of the total space, and is
divided into five subsections, of which the fourth alone occupies sixteen
pages; the fifth is also substantial, but its last six pages are in effect a general
summary of the whole preceding argument

The introduction explains ‘the adverse judgements of Harnack, Loofs and
others upon the Apologists of the second century’ and their basis in the dog-
matics of Albrecht Ritschl This is a fairly familiar thesis, which incidentally
was echoed in an early work by T.F Torrance;® I need not consider it further.

Of the three main parts that follow, the first is entitled ‘The Philosophical
Concept of God’; the second carries the title ‘The Task and Danger in
Theological Linkage with the Philosophical Idea of God’ It sets out rather
briefly some features of biblical monotheism which Pannenberg takes to be
crucial; broadly speaking, he contends that the philosophers’ contribution to
Christian theology was a two-edged affair; it was helpful as providing confir-
mation of the claim that there is only one true God; it was unhelpful, in that
the philosophers thought of God as the origin from which our world is
derived, and as a being whose natwie is in some way 1estricted and indeed
deducible from the fact that he is the origin This conflicts with the biblical

! This is translated from the German reprimt Grundfragen Systematischer Theologie
(Gottingen, 1971). pp 296-346

2 A'M Ritter, ‘Platonismus und Christentum in der Spatantike . Theologische Rundschau 491
(1984). pp 31-56; here p 39; CJ de Vogel Scripta Theologica 11 (1979), pp $29-52. Since
writing the above I have had the privilege of a brief discussion with Professor de Vogel: but my
text remains substantially as delivered in Cambnidge in October 1984

3 The Doctrine of Grace in the Apostolic Farhers (London 1948)
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doctrine of God’s sovereign freedom in relation to all other beings; in fact,
says Pannenberg, ‘God, as the origin, is never merely the invisible ground of
present reality, but the free, creative source of the ever new and unforeseen’ *
Hence, he writes, ‘wherever philosophical concepts are taken over, they must
be remolded in the light of the history-shaping freedom of the biblical God’
(p. 139=15/312).

In Part III, which bears the general title ‘The Theological Appropriation’,
Pannenberg considers five different aspects of the philosophical concept of
God, and tries to show where they helped to articulate the biblical doctrine
and where they tended to obscure it. I shall of course return to this part and
review it in detail; at this stage it will perhaps be enough to note that
Pannenberg’s judgement on the contribution of the philosophers is on the
whole rather negative; while helpful at times, they have misled the Fathers
into neglecting important aspects of biblical theology. But this negative
judgement takes a most unexpected form Pannenberg’s initial remarks about
the drawbacks of envisaging God simply as the source fiom which the world
is derived might lead us to expect an argument that the Greeks made the
mistake of connecting God too closely with the wotld, as its origin and expla-
nation whose properties can be deduced from it But in fact Pannenberg
comes to precisely the opposite conclusion, namely that the philosophers
came to envisage a God who cannot enter into any meaningful relation with
the world of time and change. So he writes ‘Immutability and timelessness,
simplicity, propertylessness, and namelessness, have repeatedly forced the
concept of God into an unbridgeable distance fiom the contingent changes of
historical reality in which the salvation of men is decided, and the assertions
of faith regarding God’s historical acts of salvation were purchased’ — pre-
sumably by the best of the Christian Fathers — ‘only at the of expense of vio-
lating the strict sense of these attributes’ (p. 180 = 43/343} In other words,
the philosophical doctrine which the best of the Fathers had to remould was
not an unexciting immanentism, as the early pages might lead us to think, but
a baffling transcendence We shall have to consider whether this unexpected
TepiméTaix can be adequately supported by the argument in detail.

Let me then return to Part I, which I have not yet summarized, and which
raises troublesome questions in my mind; though I do not regard all the ques-
tions as equally important

First, is Pannenberg justified in speaking of ‘The Philosophical Concept of
God’? He notes, quite correctly I think, that early Christian theology was
indebted to Middle Platonism for ‘the conceptual tools for its reflections upon
the nature of God' (p 122 = 3/299); but he also suggests that Middle

4 My quotations are taken from the English translation mentioned on p 2 above; 1 give refer-
ences to this, followed by references to the original ZKG article, then to the German reprint; here
p 138 = 14/311
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Platonism represents a kind of consensus among, the philosophers; so ‘The
theories that had arisen in Greek philosophy concerning the divine reality by
no means present a chaos of unrelated, merely adjacent, opinions On the
contrary, these opinions grew out of a common formulation of the problem
and constitute variations on one and the same theme’ (p 123 = 3/299). But is
this really tenable? No doubt there was a complex of theological views which
was acceptable to many or even most second-century philosophers; neverthe-
less, some philosophers were sceptics, some were atheists, some were
Epicurean polytheists; and if we commment, quite properly, that such untypical
views could not possibly have influenced Christian thinkers, it is worth
remembering that an un-platonized, unassimilated Stoicism has left its mark
on Yertullian's aberrant description of God as a corpus. But this is a fairly
trivial point; I pass to the more important question:

Is Pannenberg right in suggesting that the Middle Platonists were contin-
uing a tradition that goes back to the Olympian deities and to the sages of
Miletus? When he speaks of ‘a common formulation of the problem’ in the
passage just quoted, Pannenberg is appealing to a theory developed by
Werner Jaeger in his book The Theology of the Farly Greek Philosophers
(Oxford, 1947y We are reminded of ‘a peculiar feature of the Olympian
deities, viz, their peculiar immanental character’; Pannenberg writes, “The
fact that the gods are the origin of the reality encountered in normal experi-
ence is not in itself anything specifically Greek but a widespread conviction
But that their essence is exhausted in this function, and does not have a
hidden side, which is reserved for a special revelation, is a peculiarity of the
Olympian deities’ (p. 124 = 4, 5/300). And he clearly thinks that this formu-
lation of the problem persists in later Greek philosophy; accordingly ‘the
truly divine can be grasped by an inference from the known state of reality
back to its unknown origin’ (p. 125 = 5/301), introducing a discussion of the
carly physicists; or the beginning of section two of the first part: ‘The ques-
tion about the true God as the origin of present things and normal processes’
(p 126 = 6/302), leading on immediately to a mention of Justin Martyr and of
the concern for a unity of explanatory principles in second-century
Platonism ® Even the discussion of Plotinus mentions ‘the initial tendency of
the philesophical question about the form of the divine” and goes on to refer
once again to ‘the inner unity of the philosophical concept of God, regardless
of all the variations in its formulation’ (p. 133 = 11/307)

But by this time, halfway through the third section of the first part, the alert
reader of Pannenberg will, as I have just explained, have suffered a powerful
intellectual shock In the first section we were told that for the Greeks ‘the
truly divine can be grasped by inference’, etc., because God is the origin of a

5 References to the method of inference recur throughout the paper; it may suffice to cite the
English pp. 133 143 [57-9 165 177 179
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knowable world and ‘his essence is exhausted in this function’; but the third
section is headed ‘The Otherness and Unknowability of the Origin’; more-
over this doctrine is exhibited as the outcome of precisely the same tendency
as was already described in section one; so Pannenberg writes, ‘nevertheless,
the insight into the otherness of the divine was already rooted in the initial
tendency of the philosophical idea of God® (p 128 = 7/303). The argument
seems 1o be that the method of rational inference led by successive stages to
the theories of God as mind, as completely simple, and as inaccessible to
human thought. Nevertheless, these are all products of the same method;
hence even after describing the most extreme theories of divine transcen-
dence, Pannenberg can still write that ‘the divine spirit remained bound to a
material principle’ (p 142 = 17/314) In other words, precisely the same for-
mulation of the problem produced the conviction, first, that God is totally
knowable, and secondly, that God is totally unknowable.

Now as a piece of plain reporting this might possibly be correct Individual
philoscphers often do hold mutually conflicting opinions; a fortiori, one and
the same movement of thought may harbour opposite views at two different
stages of its history What is disconcerting is that Pannenberg shows little
awareness of having noticed the inconsistency which he discloses Moreover,
if two contradictory conclusions emerge, there is at least some reason to
suspect that contradictory tendencies were at work, and a careful thinker
would seek to disprove this possibility My own suspicion is that Greek
philosophical thought was never dominated by rationalistic assumptions to
the extent that Pannenberg has assumed; rationalist tendencies, though
coming easily to the enquiring Greek mind, were often checked by a sense of
ultimate mystery; the Olympian teligion had no monopoly of attention; the
sense of numinous mystery and fascination and horror is powerfully
expressed in the Dionysiac cult; Plato himself pronounced that ultimate
Goodness could not be described by any analogy. And some at least of the
later Platonists, Christians included, tended to emphasize Plato’s spirituality
and discount his logic; so it should come as no surprise that some of Plato’s
own most hard-headed bits of reasoning were later treated as a species of rev-
elation; or, for that matter, that Gnostic teachers of no intellectual ability
whatsoever dressed up their third-rate philosophical gleanings in the trap-
pings of divine disclosures

But Pannenberg, it appears, would accept the judgement that a sense of
God’s otherness appeared quite early in the Greek philosophical tradition.
One of the most baffling features of his view in his insistence that this doc-
trine is not a late development which in some degree qualified the immanen-
tism of the method\ﬁglinfer_;ence, but is actually a product of it: ‘the insight
into the otherness of the divine was already rooted in the initial tendency of
the philosophical question about God’ (p. 128 = 7/303) The mysterious
nature of God, he says, was already expressed. by Xenophanes (p. 130 =

I
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8/304} and in Plato’s teaching that the Good ‘transcends essence’; Plato’s
description of God as mind was also an attempt to convey it (p 130 = 9/305),
though it proved an inadequate means of escape from immanentist tendencies
and had to be supplemented by the doctrine that God is simple And although
formal recognition of the incomprehensibility of God arrived late on the
scene, the tendency towards it was already contained in the recognition of
God’s otherness.

Pannenberg therefore seems to be claiming (a) that in Greek philosophy
‘the divine spirit always remained bound to a material principle’ though per
contra the concept of God was forced ‘into an unbridgeable distance from the
contingent changes of historical reality’, etc. (see pp 2, 3 above); (b} but this
need not have happened if God had been viewed in more personal terms
expressing his faithfulness and freedom of action; but {(c), as we shall find,
his freedom is to be understood in terms of contingency which ‘overturns all
expectations and world pictures’ (p. 181 = 44/344); (d) it also *protects’ God
against any inference as to his nature from his operations (p 171= 37/337). 1
cannot help wondering whether this structure of thought is either coherent or
tolerable It seems to make the ‘personal’ God more remote than the God of
the philosophers; and his ‘faithfulness’ seems to be presumed in default of
any consistency which would allow it to be known.

Let us now take a closer look at Part H which I briefly described above. It
begins by sketching the emergence of monotheism among the Jews, and the
universalism which it implies The God of Israel, they claimed, is in fact the
Geod of all nations But how could other nations be brought to acknowledge
his dominion? Pannenberg replies, quite propetly, that the Jews appealed to
the monotheistic tradition already developed in Greek philosophy: ‘The uni-
versal claim of the God of Israel first acquired compelling validity for all men
by virtue of the fact that first the Jewish and then the Christian mission pre-
sented the God of Israel as the true God sought by philosophy’ {(p. 136 =
13/309) ‘Compelling validity’ scems to me a good translation of the German
phrase ‘verpflichtende Kraft’, implying both the persuasive force of the
Jewish claim as thus reformulated, and its absolute authority Pannenberg
does not mean, I take it, that the prophecies of, say, deutero-Isaiah have no
authority in their original poetic and Semitic phrasing; but that their authority
could only be recognized by ‘all men’ {(or ‘all reasonably cultivated Greek
speakers’?), and so become ‘compelling’, when translated into philosophical
terms with which they were familiar. Not that the alliance with philosophy
was inescapable or predetermined, as the English term ‘compelling’ might
possibly suggest Some Jewish teachers, and some Christian teachers,
attacked the philosophers, condemning their disagreements, their contentious
vanity, and their failure to match their principles by their conduct {cf p. 140
= 16/313). In deploying such arguments the Jewish and Christian missioners
were no doubt developing familiar themes that lay ready to hand in the Greek
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tradition But others in both camps ignored the philosophets; given a bit more
eloquence and personality they might have had great influence There is no
reason why Jewish preachers of the first century AD should not have spoken
in the authentic tones of fifth-century prophecy; and indeed the devout of
their time were ready to listen But in fact, as we know, prophecy was by then
a spent force. Prophets there were, both Jewish and pagan, as well as Gnostic
and Hermetic sages But their achievements were insubstantial; before long
they were forgotten, and rightly

Pannenberg then explains that ‘the linkage with philosophy was facilitated
by the tendency of the philosophical idea of Ged towards unity’ (p 137 =
14/310); but he goes on to explain that much of the force and distinctiveness
of the biblical view was lost, or at least endangered, by this linkage I assent
to this verdict, but with some reservations on his account of the biblical view;
for if we speak of ‘the personal mode in which the living God confronted
men’ (p. 138 = 14/311) we certainly do not mean that God speaks to men
simply in the accents of another man — as if this were something the Greeks
should have realized The notion that God can appear in human form, and be
mistaken for a man, belongs to a very primitive phase of Israelite tradition
(e.g Gen 32:24-30, Tudges 13:19-22), and it is only a short advance to
imagine God’s voice as mistaken for a human voice (I Sam 3:4-8) The great
prophets picture God as a mysterious being who impinges on men in a per-
sonal mode only by moving their own minds and their own lips to conceive
thoughts and utter prophecies beyond the compass of their own unaided
powers And Greek philosophers developed a not dissimilar theory of divine
inspiration

My third criticismi of Pannenberg’s Part II is a more technical point, but
not I think unimportant He argues that ‘the universal claim of the Israelites
to worship the one true God’ led to ‘a linkage with philosophy . facilitated
by the tendency of the philosophical idea of God towards unity’ (p 137 =
14/310) This is of course true as far as it goes; but Pannenberg seems to
ignore the striking contrast between the Hebrew and the Greek notions of
unity For the Hebrew, the claim that ‘the Lord, thy God is one’ is relatively
straightforward; it means that there is only one being who can properly be
called God, who is rightly to be worshipped, and so on But Greek specula-
tions about unity have a subtlety and complexity, and also a set of endemic
confusions, of which Pannenberg seems unaware I intend to discuss these
more fully elsewhere:% for the moment let us simply recall the strange inter-
pretations of Deut 6:4 and the like produced by Philo under the influence of
Greek philosophy He says, for instance, that God resembles the Monad
because of his pdvsolg, his solitary existence (spec. leg. 2176, cf fuga 92,

§ See also my book Divine Substance (Oxford. 1977) pp 180-89
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Abr 22); where the Bible surrounds God with his heavenly court, Philo
makes him the prototypical hermit, with more than a suggestion of the
Aristotelian deity engaged in his vonois vénoecas Again he suggests that
God being one is necessarily simple (leg all 2.2, mut. nom. 184), an idea
which goes back to Xenophanes among the Greeks and passes on to Irenaeus,
but has no root in the Hebrew tradition For of course there is no necessary
connexion between uniqueness and simplicity A thing can be simple without
being unique, as were some at least of the Dremocritean atoms; or it can be
unique without being simple, like the legendary phoenix But I will return to
this point in discussing Part IIT

Part I1I comprises five sections, together with a brief introduction in which
Pannenberg states that although the early Christian theologians appear to take
very different attitudes to Greek philosophy, none of them really escaped its
influence; not even those who professed to repudiate it most strongly On the
other hand some of them were more effective at transforming and (one might
say) biblicizing it than others I accept this judgement, and no comment is
needed.

It is otherwise with the first main section, headed ‘Monotheism and
Creation’. Here Pannenberg is concerned to show how ‘the almighty freedom
of the biblical God’ was grasped by Christian theologians; he judges that
‘early Christian theology was relatively quick and decisive in breaking
through the confines of the philosophical concept of God and creating fitting
room for the freedom of the biblical God’ (p 146 = 20/317). I believe there is
a two-fold misrepresentation in this section; it both over-praises the achieve-
ments of the early Christian theologians and underestimates the positive help
which they received from the philosophers. The main argument given for
holding that they ‘broke through the confines of the philosophical concept of
God' is that they rejected the idea of matter as eternally coexisting with God
and established the doctrine of creation ex nihilo. But this, we shall see, is not
a distinctively Christian development; it has important precedents in the
Greek philosophical tradition A subsidiary point is that Irenaeus at least
derived the creation from the contingency of the divine willing. He does
indeed make this point, and the reference given to A H 2 104 could have
been supplemented by 2 1 1 (sua sententia et libere fecit omnia) and 2.30.9;
but the Platonists’ understanding of God’s BouAneois was closer to Irenacus
than Pannenberg will admit; he ignores the immensely important text in the
Timaeus 41 ab, which was quoted as a commonplace by Philo (quis rerum
246), used by Justin (Dial. 5.4), and echoed by Athenagoras (leg. 6 2), not to
mention the Epistle of James (1.18) 7

? NB also the emphasis on God’s BoUAnots in Atticus. fr 4, = Busebius PE 156 1-17
Galen de usu partium xi.14 (discussed in R Walzer Galen on Jews and Christians (Oxford,
1949). pp 1Hf 23ff) shows that the word was current in pagan discussions of Jewish cos-
mology
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Thus when Pannenberg describes Greek philosophy as an obstructive
barrier to be broken through, he offers only a selective account of its achieve-
ments We ate told once again that ‘the divine spirit always remained bound
to a material principle’ (p 142 = 17/314), and there is a reference to ‘the
duality of effect and cause’ (p 143 = 18/313), which seems to be presented as
a faulty premiss, which leads both to the conception of God and the world as
a dynamic unity, as in Stoicism, and to the dualistic theories which sharply
differentiate God and matter. It is not made very clear why the latter are
objectionable, and how they differ from Pannenberg’s own view; he cannot,
surely, wish to condemn any theory which thinks of God as causing the
world, while establishing a contrast between them? But at this point
Pannenberg seems to be thinking not of God presented as a totally unknow-
able being, the culmination of his argument in Part I, but of the less extreme
theory of a God conceived on the analogy of a human mind, a second
explanatory principle coupled with matter

He thus continues by stating that in Greek thought ‘the concept of the
origin (arché) was not kept reserved for the divine’ (p 143 =18/315) and
goes on to 1efer to philosophers such as Albinus who distinguished three
originative principles, matter, the ideas, and God; and he represents the
notion of creation ex nihilo as an important and characteristically Christian
development, admittedly with some Jewish antededents represented by 2
Maccabees; though Christians did not arrive at this notion immediately
Much of this is familiar ground; but it needs to be supplemented and cor-
rected. Pannenberg himself notes the opinion that the divine mind is the
source of the ideas, which reduced the number of originative principles to
two; he fails to mention the Greek philosophers who argued that there can be
only one. But this theory is already noted in Aristotle’s Physics Book I;® he
attributes it to Parmenides and Melissus, with a side-glance at the early cos-
mologists who thought in terms of material principles; and it is a natural
outcome of Pythagorean theory, since the Pythagoreans taught that every-
thing is derived from numbers, and numbers derive from the One.? In the first
century BC we already find a theistic development of such theories which
anticipates the Christian doctrine of creation ex nihilo Cicero condemns, and
therefore knows, the theory that God created matter; see Lactantius D[
2 8 10; Eudorus defends it; see H. Darrie’s Plaronica Minora, p 306; and it
is at least arguable that Philo, another Alexandrian, agrees.!® It should be

8 184 b 15 ff. Note also the proof offered in de Philosophia, fr 17 noted by Professor de
Vogel, op cit p 935,n 20

¥ See the neo-Pythagorean epitome preserved in Diogenes Laertius 8 25-35.

10 Pannenberg’ s estimate of Phifo’s position (on p 144, n 82 as expanded in E T ) is probably
justified against Wolfson. on the basis of the texts he considers; but the contrary view is argued
by R. Sorabji on the basis of his de Providentia. in Time Creation and the Continuum (London,
1983) pp 203-9

II



II

10 THE PHILOSOPHICAL CONCEPT OF GOD

noted that the phrase ex ouk ontén is not in itsélf precise enough to define the
Christian doctrine, since ouk onta can refer to things which have no definite
being, a chaos or tohu-wa-bohu; or indeed to things which are not as they
should be; Paul applies the similar phrase ra mé onta to despised Christian
missionaries, including himself So the verse from 2 Maccabees is probably
inconclusive On the other hand the doctrine of creation ex nihile in the full
sense was enunciated by the Gnostic Basilides both earlier and with greater
force than it was by any second-century orthodox theologian !! I conclude,
then, that Pannenberg seriously underrates the interest and value of Greek
reflections upon God as archeé.

The second section of Part III is entitled ‘God’s Otherness and
Spirituality’ It raises the question whether any predicate, such as Mind, or
Spirit, is adequate as a characterization of God’s nature; this is more fully
discussed in the following section. For the present, Pannenberg’s main con-
tention is that the Greeks, and the Christian theologians who followed them,
gave insufficient expression to God’s otherness and spirituality, since they
were dominated by the thought that God is other than matter, is spirit as
opposed to matter. Perhaps this could have been put more effectively by
saying that the biblical contrast of the creator God and the created world was
weakened because it was assimilated to the existing Greek contrast between
mind and matter. Pannenberg in fact suggests this in a ponderous sentence
which refers to ‘the spitit-body dualism of Flatonic anthropology’ (p 148 =
21/319)

The third section of Part III is headed ‘God’s Otherness as Incomprehen-
sibility and Ineffability’ Pannenberg begins by considering various reasons
given by early Christian thinkers for the doctrine that God cannot be named;
some are based on philosophical tradition, he thinks, some are not These two
pages are perhaps not of the first importance, and can be passed over without
comment; though the subject of naming crops up again at p 154 (26/323),
where he remarks ‘In every act of naming there is an ¢lement of seizing pos-
session (Gen 2:19)". Perhaps this need not be taken too seriously; when the
Almighty responds to Moses’ request for his name (Exod 3:13-15) He is not
inviting Moses to seize possession of Him! But in philosophical circles the
importance of names lies mainly in the more or less unconscious assumption
that a name should provide an exact and even an unique description of what
is named; this assumption could remain powerful in theology, even though it
was easy to find counter-examples in common life. But this brings us to the
important topic of God’s incomprehensibility, which occupies the bulk of this
section.

‘For Israel’s faith, God is essentially hidden’, says Pannenberg (p. 154 =
25/325); ‘not because he stays away from men, o to speak On the contrary

1 Hippolytus Ref 7 21 14
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God is hidden precisely in his historical acts’, quoting Isaiah 45:15; this
agrees with most English versions, including RSV, and with Luther; though I
note that the New English Bible renders the verse ‘How then cannot thou be a
god that hidest thyself, O God of Israel? But if God is essentially hidden,
Pannenberg is quite consistent in approving the philosophical tradition which
asserted God’s incomprehensibility (the inconsistency we noted earlier lay in
supposing that this was derived from, and still imited by, the ‘method of
inference’); consistent also in defending those Chuistian theologians like
Justin, Irenaeus and Clement who made use of it; in fact he defends Justin
against the criticism put by Roman Cathoelic scholars that he placed an ‘exag-
gerated emphasis on the transcendence of God’. But Irenaeus and Clement at
least are not approved without reserve; they made the mistake, he thinks, of
regarding our incomprehension of God ‘simply as a provisional ignorance
that could be set aside by revelation’ (p 153 = 26/324); Irenaeus, thus ‘took a
fateful step in the direction of a compromise which was actually impossible
from the standpoint of philosophy as well as that of theology’ (p. 157 =
27/325), a ‘two-level structure’ which led towards Latin scholasticism;
though it seems that on Pannenberg’s showing Irenaeus believed that our
natural ignorance of God was to be corrected by divine revelation; whereas
the normal scholastic view was that our natural knowledge of God was to be
completed by it

What then is Pannenberg’s own view? Since God is essentially incompre-
hensible to men (author’s italics), even divine revelation must disclose pre-
cisely this fact; thus ‘only in view of God’s presence in the destiny of Jesus
can man endure the incomprehensibility of God and thus even in the face of
the truth of God be truly man’ (p. 156 = 26£ /324) This is impressive; but it
seems to e to be existentialist rather than Christian, even if it has some basis
in Marcan christology; for it seems to imply that Jesus was mistaken in
teaching his disciples to address God as their heavenly Father, or in declaring
plainly to the Samaritan woman that God is a spirit. If God is essentially
incomprehensible, then all attempts to explain his nature, even by analogy,
must be misleading; and it is strange to find Pannenberg appearing to desert
the sober and biblical profession of faith in God the Father Almighty for the
sophisticated and Catholic Quicungue Vult with its demand for belief in ‘One
Incompiehensible’!

Let me throw out a few suggestions about the incomprehensibility of God
Since God is an absolute, it seems fitting to describe him in absolute terms; it
sounds patronizing to say that we don’t know very much about him. But if
there is any truth in Christianity, we must know something; otherwise, inter
alia, we should lack any moral guidance; for all we knew, God might be like
Kali, and intend that Christians should strangle unsuspecting travellers And
it not enough to say, with some of the ancients, that we can have merely neg-
ative knowledge, and say what God is not; this will either be a mere linguistic
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substitution, e.g ‘God is not unrighteous’, Hebr 6:10, or it will faii to tell us
what we need

A possible way out is to observe that in our ordinary discourse we require
that statements made to us should be not only true but proportionate. Suppose
I tell you that the distance from London to Manchester is more than four
inches. This in perfectly true, but could well be misleading; if you understand
English but know no geography, you may be surprised to learn that it is as
much as a mile. Our present problem, of course, is not so simple; it is not a
matter of incomparability in a single dimension. It is that, if we uy to
describe God at all, we have to use predicates which also apply to finite
beings, and which we have learnt to use in these contexts How then can we
avoid reductionist suggestions?

Ihe ancients, I believe, were often handicapped in this regard by an ‘all-o1-
nothing’ theory of knowledge, treating ‘*knowledge’ as a word which properly
applies only to perfect or complete knowledge, and assuming that a statement
cannot really be true unless it states the whole truth (For the former point,
NB Plato’s treatment of knowledge (¢morniun) in Republic 5, 476 {f, and
cf Aristotle’s doctrine that actual knowledge is identical with its object 1%)
But no one can state the whole truth about God; therefore, it seemed, nothing
could truly be said about him.'? [ am inclined to think, indeed, that this mode
of thought is still with us, in the use, or perhaps the misuse, of what is called
‘the paradigm case’ We argue thus: the paradigm case of statements such a
X is wise’ is a statement like ‘the Vice-chancellor is wise’. But God is not
comparable with the Vice-chancellor Therefore it makes no sense to say that
God is wise

But this argument makes the stultifying assumption that our language does
not atlow of being stretched and adapted to new cases; on which assumption
there could have been no development of civilized and expressive language at
all Inventing new words is a rather sophisticated business; reapplying old
ones is the procedure that originally made man capable of abstract thought.

The classic theory of reapplication in theology is of course the doctrine of
analogy. This has come under criticism as suggesting a sort of proportion
sum which we have not the means to work out: God’s wisdom exceeds man’s
wisdom in proportion as God’s being exceeds man’s being But what propor-
tion is that? Is it perhaps enough to reply that it is not our business to work
out proportion sums in relation to God? God is wise beyond our undes-
standing; this is our faith; and it is a faith which can be sufficiently defined
by hard-headed reasoning to have some definite content

We may start by noting that some of our concepts are truly open-ended. A

12 De anima 3.5, 430a20; 3 7, 421al; cf 3.8.431b22
13 Minucius Felix Octavius 18: magnitudinem Dei qui se puiat nosse minuit: qui non vult
minuere non Rovit
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simple and instructive case is that of the predicates ‘hot’ and ‘cold” These
look like symmetrical opposites; but scientists assure us that things cannot be
cold beyend a certain degree, at which all motion stops; but there is no limit
which restricts their heat. Hence if I say ‘X is hot’ I need not be taken to
imply that X is comparable to a cup of tea, or to Rome in July

In this example — and indeed in the doctrine of analogy — we are still
thinking in terms of a single scale of measurement The case of God’s
wisdom is more complex To say that Cod is superlatively or transcendently
wise will not explain the forms which God’s wisdom will take. But we
should not expect to know this. Pannenberg introduces the notion of God’s
contingent action in order to ‘protect’ the otherness of God against the possi-
bility that his essence could be inferred from his actions (p 171 =37/336f)
But T doubt if it is needed; even granted that we can sometimes identify an
event as an act of God (or as embodying an act of God) we can never under-
stand all the reasons for it, or determine what part it plays in the complex
strategy of divine love But we can ‘see through a glass, darkly’ And since
Pannenberg himself makes positive statements about God, he must surely
agree that God’s ‘incomprehensibility’ should not be taken to mean that our
knowledge of God is zero It is a thetorical way of pointing to riches and
resources beyond our comprehension.

We come at last to the long and complex fourth section of Part III, with its
by now familiar heading ‘The Consequences of the Method of Causal
Inference’. The section begins with a reference to proofs of the existence of
God in connection with Romans 1-5. Pannenberg claims that St Paul stands
outside the cramping influence of the inferential method, in that he presents
man’s natural knowledge of God not as a human achievement but as a divine
judgement But early Christian theologians failed to follow Paul’s lead; at
certain points they broke free from the constraints of the inferential method;
at other points they were forced into ‘a constriction of the biblical idea of
God, an abridgement of his transcendent fieedom and oninipotence’ (p 158 =
28f/327). One might pethaps compress the argument of the two following
subsections in these terms:

(a) the philosophical concept of immutability does not do justice to the bib-
lical notion of God’s faithfulness;

{b) the philosophical concepts of simplicity and absence of properties do
not adequately express God’s otherness and transcendence

The pages devoted to subsection (a) seem to me the best in the whole
paper . I may perhaps quote the following lines: ‘The concept of immutability
rightly says that God is no originated and transitory thing . But
immutability says too little, since God not only immovably establishes and
maintains reality in its lawful course, but has within himself an infinite pleni-
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tude of ever new possibilities in the realization of which he manifests the
fieedom of his invisible essence’ (p. 161 = 30/329). Pannenberg goes on to
point out that the concept of divine immutability leads on to Pelagian errors
amongst others; for ‘If God is immutable, then surely every change in man’s
situation in relation to salvation must be initiated by a change from a man’s
side’ (p. 163 = 31{/330).

In general, if not in every detail, | warmly welcome these pages; and 1
must not be taken to criticize them if I add two reflections on the philosoph-
ical reasoning involved:

(i) Ancient reflections about immutahility were much influenced by a
passage in Plato’s Republic 2, 380-381, which Pannenberg does not
mention Plato argues that if a god changes, he must either suffer change
from an outside influence, or else change himself But being ex
hypothesi perfect he cannot change himself for the better; nor of course
for the worse Therefore he cannot change at all The argument that God
is incapable of improvement becomes a commonplace; it was used, fot
example, by the not very philosophical Athanasius in controversy with
the Arans; and if accepted, T think it would exclude Pannenberg’s
concept of God’s freedom, as ‘having within himself an infinite pleni-
tude of ever new possibilities’; since any act of God in history brings
God himself into new relationships with his creatures The concept of
divine immutability thus requires to be complemented by that of predes-
tination; the whole course of world history is determined in every detail,
and its actual development adds nothing to God’s experience, but is
only undergone by the human participants God knows eternally that an
individual must undergo temptation x at time # but he cannot know that
the individual will undergo it o1 has undergone it, since to God it makes
no sense to say ‘It is now time #, and he is undergoing it now’

Thus if we accept the Platonic argument, the bhiblical concept of
God’s freedom has to be sacrificed But need we accept it? It seems to
me to rest on an over-simplified concept of goodness and badness; if
you like, it fails to distinguish between perfection and the measure of
perfection lf God does something new, say by creating man, this does
not mean that God’s previous existence was imperfect; but its perfection
was capable of enlargement, in that he accepted new responsibilities and
a new stance as creator For Plato, of course, any conception of this kind
was ruled out by his preoccupation with timeless and mathematical real-
ities as the standard of perfection.

(it) For this reason, immutability was conceived primarily as resistance to
decay or other changes for the worse. But even this resistance was mis-
conceived as a purely static obstruction Plato, in the passage I have
mentioned, uses the argument that well-made articles like good clothes

II
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do not wear out easily, and healthy bodies are not prone to disease; good
characters also resist temptation But a well-made cloak is not
immutable in the way an equilateral triangle is immutable; it is useless
unless it can flex with its wearer’s movements And a healthy body does
not remain passive in the face of fatigue or infection; though Plato could
not have known this, it adjusts itself to the danger, secretes lactic acid,
breeds antibodies, and so on And of course immutability is not a suffi-
cient recipe for either prudent or Christian conduct; it excludes response
to divine grace and to particular inspirations. '

I have thrown out these suggestions in the briefest possible form; 1 am well

aware that much remains to be discussed

The argument of subsection (b) may perhaps be summarized as follows:

(i) ‘The immutability of the first cause leads to the thought of its sim-
plicity’;

(ii) If God is conceived as simple, he has to be conceived as incomprehen-
sible and indeed without properties (so the E. T ) or qualities, apoios;

(iii) This, again breaks the connection between God's essence and his
action; since an action without propetties is inconceivable

Pannenberg’s criticisms of this structure of thought are mainly directed at
point (iii); there is a brief glance at point (ii} on p. 172 (= 36/337), where he
says that the link between simplicity and absence of properties in only valid if
one takes a realistic view of universals; a previous page, 169 = 36/335, sug-
gests that he is referring to the tough requirement that a valid definition
should have a structural correspondence with the thing defined; human
beings, e g, consist of rationality combined with animality; cf. Aristotle
Metaph 7 10-12. But point (i) is merely anncunced. I think this is a pity,
because arguments on this point are often vitiated by a very simple fallacy
Ancient thinkers frequently assume that there is a straightforward opposition
between what is simple (&mAoUs) and what is composite (oUvBeTos); hence
one can prove that a thing is simple merely by showing that it is not com-
posite. But this is clearly false; a tree, for instance, is not composite in the
sense of having been assembled from pre-existing parts, like a house; but
neither is it simple, since it consists of distinguishable parts like roots, a trunk
and branches; and these develop by differentiating themselves out of the rela-
tively simple acorn or other seed.

Moreover, if it is false that all complex beings arise from the assembly of
their parts, it is probably also false that afl decay and corruption are caused by

¥ Cf my remarks in H Démie's Festschrift Plaronismus und Christentum. edd H-D
Blume and F Mann (Miinster, 1983) p. 252
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their separation If a house collapses, it is not usually the case that the various
bricks and timbers simply come apart; the process will usually begin when
the timbers begin to rot and the bricks to soften and crumble. Can one then
trace the softening and crumbling to a more intimate separation of the minute
particles? No doubt one can; but the ancients were certainly not in a position
to prove that simple bodies such as atoms cannot merely pass out of exis-
tence; modern science, after all, tells us that they can be transformed into
energy, which is then simply dissipated; still less could they prove (against
Plato, Timaeus 41a) that a thing can exist eternally only on condition that it is
immutable, and therefore simple. Are we not ourselves promised eternal life?

Pannenberg’s discussion gives an important place to Irenaeus, and contains
the arresting sentence ‘For Irenaeus, the concept of God’s simplicity means
that the fullness of all perfections and properties is realised by him in the
mode of unity’ {p 167 = 34/333) One would have liked to see this idea
further developed; failing this, [ would assume that Irenacus’ concept of
divine unity is a remarkable but not particularly original one which is clearly
traceable back to Xenophanes '3 But Pannenberg goes on to explain that if
God is really simple, no properties can be ascribed to him ‘insofar as every
attribute is what it is only in distinction from another’ (ibid ). True, God is
sometimes described as apoios merely in the sense that he lacks sensory qual-
ities, like the human mind; but the more radical conclusion is justified: ‘the
simplicity of God requires that he be conceived as propertyless’ pp 169 =
36/335) And he continues, ‘Awareness of the otherness of God apparently
reaches its highest pinnacle with the drawing of this conclusion But this sort
of otherness does not express his unforeseeable action; it is not the otherness
of his freedom’ This leads on to the conclusion that God must be seen as
operating contingently, as acting freely, which is repeated with great force in
the concluding section five

It has been a difficult task to describe and criticize a complex and influen-
tial article within the limits of a single paper. Perhaps it may make for clarity
if I end by restating my criticisms in the baldest possible summary:

(1} Pannenberg argues that a single method of inquiry, the ‘method of infer-
ence’, runs through all Greek philosophical theology. It leads both to the
conclusion that God is part of the natural order and (surprisingly) to the
doctrine that God is incomprehensible. Pannenberg does not seem 1o
reject the notion of God’s incomprehensibility as such; but he claims
that as conceived by the Greeks it tends to depersonalize and deactivate
God; it masks the notion of God’s free creativity

Comment: (a) The theory of a single philosophical method is over-

15 See my Divine Substance pp 187-9
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simplified; (b) Pannenberg’s notion of God’s free creativity is arresting,
but goes far beyond anything realized by early Christian theologians; (¢)
Pannenberg treats the hiddenness of God as an absolute; even though it
is closely connected with specific acts in history, it is an essential fact
about him, not one that revelation can remove But his treatment seems
to tule out any positive teaching about God, even though he claims that
God is not ‘propertyless’ We could reply that revelation does enlarge
our knowledge, even though it also increasingly reveals our ignorance

(2) Pamnenberg claims that the Fathers were justified in appealing to Greek
philosophy because of the support it gave to monotheism.
Comment: (a) This is by no means true of all Greek philosophy; (b)
Greek speculations about unity brought in concepts quite foreign to the
Bible

(3) Pannenberg claims that the early Fathers were relatively successful ip
breaking through the philosophical assumptions about God as a general-
ized cause and asserting his free creativity
Comment: This is inadequately supported, and also wrongly assumes
that the doctrine of creation ex nihilo is a Jewish or Christian coinage

(4) Pannenberg rightly criticizes the philosophers’ tenet of divine
immutability; he fails to note weaknesses in the arguments for
immutability

(5) Pannenberg gives qualified support to the theory of divine simplicity, as
highlighting God’s incompiehensibility, but notes that it ends by
making God ‘propertyless’. Once again he is uncritical in accepting
arguments in favour of simplicity

(6) Some doubt must persist as to the coherence of Pannenberg’s view that
God ‘confronts men in the personal mode’ but, on the other hand, is
essentially incomprehensible’, ‘essentially hidden’, and ‘hidden pre-
cisely in his historical acts’ This is a rhetorical way of making a valid
point; if understood at all literally, it makes any theology impossible.

Let me end, then, with two general observations; one on the form of
Pannenberg’s argument, the second on his theology:

(1) We are told that the Christian Fathers were partly successful, but not
wholly successful, in ‘remolding’ the philesophical conception of God
so as to do justice to the biblical conception of a God ‘who out of his
otherness effects the new and contingent,16 and is thus the personal
Lord” (p. 180 = 43f/343f) But what is the status of this *biblical con-
ception’, as Pannenberg presents it? Its roots in the biblical tradition are

18 The German seems to require the rendering "and is confingent

IT
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undeniable; but it does not echo the biblical tradition as it was under-
stood by the rabbis, o1 by the Christian Fathers, or as it might have been
explained by the biblical writers themselves. It owes something to
Bultmann, something to Harnack, something to Luther, something to the
schoolmen, and much more to the Greek philosophers themselves It is
their labours that have enabled us to extract and refine this concept of
God’s freedom and otherness and his shaping of history from the vast
and varied complex of biblical material It is fiom them that we derive
the key concept of critical revision; one could have explained this idea
to Plato or to Aristotle; one could have made it intelligible to Origen or
to Augustine, and just possibly to Irenaeus. It would have meant nothing
at all to the writers of the Bible.

(2) Arresting and valuable as Pannenberg’s theology proves to be, there are
some expressions which give rise to misgivings; and among them I
would place the notion of God’s contingent action. It has this to be said
for it, that if God acts in history, and history includes contingent events,
including the decisions of human free will, then God adapts his action to
contingent events. It also points to God’s power of acting in new,
unforeseen and creative ways But it tends to mask the complementary
notions that God’s actions flow approptiately from his own nature, and
that they are also appropriate to the moment in the historical process to
which they are directed There is a complexity here which cannot be
grasped by either of the conventional alternatives ‘necessary’ and ‘con-
tingent” When Pannenberg says that God’s action is contingent, he does
not mean that it is arbitrary. But when Plotinus, for instance, says that it
is necessary, he does not mean that it is forced.

To generalize this comment: the drawback of this concept of God’s contin-
gent action is that it expresses God's power mainly in relation to our own
ignorance of the inner logic and appropriateness of his action It is better,
then, to talk of his freedom and his creativity In the same way, the notion of
God’s otherness contains an important lesson; but it suggests strangeness and
alienation, which are notions relative to our human condition; it needs to be
corrected by the more positive and absolute concepts of God’s fullness,
mystery, and depth If we believe that it is God’s will to bridge the gap that
separates infinite from finite being, the Christian preacher can never give pri-
ority to the claim that God is a scandal He must affirm that God is love.
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Marcel Richard on Malchion and Paul of Samosata

Two third-century crises have long aftracted the attention of scholars: the
controversy between the two Dionysii, and the trial and condemnation of Pani of
Samosata: Luise Abramowski has offered us a novel and carefully argued
approach to the former, but will, I trust, be content with a more pedestrian
approach to the latter Our main source for this is of course Eusebing’
Feclesiastical History; but he tells us much less than we could wish He describes
the events that led up to Paul’s condemnation and reproduces part of the
Synodal Letter written to justify his deposition. This letter certainly contained a
description of Paul’s theology and of the proceedings against him, since Eusebius
tells us that the writers "make manifest to all their zeal, and also the perverse
heterodoxy of Paul, as well as the arguments and questions that they addressed
to him; and moreover they describe the man’s whole life and conduct” (HE
VII,30, transiation by Lawlor and Oulton, 1927). But the passages actually quoted
enlarge on Paul’s "life and conduct’, ignoring his theology, apart from the passing
remark that he "strutted about in the abominable heresy of Artemas"; and
Eusebins’ own comments in effect repeat this, agreeing that "he espoused low
and mean views of Christ .. namely that he was in his nature an ordinary man"

Can we supplement this information? A fairly extensive dossier of texts
purporting to reproduce Paul's teaching, and indeed to derive from the acta of
the Synod of Antioch, can be collected from fifth- and sixth-century writers,
beginning in 429 with Eusebius of Dorylaeum, who wished to represent Nestorius
as reproducing the heresy of Paul. A good collection of this material was

published by Henri de Riedmatten in 1952, building on earlier works by Bardy
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and Loofs.! De Riedmatten argued that the fragments he printed are anthentic
1 have always thought that he made a good case. But some notable scholars were
not convinced; and their doubts were increased by Marcel Richard in 19597
Amongst other arguments, Richard proposed a new translation of a crucial
passage in Eusebius (H.E. V11,29) which had seemed to support the authenticity
of the fragments. As commonly rendered, this passage asserted that Malchion,
Paul’s accuser, "had stenographers to take notes as he held a disputation with
Paul, which (disputation) we know to be extant even to this day". Richard argued
that the alleged "stenographers" were actually “informers", who did not "take
notes" but rather "gave evidence", presumably of Paul’s previous actions or
teaching And he offered other arguments to suggest that the supposed fragments
derive from Apollinarian forgeries, a literature with which he is extremely well
acquainted.

Richard’s arguments have been accepted by a number of distinguished
scholars, including IN.D. Kelly (1977), A Grillmeier and R1L. Sample (both
1979), F.W Norris and H.C. Brennecke (both 1984) and R P.C. Hanson (1988)
Others have appeared unconvinced, including R. Lorenz (1979), T.D. Barnes
(1981), WH.C. Frend (1984) and R D. Williams (1987)."

But the whole question has been reopened in a masterly article by Manlio
Simonetti® He examines the vocabulary of the "fragments” in detail, and thus
developes and greatly strengthens de Riedmatten’s claim that they exhibit archaic

features which fit naturally into a third-century context, but which a post-Nicene

' Les Actes fe Paul de Samosate (Paradosis 6), Fribourg/CH 1952, G. Bardy, Paul de Samosate
(SSL 4), Louvain 21929 F Loofs, Paulus von Samesata etc, TU 3rd series XIV, 5, Leipzig 1924
* Notably Bardy in his review of de Riedmatten, RHE 41 (1952) 643 ff, retracting his carlier
acceptance of them See also H Chadwick, JThS 4 (1953) for a cautious approval of de
Riedmatten. .

* M. Richard, Malchion et Paul de Samosate. Le Iémoinage d' Eusébe de Césarée: EThL 35
(1959), reprinted in his Opera Minora 2 (Louvain 1977), no. 25

* IND. Kelly, Early Christian Doctrines, Londor *1977, 159; A, Grillmeier, Jesus der Christus im
Glauben der Kirche I, Freiburg *1981, 297; R.L. Sample, ChH 48 (1979) 18-21; FW Norris, JThS
35 (1984) 51f ; HC Brennecke, ZNW 75 (1984) 274; R P.C Hanson, The Search for the Christian
Doctrine of God, Edinburgh 1988, 72. On the other side sce R. Lorenz, Arius Judaizans?,
Géttingen 1980, 128-35; T.D. Barnes, Constantine and Eusebius, Cambridge 1981, 144; WH.C.
Frend, The Rise of Christianity, London 1984, 394 no, 117, RD Williams, Arius, London 1987,
159f 305 no. 27. These authors ignore Richard, though Williams refers to Norris

¥ M. Simonetti, Per la Rivolutazione di Alcune Testimonianze su Paolo di Samosata: RSLR 24
(1988} 177-210
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forger would not think of reproducing; other known and admitted forgeries in
fact make no attempt to avoid the Janguage of what they regard as contemporary
orthodoxy.

Simonetti followed this article with a shorter paper devoted to a review of
Richard’s own arguments ® Here again T accept his conclusions; but I think it
possible to amplify and improve his criticism of Richard. T have neither the time
nor the space to reopen the main question; but the more modest task I have
mentioned may still be useful, and may help to throw light on an obscure but
important episode in the history of doctrine

We begin, like Richard, by considering the crucial passage from Eusebius HE
VIL29,2: paiote 8 abitov eddivag Emupurntdpevov Suhieyfe Mayinv . (30
words omitted) obtog yé Tot Emiampetoupivev Toyuyphpey (o meoe ahTov
Evotnotuevag, Nv xol eig delpo pepoutwny topev, pdvog toyuoev THV &AWy
xpudivouy Svta el AmorTAGY prpilaol ToV EVSpRmoy

Richard argues as follows:

(1) The verb miomueroioBa is a rare word, dating probably from the second
century A.DD. Although by etymology it derives from anuewolv (and so from the
noun oynpeiov, one can add), it connects "quant au sens" with the adjective
énionuog, "evident” or "well known" The verb should mean "to reveal"
("dévoiler"); it is balanced against ed9dvag Emixpunrépevoy above, and the same
object eb®ivag (ace plur) is to be understood; it can therefore be rendered
"mettre en évidence" (pp 326-8).

(2) Tt cannot refer to stenographers taking notes (the usual rendering as
quoted abave); such a procedure would be too commonplace to deserve notice
(p 327).

(3) The phrase [fimnaotv wpie adtév Evatnodpevog cannot refer Lo a simple

debate; it must indicate a formal process of trial ("enquéte”, p. 327; "enquéte

judiciaire”, p. 330}, at which indeed Paul may not even have been present (p

326). The supposed parallel with Origen’s debates with Heraclides and with

Beryllus of Bostra is delusive, since these were amicable discussions with men of

¢ "Paclo di Samosata e Malchione Riesame di Alcune Testimomianze', in: Hestfasis (FS §
Calderone), Studi Tardoantichi 1, Messina, 1-25

1
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good faith (p. 331). The use of {fwnow in the singular helps to mark the
distinction (pp. 330-3) Richard adds some observations on conciliar procedure
which I shall leave on one side (pp 333-8).

(4} The common rendering of Zmionueicupévev ToyuYPAPwV Tests on
mistranslations of Rufinus and Jerome, both of whom mistakenly connected it
with omuelov and wrote "excipientibus notariis" (pp. 329-30).

(5) Richard adds evidence to show the growing importance of "tachygraphes
(excerptores, notarii, tribuni et notarii)” in the third and fourth centuries and
their employment in responsible tasks apart from stenography (pp. 328-9). In this
case, then, they acted as informers who "gave evidence" at Paul’s trial; and it is
this which Eusebius indicates by the phrase EmtovUELOUpEVEY TOXUYPRGLY

Such is Richard’s case. But we perceive at once that it involves a certain
inconsequence. Eusebius, he says, cannot have been referring to the presence of
stenographers; this would have been taken for granted. But in this case, whatever
Fusebius’ words may have meant, stenographers were present! And this, coupled
with Eusebius’ reference to the survival of the trial records, is surely a point in
favour of their survival into the fifth century, not against it?

As to the supposed antithesis between eb%dvag Emuxpumtdpevov and
émtonuetovpéveny, Simonetti surely is right in objecting that the two verbs are too
widely separated for this to be probable {Hest{asis, p. 10f.). But in any case there
is a certain difficulty in translating the former phrase, which is not entirely
clarified by Richard’s "qui dissimulait”, still iess by Simonetti’s "ch’ era abile a
nascondere le sue prevaricazione” (RSLR, p. 179), Ei®0vag, which I agree in
taking as an accusative plural noun, cannot refer to Paul’s "prevarications”, but
to something which he opposed; either the investigations, or the resultant
accusations directed against him The phrase must mean either that Paul was
obscuring the evidence against him, or (with a slightly unusual sense of
grupimresdo) that he was evading the accusations that ensued. For this sense
of eti%uva of Eusebius, HE. IH 10,8

We pass to consider Richard’s first point, on the word émianpeiolioBar. By
and large we can admit that the verb is uncommon. Richard gives a list of its

occurrences, to which [ can make a few additions; but some important insights

I
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can be gained by paying attention to the noun &monpeiwotg, which is surely

good evidence for the meaning of the verb.”

My list is as follows:

Pagan authors:

Diogenes Laertius 7,20 = SVF 1,308 (the noun)

Anonymus Londiniensis (1st century AD.) 21,21

Plutarch, Apophth Lac 55,2,235¢c Berpardakis.

Aspasius, In EN (CAG 19,1), three refs.: pp. 101,1; 139,6; 165,33.

Alexander of Aphrodisias, In SE (CAG 2,3) p 145,29

Sextus Empiricus 5,68

Christian authors:

Irenaeus, Haer 1,8,2 (SC 264, 117-120 Rousseau).

Hippolytus, Haer. IV,50,2 (the noun),

(Ps. Hippolytus fr 26, noted in PGL (=Lampe, Patristic Greek Lexicon), is
probably to be discounted, as its authorship and date is uncertain; see GCS
I1,2,150, 12 Achelis.)

Origen Cels 4,12 (GCS 1,282,9 Koetschau)

Hom. Jer. 14,5 (GCS T11,110,25 Klostermann), cf. Jerome, PL 25,6668
Comm. in Joh, five refs: I1,28,171; VL60,307; X,19,114; XIII,17,104;
XII1,62,436; plus the noun at X,40,274

M. Perp. 17 (Acts of the Christian Martyrs, Oxford 1972, 124 Musurillo).

Africanus, Chron 13, 1, reproduced in Eusebius PE. X,10,2

Lusebius, D.E. VIII proem 12; IX,4,2; plus the noun at V,11,3
H.E. Vi,24,3 (the noun) and VIL,29,2 quoted above.

The verb exhibits a fair variety of senses, which itself suggests that it was not
exceptionally rare. Let us begin by making a concession to Richard, who argues
that it was felt to be cognate with the adjective émiompog This is in fact

confirmed by the passage in Hippolytus noted above: idiwg of &vdpuror mpag

7 Cf Richard, 327 n §
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gmtonpelnstv Tivey &oTpav dvdpata oliteg Exdieaay, iva adtols Emionpa f,
“men gave individual names to distinguish certain stars, to make them distinct”.
Africanus {l. ¢} may possibly have felt the same, but this is less probable, since
43 words intervene to separate émionpot ... Emianpetodievos.

In other cases, I shall argue, the connection with the noun ompetov is
unmistakeable The original sense of the word must be "to take notes”, whether
in shorthand or otherwise. Thence there is an easy transition to the sense
"observing" (in English, from "taking notes" to “taking note"; in German from
"Notizen machen" to "Notiz nehmen"). This is clearly the sense in Sextus
Empiricus 5,68; el tov obpavdy drofrérwy ntonpetolitol 6 &viayov Lipdiov,
"he watches the sky and observes the constellation as it rises”, and in the
Martyrdom of Perpetua, émtonpuetbonade To mpdcwra fuav Entpeid Tvo kol
EmtyviyTe pdle &v Excivy T Huépa: "take note of our faces"; there is no question
of "revealing" them ("dévoiler”) In Eusebius, D.E. VIII proem. 12 we find the
closely connected sense of "pointing out", "calling attention to": Tag ebayyehindg
puvig &v mphtolg Emonuswwadpevet. Hippolytus® mpe émionueiwoty is rather
similar; and Plutarch speaks of an audience "recognizing" or "marking” some
behaviour by applause: tov ¢ [laverrvoy Entonpetwsaptvay xpdty 6 E90g.
There is no need to follow Cobet and "emend" the text by substituting the more
familiar word émtonpoiveadal, for monpuerolictou is used by Plutarch’s near-
contemporary Aspasius, and should be allowed to stand.

Probably the commonest sense is that of "pointing out" a fact or situation, just
as in English one can "observe” or "remark" that something is the case, even
though not directly visible; 61t follows it in Aspasius and Origen, and it occurs
intransitively with mepi at Origen, Comm. in Joh XII1,62,436 Finally, it is used
with an impersonal subject, where some event or tradition "indicates” some
further fact, as in Irenaeus, haer. 1,§,2; Kol 7o na%n 3¢ adrfig, & Emadev,
émioeonuetidsdan Tév Kiptov gpaoxoucty &v to) atoupd "it was her sufferings (viz.
those of Sophia) which, they say, the Lord indicated on the Cross" This, I think,
is the nearest we come to Richard’s required sense of "revealing" something that

at first sight lies hidden; but there is a clear distinction between this and the
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commonest sense of EnionuetoloBon, which is that of pointing out what might
otherwise escape notice.

My list began with Diogenes Laertius 7,20 = SVF 1,308: [ZAvev £ Betv] 1ov
dxobovrta ot mpos Tolg Aeyouévoig yiyvesBou Hate pun Aapfavery xpovoy eig
v émeonpeiwotv. This can only mean "the hearer should be so absorbed in the
discourse itself as to have no time for taking notes” We cannot of course be sure
that Diogenes is giving Zeno’s exact words; but it is at least possible that
gruompetolatae was used in this sense in the third century B.C, long before it
appears in Plutarch and the Anonymus Londiniensis of the first century AD.
Apart from this passage it is not easy to find confirmation for the sense of
"taking notes" which is suggested for Eusebius, HE. VI[,292 But another
passage from the same work may be relevant At VI,24,3, discussing the places
where Origen wrote his various books, Eusebius tells us that the ten books of
Stromateis were written at Alexandria &g xat Tolto dAdypagot Sniototy abtol
pd TV THpwy Emonuerdoets, The word éadypagog can hardly mean "written
in his own hand", as Lawior and Oulton translate it, if LSJ is right in noting that
this sense appears much later. It should mean "written out in full" (so PGL =
Lampe, ¢f. p. 5). But why should Eusebius say this? The preface to the several
volumes of a published work would hardly be written in short-hand But if
tmianueiowatg were commonly used to indicate short-hand notes, it would be
natural to insert éAdypogog to show that this sense was not intended.

But the chief evidence for the sense is of course the independent testimony of
Rufinus and Jerome, who use the phrase “excipientibus notariis", which
indisputably refers to the taking of short-hand notes; Rufinus in his translation
of Eusebius H.E. VII,29,2, Jerome in his notice of Malchion, closely based upon
Eusebius, in de viris illustribus 71. Simonetti has already rejected Richard’s
contention that they simply mistook the sense of the word: "it is hard to think
that two, so to speak, professional translators, who had lived long years in the

East, knew Greek less well than Richard"?

® RSLR 24 (1988) 181, repeated almost verbatim in ST 1,11
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I agree with this judgement, and submit that my examination of the word goes
far to confirm it. In particular I will make three points:

(1) Although my list, compiled from easily accessible indexes, is not markedly
longer than Richard’s (for writers down to Euschius he gives 10 instances,
discounting Plutarch, I give 20, besides an additional 4 to the noun
¢momueinotg) my list is strengthened for precisely those authors which Rufinus
and Jerome are bound to have read: 7 + 1 for Origen, 3 + 2 for Eusebius, as
against 2 in each case.

(2) My list includes Origen’s Fourteenth Homily on Jeremiah, which Jerome
translated. At the relevant point our only Greek manuscipt reads Emet
tomueiwabipey, but Jerome clearly read rmsampelwoéyey, which he translated,
quite correctly, as "annotavimus”; and his reading has been adopted by the editor,
E. Klostermann, for the GCS text. The sense of "observing”, "taking note”, which
we have seen is frequent in Origen, is obviously close to that of "taking down
notes" which Jerome and Rufinus give to the word in connection with Malchion.

(3) Richard’s interpretation of émionpetoioan presumes that both Rufinus
and Jerome wholly overlooked its connection with the simple verb anpetouadet
and the analogous compound bmoanueiciadar. The simple verb occurs not very
seidom in both Origen and Eusebius. Clement of Alexandria uses the noun
Smoanueiware, And both it and the verb dmoomuetobobot are indisputably used
in the sense of “taking notes", the noun at Diogenes Laertius 2,122, the verb at
2,487 cf. also Origen, Cels. proem. 6

I have devoted some space to a modest, though necessary, philological task.
Let me conclude with a few more general observations.

(1) Richard suggests that Paul may not have been present at the final Council
which pronounced his deposition (pp. 336,337 and no. 25); the notice at HE.
VI1,30,19 that Aurelian referred the question to the Bishops of Italy and Rome
might suggest that he thought the authority of the Council diminished by Paul’s

abserce. A hasty reader would infer that if Paul refused to present himself, the

? Richard himself refers to these passages, cited by chapters as 2,13. 2,6 at 330 n 9, noting correctly
that there can be no question of stenography in Xenophon's time, but does not deny that they refer
to taking notes
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texts which profess to reproduce a dialogue between him and Malchion (esp. frr
22,36) must of course be spurious. But this conclusion by no means follows It
would be quite natural at the Council to give evidence of Paul’s opinions by
citing the records of earlier debates, the Aéyot xai Cyrhoeig of HE. VIL282
Indeed it would be more effective to quote such statements, made in the
presence of witnesses, than to rely on the testimony of Richard’s "informers"
(2) Richard, as we have seen, attaches great importance to the use of the
single word {ftnaty, used he thinks to signify the "enquéte judiciaire” conducted
by Malchion at HE. VII,29.2, as distinct from the double plural Adyor naxi
Cnrioetg xol Swedoyoug, HE. VL3372, cf. § 3. Obviously, if Paul were not
present, there could be no reference to a dialogne But Richard goes to great
lengths to deny any analogy with the case of Beryllus, or with the recently
discovered conversations between Origen and Heraclides. No doubt there is a
difference, in that these two conversations ended in agreement; and a further
difference if Paul refused to attend the final Council But there seermns to me a
touch of naivetée in Richard’s unquestioning acceptance of Eusebius’ estimate of
Paul (p. 331): "Bérylle et Héraclide étaient de bonnes évéques, qui enseignaient
de bonne foi une doctrine erronée et ne songeaient pas a s’en cacher. Paul de
Samosata, au contraire, se dérobait devant les accusations portées contre lut et
le probléme était de prouver I’ objectivité de ces accusations” Only Malchion
succeeded " 4 prendre U accusé en flagrant délit (ewpav)”, ibid, cf. VI1,29,1-2,
pupedets, pupdoet Does Richard mean, after all, that Paul compromised
himself at the Council? This would not follow, since Eusebius can use qupév
quite generally of an accusation proved by written argument, e.g. E'T 1,20,40; II1,
3,47. But what concerns me more is that Richard’s account of the events makes
no allowance whatever for any polemical bias on the part of Eusebius when he
speaks of Paul’s "duplicity" We should not overlook the possibility that Paul’s
accusers were simply puzzled; they were convinced that his teaching was

unacceptable, but could not identify it with any of the heresies which they
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already recognized This technique is familiar enough,” and can be seen in
Eusebius himself, who generally brands Paul as an adoptianist and Marcellus as
a Sabellian, though sometimes arguning that the latter’s theology, per contra,
makes him a Paulianist.

(3} A much better account of Paul is given by Eusebius in the Ecclesiastical
Theology L14 If I read him right, he recognizes four separate heresies and
distinguishes Paul’s teaching from that of Sabellius, from adoptionism, and from
the theology of Marcellus: (1) Sabellius teaches one sole Godhead (§1) but
identifies the Father with the Son (§3); (2} the "Ebionites" confess one God and
do not deny the Saviour’s body (i.e. bodily reality) but fail to recognize the Son’s
divinity; (3) Paul, although he teaches that Jesus is the Christ of God, and
confesses one Almighty God like Marcellus, was condemned because he did not
confess that Christ was both Son of God and God before his generation in the
flesh (xaxi tov Topscsotéa 38, xainep ‘Ingolv Tov Xpiotov Tol HSeol elvan
Bedéonovra, Pedv Te Svot ToV Exi mivTev Guoitg duooyolivre Moapkéihe, The
Scnoiog Tob Yeol &ARGTPIOV Améprvay of ExAnoasTiol ToTépeg, STt py xod
vidv $eoli xoul Sedv mpo THg Evodkprou yevédaews Svta vov Xpratoév bpodoyet).
Sabellius’ heresy, however, involved the Father, not Christ; and (4) Marcellus
"apparently in the same case as he was™ defines God and his Logos as one,

while granting him the two titles "Father” and "Son"

The account given of Paul agrees well with the fragments (Christ, frr.-

6.79.1126; not pre-existent, frr. 2.3.26 etc) and is far more plausible than
Eusebius’ usual caricature, which indeed recurs at E T. 1,20,43. It suggests that
Eusebius may have been prompted to re-read the acta of the Council, possibly
as a result of his previous controversy with Eustathius (Socrates, HE, 1,23f).
Eusebius’ efforts to tax Marcellus with admitting a tuman soul in Christ (E. T.

1,20,41.45) might well be a "left-over” from this earlier contraversy, for Eustathius

1 See my paper 'Rethorical Method in Athanasius': VigChr 30 (1976) 121-37, reprinted in my
Substapce and Ilusion in the Christian Fathers, London 1985, no. VIIL, esp 131-3, where I show
that these techniques were widely practised

% The Greek is T& fooe § abr§ tmbopevog Mapxerheg mwodeiv, where imidbpevog must be
understood as a passive: '(rightly) suspected of the same fault”; the middle voice would translate,
improbably, as 'suspecting that he himself was in the same case”
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certainly recognized such a soul {(frr. 15,17 Sp.) whereas there is no direct
evidence that Marcellus did so. But if Eusebius looked up the acta around 330
A D, it becomes easier to suppose that they were used by the homoeousian party
in 358-9;2 at all events we have gone some way towards closing the gap between
268 and 429. - So much by way of tentative positive suggestions as an appendix
to my main demolitionary task

Dormitat Homerus! Richard at his best is so superbly perceptive as well as
learned that his less distinguished performances have carried a conviction they do
not deserve. Scholars who have accoustomed themselves to dismissing de
Riedmatten’s case will not easily be persuaded to change their views. But I
submit that Richard’s attempt to discredit it must be pronounced a failure Paul

of Samosata can once again emerge from the shadows.

2 $¢ Simonetti, RSLR 24 (1988) 182
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ARIUS IN MODERN RESEARCH

THERE is no need to argue the crucial importance of the Arian
controversy in the early development of Christian doctrine, and
much new light has been thrown on its history in recent years.
Yet the motives and intentions of Arius himself are still disputed.
T have taken the opportunity to teconsider them in a fairly non-
technical style, reproducing 2 lecture generously commissioned
by the University of Mainz. I shall consider three subjects: our
evidence for Arius’ doctrine; the main intention of his theology;
and his relation to earlier thinkers I will make some ntroductory
rematks on each of these points.

1 Arius’ writings have not survived in extenso. Our knowledge
of his thought depends on three soutces. )

(@) We have letters written by Arius, which differ notably in
their occasion and their emphasis. The earliest, Optiz Uvrkunde 1,
is a short note wtitten to an influential friend, in which Arius
complains that he has been unjustly treated by his bishop,
Alexander, and sets out some points of disagreement. The next,
Urkunde 6, is a 1espectful approach to Alexander in which Arius
explains his theology in more accommodating terms, apparer}tly
in the hope of securing toleration. The third, Urkunde 30, is a
short credal statement addressed to the Emperor Constantine,
which avoids all controversial points The first two letters were
written ¢.320 A D., the third, I believe, ¢. 333;" it resulted, of course,
in the Emperor’s withdrawing the condemnation imposed on
Arius by the Council of Nicaea A few phrases from a fourth letter
are quoted by Constantine; see Opitz Urkunde 34. o

(b)) We have some remains of the Thalia, a composition In
verse in which Arius presents his theology in forcible terms The
first seven lines are quoted by Athanasius in his ‘First Oration
against the Arians’, published perhaps ¢ 340 AD., some twenty
years after the poem was written, T'wenty years later again
Athanasius quoted some forty-two lines in his work De Synodis,
along with other Arian documents This, 1 believe, is valuable
evidence.

(¢) There is a great mass of material in the form of reports
and criticisms of Arius’ doctrine by Alexander and especially by
Athanasius It includes two lettets written in the name of
Alexander and numerous summaries by Athanasius, all phrased
in roughly similar terms. The most influential of these has beep
the report, based on the Thalia, which Athanasius presents in his

! See Annik Martin, RHE 34 2 (1989), 319 n. 2, against Opitz (327)
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‘First Oration’, chapters 5 and 6. Not all of this report is reliable.
It includes quotations, or alleged quotations, from the writings of
Arius and of his colleague Asterius. But these are interspersed

with hostile comments, and we also hear of remarks thrown off

in conversation by unnamed Arian partisans. Scholars in the past
have been far too ready to treat all this evidence as equally valid,
In particular, they have preferred the indirect evidence of
Athanasius to probable quotations from Arius, who is a heretic

2. Arius’ chief theological interest, it has long been supposed,
was to uphold the unique dignity of God the Fathe:, especially
in comparison with the divine Logos. Alexandrian theology at this
time was pluralist; it insisted that the Second and Third Persons
of the Trinity were real and substantial beings, and not mere
energies or functions of the Father. Alexander followed Origen in
holding that the Logos was eternally generated from the Father;
he differed from Origen in ascribing to him equal dignity and
power Arius rejected both these doctrines To make the Logos
coeternal and equally divine, he thought, was to preach two Gods;
the Logos must be seen as junior, as radically inferior and subor-
dinate to the Father This view is strongly expressed in Arius’
first letter and in the Thalia fragments

Nevertheless Arius expresses this doctrine within certain limita-
tions. He describes the Logos, in Isaiah’s words, as ‘a mighty
God’ Although junior to the Father, and created by him, the
Logos was called into being before all creation and executed the
Father’s creative wotk. So much is repeatedly disclosed by
Athanasius

But Arius appears to have been inconsistent. He emphasized
the lesser dignity of the Logos by pointing to human limitations
which he underwent as incarnate in Jesus: suffering, uncertainty,
the need for decision, and the like.? It might seem that a Logos
who was, next to the Father, the supreme architect of the universe
should eo ipso be wise and powerful and proof against human
weakness. Nevertheless Arius, or some of his followers, described
the Logos as, in important respects, subject to our infirmities; the
opposing party seized on these admissions, and complained that
he considered the Logos a mere man, no more than a man.

It was this side of Arius’ doctrine that was taken up by two
American scholars, Robert Gregg and Dennis Groh® In their
view the main concern of Arius was not to subordinate the Logos
to the Father, but to offer a distinctive approach to salvation. The

2 R. Lorenz, ‘Die Christusseele im arianischen Streit’, ZKG (1983), 1—51; 36
n 198 citing Urk. 30 2; 34 14, 32; also much indirect evidence

I R Gregg and D) Groh, Early Arianism, a View of Salvation (London, 1981)
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Arian Logos, they think, is conceived as a morally perfect man,
subject to cur human limitations, and showing us by his example
how those limitations can be overcome, This view has met with
some criticism; but it has been given a cautious welcome by Dr
Rudolf Lorenz. He has expressed it in the pregnant phrase ‘Arius
ist Isochrist’ * He does not mean, of course, that Arius was the
equal of Christ; nor indeed that he claimed to be so. He means
that, in Arius’ view, men ate capable of attaining equality with
Christ; and this entails, conversely, that Arius assigns no greater
dignity to Christ than a perfect man could attain.

3. Lorenz agrees with Giregg and Groh that Arius’ main inter-
est lies in Christology; and he seems to accept their view that
Arius’ Christology is an adoptionist one, ‘adoptianistisch’.®> These
points are associated with a distinctive view of Arius’ antecedents
Lorenz holds that Arius’ doctrine of the Logos is influenced by
QOrigen’s teaching on the soul of Christ, rather than by Origen’s
Logos doctrine itself Furthermore, he believes that Arius stands
in a line of tradition which derives from Paul of Samosata ®* Both
these suppositions lend support to the view that Arius teaches an
adoptionist Christology.

I have described these points very briefly, as I mean to return
to them later For the moment T will say that the suggestion about
the soul of the l.ogos is most interesting and suggestive; but
it involves complications which Dr Lorenz may perhaps have
overlooked. But to present Paul of Samosata as a forerunner of
Arius is an idea which, I must confess, I believe to be totally
miscenceived

I now return to my first topic, our evidence for Arius’ theology.
Scholars in the past have relied on the testimony of Athanasius
and Alexander, and Lorenz followed them in his fascinating book
Arius Fudaizans? written in 1979. He exhibited this testimony in
a system of eight headings, which has been widely adopted. Since
that time he has done me the honour of giving careful attention
to an essay of mine in which I put forward a very different view.’
In fact I have entered this discussion with three principal contri-
butions ® My essay of 1976, ‘Rhetorical Method in Athanasius’,
attempted to show that Athanasius was not objectively reporting
facts for the benefit of future historians; he was engaged in a bitter

‘Christusseele’ 3, ¢f 41 n 250

Ihid. 3, cf 40f, 48

R Lorenz, Arius Yudaizans? (Gottingen 1979) 128, ¢f ‘Christusseele’ 48.
See n. 2.

Vig Christ. 30 (1976}, 121~37; ¥T.8, NS, 29 (1978}, 20—~52; ibid 39 (1988),
76—91
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controversy, and was not above using the polemical devices
allowed by the conventions of his time. If misrepresentation served
his turn, he would misrepresent A second essay of 1978, on the
Thalia, claimed that our best information on that work is the
extracts preserved in Athanasius de Synodis 15, to which I will
return Most recently, in 1988, 1 argued that one of the letters
attributed to Bishop Alexander, beginning °Evdg obpatog, is in
fact the woik of Athanasius. This also affects Lorenz’s argument,
since he could claim that on some points the testimony of
Athanasius is confirmed by that of Alexander. But their agreement
is much reduced if we admit that only the longer letter, “H
diropyoc, was actually composed by Alexander. Lorenz cites it
much less, and its agreement with Athanasius is indeed much less
close. The linguistic arguments for my view, 1 still think, are
irrefutable; if some scholars have been sceptical, it is mainly
because my view conflicts with a common view of Athanasius’
activity, namely that he wrote nothing until after he became bishop
in 328; whereas 1 present him as writing an important dogmatic
letter at the age of little more than twenty; in Charles
Kannengiesser’s words, I make him a sort of theological Mozart!

Accordingly, next to the letters of Arius himself, our most
reliable source is the Thalia fragments of de Synodis 15 We have
some forty-two lines written in rather crude verse. I was wrong
in trying to identify their metre as anapaestic; since then Professor
M. L. West has desciibed it as Sotadean, which agrees with
Athanasius’ remaiks in the ‘First Oration’ and elsewhere ° But a
metrical structure, whatever it be, suggests that Arius’ text has
been preserved without substantial change I mysell see these
lines as a sequence of disconnected fragments; Athanasius has in
fact selected those lines which give an opening to criticism, so
that almost all of them correspond to objections which he has
developed elsewhere. It is most unlikely that Arius could have
written a theological poem in which every line was offensive to
orthodox sentiment; but if there were inoffensive lines, it would
suit Athanasius’ purpose to omit them. What then was the extent
of the original poem? We have no means of knowing. If pressed
for an answer, I would consider it unlikely that it was less than
100 lines o1 more than 500; but I must emphasize that this is
mere conjecture,

The doctrinal impottance of this finding is that the Thalia
fragments provide a check on Athanasius’ testimony, particularly
in the ‘First Oration’, chapters 5 and 6, which has long been taken

® ¥TS 32 (1982), 98—106.
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to be the best source At one point it is completely confirmed:
Arius does indeed, in his own words, proclaim the inferiority of
the Logos and his substantial unlikeness to the Father in just the
way that Athanasius condemns; though no doubt he also praised
the Father in lines which we have lost.'® At another point
Athanasius is clearly at fault; Arius describes the many &mivoiu
of the Son in terms which 1esemble Origen’s; the &mivoln are
functional titles of dignity But Athanasius treats these &mivoa
as mere fictions or pretences, an interpretation of the word which
1s possible in itself but entirely unjustified in this context It is a
disconcerting thought that Athanasius insists on an interpretation
which will later be found in Eunomius, whereas Arius agrees with
St Basil. In general, one might summarize the position by saying
that Athanasius has slightly, but persistently, exaggerated the
extent of Arius’ unorthodoxy. No apology can turn Arius into a
Christian Father But he is nothing like the villain that tradition
has made of him; and at certain points, where he made unwise
pronouncements, he was later willing to retract them.

But can my reading of the Thalia be confirmed on critical
grounds? I am not aware that there was widespread dissent from
my 1978 paper. Nevertheless there are two scholars at least who
hold strongly dissenting views, which I will attempt to discuss

First, my greatly respected friend Charles Kannengiesser main-
tains the traditional view that our prime source for Arius’ teaching
is the ‘First Oration’, chapters 5 and 6; but he has proposed an
entirely novel explanation of the de Synodis material.'* He sees it
as an artistic composition displaying a unified structure, which 1
myself cannot detect. It seems to me to contain a number of fresh
starts and unexplained transitions, as was observed long ago by
Bardy,’” and as I have already agreed '* As to its content,
Kannengiesser thinks that it is a reformulation of the original
Thalia, made shortly before Athanasius wrote the de Synodis, by
a writer who was moving towards a neo-Arian position. This view,
I believe, is whelly disproved by metrical considerations The
original Thalia was composed in verse, as Athanasius reports But
the version of it presented in his ‘First Oration’ is almost entirely
unmetrical. It must therefore have diverged to some extent from

W Cf Urk 6 2; Alexander, Urk 1446

"' C. Kannengiesser, Holy Scripture and Hellenistic Hermeneutics (Berkeley
California, 1982}, 14—20; R. C Gregg (ed.) ‘Arianism’ PMS 11 (1083}, 50-78;
E. Lucchesi and H. D. Saffrey (eds.) Memorial A ¥ Festugiére (Genéve, 1984),
143-§1

12 Lucien, z55~7.

13 ¥T5 38 (1987), 19g—201
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the original text, Yet we are told that a later writer both teformul-
ated Arius’ verses with a new theology in mind and reintroduced
the original metre. Whether he based his work on the original text
or on Athanasius’ paraphrase, such a procedure defies belief

Kannengiesser's account might perhaps be thought more
acceptable if taken in conjunction with the analysis of the ‘First
Oration’ itself proposed in his Athanase, Evéque et Ecrivain, which
suggests that chapters 1—10 are a later addition, composed perhaps
in the 350s (op. cit. p. 402). This would make them roughly
contemporaneous with the major works in which Athanasius cites
a nurnber of documents verbatim. And the solitary appearance of
6poololog at i.g could be simply explained on the hypothesis of
a later date. But, as T have argued when reviewing the book in
this journal (36 1 (1985), 226 f.), the subtraction of chapters 1—10
(with 30-34 and parts of Book ii) does not leave a convincing
remainder.

Kannengiesser argues for his redating of chapters 1-10 on the
ground that their content is not discussed in the later chapters,
which are mainly concerned with Asterius But this fact, I think,
can be simply explained without 1esorting to theories of dislo-
cation [f the ‘First Oration’ appeared, as we agree, during
Athanasius’ Second Exile, it would be natural for him to begin
writing with the Alexandrian situation in mind and make Arius
his principal target. But before long he was at Rome in the com-
pany of Marcellus, who had provoked a furore by his attack on
Asterius; in fact this work, and the 1eplies by Eusebius of Caesarea,
were a major cause of strained relations between Rome and the
East. Asterius’ theology therefore must have been actively debated
at Rome, as well as Marcellus’ attack, and Athanasius’ shift of
objectives is thereby explained

Secondly, Dr Rudolf Lorenz has done me the honour of sub-

jecting my 1978 paper to very careful discussion; he treats it,

indeed, with respect, besides offering valuable corrections Yet for
all its acuity and learning, his paper shows signs of piecemeal
composition. He begins by stating his view of Arius, using the
traditional material and the well-known eight headings. He then
deals very fully with my critical work, and accepts some of my
arguments; but.this does not lead him to reconsider the rather
conservative account of Arianism that he has previously given
His conclusion is presented in notably moderate terms:
‘Athanasius’ reports contain important information, which should
not be disregarded Arianism is not an invention of orthodox
polemics; and Arius is not to be bracketed with Eusebius of
Caesarea.’ But this sentence leaves important truths unsaid

1AY
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Athanasius’ information is of course important and would be
indispensable if we had no better sources by which to correct it
But at certain points, I have argued, we have better sources, which
enable us to detect the element of misrepresentation that runs
through so much orthodox polemics, and so come closer to the
real Arius. Dr Lorenz’s impressive construction is not fully reli-
able because it uses material for which, unfortunately, such cor-
rectives are lacking. I agree, of coutse, that Arius made provocative
claims which Eusebius avoided; but neither of them was wholly
consistent or wholly intractable The comparison is introduced,
presumably, because Lorenz thinks I have been too kind to Arius.
But he surely will not claim that I have been careless in scrutiniz-
ing the evidence?

This account must suffice; it cannot be stretched to include a
detailed discussion of texts We turn, then, to the remaining topics,
the intentions of Arius and his antecedents.

Here D1 Lorenz makes the following four points.

1. Arius derives his view of the Logos from Origen’s teaching on
the soul of the Logos, rather than the Logos himself

2. In Origen, this soul gains divine status by adoption.

Atius in the Thalia declares that the Son was adopted.

4. 'This is confirmed by Alexander’s report {Urk. 14 35 f) which
links Arius with Paul of Samosata.

It may be convenient to begin with a rematk on the term
‘adoptionism’, since L.orenz has attributed this view to the Arians.
English scholars spell the word with a second ‘0’, ‘adoptionism’,
so that it has no apparent connection with the heretical Adoptiani
like Elipandus. In practice it suggests that someone attains a status
which is not his by nature through his own moral effort and
achievement. It seems that the German term Adoptianismus gives
much the same impression. But a higher status need not be gained
by adoption; some men became Roman emperors simply by seiz-
ing power on the strength of their military prestige. Conversely,
if adoption takes place, it need not be a response to recognized
merit Normally, of course, it will take place on the double ground
of metrit in the past and promise for the future But adoption
whete there is no promise is possible; one might in sheer pity
adopt a hopelessly difficult child. Adoption on petformance only
is also unlikely; yet a king might adopt an honoured counsellor,
say, on his deathbed, so as to cheer his last hours with the thought
that his children would enjoy royal honours The normal situation
is adoption ex praevisis meritis, rather as Samuel judged that David
would make a good king.

But if the essential point is that someone attains divinity by

[#5)
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his own eftort, we need a better term; in English we might

perhaps speak of ‘promotionism’, in German perhaps of

Verbesserungstheologie, this would correspond with Athanasius’

accusations that Arius conceived Christ’s goodness in terms

of npokont) and feitiooig. I think there must be some truth
undetlying these charges; but we cannot be sure, since at this
point there is no first-hand evidence to provide a check on the
opponents’ reports. What can be said with some assurance is that
it is most unlikely that Arius thought of salvation exclusively in
exemplarist terms. Almost all Christian thinkers employ a variety
of concepts and symbols to interpret the mystery of our salvation.™

An Arius who relied on one alone is hardly a credible figure.
Let us turn, then, to the suggestion that Arius’ view of the

Logos derives from Origen’s tieatment of the soul of Christ

Lorenz provides a very careful and well-documented study, which

cannot be fully considered in this paper; but T will summarize it

as follows.

1. For Ozrigen, this soul, like other souls, is a created being; though
its creation must be seen as a timeless condition

2. Like other souls, it has free will, and can act either for the
better or the worse.

3. But the soul of Jesus consistently adheres to the Logos in love,
and so becomes totally fused with him in one spirit.

4 'This soul therefore receives all the honorific titles that originally
belonged to the Logos,

5 The Logos assumed this soul in order to become incarnate
But the Logos remains distincet, and is unaffected by the human
emotions that attach to his soul.

6 This soul’s persistence in well-doing is held out to mankind as
an exarnple for us to follow.

Dr Lorenz then argues, in a much briefer paragraph, that Arius’
teaching reproduces the pattern just set out.

I find this argument impiessive and largely convincing
Nevertheless there are some reservations that need to be made.

1. Origen’s account is not as consistent as Lorenz makes out.
In some contexts he emphasizes the total fusion of the soul of
Christ with the Logos; they become ‘one spirit’, they need not be
separately named, and so on Elsewhere, he draws clear distine-
tions; the soul is an instrument of the Logos; the soul is passible,

* In some unpublished notes I have summarized Athanasius’ salvation doctrine
under some twenty headings Exemplarist teaching is widespread For Origen, see
Princ. iv.q4 4, p. 184—26 For Athanasius, EF 2.5, 10.7, Ep Marc 13 (of Christ’s
earthly life); also ¢ Ar iit 20 (bmoypoppdc from 1 Pet 2: 21) of Christ’s unity
with the Father

IV
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the Logos impassible ! Moreover, Origen is uncleat as to the
moment at which their union takes place In the de Principiis
i1.6.3, in Rufinus’ translation, it takes place principaliter; Lorenz
paraphrases it ‘von Anfang der Schépfung an hingt sie unzer-
trennlich dem Sohn Gottes an’, etc.!® But in ¢. Cels iig it is
united ‘after the Incarnation’. How then was it before? Was it not
yet in being, or not yet obedient?

Thete is a complication here. Origen holds that our actions are
free, but yet are fully foreseen by God I do not myself think this
conjunction is possible; but for the moment let us accept it. It
does not then follow that a good action eternally foreseen by God
ensures unchanging goodness, It might be negated by another
action which God equally foresees But undeviating goodness fore-
seen by God is quite another matter. There is no uncertainty here
which needs to be dispelled. It may be that Athanasius has missed
this point He argues, absuzdly I think, that on the Arian view
the Saviour did not become Logos until he had performed the
good works which secured his divinity 7 This is like saying that
David did not become king until he had succeeded in ruling
wisely, as Samuel foretold

2. Some of Origen’s assumptions are clearly not shared by
Arius, a fact which counts against Loienz’s emphasis on his
dependence Arius clearly did believe in God’s total foreknow-
ledge; this plays an important part in his conception of the Son’s
moral condition, as ftee in principle but undeviating in fact He
clearly did not believe in the eternity of God’s creative action,
and of the creatutes themselves. Time is part of the order of
creation, and outside the temporal order such words as ‘before’
and ‘after’ become obscure and uncertain in their application
Nevertheless Arius insists on asserting the priority of God over
his creatures, including even his Son, who is prior to all time,
yet dypdvog yevvnbeig Brd tod matpog obk v npd 700

¥ Qrigen seems to hold both (i) that the soul of Christ is by nature like other
souls, and so permanently distinct from the Logos, and (ii} that its moral union
is unshakeable, so that it is permanently united For (i): it is created by the Logos,
Princ 17 1, Lorenz n. 208. By nature intermediate: flesh/spirit, Co. Rom 17 45;
flesh/deity, ibid 17 55, Princ. ii 6.3. So can do good or evil, Princ ii 6.5, Lorenz
n 226, 235. Not by nature God, Cels ii.g init, of. Princ 1 6.5 Doesn’t change its
{created?) essence Cels iv 18 For (i1): It is united to God by its free choice, Princ.
ii 6, iv 4 4 (354.13), Cels. v 39; but its obedience has become second nature, Princ
i1.6 5; it is so fused that it need not be distinguished or separately named, Cels
vi.q7, Princ iv 4 4 and fr 37; it is in substance divine, Princ. ii.6 6 For the notion
of acquired substance or ‘second nature’ see my Divine Substance p 148 n 18

16 ‘Christusseele’ 38
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yevynOfivan '® Here Lorenz very perceptively points out observa-
tions by Origen which do not square with his genetal picture, but
are not unlike Arius’ opinions **

3. There is one obvious objection to Lorenz’s view. Arius
plainly believed in the pre-existence of the Logos, though not in
his eternity; this is shown by his literal acceptance of Prov. 8: 22
But he cannot have believed in the pre-existence of souls, For
Peter of Alexandria is known to have attacked Origen’s doctrine
at this point, and Athanasius repeats his condemnation.? If Arius
had accepted that doctrine, it is surely inconceivable that
Athanasius should have missed the oppottunity to condemn him

If is of course a common opinion that Arius did not acknowledge
any soul in Jesus, But I do not rely on this opinion. Our only
firm evidence for it is a statement by Eustathius of Antioch *! But
Arius must have found some means of interpreting the New
Testament passages which refer to Christ’s soul. He could well
have accepted Origen’s dictum: “When Scripture wishes to indi-
cate any suffering o1 trouble that affected him, it uses the word
“soul”, as when it says “Now is my soul tioubled”’, and so on
Origen thus dissociates the Logos from suffering Athanasius car-
ries this process further, and assigns the Lord’s sufferings to his
‘lesh’. He could thus complain that the Arian exegesis of such
texts associates the Logos too closely with suffering; he does not,
and presumably could not, complain that the Arians fail to grant
the Logos a soul.

To summarize: Arius’ doctrine of the Logos was indeed influ-
enced by Origen’s views on the soul of Christ. But one must not
suppose what a careless reading of Lorenz might easily suggest,
that he simply adapted Origen’s teaching. He plainly diverges ata
crucial point, over the pre-existence of souls in general; and he has
no concern to insulate the Logos from suffering. The truth is rather
that Origen expressed a number of sharply divergent views; Arius
adapted some and tejected others to form his own synthesis.”

I shall deal rather briefly with Lorenz’s third point He detects
an act of adoption in the well-known couplet from Arius’s Thalia:
&pyTiv OV LIOV EBnke TV yeEvVNI®OV O Gvapyog
kol fijveykev £l viov Eawtd TOVOE TEKVOTOIACUG.

18 Urkunde 6. 4.

1 “Christusseele’ 38 n 223. On time see R, Williams Arius p 122 nn. 53, 56;
also ‘Christusseele’ 38 n. 218 ref Princ. ii.g 1 p. 164 1, ERLvoovpuévn &pyxh

0 Peter: Leontius of Byzantium ¢ Monaoph., Fr in Routh Rel Sacr iv.5o.
Athanasius ad Epict. 8, Vit. Ant 74

2 Fr 135, de Riedmatten p 100, It was of course upheld by some later Arians

22 8o Lorenz, ‘Christusseele’ 38 n 223.
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Argument naturally arises on two points: does TeKVOmOLELY mean
‘to beget’ or ‘to adopt’? And does the couplet refer to two separate
divine acts, or to a single act with a double description? Lorenz
thinks that the first line denotes the begetting of the Son, and the
second refers to a subsequent act of adoption ** But this interpret-
ation is directly contradicted by a phrase in Arius’ letter to
Alexander, Urkunde 6 3: the Son received from the Father his life
and being and his dignities, which the Father brought into being
simultaneously with him, té¢ 86Eag cuvunootiioavtog DTd T0D
natpds. Of course theologians can be inconsistent, as I have
shown: but I doubt if Arius would have contiadicted himself at
this vital point in a carefully phrased dogmatic letter.

Thete remains the question of Paul of Samosata We may start
from some acknowledged facts. Lucian was highly regarded by
Arius and his sympathizers. Lucian is described as a successor of
Paul by Alexander of Alexandria; though this report lacks con-
firmation. Arius is portrayed by Athanasius as shating the errors
of Paul, but we have no surviving statement by Arius in his
favour.

My dithiculty in following Dr Lorenz is that at a crucial point
Arius seems to have agreed with Paul’s accusers, rather than with
Paul himself. Certainly we must not make the mistake of thinking
that, whatever his accusers believed, Paul always took the opposite
view There are, in fact, several points of agreement. Paul’s
accusers apparently held a pluralistic theology resembling that of
Dionysius of Alexandria. Paul agreed with them to the extent of
making the Logos a distinet personal being, identifiable with the
divine Wisdom, and substantially distinct from the Father. The
main point of difference was that the accusers held that the divine
Wisdom was substantially present in the man Jesus, or essentially
united with him. Paul complained that this was equivalent to
making the two identical, so that the human sufferings of Jesus
impinge directly on the divine Wisdom. He himself drew a sharp
distinction between the divine Logos and the man born of Mary,;
vet he protested that he had an adequate concept of their union,
which avoided the error of making them identical The man Jesus
was not pre-existent; on the other hand his coming was foreseen
and appointed by the Father

But this sharp distinction between the Logos and the man is
wholly foreign to Arius’ thought If we think that he used the
human sufferings of Chiist to prove the inferiority of the Logos,
this argues something like a substantial union between them; we

2 Better in R Williams Arius p 102, n 40.
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have shown that he did not use the soul, or the flesh, of Christ as
an effective barrier between them; this is the truth underlying
Eustathius’ complaint But the lack of an adequate distinction also
explains the fact that it was possible to misreptesent Arius as a
follower of Paul. One of them appeared to believe in a man guided
merely by external inspiration; the other in a passible Logos too
much entangled in human limitations. Both then were accused,
though on totally different grounds, of making Christ a mere man.

I have had to present Paul’s opinions briefly and dogmatically,
int a form appropriate to a lecture. I have consulted the texts as
presented by de Riedmatten, which I believe to be authentic,
though no doubt selective.?® And I have tried to avoid some
common misconceptions. I remember my pupils at Oxford asking
me whether | thought Paul an adoptionist or a Sabellian The
answer 1 should have given is that these are not true alternatives;
but both are polemical statements which are extremely remote
from the facts. Paul no doubt attached importance to the human
acts of Jesus, instead of making him a mere mouthpiece of the
divine Wisdom. But he did not make him simply an inspired man.
Paul's Wisdom figure is a substantial being, she has a dignity
which must be upheld, she dwells in the man Jesus as in a temple
Once these facts are admitted, the chaige of Sabellianism also
collapses.

Where then does Lucian fit into the picture? Here T am less
certain; but I will make a suggestion 1 start from the following
facts. Arius regarded Lucian as a respected teacher Next, the
views of the Lucianist party show some resemblance to those of
Paul's accusers. But the contemporary bishops of Antioch,
Philogontus and Eustathius, are opposed to the Lucianists, though
they are not, of course, prepared to defend the memory of Paul.
At some time, then, there must have been a reversal of theological
tradition at Antioch. But we do not hear of any break in the
episcopal succession. It may be, therefore, that Bishop Domnus,
who succeeded Paul, was not an outright opponent, but an uncon-
troversial figure calculated to appeal to moderate men on both
sides 'This would explain why the ambitious and influential Paul
left behind him no strong body of sympathizers, but only a quite
insignificant group of Paulianists

% For a telling defence see M. Simonetti ‘Per la Rivalutazione di alcuni
Testimonianze su Paolo di Samosata’, RSLR 24 (1988), 177-210. He criticizes
M. Richard’s attack on the reliability of the fragments, in ‘“Malchion et Paul de
Samosate, Le témoinage d’ Eusébe de Cesarée’, Eph Theol Lov 15 (1939), 325 ff.
I hope to reinforce this criticism; see H C Brennecke et al (edd.), L ogos, Festschrift
fiir Luise Abramowski, Géttingen 1993, 140—50
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As for Lucian, if he really was excommunicated for the duration
of three episcopates, his fall must have taken place very soon after
Paul's expulsion. We may see him, then, as an uncompromising
pluralist, strongly opposed to Paul, who was condemmed because
he refused to accept the policy of peace and accommoedation By
representing him as a successor to Paul, Bishop Alexander means
no more than that he was the next prominent troublemaker. *
Alexander needed to gain the suppert of Eustathius and his allies,
who would not altogether approve of his pluralistic Trinity, with
its barely-concealed doctrine of three hypostases; so he takes the
opportunity to dissociate himself from two teachers whom
Eustathius is sure to dislike. But we need not accept his insinuation
that the two agreed with each other.

In arguing this case, I have diverged a little from my principal
theme. My purpose has been to argue that the traditional estimate
of Arius is the right one His main concern was to uphold the
unique dignity of God the Father in the face of attempts to glorify
the Logos, as he thought, unduly. This interest is abundantly
attested in his surviving fragments. It is allowable, if rather
strained, to say that his main interest was Christology. But the
idea that he was mainly concerned to propound an exemplarist
theory of salvation finds little or no support in his surviving
fragments I venture to think that we have seen the end of a most
interesting episode in the history of Arian scholarship; and that
after Dr Lorenz no scholar of equal distinction will come forward
to support this theory.

% 1 agree with Bardy (L ucien 48) in seeing Lucian as an opponent of Paul, and
in not pressing the sense of Alexander’s diadskdpevoc (Urkunde 14 36) to indicate
a formal succession (Lucien p 51 n 66); but I see no need to imagine two Lucians,
which would rob Alexander’s remark of its point in seeking to discredit a teacher
revered by his Arian opponents

Was Arius a Neoplatonist?”

Dr. Rowan Williams is highly respected both as a theological scholar and as
a master of Christian spirituality; he has added to his distinction by accepting
the Bishopric of Monmouth; he is moreover a personal friend, who has done
me the honour of dedicating to me his book on Arius!, published in 1987 and
widely regarded as the best overall study of that much maligned theologian, It
is therefore with some hesitance that I undertake to criticize a theory pro-
pounded in that book, namely that Arius was influenced by Neoplatonist
thinkers, including Plotinus, Porphyry and Iamblichus, besides Anatolius and
others. I must appeal to Proverbs 27:6 ‘Faithful are the wounds of a friend’,
recalling Aristotle’s painful resolve to criticize his friends’ convictions (N.E
1.6). It is unnecessary to add that Dr. Williams himself is a splendid exemplar
of controversy conducted with courtesy and impartial judgement.

The book was foreshadowed by an article published in the Journal of Theo-
logical Studies for April 1983, pp. 56-81, entitled “The Logic of Arianism’. The
two presentations agree in the main; and a reference to the article made early in
the book (p 31) may be quoted as an introduction to Williams’ thesis, as it is
entirely typical of his biend of cautious assertion with bold theorizing. ‘Likewise’,
he writes, although (Arius) is described as a skilled dialectician®, we cannot with
confidence reconstiuct a philosophical education. If he was, as has been argued’
— in the article, of course — ‘indebted to certain currents in revived Aris-
totelianism and Iamblichus’ version of Neoplatonism, he could have encountered
such teaching in Syria around 300, when Iamblichus himself was teaching at
Antioch and Apamea’ This, however modestly propounded, is a startling hypo-
thesis; it suggests that Arius, whose philosophical education is considered un-
certain, consulted Jamblichus, whereas his contemporary Eusebius, who is well
known as a student of Greek philosophy, never even mentions lamblichus either
in his Praeparatio Evangelica ot in any other work that T can discover.

* Part of this paper has already appeared in a Spanish version in D Ramos-Lisson et al (edd ),
El Didlogo Fe-Cultura en la Antiguedad Cristiana {Pamplona, 1995), the record of a symposinm
held there under the auspices of the Faculty of Theology 1 am most grateful both for their gen-
erous hospitality and for permission to print

! Arius Heresy and Tradition By Rowan Williams (London 1987)

2 The evidence is late: Socrates, H.E , 1.5, Sozomen, H.E , 1 15. Perhaps more significant is
Constantine’s reference to his profession of belief ‘worked out in bold and extremely detailed
terms’, cofapide nog kal paro drpipidc AEnoxkmuéva, Opitz Urk 34, § 8.
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The articie puts forward three points in favour of Neoplatonic influence on
Arius, each of them based on a phrase to which he took exception. The first, at
p- 58, turns on the description of the Son as ‘integral to his Father’s substance’,
T 70U maTpog oboiog 1810¢, which in Arius” opinion as Williams presents it
would reduce the Son to a mere impersonal property or atitibute. The second, at
p. 63, springs from the phrase uépoc Opoovolov, where Williams adduces a
parallel in Iamblichus de mysteriis, illustrating the objectionable view that both
Son and Father participate in a prior divine ousia, which thus would be divisible
and negate the divine simplicity This objection is well known; but the suggested
parallel drawn from lamblichus is new and surprising The third point in the
article, at p. 66, begins from Arius’ protest against the doctrine that Father and Son
are equal in rank, which he says would result in two ingenerate beings, 600 dyév-
vrito. Williams discusses this in relation to the concept of participation, petoyn,
as expounded by Aristotelian scholars; but [ must postpone any detaited analysis.

The book does not reproduce the first two arguments that 1 have mentioned,
though it refers to them?® and makes it clear that Williams was prepared o
uphold in 1987 the conclusions he had put out in 1983. In their place we find
two new snggestions. The first begins with an excellent review of ancient
theories of creation, and of the Son’s role in it Williams adverts to the term
dvutig, the Dyad, as applied to the Son, and tries to explain it by citing numero-
logical treatises by Anatolius and lamblichus. 1 think this is far-fetched, and
prefer simpler explanations. The second argument discusses the relation
between God and his Logos, and in particular the Son’s limited knowledge of
the Father, with Arius’ sutprising comment that the Son does not know his own
ousia, let alone the Father’s Here Williams finds a background in Plotinus’
fifth Ennead; once again I remain unconvinced

In the third place the book contains a chapter headed ‘Analogy and Partici-
pation’, which developes the third argument already presented in the article
We may say that Williams’ argument for Neo-platonic influence on Arius is
presented under five headings, and it will be convenient to discuss them in the
following order: (1) and (2}, the first two points from the article; (3) and (4),
the first two points from the book; and lastly, the concluding point from both
works, which correspond closely enough to allow of a single discussion
(1) Williams begins by noting that Arius condemned the phrase {610¢ g
ovoiag, which he says was ‘current in Alexander’s circle’ as applied to the
Logos It would, he says, present the Logos as an idion of the Father in terms
of Aristotelian logic, and thus reduce him to a mere impersonal property.
Williams names Porphyry’s Isagoge as a likely source for this deduction, and
adds the comment ‘Given Arius’ reputation for expertise in logic, it seems per-
fectly possible that he was familiar with the fsagoge™.

} Op cit p 31, cf 189 196, 223
4 JThS ns 34 (1983), p 60.
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I agree that the phrase was current in Alexander’s circle: but I do not think
it originates with Alexander. It is not found in his surviving texts. Moreover
Alexander seemns concerned to minimize the difference beiween the Father and
the Son while emphasizing the real distinction between them They are Tf
broctacel to @boeig’, but the Son is exactly like the Father (dugpepng)s,
lacking only the attribute @yévvntog’. The epithet 1810 of course appears,
notably in § 32 which cites Romans 8:32 But 1610¢ tfjg oboiag is especially
characteristic of Athanasius, and consorts with his profoundly suggestive but
much less logical view which recognize the distinciness of the Logos as Son
but also makes him integral to God’s being as his Wisdom, Alexander no doubt
could accept such teaching; but his own emphasis is perceptibly different

It seems to me, rather, that the phrase embodies a reaction against Arius’
formulations, real or supposed; a reversal of Williams' explanation Arius wrote
in his Thalia the words: {810v 0bd&v Exel tob Beob xub’ drdotocy iddrog,
an enigmatic phrase to which we must return Alexander paraphrases this
sentence in § 13 of his letter "H @ilapyog: olite yap @dost vidg tig don Tob
Beov, paoiv, ofite Tive Eyev 18t0tnTo Tpdg adtdy, and the same charge is
often repeated by Athanasius in looser and more polemical expressions, as in
c. Ar. 1.6, 6 hdyog GAAOTPIOC péV KL GVOPOLOG KTl Tthvto THg TOL
naTpOg ovoiag Kol 1816t1og Eotiv The words dvopoiog .. e ... odoiag
read like a response to Arius’ next following line o08& yap &otiv ioog, GAN
ohds dpoovaiog adtd

So far I have been presenting a fairly minor disagreement with Williams on
the origin of the phiase idio¢ 1|¢ oboiag The case is very different when I
turn to his comments on the adjective 1810¢ together with its neuter form 1610v
or 10 8rov; for his argument is gravely weakened by a failure to distinguish
between them. On 18106 he writes as follows: “The point is straightforward:
divine properties are eternal and impersonal Of course God ‘has’ cogia and
AGYOg, but they ate qualities belonging to his substance Thus to say that the
Son is 610G to God is to reduce the Son to being an impersonal quality . .
Arius, in short, is quite clear about the meaning of 1810g; it relates only to a
quality predicated of a substance’ Williams then refers to Porphyry’s Isagoge,
where he says Arius could have found a discussion of the meaning of 5tog,
‘making it abundantly clear that {810¢ cannot be used of something which is a
substance in its own right’; moreover a debt to Porphyry might account for
Constantine’s reference to the Arians as ‘Porphyrians’®

Williams does not make it quite clear whether he himself accepts the extra-
ordinary doctrine that he attributes to Porphyry and Arius Of course 18i0¢,

5 Letter 'H oilupyoc, in Opitz Urk 14, § 38; of §§ 15, 16, 52.
6 Ibid. § 47; cf § 38

7 Ibid § 19; cf § 47

§ JThS 34 pp 59-60; cf Opitz Urk 33,
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being an adjective, does not ordinarily name a substance; but it is normally ‘used
of a substance’ when it is applied to a substance; we need look no further than
Romans 8:32, 'God spared not his own Son’; and the New Testament provides
many other examples; in St Matthew alone we find ‘his own city’, ‘his own
country’, *his own field’, *his own slaves’ There is no evidence whatever that
Arius would have rejected this usage

Williams, then, has misled us by careless formulation The adjective idiog
is essential to his argument, which begins from the phrase 1810g tfjg oboiag.
But he assumes that Porphyry’s use of it is dictated by what he says about its
neuter form 10 18iov. He refers to Porphyry’s Isagoge; but the connection
with ‘impersonal qualities” is made by tuming to another work, where equality,
70 {0V, is said to be an {8iov of the category of quantity®. This, I concede, is
a quality: but if Williams had followed up the Isagoge passage a little further,
he would have found Porphyry giving examples of the idia of mankind,
namely laughter, and turning grey-haired in old age. These appear to be,
respectively, an activity and a passive affection; it would be a misuse of lan-
guage to call them impersonal qualities.

Arius does in fact use the neuter form idiov in the Thalia verse already
mentioned:

id1ov oGdév Exel Tob Beob xad” drdctaciv iB10TnTog
obdé yap Eotv foog, AL’ 0088 duootclog adTd

I am not sure about the meaning of xuf’ drdorociv 1610TnTOC. It might con-
ceivably be used metri gratia in place of xot’ ihudtn e drootdoeng, which
would make good sensel®. It seems to be an attempt to clarify the sense of
idiov. But it is plain that Arius objects to the term in this context for reasons
almost exactly contrary to those deduced by Williams, Arius does not think it
would degrade the Son by reducing him to an impersonal quality, but rather
that it would honour him unduly by promoting him to equality with the Father.
That is why he continues 008¢ yap &otiv Ioog, GAL" 008E dpoololog abT@®.

Our only other evidence for Arius’ use of {61o¢ is found in his Letier to
Alexander, § 2, where he states that the Father brought his Son into existence
idle BeAnuart, by an act of will, whatever impersonal qualities may have
determined it But Arius makes it abundantly clear in the same letter that he
does not think of the divine propeties as ‘impersonal’. The Son was ‘created
by the will of God before times and ages, and received from his Father his life
and being, and his glories, which the Father brought into substantial existence
along with him’, cuvonootficavtog adt@d 100 Totpdég He adds that ‘the
Father gave him the inheritance of all things without depriving himself of his
own unoriginate possessions’ (v dyevvitog Exet év £autd) But there must

* Porphyry, Comm on Arist. Categories CAG IV ed A Busse p 115
10 See e.g Porphyry Senr. 33, p. 37.23 Lamberz.
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be some force in this denial; and there would be no force at all if the items in
question were mete impersonal attributes. If glories are to be inherited, they
must be real and substantial.

Two further point before we close this rather long discussion. First, an
Alexandrian writer could easily have based his use of 1810v on Clement, who
knows Aristotle’s Topics and conforms to its usage!!; there is no need to appeal
to Porphyry. And secondly, theologians can borrow the logicians’ terminology
without adopting their doctrines Athanasius, for example, can say that it is the
property of created beings to choose between alternatives; it is the property of
bodies to be emptied and filled; it is the property of Christians to be beaten!?
The idiom is rhetorical; Athanasius does not seriously mean that no one but a
Christian ever gets beaten, but rather that they often suffer this fate.

More generally, whether something is to be categorized as a quality or not
depends largely on the writer’s intentions. Take the accepted definition of man
as ‘a two-footed animal capable of laughter’. ‘Animal’ is the summum genus;
‘two-footed” defines a sub-class of it; but ‘capable of laughter’ is the (Siov,
the quality which belongs to man universally and uniquely, omni et solo But
in describing it thus, how extremely remote one is from the reality under
teview, from the infinitely variable performance which we call ‘a sense of
humour’, which involves both action and response, for one can both make
jokes and be amused by them; not forgetting the category of quantity, since
everyone knows that a good joke can be spoiled by being overdone,

Arius, then, wrote that the Son has nothing proper to God in the real sense
of ‘property’ His intention is to indicate mysteries and glories in the Father
which are unknown even to the Son. We may dislike this doctrine; but we
should not commend our dislike by attacking the form of expression. Arius is
using a logician’s short-hand that is allowable in its proper context. We have

Jjust observed Dr. Williams writing in a similar vein; and no one, T trust, will

dismiss Dr Williams as an arid logician.

I do not propose this as a conclusive demonstration, since the logicians
themselves were capabie of rhetorical and tendentious argument; nevertheless
I submit that so far we have found no proof that Arius was affected by
Porphyrian logic. And there is another reason to doubt this suggestion. Por-
phyry’s logical works are not cited either by Eusebius or by the Alexandrian
philosopher Alexander of Lycopolis, though both of them know his De Ab-
stinentia, nor again by Methodius. What reason have we to think that Arius
was better informed?

(2} This first section of Williams’ paper has required painstaking examination.
The second, I think, can be more briefly considered Williams refers to the phrase
pépog dpootolov, which Arius rejects in his credal letter, and comments,

1Sy 1168.3,p 1055:8.212,p 933
12 Orar 152; Hist Ar. 41
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cortectly, that it was suspect because of its materializing implications. What-
ever grace or sonship the Father confers on any other being cannot be viewed
as a material substance which issues from God and passes to them, if God is
known to be simple and indivisible.

Williams then notes that the term &poobo10g appeats in lamblichus, and
suggests, very tentatively, that lamblichus also may have influenced Arius. He
refers to a passage discussing divine inspiration. Could this be regarded as a
process in which divine inspiration mixes or amalgamates itself with the soul?
No, it is replied; for if some one thing is composed out of two, this is always
uniform and connatuial and consubstantial, But the divinity, which s ‘uncom-
binable’, &puktov, could not amalgamate with the soull?,

I do not find this parallel convincing, for several reasons:

(i) The context is different: divine generation in Arius, divine inspiration of a
soul in Iamblichus; both misleadingly compared, but to two conlrary processes;
division in one case, amalgamation in the other.

(ii) Iamblichus does not use the term puépog, which is crucial to Arius’ argument.
‘Opo0iG10¢ is a sort of makeweight, used by the opposite party to strengthen
their case; for it would be ridiculous to think of the Son as a pépog of the
Father which was not dpootciov, like  line, say, which is part of a triangle
but is not a plane figure

(iii) It seems unnecessary to bring in Iamblichus, for the doctrine that in-
corporeal substance is indivisible has a very long history. It goes back, pre-
sumably, to the puzzle propouned in Plato’s Parmenides (how can an Idea be
related to its multiple instances?) and the subsequent analysis of absolute
Unity This concept is taken up by Philo, Moderatus, Albinus, Numenius and
Clement, contrasting either with a dyad or with an inferior unity, and is vividly
characterized by Origen De Principiis, especially 1.2.6, ‘“We must take care
not to fall into the absurd fables of those who imagine for themselves certain
emanations, splitting the divine nature into parts and dividing God the Father’;
and 4.4.4, ‘Tt is impossible to speak of a part of what is incorporeal, or make
any division of it’. Moreover the same point is made by Alexander of Lycopolis
as an objection against the Manichees” doctzine of a divine power analogous to
the Logos: ‘If it is part of God, then ... they make out God to be composite
and corporeal; but this is absurd and impossible’™® And it is precisely as a
Manichean doctrine that Arius rejects the phrase pépog dpooliaiov.

Turning now to the points made in the book: the first and second of them
have something in common. Williams atiempts to explain Arius’ contentions
by citing parallels from Neoplatonic writers, in one case Porphyry, in the other
Tamblichus. The passages adduced are correctly interpreted, and have a certain

B JThS. art cit. pp. 63-6
14 Alex Lyec p 24 Brinkmann; see An Alexandrian Platonist (etc.), ed P'W. van der Horst
and ] Mansfeld (Leiden. 1974), p 80; ed A. Villey (Paris, 1985), p 77
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illustrative value But they by no means prove, or even suggest, that Arius was
influenced by Neoplatonism; for in both cases we can offer an alternative
explanation which avoids this assumption

(3) We begin at p. 191 of the book, where Williams introduces the puzzling
line from the Thalia: civeg 811 fy povig fiv, 1 dudg 8 odk Av npiv bndpiny:
in Williams ‘You should understand that the Monad {always) was, but the
Dyad was not before it came to be’. Williams refers to my own account of the
term dvég!®, which I still think was basically correct, but which admiis of better
presentation. 1 will briefly outline the background The Neoplatonic use of
povig and dvdg derives from the antithesis attributed to Plato by Theophrastus
and other commentators!® between the One and the ‘Indefinite Dyad’; the One,
or the Unit, functions as a measure; the Dyad is a second or derivative power,
and also a duality; it represents those aspects of our experience which are
unquantified, and therefore can be either more or less; accordingly it stands
for the indefinite multiplicity of the world’s constituents which issue from
their primal source. Philo identifies the duag with 10 yevopevov, as opposed
to the uovag, which is & memoinkde (masculine, N B.); he describes it as
eixmv mednthic ki dtaipetiic OAn¢!?. But a complication was introduced by
the later recognition that there are two possible concepts of the Monad — a
theory that was deduced from Plato’s Parmenides — namely a One that is
pure simplicity and a One which is essentially multiple; applied to theology,
this appears as a distinction between a first and a second God, which is well
known from ifs appearance in Numenius and Origen. Numenius does not him-
self use Sudg to denote the second God in any swrviving fragment; the word
appears only once, identified with matter in the manner of Philo'® But he
certainly holds that there is a secondary God who is also a duality; so in fragment
16/25 reproduced by Eusebius & yip Sevtepoc Si1tog dv abtomotetl v 1s
i8&av £autob xai ToOv x6ouov. Festugigre!? therefore is certainly right in seeing
the closest possible connection between Numenius and fragment & of the
Chaldean Oracles preserved by Proclus: dudg mopd 708e xdfntar- dpedtepov
yap Exs1, v@® pEv koréyslv 6 vontd, aicinow & Endyeiv kdopolg —
which expresses both his secondary position {for in fr. 7 he appears as ‘second
mind’) — and his dual role in cosmology And we can recognize this dual role
in the Arian Logos, though admittedly it is not expressed in a single antithesis,
for he both glorifies the Father and attends to the created world. 1 would not
assert that Arius knew the Chaldean Oracles; but since most of the surviving
fragments of Numenius are preserved by Eusebius they could have reached

% JThS.ns 15(1960), p 19

16 W D. Ross, Plate’s Theory of Ideas (Oxford, 1951) pp 184-5.
17 Somn i1 70, Spec. Leg. iii 180

'8 Fr 11 des Places, 1 15.

La Révélation d'Hermés Trismégiste il (Paris, 1933), pp 55-6
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Arius directly, quite apart from some indirect influence mediated by Origen. In
either case appeal to the Neoplatonic arithmetic is unnecessary, if not positively
misleading, Consider this passage from Iamblichus Theologoumena Arithmeticae
p. 9: dvag Aéyetar mopd 10 dudval kel Sramopevecbal: TpdTN yap i dvag
Seymdpioey adny £x tiig povadog, 68ev xal tOApa xalheitot, and so on.
I ranslate: ‘The Dyad is so called because of its “diadyctic” and penetrative
power; for the Dyad was the first to separate itself from the Monad, whence
indeed it is called self-assertion’ I need not emphasize the contrast between
this divisive self-originating power and the Arian Logos, evoked from nothing
by his Father’s will and addressed in the words ‘Thou art my Son, this day
have I begotten thee’
(4). The following section of the book, entitled ‘Inteliect and Beyond’, is an
extended discussion of the role of intellect in the universe, including the
distinction between a primary intellect identified as its first principle and a
secondary intellect, the divine Logos®. On pp. 208-9 Williams discusses Arins’
views on the Son’s knowledge of the Father. Arius appears to contiadict him-
self; on the one hand he argues for a positive though limited knowledge —
Thalia 14, 15, 31 W. — based on the Father’s seif-knowledge (14); on the

other he says (35, 36) ‘It is impossible for him to search out the mysteries of

the Father .. for the Son does (even) know his own substance {oboia); thus
(39) ‘He cannot know by comprehension — &v katalfyer — the one who
gave him birth’. According to Williams the Son’s ignorance of his own otoic
‘has long been a puzzle’ (p. 209); and he proposes to explain the contradiction
by citing Plotinus 5.3 7, which admittedly bears some resemblance to Arius’
words,

Nevertheless we need not invoke Plotinus, for a far simpler explanation
lies ready to hand. It is to be found in Bishop Alexander’s letter “"H @iiapyog,
§§ 20, 21, Alexander asks, how can any sane man explain the hypostasis of
the Logos? The prophetic Spirit refers to it, saying “Who shall declare his
generation?” (Is. 53:8); and the Saviour himself, in his kindness towards the
Saints, relieves them of any responsibility for such knowledge, saying that it is
naturally incomprehensible to them all (raioi[v] . abtolc dpuotkov eig koTdA-
Yiv), a mystery known only to the Father; he then quotes a New Testament
text identified by Opitz as Matt. 11:27, but in reality closer to its parallel at
Luke 10:22; Alexander’s wording is: obd&1g vip Eyve tig oty & vidg &l
un & matnp, ki 1oV motépa obdsic Eyvokey i piy 6 viog. Recalling the
same text at § 47, he reverses the order of the two clauses, but retains Luke’s
ti¢ ot formulation in both cases

The text presents problems which had long been recognized?': Christian
theology would come to a stand if we had absolutely no knowledge of the Son,

20 See PGL sv. vobg F.3 a, "Son as voilg’
1 See e g Eusebius Dem Ev 5.1.25-6
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and yet had to depend upon the Son for owr knowledge of the Father The
solution must be that we have a degree of knowledge sufficient for our needs,
but not exact or comprehensive knowledge. And both Alexander and Arius
think along these lines; they both introduce the Stoic term xoTéAnyng to in-
dicate the complete understanding that we cannot attain. In other respects, of
course, they differ. Alexander says that the Son’s hypostasis is ‘not naturally
comprehensible’ (Gpvoikdv eig xatdAnyiv) to anyone but the Father, since
he holds that the Son exactly resembles the Father; he tactfully omits any
qualifying clause to the effect that our ignorance of the Son cannot be ab-
solute. And Arius is also concerned with the Son’s hypostasis, and is indebted
to the same Lucan text; its opening words navia por mapedodn Hnd told
natpds pov are recalled in his Letter to Alexander, § 5, napd 100 feod  td
navte adtd mopedodn. Arius is concerned to stress the absolute transcendence
of the Father; and since the Lucan text asserts that only the Father knows ‘who
the Son is’, Tig &oT, it is a simple deduction that even the Son has mysteries
which he cannot explain &v kxatainyet. He cannot exactly comprehend either
his Father or his origination or his own being, his obcia. There is no need,
therefore, to appeal to Plotinus.

(5) I turn now to Williams’ last point, set out in § III of the paper and ex-
panded in Part III Section C of the book, entitled ‘Analogy and Participation’.
According to Williams ‘“Participation” is primarily the word used by Plato
to designate the relation existing between forms or ideas and particulars™??;
he means, of course, that particulars participate in the forms, but not vice versa.
But Aristotle denied such forms; and his successors, we are told, redefine
participation to denote a relationship between equal members of the same
species. “Substantial participation, then’, says Williams?, ‘is understood by the
third-century writers we have mentioned in a “lateral” rather than a “vertical”
sense’ This leads him to make the useful point that not only dpootciog but
dporobolog could suggest that ‘God’ is the name of a genus which has several
members® He then refers to the Aristotelian commentators Alexander of
Aphrodisias and Porphyry, suggesting that it was they who put the so-called
‘lateral’ sense of participation into common usage.

Williams offers no concrete evidence to suggest that his proposed redefinition
influenced Christian writers. Alexander’s relevance might yet be arguable; but
the evidence taken from Porphyry can be dismissed at once, as it rests on a sheer
mistranslation. Williams makes him say that if A and B participate, then they
are equal. What he actually says is that if A and B participate in a third thing, C,
then they participate equally if C is a species or a genus, but may participate
unequally if C is an accident (Jsagoge, p 17.6, cf. 22.9-10); thus Socrates and

2 JThS 34,p 67
2 Thid. p 68
% 1bid , p 70
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Callias must be equally men, but need not be equally wise. This is simply a
version of Aristotle’s well-known dictum that substance does not admit of
degrees™ Moreover Porphyry clearly sets aside Aristotle’s view of participation
as ‘an empty metaphor” and continues to use it its Platonic sense?.

The whole argument needs to be reconsidered. First, the distinction between
two senses of petéyely and its cognates does not originate with Platonic meta-
physics and its detractors, as Williams appears to suggest Metéyewv is pre-
Platonic, and is used with a genirivus rei, for instance by Theognis and
Herodotus; and petoyog likewise. The looser sense of petoy0g to mean simply
‘partner’, with a personal genitive to mean ‘someone’s partner’, appears in the
third century B.C., according to Bauer®; but the most striking case is the LXX
version of Psalm 44 (45); 3, which is quoted at Hebrews 1:9; $u totito
Expioév oe 6 Beodg, 6 Beog cov, Ehalov GyalMOCEWRG Tapd TODG HETOXOVS
oou. The petdyot here may be seen as companions of inferior rank, but they
clearly do not participate in the authority of the prince as their ideal exemplar;
and in Luke 5:7, xai katévevoav 1olg petdyolg év wd Etépe mhoim, we
translate quite naturally ‘they beckoned to their partners’, who are fishermen
of equal 1ank It follows, first, that Aristotle does not use fletéy&lv to denote a
relation between equals, but rather in its Platonic sense, to express his criticism of
Plato; and Porphyry follows suit. Secondly, that what Williams calls “horizontal
participation’ was expressed in texts that were familiar to the Church almost
from its outset

As the distinction of two senses does not originate in philosophical discussion,
I would prefer to contrast them by the purely formal point that one is sym-
metrical, the other is not. If A is B’s partner, then B must be A’s; but if A or
B engage in an activity C, then C does not engage in them. St. Paul says that
‘we all partake of one bread’; we all eat this bread, but we ourselves are not
eaten.

It seems, then, that a reference to Alexander of Aphrodisias is not needed to
explain the facts as presented. The hypothesis that Aristotelian commentators
could have influenced Christian thought in the early fourth century would be
hard to disprove; but we can surely establish that it is most unlikely. We can
reflect that the Aristotelian commentators examined their master’s works with

25 Categg 5,3b33,4a9

% The distinction between substantial and accidental participation shoukd be noticed It is found
both in Alexander and in Porphyry But [ have not found it in Christian writers. Athanasius at [east
assumes that ‘participation® indicates an unstable and impermanent relation; thus petovcia is
regularty contrasted with odoie The contrast is found in the literature relating to Paul of Samosata;
see H. de Riedmatten, Les Actes du Procés de Paul de Samosate (Paradosis 6; Fribourg, 1952),
p. 149f (5. 25): Tu vero videris mihi secundum hoc nolle compositionem fateri ut non substontia
sit in ¢ Filius Dei sed sapientia secundum participationem Cf alsc S 31, p 155 and esp
S 36, p. 157,11 4-10.

21 W Bauer. Griechisch-deutsches Worterbuch des NI, etc {6th edn.. 1988)
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the same patient and meticulous care as Christians devoted to the Bible; there
1s no sign that Christians examined even Aristotle’s own works in this fashion,
let alone the commentators upon him. In particular Eusebius, the most learned
scholar of his generation, knows and quotes Porphyry, but never once refers to
his logical works, not even the Isagoge. And as for Alexander, Eusebius
quotes his influential De Fato; but so far from citing his commentaries, he
never even mentions their existence.

It remains nevertheless to consider a point which could seem to support Dr.
Williams’ views on “horizontal participation’. I refer to the claim, introduced by
the homoiousian party and attributed by Athanasius to Paul of Samosata®®, that
if two beings are homoousia there must be a third, prior, ousia from which both
are derived. This argnment presumably originated in Christian circles, though
perhaps using pagan material®; homoousios was important for Christians, but
rather marginal for pagans; yet it seems to involve a fairly sophisticated reflection
on the term, contrasting with its loose and ill-defined usage, say, in Irenaeus
and probably at Nicaea,

The Nicenes replied that the Father himself is the supreme ouwusia, as of
course the Arians insisted; it then remained to be argued whether any other
being can be called homoousios with him without suggesting some loss of sub-
stance or some infringement of his supremacy. The Nicenes of course admit
that the Son and the Spirit are derived from the Father, but insist that they
nevertheless enjoy full equality with him This might suggest that they reinterpret
the language of participation, giving importance, in Dr. Williams® terms, to
*horizontal’ rather than ‘vertical’ participation

If a prior ousia be disallowed, homousios can indeed indicate what I call a
symmetrical relation. It can be used of the Father and Son in conjunction, or of
the Trinity as a whole. But the symmetry is not complete; T have not yet traced
any pronouncement that the Father is homoousios with the Son or the Spirit; such
teaching, if it ever existed, must have been a rarity More important, it has not
been shown that this controversy affected the terms expressing participation,
e.g. PETEYELV, PETOYOG, LETOLTIL, in such a way as to confirm Dr. Williams’
proposal On the contrary, when used in Trinitarian contexts, they seem to in-
dicate an asymmetrical relation which is also accidental rather than essential; this
is particularly clear in the case of petovaic. The use of petéyelv, qualified
by 8hmg, to denote the Son'’s relation to the Fathet, in Athanasius ¢ Ar i 16,
is distinctly unusual and perhaps inadvertent, since the word is used in the
following sentence to denote our participation in the Son by grace; this fact,
and its connection with yevvav, suggests that he was thinking currente calamo

28 See Hilary syn. 81; Athanasius syn 45; Basil Ep 52 1 Excellent discussion in F Dinsen,
Homousios (Diss , Kiel, 1976) pp. 41-51
# See for instance Plotinus Enn 6 1 2, presumably based on Anstotle, Metaph T 4, 1000 b 26
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rather than following any established convention His normal use of such
terms appears at ¢. Genr. 46, ¢ Ar 1.9, and Syn, 5L

We have shown above that fourth-century Christians had access to texts in
which participation needs to be understood in a symmetrical sense. But it seems
most improbable that they recognised this as a distinct usage I know of no text
that points this out; 1ather, the accidental sense of participation seems to be taken
for granted. It is therefore a surprising thesis that fourth-century Christian writers
went over 1o use participation language to denote equal partnership. The further
suggestion that this was prompted by a general adoption of Aristotelian meta-
physics which discarded the Platonic Forms, I can only regard as fantastic, 1
am quite unable to believe that this aspect of Aristotelian thought influenced
either Christians of the fourth century or contemporary Neoplatonists; though
both could accommodate Aristotelian logic, following Porphyry; and the Neo-
platonists at Ieast could find a place for the Evuhov £180¢ But this was not felt
as a challenge to the authority of Plato. By way of confirmation, a quick look
at the first book of Iamblichus On the Mysteries of Egypt yielded about thirty
examples of petéyelyv, pétoyog and related terms, all entirely consonant with
the Platonic tradition and without any sense of participation between equal
partners.

I will conclude by reverting to a point suggested in my 1964 paper which

perhaps needs to be more clearly restated It has been customary among scholars

to divide the later Platonists into two groups, distinguished according to their
treatment of Plato’s Timaeus. The great majority accepted Aristotle’s doctrine
of the eternity of the world® and the impossibility of a beginning of time3!;
accordingly Plato’s description of a quasi-temporal act of creation was treated
by them as a mere pedagogic device, intended for simple people to show the
world’s eternal dependence on its first principle. Only a minority, among
whom Plutarch and Atticus are commonly named, continued to interpret the
T'imaeus as describing a real beginning, at least of an ordered cosmos, though
not necessarily of material being itself. The majority, represented by Plotinus,
Porphyry and lamblichus, were in varying degrees hostile to Christianity;
nevertheless some Christian thinkers, Origen in particular, were influenced by
their teaching. Origen is clearly impressed by the reasoning that since the
Father is eternal, his relationships must be eternal; so just as he always had his
eternally begotten Son, so ‘all genera and species have for ever existed, and
possibly even individual things’32, and the biblical doctrine of creation has to
be relativised, as describing the origin simply of this world, considered as one
of a successive series®. Bishop Alexander rejects this theory, since he sharply

3® Cael 32,301 b33

3 Metaph 126, 1071 b7
32 Princ. 143

23 Ibid 353, cf 235-6
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distinguishes between creation and the eternal generation of the Son: ‘the
creation of the world from nothing implies a new subsistence and a recent
beginning’ (10 82 &£ otk dviav drjuovpyelolo tdv kdapov vemTépay £xel
v dndoTUoY Kol Tpdoeatov Ty vEvesivy, which seems to preclude any
suggestion of previous worlds. But Arius takes a more radical line; as [ pre-
viously expressed it, ‘Origen had placed the Father in an eternal relationship,
not only with the Son, but even in principle with the world Arius asserts the
Father’s priority, not only to the world, but to the Son’. Accordingly the Son
had a real and momentary beginning, even if it is not strictly a beginning in
time.

But this surely means that Arius stands at the furthest possible remove from
the majority, or eternalist, school of Neoplatonic philosophers; from Plotinus,
Porphyty, and lamblichus. I have tried to show that his supposed dependence
on various points of their doctrine is illusory. But even if I am here mistaken,
and there were some traces of dependence, nevertheless any sort of general
agreement is out of the question. I have to conclude that Dr. Williams has been
advancing, with great ingenuity and learning, a theory which we must reject as
unfounded.

3 Opitz Urk 14, § 18
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Appendix
Metechein, metochos, metoche, metousia, methexis, in late antiquity

1 Aristotle follows Plato’s usage of terms such as metechein while rejecting the ideal
theory So also his commentators; e g :

Alex Aphr. in Metaph 101 3: Kai totto, petéyewv 1 tids exeiviov, kevoloyelv
fon kol petagpopaic ypiobal townTkaic Cf Metaph. A9, 991 a 21-2

2 The commentators also continue to use metechein etc. to denote hierarchical relations
between individuals, species and genera: see next item.

3. Both Alexander and Porphyry draw a clear distinction between essential and ac-
cidental participation:

Alex. op. cit. 91.10: el 82 pf wod’ abtd dARL kotd couPePrxodc petéyerl 10
Evtadle 1dHv i8edv .

Porphyry Isagoge 17.6: Kat 1ol pév yévoug riong td petéyovia uetéysl, To0
8¢ copuPePnrartog ok riowg éwitacwy yap wail dveowv eméyeton f Thv cop-
Bepnrotwov pébelig

Ibid 21.15: Koi tob pév efdoug fi petoydy éniong, 1ol 8¢ ovuBefnrdrog, kov
dydpiotov 1), obk Emiong

Ibid 22 9-10: Kei v pév gibov éniong i petoyt, tdv 88 cvpPefnrotov A
uev pliddov f 8¢ firrov

4 The distinction is less sharp in some Platonist writers; thus the ‘second God’
participates in the first, indicating neither complete correspondence nor mere accidental
similarity:

Numenius fr. 20 (Eus. P.E. 11.22,10) sixdtme & dnpovpyog einep 2ot petovoig
700 pdrtov dyabol dyudog, (dyabov) 18éa Gv ein 6 npdtog voic,

Cf. also fr. 19

Origen is similar: In Joh 2.2 16: wdv 8 1o nopd 16 adtd0s0¢ Letoyf tiic éxel-
vou Bedtntog Beomorodievoy oty 6 Bedg dAAL Bedg

Per contra Sel in Ps. 135 (Lomm. 13.134): The Logos is God oboig, not petov-
Gig This contrast was imitated: see 6 below

5 Metousia can also apply to the created world:

Numenius fr. 16 (Bus. P.E. 11 22.5): fic pipnpo 6 xohdg KOGHOC, KEKRAADTIO-
pévog petovoig tob kilov:
not mere accidental likeness, but obvious inferiority

6. Christian writers often ignore essential participation and imply that any participation
is always accidental:

Paul of Samosata (as reported), fr. 33 (p 155 de Riedmatten):
v 88 cuvapeiay Et€pag mpog TV copiav voel, katd pdbnoiy kel petovaioy,
oyl oboiav obouopevny &v aduartt (Cf fr. 22 and 25 for background).

7. This contrast is often used as an artifice of controversy; e.g by Athanasius; but he
is not consistent; thus ¢ Ar i 15 katd perovoiov vidg is supposedly an Arian phrase;
yet ib 16, perplexingly, & viog obdévog petéyel, 10 68 £x 100 mATpOC peteyd-
uevov, toitd &oty 6 Miog

Vi

ARIUS ON GOD’'S ‘MANY WORDS’

AF 1ER sifting the evidence as carefully as I can, I am still puzzled
how to answer the question: Did Arius teach a radically reductionist
view of the Logos?

Virtually all our knowledge of Arius’ teaching derives from his
opponents. Nevertheless it is possible to distinguish some material
which is clearly presented as actual quotation of Arius’ own
wiitings; some other material is generally admitted to be mere
polemical travesty; and there is a large disputed middie ground,
to which unfortunately one must assign the important summaries
transmitted in Athanasius ¢. A». i 5-9. Well-respected scholars
such as Bardy and Kannengiesser treat these as quotations; I and
some others dissent.

I have recently argued that the undisputed documentary sources
pretty consistently disclose Arius as teaching a relatively high view
of the Logos. He is determined to safeguard the Father’s pre-
eminence; but, this peint secured, he has no pressing concern
to reduce the honours traditionally accorded to the Logos; he
desciibes him as ‘mighty God’, as Monogenés, as God’s first-born
Son, as the Wisdom who assisted the Father at the creation.
Athanasius himself, while criticizing Artus’ presentation of this last
point, cannot deny that it was made The contrary view, that Arius
desciibed the Logos as merely one of the creatures, or alternatively
as a mere man, does not rest on good documentary evidence but on
polemical sallies which have been wrongly treated as quotations.
This is the case which I have defended.! It seems clear, at least,
that the contrary view so engagingly presented by Drs Gregg and

! Bee especially my article ‘The Thalia of Arius and the Testimony of Atha-
nasius’, ¥ T S. n.s xxix (1978), pp 20-52 This is perhaps the moment to record
my appreciation of Professor M L. West’s subsequent article “The Metre of Arius’
Thalia’, ibid (1982), pp 98-105. I will say at once that I bow to Professor West’s
knowledge of Greek metrics, and apart from small details, T think his analysis is
much more likely to be right than my own; Sotadeans let it bel At the same time his
analysis does not damage, and was not intended to damage, two points which I
regarded as fundamental in my own article: (i) that any convincing metrical analysis
of the Thalia text provided by Syn 15 sets that text on a much better critical basis
than the material given in ¢. 4» 1. 5-g, apart from the first five lines quoted ini 5;
(ii) that the former text shows Arius to be less radically opposed to orthodoxy than
his opponents try to make out.
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Groh? is open to grave objection on critical grounds. Professor
S G. Hall has drawn attention to some of their mistakes; thus on
p. 21, when quoting a sentence from ¢ Ar. iii 24 which purports
to express the Arian view, they entirely overlook the introductory
clause ‘unless they are so rash as to say’, which cleatly identifies the
sequel as an Athanasian construct. Another gem from their book,
which Hall has not mentioned, is footnote 45 on p. 33, where a
sentence from the Thalia is misconstrued so as to suggest that Jesus
was not even gogds. Their argument rests on a juxtaposition of the
two clauses ‘He is not consubstantial with Him’, namely God, and
‘God is wise’. But obviously the conclusion does not follow; and we
cannot even be sure that it was meant to follow, since we cannot
prove that Arius himself made the two clauses run consecutively;
for what it was worth, Bardy marks a break at this point.

My general stance, of course, admits of some qualifications
Within the Arian camp I think there were some real reductionists;
Athanasius of Anazarba, perhaps, for one; with Aetius occupying
a position slightly to the left of Arius himself. But the discussion
must now be brought to a point; and I wish to consider one reported
saying of Arius which has been interpreted as evincing a reduc-
tionist view. It occurs in de Decreris 16, but rather oddly was
omitted by Bardy from his attempted collection of fragments. After
a reference to the followers of Eusebius, Athanasius says that
the Arian party find their last resource, éxeivo Aoumdy Eyovew
dmoAeumdpevor, in a question put by Atius, é al év doparios Apewos
kal év 77 éavrot Barin ds émamopiv pvboloyel mordovs Aakel Adyous
6 Beds. molov avraw dpa Aéyouev fuels viov xal Adyov povoyevi) rob
Iarpés, roughly, ‘God speaks many words; which of these do we say
is the Son and only-begotten Word of the Father? Athanasius
retorts that God utters only one Word; to use more would be a sign
of weakness. This of course is a mere debating point, since he him-
self is quite prepared to describe God using a plurality of woids; as
inc¢. Ar.iii. 2, kai § pév Mawais Tots mapa 7ot Beot Suyrovet Adyovs (to
which the Lexicon gives parallels, s.v. I.A. g); but it shows that he
took the Arian text to mean that there is nothing distinctive about
the Logos; he is merely one of a class of beings. There is a rather
similar argument in¢ Ar ii. 36, where Athanasius asserts that men
utter many words because each of them perishes when spoken; but
God has only one Word, who is unchanging.

Athanasius’ understanding of the Arian sentence has been
generally accepted; and most recently by Rudolf Lorenz in a fine

2 Rarly Arianism—A View of Salvation, by Robert C Gregg and Dennis E. Groh
(London, 1981)
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article in ZKG (1983),® p. 25, which suggests a parallel from
Origen’s Commentary on Fohn, ii. 3. 23; Origen, he says, mentions a
contrast between the supreme Logos and other logof of the second
and third degree I do not think he is right in his reading of the text;
as I see 1t, Origen is not reviewing a heavenly hierarchy, which
might offer a parallel to the Arian Logos; he is saying that the word
Adyos has much the same variety of senses as the word feds; feds can
be used of the Father, of (e g.) Moses, as partaking of God, or of
false gods. Similarly, the ‘second logos’ is to be identified as the
devout man’s reason; the ‘third logos’ is the deception which falsely
claims the name of reason; Origen speaks of voulopdver wévr Adywy
ol Gvraw 8¢ dAnbas Adywv, dAN & ofrws elmw, Shov ToiTo dAdywr
Adywr, corresponding to the false gods.

So the suggested parallel from Origen does not support Lorenz’s
view Icannotsee any indication that the ‘false reason’ is personified
and regarded as a spirit of deception. Moreover, I cannot discern
that the Lexicon offers any parallel for the use of Adyo: in the plural
to denote heavenly powers, though admittedly several Gnostic
systems incorporate a singular Adyos into their hierarchy of spiritual
beings. I think that Lorenz may possibly have drawn his interpreta-
tion from an essay by that admirable scholar Franz-Heinrich
Kettler (FS Robert Stupperich (196g), p. 237 n. 4) who also
maintains that Origen refers to the heavenly hierarchy by the term
Aéyou, though only seldom. Kettler notes three passages, of which
the first is that used by Lorenz and already discussed. The second
passage occurs earlier in the Commentary on John (1. 7. 38) and the
crucial phrase is by no means clear to me; Origen is plainly referring
to the simpliciores who ate instructed, not by the Logos himself, but
by preparatory agents adapted to their state; to them of uév mpdSpopor
Xpiarod émbednuiract marat Puyais dpudfovres Adyor. But the whole
discussion begins with the statement that the Gospel is a Adyos (i 5
27), and a contrast between Law and Gospel immediately follows
(sect. 39); after which a contrast is drawn between the Saviour’s
Adyou and his mpdfers; all of which suggests to me that Adyorini 7. 38
most probably means elementary doctrines or sayings, or possibly
prophetic titles of Christ, We cannot, of course, disprove the notion
that Arius may have personalized the phrase, taking it out of con-
text; but this would be grasping a straw The third case, a passage
from Comm. Matt. xiii, Kl. p. 183 1, seems to me to be doubtful
too, because it throws out the suggestion that Elijah might be a Adyos
(or “Elijah’ signify a Adyos?), and this appeats to be an afterthought,

¥ ‘Die Christusseele im Arianischen Streit Nebst einigen Bemerkungen zur
Quellenkritik des Arius und zur Glaubwiirdigkeit des Athanasius’, op cit , pp 1-51
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as if Origen were merely noting an opinion which might be held and
showing that it does not radically interfere with his interpretation
of Matt. xvii. 1o This reading of the passage would be endorsed if
we were to follow Diehl, Koetschau, and the Latin translation in
reading xai ofrws for the xal ofiros of the Greek manuscripts and
Klostermanm’s text. As it is, we first have a sentence which seemns to
take Adyou as ‘sayings’ or ‘considerations’: xai &otké ye Sia TovTwv (sC.
Mal. iii. 22 f.) SpAobofar 57 mpoevrpeniler 6 "HAlas 77 évdoéw Xpearod
emidnuin Sud Twwy lepdw Aywy kol katagTdocwy év Tals Juyais Tovs els
roiro émrydelovs yevopévovs . . . and then after an interval a sentence
which might allow of 2 personalizing interpretation: l 8¢ kal Adyos 7is
2ot & "HMlas, Smodeéorepos Adyov ot v dpys) mpos 7ov feows Beod
Aéyou, kai obros (otiTms?) v Stvarro domep mpoyluvaopa émdnueiv ¢
éroypalopdve lad Bm adrob, iva yéwyrar kareoxevaciuévos mpos
SmoBoyny Tob redelov Adyov. None of these passages makes it seem
very natural that Arius should have used a phrase about words
spoken by God as a reference to heavenly powers; though I admit
that we can find much better parallels for this movement of thought
if we are prepared to go back to Philo; see, for instance, Leg. All
il 176-7

But 1 would like to suggest that this whole interpretation of
the Arian dictum may be mistaken. Consider the wording again:
moddods Aadei Adyovs & Ocds. moiov adTdv dpa AMéyopev Tuels vidy xal
Aéyov povoyevij Toi Ilarpés; 1f Arius were really arguing that thereis
nothing uniquely distinctive about the divine L.ogos, as Athanasius
alleges, why should he spoil his case by introducing a reference
precisely to the unique, or only-begotton, Son and Word of the
Father? If the concluding words are genuine, they demand some
other interpretation; if they are not, the whole quotation is so
corrupt that no conclusion can be drawn.

The point which T think Arius is making is as follows: the term
‘logos’, taken by itself, is insufficiently distinctive to indicate the
true divine Logos, who is God’s only Son, and unique or only-
begotten Word. God speaks many wotds; moiov avraw &po Aéyouer
Auels vidy xai Adyov povoyevij Tod Ilarpds; The question appears to
expect the answer ‘None’; and of course there is good precedent in
Origen for secing the Logos as endowed with a complex of titles
which have to be taken together to express his full being, he must
not be described as ‘Logos’ only A well-known example is
Commentary on Fohn, i. 214 (=1 23), though the passage is too
long to quote.

But why should Arius argue in this way? It would be natural to
see it as an argument directed against Marcellus, who after all was
more 1adically opposed to Arius in theology than was his bishop,
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Alexander, and who was considerably senior to Athanasius. Mar-
cellus had argued that prior to his Incarnation God’s Logos was
Logos and nothing else (fr. 42, 43, 48, 49, 91, etc.); and we find
Eusebius objecting to this view, and arguing in several places that
a whole complex of titles belongs to him, Son, God, Life, Light
(E.T 1 10,p. 211,cf. ii 14,pp 115, 118). Thereis also a parallel to
the opening sentence moddods Andei Adyous 6 Beds, though it occuts
in a rather complex argument at ii. 24 which is difficult to quote
Eusebius complains that Marcellus biings together a whole series of
texts which name ‘the word of the Lord’ and wrongly conflates
them with the Word who was in the beginning, though in fact they
are merely commandments and directives: so ¢ fovpaotos ofiros (sc
Marcellus) ras évrodas 7oii Beoti kui Tovs mapayyerirois Ty wpakTéwy
AO"yOUS C;.‘?Ta ‘T?]‘AS' gE[CLS‘ o‘uva‘ya'y(})v 'yPaqgﬁs TOLOﬁTdV TH'a O(PL'CE‘TO‘.L ‘T(;V G’V
dpyh Adyov. And after quoting Marcellus at length he adds: “What
word does this text (Amos 5: 10) present but the word of command-
ment about holy and righteous actions? And he intends anything
rather than acknowledging the Son of God, as if he were ashamed to
make mention of the Son’—7¢ ydp @pioqoar . . kai Adyov Gowr
€BBeAbéavTor moloy dmoTifleTar Adyov % . . . TOV .. . mapayyerTikiy, mdvTa
Te pdAdov 7 Tov viow Toi Deod duodoyeiv BodAerar, domep aidoipervos
pvmpovetoar Tod viod. The Arian sentence might almost be described
as an abbreviation of this passage. Cf also ¢. Marc 1. 1 16

If this is conceded, it helps to establish a picture of the Arian
Logos such as Kettler himself attributed to Origen. Contrasted
with God the Father he must inevitably be seen as belonging to the
created order; but if we consider his place within that orde:, he
appeats as first-born and unique If my argument is sound, there
is no need for us to accept Athanasius’ claim that Arius regarded
the Logos as merely one of the creatures.

VI
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THE WORD ‘FROM NOTHING’
For ReINHARD HUBNER: amico bene merito

Anius’ dictum that the Logos is ‘from nothing’, & odx Svrww, has
attracted some notice;! but I think that its meaning has not been
sufficiently clarified. I propose to discuss four particulars: first,
the provenance of the phrase; secondly its context in Arius’ doc-
trine of the Logos; thirdly, the part it played in contemporary
contioversy; and fourthly, the justice or injustice of the criticisms
it incurred.

1. ‘EFroM NoTHING: PHILOSOPHICAL BACKGROUND

The phrase occurs in what is commonly considered Arius’ eatli-
est surviving work, the letter to Eusebius of Nicomedia, printed
by Opitz as Urkunde 1 and dated by him ¢ 318 Arius writes: ‘We
are persecuted also because we said, he is from nothing. We spoke
thus because he is neither a part of God nor (derived) from any
{prior) substance’ (Siwwdpefa xai 61i elmopey, & odx brvrwv Eoriv
ofitews 8¢ efmoper, xaflért obde pépos Beod Eorw oldé & Imokeyuévon
rwds) The ‘also’ refers back to the previous sentence: ‘we are
persecuted because we said, ““the Son has a beginning, whereas
Geod (& Beds) is without beginning”’, which can be left aside for
the moment.

I discussed Arius’ reasoning in my book Divine Substance
pp- 235 f., pointing out that it stems from a philosophical com-
monplace found in Irenaeus, Tertullian, a Valentinian speaker
quoted by Methodius, and Theognostus quoted by Athanasius;’
if something comes into being it must derive either from some-
thing or from nothing, and in the former case either from God or
from something else. Rudolf L.orenz has noticed the same triad
in Clement of Alexandria, sttr 2.74 1;and I should have mentioned
Origen princ. 4.4 1, and the observation made by Verbeke that the
same three possibilities are suggested by Plutarch, Platonic
Questions 4, p. 1003a: ‘for the soul was not making the nature of
the body from itself, nor from nothing, but (made) an orderly
body out of what was without order and unshaped’ (od ydp &
abrfis 9 Yuyh) v Tod odparos ESnuwdpye: $low odd Ex Tod i bvres,

1 See R. P € Hanson, “Who taught &£ ofw Burwr, in R C Gregg (ed ), Arianism
{Philadelphia, 1985), pp. 79-83; R Lorenz, Arius Fudaizans? (Gottingen, 1979)
(hereafter A%), pp 38 f; G C Stead, ‘The Platonism of Arius’, TS, Ns, 15
(1964), 25 f.

2 Tren., Haer, 2 10 4; Tertullian, ady Herm. 2 1; Methodius, dutex 2 g, p 150
Athanasius, Decr. 25
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&AX &k ooparos drdrrou kal doynuariorov edpa Terayuévor).” There
are slight variations in the wording: &£ odx dvrwy is the form which
occurs in Methodius; Theognostus has the variant éx un dvrav,
while Plutarch’s & 7o py dvros is used occasionally by Arius’
oppornents,

We may notice in Arius’ letter the slightly apologetic tone of
“We spoke thus . .’; and in fact there is a flaw in his logic; by
opting for ¢€ odx &vrew he excludes the possibility that the Logos
is &x Beod: the reason given is that &« feod would imply that he is
pépos feod, thus raising well-founded objections to any division or
diminution of the Godhead. Arius may well be following Origen
loc. cit. {non enim dicimus .. partem aliquam substantiae dei in
filtwm versum) while ignoring the corrections which Origen hastens
to add: the generation of the Logos does not involve corporeal
passions, but resembles the generation of (an act of) will from the
mind. In his other writings Arius allows—indeed insists on-—éx
feot: so eg. Thalia 1. 31 (Ath. Sym 15, Opitz 243 1 12) while
maintaining his protest against any physical interpretation of it
(Livk 6§ 3).

Two observations are needed to explain the background of the
phrase ‘from nothing’. First there is the well-known commonplace
ex nthilo mihil fit, which originates quite early in Greek philosophy.
Possibly its first occurrence is Parmenides {r 8 (Simplicius Phys.
145 1 ff)

. 008 éx um &vros Edoow
paclar ¢ olde voely, ol ydp dartév otde voyTov
éoTw Omws olk EoTwy

nor shall I allow thee to say or to think ‘from that which is not’; for it is
not to be said or thought that it is not [Or perhaps, more logically, “for
non-existence cannot be described or conceived’]

Compare Empedocles fr.11, [Aristotle] MXG 2, 975 b 1,

£k 7e yap obdny’ Edvros &uryavdy Eore yeréabou
For coming into being from that which in no way is, is inconceivable
No doubt the principle was widely accepted. It may have been
challenged by writers who refer to a being who is abroyeris or
abroyé(vinros, two words rendered in LSJ as ‘self-produced’ and
‘self-generated” But these might refer to an eternal generation,
which would not entail the emergence of something from nothing
Alternatively adroyemjs at least might mean ‘unique in kind’, an

* R. Lorenz, Die Christusseele im Arianischen Streit’, ZKG 1983, 1—51 (here-
after ‘Christusseele’), 47 n 28z; of G. Verbeke, L’Ewolution de la doctrine du
preuma du stoicisme 6 St Augustin (Louvain, 1045), p 261 n 104
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‘individual species’ (¢f. wovoyerrs); it can be used, perhaps confus-
edly, of a being who is certainly not the primary source (sec e g
Iren haer 1.29 2, cited in PGL). However in Orac Sibyl fr 1.17
God is adroyeriis dyévnros, presumably ‘unique and underived’
Nevertheless the principle ex nihilo nihil was probably robust
enough to withstand such rarified objections

Secondly, important clarifications were made by Aristotle, who
notes the ambiguity of yéveafar, either ‘coming into being’ abso-
lutely, or ‘coming to be such and such’ In De Generatione et
Corruptione 1.3, 317 b 2 fT, he appears to suggest an objection to
the former concept;
el yap dmAds Eora yéveos, Srhds dv ylvorro &k i Brros, dor ddmles dv <y
Mévew dri dmdpyet Tiol To wi) By Tis pév yip yéveos Ex un) vvos Twds, olov
& pdy Aevwol 7 pi} kadod, f) 8¢ dwA Ef Awdds u7) Gvros
We may translate, rather freely:

If there is a case of coming-to-be in an absolute sense, something would
come to be from that which is nothing, so that it would be true to say
that there are things to which ‘nothing’ applies; for becoming such and
such proceeds from what is not such and such, e.g what is not white or
not beautiful; but absolute becoming proceeds from absolute not-being

The absurdity lies not so much in the last phrase as in the sug-
pestion that there are things that are not, made in the words
undertined, and indeed suggested by the phrase & odx Bvrow
Nevertheless Aristotle holds that nothing comes to be in an abso-
lute sense, i e. from what is not, for there is no such thing (cf. op
cit. 317 b 12); it is a mistake to say that not-being exists (Phys
1 3, 187 a 2). And if we do say that a substance X originates from
what is not X, this must be gualified as ‘potentially though not
actually X’; see Gen. et Corr. 317 b 7—26*

Further clarification is offered by Aristotle’s well-known theory
of four causes, which sheds light on the ambiguous preposition
éx. The brief restatement in Metaph 1.3, 983 a 26 f., runs as
follows:

Ta alrie AéyeTar reTpayds, v piav wév clricr dapuéy elvar v oboiay kal 76 T(
T elvai Erépav B¢ v DAy wal 76 Dmoxeipcvor, Tpiryy 8¢ Bfer § dpxy s
kwfoews, TeTdpryy 88 76 o0 Evewxa woi Tayaldy (téhos yip yevéoews kai
rwhgews mdons Todr EoTiv)

Now there are four recognized kinds of cause Of these we hold that one
is the essence or essential nature of a thing .. another is the matter or

* I myself find it unconvincing; it fits some cases, e g a plant emerging from a
seed; but quite often if X comes into being, all that is required is the pre-existent
factors which make X possible; they need not be consolidated inte some supposed
‘X existing potentially’

VII
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substrate; the third is the source of motion; and the fourth is .. the
purpose or good; for this is the end of every generative or motive process

This passage was accessible to fourth-century Christian writers,
as two brief paraphrases of it are given by Clement of Alexandrtia
(str 8.18.1 and 28.2) and another is quoted from Alexandria of
Aphrodisias’ De Faio by Eusebius (FE 6.9.1). But we shall find
that anti-Arian writers were liable to ignore Aristotle’s careful
distinctions.

If we now return to the threefold scheme of derivation, it will
be seen that Plutarch at least applies it in a manner which does
not conflict with the principle ex nihilo nihil, since it specifies
three ways in which the soul might act; in each case, therefore,
the soul supplies a motive cause. And it is surely arguable that
Arius’ use of the scheme embodies a similar assumption. He can
thus argue that the Logos is ‘from nothing’ without denying that
he was made by God the Father out of nothing Indeed this is
clearly his view. Since he holds that the Logos 1s, in a carefully
qualified sense, a creature, he can apply to him the doctrine of
creation accepted by second- and third-century Fathers in opposi-
tion to the Platonist view that God made the universe out of
previously existing unformed matter And this is admitted by pro-
Nicene controversialists, who object to his use of the terms ‘creat-
ing’ and ‘making’ in place of ‘begetting’, but nevertheless persist
in claiming that Arius’ use of &£ odw Svrwv conflicts with the
principle ex nihilo nihil, as we shall see.

2 ARIUS’ DOCIRINE OF THE Son’s ORIGIN

Arius repeatedly states that God engendered (yewdoarra) an
only Son (viev povoyeriy); so Urkunde 68z, cf. yévmpa, §3; yerrmbeds,
§4, though he also describes his origination in neutral terms
(dmoarioavra, §2; bméary, §4), and, as commonly recognized, refers
to it as a ‘creation’ (kricua, §2; xriolévra, §3; krofels, §4), though
with a qualification designed to set him apart from other creatures
(wriopa Toii feolr TéAciov, GAX olry dis & 7w kTiopdrwv, §2) The next
following phrase is a tacit acknowledgement that the use of yémmua
etc does not suffice in itself to guarantee the Son’s uniqueness:
yévimua, &AX oly s & T7@v yemmudrwr, a phrase which his oppon-
ents decried as inconsistent,” accusing him of exploiting the vari-
able sense of yewar and its derivatives to represent the Son as a
creature tout court, with all the pejorative implications which they
themselves attached to the term Arius does also use the term
yévmue in describing the doctrines of Valentinus and Manes (§3),

S Ath ¢ Ar il 19t
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but without any clear implication that they themselves used o1
misused the term; thus when he says that Valentinus called the
(divine) yénwyua an ‘offshoot’ (wrpofodi), it is only this latter term
that he means to condemn.

All this is familiar ground. But the catalogue of opinions which
Arius disowns concludes as follows: ‘nor that he who was before,
was afterwards generated or new-created into a Son, as thou too
thyself, blessed Pope, in the midst of the Church and in session
hast often condemned those who introduce these doctrines (ofdé
TV Svra wpdTepoy, DoTepov yervnlévra 3 émkTicbévTa els vidy, dis kal
ob adrds, pardple mdmwa, kard péony Ty Ecchpoiar kol év ovvebpin
Tods Tadra elonyovpdvovs dmnydpevans, noting that the thiee words
underlined are omitted in Robertson’s translation used above).
Thete is, | suppose, no direct evidence that Alexander condemned
any such views; but they have been plausibly identified as those
of Marcellus—and, one might add, of Tertullian ® The doctrine
that the Son was initially God’s immanent Word or Reason who
became Son at the creation (Tertullian) or incarnation (Marcellus)
would obviously be disowned by Alexander, who viewed the Son
as coeternal, but also, for quite different reasons, by Arius, who
envisaged a single primordial action which brought the Son-Logos
into existence, though without depriving the Father of his etein-
ally pre-existent attributes (dv dyevijrws Exer é&v éautd)

The passage just considered seems to me to throw light on a
debatable couplet in the Thalia (1 6., Opitz pp 242 1 14 f):

dpxhy vov vidv Enue rdv yer{vinrdv & dvapyos
nal freyrev els vicv éaurd révde rexvomoinoas

This couplet, though variously explained in detail, has often
been cited in support of various forms of ‘promotion’ theory,
which agree in making it imply that the 1.ogos attained his present
dignity in two o1 more distinct stages ” The passage discussed in
the last paragraph seems to me to contradict any such interpreta-
tion; indeed it may well be that the Thalia had already appeared
when the Letter to Alexander was written,® and this particula:
couplet had attracted unfavourable comment, which Arius now
secks to disarm. The ‘promotion’ theory surely presupposes that
the Logos was promoted ‘from something’, fiom some lower state;

® ‘Christusseele’ 26, more generaily, ‘Apologists and Clement’; and see
A. Robertson, Athanasius, p. 458 n. 12; Tertullian, Prax 7

T A¥ 66; R. C Gregg and D E. Groh, Early Arianism, A View Of Salvation
{London, 1981), pp 23, 96; Stead, ‘Arius in Modern Research’, ¥7.5, =s, 45,
(1994), 264.

8 An early date is suggested by C Kannengiesser, Kyriakon, FS Quasten,
{(Miinster Westl |, 1970), pp. 340—51; A¥ 49 I, esp 51
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and the phrase &£ od«x vrwr has the effect of denying this. But in
any case the ‘promotion’ theory is excluded by other phrases in
the letter, especially & marip Sovs adrd mdvrwv v kdnpovopdar (§4)
with its allusion to Hebrews 1:3, which couples the Son’s obtaining
that inheritance with his role in creating the ‘ages’ (al®vas), no
doubt before our familiar years and days began.®

3 ‘From NotHING ; FOURIH-CENIURY
INTERPRETIATIONS

It seems to me that the phrase & od« dvrawr, as used by Arius
and by his critics, conveys at least four distinguishable nuances,
which may be listed as follows:

{a) 'T'he Son, being ‘from nothing’, is not ‘from God’.

(6} The Son’s existence had an absolute beginning

(¢} The Son is a creature.

{d) The Son is not true being, is a non-entity.

Of these propositions, Arius himself would certainly deny (a), but
would accept, with reservations, (b) and (¢); (d) embodies a soph-
istry; in one sense only the Father is true Being {(Exod 3:14); but
his creatures possess their degrees of being as his gift.

The four propositions correspond with different senses of é«,
as distinguished by LS]J; {(a) implies sense 111, of origin; (b) sug-
gests sense [, of time;'® (¢) derives indirectly from sense III;
(d) implies sense [ 4, of selection from a group.

I do not of course imply that either Arius or his critics explicitly
made these distinctions; but critical discussion must begin from
a clear statement of possibilities; we can then consider which
implication was uppermost in the minds of its users, and so pass
to the further question of how damaging it was to orthodox belief,
ot what degree of toleration it might have been accorded.

{a) This charge has been discussed by R, Lorenz @¥pp. 51 ).
Arius includes the phrase &£ adrod 7od feotr & vids in a list of
Alexander’s tenets which he disowned (Urk 1,82), and is said to
have blamed Alexander for saying &x 7ot warpés Tév vidw, though
his correspondent George of l.aodicea suggests that he should
have found the phrase acceptable (Urk 13). But George’s argu-
ment has the bad effect of implying that the Son is in no way
distinguishable from the lower creation. Arius’ more carefully
considered Leiter to Alexander does not discuss the phrase é£ adrod

® A paper of mine, delivered at the Colloguium Ovigenianum  Septimum,
Hofgeismar-Marburg, in August 1997 adverts to the difficulties which arise from
different conceptions of time

% See note g above
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per se, but includes it in a list of phrases which can easily be
misinterpreted: Urk. 6§5: €l 8¢ 76 ¢ advod’ xal 70 ‘& 10D TarTpds
tEAov kat fxw’ ws pépos adrod duoouciov kal ds TpoPolds Dmd T
voeirat, cuvberos éorar & marip wal Swarperds ete It is reasonable to
infer that Arius disliked the phrase because it had been used by
hetetics (Valentinus, Manichaeus, ibid §2) in a way which sug-
gested that the Son was emitted ot projected from the Father in
some physical sense As Lorenz has rightly observed A% p 51 n
30), much the same point is made by Eusebius of Nicomedia in
his Letter to Paulinus: ¢ atrod could be taken to suggest (dn” adrof
Bw) &s dv udpos adrob i & dmoppoias THs odoins; he adds that the
term yervyrér might be misunderstood to imply ws v & 795 odoius
Ths marpwfis abror yeyovdra etc., to which much the same objections
apply Here &£ adrob 7o warpds is closely associated with éx 79s
oboins ThHs marpuchs, taking obele to mean ‘material substance’.

Athanasius, however, alleged that Arius denied in the Thalia
that the Son was &k 7ol marpds (¢ A» 1lg)—a careless mistake
since (e g.) the text of the Thalia, which he himself transcribes in
his later de Synodis (15.3, Opitz p. 243 1. 20), refers to the Son
as 76v & warpos dvra. Moteover in de Synodis 34 he admits that
his opponents described him as generated &k 70D warpds: cf. the
‘Dated Creed’ cited, ibid, ¢ 8. In his earlier work Athanasius
seems to have assumed that origination &£ otk tvrwv excludes &«
Tob warpds {loc cit , odk €orw &k Tob maTpds, GAN &€ odk Bvrwy dréoTy
kai adrds), which ignores the variable sense of &k, partly explored
by Lorenz (4% p. 51, ‘zweierlei’) What Arius dislikes is the materi-
alizing view of God which &« could suggest if taken in a spatial
sense; but he makes it abundantly clea: that the Son originates
from the Father, and indeed by the divine will (imipée felijoa
marpa)—(Opitz p. 243, 1L 3, 5, 11 1, 19). Athanasius attacks this
last point also: Arius should have said that he derives from the
divine essence But thete are obvious objections to any suggestion
that God’s will might conflict with his essence.!’ Athanasius
should have said that the Son derives indeed from his immaterial
essence, in accordance with his will. The criticisms of Arius which
we have just noted will not stand

(b) 'E£ odx Bvrwv can be taken to mean that the Son’s existence
had an absolute beginning; see for instance Urk. 4b, the letter
‘Evés ooparos §7: odk dei fw & Tob Beot Adyes, GAX ¢ odx dvrwv
véyovey (the Word of God was not always, but originated from
not-being). The first clause at least is a perfectly fair account of

' G. C. Stead, ‘The Freedom of the Will and the Arian Controversy’, in H -D

Blume and F. Mann, (eds.), Platonismus und Christentum, FS H. Dérnie, (Miinster
Westf |, 1083), pp 256 . {=Substance and Illusion, London, 1085, XVI)
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Arius’ teaching; see especially Urk. 1 51 xal npiv yawnlh . . obu Hv,
shortly followed by the defence of &f ol Bvrwv examined above,
The report in Decr. 5 brings the phrases closely together: ol vap
M 6 vids mpiv yernl), AAX £ obi dvrwr yéyove kal advds, and Arius’
own words in the Thalia make his position clear:

odves 8 7 povas fv, § duds & odx v welv dmdply. ebtika yobv vied uy Brros
& mardp Beds Eors Aoemdv & vlos odk dw [Imijple 8¢ fedijoer marpda) povoyers
Beds Eare . (Ath Syn 15: Opitz p 243 11 1—4)

Perhaps we should render this:

Understand that the Monad was, but the Dyad was not before it came
into existence. For first, while the Son is not, the Father is God; and
next, the Son who was not, but came into being by the Father’s will, is
God the only-begotten

My wvariation of ‘is’ and ‘was’ is suggested by the tense of the
associated verb

We are dealing here with a straightforward conflict of views.
Alexander and Athanasius held that the Son was eternally begot-
ten, Arius that his existence had a beginning. Perhaps the more
interesting debate centres on the associated phrase fv 8re olx v,
on which [ have already commented in my 1964 paper Alexander
argues that the use of the imperfect tense is illegitimate (Urk.
14§22 ), since it presupposes time, whereas time came intc being
through the Logos; likewise Athanasius, ¢, Av 114, argues that
the Arian disclaimer wpsé ypdvar is illegitimate, since they still
acknowledge periods (Siaorijpard rwa) in which they imagine he
was not, so none the less indicating times (od8év frrov xpdvovs
onueivertes) and charging God with unreason (&dAeyia), viz. absence
of Logos This argument can fairly easily be countered, since it
is in practice impossible to avoid temporal language when one
attempts to deal with eternal realities Alexander himself has
quoted é&v dpx# v 6 Adyos etc., and however this is to be understood,
1t certainly does not indicate a period of time in which the Word
was in the beginning, etc. And Athanasius is particulatly exposed
to the fu guogue argument, since he refers to God creating things
‘when he saw that they were capable of existing’, ‘when he willed,
and it was expedient for them’ {¢c. Ar. 1.29). It might make sense
to talk of God creating individuals, or even species, when he saw
that conditions were right for them: fishes need a sea to swim in;
but what external factors could suggest the right moment for
initiating creation as a whole? But further discussion must be
omitted, since it would have to deal at length with ancient theories
of time, already discussed in my 1964 paper and elsewhere.!?

12 See note g above
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(¢) As for the implication that the Son is a creature: in terms
of formal definition, this is a perfectly clear-cut issue Since the
late second century it had been generally agreed among Christians
that God created all beings, both material and spiritual, from
nothing This excluded any doctrine of unformed matter existing
together with God before the creation; a doctrine held, as we have
seen, by Plutarch, and also by Hermogenes, who was answered
by Tertullian. Since God is the sole souice, it seems clear that
nothing else but his creation came into being & odk évrwy, so that
the reference of xricis and &£ odk Svrar is 1dentical, though their
sense 18 distinguishable

But problems remain; we may ask, is é£ odx évrwy an allowable
phiase, even if we distinguish God as the ‘moving cause’ of
creation? We have noted the variant phrase éx +od uyj bvros; we
know for certain that Arius himself used the former phrase,
whereas the latter is attributed to the Atrian party (Urk. 4b §7;
Ath. ¢ Adr iz2z, i1.18) Are they really equivalent? The latte
appears to signify complete absence of being. But in such a case
it might seem that there is nothing which can be identified or
counted, so as to justify the plural number. Taken literally rd
otk Bvra should imply ‘at least two nothing’l—and the singular
phrase, being relatively non-committal, might seem to be
preferable

We can reply by considering the context. The phrase & oix
Bvreav was understood, from the late second century, as excluding
the theory that God brought things into being by imposing form
on a pre-existent unformed matter; there are well-known argu-
ments against making matter coexistent with God. But these
would not apply to pre-existing forms of things to be created,
which could be seen as existing in the mind of God. Indeed, some
anti-Arian writers go further; thus Athanastusin ¢, Ar ii.75 quotes
Eph 1:3-5and 2 Tim. 1:2—10: the choice of the elect was foreseen
before the foundation of the world. But God can hardly have
chosen the elect without foreseeing their circumstances; so it seems
that God’s foreknowledge must extend beyond the ‘species and
possibly individual things’ mentioned by Origen (Princ. 1.4 5) to
include the destinies of each individual; Origen indeed thought
that (as always perfectly foreknown) they must always have
existed. I cannot myself accept any such theory of total predeter-
mination, but this is not the place for its further discussion '’

Yet the view that things can exist ‘in idea’ before (or without)
attaining existence in reality seems to imply that existing is an

3 See my Philosophy in Christian Antiguity {Cambridge, 1994), pp 232-35
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activity which can be exercised in various forms. It contrasts with
a totally different theory of existence propounded by modern
logicians, which eliminates this supposed activity and explains ‘x
exists’ by ‘something 1s ¥’, in which phrase the ‘is’ is an entirely
colourless term expressing predication, as opposed to denoting an
activity which x performs according to its nature. I have tried to
explain this distinction in simple terms in my book Philosophy in
Christian Antiguity, pp. 120—26; but I could well emphasize that
neither theory can easily explain the whole range of cases in which
the notion of ‘existing’ is used The second theory works admit-
ably when we wish to contrast things that actually exist with mere
fictions; but it is not easy to apply to cases where something comes
into existenice by recognizable stages.

This point can be made without any reference to transcendental
realities, or ideas in the mind of God, though it does not
exclude them, We still distinguish between intellect and matter.
Pythagoras’ theorem, for instance, comes into being at the moment
when it is conceived; if there are stages in this process, they are
stages in Pythagoras’ mental travail; whereas Archimedes’ ‘eurekd’
seems to celebrate an instantaneous discovery. But a thing’s
coming into being may well involve both mental and material
operations. A bridge might begin simply as a desideratum; it
becomes a project when possible methods are suggested; models
may be made to try out alternative solutions; finally the bridge is
built. Before that time one might well say that the bridge did not
exist. But the preliminary stages can easily be identified, for
example, as ‘work on the Sydney Harbour Bridge’. Per contra,
we could say, ‘In 1900 the Sydney Harbour Bridge did not exist’,
or adduce the goat-stag or the chimera as things that never could
exist In such cases there was not, or is not, anything that answers
to the description, and they can be dealt with by the theory
discussed above.

These remarks of course take us some way beyond the circle of
ideas commonly received in antiquity, when we hear something
about the mental labour of conceiving a pioject, but very little
about the experimental testing of material devices. But the fact
that extension is possible does not make them inapplicable to
ancient problems. We need not suggest that 2 human artefact must
begin as a project; taking Aristotle’s example, a man might begin
with a mass of bronze fortuitously acquired, and then decide to
make it into a statue, rather than beginning with the project and
then acquiring the necessary material. But if there are any priorit-
ies in God’s all-perfect action, he will first conceive and then
execute.

681

In Arian theology this principle, it seems, would apply to the
Logos “There was’—though not ‘there was a time’—‘when he
was not’. But from all eternity there existed in God his inseparable
Wisdom, which is the prototype of his personal Logos. This would
be especially clear it we could accept the reading (Ath. ¢. Ar i5)
% gogia Tf codin driiple sodod feod BeAdjoer

But have we arrived at a proper analogy for God’s creative
work? It depends, 1 think, on whether we accept or deny the
doctrine of total predetermination by the divine will, If we accept
it, then presumably the whole concept of all future events origin-
ated without any lapse of time, though it is a concept of events to
be enacted in time But if the course of this wo1ld is at least partly
undetermined, and thus allows scope for human freedom in a
radical sense, we may have to say that God allows things to exist
and within limits to determine their future while still exercising
overall control. This at least eliminates a difficulty which might
embarrass the doctrine of total divine foreknowledge. The ancients
often regarded knowledge as a kind of identity of the knowing
mind with the object known. But in that case, would not the
divine plan collapse into total identity with the events it suppos-
edly knows? But if determination is not all-embracing, one might
suppose that God had from all eternity an outline plan of what
was to be, but allowed for physical indetermination and full human
freedom.

{(d) What of the fourth possibility, or suggestion, that from the
language used it follows that the Son is not true Being, or is not a
true being, or is a non-entity? It depends on the exact phraseology.
‘We have considered the legitimacy of the phrase &£ obx dvrwv itself,
‘What I have not so far determined is, whether it was used by Arius’
opponents to imply that Arius’ view made the Son one of the ‘things
that are not’ condemned by St Paul in 1 Cor 1:28 For the moment,
I think this idea was present as no more than an innuendo. The case
is rather different with the alternative phrase r6v 3 8vra, which is
attributed to the Arian party but not directly attested in Arius’ own
writings. Probably our best source is Urk. 4b, 2 letter written in the
name of Alexander but drafted, I believe, by Athanasius;!* Asius is
said to belteve & ydp dv 7ov w7 Svra éx Tod wy vros memoinxe. Clearly
the syntax allows us to translate the participle either as ‘him that
was not” or as ‘him that is not’, just as one can either make a statue,
sc. out of bronze, or make bronze, sc. into a statue. The exegesis
‘him who was not’ makes the point already considered under (b),
and could have been accepted by Arius; seee g Thalia 1. 20 (p. 243

' See my ‘Athanasius’ Earliest Written Work®, ¥7T°5, ns, 39, (1088), 76—91
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L. 1) otves dre § povas v, 9 Buds 8¢ ol v wplv dmdpfy The exegesis
‘him who is not’ seems more emphatic; one might perhaps deduce
it from Arius, op. cit., lovrdv 6 vids odx dw, dnfipfe 82 feljoe. maTpdia,
povayerts feds are The prabable basis is that Arius refused to apply
to the Son the 2yeh elue 6 dv of Exodus 3:14. Eusebius’ theology
moved away from this position. In DE 5 3.16 (pp. 221 28 ff.) he
appears to suggest this concession; but it is only in his mature
Ecclesiastical Theology that he can say directly &r’ odv 6 marip Adye
e 6 vids 76 “dydd dyu & ", ddnledor dv ExaTépws & Adyos (2 20.15,
pp. 129.1 28 £} Nevertheless this crucial text uses 6 dv in a highly
distinctive sense; it cannot be right to argue that if Arius denied this
title to the Son, he must have regarded him as vév w2} fvra in whatever
sense we ourselves care to attach to the phrase.

Section 3 has shown that in the course of the Arian controversy
the phrase &f ofw 8vrwv acquired various nuances which did not
attach to its original use applying to created nature. All it intended
to exclude was, in Aristotle’s terms, a material cause; the moving,
formal and final causes are not excluded And the same will apply
to the Arian Logos The objections raised against his origination
&£ odi Svrwr are largely polemical devices, The real bone of conten-
tion was, whether Arius was right in retaining the inclusive sense
of ‘creation’ so that every being apart from the Father himself
must 1ank as a ‘creature’.

4 ‘FroM NoiHIiNG': PERVERSE OR DEFENSIBLE?

We come, then, to a controversial and very familiar theme [
will begin with a few generalities. I do not think that Arianism
should be explained as an intrusion from alien philosophy into
Christian debate '* Moreover I think it was predominantly
an Alexandrian development. But that does not imply that
Alexandrian theology was a unified corpus Origen’s influence was
obviously powerful; but there is reason to suspect anti-Origenistic
currents ' Moreover Origen’s own teaching is many-faceted.
Notably he combined a doctrine of eternal generation with a
marked subordinationism, an uneasy combination, but one famil-
iar in contemporary Platonism. Arius wholly rejected the former,
Alexander reacted strongly against the latter. Moreover they will
have taken different views of the controversy between the two

¥ See my ‘Platonism of Arius’ (n 1) and “Was Arius a Neoplatonist?’, Studia
Patristica 12 {1997), 39-52 (against R D, Williams, Arius pp. 181-232), and
‘Platonism in Origen and Arius’ (lecture at the Colloguium Ovigenianum Septimum,
Hofgeismar-Marburg, 1997)

16 See W A Bienert, Dionysius von Alexandrien, PT S, z1, (Berlin/New York,
1978)
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Dionysii, Arius accepting the mote extreme statements of the
Alexandrian while Alexander tried rather inconsistently to meet
the arguments of the Roman pope while maintaining an insistence
on real distinctions in the Persons of the Trinity Since the
Alexandrian Dionysius was in controversy with Sabellians in
Libya, it has been plausibly maintained that he fostered a marked
anti-Sabellian reaction towards which Arius was drawn. Such
explanations appear to me much more convincing than a supposed
influence friom Antiochene theology, or a debt to Paul of Samosata,
while Lucian remains an enigma *’

It may well be, however, that in Alexandria the doctrine of
eternal generation was already established (following Origen and
no doubt influenced by Dionysius of Rome),'® so that Arius was
upholding a minority view In other patriarchates his doctrine
that the Son was begotten wpd ypdvwr kal alwvéy would have been
thought sufficient; it was evidently acceptable to Eusebius of
Caesarea, who without agreeing entirely with Arius nevertheless
ventured to take his side against Alexander before his partial
capitulation at Nicaea

Where I think Arius is vulnerable is that he relied so largely
on Proverbs 8:22 taken in isolation. His exposition of this text
was undoubtedly correct, in that it reproduced the biblical writer’s
intentions, as not meaning to differentiate between ‘begetting’ and
‘making’, or deliberately contrasting their tenses, as in the LXX
ékrige .. yewrd. But it was a breach with tradition; Christian
scholars had long puzzled over the text, and tried various means
to avoid equating the two verbs '° The Arian arguments for equa-
tion were not notably successful; in particular, their observation
that yewvév can be used in a very general sense was taken to prove
that they regarded the Son as a creature tout court, as no more
than one of the ‘drops of dew’ (Job 38:28; see p 674) But
Athanasius’ counter-atguments are themselves incoherent; he can
argue that God’s acts of creating, and again of begetting, are
totally removed from human experience (¢. Ar. 124, 28 nit.} and
vet appeal to human experience to present it as a matter of course
that begetting and making are two different things (ibid. 24, 29)
It is difficult to avoid the suspicion that he goes far beyond most
earlier orthodox Christians in emphasizing the fragility and imper-
manence of God’s creation, in order to arouse hostility against
Arius’ claim that the Son is a creature; after all, the relative

17 See my ‘Arius in Modern Research’, {n. 7), esp. 34—36

¥ See ‘Dionysius of Rome’s Letter’, in C. L. Feltoe, Dionysius of Alexandria
{Cambridge, 1904), on the distinction between yeyewiabier and yeyorévar

¥ Seeesp M Simonetti, Studf sull’ Arianesimo. {I'S 5) (Rome, 19635), pp 9-87
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goodness of the creation had been an important point to argue
against the Manichees. And his argument (ibid. ii 19) that it is
logically unsound to describe the Son as xriopa . GAX ody as &
TQv kTiopdTwy, yavnua dAX oy ws & Tédv yernpudrov 1s far from
impressive. Theology demands an element of paradox; and surely
no Nicene should object to describing Christ as dvfpwmos, &AX oby
a5 eis Tdv @vlpdmor, temembering that for Athanasius himself he
18 both &v8pwmos and odx dvfpwmos by turns 20

Arius, we said, relied too largely on Proverbs 8:22 taken by
itself But when Athanasius in reply affected to define the ‘scope’
of Scripture as a whole, he must be accused of special pleading;
as if the whole Bible were directed towards his own fourth-century
problems ** Nevertheless it is true that a great mass of important
texts assign a role to the Son which Arius appeaied to deny. To
declare that he was &£ odx Sv7wv was a polemical statement, and a
tactical error. The underlying doctrine, that the Son was not
coeternal with the Father, would no doubt have been acceptable
in Alexandria in the time of Bishop Dionysius, as it was in other
patriarchates in Arius’ own time. But Alexander and Athanasius
had advanced to a new position, which they were prepared to
defend with the utmost self-confidence, and with complete lack
of scruple—to say nothing of Christian charity—in their treatment
of their opponents. Arius’ &¢ odx Svrwr made him vulnerable No
doubt he was protesting against crude interpretations of Zx tod
marpds: but he thus appeared to deny, what elsewhere he clearly
states, that the Son did originate from the Father. He repeated
this statement at the end of his days in a conciliatory formula sent
to Constantine (Urk. 30, 2). But his opponents required more
than he was prepared to concede, at the same time accusing him
of hypocrisy.?* Apparently the only way to avoid the charge of
hypocrisy was to commit the sin

Arius, of course, was not wholly fiee from blame Yet the
Churistian Church has much to deplore in its treatment of him. The
carefully considered phrases of his Letter to Alexander attracted the
same intemperate abuse as his admittedly provocative Thalia.
Perhaps the most useful lesson we can draw is the unwisdom of
befogging the minds of simple believers with expressions that are
better suited to the lecture-room and the theological journal

M See C Kannengiesser, Sur Ulacarnation du Verbe (SC 199) (Pasis, 1973),
pp. 48-51

* See my ‘Athanasius als Exeget’, in | van Qort and U Wickert, (eds),
Christliche Exegese zwischen Nicaea und Chalcedon (Kampen, 1992), 17484, here
pp. 177 f

2 See Athanasius, Ep. 54.2
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The Arian Controversy: A New Perspective

(Magistra, fons dulcedinis, hoc in loco desipere liceat!)

The text that 1 shail try to introduce to you should I think be classed as pseudepigraphi-
cal Its historical value I judge to be slight. It is indeed written in the name of Arius, and
is piesumably the woik of an Arian writer, or at least of one who had some measure of
sympathy with the Arian cause But it cannot have been written by Arius himself, nor
indeed during his lifetime, since it clearly shows knowledge of Athanasian theology,
not simply from oral tradition but as it is presented in his writings. ¥s evident acquaint-
ance with the Orations against the Arians shows that the work must be dated some five
o1 ten years after the heresiarch’s death, at the earliest; and if it is seen to have used the
de Synodis also, this indicates a date in the 360’s as a terminus a quo. In view of the
intrinsic interest of the questions in dispute I do not propose to give further attention to
its provenance and transmission, but will fay it before you at once in the English version
which I have prepared It runs as follows:

The prophet of old instructed his disciple saying “My son, if thou comest to serve
the Lord, prepare thy soul for trials; cleave unto him and depart not, and endure the
vicissitudes of humiliation”. Indeed the Lord himself said to his apostles “If a man do
not take up his cross and follow me, he cannot be my disciple”. Now we will not exalt
ourselves above measure, or presume to compare ourselves with the apostles; but as
followers of them, and of the holy prophets, and of our blessed and orthodox teachers
in the Church, we have indeed suffered grievous trials at the hands of proud and self-
willed men who malign our persistence in the orthodox faith For as to the blessed
Alexander, at one time our Bishop, we shall say nothing, though we grieved over his
errors; for he showed us many kindnesses, and for a time was willing to listen to us and
inquire peaceably, if by any means we could come together in the bond of orthodoxy
But in the end he was persuaded by evil counsellors, and those not grave and experi-
enced men, nor many in number, but by a violent and ambitious youth whose honour-
able name I will not disgrace by pronouncing it, since in every place he has promoted
violence and discord rather than the concord and fellowship which disposes to
(&baveoiav) eternal life

Now the impious Rehoboam listened to the evil counsel of the young men after the
death of his father Solomon; but this new tyrant, young though he was, accepted no
man’s counsel, nor did he submit himself to the wisdom of that good Solomon while he
was alive; but stole his affections and usurped his authority, not waiting for that death
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which was to him the opportunity for his ambition; and after the blessed Alexander fell
asleep he was secretly appointed, as he claims, by some two or three confederates, and
by specious words and gifts and promises, and by threats as well, he has corrupted the
minds of the innocent, and now persecutes and drives away the orthodox and faithful
brethren And in all this time we ourselves have done him no violence, nor have we
incited others to this effect; for not even he himself has ever alleged this; but only, it
may be, some of our brethren were provoked by his violence and injustice towards us,
or sought retaliation for the wrongs they had suffered But we for our part have never
ceased to strive for communion and fellowship; or if the enmity shown towards us can-
not be quenched, we have asked leave to occupy a place of worship where our brethren
can assemble without fzar or distraction, desiring only that God’s holy altar and the
sacred vessels and ministers of the sanctuary be not violated by men who are robbers,
not givers of peace

But though so often disappointed, by God’s grace we have not been idle, but have
continued to teach and expound the seriptures as our fathers have taught us. And those
who are free from ill-will may judge of our faith by the things we have formerly wiitten
But since the proud man does not cease to incite our fellow-Christians against us,
reviling us as madmen and blasphemers, we are moved by the divine Reason himself to
come to the aid of the truth, not spewing out interminable and repetitious harangues
like those of our assailant, but concisely, as Christian modesty and decency prescribe

For he has inquited in some place whether names are better than the realities they

denote, or inferior to them;! and he goes on to complain at us for saying that God uses -

many words to instruct us, alleging that each word in that case must be feeble and need
the help of others to correct it * Why then does he himself add word to word, nay rather
treatise to treatise? Should he not rather follow blessed Paul, who teaches that the king-
dom of God is not in word but in power? Should he not be ashamed of his inquiry, nay
rather his foolish conundrum which any Grecian sophist would have despised? But if
we may answer a fool according to his folly, let him learn that there are honorable
names, and also names of dishonour; for as to the word ‘power’, no doubt the reality is
greater than the word; but if we speak of ‘powerlessness’, then the woid is greater; for
the word at least has power to signify, whereas the reality is a lack of any power Sothen
we must distinguish between word and word, as the blessed Matthew tells us: “for by
thy words thou shalt be justified, and by thy words thou shalt be condemned”* But
vou, proud bishop, or rather busybody (&Arotpienionons), do not agree, for you con-
tradict yourself many times over, as we shall shortly demonstrate; and in one place you
say that we should pay careful attention to the words, observing the place and the time
and the character that is presented;’ and again you say that the words are things indif-

! See Decr. 16

? Ibid

TOMt 12:37
*0rc Al 54
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ferent and {it to be ignored when some person attends to the facts® And you do not
accept blessed Paul when he proclaims Christ as the power of God and the wisdom of
God; for he has used two names, and thus forsooth has demonstrated the weakness of
both; and you would have him say “Christ the power of God and the power of God”,
since it is power without wisdom that you covet and enjoy

But | shall not fail to expose the falsity of those words which you misuse against us.
For in the first place you traduce us as if we had said that Christ was a mere man; and
you tax us with taking the part of the Jews and of Caiaphas and of Paul the
Samosatene ® But first of all, we have never said this, nor is there any writing of ours
which you can quote to this effect; indeed we have proclaimed him a mighty god, as
you very well know, since you quote our own words in this regard * And we have always
taught, in accordance with St Paul, that he is the first-bomn of all creation, and that he
was with God as a beginning, and as Wisdom was present with him, giving harmony at
the creation of all things‘8 We say indeed that he was in existence before the ages and
hefore the creation of the heavens; and you yourself know that this is our doctrine, for
you acknowledge us, and Fusebius and Asterius too, as teaching that it was by his
means that God created all things. You report our declaration that when God willed to
create originate nature, then he first, and he alone, created one, and one alone, and
called him Son and Word, that by his means alf things should come into being? This
then is youi testimony; how then do you dare to slander us, who have called him God’s
only Son and Word, as if we reckoned him a mere man and numbered him indiffer-
ently among the creatures?

It is not on this account that we have called him a creature; for we have made clear
his own proper dignity, proclaiming him “a creature, yet not as one of the creatures, an
offspring, yet not as one of the offspring” '° Now that we have called him a creature, is
both reasonable and devout; nay, we are bound to do so, confirming to the truly theo-
logical Solomon, who proclaims in the person of Wisdom “The Lord cteated me the
beginning of his ways with a view to his works; before the age he founded me in the
beginning”.!! But you will not have it so; for you tell us that he was created, and yet was
not a creature,'” as if God were unable to perfect the work which he intended; and
whereas Solomon says that he was created before the age, in the beginning, you vainly
allege that he was installed in some new dignity quite recently, now at the end of time;'*
and after all this you revile us as if we had said that he was in some way improved or
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promoted during his earthly life, which is false; while you dare to uphold that very doc-
trine which you condemn in ourselves!

Now that he is coeternal with the Father, or shares with him the title ‘unoriginate’,
we are bound in Christian duty to deny; since we have learnt from the saints that the
Father himself is the beginning, and that there cannot be two unoriginates; for in that
case there must be a third to mediate and distinguish between them; and if a third, then
a fourth and fifth '* So we say, framing words to the best of our ability, that be was not
before he was generated And you yourself must accept this view, since it is beyond
question that the Father is prior to the Son; and even you will not be so reckless as to
say that the Son can beget himself, or can beget his own Father, or (though heaven for-
bid such vile insinuations!) that they mutually beget one another. But we say that the
Son was begotten before all ages, for the ages themselves belong to that created nature
which the Father laid down with the presence and assistance of his Son. And in this you
agree, even though you tax us with senseless riddles about the before and the after;'®
for you vourself declare that the Word is the Father’s counsel,’® and again that his
counsel and purpose was made ready before the ages. !’ Why then do you condemn us,
who have but followed the Scriptures in expounding these mysteries - why, I say, do
you condemn us when you vourself use the same expressions as we do?

Yet again, we have amply declared his proper dignity beyond all other creatures,
enlightened by the blessed Paul, who declares him made so much better than the
angels as he has inherited a mote excellent name than they * But this sentence does
not please you, and you give to it a sense of your own, saying that no comparison is
intended !* Moreover, when you wish to deny that the Son is a creature, though exalted
above all other creatures, you are not content with changing the meaning of Scripture;
no, you write as if Paul had nevei spoken For I will quote your very words in part, as
follows: “If the Son were a creature, but not as one of the creatures because of his
excelling them in glory, it were natural that Scripture should describe him by a compari-
son with the other works; for instance, that it should say that he is greater than the
archangels. .. But he is not in fact thus referred to.”?® This is what you wrote against us.
What, have you forgotten Paul’s words? Or de you blame him for speaking incoriectly
of angels when you yourself would in your wisdom have referred to archangels? Why
do you say that the Scripture does not compare him with the visible things of creation,
or praise him as brighter than the sun and moon, and greater than the heavens?' Do
you then suppose we are ignorant of the Scriptures, that you toss them out so boldly?
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For Job, and Solomon too, compare him, not even with those great lights, but with
rubies,” pronouncing him the better. And the inspired Paul tells us that he saw a light
from heaven above the brightness of the sun ® Now what was that Hght but the Lord,
who spoke with him and gave him commandment? And that he is more honorabie than
thrones we learn from Daniel, who writes: I beheld tifl thrones were placed, and one
that was ancient of days did sit;** for how shall the throne be more glorious than him
that sitteth upon it?

But here is further proof of your unscrupulous deceit Since you will not accept that
the Lord is reverently to be called a creature in accordance with Scripture, you intend
by every means to make the word ‘creature’ a term of dishonour, to make it appear that
we dishonour him. And to that end you are not ashamed to disparage the works of crea-
tion; though even here you are not consistent, but contradict yourself in what you say
For we have read that God saw everything that he had made, and behold it was very
good ® And in part you agree; for you speak of the order and harmony of all things
which, as Wisdom tells us, indicates their maker.** And in your writing against the
gentiles you quote David, who piaises the all-embracing providence and disposition of
the Word, as you explain 2 Yet again you retract and contradict yourself, alleging that
the nature of all things created is fugitive and changeable,?® though elsewhere vou
affirm that each one exists and remains in its own essence as it was made ? And as to
matikind you say that they are corruptible by nature, since they are made out of
nothing,* supposing that they are subject to some other origin and law than the will of
their Creator; and again you say that God foresaw their weakness and instability before
he created them,” as if he were 2 meddlesome workman whose pride forbad him to
abandon his construction even though he knew it would be bad

Now that the rational creation is by nature changeable, of course we shall admit; for
both men and the higher powers are capable of turning either towards the good or to
the reverse; and what praise or merit could there be in so-called goodness if no choice is
involved, and men obey theit Creator blindly, like the winds and waves, o1 rest
immovable, like stocks and stones? With good 1eason, therefore, we say that the Lord is
changeable by nature, like every rational being; for he was not dumb and insensible,
but knew how to refuse the evil and choose the good But by the resolve of his own will
he is unchangeable, as we have many times declared; moreover this good resolve of his
was known to the Father himself before all ages, and he is therefore worthy to be
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acknowledged as the true Word and Wisdom of the Father, who also willed to beget
him as Son But you make light of the Father’s foreknowledge and reasonable
ordinance, as it seems; and though we have declared him unchangeable through his
perfection in goodness, which God foreknew, you declare that these are things of no
account, and give him no greater authority than Peter or Paul o1 any other man. And so
because of your malice towards us, or it may be through pride at being Bishop of the
Alexandrians, you exalt yourself like Lucifer and dare to insult the wise foreknowledge
of your own Creator,

Moreover you make it a matter of complaint that we speak of two Wisdoms, one in
the Father and one in the Son, just as they are two persons and two dignities; and
indeed we do not deny this, and have truly said that Wisdom came into being as Wis-
dom by the will of the wise (God.>? For the Father himself is the source of Wisdom and
of all good things, as you doubtless agree, and of this Wisdom he has given to the Sonin
surpassing measure, so that he alone among God’s offspring and creatures and works is
honoured with the name of Wisdom. Yet in bestowing this Wisdom the Father has not
deprived himself of Wisdom, perish the thought! - but he remains unchangeably wise,
as he ever was, so that the Son converses with his Father as glory with glory and as Wis-
dom with Wisdom But you do not agree; for you say that the Son is himself the essen-
tial Wisdom of the Father,” so that there is nothing which the Father has kept in his
own power, unless perhaps if be an inessential and inferior wisdom, but that he must
borrow from his Son, like some needy householder. And though vou affect to despise
the fables of the Gnostics, which we also condemn, yet you portray the Father in the
guise of the archon falsely conceived by Basilides, who gives rise to a son who is better
and wiser than himself ** Nay further, if all wisdom is found only in the Son, by what
means does the Father know where to seek it, that he may borrow it? Perhaps, being
himsel devoid of wisdom, he does not even know his own Somn, but has become -
which heaven forbid! - like those lustfui deities of the Greeks who committed adul-
teries with impure women, whose deeds you have rightly condemned * Into this depth
of folly, then, does your heresy lead you; nay rather, of atheism; for to prociaim a God
who is ignorant and indigent is to acknowledge no God at all.

Nevertheless, though sunk in such blasphemous error, you do not cease to pour
scorn on our doctrine of Wisdom; for you complain that, as we expound hitn, he has
the name of Wisdom but lacks the reality But who gave him that name, we shall ask
Attend to what you have said yourself, as expressing our doctrine: “Then wishing to
create us, he then made a certain one, and thenceforth named him Word and Son, that
he might create us through him 3¢ Now you indeed present us as speaking scornfully of
“a certain one”, before whom in fact we bow; but we shall not otherwise deny this
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teaching, and we require you in turn to uphold what you have here admitted. We have
shown, you have said, that it was God, the Almighty and Ali-Sovereign, who gave to his
Word the name of Wisdom; and do you then turn back and insult that name, and say
that on our showing it was given improperly and incorrectly, and that it is a name and
nothing more - that very name which the wise God gave to his Only-begotten? Doubt-
less you have read, in the cosmogony of the godioving Moses, that the Lord God
created every beast and every fowl of the air, and brought them to Adam to see what he
would call them; and whatsoever Adam called every living creature, that was the name
thereof ¥ Do you not see that even Adarn, a weak and fallible creature as you allege,
has received such authority that the names he has given persist in truth; and do you
think the name which God himself has given, and not Adam, to no beast but to his Son,
should be of no account? Why, even those names which human fathers bestow upon
their sons to this day are valid before magistrates and governors; you yourself bear the
name Athanasius; and even though you misconduct yourself and abuse us in a manner
unworthy of eternal life, yet we do not deny that that is your name; then do you think it
a light marter that the Father of all has named his Son after his own most precious pos-
session, and has given him moreover the fullest measure of all that belones to that
name? But if you despise our admonition, attend once more to blessed Paul, who says
that he has inherited the most excellent name;*® and from whom did he inherit, if not
from the Father, who is the first and original possessor of that name?

Now we have given many instances of your deceitfulness and double-dealing; but
we shall not prolong our discourse, for we have no desire to imitate the torrent of tur-
bulent and spiteful words which your malice, rather than your piety, has poured forth.
Nevertheless one chapter shall be added, in the hope that even now you may repent
and acknowledge your delusions and the injustice in which you have indulged. We on
our part have said that the Word was begotten before the ages by the will and deter-
minate counsel of the Father. But this doctrine does not please you; for you say that the
Son is the offspring, not of God’s will, but of his nature;* and you have many times
desciibed the generation of the Word, comparing it with an outpouting of (solar)
radiance from the sun;¥ and that though you yourself denounce us for comparing the
Lord with created things For consider, we entreat you, what you think of these
heavenly bodies Do you believe the sun to be a thing inanimate, as some of the Greeks
have declared him to be a fiery mass of stone? In that case he has neither reason nor
will, and acts according to the nature that God has assigned him; and how is it lawful to
imagine God’s Fatherhood in the likeness of such dumb and irrational beings? Or do
you consider that luminary to be a rational and togical being, as the industrious Crigen
has maintained? In that case it is by his will that he gives forth his rays in obedience to
his Lord, and follows the dictates of his nature, as Ged has commanded, and as you
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yourself have asserted *! So then in neither case is there a conflict between will and
nature; for either there is no reason and no will, or eise he wills o act according to the
nature which God has assigned him; and so your comparison fails

But you, it appears, have not only spoken contrary to the plain and well-grounded
evidence of the truth; you have aiso, as one might expect, refuted yourself by your own
admissions For you have said, we repeat, that the Word is the offspring, not of God’s
will but of his nature; and nature, you say, transcends will > Now how the matter stands
with the creatures we have already explained; but with regard to the Lord of all things,
you yourself have declared that he is wholly simple and uncompounded, and is all
essence, and that there are no accidents in him * Now if this indeed be the truth, as you
confidently declare, it must needs follow that his dignities and titles are identical one
with another, and that there is in his essence no better and worse, no before and after,
but that his being consists in one equal perfection. How then do you dare discriminate
between his nature and his will, saying that the one transcends the other? - when truth
and reason assure us that his nature is to will what is good, and his will is to express the
goodness of his nature? Your doctrine is manifest folly For ourselves, we do not boast
- God forbid - that we can discern the incomprehensible depths of his holiness, before
whom the very angels hide their fac-s:s;“'4 but we have leaint by faith to call him the God
of peace, and to know that there is no unrighteousness in him;* and if no unrighteous-
ness, then no injustice, no distinction, and nothing greater or less And this truth you
have in part perceived, though in your haste to condemn us you have forsworn your
own sound doctrine, and blasphemously denied the indivisible unity of Him who is all
in alt

Nay more, this unity itself refutes that opinion that you have lately begun to flaunt,
namely that the Son is one in essence with the Father. For if that essence is simple and
indivisible, as we have shown, how can it be conveyed ot distributed to another? The
Word indeed has declared “All things that the Father hath are mine”, signifying that the
Father has given him full measure of all his dignities and glories; but in so saying he has
distinguished between the Father and himself. For did the blessed John report him as
saying “All things that T have are mine™? Or did he make the Father bestow those digni-
ties on his own person? Yet these absurdities cannot fail to follow from your doctiine.
If, as you say, the divine essence is one and undivided, how can there be any that shares
of partakes in that essence, so as to be coessential with the Father? For if that undivided
essence is wholly communicated to another, there will be two Fathers and two Creators
and two First Principles and two Supreme Beings, which is abhorrent to reason and
Christian piety; but if it suffers no division or distribution, then there can be no distine-
tion of persons, but the Father himself will be Son, and the Son himself the Father,
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even as the imprudent Galatian has declared them to be one and the same; and so by
your unlawful innovations you revive the heresy of the execrabie Sabellius and
demolish the Church’s confession of the holy Itinity - that very faith which you claim
to cherish and uphold

Reflect, we entreat you, on what we have said, beseeching the Lord to restore to you
a temperate and peaceable mind; put away your fury and your sophistries, and accept
us even now as fellow-workers and fellow-servants. Correct what we have taught, if you
are able, but with judgement, remembering that both together we shall stand before
the judgement seat; or if we have spoken truly, then join with us and with our orthodox
fathers in confessing the sole ingenerate, the one Eternal, the only wise God, to whom
Wisdom herself pays adoration



IX

KNOWLEDGE OF GOD IN EUSEBIUS AND ATHANASIUS

The knowledge of God in Eusebius and Athanasius is a subject which in com-
petent hands might form an impressive conclusion to our conference. To do
it justice in a single paper is quite another matter; it opens up a wide range of
enquiries, and touches on some of the most intractable problems of philosoph-
ical theology . For instance, are we to consider what can be said about God?—
that is, what sort of human language can be so adapted as to describe the hid-
den and comprehensive reality which underiies our whole existence? Or should
we be looking for some experience of contact with God which is necessarily so
remote from our usual acts and thoughts that it cannot be described in normal
terms and has to be indicated in the language of paradox? Or again, should we
judge it a mistake to present these alternatives? I have suggested that knowl-
edge of God may be conceived either in terms of rational statements or of mys-
tical consciousness; but in pointing this contrast, 1 am using the categories of
modern Western philosophy; we shall find, I think, that our chosen authors
conceive their problem quite otherwise; their most important category being
the intellect, nous, which implies both rational content and the directness of
intuitive perception

1. We need, therefore, to find a simple down-to-earth point of departure; and
1 propose to begin from a well-known passage in the De Incarnatione, c. 12. In
this chapter Athanasius enumerates the various means of knowing God which
had been devised by his divine providence; previous to the Fall, it would seem,
and anticipating its possibility, God provided for man’s negligence: npoevo-
fioato Kol Thg aueisiog Tovtov, v &dv Gueljooev 81° Eoutdv Tov Oedv
Emyvival, Exwor .. TOv dnuoupydv pf dyvosiv. He mentions first what we
may call ideal knowledge, which should have been sufficient for man if he had
not sinned. Next comes the possibility of recognizing the Creator through at-
tending to the works of his creation. Thirdly, God provided for the Law and
the Prophets, whose teaching is more accessible, since in that case mankind
can learn from other men. But since all these means were ineffective in the face
of human wickedness, God finally adopted the expedient of renewing men
through the presence of his own Image, the Logos, after whom they were first
created; so the Word of God came down to earth in his own person: 86gv &
Tob Oeol Adyog i dautol mepeyéveto, ¢ 13.7 There are thus four posgible
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ways of knowing God, if we may trust Dr. Meijering’s analysis in Athanasius
contra Gentes, p 114; though Athanasius® treatment of the third way contains
arather complicated resumptive clause and refers to the ‘saints’, oi aylot, who
may possibly be Christian teachers distinct from the Prophets, the paxdpio
S18dokaior mentioned in ¢ | For the purpose of this paper [ intend to con-
sider only the first item on the list; I shall try to examine the ways in which
Athanasius and Busebius explain our ideal knowledge of God

2. Any treatment of the De Incarnatione will naturally refer to its companion
piece, the Contra Gentes; and we must take account of a certain difference in
perspective between these two works, which compare rather differently with
the thought of Eusebius The divergence is especially marked in their early
chapters, and it prompted a young Oxford scholar, as he then was, Dr. Andrew
Louth, to draw a sharp contrast between them ' They differ, he maintains, in
the account they give of the Fall of man, but also in the assumptions they make
about our knowledge of God. ‘The Contre Gentes gives an account of man’s
fall from a state of contemplation to a state subject to sensual pleasures. It is
a timeless account. It is untypical of Athanasius—but typical of Alexandrian
theology generally-~in using allegorical exegesis. De Incarnatione is histori-
cal, realist, and turns, not on intellectual contemplation, but on the obedience
and disobedience of man.’

I agree with Dr. Meijering that this contrast is overstated In my own opin-
ion, neither book presents a perfectly consistent picture. The case is rather,
that in each of them Athanasius is drawing upon traditional themes, and
selects rather different points for emphasis. But it is certainly not the case that
the theology of one book contrasts en bloc with that of the other.

First, then, the CG certainly does not begin by considering the Fall of man
in allegorical terms. One can see this clearly if one contrasts Athanasius with
Phile. Phile repeatedly suggests that the first man symbolizes intellect, nous,
and the first woman symbolizes sensation, aisthesis 2 But Athanasius does
not tell us that the first man symbolizes anything at all; at most, we can say
that he treats him as an example of a general truth. He states that God’s pur-
pose was that men should enjoy uninterrupted communion with him, and adds
that this actually happened in the case of ‘the first man .. who was called
Adam in the Hebrew tongue;’ the only hint of allegory here is a reference to
the place which Moses figuratively called the Garden—tpomk®¢ napddeicoy
dvopaosy, ¢. 2. Athanasius then states that men, ol &vBpwmnol,neglected the
contemplation of God and sought for satisfactions close at hand, in the plea-
sures of the body; and this again is illustrated by the case of the first man—7tod
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TpwTou RAuchévtog dvBpmmov-—who at first attended to God and the con-
templation of God, but then at the instigation of the serpent fell away. And
this leads back to the general statement that in their pursuit of pleasure men
began to devise vaiious forms of idolatry and vice, where there is not the
smallest doubt that Athanasius intends to describe actual practices of Egypti-
ans, Greeks and Romans, including a reference to the Emperor Hadrian's
favourite, Antinous.

Now of course the DJ does present a rather different picture, and Dr. Louth
is perfectly right in emphasizing the divine command of Genesis 2:16 and the
stress on disobedience as opposed to the neglect of contemplation and pursuit
of sensual pleasure. Indeed we could go further. Many readers of the DJ find
that it comes like a breath of fresh air; here at last, they think, is a straight-
forward biblical account, as opposed to the foggy generalities found in the CG
and also in Eusebius. But I think we gain this impression because we have ali
been influenced by Augustine and his intense concentration on Romans, espe-
cially Romans 5:12, together of course with 1 Cor. 15:21—2. Athanasius does
reproduce this Pauline perspective; but this is not the view of all the biblical
writers The Book of Wisdom, which Athanasius uses fairly freely, considers
that human wickedness results from idolatry; the creation of man is mentioned
only in general terms at 2:33 and 9:2; there is no mention of Adam by name;
his creation appears only incidentally at 7:1, while his fall only comes to light
at 10:1 in the claim that “Wisdom delivered him out of his own transgression.’
Even St Paulin Romans begins with a general denunciation of human wicked-
ness and discusses the role of the Law and the faith of Abraham before coming
to Adam’s transgression at 5:12—14; and this is specifically named as mopaxon
first at 5:9 And of course there are other biblical traditions, including that
which lays the blame on Eve.?

There is no call for surprise, then, if we find Eusebius writing largely in the
tradition of the Wisdom writer, making general statements about human wick-
edness prompted by idolatry, and emphasizing the Origenistic theme of
neglect and contempt rather than some single act of disobedience. The Laus
Constantini, so far as I can discover, consistently follows this line. The
Praeparatio Evangelica Book VII begins with a passage recalling the CG c. 3,
in which mankind—or rather the Gentiles—are reproached for giving them-
selves over to bodily pleasures, and so learning to worship the sun and other
heavenly bodies on which those pleasures depend; there follows a quotation of
Wisdom 14:12, *Apyf yép mopvelag Enivowa £i8ciav, which will recur in
Athanasius, in CG 9 and 11. Eusebius occasionally refers to Adam by name,
but hardly emphasizes his role as progenitor, or his failure and disobedience;
this only appears rather incidentally at 7.18.8, 1ov & abBexovaiw aipéoet
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TV Kpelttdviov droreoelv .. Evtorfig GAryaply, where the theme of neglect
is still prominent. Adam, the earth-born ynyewiig, seems undistinguished
when contrasted with the perfectly righteous Enosh; the very name ‘Adam’
can symbolize TOv xowvov xai molbv &vBpwnov (7 8.8.). In the Demonstratio
there is no mention of Adam by name, and I think only one reference to his
fall through the misuse of his free will.*

How does Athanasius appear by comparison? We can admit that there is
some contrast between the two early wotks; the CG shows a rather closer
agreement with Eusebius. But the contrast is far less acute than Louth makes
out. Athanasius does not say, like Eusebius, that Adam represents the com-
mon man. Admittedly the CG describes the misdeeds of mankind in general,
rather than a specific sin of Adam; but these general condemnations reappear
quite frequently in the DI; the Fall is introduced by a general statement in 3.4;
and although Athanasius quotes the divine prohibition of Gen. 2:16, he does
not mention Adam by name until the genealogy in ¢. 35. The theme of idola-
try, again, is still quite prominent.” Can one then see a contrast in that Euse-
bius and the CG dwell on the Origenistic idea of neglecting the contemplation
of God rather than the specific sin of disobedience? Certainly the reference to
disobedience as such are not very prominent in Eusebius; but the idea is found,
e.g., in PE 2.6 12-15; again, the CG does not refer to the parabasis of men,
and only once to their parakog, c. 5 On the other hand the theme of neglect
is well represented in the DI’ Men are still blamed, as in the CG, because
they failed to devote themselves to the contemplation of Ged

3. This contemplation is what I have called ideal knowledge; it was enjoyed by
Adam in his unfallen state. Athanasius’ view of Adam is closely bound up with
his exegesis of Gen 1:26. Like Philo, he explains that the sixav is God’s Logos
himself; in one passage, ¢. Ar. 2.49, he designates him tof &Andivol ©eod
sikdwv xai duoiooire, But man was created xat’ sikdéva kot ke duoinow,
and the two phrases are treated as synonymous. This was a long-standing prob-
lem of exegesis; Irenaeus, Clement and Origen all offer two distinct interpreta-
tions, sometimes identifying the two phrases, sometimes distinguishing, so as
to make époiwoig refer to a spiritual condition which we are to achieve by our
own effort and virtue.® Origen puts this very clearly in Comm. Joh. 20.22.183,

4 Eus PE26.12,788-9, 11.6.10-15; DE 4.6.7; but cf. PE 7 185 cited below,
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when he writes: kat’ eixdva yeyovapsy, Eodpuea xai kad® Spoiwoiv. But
Eusebius I think shows a fairly marked preference for identifying the two
phrases; typical is PE 7.18.5, Tobtov pév obv ka1’ sikéva gacl 8e00 xail xab’
onoimaorv mpdg adtod tobfgod .. OmooTiivat, and I have found only one pas-
sage (PE 11 27.4) which suggests that our dpoiweig is something still to be
achieved

Very likely, therefore, it was Eusebius who taught Athanasius that Adam al-
ready possessed both image and likeness. Athanasius identifies these concepts,
whether he is describing the creation of mankind in general, as in CG 2 and
34, f wox .. xaB duoiwow véyovev, and DI 11, mowl toutovg kaf’
dpoimeowv: or that of Adam in particular, who was élg10g xTi68gig, ¢ Ar.
2 66, and whom God wished simply to persist in his original condition, CG 3,
obfitw xai pévev fBEANGEY, with similar phrases at CG 34 and DI 4. There is
no thought of ouoiweolg as a further perfection still to be acquired.

On this basis, Athanasius can describe man’s ideal knowledge of God in
highly optimistic terms in the second chapter of CG. We may note these
points: (1} Man’s creation ensures for him a knowledge of God. (2) This
knowledge 1esides in the soul, (3) or more properly in the mind, nous In either
case, to exercize it, one must turn away from bodily sensations and attend to
noéta. (4) Given this condition, the soul is self-sufficient; in its purity, it can
reflect the Logos whom it resembles. These points, I believe, can all be found
in Eusebius, though he states them more fully and less forcefully. Athanasius
enormously improves on Ensebius; but his merit, in dealing with our present
topic, lies in clarity and economy of statement rather than in originality of
thought.

3.1 Thefirst pointis well stated in CG 2:  nauPaciiedc Bedg, d Dnepékeva
naong obolag kal dvBponivig Emvoiog Dnapywyv ... 1o dvBpdmivoy vévog
kot iblay eikove temonke kol TGOV Sviav adtov Bsmpntiv kai Emotipove
dua tfig npog abtodv dpowdocews KATESKEVNOGE, Sobg abtd kel Tiic idlag
aidrémmrog évvolay Kol yv@cw. We note the apparent contradition; Ged is
said to be beyond human apprehension, in the conventional version of Plato
Rep. 509 b; yet he has given man knowledge of his own eternity. Similar
statements can be found in Eusebius; but when carefully examined, Eusebius
proves to be passing on two quite distinct traditions. First, he reproduces the
old apologetic assertion that ¢/ men are really theists;” this appears very clearly
in E71.20 6, tdv 8¢ &xl ndvtwv Gedv puoikaic dvvoinlg Gnavieg Glroiayod-
owv dvBporot, which of course conflicts very sharply with the doctrine of an
unknowable God. But secondly, there are relics of the tradition found in Philo
of an ideal and sinless first man, incorporeal and asexual and naturally en-

7 Minucius Felix Oct 19. Eusebius PE 2.6 1F, ET 1.20.6.
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dowed with the knowledge of God. So Fusebius writes, PE 7 17.3: t6v &v fjply
1o puév 11 paoci Bsiov kol dBdvatov, doapkov THv ghow Kal dodiatov, Tol-
rov 88 kol oV aAndf Tuyxdvel dvlpwnov, kot gikdva Beob xal dpoimoty
vevevnuévov: and this ideal man is sharply distinguished from the earth-born
Adam of Genesis 2 and 3. Athanasius here is simpler and more consistent;
Adam for him is morally pertfect, but he is a man like ourselves, equipped with
a body and subject to bodily desires when he neglects his vocation of contem-
plating God. But Athanasius again is not wholly consistent; his combination
of traditions presents us with an Adam who is supposed to be perfect, but
whose virtue and spirituality is in fact corruptible.

3.2 Secondly, where do we possess the knowledge of God? ‘In the soul,’
seems the obvious answer Athanasius is clearly affected by the idealized view
of the soul propounded in Plato’ Phaedo, which attributes true perceptions to
the soul and makes the body the source of error.® This view is developed in
CG 2—4, and appears again in 31—4. God is incorporeal, and knowledge of
God depends upon our dissociating ourselves from corporeal things, CG 2 3.
Athanasius even affirms that the body ‘could not consider what is outside it-
self—obx @v i ELwhev avtod Aoyilorro—for it is mortal and transitory,” c.
32 Inc. 4 he says, more reasonably, that our bodily members can be occupied
either with reality or with unreality; our eyes can be used to admire the crea-
tion, and our ears to listen to the laws of God. But this point is soon forgotten;
Athanasius continues to point out the religious benefits of our sense of sight
without reminding us that our eyes are parts of the body.®

3 3. When Athanasius idealizes the soul, he almost invariably refers to it as
the seat of reason, r#ous. The notion that man perceives God through his rous
is especially frequent in the early chapters of the CG, for instance when he
declares Adam xatd THv dpyfv dvaisydvie tappnoig Tov volv Eoynkivol
npdC Tov ®edv, 2.4 Eusebius takes the same view, which of course is exceed-
ingly commion and is well represented in Philo, for instance in opif. 69, where
the nous takes the place of God’s image in man: fj 8¢ eixév AEAexTOL KaTh
tov tiic woyfic fiyepova vobyv. The connection of soul and mind is variously
represented; in their idealized state they can be simply coupled together; so Eu-
sebius PE 3.10.16, wuyf Aovuct .. xai vobg dnadig: and Athanasius al-
ludes to the Logos who sees both soul and mind, DI 14.4 Sometimes the mind
seems to be conceived as part of the soul, or its directive part; so CG 34, men
can ascend, évopfivan, 1@ vé tijg woyfig; thus the soul consorts with angels
‘confident in the purity of its mind,’ ti} to0 vol Bappodoa kabapodnt, ibid.
33. Much the same view can be suggested without explicit reference to the
nous; the phrase yuyT Aoyuk is common enough in Athanasius, as it is in Eu-

% Op cit, 64 c—67 d; cf. Eusebius PE 2 6.12f , 3.10.15.
9 Athanasius CG 44 356,40 fin, 45, Df 123,321,453
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sebius; and both authors use inteliectualist terms like Evvoua, katavoseiv and
royilectos to indicate our knowledge of God, together with associated meta-
phors like Bewpeiv and Bewpia, and the Platonic image of the nous as &pua
Thig yuyie, to which I shall return.

The use of the actual word 6pdv is naturally rather more restricted, but it
does o¢cur, encouraged perhaps by the quotation of Mt. 5:8, in CG 2: in its
state of innocence, the mind is raised aloft, dve petdpowog yiveta, xai tov
Aoyov iddv, 6pi &v abTtd kol tov Tol Adyou IMatépa. Conversely, in ¢. 7 the
guilty soul is described as xopubcaca tov Opdaiudy &t o0 tov Oedv dpdv
SUvata, a biblical phrase often repeated in his later works.

Athanasius thus appears to treat the nous, not only as the eye of the soul,
but as its only source of good impulses I think he only once refers to other
powers in the soul in complimentary terms. 19 Accordingly, as Charles Kannen-
giesser has observed, when Athanasius comes to speak of human corruption,
it is always the soul that is involved; so CG 3 4, 4 4, and DI 11 4, #86hmwsav
goutdv Thv yuynv. The soul is infected when it rebels against the guidance of
the nous, or when it neglects to keep its attention fixed on God; but there
seems to be no suggestion that the nowus itself can be corrupted No suggestion,
that is, within this particular topic of discussion; in practice, when criticizing
his opponents, Athanasius is quite ready to say that their minds are unsound,
oy Omaivovteg, or crippled, nennpouévor, or perverse, Saotpépecday!!
and there is a mention of the corrupt nowus of 2 Tim. 3:8 in the Letter to Adel-
phius, ¢ 1.

But the optimistic view of nous is reflected in what Athanasius says about
no@ta; these are always presented as ideal realities and truths—which indeed
is the normal use of the term. In the CG 4 there seems to be no distinction
drawn between drooctiival tiic T@v vontdv fewplag and droctijvar Tfig
npde td xahd Bewplag, and both these phrases seem to be equivalent to the
droctpépesfal THY npdg TOV Oedv Bswpiov of DI 151, or indeed droo-
tpépeabal Tov Ocedv, ibid 11.4,

3.4 A specially striking phrase which appears at the end of CG 2 claims that
the purity of the soul is capable of reflecting God through itself as in a mirror:
ikaviy 8 f tiig ovyfic kabapdtng &oti woi tov Ogdvy & Eavtig
kotontpilecBai. This brings together three suggestive ideas: (a) the self-
sufficiency of the soul, (b} its purity, and (c), the metaphor of the mirror

{a) The self-sufficiency theme recurs in ¢. 30, slightly modified by biblical
texts which limit its application to Christians, who have faith and have the
kingdom of God within them. In c. 2 the claim is far bolder; the context sug-

10 Enbupic condemned. €G 34 al.; with Supdg, Vie Ane 21 init; contrast Ep ad Marc 27,
PG 27, 40A
1 Soul corrupted, CG 3 4, 4 4, DI 11 4 Mind corrupted, Deer 21, Dion 123, ¢ Ar.i2
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gests that the soul’s power of rising above perceptible things, which the body
desires, and consorting with itself ~£avtd cuvdv-—makes it capable of unit-
ing with the divine and inteiligible realities in heaven, just as Adam ‘associated
with the saints in the contemplation of intelligibie reality,” &v T 1@v vontdv
9swpig Athanasius appears to draw no distinction between the soul’s contem-
plation of the noéte and its contemplation of the Logos, in whom the Father
himself can be seen.

{(b) The theme of purity in the soul is of course a very common one, which
indeed Athanasius has already mentioned earlier, in CG 2. There is a biblical
basis in Wisdom 7:24, though strange to say the noun xabapdtng occurs only
once in the New Testament, where it refers to the flesh, and not at all in Philo.
Purity is closely associated with knowledge; so Eusebius DE 4.8.3, v dwavyel
kol woyd kexabapudvy, followed by Athanasius Decr. 24, kaBapd T woyxj
kai pove 1@ v More exactly, both authors associate purity with the so-
called ‘eye of the soul,’ which needs to be cleansed in order to contemplate real-
ity: the Supa tfig wuyiig of Plato Rep. 508, 533 d. Plato speaks here (and at
540 a} of redirecting or of training the eye; but the metaphor of cleansing is
used at 527 d and is again suggested when he speaks of removing accretions
from the soul, ibid. 611. The metaphor is used by Eusebius at PE 2.4 4 and
again at 2.6.12, Swvoudg Gupact xexobuppévolg cuvvevénoav.
Athanasius imitates this phrase with the slight rewording &¢@alpdg Tiig
Swvoiag, CG 27, DI 30, and the metaphor of intellectual vision is quite
elaborately developed in CG 34 and DJ 57, where Dr Meijering aptly com-
pares Plotinus 1.6 9; the eye cannot see the sun unless it becomes sunlike.

{c) Athanasius associates the pure eye of the soul with the metaphor of a mir-
ror, katortpov, CG 2, 8, and 34. This has a complex history, which includes
Wisdom 7:26, where the word is Esontpov: Philo migr. 98, which shows that
the comparison of the soul to a mirror, kdtontpov, was an accepted common-
place in his day; and St. Paul, especially the much discussed phrase in 2 Cor.
3:18, dvaxekaivpyuéve Tpocontg Thv 8o6Lav ol kuplov Katomtpllduevor.
Scholars have been unable to decide whether katonTpidpevor means ‘behold-
ing’ or ‘reflecting’; the verb is something of a rarity, though it occurs in Phile
L.A 3.101, where the sense ‘beholding’ is the more natural. Bettter evidence
can be found in Christian authors, who are naturally drawn to the arresting
phrases of St Paul. Meijering refers to Theophilus and Clement; of whom
Theophilus undoubtedly provides the closer parallel, since he connects the mir-
ror with cleansing our eyes so that we can see the sun (Aut. 1.2; ¢f. CG 34, DI
57). In my opinion, however, the most important parallels are found in Gregory
Thaumaturgus and in Eusebius. Gregory describes the soul learning to con-
template itself as in a mirror and thus beholding the divine mind: adtfig tfig
ywogfic avtiy dorep &v KATONTPW Oplv HEAETMONG, kol Tov Bglov vobv .
gv Eauti) Katomtpwonévng (pan Or 11.142). Eusebius quotes a passage from

X
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the First Alcibiades of Plato (p. 133, at PE 11.27. 5) where the full text adds
some suggestive new touches to the comparison. The eye itself is a mirror,
since one can see things reflected in the pupil of the eye (133 a); in fact, says
Socrates, the eye can only see itself in some such way; nevertheless there are
better mirrors available (133 c); likewise, although the soul itself is a mirror in
which it can see itself, the purest and brightest mirror is the god who is present
within it. We shall criticize this reasoning a lttle later; for the moment, we
note that this passage suggests, more clearly than most, that there is an identity
between the observer and the reflecting medium. I think we can conclude that
there is no point in discussing the precise significance of xatontpilesfarin 2
Co1 ., since the whole comparison turns on the claim that the soul can observe
itself as in a mirror. It follows that the soul, as observer, sees itself, but the
soul, as observed, reflects itself. Both senses are perfectly appropriate. Cadit
quaestio.

3.5. As a footnote to what I have called the optimistic theory, we need to
note a contrasting perspective which comes into view in the D/, Two points we
have noted so far are the natural purity of the soul expounded in CG 2, and
the suggestion that the crucial move in attaining a knowledge of God is the as-
cent from aistheta to noéta. On the first point, the DJ seems to present a sharp
corrective, ince 3—4 and 11—12 Here the whole human race is seen as handi-
capped by its created and its corporeal nature, which make it incapable of con-
tinuing in existence, let alone attaining a conception and knowledge of God,
without special assistance; so that their share in God’s image results from an
additional act of pity (EAénoac) independent of their creation (wiéov Tt
yopldpevos, ¢ 3). As in the CG, they have an ability which is sufficient,
adTapxng, to provide the knowledge of God; but in the DJ this is not the
natural purity of the soul, but a special gift of grace, 1 xat” elkéva yapig (c.
12), designed to offset its inherent weakness. As to the second point, it seems
that in the DJ Athanasius simply loses interest in the noéta; they are not men-
tioned; in fact there are only two further references to them, it appears, in all
Athanasius’ personal output.

It would be very easy to interpret this contrast as a divergence between the
two works, assuming a more Platonic standpoint in the CG, perhaps inspired
by Eusebius, as against a more biblical perspective in the DJ. But this would
be a serious mistake. For first, the theme of human incapacity is clearly stated
in the CG itself, in ¢. 35: God is above all created being, whereas the human
race was created from nothing, so that they were liabie to be deprived (dTuyeiv)
of knowledge of him. And this theme of natural incapacity is already fore-
shadowed in Eusebius; see for instance DE 4.6.6, the Father appointed the Lo-
205 (g Gv | TavieAidc | TGV yevntdv dnongcol piolg, 8 oikelav dtoviav
kal dduvaniav tiig dyeviitov kol &ywpntov matpikic obslag deotdow.
Similar teaching is found in the Laus Constantini, which of course I would not
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claim was prior to the CG; in contrast to the divine being, human nature was
£ oLk Gvtov TpoPePAnpévn ToppoTaTo TE Slectdoa KUl oK pov TiG dyev-
VHTOU PUGEMS dregyovicopévi (¢, 11). This contrast is a mere commonplace,
and is probably more typical of Eusebius than the theme of ideal human inno-
cence, which, we have seen, is not represented by the earth-born Adam, and
1s later displayed only occasionally by virtuous heroes like Enosh.

As for the status of noéta, there are favourable estimates to be found in
Eusebius, as at PE 3.10.11, where he argues that even the works of God’s cre-
ation are opkpd &1 wul Ppoayfa, talg dowpdrtolg kol voepaic oboidlg
ropaParidueve. But there are two striking passages at least where he puts the
opposite case; at 11 21.6, expounding Plato Rep. 509 b, he claims that the
vonral obsto derive their being from the transcendent Goodness, Gote pi
duoolow abtd Tifecbal, aAAd unds dyévvnto vopilev. At 13 15.3 he com-
plains of Plato’s inconsistency, in first making the intelligibles dyegviitous, but
then saying that they derive by emanation from the first cause: o08¢& yap &k
ToU [T OVTOg aUTaG YEVOvEVUL Stddvol PovAston

Thus what we provisionally noted as new points in the Df are in fact antic-
ipated in Eusebius. But I do not wish to argue that Athanasius introduced cor-
rections as a result of reading Eusebius It seems to me more likely that both
writers are inconsistent because they reproduce conflicting items of traditional
teaching without noticing the disharmonies that modern scholars detect.

4. We have tried to describe the teaching of Athanasius and Eusebius on our
knowledge of God, with frequent quotation from both writers. But to com-
plete the picture, we need to stand back a little and ask ourselves how much
we have learnt, and what questions still need to be asked. Granted that we have
a share in God’s image, the Logos, how is this glxdyv, or more properly the
state of being Kot elwdva, manifested in our minds, and what effects does it
produce?

4.1. This teaching is clearly built on the traditional maxim that like is known
by like. I have not yet discovered an explicit statement of this general principle
either in Origen or Eusebius or Athanasius; but it is clearly presupposed by a
phrase we cited from CG 2, 8t 1fig npdg adtdv dpowdoswe; and it underlies
the striking illustration of D7 57, where Athanasius claims that in order to look
at the sun one must cleanse the eye so that it becomes bright; in the back-
ground is Plato’s theory of vision propounded in Timaeus 45, as well as the
passage cited by Dr. Meijering, Plotinus 1.6.9, Posidonijus in Sextus 7.93, and
Irenacus 4.36.6.

As a theory of vision, this is plainly mistaken Good sight requires good
clear eyves, rather than eyes which resemble their objects It is no advantage to
be dim-sighted if one is trying to decipher faded and illegible writing. But in
the intellectual and moral field there is rather more to be said for the theory;
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one cannot appreciate intefligence unless one is in some degree intelligent, or
unselfishness if one is wholly self-regarding. And we can appreciate the mis-
takes and confusions of other people, not indeed by simply sharing them, but
by intelligent reflection on our own.

Origen does indeed suggest that we can learn something about God simply
by reflecting on the nature of the mind, ex nostrae mentis contemplatione; the
mind has no need of space in which to move, or of physical magnitude, or of
visible appearance (Princ 1.1.6—7) This claim suggests a purely theoretical
consideration, a psychology, for which good moral dispositions are not re-
quired; but it is generally taken for granted that the use of the intellect implies
a detachment from bodily concerns and an attachment to pure and intefligible
virtues; thus Origen continues: guod propinguites quaedam sit mentis ad
deum, cuius ipsa mens intellectualis imago sit, et per hoc possit aliquid de dei-
latis natura sentire, maxime si expurgatior sit a natura corporali Rather simi-
lar indications are given in Cels. 7 33.

The modern critic may well be surprised to learn that the mind can appre-
hend theological truth by mere discursive reflection on itself and its activities;
he might argue, moreover, that the Fathers held that God is perfectly simple;
thus on the principle that like is known by like, they must have recommended
some form of simplification or concentration of thought such as was advocated
by Plotinus. There are indeed some passages which might allow this interpre-
tation, such as CG 2; but on the whole I think the texts do not encourage .
The Fathers worked mainly with a fairly simple antithesis of body and mind.
1f sensual thoughts arc discarded and the mind be occupied with itself and its
own proper objects, they make no further demand. [ have found no texts of
our period which clearly suggest that some intellectual pursuits should be
embraced and others avoided. And their doctrine that the Father must be ap-
proached through the Logos would seem to exclude any depreciation of ex-
pressed and formulated thought in favour of a Plotinian simplicity of formless
contemplation.

Does the mind’s likeness to God entitle us actually to describe God as mind?
This was a much debated problem On the whole, Origen accepts this view;
God is inteflectualis narura simplex, Princ. 1.1 6, as rendered by Rufinus !2
Eusebius is more cautious, and reveals his hesitations at PE 3 10 3-4; one
must not think of God as a kind of directive mind residing within the world
However at £7 2. 17 4 he appeals to the commonplace that the human mind
is mysterious, though its operations are familiar 1 This enables him to say,
surprisingly, that God’s Logos is comprehensible to all men, Tolg &KtOC

12 God as Mind, Origen Princ 1 1.6 a., Eus. PE 3.10 14, but cf. ibid 103
13 Mind mysterious, though its actions familiar: Philo 1.4 1 91, Mut Nom 10, Somn 130
56; Eus. ET2 174

IX



240

néow xediotatal yvdpipog, while he refers to the Father as tév deavfi xai
&opatov vodv. This tradition, however, does not make even the Father com-
pletely unknowable; as we have observed, he can be ‘seen’ by the transclucent
mind and soul; as Athanasius puts it, kefop@ i wuxd xai uove 1@ vi.'4

4.2, If we now ask, what sort of activity will enable us to receive virtue and
wisdom, the answer would seem to be, by meditating on their celestial proto-
types conceived on the model of Platonic Forms, but also vaguely personal-
ized and sometimes assimilated to the angels. In other words, it is usually a con-
templative devotion that is required, with practical good works thrown in as
a laudable but regretted interruption. There is seldom any suggestion that we
might profitably imitate the Logos in his creative and providential functions;
our authors never suggest that the artist or craftsman may gain a distinctive
knowledge of the Logos through the exercize of his professional skill; the
painter in particular remains a source of literary metaphors rather than a
respected fellow-traveller on the heavenly road. Regarded in this light, is there
not after all something to be said for what we all instinctively detest, namely
the sycophantic comparisons which Eusebius draws between the Logos and
the Emperor?

4.3, We have referred to the imagery of the mirror. Athanasius teaches that
man, in his original state of innocence, can gain knowledge of the Logos by
considering his own mind, an activity which we still refer to as reflection or in-

trospection. It is of course misleading to think of self-awareness as a kind of

sense-perception; as the ancients clearly recognized, each of our senses bas its
own distinctive sense-gqualities; see for instance Origen Princ. 1 1.7; but self-
awareness can involve them all. Sometimes, it may be, I take notice of my own
visual experience; but alternatively, I may catch myself recalling a melody; the
idea that I see what is going on within my mind is obviously absurd in the latter
case, so it should be excluded also in the former.

On the other hand, it was a commonplace that sight is the best of the senses;
and it is often used metaphorically for other kinds of knowledge Visual meta-
phors turn up in the most unexpected places. One example is the statement
found in the CG that we have a pavtaaia 8eoU. In this context gavroaocio must
of course indicate a true impression, a sense which the PGL does not record;!®
it occurs five of six times in the CG {c. 2 twice, 7, 9, 45) but elsewhere in
Athanasius only at ¢ Ar. 2.78, conjoined with Tinog, as the image of himself
which the divine Wisdom impresses on creation. But [ have found two exam-
ples in Eusebius (PE 7.17.5, LC 4) and it is not uncommon in Philo; an es-

14 God knowable by mind: Eus. DE 4 8 3 (7), PE 3 10.18; Ath Decr 24

5 @avtaoia reliable (¢acer PGL!): Philo Opif. 166, LA 3.61, Heres 119, Mut. Nom. 3; Eus.
PE7175, LC4; Ath CG2 2 (twice), 7.3, 9 2,45 ¢ Ar ii.78 This usage is common in Greek
philosophy; see L S7
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pecially interesting parallel is Mur. Nom 3, 70 Seydpevov v Belav pavie-
oiav 10 The yuytic gottv dupa, and LA 3.61 takes the self-exculpation of Eve
in Gen 3:13 to mean that the sense-qualities, symbolized by Eve, are trust-
worthy, whereas pleasure, the serpent, is a deceiver. Visual symbeolism is very
commonly used in discussing the knowledge of God, and if we wish to find in
Athanasius an acceptahle use of it, we must somehow discount the misleading
implications of the idea that the mind sees itself Some writers indeed maintain
the opposite view, perhaps alluding to Socrates® parable of the eye seeing its
own reflection; for of course, although the eye can see itself reflected in an eye,
it cannot see itself reflected in itself, unless we imagine that it is reflected three
times in succession. Hence, it was said, the eye can see everything else, but not
itself; similarly the mind can know everything, but not itself (Philo, LA 1.91).
This tradition is reproduced in those writers who hold both that God is mind,
and that God is unknown.

Nevertheless we should not underestimate Athanasius. He is admittedly
timited by the idiom of his own time; but we must not think that every incon-
sistenicy is a sign of incompetence; we must allow for deliberate paradox, or
perhaps rather the willing acceptance of traditional paradox; an example, 1
think, is CG 2, where Athanasius in effect tells us that the soul can rise above
itself by remaining within itself: §te 8log Eotiv [dve] fovTtd cvvev .. . T01E
&7 ... dve petdpolog yiveral.

Eusebius again tells us (PE 7.17.5) that man was created in the image and
likeness of God petd Twvog dwwgpepolong brepoyiic, as compared with the
animals: 810 xai Bsob Evvéag elg paviociov Eval copiag 1€ kai Sikaio-
ouvng kai ndong &petfig avrihiyelg nociofal, and then after recalling the
story of our transgression (dvrolfic dhywpia, nAnuuekeiv, dnoocpdailew) he
adds: 818 gpiiver 10 kabapdv abhe kai 10 feosikelov dvaxktioasbar tig &v
v voepds obaiog.

The basic theory of our knowledge of God is, I believe, very simple. It is that
in a state of innocence we have an idea of God, as Father or Ruler or Supreme
Being, and we possess virtues such as wisdom and justice, implanted by God’s
Logos, which we also attribute to God, thus giving content to our basic vvoi.
But the theory is complicated, partly by the confusing influence of the notion
that the mind can see itself, and so see reflections of the divine Logos; and part-
ly by the confusions attaching to the phrase voepd oboia For it seems that a
thing can qualify to-be vospd odoia simply by being, as we should say, mental
or psychological in character On this interpretation, very little is gained if we
say that our human virtues are voepoui oboiar; this coul/d mean that they are
mere illusions But Eusebius and Athanasius will think that we only recognize
these virtues by relating them to their divine archetype; hence to see them with-
in ourselves is also to be carried beyond ourselves to the realm of noéta, the
objective and eternal Forms of all things. But even this is not the end of the
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story, at least for Eusebius For it is possible ta see these noéia as created beings,
comparable with the angels, but not homoousios with God. And Athanasius
passes quite easily from the thought of t6v vobv Eoxnxéval npdg 1oV GEdV to
that of cuvdiaitaobor toig dyiowg &v T T@v vontdv Bewply, which seems 1o
suggest that unfallen man can associate with the angels in the contemplation
of a higher reality Wisdom and Justice, then, are the created prototypes of
human virtues, sometimes depicted as the trees of the first intelligible para-
dise; but they are also énfvownt of the Logos himself, who is abtocogla and
anTodIKULOoUVT.

In conclusion, I return to the problem which I raised at the beginning, My
tentative opinion is that the ideal knowledge of the Logos, as described by
Eusebius and Athanasius, is nof based on any recognizably mystical experi-
ence, such as we detect in Philo and much more clearly, say, in Gregory of
Nyssa. The evidence, which might suggest this is, I think, inadequate . Athana-
sius does of course recommend detachment from the body and its concerns;
he is an enthusiast for the solitary life, as practised by Anthony; and he en-
dorses the traditional theme that Ged is inexpressible and incomprehensible.
But he makes no reference to the divine darkness of Sinai, such as we find in
Philo and is creatively developed by Gregory of Nyssa His ideal monk is no
quietist, but is actively involved in noisy and troublesome encounters with de-
mons. And it is interesting to note that he reinterprets Plato’s maxim about
philosophers practising death !¢ Plato thinks that philosophers should disre-
gard the body and attend to the intelligible world, just as if they were finally
freed from the body’s distractions. Athanasius of course reproduces this idea;
but he understands Plato’s maxim as an injunction to prepare for martyrdont,
which he regards almost as a social activity, so much stress is laid on the great
company of ones fellow-sufferers for Christ. The encouragment to concern
oneself with noéta suggests to me, not a distinctively mystical consciousness,
but something much more like the traditional catholic practice of meditating
on the cardinal virtues And lastly, we should not build too much on his admis-
sion that the divine nature is inexpressible, for inexpressible knowledge is
more commonplace than we are apt to suppose. Origen tells us that we can dis-
tinguish between tastes, though we have no words to describe them. Indeed
even a dog can know the way to Larissa, if that is where his master lives;
though to be sure, he cannot know that it is the way to Larissa! It may, then,
be a necessary condition for knowledge of God that it be inexpressible; but it
is certainly not a sufficient condition. This estimate of Athanasius, and of
Eusebius too, may perhaps be criticized as robbing them of a distinction with
which we would like to invest them; but it has the advantage of bringing them
closer to realms of thought which we ourselves can understand.

6 Phaedo 64 A, 67 E, 81 A; Ath. DI'27 3,28 1 Cf Philo Gig. 14, Det. 34, Iren. fr. 11, Cle-
ment Str 3 17 5, 4.58 2 (which anticipates Athanasius’ literalist interpretation). 5 67.2

X

ATHANASIUS’ EARLIEST WRITTEN WORK

I~ 1844 the work of J. A. Mohler, Athanasius der Grosse, was
published at Mainz; and on p. 174 of that work Mohler expressed the
opinion that the letter “Evog odpatog attributed to Bishop Alexander
of Alexandria was in fact drafted for him by Athanasius. This opinion
received favourable notice both from John Henry Newman and from
Archibald Robertson,! and I have long considered it probable; yet it
seems not to have been widely accepted, and the letter has been
quoted as the work of Alexander by a succession of distinguished
scholars including Eduard Schwartz,? Gustave Bardy,® Hans
Lietzmann,* Manlio Simonetti,’ John Kelly,® Rudolf Lorenz,” and
Timothy Barnes,? to name only a few. I propose to argue the opposite
case, in agreement with Mbhler; I claim that the Athanastan
authorship of ‘Evog oduatog is not merely probable, as Méhler,
Newman, and Robertson affirmed, but demonstrably certain. It can
thus be regarded as Athanasius’ earliest written work.

My argument will take the following form. First, I shall subrt that
the two letters attributed to Alexander, the encyclical ‘Evog owportog
and the longer letter ‘H ¢ikagyoc addressed to another Bishop
Alexander, cannot possibly have come from the same hand; they
differ in style, in vocabulary, and again in their treatment of their
Arian opponents. Secondly, it will be shown that the style, the
vocabulary, and the treatment of Arianism in ‘Evog oduatog are
perfectly consonant with the undisputed works of Athanasius, while
those of ‘H ¢ihupyog are utterly different. I shall assume that 'H
dirapyos is in fact the work of Alexander; there is no substantial
reason to doubt this, and pro tanto it is confirmed by the doctrinal
letter produced by the Synod of Antioch early in 325 Eduard
Schwartz, who has given us its Syriac text and made a retroversion
inte Greek, describes it as reflecting the theology of Bishop
Alexander ® He must mean that of ‘H ¢ilapyog, as “Evog ompatog is
almost devoid of positive theological statements. It is a surprising fact
that a document 1ssued at Antioch at the instance of the Western

' Newman, Historical Treatises, p. 297; Robertson, Athanasius (NPNF), p. 68

2 Ges Schr 3 127=NAG (1905), p. 265

3 Lucien, p. 246 al.

* Gesch d alten Kirche 3. 98=ET (Constantine to Jultan) p. 110

5 La Crist Artana, p 44; Stud: sull’ Arianesimo, p. 111

¢ Early Christian Doctrines (5th edn , 1977}, p. 224

7 Artus Fudaizans?, p 47

8 Constantine and Eusebius, p. 203.

9 Ges. Schr 3. 154. However, the resemblance largely rests upon a common use of
Alexandrnian credal formulae. Luise Abramowski has noted that the Antiochene letter
suppresses Alexander's allusions to three hypostases: ZKG 36 (1975), p- 364 0, 35.
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Bishop Ossius of Cordoba sets out a theology that is unmistakably
Alexandrian; and this can hardly be explained unless it be seen as
expounding the views of the Patriarch himself.

Before drawing the contrasts I have mentioned, it will be
convenient to give a brief description of the two letters. “H pihagyogis
roughly three times as long as ‘Evdg odparog: it occupies 286 lines of
type in Opitz’ edition, as against g2; it is divided into 6o sections, as
against 20. In making this comparison I have, of course, ignored the
list of signatures appended to ‘Evog oiuavog. The structure of this
letter is notably compact and logical, that of "H ¢thogyog rather more
diffuse and repetitive; nevertheless there is some overall similarity.
‘Evog odpotog can be be divided into six patts, as follows: (1) Initial
greetings and justification of the letter, §§1—2; (2) Description of the
heretics, §§3-6; (3) Summary of Arian teachmg, §§7-10; (4) Protest
leading to refutation, §§ 11-15; (5) Companson with other heresies,
§§ 16-19; (6) Request to refuse communion, § 20. The longer letter is
made up as follows: (1) Initial greeting, a single line only; (2)
Description of the heretics, §§1—9; (3) Summary of their teaching,
§§10-14; (4) Refutation of their teaching, §§15—25; (5) Statement of
anti-Arian theology, §§26—34; (6) Comparison with other heretics
leading to further positive statements, §§35-40; (7) Refutation of
their criticisms of Alexander, §§41—45; (8) Concluding statement in
credal form, §§46—54; (g) Request to refuse communion, §§55-60.

r 1. How do the two letters compare in style? It seems to me that
there is an obvicus contrast, which it is surprising that so many
scholars have overlooked. The language of ‘Evog odpatog is notably
spare and economical, while that of ‘H ¢ikapyog betrays a deliberate
pursuit of grandiloquence. How can this be demonstrated? First [
observed that “H ¢iiagyrog uses far more polysyllables, and compared
them simply by noting the number of syllables pet word in a sample of
1,000 words, chosen so as to give equal treatment to each document,
which in fact includes most of ‘Evog cdpatog, ending in the middle of
§17, and about a third of "H ¢ikagyxog, ending in §1¢. This is a crude
method, as I shall shortly explain; nevertheless, the results are
significant. If one defines long words as those having five or more
syllables, ‘H ¢irapyos proves to contain 83 long words out of 1,000;
the figure for "Evdg oouatog is 30

I shall not build too much on this result, since the Greek language is
such that quite unsophisticated writers often use polysylilabic nouns,
like edayyéhov, or verbal forms, like ddeBioetar. The figure for the
beginning of St Mark’s Gospel is 45 per 1,00c. Moreover, most
writers will vary their style; for instance, the beginning of a treatise
often calls for a formal introduction in which more long words are
used. Thus the figure for the beginning of Athanasius’ De Incarna-
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tione is 51, and that for the First Oration against the Arians, its
opening section, no less than 66; whereas a sample taken from the
same Otration beginning at Chapter Seven gives the figure 39, closely
compatable with the 36 of "Evdg odpatog. St Athanasius undoubtedly
varied his style in the course of a single work, as Charles
Kannengiesser has shown in his fine book on the Contra Arianos; it
will be more profitable, therefore, to consider the vocabulary of the
two letters in detail.

1. 2. Here, though, we can again use mathematical means. Taking
the same two samples of 1,000 words, I attempted to determine how
many do not occur in the undisputed works of Athanasius. For this
purpose I used Guido Miiller’s Lexicon Athanasianum, discounting
those works which are generally considered inauthentic, notably the
Contra Apollinarem and the De virginitate, while taking account of
the undoubtedly Athanasian Epistula ad Marcellinum. 1 found that
‘H ¢ikapyog exhibits 36 non-Athanasian words in the first 1,000; the
figure for “Evidg owparog is arguably 7, a disproportion of 5 : 1

The latter list is short enough to be worth considering in detail
First of all, a purist might point to §4, where Athanastus desctibes
Eusebius as casting envious glances at the church of Nicomedia,
EnopOahpioos th Exndnote Nuwoundéwv. This phrase has well-known
parallels in the Apologia ¢ Arianos, 6 and the Historia Arianorum, 7,
but the word used there 1s EmodBuhudy; strictly speaking, EmodBohpi-
tewv does not belong to Athanasius’ known vocabulary. But 1 shall
disregard this case; a simple emendation would give us émogBuh-
uoog and make the verbal parallel exact; but even without it the
agreement in thought seems to me more significant than the minor
variant in wording.

The next item is the word ovvaxorovfsiv in §11. This is a New
Testament word, found in Mark 5: 37 and 14: 51, Luke 23: 49
Athanasius will certainly have known it, and its absence elsewhere can
hardly be significant

In the same section occurs the word cupgdvnoig in an allusion to 2
Cor. 6: 15; otd¢ ovppdvnorg Xotorol medg Beriog This is one
instance which counts against the case which I am trying to establish,
since the same Pauline verse is quoted in ‘H ¢{hagyog at §30. But of
course my submission is that two different authors are at work; 1 do
not have to show that thete is no influence of one upon the other.

The next instance is the verb foewv in §12. This is clearly a word
which belongs to common speech, and which any writer would use on
occasion, but which will not occur very often It is found in the
Septuagint, Ps. 57: 5, and in Ignatius, Fph 9: 1 Athanasius will
undoubtedly have known it, and its absence elsewhere is easily
explained. -
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The adjective &puddiog is not found in Athanasius’ undisputed
works: however, its adverbial form &guobiwg occurs in Contra
Gentes, 31.

The verb yoiotopayeiv also has no parallel, though the adjective
xolotopdxos is very frequent in Athanasius, besides occurring
elsewhere in ‘Evog odpatog. These two cases should certainly be
recorded, but cannot be of decisive importance.

In §16 the writer uses &vantiooey for his quotations from the
Scriptures. This again is a New Testament word, occurring at Luke
4: 17

Finally, the word égéhuery is used in §16; the heretics ‘draw down’
upon themseclves the condemnation expressed in Prov. 18: 3
‘Edélxerv is not found in Athanasius’ accepted works; nevertheless, a
close parallel to this passage appears at ¢. Ar. 3. 1} the same text is
quoted, and the heretics again invite their condemnation, the sole
difference being the use of the simple verb €ixewv; in ‘Evog ocopatog we
read ¢praovewroivieg elg fovtotg dpelndom 10 yeypauuévov, in the
Oration, rhovewodiow gig Bavtods Ehxdoal To yeypapuévov. We began
by citing ébéixewy as a probable instance of non-Athanasian vocabul-
ary; what we have discovered is a strong indication of Athanasian
authorship.

We have now considered the short list of seven non-Athanasian
words out of the first 1,000; some of these cases appear unimportant,
and one at least is counter-indicative. The corresponding list from ‘H
dikopyog amounts to 36, as we remarked: in §1, dlhagyoc, prhdgyve-
og, olotoniatelv, dmooriptdv; in §2, xopyedev; in §3 the adverb
gvayyos, repeated in §35, also ¢drhapyia, yorotenmopic and adidhein-
toc. In §4, mpooyfino, cuvayeipewv, doynbev. In §5 the contrast
markers tolto utv . . tofto 88, which I think are absent from the
Athanasian corpus, but recur here at §59; also negrrgoyafewy and
ayud. In §7 napexPaivery, ovvapndlely, repeated in §g, yonotohovyie,
otwpvhog, magavayvioxewy, auetavontog In §g, Bupdioyos, $Bog-
omoldg, Eynetobal, elodéyeobot, dmennaiary. In §1o0, Saviotdvar. In
§11, ovvavohapPdverv, Emdextixdg. In §12, meoBeweia. In §14,
napaoroots in the sense of ‘support’, also doevofrapig and didtgo-
mog, repeated in §32. In 18, ¢oviaciotv and odolwog. In §1g,
opdoToLYOoG.

We can, of course, admit that there is a chance factor at work; not all
these instances are significant; I will not build much on the presence
of dyuid, not of the verb #yxeloBor. But the list as a whole seems to
indicate a consciously stylistic writer. He has a liking for doubly
compounded verbs: mugexBaivewv, mopavayivaoxerv, Omexxaiey,
dlaviotavar, ouvavahaufavery, besides ouvavaipsy, §11, and durop-
owvelv, §14, which have some Athanasian currency: seven examples in
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our chosen passage against one in ‘Evog adpavog, dyrotapifon in §15.
Some of his words appear to be drawn from the tradition of
anti-heretical rhetoric, for instance oiotonharely, dmooxtgtdy, gumog-
otveiv; yoLotepnopia, says Opitz, is suggested by the Didache. And
there is some significance, I think, in his use of the verb nepLrpoya-
Cewv, since this can hardly be anything but a deliberate stylistic variant
for regurpéyewv. Tlepitpéyelv is extremely common in Athanasius, but
Alexander appears to have thought it unacceptably commonplace; in
§7 he avoids the participle megitpéxovies by writing megudopaic
Y OOUEVOL.

It 1s difficult to convey the flavour of a writer by compiling lists of
words; and I do not pretend that the contrast in style between "Evog
owpatog and "H ¢pilagyog is absolute; the former writer does in places
permit himself some modest decoration Thus in §3 he writes: &v tf
fetépg Toivuy mopowxig EERABOV viv BvaQEes MaQdvOHOL Kl XOLOTONAY -
oL dLdéoxovieg amootaciav, fiv elndtug &v Tig npddgopoy tod dviiyoio-
tou Ymovotioele ol wokéoetev: note the two parallelisms and the
correctly used optative construction. The overloaded style of "H
pihapyos, as I think it, may be illustrated from §+7: "Enexeionoav d¢
nepldoopais yoduevol xad fudy moeerBaivery mpog todg dpodPEovag
ourdeltovpyots, oxfuot. udy eionvng xai Evidoews dElwowv tmoxpt-
viuevol, 10 & dinbic ovvapndcol Tvag avtdv elg Tv dlav vooov bl
yenorohoylog onovdatovies nal oTwuuAdTeQd YoAuUote nag’ adiiv
alrolvreg, {va nogovaytvooxovieg obtd tolg U1 abtdv Amatnuévors
duetavorfitoug £’ oig Eopddnoay nataonevdowoly, Emroouévoug elg
aotfeaav, Og dv cuuyipous attols nai dpdpeovag Exovieg Emondmovg.
There must inevitably be a subjective factor in such judgements of
style; but reverting for a moment to calculation, I note that in the sixty
words just quoted there are nine having five syllables or more, an
impressive proportion of 150 per thousand.

2. I come to my second main point. Again and again we find the
phraseology of ‘Evog odipartog echoed in the undisputed works of
Athanastus I must acknowledge my debt to Newman's pioneering
observations; but his case can easily be strengthened by using modern
aids to study. I begin with the passage just quoted from §3, #iv eixdrog
av nig meddpopov tol dvtiyplotov drovofoete Athanasius repeatedly
condems Arianism as the forerunner of Antichrist, for instance in
Apol ¢ Ar. go, Thv *Apgeiénmy oipeoty yowotoudyov ovoav xai to0
dvruyoiotov moddgopov. Similar texts are found in Oration, 1. 1, 1. 7,
de Synodts, 5, Vita Antonii, 6g, and Historia Arianorum, 77. Newman
goes on to comment on the writer’s declaration in §4 that he would
willingly have kept silent about the Arians; but the parallels adduced
by Newman are not very close, and I think this sentence is a mere
literary commonplace Ancient authors habitually introduce their
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books by explaining that there should be no need for them, It1s quite
otherwise with the reason the author gives here for keeping silent, §4,
Smwg pf) dumdbon Tviv dxegainy Tag dxodc, compare §12, anyone who
hearts of it stops his ears, tég dxodg foel Gngp Tol un tov fimov TolTwy
@V muatev Yavoal thg dxofis. Athanasius often uses dvmog and
related words to indicate the filth of heresy, and a specific reference to
words which one should not hear is found in Oration, 3. 28, &ndBecbe
v "Ageiov povioy, thv te dxofv dudv v Qunwbeicov 4RO IOV
Braodhiumy dnudtov drovipoaode, Again, he often expresses concern
for the axépator, especially by accusing the heretics of deceiving
them, for example, Oration, 2. 34, iva tag dxodg TAQATOOOL TV
AREQULOTEQV.

After the remark about Eusebius’ envious glances at Nicomedia the
author mentions his letters of commendation, devised dnwg tmooion
Twvdg dyvoobvrog el Thy aloyiotny tattyv nol xoLatopndyov aigeoiv;
compare Athanasius’ Letter to the Bishops of Egypt §4, 6 dmhotc
UroodpeTol Tole xnelviovy pebodeiarg.

In §5 we hear of the Arians’ &bomva dnuata. This has a close
parallel in Oration, 1. 4, where Athanasius makes Arius express his
dvotva gnpdria ‘in dissolute and gangling metres’. It may be, indeed,
that the agreement is exact, since Opitz’s text reads gnpdruro at §16, as
against ¢Mparta in §8§5 and r2; and for what it is worth, Socrates’
transczipt of the letter has pnuémnio at §5. The word occurs elsewhere
in Athanasius; see, for instance, a rather unusually ornate passage in
Decr. 18. 5, 1& piv ovv mposlonpéva thv yorotopdyov yapailnia
dnudnia npoomédelEev 6 Moyog; Athanasius, as I remarked, can vary his
style and is not always content with unadorned simplicity.

Consideration of §§7-10 may be postponed until we come to
examine the writer’s treatment of Arian doctrine. Resuming at §171,
we note that Eusebius’ companions are described as omovdafovreg
gyrotopiEal o Yeddog tf dnbeiq; compare Hist Az 41, Oehfjoavieg
gyratopiEar thyv dcéPerav. In the same §11 comes the ];be about the
agreement of Christ with Belial, one of the few genuine parallels
between ‘Evog crmuamg and ‘H ¢fihapyoc. It seems, however, to be a
commonplace; it is used by Origen and occurs in the Serdzceme
while the companion clause about light and darkness appears in Vit
Amnt 69 and Festal Letter, 7. 4.

In §16, after saying that the heretics invite the condemnation of
Prov. 18: 3, the writer pleasingly compares the Arian party with
chamaeleons. This figure appears again in Decr. 1 and Hist. Ar 79,
and is perfectly typical of Athanasius; he likes to compare his
opponents with various kinds of wild beasts and reptiles, as Newman
observed .10

W Robertson, op. ¢it., p. 371 0. 8
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Parallels can also be found for Eusebius' xaxdvowa, §s5; for
onouvdaleey used of Arian manceuvres in §11, and for nagaxpotew, of
their perverse exegesis, in §15.

If the parallels [ have given are not already convincing, let me add
that a valid proof can only be based on comparative data. There are, of
course, parallels also between ‘H ¢ihapyos and the authentic
Athanasius; but these are mostly substantial points of theology, where
one might expect Alexander’s deacon to follow his master. Examples
are the absurdity of saying that God’s Wisdom was once non-existent
{§27); the dictum that he is Son by nature, ¢doet, and not by
convention, Béoet (§29); the contention that the Son cannot progress
or be improved {§§30—4). But the parallelism between “Evog obpotog
and Athanasius extends to unimportant details of vocabulary and
characteristic turns of phrase, which are far better proofs of identity of
authorship. Even when Alexander makes theological points which
Athanasius will follow, there 1s frequently a contrast between an
ornate and a simple style. Thus the point about God’s eternal Wisdom
is made in "Evog odpotog §13 in a characteristically terse Athanasian
Phr ase: If the Son is God’s Wisdom, how absurd to say fiv mote 81e ot
v toov yao Eotiv adtovg Aéyewy &hoyov xoi dooddv mote tov Bedv
Alexander is cumbersome by comparison

3. Having now considered the evidence of style and vocabulary, 1
wish to compare the two letters in their treatment of the Arian
opposition. I shall point first to a contrast of form, in the way they
present and organize their material. Next 1 shall argue for a difference
in content, involving their use and disuse of Arius’ Thalia. We shall
then consider the relative dating of the two letters; the accepted order,
I claim, presents a dilemma which can only be resolved by assigning
‘Evic copatog to Athanasius.

3 1. This letter presents a concise summary of Arian doctrine
within a compass of 226 words. Rudolf Lorenz has taken it as his
standard for comparative purposes, and divides its contents into eight
headings. This division, I think, is not perfectly satisfactory, for the
headings vary a good deal in complexity and importance. I would be
inclined to treat heading I as a mete preface to 1I, and VII as an
appendix to VI; but Lorenz’s scheme 1s well known, and is quite
serviceable for our purpose. Lorenz adds a ninth heading, rathet
confusingly, for which he quotes no evidence from “Evog obparog.
This deals with the inequality of the Arian Trinity, for which the main
text 1s Oration, 1. 6, with partial parallels in Syn. 15; but there is
similar matter in ‘Evog o@patogs under headings IT and V, which
present the view that the Son is unlike the Father in essence, and is
strange and alien and divided from it; the words Eévog xail &dhdtoLog

. thig tod matpog ovoiog are closely paralleled 1n the Oration.
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Let us now compare this summary of Arian doctrine, §§7-10, with
the rather longer polemical reply which follows in §§11-15 I find that
the summary and the reply do not deal with the same topics in exactly
the same order, as if the writer had made notes of his criticisms and
ticked them off one by one. On the other hand, almost every point
mentioned in the summary is taken up somewhere in the reply This
suggests a clear-minded author who knows exactly what he wants to
say, and can dispense with mechanical methods.

The facts can best be shown by a table, but we may review them in
brief. Lorenz’s heading 1 picks out the Arian claim that God was not
always Father. This is not taken up in the reply, though it was clearly
important for Athanasius, who repeats this complaint in four other
summaties of Arianism (see Lorenz, pp. 38—g). But this first heading
serves to introduce the much more striking and complex headmg II,
in which occur the controversial phrases £ o9« dvtwv and v &te otn
fiv. My own analysis breaks this heading down into six sub-sections,
all of which receive some form of answer ; in some cases quite direct,
like the answer to fjv 61e 00 v and to £E olx dviwy in §12 sometimes
rather allusive, like the answer to 6 yég dv Bedg Tov ui) dvia nemoinxe,
where memoinxe is countered by citing Ps. 44: 2 and 10g: 3
(8EepevEuto, Eyivvnod og). Heading I criticizes the Arian doctrine of
a secondary Wisdom; not all its points are dlrectly answered; but, for
instance, the otte aM]Bwog Adyog nol codia, O.M\. gl o
nownudrtov of §7 is met by the assumption in §13, €l Adyog xal codla
éout o1 Beod, and the direct denial of elg 1év momudtwy in §12. The
only real omission is the supposedly Arian point that the Son is
improperly called Logos and Wisdom. Heading IV, claiming that the
Arians made the Son changeable, Tpentés, is directly answered in §14.
Heading V, stating that he is Eévog xai dhhétouog, etc., gets a partial
reply in §13: ndg dvdporog tf) odoiq 1ol noteds; Heading VI, that the
Son does not perfectly know the Father, nor see him, receives an
extended reply in §15, though the detail that the Son does not see the
Father is omitted; and the point distinguished by Lorenz as VII,
namely that the Son does not know his own essence, is also lacking.
Finally, the claim set out under VIII, that He was made on our
account, receives a direct reply: 8 fiuds yéyove is answered by quoting
Hebr 2: 10, 8 6v & mévra ot 81° o0 té mévto. To sum up this
discussion, Headings I, IV, V, and VIII receive full answers; II1
and VI are answered in part; the only headings completely passed over
are I and VII, which we have noted are brief subsidiary points made in
connection with IT and VI Note further that the ‘answers’ are all
contained in the short passage §§r2—~15; in §§16—20 the writer turns to
more general criticisms and the request to refuse communion.

Let us now examine the corresponding material in "H gihogyoc. As

§7 LT

L1

L HI

§8 LIV
LV

L VI

L VII

§g L VHI

§10
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Tapte I
Arngaisms and replies in Evdr aduotog

Odx Gei 0 Bedg martip qv

A7 v 81 6 Bedg mamhe odn ﬁv

ol fel ﬂv 6 1o Beod hdyog

&AL 2E 0l Gvraw yéyovev

& yixg dv Bedg Tov pi dvia

£x 10D pf Gvtog menoinxe

H1d xai v Ote ol v

uziopa yap éom xel molnpo & vidg

ofite 8t dpotog waot' odoiav 0 xartpl fouy
olte WnBivog xai dloer Adyog Eariv

obte dhnbuvi) codia adtod oty

N £lg TV Rompdroy kol Yevitdy £oTL,
ratayonatinis & Myete hiyog wol oodin
yevOuevog Hal abtdg T (diy ol Beot Adyg
®oi 1) &v 1y Oed oodig

#v 1) wai Tl névia xal abtdv ReAoinkey & fedg
810 %ol TpEnTOs ot ki dhhoiwTog Tiy Glmy
g uod mavio e hoywea fof also §10]
Eévog Te not fhhOTpLog wal dnedyoviguévog fony
& hibyog the 108 Be0l odriog

xal Gdpatds Eonv & maTie 1@ vig

ofite yig tekelwg nal axpBag yividowel

& Aoyoe tov natépa,

obite TeAeiwg dpdv alrov divara

*ai yip wui Eavrol v oboiay

ot oldev & widg b ot

&' fiukg yop nenointay.

fva fApdg 8 avtod

g & doydivov wrioy & Bedg

*#0i odn &v o

el gy fipdic & Be0s NBERNCE oufjoon
Howtnoe yobv TEoTfvae £1¢

(cf. §13, mdig  &hoyov  more OV Bedv;)

(cf. on fv éte otx v below)
§g: nidg 42 EE odn Gvraw, etc

cf §g above.

§r2: tic dxotwy [Jo. 1: 1] ob natayivaoxel
{812 condermns £lc Bomu tidv mounudtwy)
§13: ¥ midg avopaiog tf) obaig Tob mateds etc
cf. §13: el hévyog

xui vogia torl tob Beod 6 vids

§12 condemns elg foti 1@V momudTev

of §12 & odrod fvévero mavie
and §14 &' ob th tavia

§14 midg Bk TpemTos Rai dhholwtog
{cf §14: ol yevdpevor &vBpmmog obx AMkolwta}

§13 % nidg dvdpoiog T otole 1ol mateos etc

§15 condemns obx oldev tekeing
& héyog rov motépa

§14 condemns & fAuég yéyove

of §14 cited against §8 above.

we observed, this letter has a more complex structure; there is a
summary of Arian teaching in §§10-14, comprising 270 words,
roughly equal to the 226 of ‘Evdg vduatog, followed by a polemical
reply in §§15—25 This, however, leads on to a positive statement of
anti-Arian theology, §§26-34, with some further theological remarks

in §§37-40 and §§46-54.

How does the initial summaty compare with that given in "Evdg
obpatos? We noted that the latter records eight distinct points, by
Lorenz’s reckoning; the corresponding passages in “H ¢ikogyog notes
only four; Lotenz’s 11, on the non-eternity of the Logos, is adequately
treated; his IV, on changeability, is so much expanded that it occupies
more than half the total space; there is a rather slight reminiscence of
V, the Son’s unlikeness to the Father, in §13: olte ¢hoei viog, olre nvar
Eywv ibudmTa nedg adtdv. Finally, a quite new point is made; the Son
is not merely said to be one of the creatures, but is equated with ‘every
man’, §1o, with all God's other sons, §13, and with Paul and Peter,
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§14. There is no mention at all of Lorenz’s points I, III, VI, VII, or
VIII.

To expand these comments a little. Alexander complams that the
Arians say "]V mote &Te 01 1jv 6 vidg Tob Beol, nal yéyovey tiotegov &
mpdregov i) Odpywv, §10, which he follows immediately by the new
point equating the Son with every man. The next section, §11, briefly
resumes Lorenz’s heading I1, asserting that the Arians consider the
Son as made £§ ot dvtwv, the word &roinoe providing a link with the
term moinua found in “Evog oduatog. Butin §11, in the third sentence
of his summary, Alexander turns to the Arian claim, as he believes,
that the Son is twentic ¢voewg. There follows a full and most
interesting discussion of this point, to which I shall return; but this
point, Lorenz’s no IV, and the new point about ordinary manhood,
occupy the whole remainder of the summary.

Moreover, having selected these few points for emphasis, Alexan-
der is bj no means disposed to think that he has said enough The
phrase fiv 61e 0w v, attacked in the refutation, §§15 and 23, is again
condemned in §27, and indirectly again by the references to the Son’s
eternal existence in §348 and 51. The phrase £€ ox dviwv, condemned
in the refutation, 3§15, 16, 18, and 22, is noticed again in 26,
indirectly in 36, and directly again at 44, 45 and 46. Lorenz’s point [V,
that the Son must be dtgenrog, first appearing in §§11-14, is resumed
in 29, 30, 34, and 47. The Arians’ views of the Logos are presented in
various guises; they make him toig néowv ioov, §4; a mere man, §§10,
14; they revive the errors of Judaism, §4, of Paul of Samosata, §35.
Their reasoning is variously explained; they select humanizing texts
from the Bible, §§4, 37; they make the Son changeable, like every
man, §10. But his changeability is both deduced from his non-
eternity, §ro, and presented as actually taught by the Arians,
§§10-14. I am inclined to think that the reference to Paul of Samosata
is a mere artifice of controversy. The Thalia extracts show that Arius
regarded the Logos, perhaps as a kind of creature, but also as a kind of
god, Toyupog Bedg, and certainly not as a mere man; but possibly the
Paulianist views complained of are really those of the Syrian bishops
mentioned in §37 To resume the catalogue of repetitions, the claim
that Christ’s goodness is achieved through meoxoms}, censured in
§813—14, is revisited in §§30, 34, and 46. Finally, Lorenz’s point V,
the Arian Son’s unlikeness to the Father, imitially sketched in §13, 1s
repeatedly rehandled; §§28, 29, 31, 32, 34, and 37 all take up this
peint in shghtly varying terms.

I apologize for this tedious catalogue of details, but I think it shows
that Alexander’s method—or lack of method—in treating the same
points again and again without any overall controlling design contrasts
very strongly with the orderly procedure followed in "Evdg otpatog. 1
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will add one other point to the same effect Alexander’s summary of
Arian doctrine, §§10-14, and indeed his initial reply in §§15-25,
simply omits objectionable points of Arian doctrine which he
nevertheless knows and which attract incidental notice later on. Thus
he does not include Lorenz’s point I, that God was not alwajrs Father.
Butin §26 he suddenly switches from condemmng the &€ ot dvrov to
state dvayxn OV matéQa el elvan matépa. And pomt VI, that the Son
has no knowledge of the Father, ignored at first, is taken up 1n §§46-7;
after saying that rational creatures, 1 Aoyud, cannot comprehend the
Father’s nature, he quotes Matt. 11: 27, o0deic oide tig Eotiv 6 mae,
el un 6 vidg. In other words, Alexander knows much more about
Arianism than he reveals in the summary; he simply fails to present
what he knows in the effective and logical place. Once again, thereisa
remarkable contrast with the lucid and orderly procedure of the “Evog
SuaToC.

3. 2. It remains to consider the two letters in relation to Arius’
Thalia. 1 wish to make the rather precise claim that the material
presented in ‘Evog odparog is deducible, with few exceptions, from
the extracts preserved in Syn. 15.11 | suppose that this set of extracts
was assembled immediately after the Thalia was written, and was filed
away, to be published some forty years later along with Arius’ Letter
to Alexander, Opitz’s Urkunde, 6. Butif this rather far-reaching claim
is not acceptable, the material [ present still serves to show that “Evog
ompatos is closely related to the Thalia, whereas "H ¢ikapyog is not

Lorenz begins with the thesis that God was not always Father. This
can be deduced from Thalial, 21:12 adtixa yoiv viod uf Svrog & rathe
fedc fote. Arius may have meant only that the Father was in existence
before the Son; but the verse could easily be interpreted: ‘When the
Son did not exist, the Father was God’, that is God szmpliciter and not
Father. Athanasius repeatedly claims that the very name ‘Father’
implies the existence of a son; without a Son God would not be
Father ¥ (How convincing this argument was to the ancients, we
moderns may observe with a smile, and how utterly remote from them
was the reflection that to become a father, all one actually needs is a
daughter!)

Lotenz’s heading 11 i1s complex, as alr eady noied. It begins: obx del
v 6 ToD Beod Adyog. Arius expresses this quite clearly in Thalia 20-2;
besides the verse already quoted see 1. 20, 1) duvag & odx v molv
0mdpkn, and 22, howwdv 6 vidg odx Gv UaneEe. The next clause in the

1 See FT.S xxix (1978), 2038 for the claim that these conform fairly closely to Arius’
text,

12 1 cite Bardy's lines for brevity. Line 1=0pitz 242. ¢ line 20=243. 1 Soadd8or
subtract 19 to obtain Opitz’s reference.

By ¢ Ar 1 33 al passim
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Taere 11

Evdg aguaroc and the Thalia {Syn. 15)

ot bist & Bedg mamhe Av
otx &el fiv & 100 Beolr hdyog

ald £E olx Oviwy yéyovey
& yip dv Bedg NETOINHE

DLd not f-gv mote §te ol v;|v

xrioua yap ton xai moinga & visg

obte B Spoteg xat’ odoley i Aetpl fony
olte dAnBvodg vai $UoeL Aoyog EoTiy

ofite dnduvl cogia adtod oy

&hh el 1@V nompdTav

x»al yevntiov Eon

xatoyononxis St hévetul Adyog ael codia
yevopevog sat adndg

w0 bl 100 Beot Mywloodia

&v f) ol 1é advra xod adtdov nernolnxey 6 8
B1d xal TpENTog £0TL BIC

Eévog 1e wal dddtplog

wail Gbpatog oty & xawp i vig

olite yip tehelwg kal GrolPde yrvdonet
olte teheiwg dody obrdv dlvaran

ok yie xai fautod iy oboiav odx oibev
6 uldg dog oo

B fpdg yap nemolnton

v Apds & atrod stiop 6 Bedg

®ol od fv dréon

el pm fuds 6 Bedg HBEAoe oo

21 adtine yoiv vioh s dvrog & nomip Bedg fomu

4 .. Ot Tdv Gegdv Exovio

20 % duirg B odn fiv molv brdgEn

22 & vidg odr dv {OfpEe b Bedjoel tatpdiq)

[31. 38 are similar]

but cf 39 tov & matedg Svea: but NB also

Opitz Urk. 1 § 5

noweiv deest, but f . 7, texvonomoas. zlso

DrfipEe. bréoTn passim

22 odx Hv UmijeEe, also vlol ph Svzog {above),

xtiouc. xtilewv desunt: of. on xenoinxe above

2, 8, and esp. g &AL’ otdE duooveiog adtd

28~6 Emvoritae oogla Morros; elsewhere
vidg is used

10 aodog dE dotv 6 Bedg etc

24 dopla Umfigke cogod Beod Behioel

[see on menoinxe above]

6 &oysiv Ty yeviTY

25 Emvoeiton yobv gopia ®x0t Airyog

cf. 5 (7) tov év yobvolg yeyndta

see above, 25-6, 10, 24

12 tolg 18 & viod xal adtd th vip

cf 10 (7} THs codiag Sbdoxahog

19 Eévog 23 dhotpiog

11-15, esp 12, th vidh) dbparog

of 40 abTév ToV Yevwioavia yveval dv xatakiyel

r1-15 esp. 14 f 19lowol te pérpoig . . 1Oeiv,

37 adtdg yap & vidg Thy Eeutod ololav ot olbev

6 doyiy thv uldv Blnxe v yevnTOY

letter, &M)" 8E ox Gvtwv yéyovev, has no clear parallel in the Thalia
extracts, and I think was not an essential Arian tenet; Arius presents it
as a deduction in his Letter to Eusebius, Urk. 1 §5, and tacitly retracts
it later by allowing the phrase éx motedg (Thalia 39) or &x 10t nateds. 14
The third clause, 6 yép dv Bed¢ tov pn Svia . . menoinxe, raises the
question whether Arius really did say that the Father ‘made’ the Son,
as Athanasius often affirms. There is no primary evidence for this; the
Thalia says that the Father begot him (texvomoueiv, 1. 7, yevvav, 1. 28
and 40), but also uses the non-committal terms vxfjpEev and OméoTy,
Critics of Arius commonly say that he gave the term ‘begetting’ a
purely nominal, indeed a nugatory sense; and, of course, he does
couple yewdv with xtitelv, 6piletv and Bepeholv in his Letter to
Eusebius. I think he probably did use the word notelv, in view of Heb.

M Opitz Urk. 30 §2 (28 adtof); of ibid., 13, 14, §§45-8, Ath Decr 19
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3: 2 and the precedent set by Dionysius of Alexandria;!s but, of
course, without sharply opposing moteiv to yevvéy, as Athanasius did
The orthodox view, if 1 understand it right, is (a) that the Son’s
generation is totally mysterious, but (b) it is obviously not the same as
creation I myself can excuse Arius for bemg a little less dogmatic.

The next sentence, d1d xol Av mote dte oDw Ry, is easily deducible
from verses already cited; then follows xtiopa ydo 2ot xal moinpo
The noun wriopa figures in Artus’ Letter to Alexander with the
well-known qualification &A™ oty &g Ev @V xTLopdtowv; it is coupled
with yévwnua, similarly qualified, not with moinpe. Athanasius as we
know dismisses the qualifications as valueless;'® but he is hardly
justified in claiming that Arius called the Logos elg t6v mommudruwy,
since Thala 11. 28— affirm his exceptional dignity—not even God
can generate anything befter, only something equally good. On the
other hand, the next complaint, o 82 Guotog xat” ovoiay, ete | is
clearly consonant with Thaka, 11. 2, 8—g, and g, which include o0
Suowov, 008 duoovolog, and Eévog xot oloiav.

We next hear (Lorenz, I1T) that the Arian Logos is not the genuine
Logos or Wisdom, but is improperly so called. This may well be based
on Thahla, 1. 25, émvoelral yobv pveiaig doag Emvoiong, mvedpa,
dbvapg, codia: ignoring the honorific effect of this series of titles,
Athanasius concentrates his fire on the single word &mivoettan, which
he repeatedly takes to signify a baseless fancy, an interpretation which
was later taken up by Eunomius and was quite properly condemned
by Basil.'? Possibly the very various ways in which Athanasius
expresses the Arian point reveal that he is net dealmg with an
obviously objectionable catch-word like v note &te odx fiv. But the
next comment, vevopevog xai autdg etc., is perfectly fair. Arius
undoubtedly did acknowledge two Wisdoms, his Logos being the
expression of God’s inherent Wisdom; see Thalia |. 24, f copla godia
biipEe oopov Beot Behnoer ; though probably without underlining the
point by writing the second codia as a dative, as in Oration, 1.5. He
clearly taught, like Asterius, that the Son was the Father’s agent in
creation (see Thalia, 1 6. apyiv tov vidv Edque tOv yevntdv 6
dvagyog). His critic suppresses this point, and substitutes the charge
that it was by his own ‘real’ Wisdom that God made both the Son and
everything else: &v fj xol t& ndvra xai adrov memoinxey 6 Oedg.

Lorenz’s Heading 1V introduces the words 816 nat toentdg dote nol
éhloiwtog. This 1s a notorious difficulty which I have discussed

15 See W A. Bienert, Dion. v Alex (1978), p 64; D. de Bruyne, ZNW, xxvii
(1928), 106—10.

% Or ¢ Ar 2. 1g.

1 Eunomius Apologia 8; Basil ¢ Eun 1. 6-7; see T. A Kopecek, A History of
Neo-Arianism 2. 375-8, and refs
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elsewhere.'® The Thalia selections do not say that the Son is change-
able, and Arius’ letters, Urk. 1 and 6, affirm exactly the opposite. It
may pethaps be significant that in this one instance where the Thalia
provides no target, its critic supports his case by an alleged conversa-
tion with Arians, not necessarily involving Arius himself; this theme
is, of course, developed at much greater length in ‘H ¢ihapyosg.

Heading V is merely an emphatic restatement of points made in I,
but is supported by the claim under Heading V1, that the Son does not
know the Father tehelwg xai dxodg, nor see him tehefme. This
resembies Thalia, 11-15 and 3g—40 Despite his promise of an
explanation, Arius apparently does not make it clear whether the Son
can see the Father. The phrase 1§ vi@ &6patog 6 adtog, 1. 12, suggests
he does not, perhaps because the Father is in his very nature invisible;
but Arius also claims that the Son enjoys a limited vision, 1l. 14-15,
idtoot e pérpotg vmopdvel 6 viog idelv 1oV matépo, G Oéwe 2otiv. The
word dnopéver, could well suggest that the Fathet’s glory is too
dazzling to be easily borne, cf. Eusebius, DE 4. 6. 2. Arius does say,
however, that the Son cannot cleatly comprebend his own Father,
abtov Tov yewnfoovia yvivae év xotaiiyel, I 40. Here possibly
compare 1. 32—6: the Son cannot expound the Father’s attributes
comprehendingly, xoatd xatdAnyuv, but he does address him discreet-
ly in hymns. The appended point, that the Son does not know his own
ovoia, comes almost word-for-word from Thalia, 1. 37.

Lorenz’s Heading VIII raises a curious problem with whose
discussion I must conclude. Our text runs (§g): & fuag yap
nemoinTol, iva fiuds 8° abtod ©g 8 doydvou xtion & Bsdc. nat odx &iv
oméot, el un fubs 6 Oedg HBEANce movioor Arius, as we observed,
certainly held that the Son was the Father’s agent in creation; the
Thalia calls him &oynyv té@v yevntav. But our letter makes an ingenious
use of the fact that that Arius immediately follows this verse 6 by
saying that the Father constituted him Son, tévde Texvomoioag,
which I believe implies begetting, not adoption.!® The writer thus
argues, post hoc, propter hoc : and by charging Arius with the view that
the Son was begotten simply for the purpose of creation, he is able to
inply, by good Aristotelian logic,20 that the Son, being 2 mere means,
15 less valuable than the creation for which he was begotten,

Did Arius in fact hold that the Son was begotten for the purpose of

1 “The Freedom of the Will and the Arian Controversy’, Platonismus und
Chrstentum (Fs. H Dérrie, ed H -D Blume and F. Mann), pp 245-57, repr. in my
Substance and Hlusion (1685), XVI.

¥ 'Begetting’ is understood by R D Williamsand S. G. Hall; see R. C. Gregg (ed.),
Arianism (Patr Monogr. 11{1985)), pp.gn. 43and 490 16;‘adoption by R. C. Gregg
and D E. Groh, Farly Arianism, (1981), pp. 23, 56, 96; R. Lorenz, Arius Yudaizans?,
pp. 77-8, 123.

W Nie Eth 1 1, 10943 5-6
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creation? We have no evidence from the primary texts; but I thinkitis
not unlikely. The view was widely held in early Christian teaching, for
instance by Tertullian, and was maintained in the fourth century by
Marcellus and by Constantine. 2 The writer intends to be scen as
attacking a view peculiar to Arius; but this is a deception.

But the argument against it, whether justified or not, involves the
admission that the Son played an active part in the creation. It
manifestly conflicts with the charge which is made elsewhere, that
Arius regarded the Son merely as ei¢ t@v tompédrav. But Athanasius,
if he it is, no doubt assumed that provided he did not too closely
juxtapose the two charges, the discrepancy would not be noticed. If,
so, he was perfectly right; some hundreds of orthodox critics have
reproduced his attacks upon Arius without observing the contradic-
tiorn.

But to convince anyone who actually knew the Thalia, the writer
must not overstate his depreciation of the Arian Logos; Arius had
after all described him as loyvoog 8edg, a powerful phrase based on
Isa, 9: 5, and as begotten before creation. His opponent, therefore, is
not too specific. The Arian Logos, he says, is &i¢ thv nompdrov and is
comparable with névra téhoyiré (§8). He does nof say that the Arians
treated Christ as a mere man. There is admittedly some contrast here
with the best-known works of Athanasius, but I think this can be
explained His confidence no doubt growing with the repetition of a
familiar theme, Athanasius was able to charge the Arians both with
reducing the Logos to the level of humanity and with making him the
means by which humanity was made. 22 And, of course, for all we can
actually prove, some Arians may have been sufficiently confused to
accept both these ideas in conjunction; though I hardly believe this of
Arius himself. At all events, Athanasius does not tax him with the
contradiction.

3 3 I have tried to show that the anti-Arian polemic of ‘Evdc
owpotog is closely based on the Thalia, precisely as excerpted in the
de Synodis. The method of “H ¢ihagyos is completely different.
Alexander does not base his accusations on Arius’ writings; he
depends rather on Arian utterances, heard or reported. He complains
that the Arians misuse the scriptural texts attesting our Lord’s
humanity. He ignores the whole notion of an assistant creator and
presses the charge that the Arians treated Christ as a mere man

This general character of "H ¢pikapyxog was noted by Bardy in 126,
and distinguished from that of "Evdg odpatog, which he saw was based

2 Marcellus, see Eusebius, £7 3 3 43 Constantine, Opitz Urk 27 §3 is similar,
despite the disclaimer in §1 )

# (a)e.g ¢ Ar 1. 38 (8hov &vbowmov slvon ¢U0eL), 3 54, 55 (BvBpwmov abTdY Shov Ex
vis(b) ¢ Ar 1 5, Ep. Aeg 12
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on the Thalia; though he did not relate it as | have done, precisely to
the de Syrodis extracts. Bardy of course assumed that ‘Evog adparog
was written by Alexander, and sought to explain its contrasting
character in terms of chronology, suggesting that ‘H ¢ilagyog was
written first, before Alexander had any knowledge of the Thalia. But
this dating is impossible; Opitz is clearly right in arguing that ‘H
dilapyoc was written later,? the clinching argument, surely, being
the reference to Colluthus, who appears as one of the signatories to the
deposition of Arius (§21) but is described in ‘H didagyos as having
previously condemned the Arians, but only as a pretext for his own
evil purpose, and having subsequently given them an example of
yoworepunopta and disobedience to the Church.

This and other puzzles are fully resolved if we acknowledge
Athanasius as the real author of ‘Evog odpatos. No other writer agrees
so exactly with its style, its vocabulary, its view of Arianism, and the
controversial tactics which it employs.

I gave this paper the title ‘Athanasius’ Earliest Written Work’ But
perhaps a brief postscript is called for; should I have added a note of
interrogation? We all know that there is a strong case for dating the
Contra Gentes and the De Incamatione to the 330s; but I think I have
shown that Athanasius was charged with an important task by his
diocesan at the age of little more than zo years, and fulfilled it with
distinction. In this light it is clearly possible that he should have
written the works I have mentioned a year or two earlier. The case is
not closed; but any doubts on the score of youth and inexperience
must be banished for ever.

& ‘Diie Zeitfolge des arianischen Streites’, ZNW xxxiii {1934), 149. This chronology
has now been challenged by Rowan Williams (Anus Heresy and Tradition, pp. 48-6o}.
But I do not find it easy to believe that "Evog sbpatog was written as late as the beginning
of 325 There would surely be some allusion to Constantine’s Letter, Opitz Urkunde
17, which is assigned to October 324

X1

Athanasius als Exeget

Im technischen Sinn kommt Athanasius als Exeget kaum in
Betracht Er hat kein einziges Buch, ja sogar kein einziges Kapi-
tel der heiligen Schrift fortlaufend kommentiert. Als Schriftaus-
leger von Fall zu Fall ist er jedoch auBerordentlich einfluBreich
gewesen; seine ausgezeichnete Kenntnis der Bibel wird immer
wieder gelobt, und die Prinzipien der Exegese, die er formuliert
hat, haben weitverbreiteten Beifall gefunden.

Zur Bekraftigung des ersten Punktes: Wir gestehen zwar zu,
daB einige exegetische Traktate als Schriften des Athanasius ge-
zahlt worden sind; hauptsachlich die Expositiones in Psalmos,
Migne 27 55-59Q Dieser Text ist aber, wie bekannt, auf ungliick-
liche Art interpoliert; zwar hat der italienische Gelehrte Giovanni
Maria Vian in einer wichtigen Untersuchung die Moglichkeit ge-
boten, einen verbesserten Text wiederherzusteilen (das Biichlein
erschien 1978)1 Fast gleichzeitig stellte sich abe: heraus, daf
selbst der gereinigte Text keineswegs als Werk des Athanasius
gelten kann. Erstens hat es den Anschein, dafl der Kommentar,
wenigstens bei den Psalmen 39 bis 41, Ausschnitte aus Didymus
und sogar aus Kyrill einschlieBt und deshalb nicht frither als 440
datiert werden sollte; so Dorival und Rondeau. Zweitens suchte
ich selbst zu zeigen, daf die hier iiberlieferte Psalmenexegese zu
der zweifellos echten Epistula ad Marcellinum mehrmals im Wi-
derspruch steht; im ganzen muB das Werk deswegen als unecht
betrachtet werden.2 Zwar hat Vian in einem demnéchst erschei-
nenden Aufsatz, den er mir freundlich mitgeteilt hat, solche Be-
denken zu entkraften versucht;3 meine eigenen Finwénde sind
jedoch nicht widerlegt worden.

1 G. M. Vian, Testi Inediti dal Commento ai Salmi di Atanasio, SEA
14, Rom 1978.

2 G.C. Stead, St. Athanasius on the Psalms, in: VChr 39, 1985,
65-78.

3 G. M. Vian, Il 'De Psalmorum Titulis’; L'Esegesi di Atanasio tra
Eusebio e Cirillo, in: Orpheus 12, 1991, 3-42.
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ATHANASIUS ALS EXEGET

Die anderen exegetischen Fragmente lassen wir vorlaufig au-
Ber acht. Welche Belege bleiben uns dann noch zur Verfligung?

Zuerst erwahnt sei die genannte Epistula ad Marcellinum in
Interpretationem Psalmorum, PG 27 12-45 Sie enthalt zwar kei-
ne fortlaufende Auslegung, obgleich sidmtliche Verse zitiert und
kommentiert werden. Viel wichtiger ist die Erklarung der Absicht
und Niitzlichkeit des Psalmenbuches als ganzen, sowie die Be-
lehrung fiir die Anwendung einzelner Psalmen zur Andacht, als
Erbauungsmitte! oder auch zum Trost bei Gefahr oder Verfol-
gung.

Daneben gibt es noch einige kurze Traktate iiber einzelne
Texte, die sich als ratselhaft oder umstritten erwiesen; zum Bei-
spiel In Hud Omnia, eine Auslegung von Lukas 10, 22, sowie die
letzte Halfte des vierten Briefes an Serapion. Diese aber sind mit
der in den Orationes und anderswo befindlichen dogmatischen
Auslegung ausgewihlter Bibelstellen vollig vergleichbar. Da die-
se Texte sehr gut bekannt und sozusagen vnendlich diskutiert
worden sind, ziehe ich es vor, wo moglich, die weniger bekannten
Schriften des Athanasius zu beriicksichtigen, unter anderen die
Epistulae Festales, nur fragmentarisch im griechischen Urtext
zuganglich, zum Teil aber in der syrischen, zum Teil auch in der
koptischen Fassung verfiigbar4

Athanasius’ Kanon der biblischen Biicher ist bekanntlich in
Ep. Fest 39 samt dem griechischen Text, aufbewahrt worden.s
Auf die 22 alttestamentlichen Biicher folgt eine zusétzliche Auf-
zahlung niitzlicher Biicher, die auBerhalb des Kanons bleiben;
namlich die Weisheit Salomos und das Buch Jesus Sirach, ferner

4 Fiir den syrischen Text und die griechischen Fragmente in engli- |

scher Ubersetzung sieche A. Robertson, St. Afhanasius, NPNF 4,
Nachdruck, Grand Rapids 1976. Fiir die koptischen Fragmente siehe
Th. Lefort (Hrsg. ), Leftres festales et pastorales en copte, CSCO 150
(Text) und 151 (franzosische Ubersetzung), Lowen 1955; mit Supple-
menten von R. G. Coquin/ E. Lucchesi, Un complément au corps
copfe des lettres festales d’ Athanase, in: OLoP 13, 1982, 137-142;
R. G. Coquin, Les lettres festales d’Athanase CPG 2102. Un nouveau
complément: le manuscrit IFAO copte 25, in: OLoP 15, 1984, 133-158
(Text und franzosische Ubersetzung). AuBerdem: P. Merendino,
Osterfestbriefe des Apa Athanasius. Aus dem Koptischen iibersetzt
und erliutert, Diisseldorf 1965 (mir nicht zuginglich).
5 PG 26, 1435-1440.
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Esther, Judit, Tobias, aber auch die Didache und der Hirt des
Hermas. Von den Makkabiderbiichern wird nichts gesagt, noch
werden sie iiberhaupt einmal zitiert. Die anderen genannten
Schriften werden nicht als Apokryphen bezeichnet Als Apokry-
phen, oder sogar Apographen, werden gefdlschte Biicher des
Henoch, des Jesaja und des Mose erwahnt: "Die Apographen
sind Geschwatz; es ist vergeblich, jene zu beachten, da sie nutz-
lose und abscheuliche Aussagen sind ” (Ep. 39 koptisch bei Le-
fort).

Wir bemerken hier erstens: die Grenzen des Kanons der heili-
gen Schrift sind hier nicht vollig erklédrt worden. Die Anzahl von
22 kanonischen Biichern ist zweifellos herkémmlich; sie kommt
bei Josephus c. Apionem vorp und die zitierte Liste stimmt unge-
fahr, wenn auch nicht vollig, mit dem hebriischen Kanon iiberein.
(Nebenbei sei bemerkt, daB Athanasius nur "gehort” hat, da das
hebriische Alphabet gleichfalls aus 22 Buchstaben besteht; of-
fensichtlich hat er keine Kenntnis der hebraischen Sprache. Fer-
ner, wihrend Eusebius die verschiedenen griechischen Versionen
des Alten Testaments regelmi#Big zitiert und vergleicht, ist Atha-
nasius ausschlieBlich mit der Septuaginta vertraut, die so selbst-
verstandlich als Bibel der Kirche identifiziert ist, dal selbst eine
Verweisung auf die épSopfxovra nur in der Expositio Fidei einmal
vorkommt ) — Zweitens zihlt Athanasius andere Biicher auf, "die
nicht kanonisiert werden, die aber von den Viatern den Neuge-
kommenen zum Lesen vorgeschrieben (retunwpéva) worden sind”
usw. Die "Viter” werden nicht namentlich identifiziert, und allem
Anschein nach bezieht sich Athanasius auf die Praxis der alex-
andrinischen Kirche, die offensichtlich nicht allgemeingiiltig
war; man beachte die Einbeziehung der Didache und des Her-
mas. — Drittens, obgleich er keine Kommentare hinterlassen hat,
scheint Athanasius mit dergleichen gut vertraut zu sein; als Zei-
chen dafiir vermerken wir, daB3 er iiber eine reiche Hille techni-
scher Ausdriicke verfligt, wie etwa dAinyopelv, tinog, mpdyetpog
AEEig, Badeia Sidvora usw. — von denen nur wenige haufig vorkom-
men, die aber als Gesamtheit auf tiefgehendes Studium verwei-
sen. — Und viertens, als Exeget hat Athanasius den Vorteil, daB er
die Regeln der Schriftauslegung bedacht hat.

6 C. Ap. 1.38.
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Fine Skizze seiner exegetischen Prinzipien wurde von T.E.
Pollard 1959 geliefert und hat zum Beispiel bei H. J. Sieben (1974)
und Bertrand de Margerie (1980) Beifall gefunden. 7 Pollard z&hit
sechs Prinzipien auf: (I) die Suffizienz der heiligen Schrift, (ID)
die Abzweckung, exonée, derselben, (I ihre Gewohnheit, £8oc,
womit (IV) der Sinn der Schrift beinahe zusammenfallt sowie (V)
der sogenannte “Stil” derselben, womit das griechische Wort
iwua tibersetzt wird, und (VD) die Notwendigkeit, den Kontext
des jeweiligen Passus zu beachten, mit Hinweisen aufl die wohl-
bekannte Formel xapée, npbowrov, mpd ypa.

Diese Prinzipien sind, meines Erachtens, sehr unterschiedlich
wichtig. Das erste, die Suffizienz, ist zweifellos wesentlich; so
auch das letzte; doch wird die Suffizienz der Schrift als Tatsache
behauptet, die Beachtung des Kontextes dagegen als Aufgabe
gefordert. Im Gegensatz dazu sind der sogenannte “Sinn” und
*Stil” der Heiligen Schrift nur je einmal erwshnt. Und wenn
Athanasius wagt, das Ziel, oxonég, der heiligen Schrift als ganzer
zu erkldren, so fiihle ich mich, wie oft, ein bichen skeptisch ge-
sonnen.

Ganz anders Sieben und de Margerie, die beide den einschla-
gigen Passus mit Begeisterung her vorheben;® und zwar Or. 3.29:
"Dies aber ist die Bedeutung und das Kennzeichen der heiligen
Schrift (exomde toivuv xai xapaxthp tic dyiag yoaefic), wie wir oft
gesagt haben, daB das Bvangelium des Heilands, das sie enthalt,
zweierlei ist, namlich daB er ewig Gott war und Sohn ist, und dafl
er unseretwegen Mensch geworden ist” DaB diese zweifache
Kenntnis der Kern oder Hohepunkt der heiligen Schrift sei, muf3
nicht verneint werden; selbstverstindlich jedoch ist die gdttliche
Absicht der Schrift mit diesem Bekenntnis nicht erschopft; wozu
sonst die zehn Gebote? Mit der sogenannten "Bedeutung” der
heiligen Schrift weist Athanasius auf ein Theologumenon, das

sich seinerzeit als wesentlich erwies, und der Kirche iiberragend

7 T.E. Pollard, The Exegesis of Scripture and the Arian Contro-
versy, in: Bulletin of the John Rylands Library 41, 1959, 414-429. H. J.
Sicben, Herméneutique de lexégeése dogmatique d’Athanase, bel C.
KannengieBer (Hrsg. }. Politique et Theologie chez Athanase d’Alexan-
drie, ThH 27, Paris 1974, 195-214. B. de Margerie, Introduction a Uhi-
steire de l'exégese, Paris 1980, 1983.

§ Sieben S. 206, de Margerie S. 139.
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wichtig geworden ist. 9 Allerdings mit gleichem Recht konnte et-
wa Irendus die Finheit Gottes als Schopfer und zugleich als Va-
ter oder Augustinus die Notwendigkeit der gottlichen Gnade fiir
den siindigen Menschen als Kern und Kennzeichen der heiligen
Schrift betonen.

Diesen einleitenden Bemerkungen fiige ich nur folgendes hin-
zu: Es geniigt nicht, die Prinzipien der Schriftauslegung, wie sie
Athanasius angibt, aus seinen Schriften zu sammeln; es muf3
dariiber hinaus untersucht werden, inwieweit er tatsdchlich je-
nen Prinzipien gefolgt ist. Diese Aufgabe, die bisher ein wenig
vernachlissigt worden zu sein scheint, will ich im folgenden be-
denken.

() Die Suffizienz der heiligen Schrift wird oft behauptet; so
bekanntlich Contra Gentes 1, De Synodis 6, dazu Ep. Fest 39,
koptisch bei Lefort: "Also, da es auf der Hand liegt, da das
Zeugnis der Apographen iiberflissig sowie belanglos ist — da die
Schrift in jeder Hinsicht vollkommen ist -, soll der Lehrer nach
den Worten der Schrift unterrichten”. In der Tat lehrt jedoch
Athanasius nicht, daB3 die Worte der Schrift ohne weiteres hinrei-
chen, die Wahrheit mitzuteilen. Pollard und Sieben haben richtig
bemerkt, dafl er keine Konkurrenz zwischen den Worten der
Schrift und ihrer herkdmmlichen Auslegung kennt; vielmehr ist
mit der Schrift die kirchliche Exegese derselben — und das heiBt
natiirlich, die der zeitgendssischen alexandrinischen Kirche —
mit einbezogen. "Diese Kennzeichen” — ndmlich der heiligen
Schrift - "kommen von den Aposteln durch die Vater”, sagt er
Ep. Serp. 2.8.10 Die Haretiker gehen in die Irre, weil sie, vom
Teufel verleitet, Satze der Schrift behaupten, den Sinn der
Schrift als ganzer dagegen miBdeuten. Ad Ep. Aeg 4: "Also der
Glaubige (miotée), der die Gnade besitzt, die geistlichen Dinge zu
unterscheiden (tol Staxpiverv & mvevpatixd), steht fest usw.; der
Einfiltige dagegen, der nicht griindlich katechisiert worden ist,
da ein solcher mu die gesprochenen Worte versteht und der Be-
deutung nicht inne wird, wird zugleich von jhren Rénken (gedo-
sefoec) verfiihrt”, ebenda. In der oben zitierten Ep. Fest. 39 fahrt

9 Vgl. Ep. ad Marc. 2-5: Der Psalter rekapituliere die ganze
Schrift. Christologische Auslegung wird jedoch erst in ¢. 5 angedeu-
tet.

10 Ep. Enc. 1 ad fin.

178



X1

ATHANASIUS ALS EXEGET

Athanasius fort: "Es geht nicht an, denen, die als Katechumenen
mit ihrem Unterricht anfangen, die Worte der Schrift, die wie
Mysterien verhiillt sind, auszulegen, diejenige [.ehre dagegen, die
sie bendtigen, zu iibergehen.”

Die Schrift und ihre Auslegung bilden damit ein geschlossenes
System. Im Vergleich zu Origenes finden wir Athanasius viel we-
niger bereit, auswirtige oder neugefundene Exegesen zu be-
riicksichtigen, geschweige denn zu akzeptieren. Die Wahrheit
ist ein fiir allemal tberlieferit worden; ein tieferes Verstandnis
derselben — Badutépa Sdvore — kann zwar gesucht werden; korri-
giert oder sogar erweitert werden kann sie nicht.

Aus der Suffizienz der Schrift scheint zu folgen, dal die hel-
lenische Weisheit dem christlichen Glauben keinen Beitrag lie-
fern konnte. Und in der Tat kann Athanasius die iibliche Kritik
an den Philosophen, als sich widersprechend, iibernehmen; so
Decy. 4. Und bekanntlich halt er es fiir niitzlich, die griechi-
schen Mythen zu riigen; so besonders in Contra Gentes. Seine
Kritik ist jedoch betrichtlich von den Philosophen beeinfluit.
Diese — und hauptsichlich Platon - werden gelegentlich zitiert
(so z.B. Politikos 273 bei De Inc. 43)11; oder nachgeahmt. In Ep.
ad Marc. 27 wird die dreiteilige Seele erwahnt, woriiber die hei-
lige Schrift natiirlich schweigt. Viel wichtiger ist meines Erach-~
tens der Gegensatz zwischen aic®ntd und vomid, der so tief in der
alexandrinischen Tradition verwurzelt ist, daf er vermutlich ohne
jedes BewuBtsein von seinem heidnischen Ursprung bemiiht
werden kann. Die Schrift kennt zwar den Gegensatz zwischen
Himmel und Erde, zwischen Sichtbarem und Unsichtbarem, fer-
ner zwischen dem wortlichen Sinn ihrer Ausdriicke und ihrer ho-
heren Bedeutung — vgl. die Verwendung der Allegorie bei Paulus.
Solchen Gegensatz versieht Athanasius ohne jedes philosophi-
sche Geriist zu erkldren; so Or. 3.18; "Es ist die Gewohnheit der

gottlichen Schrift, die natiirlichen Wesen als Bilder und Beispiele

fiir die Menschen zu nehmen, damit die freiwilligen Handlungen
derselben gezeigt werden kdnnen.” Aber er scheut sich nicht,
denselben Gegensatz mit Hilfe recht platonischer Wendungen zu
benennen. Der Christ soll sich mit dcdpate beschiftigen (Or.

11 Vgl. Eus. P.E. 11 34. 4, genaue Zitierung, bei Athanasius viel-
leicht auswendig wiedergegeben.
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3.1). Gott selbst ist &troc xat godpatog (Decr. 10.5). Solche phi-
losophischen Ausdriicke kdnnen gelegentlich mit Unterstiitzung
der Schrift benutzt werden; z. B. vontéig voelv 1¢ mopottdépeve
wird Spriiche 23, 1 als Regel des Tischbenehmens, Syn. 42 und
Ep. Marc. 17 dagegen als Prinzip der Schriftauslegung verstan-
den. Die Schrift aber lehrt nicht, den Siindenfall als éréotaoig tig
t&v vontiv Sewplac, wie Contra Gentes 4, zu betrachten.

(2) Die Konsequenz der Heiligen Schrift im allgemeinen wird
meines Wissens nur zweimal behauptet, und zwar Ep. Marc. 9
und Ep. Fest 19. 3; die Ubereinstimmung des Alten und Neuen
Testaments dagegen kommt haufig zum Ausdruck Die vieldisku-
tierten Diskrepanzen der Schrift — so z.B. im Stammbaum des
Heilands — werden anscheinend nicht beachtet. Als Beispiel sol-
cher Erorterung darf jedoch folgendes mitgeteilt werden. Im all-
gemeinen — und das wieder im Gegensatz zu QOrigenes — kommt
es nur selten vor, daB Athanasius seine personliche Auffassung
eines biblischen Textes vorfuhren will. 12 Das tut er jedoch in Ep.
Fest. 39, koptisch bei Coquin (1984). 13 "Der Heiland *, schreibt er,
"hat es befohlen: Thr sollt euch nicht Lehrer nennen lassen’ {(Mt.
23 10); der heilige Jakobus dagegen mahnt: 'Es sollen nicht zu
viele von euch Lehrer werden’ woraus natiirlich gefolgert wer-
den kann, daB es einigen gestattet sei, Lehrer zu heilen; ferner
nennt sich Paulus "Lehrer der Heiden in Glauben und Wahrheit”.
Athanasius schreibt dazu: "Da ich dieses durchdachte, kam mir
ein Einfall in den Sinn, den ihr priifen sollt” — worauf er erklért,
daB die sogenannten christlichen Lehrer eigentlich auch Jinger
sind; sie horen die Worte des einzigen wahren Lehrers, um sie
mitzuteilen.

Wie bekannt, pflegt Athanasius die Arianer zu tadeln, “weil sie
sorgfaltig ausgewdhlte Texte aus deren Kontext absondern, die
sie dann buchstiblich auslegen, deren Kontext jedoch samt der
allgemeinen Lehre der Schrift vernachlédssigen” ; so Pollard 416.
Athanasius selbst sucht diesen Fehler dadurch zu vermeiden,
daB er eine ganze Reihe von verwandten Texten anfiihrt, die ein-
ander bestitigen sollen. (Als Beispiel finden wir im ersten Briefl
an Serapion 55 Zitate aus 10 Biichern des Alten und 16 Biichern

12 Siehe jedoch Ep. Fest. 19 (unten) und Ep. Ser. 4. 11.
13 Siehe Anm. 4.
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des Neuen Testaments gesammelt). Ob die Arianer dieses Ver-
fahren tatsdchlich nicht nachzuahmen verstanden, dariiber kann
nichts sicher behauptet werden

Fragen wir doch: Hilt sich Athanasius an seine eigenen Prin-
zipien? - nédmlich daf biblische Texte nicht abgesondert behan-
delt werden sollen? Im groBen und ganzen neige ich dazu, dies
zu bejahen. Trotzdem sei folgendes Beispiel beachtet. Athanasi-
us zitiert dreimal Jesaja 1, 11 miieng eiyf, dem Kontext zum Trotz,
als Ausdruck gottlichen Reichtums.14 Das Vorbild steht mogli-
cherweise bei Origenes in einem Katenenfragment des verlore-
nen fiinften Buchs des Johanneskommentars (Preuschen S. 491D);
andere Exegeten — Ps. Barnabas, Athenagoras, Irendus und Cle-
mens deuten es richtig: Gott sei der Opfer satt. Athanasius
kénnte jedoch erwidern, daB er Jesaja dem Sinn der Schrift ge-
maRl gedeutet hat; lesen wir nicht, Epheser 1, 23, "die Fiille dessen,
der alles in allem erfullt™?

Als weiteres Beispiel erwdhnen wir die Exegese von Ps. 105
15, "Tastet meine Gesalbten nicht an ” Mit dieser Bibelstelle ta-
delt Athanasius die Meletianer, die anscheinend die Leichname
der Heiligen ausgraben wollten, um sie mumifizieren zu
lassen. 15 Diese Anwendung jenes Passus ist vermutlich in der
ganzen christlichen Literatur ohne Parallele.

Hieraus leuchtet ein, daB Athanasius ein idealisiertes Bild von
der Tragweite der Schrift besitzt. Natiirlich hat er keine Ahnung
davon, daf} ihre Worte mit Riicksicht auf die Umstdnde und die
Sprechweise der einzelnen Schriftsteller ausgelegt werden miis-
sen.

(3) Den Kontext jedes einzelnen Passus der Schrift zu beach-
ten, kommt daher als Aufgabe in Betracht, die mit der Behaupt-
ung ihrer jeweiligen Tragweite verbunden ist. Laut Athanasius
zitieren die Arianer ihre Beweistexte ohne Riicksicht darauf;
man solite dagegen jedesmal "das Ziel, die Person, die Sache’,
bzw. “die Absicht” erforschen. Die genannten Formeln sind von
Sieben mit Hinweis auf Tertullian, Origenes und Hilarius aus-
fiihrlich diskutiert worden. Ich bin selbst dazu geneigt, den Ur-
sprung derselben in den rhetorischen Lehrbiichern zu suchen,

14 Or. 2. 29, Ep. Ser. 3. 6, Ep. Fest. 19. 2.
15 Ep. Fest. 41, 8. 43 Lefort.
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die die Themen, stdoeie, des Redners verschiedenartig aufzahlen;
typisch ist die spitere lateinische Formel: Quis, quid, ubi, quibus
auxilfis, cur, quomodo, gquando. So finden wir Or. 1.54 xaipdc,
npbownov, medypa, d.h. quis, quid, quando; ebd. 2.8 &dvora, xat-
pé¢, Tpbowmov, ungefahr entsprechend Decr. 14 »arpée, mpbawmov,
xeefa, d.h. quis, cur, quando. 16 Hier allerdings ergibt sich eigent-
lich keine ’triade herméneutique’ kein Prinzip der Schriftausle-
gung im allgemeinen, wie es Sieben sehen will. Die genannten
Kriterien werden ausnahmslos dazu benutzt, die arianische Bi-
belauslegung zu entkraften, d.h. den Befund der Schrift mit der
kirchlichen Doktrin der Menschwerdung in Einklang zu bringen.

Wenden wir uns abschlieBend von den Prinzipien der Bibel-
auslegung ab, um die Praxis des Athanasius, die von der Theorie
manchmal abweicht, kurz zu skizzieren. Es besteht meines
Erachtens ein erheblicher Unterschied zwischen der Behandlung
der geschichtlichen und derjenigen der prophetischen Biicher
des Alten Testaments. Hinsichtlich der erstgenannten herrscht
weitgehend ein geschichtlicher Realismus. Athanasius pflegt
zum Beispiel die Patriarchen aufzuzshlen: Sie zeugten Sthne
(Inc. 35), sie besuchten die Wiiste (Ep. Fest 24), sie litten (ebd.
29), sie starben und wurden begraben (ebd. 41). Eine chronolo-
gische Beweisfithrung — und das wieder einmal als personliche
Erwigung angefithrt — finden wir in Ep. Fest. 19. Anfénglich
wurden die moralischen Gebote am Berg Sinai {ibergeben; erst
spater, als das Volk die Gotzen zu verehren anfing, wurden Opfer
gefordert. Die scheinbare Diskrepanz, etwa bei Jesaja 1, 12, wird
damit gelost. Die Geschichte des Siindenfalls wird nicht — wie
gelegentlich behauptet wird - allegorisiert: Adam wird nicht, wie
bei Philon, als Symbol des menschlichen Geistes betrachtet, son-
detn als idealisierter Platoniker dargestellt. Sein Verbrechen ~
ein Mangel, freilich, an Theoria — bleibt geschichtliches Ereignis;
der Heiland hat das Tor des Himmels gedffnet, das, seit er Adam
aus dem Garten vertrieben hatte, verschlossen war, so Ep. Fest.
43.17

16 Vgl. auch Or. 1. 55, und kiirzer ebd. 2. 7 (nbte, mpog i), Sent.
Dion. 4.4  (xatpdg, Tmpdowmov). Quelle wvielleicht Origenes
Princ. 1. 1. 4; vgl. auch Clemens Paed. 2. 14. 4, Str. 2. 137. 3.

17 Gr. Text (Kosmas) bei Lefort S. 52; vgl. auch S. 20 Anm. ’Et
post alia’.
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Mit geschichtlichem Realismus meinen wir natlirlich nicht,
daB Athanasius die Geschichte sédkularisiert. Selbstverstandlich
sicht er den géttlichen Logos in den Ereignissen titig. “Dieser
ist es, der ehedem das Volk aus Agypten holte, der aber nachher
uns alle erlost hat” — so in Ep. Fest. 10.18 Meist ist die Exegese
im strikten Sinn typologisch; der Unterschied zwischen Typ oder
Schatten und Wahrheit kommt in den Epistulge Festales beson-
ders haufig zum Ausdruck. Die Ereignisse jedoch, die als Typ
oder Schatten beschrieben werden, kamen wirklich vor. Als Bei-
spiel vergleicht Athanasius den Schall der Festtrompeten mit der
christlichen Verkiindigung; es wird aber niemals angedeutet, dal
sie keine wirklichen Blasinstrumente waren. Die Uberlegenheit
des Evangeliums besteht gerade darin, da} es ein geistliches
Faktum ist.

Eigentliche Allegorisierung kommt also verhaltnismaBig sel-
ten vor. Als Beispiel zitieren wir folgendes, aus Ep. Fest. 24:
"Der grole Mose, als er sich von Agypten entfernte — das heif3t
aber von den irdischen Werken, die uns in der Finsternis halten -
sprach mit Gott von Angesicht zu Angesicht”.

Mit der Auslegung der Prophetenbiicher steht es etwas an-

ders, und das natiirlich, weil bildhafte Ausdriicke bei den Prophe- -

ten haufig benutzt werden. Freilich ist die prophetische Einsicht
auch auBerhalb dieser Biicher zu finden. So Ep. Fest 6: Abra-
ham, "verehrte, als er seinen Sohn opferte, den Sohn Gottes; und
als er daran gehindert wurde, Isaak zu opfern, sah er den Mes-
sias in dem Widder”. In Ep. Fest. 7 finden wir eine Weiterent-
wicklung der Allegorie der Spriiche 9 1-5: "Kommt, esset von
meinem Brot und trinkt von dem Wein, den ich gemischt habe’,
samt Hinweis auf Joh. 6, 48: "Ich bin das Brot des Lebens”. Auch
wird das Gesetz allegorisiert; ein auffallendes Beispiel bietet
sich in demselben Brief. Die Siinder "begraben die Seele in
Siinden und Torheiten, indem sie sich mit toter Nahrung sittigen
... die das Gesetz verboten hat, indem es figiirlich mahnt: "Thr
solit nicht den Adler essen, samt jedem toten Vogel, der Leichna-
me B 7. Mit dieser ziemlich freien Wiedergabe von Leviticus 11

18 Vgl. Ep. 41, Coquin 1984 S. 156: ’Es war nicht das Biut des Lam-
mes selbst, das den Verderber verhinderte und das Volk aus Agypten
freilieB, sondern es ist der Heiland, der im Blut war, der dies getan
hat.’
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werden eher die Genufimenschen getadelt als, wie iiblich, die An-
griffslustigen. Hochstwahrscheinlich denkt Athanasius an den
Paidagogos des Clemens, der mit Hinweis auf dieselbe Bibelstelle
jene zwei Laster unmittelbar nacheinander verurteilt.

Mittels Allegorese wagt es Athanasius sogar, den Patriarchen
Issaschar als seinen Vorldaufer in der exegetischen Arbeit zu fei-
ern. In Ep. Fest 13 wird Genesis 49, 14 zitiert: "Issaschar hat das
Gute begehrt, da er zwischen den FErbgiitern (advipog)
ausruhte. 19 Da er namlich von gottlicher Liebe verwundet war,
so wie die Braut im Hohenlied, hat er aus der heiligen Schrift
Wohlstand gesammelt; denn sein Geist wurde nicht lediglich vom
alten, sondern von beiden Frbgiitern bezaubert. Daher, als er
seine Fliigel sozusagen ausbreitete, sah er von ferne die himmli-
sche Ruhe. Und da das hiesige [.and aus solch schonen Werken
besteht, um wieviel mehr soll wahrlich das himmlische aus sol-
chen bestehen, da es immer neu ist und nimmer alt wird.”

Fine halbe Stunde geniigt nicht, um die Exegese des Athana-
sius hinreichend zu erldutern. Ich hoffe, wenigstens gezeigt zu
haben, daB diese Aufgabe der Mithe wert ist.

19 Zu Gen. 49, 14-16 liefert die Biblia Patristica bis auf Epiphanius
keine weiteren Zitierungen. Das Wort xAfjpot im Sinn der zwei Testa-
mente kommt in Bus. Ps. -Komm. PG 23, 700 vor. Der dort vorlieg-
ende Text, Ps. 67, 14 LXX, wird bei Athanasius nicht zitiert.
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THE SCRIPTURES AND THE SOUL OF CHRIST IN
ATHANASIUS

No general agreement has yet been reached about Athanasius’
teaching, or absence of teaching, on the soul of Christ. The great ma-
jority of scholars now agree that the two books against Apollinaris are
not from his hand; so those who uphold the traditional opinion that
Athanasius did not fail to attribute a soul to Christ are faced with the
difficulty that he never makes a direct avowal of it; the nearest ap-
proaches are a passage in the Tomus ad Antiochenos of 362, ¢ 7, recor-
ding the confession that of sape dduyov o0’ dvaiclntov old’ dvémrov elyev 6
Fewthp, since he brought salvation not only to the body but to the soul;
and a passage in the ad Epictetum 7 which repeats the latter point. It is
noted that no noun is used for the soul of Christ, and that the phrase odx
&buyov could mean simply ‘not lifeless’;' and further, that Athanasius’
normal way of describing Christ’s incarnate life persists unaltered in his
latest works; he conceives the Logos becoming, or assuming, sdgE, and
locates his human emotions and experiences in that odpf

Various replies have been made to these objections. On the one hand
it has been explained (rightly, I think) that Athanasius does not
habitually think Ofrcc'tpE as just one element in the human compositum;
most commonly it means, rather, ‘humanity’. In that case the cdapf of
Christ is not to be understood as contrasting with, or excluding, a Juy;
indeed, it is added, Athanasius’ whole understanding of the humanity
assumed by the Logos implies the presence of a soul. But it remains dif-
ticult to sec why, on this showing, Athanasius did not make the implica-
tion clear. On the other hand it has been argued (wrongly, I think) that
the question of Christ’s soul was not a matter of debate before 362, or at
least that it was eclipsed by the more pressing question of his divinity.* It
has also been claimed (more justifiably) that to attribute a human soul
to Christ would have been an embarrassment; either as recalling
Origen’s doctrine and suggesting a separate personality linked with the
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Logos by a merely moral union; or as accounting for Christ’s thoughts
and actions in terms of a complete humanity, so that the operation of
the Logos is reduced to a mere external inspiration—a fault alleged
against Paul of Samosata and later against Marcellus. This argument,
however, is two-edged; if it explains why Athanasius was reluctant to
profess such a belief, might it not also suggest that he was reluctant to
hold it?

Most recent discussion has been influenced by the work of M.
Richard and A. Grillmeier. Richard considered Athanasius’ reply to the
Arian argument that the human emotions and experience of Christ pro-
ve him inferior to the Father; Athanasius, he points out, never makes
the obvious reply by saying that these experiences attach to the soul of
Christ and not directly to the Logos, although Eustathius is known to
have used this argument and Athanasius can hardly have been ignorant
of it.? Grillmeier showed that Athanasius pictures the death of Christ as
a separation of the Logos from his flesh, the Logos descending to the
underworld, the flesh discarded, the soul ignored.® Grillmeier however
concludes with what looks like a ‘crossbench’ position, holding that for
Athanasius the soul of Christ is not a ‘theological factor’ but is perhaps
a ‘physical factor’. It is not necessary for his picture of the person and
work of Christ; on the other hand it is not excluded.’ And certainly
Athanasius was not thought to have excluded it; the condemnation of
Apollinaris in no way diminished the high regard in which Athanasius
was held by both Alexandrian and Antiochene theologians. Never-
theless attempts are still being made to rescue Athanasius from the un-
favourable light in which Richard and Grillmeier are thought to have
placed him.*

In this complex debate, it seems to me that too little attention has
been paid to the possible relevance of Athanasian exegesis. Some
scholars have even appeared to suggest that exegetical texts provide no
evidence for the writer’s real views. In an admirable piece of research
Henri de Riedmatten showed that Eusebius never mentions a soul in
Christ except in connection with scriptural texts; but he has been inter-
preted as showing that Eusebius denied Christ a soul.” Clearly one needs
to determine how Eusebius understands the relevant texts if one is to see
why he makes no dogmatic use of them. And the same can he done for
Athanasius, though admittedly the material is less abundant; for though
one can find some relevant comments on scripture in the works most
commonly consulted, much less of his purely exegetical writings has sur-

THE SCRIPTURES AND THE SOUL OF CHRIST IN ATHANASIUS 235

vived; and the most considerable of these, the Expositiones in Psalmos,
has not come down to us in a complete and reliable text. Nevertheless we
can and should inquire how Athanasius treated the texts in scripture
which speak of a {uy# and have, or were thought to have, a
christological significance.

In the New Testament the ‘soul’ of Christ, his uy, is mentioned in
thirteen places. Not all of these are significant for our purpose; at Mt
2:20 of Lrtodvtee thy duydv Tob mandlov could arguably be discounted, since
it is naturally rendered ‘those who sought the young child’s life’ (cf. ill
Kings 19:10 LXX); two references in Mark (10:45, 14:34) merely
duplicate corresponding texts in Matthew; and in John 10:11-18 four
references to Christ’s Juys appear within a single context of thought.
This leaves us with a minimum list of seven passages, namely Mt.
20128 = Mk 10:45; Mt. 26:38=Mk. 14:34; John 10:11-18, 12:27 and
15:13; Acts 2:27 (from Psalm 15:10 LXX); and I John 3:16. These texts,
again, are not wholly independent, but embody three traditions: (i)
Tesus troubled in his uy# (Mt. 26:38 parr., John 12:27); (ii) His sur-
render and recovery of his duyf (Mt. 20:28 parr, John 10:11-18, 15:13,
I John 3:16); (iii) The deliverance of his duy#, Acts 2:27

How does Athanasius treat these texts? We may begin by considering
the works most commonly studied, viz. those indexed by Miiller from
PG 25 and 26, deducting (as I think we must) the Fourth Oration, the de
Incarnatione ef ¢. Arianos, the two books against Apollinaris and the
Sermo Muaior, besides some smaller pieces, and also the de virginifate
printed in TU 29. This still leaves a large corpus embodying well over
1000 New Testament quotations in all. But only two of our seven texts
are ever quoted with the word duyn included, and they are quoted only
in controversy with the Arians over the interpretation of the Passion.
John 12:27 appears in a list of texts used by the Arians at ¢ Ar. 3.26,
and reappears in Athanasius’ reply, ibid 54 and 57; and John 10:18,
proclaiming Christ’s authority over his ¢uy#, is used as a kind of
counterweight to the other in the same two chapters. The use of John
12:27 by the Arians is worth noting, in view of the communis opinio
that they denied Christ a soul.

A few more such quotations can be found, however, in some less
familiar texts. Mt. 26:38 is quoted in Festal Letter 6. 7 (Syriac version,
translated at PG 26, 1387A) and 24 (Coptic version, p. 41=p. 13 of
Fiench translation).® The Coptic homily On Charity and Temperance
quotes John 10:11 conflated with 15:13 (ibid p. 111=89 of F.T ). There
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is an allusion, though not a direct quotation, to John 10:11 also in the
Expositiones in Psalmos, on Ps. 46:5 (PG 27, 217 C 3); and John 10:18
is quoted on 87:5, ibid 380 C.

We can enlarge our field of view, however, by considering some Old
Testament texts which were interpreted in a christological sense. Most
of these occur in the Psalms; in fact T have not been able to think of any
other such text containing the word duy4 except Is. 53:11-12 and 61:10.
Athanasius does not appear to quote either of these, though (as one
would expect) he uses Is, 53:1-8; perhaps v. 10a may have presented a
difficulty which discouraged him from continuing the quotation, since it
could suggest that the Father must ‘cleanse’ the Son, presumably from
some moral injury.

There is, then, a group of passages in the Psaims in which the word
duyA is used, and which were commonly read in a christological sense.
By far the most important is Ps. 15:10 {LXX), on which a christological
significance is already imposed by St. Peter’s use of it in Acts 2:27
(though in the repetition at 2:31 the word Juys disappears). This psalm
is also the only one of the group to be used in Athanasius’ dogmatic
works; and that in two contexts. It appears twice in a developed
paraphrase of Peter’s speech in ¢ Ar 2.16, designed to show, against
the Arians, that Christ is not a mere man as the Jews supposed. In each
case the correct L XX wording is reproduced; and after the first quota-
tion Athanasius says expressly that this verse, with some other texts, ap-
plies not to David but to Christ; ¢f Acts 2:25a and 31. For Athanasius,
therefore, the phrase ‘my soul’ indicates Christ’s soul, understood as a
personal entity descending to, and delivered from, the underworld;
though at the second guotation, where only the crucial first half of the
verse is used, we find a characteristic modification; he avoids the wor-
ding of Acts 2:24 and 32 that ‘God raised up’ Jesus (dvéotnoev), which no
doubt he thought could be useful to the Arians, and affirms the
sovergign power of Christ himself: Christ not only rose himself
(28avastivan) but roused (dyeipon) from the tombs the men who had been
long dead Here then, ‘my soul’ carries a sense which is not easily
distinguishable from ‘myself’.

When the psalm verse reappears at ¢. Ar. 3 57 a rather different im-
pression is made. Athanasius has been arguing against the view that the
human experiences of the Logos prove him less than fully divine. He has
just mentioned John 12:27 (viv 4 duxA 1ou tetdpaxton) as said dvlpwmniveos
by the Saviowr, and balanced it by Tohn 10:i8, where the Lord
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said—Heixiag, he observes—iEoualoy Eyew Belvor v uyhv pov etc. Shortly
afterwards he quotes Ps. 15:10 complete; but it has of course been
remarked, by Richard® and others, that his comments on all these
passages, with one exception, ignore the word $uy#, assign the “troubl-
ing’ to his flesh, and talk simply of the union and reunion of the Logos
with his flesh or his body; 50 16 pév vép Tapatrtesfan tHe sapxds iBrov Av (1),
o 52 dEovalary Exew Oetvar xal AaPelv, 8t fodheton, Ty duydy, olixett Tobto
*Avlpamog yop .. wh 0wy dmofivhioxsr & 82 xdpuog,
Gldvatog wbtds Oy, odpxa 88 Bvntiy ¥xwy, én’ doualag elyev . . and odpatog
ywptohfvor xal tobto mdAw dvarefielv ... And after the quotation of Ps.
15:10 he adds: “Erpene yap ploptiyv oboav thv odpxe ... S <ov EvBusdpevoy
abthv Abyov dpbuprov Buxpévery. One can see that such passages justify the
comment that although he uses scriptural references to the duyf of
Christ, Athanasius readily slips back into a ‘Logos-sarx’ descriptive
scheme. *°

The case is perceptibly different, however, if we turn to his Exposi-
tiones in Psalmos. This work has been relatively little used because of its
poor text. It has not been transmitted in a direct tradition, but only
through a numbered series of extracts preserved in catenae. The stan-
dard edition of the Greek extracts by Montfaucon, reproduced in
Migne, contains much extraneous matter and has long been recognized
as inadeqguate. However, a recent publication by G. M. Vian'' adds
some 150 further Greek fragments (though many of them are quite
brief) and, perhaps more important, provides a list of passages printed
in Migne which are not to be assigned to Athanasius. Some help can be
got from the Syriac versions, which Vian has of course employed; there
is a version in extenso—i. e an originally complete version of the Greek
excerpts, though not of the whole work as it once existed—of which un-
fortunately something between one-eighth and one-sixth alone survives,
and an abbreviated version preserved complete.'? A fragmentary Coptic
version also helps to confirm the authenticity of the Athanasian texts. '

We shall consider Athanasius’ comments on the following verses: Ps.
15:10; 17:5; 21:21 and 30; 34:11 and 17; 46:5; 54:17-19; 56:2 and 3;
68:2, 11, 19 and 21; 87:4 and 5 (all LXX references). Ps. 15:10 has pride
of place and will be left till last. For these verses the Syriac longer ver-
sion is lacking, and the shorter version I consider unhelpful, except for
Psalms 68 and 87. On the other hand a good deal of help can be gained
by considering parallels in Eusebius’ Commentary on the Psalms which,
it will be shown below, was used by Athanasius.

Wiy dvlpomwy |
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Ps. 17:5 deserves only passing mention, since Athanasius takes it that
David is speaking for himself and thankfully describing his deliverance
from his enemies; a prophecy of the ‘descent’ of the Lord (Christ) ap-
pears first at v. 8 However the comment is worth noting, as showing
one of the ways in which Athanasius will use duy#: [egiéoyov pue ddiveg
favdrov. O38evie, onow, dvtalbla mohéuou Bvhtou péuvntar, dAAa duvducwy
dgpavisv, Bvdov Ty duydy aitod xwxhous@v. Athanasius normally takes
‘enemies’ to mean opposing powets, or demons; and the ‘soul’ here in-
dicates, not a biological life-principle, but the inward moral nature
which is exposed to their assaults.

Psalm 21 is of course regularly interpreted of the Passion of Christ.
At verse 21 we have a laconic comment in which the word Juyf is ig-
nored: Pioat Gno gopgpaias iy poxhiv pov. Ty xaxiov tév Toudafew xal
v dvotey B Tobtwv onpaiver S1k popgalog xal yeipde xuvde xal AMovtog xal
HEGETEV LOVOXEPLITV.

Much the same is found at 21:30-1: Kai 1 yoyh pov {f, »ai 10 onégua
pov Sovletoer adtd ‘Avyin ykp xol dupwpog N Xptatob vévove [wf, fiv
nemoinTal petd copxdg £ml yiig. Movog yap adtde odx émolngey duaptiov xaftol
xal)® fudic yeyova, xal odpxa AxBdv Ty ehapaptipove (N B)) Exépua 8¢
Ocol vonetey &v of ¢ altol xexAmpévol Sk tfc mlotzewe. Ihe comments
could easily suggest that Athanasius deliberately refrains from taking up
the indication of a duy# in Christ, and that on 21:30 init. looks like a

classic formulation of Logos-sarx christology. Nevertheless there is the

possibility that f Juxs) wov is simply taken as a periphrasis for ¢y, as we
should say ‘I myself’; this is clearly the case in at least two non-
christological passages. Thus at 10:1 (p. 93 A) ndc dgefre Tff puyxij pov; is
glossed widg pot dpefte; and at 102:1 (p. 432 B) Edddyer, 4 puys pov, 1dv
Kdpeov is explained Adtde favtdv éni tov Spvov Sweyeipet, though curiously
enough at 103:1 (p. 463 A) the very same phrase is taken differently:
ABdoxel xod éml T peydAn mpovoly 100 ol ebloyeiv tf) duyi) tov Bedv,
where +f Juyf is an instrumental phrase, implying presumably a con-
scious and deliberate act of worship rather than something formal and
mechanical. The variation may warn us against expecting too much
method in Athanasius’ use of oy

Psalm 34, says Athanasius, is written from the character (éx npoacmou)
of the believer tempted by spiritual enemies; but it also introduces the
‘person’ of Christ and his sufferings. He notes this attribution as begin-
ning at verse 11, so that a comment on verse 7 restored by Vian (fr. 24,
p 22), which mentions Juy7, cannot be given a christological reference.

- XTE
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Eusebius here is less systematic; he tends to think of David describing
his own troubles, but by an afterthought at p. 305 A he attributes verse 3
to the Saviour xutd 76 dvlpomvov, including a reference to his duy?:
Einov tf woyfi uov Ewrnpia oov elui éyd, a prayer of course addressed to
the Father So also verse 12, he thinks, can be attributed either to David
(301 D) or to the Saviour (305 D) Athanasius clearly refers verse 12 to
Christ, but his comment appears to ignore d¢uy#, which Eusebius
repeatedly mentions; at most one might say that it helps to fix the sense
of the word drexvie. Athanasius has: ‘AvraacdiSoodv por movnpa dvei
dyafidv xal drexviav tff yuyd pov. Tobt prar 81w dvakioug advods dobijvan
1ol xhnBfivan téxve Bol Enzp pddiota dyvdbpley adtog xotd 16, Iogdxg .
(Mt. 23:37). Eusebius discusses the sense of grexvia as lack of spiritual
children at 301 AB, 304 A, 308 A, noting that the verse can be assigned
either to David (304 A) or to Christ (305 D-308 A}, and introducing Mt.
23:37 in the latter passage.

A brief comment on verse 13 is printed by Migne at p. 172 B 6; but
this, it appears, is not by Athanasius (Vian p 68). And at verse 17
Athanasius’ surviving comment is too brief to be informative:
"Aroxardornooy Ty puxiy uov dmd ti) xaxovgylas atrdv. [ldvre Sax ndey-
et ) Aévet, Omip tic fuetépae swtnplag moiel, stopping there according to
Vian. Possibly he thinks of this verse as a model prayer uttered by
Christ on behalf of humanity, or perhaps of the believer, as in Eusebius,
p. 216 A, where Christ ‘recites the whole psalm with reference to every
soul that is dedicated to him’; in which case ‘my soul’ would be
understood to refer to the soul of the believer

At 46:5 the word {uyfi does not appear in the LXX text, but
Athanasius attributes it to Christ by an allusion to John 10:11, as noted
above (p. 236): Tiv xalldvyy laxdf fv fydrnoey Thy xedhéviy ToxaB
eraL iy mpognTéiay Th mept Tov dlvisy . (Gen. 49:10). Kad v fyamnuéva
16 Thy Quydv adtob teBewdn Unip adtiic; The rendering ‘life’ of course easi-
ly suggests itself; but duy4 is not quite equivalent to Gwd, for Jwiy Betvar
sounds unnatural; which perhaps suggests that uy#A has a rather more
substantive sense: not merely ‘life’, but the principle of life.

Psalm 54 yields some comments which are most instructive, provided
that the rather delicate problems of interpretation can be convincingly
resolved. The psalm naturally suggests the Passion of Christ; but there
are phrases which resist this interpretation, notably the reference to the
speaker’s ‘foolishness’ {(G8okesyfe) in v. 3 and to his dismay and terror
(especially Sethia Bavérou) in v. 5. Eusebius, in a somewhat involved
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discussion, explains that David cannot be recounting his own ex-
periences throughout; he foresees the Passion; and it is he, ‘the
prophet’, who feels horror and confusion ‘which he calls foolishness’ in
view of the sufferings of Christ {p. 476A) Athanasius takes a similar
line in commenting on these verses; he makes the ‘prophet’ refer to the
Saviour in the third person (p. 252 A 6, B 10-12, 15-16), and it is his
foreseen experiences which strike the prophet with horror and dismay.
But he has also said, at 252 A 12-14, that the prophet speaks for the
Saviour: Tdvta yép & xatd 105 Dewrfipog cupfévia mpoe 6 oixelov dvopépe
npbownov; this seems to mean that he describes the Saviour’s experiences
as if they were his own, using the first person; thus ‘my familiar friend’
in v 14 refers to Judas; we might (alternatively) say that the verse is
spoken ex persona Christi

Probably, therefore, the same is true of vv. 17-19, where there are
three references to duyf in Athanasius’® comments, the first two based on
the text of v. 19 LXX; v. 19b then means that Christ is assailed, whereas
Athasasius nowhere suggests that the ‘prophet’s’ life is in danger. If so,
then in vv. 17 and 18 we have Christ appealing to the Father for help
Autpwbijvon Ty duyhv abtol dro tév (nrodvtwy droiéoa adthy, and praising
God = 37 sloaxodone Aehbtpwanm v duxfiv pov. And both these will be
cases where Athanasius has introduced a reference to the fuy# of Christ
which is not directly imposed by the text of the psalm,

In these verses it is not guite clear whether Athanasius has physical or
spiritual enemies in view; but he generally prefers the latter interpreta-
tion wherever possible, and the use of Abzpwaon fits it well; in which case
the word uy7 leans rather towards the meaning ‘soul’ (as liable to temp-
tation) rather than ‘life’. The comment on 19b, however, is “Omn of
moAAol suviesoy xat” Euob BovAduevor Ty uydv pov eBalperv, where ‘life’ isa
possible rendering.

In Ps 56 Athanasius follows the preface in referring to David’s own
adventures in the cave, but remarks that the psalm can also apply
to Christ. However verse 2, he says, is spoken éx mpootimov i
gvBpewndtnrog Christ therefore utters a prayer which is really appropriate
to a hurnan petitioner, and indeed at p. 257D it is half implied that the
address is made to Christ, not to the Father, since there is a reference to
Christ’s offer of protection in Mt. 23:37 In this case, then, it would
seem that the two following references to vy should not be pressed as
evidence for a soul in Christ; in any case the clause év got mémotfe % JuxA

poy is explained ¢xt <fj ofj Bonfela thy Ao Fxw. Thus it seems that f) duxs -
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pou is understood as ‘I myself’. But at v. 5 the clause éppioato v duyfv
uou éx péoou oxluvey receives the cryptic comment axduveov tév vorev
dnkovér: this I think means ‘spiritual lion-cubs’, i e. demons, rather
than simply ‘metaphorical lion-cubs’ who could be physical assailants;
here, then, the sense of ¢uy# inclines to ‘soul’ rather than ‘life’; but once
again we have a model prayer appropriate to humanity rather than a
personal profession by Christ himself.

Psalm 68 was regularly applied to the Passion, and is so noted in the
Epistle to Marcellinus, ¢ 26. Four verses mention a Juyf which is at-
tributed to Christ; and here we have the help of the longer Syriac ver-
sion. Two general points are to be noted. First, here as elsewhere,
Athanasius® work closely resembles the extensive treatment of Eusebius,
which at this point is preserved in full, and often affords clues to the
much briefer surviving remarks of Athanasius Secondly, however,
Athanasius in his Hypothesis describes the psalm as containing a prayer
¢x poswmou THc dvbpwmdtnror Tposgepopévnv, Which in this context has to
mean ‘offered in the person of humanity’, not ‘of his, the Saviour’s,
humanity’. This appears clearly in the exposition of verse 3, "Evendyny
elg Shny Bullol, xal odx ¥omv Uméovacg. Eusebius attributes these words
directly to Christ, recalling the parallel of Jonah (2:6-7, ¢f Mt. 12:40)
and referring them to Christ’s descent into hell Athanasius here takesa
different line, since the phrase elg hnv BuBol suggests a relapse into sin
(any commerce with §in being regarded as sinful!); his comment
therefore is Tedte yop N dvlpewmela @iog émemdvler, xateveyfeloo dmd tfig
&uagtiog eic Bavarov etc. In other words, David represents the Saviour as
uttering words appropriate, not to him personally, but to the human
race to which, as man, he belonged.

At 68:2, however, this caution clearly does not apply: Zoady pe, 6
Bede, dre elofilbooar Bdara Ewe poyic pwov "Emedd) tde duompting Apody
avéhofe, mepl fudv OBuvdton eixbtwg xui mpossiyeton pusBijven fx tdv
newoouiy, Xerdspow dlxny wuhwadvtoy adtob iy duydv. Syriac: Because
he took our sins upon himself and for our sake was sad (Is. 53:4), fit-
tingly also he prays to be saved from the trials that surrounded his soul
like a torrent (op. cit. p. 109).

Here there is no attempt to evade the suggestion of a soul in Christ;
and Jux# is interpreted, not in the sense of physical life, but of personal
consciousness, as assailed by temptation. Athanasius must surely be in-
fluenced here by Eusebius, who introduces the word yeswdbpous, from
Ps. 123:4, as a symbol of temptation, and gives a catena of passages
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referring to the soul of Christ (John 10:18, 10:15, 12:27, Mt 26:38). We
shall return later to this theme of the Saviour’s temptation and grief for
our sins, with the use of Is. 53:4 (obrog tde dpaptiog Nudy pépet xal Tepl
Hudv GBuvdrar), which recurs at Ps. 87:4,

The next occurrence of guy is at verse 11; but Athanasius’ comments
are better understood if v. 10 is also quoted: “On 6 {fflog ToF obxov oov
xatégayé pe. "Hovhguvtd ue, proly, dnadh fheyxov doefel adtode yevopevous
Tept TOv olxov Tov odv. Auyeiten 82 i)y lotoplay cugdidg 6 Iwdwwrg (ref. to John
2:13-17). (Comment on v. 10 b omitted). Kai svvexdivypa év ynorele tiv
poyhv pov. "AdY@v, grot, Bk Ty Loopdvmy adt@v dmdietay tav Guydv, 0 ol
70 émowlyv. Of 8 dmp o Tafta Bpwy, dv mavT xalpd xal Téme Ent etépatog
dul Epepov, B¢ brip abtév dnotabuny xaxoraleias dvedilovtéc pe. Syriac: For
the zeal of your house has consumed me. They denied me because I
reproved them for being impious in your house The evangelist tells the
story clearly . . (The version gives v. 10 b and comment, and continues
the psalm quotation to v. 13} (v. 13) And those who sit at the gate
thought of me and those who drink wine hymned me, while I grieved
over the destruction that would befall their souls. I did good things; but
they in return for my deing such things at all times and in all places were
bearing me on their mouths, and mocked the evil things I endured for
their sake (op. cit. p. 110).

The curious phiase <o xai 16 éxotolv {(wWhere the Syriac transiator pro-
bably read 1o xaAév) perhaps picks up some previous reference to the
Saviour’s activities which has not been preserved. How these were
represented becomes clear if one compares the phrase &g imép adtev
énowobpny xoxomabelug with Eusebius (PG 23, 740 B-745 C), who relates
that Jesus, distressed at the sacrilege in the Temple, put on sackcloth
and fasted as the Psalmist foretold, while his enemies mocked him with
drunken songs; Christ is represented also as dmoxhobuevos adtév thy
&madetaw, 741 A, cf. 741 C, and 745 AB: Tdg pdv vép houndg tév dvBpdrew
duydg xortémiey 6 Bdvatag. . "En’ duol 8¢ pi) yévorto todto. So far as I can see,
neither Athanasius nor Eusebius in this case quite directly take up the
reference to the duy# of Christ.

At 68:19 Athanasius’s surviving comments are laconic in the extreme,
and Eusebius appears to afford no light: IHpdayec =ff yvxij nov, xai Adre-
woat adThv- Ex 165 xataoydviog, dnhovét 1ol Buvdrov. Syriac: Look on my
soul and rescue it—clearly from death that held it (op. ¢t p. 111).

Perhaps all that can be said is that in this case Athanasius clearly does
not understand =7 duydj pov as a mere periphrasis for ‘me myself’, i.e the
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Logos; it is something over which death might have power. With 100
xotaoybvrog, pethaps compare the figurative use of xatéyew at DI 15: Ef
B¢ xoil el vexpode #dn todtev Ty 6 volc xutooyefels. But Athanasius clearly
does not mean that the Saviour needs to be rescued from moral death

Last in this series comes 68:21, also with the briefest of comments.
"Ovetdiopdv npoveddunoev § puyr) pov. "Eveedlev fulv 16 ndbog Suqyetren 6
sapdc xai ol dayyehotul Suyfoevte. Syriac: My heart expected op-
probrium and misery (quotation continued). Here he tells of the pas-
sion, which the evangelist also clearly relates to us (Joc cit ).

Since the Passion has been in view throughout, this particular
reference to it seems puzzling; unless, of course, this comment is drawn
from some other work of Athanasius; but the compressed style is quite
typical of this work. Eusebius here reads xepdla for $uyf (compaie the
Syriac), but is perhaps helpful when he explains that Symmachus and
Agquila provide clearer versions, recording an event rather than expecta-
tion; thus Aquila: *Ovedioude cuvétpude thy xapdiav pou

Psalm 87 is regularly taken as a prophecy of the Passion At verse 4
we have: "Owu énifiofln waxdv 7 woxf pov. El xol abrtdg tég dpaptiog Audy
2Pdorace xal mepl v Sduvdtar, efxbrng kol xaxdv Eumnéminotal pra

The Syriac long version fails at this point, but the short version has:
For he bore our sins and endured suffering for out sake. And this he in-
dicates by saying (v. 4) My soul is sated with evil (op. cit p. 57).

This verse presents much the same problems as 68:2: How could the
embodiment of goodness harbour evils in his soul? Eusebius here offers
three possible explanations of xexdv; either his sufferings, or his
enemies’ wickedness, o1 our sins which he took upon himself; and here
he quotes Gal. 3:13 (yevépevog Omip fiudv xatdpa). Athanasius then ac-
cepts the third explanation, except that he quotes, instead of Galatians,
Isaiah 53:4; but an allusion to Galatians 3:13 appears soon after, at
87:8.

In his comment, Athanasius has so far avoided the word Juy+ which
appears in the text; but this does not seem to indicate a strong disinclina-
tion, since his remarks on the next verse, 87:5, while generally similar to
those of Eusebius, introduce John 10:18, which Eusebius has not used.

We return then to the problems of Psalm 15:10. Here Montfaucon’s
text gives only the briefest of comments: Odx éyxatadefyers iy puxiv
pov. Adtde &v Lwd) xal Lwomordg, slworoetabon Aéyevon mopd tob TTotpde dla
v olxovoplev. But there is a surprise awaiting us in Vian’s new
fragments: "Ew 88 xai 7§ odpf pov woracunvioer én’ éAnidt (9¢) Sr odn
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Syxatateipeg tHv yuyhdy pov els dénv 0982 Swoes ov Smbv cov ietv
deaplopdy. Méxp. 106 ideiv Sraplopdy. xal mola Tig Fv 7 $hrle Thig gapnde abtol
§i G dvedfidetan thy droteleloay Juyiy;

The Syriac longer version is not preserved at this point; but the
shorter version confirms the Greek text just quoted: Therefore he also
says to him: (v. 9) My flesh will reside in hope. The hope, then, is that
his tlesh will again assume the soul which was constituted. (v. 10) For
his soul was not left of Sheol, nor did his body see the corruption of the
grave (op. cit p. 10).

The order is slightly changed, and the phrase ‘which was constituted’,
if correctly translated, suggests a different Greek wording; possibly,
however, dmotefeloav was simply mistranslated into Syriac, the
translator thinking of dmoteheslcioay But the general impression given is
surprising; so far from the death of Christ being represented as a simple
departure of the Logos from his body or flesh—which, it is argued, is
Athanasius’® normal view—'*he seems to be represented as dying like
other men, discarding his soul which descends to Iades and will later be
‘recovered’ by his flesh. It may be added that the previous fragment,
No. 12 in Vian's collection, strongly suggests that the Saviour is not
simply speaking ‘in the person of humanity’ and thus expressing the
hope that men should feel (which is in any case unlikely in view of tdv
taév sou). The two fragments read like a continuous text, and in fr. 12 it
is ‘God’ who speaks, 1ejoicing over the salvation of the lost, and
because the Father has been gracious to men. The speaker, then, must
be God the Logos, in his own person, as distinct from ‘the lost’.

The question naturally suggest itself whether Athanasius was follow-
ing Eusebius at this point. Unfortunately it is difficult to answer, since
Eusebius® comment on Psalm 15 has been lost after verse 8, and not
much can be gathered from such other scattered references as 1 have
traced (Comm in Ps. P(G 23, 106 C, on 4:4, 744 D, on 68:14, 1056 C, on
87:6; Dem. Ev. 3 2.70, GCS p. 107 14; Quaest. et Sol. 5.1). I can only
give the general verdict that Eusebius is noticeably more inclined to
speak of the soul of Christ than Athanasius. Thus at 1056 B he gives a
christological interpretation of Ps. 29:4 (Kbpte, dvfiyoryeg ¢E &Sou iy puyhv
pou), though when commenting ad loc, 260 A, he agrees with
Athanasius in assigning the verse to David. But our examination has, 1
think, shown that the new text of comment on Ps. 15:10 does not stand
entirely alone
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What deductions are to be drawn from these findings? In the first
place, the poor textual transmission makes it precarious to build too
much on isolated passages; and it has to be admitted that Vian’s frag-
ment 13 is the only text in which Athanasius’ comment couples together
the Saviour’s flesh with his ‘soul’. On the other hand, arny reference to
John 10;11-18—and we have seen that there are two or three besides the
veiled one in this passage,—if pursued with any attention, is enough to
exclude the notion that the guy# of the Saviour simply /s the Logos seen
in a certain context, rather as the owner of a ship may, in a certain con-
text, also be its captain. In the Johannine text, on the other hand, duy#
can be rendered ‘life’—the power or principle of life rather than some
separable component of the living being; but it is not easy to give it this
sense in the fragment on 15:10; a capacity might be ‘recovered’, but
could hardly go to, or be left in—or not be left in—the underworld.

Athanasius’ other allusions to a duyf in Christ are rather less
clear-cut. In some cases % {uyfi could be little more than a
periphrasis— ‘myself’; so perhaps at 21:21, 21:30, possibly at 34:17,
68:19 and 68:21. This leaves five passages of somewhat greater
significance, where the duyt, is associated with (frustrated) spiritual in-
fluence (34:11), with temptation (54:17 and 18, 68:2) and with spiritual
exercizes (68:11),

It appears, then, that Athanasius does occasionally speak of a uyf in
Christ; though only in direct exposition of scriptural passages, and
much less frequently than Eusebius, whom he often follows. This has
not prevented some scholars from interpreting Eusebius’ limited use of
the term as evidence that ‘he denied Christ a soul’ while making
stremuous efforts, with much less evidence, to defend Athanasius Both
men, no doubt, felt that such language was open to misunderstanding;
neither can have had much sympathy for the bold development given it
by Origen, who by bringing in a created soul which attaches itself to the
Logos by an act of will appears to suggest a doctrine of two Christs. In
general, it remains true that Athanasius sees the Word as the true sub-
ject of the acts and experiences of Christ, except where these are clearly
subject to human limitations and so are assigned to his ‘flesh’; and even
then it is the Word himself who adopts them, as proper to the flesh
which He has assumed In this perspective, to bring in a human soul
would seem tantamount to introducing a second principle of action.

Nevertheless, Athanasius does not consistently eliminate, or explain
away, the scriptural texts which speak of a Juyy in Christ. Occasionally
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he can use such texts, interpreting ¢uy+ not simply as a physical principle
in the narrow sense, as a basis of natural life, but also as the locus of
feeling, teaching, and spiritual effort He can hardly be said to exploit
such language to interpret the work of our salvation; for instance, he
does not depict the divine Word as accepting, assimilating and purifying
a human soul in the same way as He accepts and purifies human flesh.
Nevertheless soteriological content is not entirely lacking, if we attach
full significance to the comment on Ps, 68:2, with its description of the
Lord’s temptation and the use of Is. 53:4, which recurs at Ps. 8§7:4, for
his temptation and grief are part of the vicarious sufferings which he
undergoes for our sake.

But we need to relate these findings to our general estimate of
Athanasius’ thought, particularly in the context of the theological
developmernts of his lifetime. It would of course be most fortunate for
the traditionalist case if we could prove that the Expositiones were
among his later works, perhaps even reflecting some lessons learnt at
Alexandria in 362 But in my judgement this cannot be done; there is
good evidence for dating the work much earlier in Athanasius’ career.
In an impressive paper M.-J. Rondeau has discussed the influence of
Eusebius® Commentary on the Psalms upon Athanasius and devotes a
page or two to discussing the question of dates.'® Although the two
works often diverge, there are a great many passages in which the agree-
ment in thought and phrasing is extremely close; sufficient, in fact, to
exclude any theory of mere common dependence on a third source; and
if one of these writers drew upon the other, it is abundantly clear that it
s not Fusebius who expands Athanasius, but Athanasius who ab-
breviates Eusebius

As to the dating, the position is complicated by the fact that Eusebius’
work is said to have circulated in two editions; but it has generally been
dated in the years 330-337.!° However, there are references to the
desolation of the holy places of Palestine which suggest a date prior to
Constantine’s restorations; and in the end Mille. Rondeau leaves the
question open, apart from requiring a date ‘after the peace of the
Church’. As to Athanasius’ Expositiones, she gives reasons for thinking
that this work belongs to the same period as the Contra Gentes and the
De Incarnatione, which, howevel, she is prepared to assign to the 330%s.
The reasons are (1) the use of terms formed from gafve to denote the In-
carnation (émpdvera, Beopdvera, dugaivew); thus émgdveis 50 used occurs
ten times in the DI and nowhere else; (2) the use of yévwna to denote the
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Saviour’s earthly birth (reading 68 A 13 at her p. 423 1. 17), found
elsewhere only at DJ 33, p. 153 A; (3) the use of dvavBpdnneig, which oc-
curs eight times in D, three times in the first Oration, twice in the Se-
cond and once in the Tomus ad Antiochenos, and so ‘with decreasing
frequency’.

I think these arguments can be supplemented and confirmed. As to
Eusebius, Mlle Rondeau is disinclined to accept arguments based on a
compatison of style and thought with the ¢ Marcellum and Ec-
clesiastical Theology of 336-7 (though in fact these were designed to
prove a similar date for the Commentaria); such a comparison between
an exegetical and a polemical work, she argues, ‘ne parait pas de nature
4 fonder une chronologic relative’.'” Nevertheless I see some
significance in the fact that Busebius in the Commentaria refers quite
freely to a duy# in Christ, and that he does so also in the Eclogae Pro-
pheticae and the Demonstratio Evangelica, as de Riedmatten has
pointed out:'* but not in the works directed against Marcellus; nor in the
I aus Constantini, no1 the Theophaneia, as he observes; and therefore in
none of his later works. And when de Riedmatten remarks, most per-
tinently, that Fusebius never refers to a soul in Christ except in connec-
tion with some passage of Scripture, this surely should not mean that
such references are to be discounted as merely inadvertent or irrelevant
I would be inclined, therefore, to make the Commentaria roughty con-
temporary with the Demonstratio, commonly dated ¢ 318-20, or
possibly antedating it, and attribute to Eusebius a definite change of
mind This could well have sprung from a hostile reaction to Eustathius’
work On the Soul of Christ, presumably to be dated some time in the
320’s; since we know that the two writers were in conflict soon after
Nicaea "

As regards Athanasius, I would accept Mlle. Rondeau’s arguments
for an early date, and extend them as follows:

(1) Both Eusebius and Athanasius use the rather Platonic-sounding
terms dvafuiven, dvoBiwog for Christ’s resurrection, noted by Mile.
Rondeau on p. 429; and for Athanasius her list can be slightly
amplified, as follows: PG 27, 84 B; add 105 B (of the saints); 280 D 8
sec. ms.; 300 C 14; 320 D 11; 388 D 9; add 420 B 6 (of the human race).
As she notes, Athanasius does not use these terms in his other works.
However the related word &vélnse occurs once, and that in DJ 31, p. 149
Dé6.
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(2) In the Expositiones Athanasius makes use of I[s. 53:4, often
quoted by Eusebius.?® The clause nzpl fiuév 68uviton stands at 305 C 4-5
and 380 B 7-8 (on Ps. 68:2, 87:4), and the general theme of the Saviour’s
grief for our sins is found at 133 C 6-8, 172 B 2-4 and 15, 308 D 5-6, 381
A 5-8 and 460 A 1-2 So far as I can discover, this theme wholly disap-
pears in Athanasius’ other works, apart from one brief reference at Ep.
Fest. 20.1; he does indeed quote Is. 53:3-8 in DI 34, but his only com-
ment here refers to the Saviour’s dishonour, not to his grief; and a par-
tial quotation of v. 4 in ¢ A4r 3.31 {missed by Miiller) omits the clause
in question.

(3) In his Expositiones Athanasius, like Eusebius, makes positive and
unforced use of Phil 2:8, especially the phrase Snvixooc uéypt Bavérou; see
104 B 10, 137 A 11-13, 260 C 11, 308 A 10-11, 384 A 4-5 and 464 C 1-2.
In his other writings this important verse is only cited in order to refute
Arian interpretations of it,

(4) As already noted, Athanasius follows Eusebius in speaking of the
Lord as encountering temptation This theme seems to be lacking in the
other works, which ignore the forty days in the wilderness and do not
represent the Passion as a newpaaude. The Lord’s victory over the demons
is always seen as completed.

Moreover there is the general consideration that in the Expositiones
Athanasius imitates and adapts Eusebius’ work far more extensively
than he does in the DJ, where there are demonstrable borrowings from
the Demonstratio Evangelica in ¢. 17 besides the possible or supposed
use of the Theophaneia. 1 cannot think it likely that Athanasius would
have published a work whose debt to Eusebius was unmistakeable after
the latter had publicly declared his support for Arius. This suggests that
the Expositiones were published at the latest ¢. 320, and may well be
earlier than the CG and DJ; thus I am inclined to think they reflect the
impression made upon Athanasius by Eusebius when the latter visited
Alexandria ¢ 311 A.D.* Athanasius would then have been about 15,
Eusebius about 50, with an established and growing reputation as a
scholar and teacher. Moreover Eusebius apparently suffered imprison-
ment for his faith; and though Potammon was later to complain that he
had got otf too lightly,?? it does not at all follow that Athanasius would
have seen the matter in the same light; Eusebius had at least put himself
at risk, and possibly owed his release merely to an avoidance of
deliberate provocation; it is clear that his reputation was not generally
impaired. In terms of this relation we can explain the very large measure
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of agreement in vocabuiary and thought about the Passion of Christ,
which I have not been able to explore in detail

By the time he came to write against Marcellus, Eusebius’
christological ideas had perceptibly changed. It now seemed to him that
any recognition of a human Juy# in Christ was bound up with a
theology that he had come to distrust, a revival of the heresy of Paul of
Samosata (as he conceived it) which denied the substantial reality of the
Logos and his substantial union with the flesh of Christ. By this time,
we have argued, it was hardly possible that Athanasius should have
openly paraded a debt to Eusebius; moreover his theology had matured
and developed resources of its own, But it is perfectly possible that he
followed a similar course to the extent of realizing that insistence on the
Saviour’s $uyh, even in the tentative, scriptural manner of his early com-
mentary, could be interpreted as a gesture of sympathy towards a
theology which—despite his personal regard for Marcellus—he was
bound to distrust, and for much the same reasons. In his treatment of
Christ’s Passion he was led to develope this position in a manner which
FEusebius never envisaged, attributing the human passions to ‘the flesh’,
with which the divine Word was directly in contact. It may still be possi-
ble to defend this theology as a prudent and realistic accomodation to
the exigencies of his time,
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XIII

ST. ATHANASIUS ON THE PSALMS

Not many months ago I wrote for this journal, attempting to examine
the evidence for St. Athanasius’ teaching on the soul of Christ provided
by the Expositiones in Psalmos,' a relatively neglected work which has
recently been made available for study by the labours of Dr. G. M.
Vian.? I should have realized at the time that Dr Gilles Dorival had
recently published a paper® which raises serious doubts as to the
authenticity of this piece. There is no need to question its overall unity,
which Dr. Vian has maintained; but if Dr. Dorival is right in his
assessment of the complex textual tradition provided by the Catenae,
the author has borrowed material not only from Eusebius of Caesarea
(as noted some vears ago by Mme. M.-]. Rondeau*) but also from
Origen, Apoilinaris_, Didymus, and even Cyril of Alexandria This
author therefore cannot possibly be Athanasius, and Dr. Dorival thinks
of an Alexandrian writer at work somewhere between 440 and 500 A.D

Further pursunit of this question would involve detailed study of the
manuscripts and of the whole Catena tradition, which at present I have
no opportunity to undertake. But Dr. Dorival’s paper has prompted me
to take a second look at the work, and I think it may be worth while to
set down some impressions of its style and method, comparing it in par-
ticular with the one Athanasian writing specifically devoted to the
Psalms whose authenticity cannot be doubted, the Epistula ad
Marcellinum, In any case I should promptly acknowledge the question-
mark which must now be attached to my earlier paper.

The Epistuia ad Marcellinum is usually considered to be a work of
Athanasius’ maturity Its attestation is unusually good, since apart from
numerous Athanasian manuscripts it is transmitted by the Codex Alex-
andrinus of the Bible, which dates from the beginning of the fifth cen-
tury, and so from not much more than fifty years after the probable
date of writing, No modern critical text is available, but the text printed
in Migne may be taken as generaily reliable. The work has been con-
sidered in an excellent study published by Mme Rondeau in 1968,* and
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there is also a good description and analysis by H J. Sieben.* I will offer
my own brief analysis, which is not based on Sieben’s work and which [
hope does not too obviously duplicate it, as a basis for the argument
that follows,

The work divides into 33 chapters; but it will be convenient to group
these into six main sections.

Section I, Chapter I, is an address to Marcellinus, praising him for his
conduct during the present persecution, in which he suffered greatly,
and his study of the Scriptures after a recent iliness, or conceivably a
general epidemic. Athanasius undertakes to repeat a discourse on the
Psalter, which he says he heard from a guhémovog yépeww.

Section i1, Chapters 2-13, considers the unique advantages of the
Psalter. Athanasius first shows, in cc. 2-8, how the Psalter recapitulates
all the main books of the Bible; an important passage to which I shall
return. In ¢. 9 he says that conversely the Psalter is echoed in all the
other books; there is one Spirit in all. C¢. 10-12 explain that the Psalter
has the special distinction that each man finds it expresses the emotions
(ofpata) of his own soul. Thus it not only enjoins, but invites and ex-
presses, repentance, endurance and thanksgiving, so that each man
adopts its language as his own. In ¢. 13 Athanasius returns to the theme
already handled in cc. 7-8, namely that the Saviour’s incarnation is
already foreshadowed in the Psalms. This chapter is of interest in that it
introduces our Lord’s moral example as well as his teaching, a facet of
his saving work which is not much emphasized in Athanasius’ dogmatic
writings, though there are parallels to be found in the Festal Letters.

Section ITI, Chapter I4, begins by representing the Psalter as a guide
to the moral and spiritual life; but this leads almost at once into a
classification of the psalms by their literary type and subject-matter.
The list begins by noting thirteen psalms composed &v dunyfuar:, in nar-
rative form. Perhaps it is characteristic of Athanasius that the chapter is
not really systematic, either in the classification adopted or in the way it
is carried out. Thus the narrative psalms include No 106 by the LXX
numeration (which I shall adopt from now on); but one looks in vain for
the two preceding psalms, which we should probably reckon as nar-
rative psalms par excellence; these two come up soon after, together
with 106, as examples of #fouodéynag, to be understood as “‘thanks-
giving’; and shortly afterwards 105 and 106, but not 104, appear in a list
of psalms which combine narrative with thanksgiving. Thus the
headings overlap, and are not consistently applied Several psalms are
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treated twice; indeed Nos. 9 and 106 appear thiee times; on the other
hand nineteen psalms are not mentioned at all, including the very sur-
prising omissions of Nos. 23 and 50.

Section IV, Chapters 15-26, is a long section on what might be called
the devotional use of the Psalter. The basic plan adopted here is very
simple; Athanasius merely goes through the psalms in order, sometimes
adding a few psalms of a similar character to the one he has reached,
occasionally taking one or more out of turn, and fairly often omitting
one or more. If I have counted right, no less than ninety-five psalms
appear in the main sequence, though admittedly the fifteen ‘psaims of
ascents’ are taken as a group But twenty-five are passed over entirely, if
the printed text is reliable. These are mostly different from the nineteen
omitted in c. 14; but two, Nos. 86 and 135, escape notice altogether. Not
surprisingly, the wisdom and devotional value of this section are not
matched by any literary elegance or even efficiency, since the reader is
kept jumping from subject to subject. However in ¢. 26 Athanasius
concludes by grouping together the psaims which prophesy the Lord’s
Incarnation; this covers much the same ground as cc. 6-8 already
described, but the treatment is briefer, since only the numbers of the
psalms are indicated, whereas the earlier section guotes the significant
verses. In eight cases this chapter fills in gaps which have been left in the
previous series; but the remaining four psalms have already been men-
tioned, so that once again there is little evidence of careful design,

Since I shall not discuss this section in detail, I will give a brief
specimen from ¢ 20: ‘But you have sinned, and in your shame vou re-
pent and call for mercy: you have the words of confession and repen-
tance in No. 50. But if you were slanderously accused before a wicked
king, and see the slanderer triumphing, then retire and yourself say No.
51. But when you are persecuted and people slander you, wishing to
betray you, as the Ziphites and the Philistines did to David, do not des-
pond, but trust in the L ord and say 53 and 55°. It would be tempting, no
doubt, to take the ‘wicked king’ as a reference to Constantius, or less
probably Julian, which might help to fix a date for the Epistle; but the
context shows that Athanasius is thinking of Saul. Many of the psalms,
however, are treated as conveying general moral lessons, or as advising
the contemporary Church; so clearly Ps. 75, which is made to refer to
Greeks and heretics; and some others are recommended for use on par-
ticular days of the Christian week; but a reference back to David is
made also for Pss. 7, 143 and 144
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Section V, Chapters 27-29, discusses the reasons for the verse and
melody of the Psalter. Some simple-minded Christians believe that it is
intended to make a sweet sound and delight the hearing. But that is un-
true; the Scriptures are not meant to give pleasure. There are in fact two
reasons. Iirst, it was proper that God’s praises should be set forth in
Scripture not only in prose but in verse, so that men might love the Lord
with all their strength and ability, Buvduewe. Secondly, the ditferent
xwhpote i men’s soul need to be brought into harmony. I quote: ‘Since
various motions appear in the soul, and it contains both reason (o
XoyileoBas) and desire (<6 émbupeiv) and impulse (w6 Bupdeidec), and it is
from their motion that the physical activity of the body is also con-
ducted, so reason (or ‘the Logos’) reguires that 2 man should not be
discordant with himself, so as to reason admirably but act badly on im-
pulse’—like Pilate, or the elders who plotted against Susanna, or the
wavering believers mentioned by St. James. So far as [ am aware, this
piece of Platonic psychology occurs nowhere else in Athanasius; though
one doubts if it is very carefully applied, since he attributes Pilate’s
failure to his fuudég, whereas an authentic Platonist would presumably
say that it was precisely the lack of fupée, the lack of courage and self-
respect, which allowed him to disobey his reason and conscience. But
perhaps this marks a difference between Plato and the Neoplatonists of
Athanasius’ fime.

The section continues by claiming that the melody of the Psalter is a
symbol of the concord which should rule in our souls, controlling our
passions and directing our bodily movements. There is a word of
reproof for irresponsible musicians, who perform for pleasure, and an
example drawn from David, who pleased God by his music—the word
used is xataddriwv—as well as expelling Saul’s confusion and madness.
Despite David’s example, it does not seem that Athanasius approves the
use of musical instruments: ‘Praising God’, he writes, ‘on resounding
cymbals and on the harp and the ten-stringed lute was thus a
symbol’—atufokov méhw fv—‘and an indication of the members of the
body being duly co-ordinated like strings and the thoughts of the soul
becoming like cymbals, all conducted by the voice and command of the
Spirit, so that the imagination is quickened by the vision of future
goods’ Arhanasius’ exegesis here is, we may say, typological; he does
not doubt that the sacred book describes real historical events, which
however convey symbolic instructions; the phrase he uses contrasts with
the immediately preceding sentence describing the present practice
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which he approves: ‘Reading to a chant /s a symbol of the rhythmical
and tranquil condition of the mind’ (xai 7, éupsing 8 dudyvests sbppfoldy
damt g edptfou xol dysudotor xataotdaeme tie Savoluc).

The concluding Section VI, Chapters 30-33, begins with a recapitula-
tion on the manifold usefulness of the Psalter; this leads, in ¢c. 31, toa
warning against trying to improve its wording. But, one asks, who
would wish to do this? Could it be a veiled reference to the activities of
Apollinaris and his father in the time of Julian? There is a slight sugges-
tion pointing this way in ¢ 32: ‘If a man is oppressed when he says these
words, he will see the great consolation that is in them; or if he is
tempted and persecuted when he sings the psalms thus, he will appear
the more approved and be protected by the Lord’. It is not impossible, |
think, to take this as meaning that a man might be persecuted because
he says the actual words of the Psalter, and could have escaped by using
a paraphrase. But have we any evidence for paraphrases written with
this intention? Apollinaris’ paraphrases were intended as a substitute
for the classics of pagan literature, not as a replacement of the biblical
books And in the final chapter Athanasius’ elderly mentor is recalled as
giving a rather different warning against revisers of the sacred text. ‘He
used to say that those men deserved every sert of condemnation who
abandoned these (words) and composed for themselves attractive
phrases from other sources and thereby called themselves exorcists.” In
the authentic words of the Psalter the Lord is present; and those who
care for sufferers are to say these words and no other; they will thus
both benefit the sufferers and gain God’s approval for their faith and
his help for those who need it.

Let us now turn to the other professedly Athanasian work, the Ex-
positiones in Psalmos. This has not come down to us in a direct tradi-
tion; it is known only through the catenae. Montfaucon’s edition of
1698 was based on four Paris manuscripts; some other fragments
published later by Montfaucon, and others again edited by Barbaro and
Cordier have been incorporated into the text printed by Migne. It has
long been realized that this text is unreliable; it omits some fragments
that have since been found, but, more serious, it attributes to
Athanasius a large number of comments which are known to have come
from other writers. In recent years a much better criterion for
reconstructing the text has been discovered, namely the MS. Vaticanus
Graecus 754. This MS. clearly presents a combination of two older
sources; but these can still be distinguished because their series of
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fragments are numbered on two different systems One series,
numbered in minuscule letters with a fresh start for each psalm, has
been shown to derive from Evagrius; the other, numbered in uncial let-
ters and running on from psalm to psalm to begin again after each
complete hundred, claims to come from Athanasius. .

The information collected from this Vatican MS has enabled
scholars to identify other witnesses to the same Athanasian source
There are also some fragments preserved in Coptic, and two Syriac ver-
sions, an abbreviated version preserved complete, and a longer version
of which only about 15% survives. The Greek tex! itself consists of fair-
ly brief scholia, and might itself be derived from a still longer work, for
we have no reason to think that all the missing fragments have now been
recovered; but this, if it ever existed, is now completely lost; the longer
Syriac version corresponds with the extant Greek text

Using all this evidence, Dr. G M. Vian has been able to produce, not
indeed an edition, which is still awaited, but a handbook to the Exposi-
fiones entitled Testi Inediti dal Commento ai Salmi di Afanasio, Rome,
1978. This book prints 158 new fragments, followed by an elenchus
showing which passages ate to be discarded from the Migne edition. In
the great majority of cases Dr. Vian is able to indicate the name of their
author; and quite a large proportion turn out to have been alieady
printed elsewhere in Migne; for instance those by Evagrius printed
under the name of Origen in Vol 12, and those by Theodore of Mop-
suestia to be found in Vol. 80. The scholar equipped with Vian’s work,
with photostats of the Migne text, and with a serviceable blue pencil,
can now at last make a sound beginning in his study of the Expositiones.

Let us try to give a general impression of the work Each psalm is
given a prologue, called Aypothesis, which briefly explains its theme,
generally following the Septuagint title fairly closely. The writer then
quotes the psalm clause by clause, often giving a separate comment for
each. Many of these comments are telegrammatic in the extreme; as a
specimen 1 will take the 50th psalm, where the LXX title runs: ‘For the
end. A psalm of a song by David. When Nathan the prophet came to
him, when he went in to Bathsheba ® The commentator’s hypothesis

runs as follows: ‘He sings this psalm which contains the confession of

two crimes, the murder of Uriah and the adultery with Bathsheba. He
also introduces a prophecy of the general redemption of sins that is to
come about through holy baptism, and instruction about worship in the
spirit But everywhere you will find him deprecating his two offences’.
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There follows the commentary. ‘Have mercy upon me, O God, ac-
cording to thy great goodness.” He begs to gain the great mercy of God,
seeing it is for a great offence. ‘And according to the multitude of thy
mercies blot out my offence.” For only the mercies of God can cleanse
the murderous hands ‘Wash me thoroughly from my iniquity:” he
means that of the murder *And cleanse me from my sin.’ That is the
aduitery. ‘For I acknowledge my iniquity:® this again refers to the
murder. ‘And my sin is ever before me * Over and over he turns the
recollection of the sin committed in his adultery

This is not quite the Athanasius we know; it gives the impression of a
tidy-minded and rather prosaic writer It is perhaps unfair to judge him
from such brief comments (which however can hardly be the epitome of
a longer treatment); but when he writes at greater length, the results are
not always enlivening Here is a specimen from the previous psalm,
49:21: ‘Thou thoughtest wickedly that I shall be like thee’ For a long
time, he says, I have been patient, but I will be so no longer; for [ will
produce your sins to reprove you, sins which you thought were no
longer in existence and would not be remembered by anyone But I, as
being God, will bring them to light and they shall be exhibited before
you; not concealing them as you do, and becoming like yourself. But I
will produce them, so that by revealing them I will pour shame upon
you.’ This could have been put more briefly and effectively, one feels;
the Psalmist tells us that God spoke once; the commentator makes him
repeat himself six times over.

Further study will disclose a fascinating profile, which certainly has
some features which are characteristic of Athanasius. For instance, the
writer is clearly committed to the monastic ideal, and his spirituality has
some fairly close parallels with the Vita Antonii But this is not a safe
criterion; the ¥itg soon became popular, and any writer with monastic
sympathies a generation or more later than Athanasius could well have
been influenced by it. (The same probably goes for the de Incarnatione,
and might explain some resemblances noted by Mme. Rondeau’). At
other times 1 seem to detect a writer of rather limited mentality, who
takes some genuinely Athanasian themes and works them to death; for
example, the Psalter’s rich variety of imagery drawn from Istael’s
history, the natural and created world, and the arts of music and dance
is reduced by a relentlessly stereotypic exegesis to a few endlessly
repeated lessons on the spiritual combat and on life in the Church. But
such impressions can only be subjective A better criterion, I think, is to
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take the Epistuia ad Marcellinum, which is undoubtedly genuine, and
consider the interpretation of texts from the psaﬂms given in cc. 6-8, and
in other contexts where available, for comparison with the interpreta-
tions given in the Expositiones.

Athanasius, we have seen, explains that the Psalter recapitulates the
whole Bible The creation is praised in Psalm 18:2, ‘The heavens
declare’, and in 23:1, ‘The earth is the Lord’s’. The exodus appears at
113:1-2, In exitu Israel, and 104:26-31, ‘He sent Moses his servant’;
while 28:1, ‘Bring young rams unto the Lord’, recalls the worship at the
tabernacle. Judges inspires two texts from Ps. 106, namely vv. 36-7,
‘They planted cities’, and v. 6, ‘Then they cried unto the Lord’. (Here
we should note that Athanasius is not always consistent in his exegesis,
since we later find verse 20 of the same psalm taken out of its context in
Israel’s history: ‘He sent his Word and healed them’ is referred to the
Incarnation; so also de Inc 40, ¢. Ar. 11.32 and Ser. ii 8 (though the
last-named is a paraphrase giving a more general, cosmological sense).
No doubt this was a traditional testimonium.® The Book of Kings is
reflected in Ps. 19:8, ‘Some put their trust in chariots and some in
horses’; and Esdras in two Psalms of Ascents, Nos 125 and 121. Thus
far on the Old Testament

How are these verses treated in the Expositiones? On the first text,
‘The heavens declare’, there is fairly close agreement; though the Ex-
positiones characteristically represent this as introductory teaching
given by the Apostles to the peeple, warning them not to worship the
heavenly bodies. This latter point has a good Athanasian paraliel at c.
Gent, 27 But at Ps. 23:1, ‘The earth is the Lord’s’, the writer of the
Expositiones takes a line of his own The hypothesis states, quite
reasonably, that the psalm is concerned with the Lord’s ascension and
the teaching of the Gentiles. But verse 1 is referred, not to the creation,
but to the sovereignty of the only-begotten Word over the Gentiles in
consequence of his Incarnation; reference to the creation only appears
at v, 2, where it is presented in opposition to the opinion of ‘enemies’,
possibly Marcionites, who supposed that the earth originally belonged
to Satan.

Coming to the Exodus passages, Ps. 113, In exitu Israel, is treated in
the Expositiones not as historical but as prophetic; it again refers to the
calling of the Gentiles. Here perhaps a clue can be found in Eusebius, if
the printed text is sound; Eusebius (1353 B) suggests that either inter-
pretation is possible; Athanasius opts for history, the Expositiones for
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prophecy. On Ps. 104:26 ff , ‘He sent Moses’, there is no disagreement;
but for Ps 28:1 the interpretation given by the Expositiones is quite
different and surprising: ‘Bring unto the Lord, ye sons of God’. “Sons
of God’ refers to the holy Apostles, for he taught them to say ‘Our
Father’... ‘Bring unto the Lord the sons of rams’. ‘Sons of rams’ means
those who were calted by them out of the Jewish nation to faith in the
Lord —Eusebius also refers this verse to the Apostles, but takes the
sons of rams to be converts from paganism, so designated because of
their lack of reason

Psalm 106 is taken by Athanasius in a historical sense, as we saw, with
an exception at verse 20 The Expositiones agrees where verse 6 is con-
cerned—see Vian’s new {ragment 55; but much of the psalm is taken in
a generalized and spiritualized sense; though at verse 21 we read ‘He
transfers his account to the Holy Aposties’—who after all did recount
the marvellous works of the Lord, and did go down to the sea in ships.
But verse 36, on sowing fields and planting vineyards, is taken to mean,
quite contrary to Athanasius, that they sowed the word and established
the Church. Fusebius also refers to the stilling of the storm, but incor-
porates verses 36-7 into a criticism of the spiritual husbandry of the
Jews, One disagreement remains among the Old Testament passages,
whereas Athanasius refers the verse about trusting in chariots and
horses to the Book of Kings, in the Expositiones it is connected with
Pharaoh’s overthrow at the Red Sea; this exegesis also agrees with
Eusebius. This point has cleatly little evidential value; and there is no
significant disagreement over the Psalms of Ascents. Apart from these,
in the eight Qld Testament passages actually quoted there is agreement
between the Epistula and the Expositiones in only three cases, the other
five being distinctly different; there are complete or partial parallels
with Eusebius in four cases out of eight.

Turning to the New Testament, Athanasius cites nine psalm-texts
which refer to the Incarnation and the activity of Christ, six which refer
to the Passion, and nine which forecast the Ascension, the coming
Judgement and the call of the Gentiles. On the deeply traditional Pas-
sion texts there is no significant disagreement; but I will discuss one or
two interesting divergences in the first and third groups.

Psalm 49:2-3, ‘Our God shall come and shall not keep silence’, clearly
permits two interpretations; Athanasius takes it of the Incarnation, the
Expositiones of the Second Coming; Eusebius agrees with this in his
Commentary, p 436 A, but elsewhere with Athanasius, e g D E. vi.3.
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Psalm 44:11, ‘Hearken, O daughter, and consider’, is taken by
Athanasius in the Epistuia to denote Gabriel’s message to the Virgin, If
Mme. Rondeau is right,® this is an early example of an exegesis which
became popular much later; the usual treatment was to make it apply to
the Church, as the Bride of Christ; and this is what we find in the Ex-
positiones and at least three times in Eusebius (Comm. 253 A, 401 C,
D E. v.2). But the most interesting case of this group is Psalm 109:3c,
‘From the womb before the day-star I have begotten thee’. Athanasius
quite regularly refers this to the begetting of the Son by the Father
before all creation; indeed in Decr. 26 he cites Dionysius of Rome, who
connects it with Col. 1:15. But in the Expositiones the comment is: ‘See
how the Father appropriates the Auman birth of the only-begotten’:
"Ope méd¢ olxetolrtor v xatd adpxa éwnow tob Movoyevolg, Now this
agrees with what Eusebius writes in his Commentary, p. 1344 A, if the
text is reliable; but it is also adopted by Marcellus of Ancyra (fr. 26 =
31), and it is rejected by Eusebius, not only in his work against
Marcellus, but in his Demonstratio Evangelica which was written many
years previously; see D E. iv.15.53, 16 7, 16 56, v.3.1, 3 7; ¢ Marc
ii 330 Does this tell us something about the date of Eusebius’
Commentary?

Turning to the post-resurrection group of texts, there is fair agree-
ment in six cases; in one case the Expositiones comment has not sur-
vived; but this hardly matters, since a second passage in the Epistula (c.
26, 37 C) shows that Athanasius is pretty flexible in his interpretation of
Psalm 71, However in ¢, 8 ‘Give judgement to the King’s Son’ is taken
as foreshadowing the Last Judgement; in the Exposifiones it refers to
the Incarnation and the Passion; Eusebius also relates it to the Incarna-
tion {Comm 789D-792A, and so probably D E. viii.l.52-4, ix.13 10,
17.16); and Athanasius also, in illud ommia 2, 213A. Finally,
Athanasius sees the Last Judgement prophesied in Psalm 81:1, ‘Heisa
judge among gods’; the Expositiones connects this verse with the In-
carnation, taking ‘gods’ as a reference to the Jewish authorities; this
again agrees with Eusebius, 984A.

To sum up this discussion: of the ten psalm-texts which Athanasius
connects with the Old Testament, there is agreement in five cases with
the Expositiones, and disagreement in five. Of nine texts on the Incar-
nation, four agree and three disagree, with no comment on two. Of six
texts on the Passion, probably five agree, none disagree, and one lacks
comment. Of nine post-Resurrection texts, six agree, two disagree and
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one is missing. And where the Expositiones disagrees with the
Athanasius of the Epistula, more often than not it agrees with Eusebius

Was the writer of the Expaositiones Athanasius? Quite apart from Dr.
Dorival’s arguments, which I cannot verify, I have come to think that he
was not. There are differences in vocabulary, mostly unremarkable in
themselves, like the writer’s use of the word tdypata—five instances at
least—and the theologically significant noun xévwaeig, both absent from
Miiller’s Lexicon, and the fairly frequent use of x#puf to denote an
apostle. More instructive is the writer’s use of the words yéveoug/véwnowg
and their cognates. Prestige and Rondeau have shown that Athanasius
is particular about the use of these words; yéwneig, begetting, is never
used of our Lord’s human birth, with the single exception of de fnc 33,
despite the example of Psalm 86:5, Gal. 4:4, etc.; much more em-
phatically, yévea is not used of his divine Sonship, and the Arians are
explicitly condemned for speaking thus. The writer of the Expositiones
does not share this precision; he uses the word véwnaig at least seven
times of the Lord’s human birth, and the verb yewdv at least thiee
times. ' Even more significant, if we can trust the printed text, is the use
of yfvopo for his divine birth at p. 208B 11-12, on Psalm 44:2, veyévton
Yép Oedc éx Ocod, an Arianizing phrase which would have astounded
Athanasius!

This usage could be explained, after Mme. Rondeau, as characteristic
of Athanasius’ early writings, though later abandoned by him.'* But
there is one phrase which occurs repeatedly in the Expositiones where 1
think this explanation cannot apply, and which proves that its author is
not Athanasius. Asis well known, he deals with the Lord’s self-imposed
limitations in his Incarnation, and especially the expressions of grief and
distress during the Passion which were recalled by the christological ex-
egesis of such texts as Psalm 37:9, ‘I roared out of the groaning of my
heart’, 54:4, the 8aiia Oavdtov, and 68:5, ‘Lord thou knowest my
foolishness’. Athanasius explains these expressions in two different
ways. One is to say that the Lord had taken a human body and human
flesh, so that he speaks humanly and suffers the things which naturally
belong to the body and the flesh (¢ Ar i 55-8). Another, which he
shares with Eusebius, is to appeal to Gal 3:13, ‘Christ has become a
curse for us’, which explains why Christ should utter words which are
really appropriate only to sinful humanity. But in the Expositiones we
find these wholly Athanasian ideas conveyed in a phrase which is never
used by the real Athanasius—and so far as I have observed, not by
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Eusebius either; Christ is said to speak éx nposdimou tfig dvlpromotitog. I
have counted nine exampiles, at Ps. 15:1, 15:9, 21 Hyp., 21:2, 21:11,

40:12, 56:2, 68 Hyp., 69 Hyp., besides 142 Hyp. which uses a similar

phrase but is not given a christological sense.

What exactly does it mean? Mme. Rondeau noticed it briefly*? and
remarked that it could refer either to humanity as a whole, or to the
personal humanity of Christ In fact the first sense is perfectly clear and
explicit in several cases; a typical example comes at Ps. 15:1, ‘Preserve
me. O Lord, for in thee have I put my trust —Assuming the common
prosopon, so to spezak, of humanity, he addresses God and the Father;
not really on his own account, but for us and on our account, as being
one of us through the economy’ (Té xewdv dorzp mpbowmov g
SvBpwrérnrog dvahafow Tode npde Odv xel Tlatipe nowelton Adyous ody Unép
ve wdElhov foutob, B ApdEc BE xal Omép fpdv g slg &£ fudv Bua v
olxovoulav). Again at 40:12, ‘that my enemy may not triumph against

me’, we find a contrast: ‘If Christ says this from the prosoporn of

humanity, the enemy would mean him who devised our death’ (sc. the
devil); ‘but if it comes as from Christ himself, he means the rulers of the
Jews’ Again in Ps. 68 Hyp. the phrase éx npogwmnov ¢ dvBpwndtntog is
paralleled a few lines below by éx nposwmou tij¢ dvlpdnov glszeg. Mme,
Rondeau’s second possibility, a reference to the more sophisticated no-
tion of Christ’s own personal humanity, is never quite unambiguously
expressed, but it is probably present at 21:11, ‘I was cast upon thee from
the womb’ ... ‘He prays again from the person of (his) humanity. For
indeed the band of disciples had deserted him.” The writer, then, is
clearly aware of (two distinct possibilities, but may not have noticed the
possible ambiguity of this actual phrase.

If our argument is accepted, what follows? First, it perceptibly
changes our picture of Athanasius. It counters the impression given,
e.2., by Quasten, who writes (iii. 38) ‘It is evident that Athanasius had a
predilection for the allegorical and typological interpretation of the
Psalter in contradistinction to the more jejune exegesis predominant in
his dogmatico-polemical writings” Certainly, as we have seen,
Athanasius treated some texts from the Psalter as pointing forward to
the Incarnation and the Church; but in others he is prepared to
recognize a straightforward historical sense, no doubt reflecting the
reaction against Qrigen’s allegory which we are told was set on foot by
Bishop Peter of Alexandria.
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Next, c¢an we attempt to construct a profile of the unknown
writer?-—assuming, as I think we may, that the Expositfiones is a unitary
work. As already noted, he repeatedly follows Eusebius; but he never
follows him in comparing the different versions of the Greek text; heis
interested only in the LXX; Dr. Vian’s elenchus has now made this
clear. Next, he is strongly interested in the ascetic ideal; though I have
not noticed any passage which clearly points either to solitary devotion
or to community life. Thirdly, he shows no clearly-marked dogmatic
interests. He is clearly a Nicene; he once uses the term éuoodowg, at 21:2,
and once mentions the Trisagion, at 26:6; but he does not appear to be
greatly worried by Arianism, and when he explains that the Lord is
superior to the heavenly powers, at 88:7, the passage turns out to be
borrowed from Eusebius He tends to play down the Psalmist’s allu-
sions to a soul in Christ, but does not ignore them altogether; this is a
position which I formerly thought was once adopted by Athanasius. I
can find no clear indication of either monophysite or diphysite sym-
pathies—which seems unexpected if with Dorival we make him an
Alexandrian wiiting in the half-century after Cyril’s death. The phrase
<0 npbownrov ¢ dvlpwndtnrog might seem to have an Antiochene flavour;
but as we have seen, it does not distinctly refer to a persona! humanity in
Christ, though again it does not exclude it; and it is not matched by any
corresponding phrase on the lines of 6 ngéowmoy tfig Bedinro.

We seem, then, to have a writer who is strongly committed to the
monastic ideal, but is notably uninterested in dogmatic disputes—at
least, in those which provoked the major crises of the fourth and fifth
centuries. He is clearly well grounded in the traditional exegesis of the
Psalter; if Dorival is right, besides Eusebius he uses Origen, Apollinaris,
Didymus and Cyril; but he makes his own characteristic selection.
Despite his massive debt to Eusebius, he is really not much interested in
establishing the original meaning of the text; his concern is to interpret
the Psalter in terms which bear on the Church’s life; and here an all-
pervading emphasis is that on evangelism, including the conversion of
Jews as well as Gentiles. Perhaps some scholar better acquainted than I
with the post-Athanasian Church can use these clues to throw more light
upon his identity.
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X1V

Why Not Three Gods?
The Logic of Gregory of Nyssa's Trinitarian Doctrine

Gregory of Nyssa's treatise 'On Not Three Gods' is an attractive
and influential work, and I make no apology for reflecting on it once
again, together with some companion pieces I have come to think
that it resembles an accomplished conjuring trick more neaily than a
valid theological demonstration; but I trust that in presenting this
view I shall not disconcert our greatly respected colleague and dear
friend, who has always combined a dedicated pursuit of total accu-
racy with great kindness towards less gifted scholars.

Gregory's essay is conveniently accessible in F. Miiller's edition,
as are two other works which offer useful comparisons, the Ad Fusfa-
thium de sancte frinitate, and the Ad Graecos (ex communibus notioni-
bus) 1shall also refer to 'Basil's' Letfer 38, assuming it was written by
Gregoryl,

These four pieces appear to divide into two groups according to
the standpoint adopted. The two latter argue in philosophical style
that the confession of thiee divine hypostases is no bar to the accept-
ance of the single divine substance, ovoia, proclaimed in the Nicene
Creed; when correctly undersiood, bmbotaow refers {o individuals,
ovoto to the common nature they share; and it is taken for granted
that the word 8s4c indicates this divine substance or nature; thus
there are three Persons but one God2 The other two essays put their
case mote informally; the {res dei presents it thus: if each of the di-
vine Persons is to be called God, why should we pioclaim one God
rather than three? In these two pieces Gregory is still prepared to
discuss the view that the word 8zé¢ refers to the divine substance or
nature (oGotx, gbow), but he prefers to take it as indicating the di-
vine activity of providential oversight, Oewpety; his argument being
that God's nature is mysterious, and so cannot be signified by any
word, and therefore not by the word 8e6¢3. In the De Trinitate, more-

! Tres dei: GNO 11171 37-57; frin: ib. 3-16; comm not: ib. 19-33, Ad Peirum frairem de
differentia essentise et hypostaseos = BAS ep 38 (I 81-92 COURTONKE).

2 Bee e g. comm not (GNO I11/1 22,11-24).
3 Trin (GNO I1I/1 14,5 £ ); tres dei (GXO III/1 42,13 ff.).
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over, a third possibility is mentioned, though not warmly approved,
namely that 826¢ is simply a term expressive of supreme value? Both
these works, however, argue the case for divine unity in terms of the
attributes, or the operations, which are common to the three Persons;
and when they wish to summarize, prefer the less formal term gdorg
as against the more technical, and more controversial, obote, Unbota-
ow; and npbownov. A table showing the frequency of these four nouns
will bring out the contrast.

comm not ep 38 irin tres det
ovota 96 19 3 4
Lnbotaolg 35 32 6 11
TPHGLITOV 58 3 1 4
pbog 6 11 30 62

The two former works, I think, were written at a time when the
Nicene Creed itself was the focus of intense debate; R. Hiibner's sug-
gestion of 379-80, shortly before the Council of Constantinople, seems
extremely probable® The other two pieces no doubt came later, when
it was less easy to present a formal challenge to Nicene theology, but
when Gregory's own orthodoxy might be questioned® His observa-
tions on the word 6eé¢ might well be a correction of his former view;
moreover in fres de: (37,8), there is a reference to his old age.

1.

Gregory explains his general standpoint in frin pp. 5-7. His critics,
he says, complain that while he 1ecognizes three distinct hypostases
in the Godhead, he speaks of only one Goodness, Power, and Divin-
ity?. It appears from the next page that these critics are pluralists,
who themselves confess, not only three hypostases, but three sub-
stances (oVofat); though according to Gregory they treat only the
Father and the Son as truly divine® If this is correct, we would call

% Trin (15,7 i)

5 See R. M. HUBNEER, Ep 38, 490.

® Trin (3,11-7,15); of. tres dei (37,3-10).
T Trin (5,17-19).

S1b 614f.

1. 7,8-15,
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them Macedonians; while in their eyes Gregory's confession of a
single Divinity amounts to Sabellianism'?

The tres dei represenis him as confronted with a similar, though
not identical, dilemma. The Father is God, the Son is God; and the
Holy Spirit is God. It would seem to follow that there are three Gods;
if however one maintains a belief in one God, this appears to mean
accepting the divinity of the Father while denying that of the Son and
Spiritl! Gregory thus presents himself as faced with a choice between
tritheism and extreme Arianism His correspondent puts the problem
in this form: Peter, James and John, though they share the same
manhood (dv e Svteg tF &vBpwndtnt)i? are spoken of as three men,
If then we acknowledge three divine Persons (broot&oetg) united in a
single nature and single divinity, what right have we to reject a doc-
trine of three Gods? It is this formulation of the problem that leads
Gregory to develope the elegant and captivating theory characteristic
of the fres dei; namely that it is only a loose use of language that per-
mits us to describe the aforesaid sainis as three men; properly speak-
ing, since their manhood is identical, they are all one man. The impli-
cation is that a correct understanding of the human situation will
resolve the theological problem of the Trinity.

This argument goes beyond the well-known distinction between
Smboraotg and ovota presented elsewhere, for instance in 'Basil's'
Letter 38; for that would allow us to treat ovoix simply as a generic
term?!? for the common attribute of divinity which is shared by three
divine individuals The result would be a lucid but undemanding plu-
ralistic doctrine, which admittedly Gregory will seek to correct in
other ways The fres dei differs; but its really striking feature, if 1
judge correctly, is nof the claim that it is an improper use of language
to speak of three human individuals as 'three men'. We could avoid
the purely verbal difficully by means which Gregory himself sug-
gests, by speaking of 'three human persons' or 'instances of the one
man', as in comm nof 29: moddat Umootéoeg Tob Evig dvBpldmou -
much as we speak of 'three loaves of bread' or 'three golden coins'*4
Applied to theology, this principle would allow us to avoid the ez-
pression 'three Gods' while proclaiming three divine Persons who in

¥ 1h. 5,10 £
1 Tres dei (38,3-7).
2 1h 388 1.

12 The phrases ‘generic identity’, ‘generic unity', seem often to be used rather loose-
ly, to include unity of species (e. g. of Peter and Paul, who are both men) as well as
unity of genus, where the species may differ {e. g. of this man and that horse, who
are both animals). [ have not tried to correct this imprecision.

M Tres dei (53 ).
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fact might differ extremely in 1ank and goodness. The more interest-
ing feature of the ires dei is that it seems to argue for a unity of na-
ture in three human individuals which goes beyond the generic unity
which is commonly admitted. It is tantalizingly difficuit {o determine
what Gregory has in mind; but he lets it appear that if the human
situation is understood in this fresh and challenging way, it presents
a close analogy for the Holy Trinity.

We may pause at this point to consider an interpretation of Greg-
ory's view which I am sure should be dismissed. Properly speaking, he
says, the phrase 'many men’ is equivalent to 'many natures of men’
(moddot @Ooeg dvBpdmuvar)1®, a phrase which he clearly thinks ab-
surd'® Could we interpret his dictum, that the saints are all one man,
as intended simply to exclude this idea by asserting, not their mere
identity 'as man', but that they are all the same kind of man? We our-
selves might find this atiractive, as we now recognize that there have
been distinct {ypes of man; al one time home sepiens and Neanderthal
man lived side by side, exhibiting notable differences in physique and
way of life, although they belonged to the same species by the ac-
cepled criterion that they could interbreed. Similarly we might say
that Jacky, Joey and Polly are 'all the same monkey', meaning just
that they are all chimpanzees. But Gregory cannot possibly have
meant anything like this. He fits humanity into the threefold classifi-
cation established by Aristotle, namely genus, species and individ-
uall? 'Such-and-such an animal' {{éov totévBe) is man simpliciter, in
contrast with the horsel?; ‘such-and-such a man‘ (toéoBe &vBpwnog)
is suggested as a phrase which might signify an individual, Peter o1
Paul!® Gregory thinks this improper; but throughout his discussion
there is no question of the phrase indicating simply a type or variety
of man

We may therefore discount this inferprefation. It is humanity as
such, paradoxically described as 'one man', which Gregory puts for-
ward as an analogy for the Trinity. But there is an alternative line of
argument, which is represented in the fres dei?®, but is much more
fully developed in the 'Common Notions'?!; namely that there are im-
portant differences between human and divine life which make it

15 Ip. 40,8 £

% ¢f ib 53,6 f

17 See comm mot (29-31), where he gives {Gov, ‘animal’, a8 an example of a genus.
18 b, 20,13 £

¥ b, 31,20 ff.; 32,12 ff

D Tres dei (53,6 f)

21 Comm not (23,21 £f ).

Why Not Three Gods? 153

excusable to talk of three men while it remains incorrect to refer to
three Gods. There is & valuable point made here, which corrects the
rather superficial assumption which dominates the #res dei; we should
indeed give serious attention to the disanalogies between three hu-
man individuals and the divine Persons of our trinitarian confession

It is quite otherwise with the erguments offered io show that our
talk of 'many men', eic., reflects human conditions which do not ap-
ply to God. These are quite unconvincing, and can be briefly dis-
missed:

(i) We speak of 'many men' because the total number of men is
not constant, owing {o deaths and births22

(ii) Men have different origins (sc. parents), whereas the Trinity
has only one2?

(iii) We speak of 'many orators', etc , because each of them works
independently?24

(iv) More generally, only spatial and material things are num-
bered2®

This last contention is clearly false; we can say, "two two's are
four', or enumerate the four-and-twenty elders of the Apocalypse
And its failure suffices to refute the others Moreover, as to (i}, one
suspects that Gregory has become confused. The fluctuating number
of human individuals is a good reason for calling them 'many' rather
than suggesting an exact number; il gives us no good ground for
avoiding ell plural designations and calling them 'one'. As for (iii), we
often enumerate partners in a common enterprise, like the Twelve;
and as for (i}, we could meet Gregory with the reply that all men are
descended from Adam; but if the point at issue is their immediate ori-
gin, only the Son is immediafely (npooeyie) derived from the Father?s

We have been describing two alternative lines of argument which
cannot easily be conjoined. The first we have described as an argu-
ment by analogy; if we understand the case of men correctly, word
0V émotnuowtkév Abyov, we can solve the problem of the Trinity
The second adverts to differences between human and divine life
which make it allowable to speak of three men, though we must not
speak of three Gods. But perhaps we have already misdescribed the
first argument. Gregory mentions three men becanse it 15 a conveni-
ent and familiar example, and indeed had actually been suggested;

2 Ih. 24,1-14.

2 fb. 24,26-25,4

22 Tres def (47,11 £f )
2 Ib. 539,

% See tres dei (56,5 1)

XV



XIV

154

but his reasoning takes no account of any distinctive features of hu-
man life; it is based on the logic of genera and species as such, and in
the 'Common Notions' we find Gregory applying it {o dogs and horses
in exactly the same way as he does to men2?,

The poini he is making, then, is the perfectly general one: if 'x'
names a class or species, e g man, it is never correct to use it to name
a member of that class, e g Paul. In other words, when speaking cor-
rectly, we should never use 'man' in the sense of Aristotle's & tg &w-
fpwmog, {0 name an individual;, and if Scripture does this, it is no-
thing but a kindly accomodation to our slipshod habifs28 It should of
course be remembered that Greek has nothing which precisely corre-
sponds to our indefinite article; one has to say, so {o speak, 'Paul is
man' But Gregory knows the Aristotelian usage, though as a good
Platonist he prefers the phrase pepuxdy or i8udy ovoia2? which could
not suggest, like npd17 olota, that the individual is the prime real
ity. Aristotle's 6 t¢ &vOpwnog is recalled in Letfer 38 by the reference
to Job 1:1, &vBpwnrédc teg v, and by the phrase &v 1@ vl mpdyporte.
Gregory is thus perfectly familiar with the use of &vBpwnog to mean
'a particular man'; his point is that when speaking correctly one
should use the phrase ‘human individual' (toié&vBs Onbotaoiy &vlpd-
Tow)30; though understandably he does not always follow this rule,
but is content to say, e. g, 'Luke or Siephen is man', &vBpwmog j&p &
AoukGe 1 & Drépavocs!,

In previcusly published comments on Gregory's view, I stated that
his argument is perfectly general; so that if he maintains that Peter,
Paul and Barnabas are one man??, the same could be said of any
group of men; it should also be true that Moses, Aristotle and Jezebel
are all one man3* The argument thus fails because its consequences
ate plainly absurd This criticism, I still think, is valid as far as it
goes; but I could have pointed out, first, that Gregory does not always
argue on purely logical grounds; but secondly, that when he does so,
his reasoning is per fectly general; it is not concerned with men as
such, but with what he alleges is the correct nomenclature for any
system of genera, species and individuals.

7 Comm not {29 1)
? See e.g. ib. 27,4 ff.
2 Ib 23,4 ff

0 rp 29,9,

3 Tres dei (40,21 £}
32 Comm not (23,14).

;a STEAD, Personality 190; reprinted in my 'Substance and Illusion in the Christian
athers'
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This becomes clear if we consider the discussion which begins at
p.28.9 in the '‘Common Notions'. Gregory turns to some unnamed
critics who object to his argument as follows. A hypostasis, they say,
does not differ from a hypostasis que hypostasis; but that does not
mean that all hypostases are one hypostasis. The same can be said of
ovoia. So also again, to say that one divine being, as such, does not
differ from another {8ed¢ Beov, ) Oebg, oOBEV Bapéper) does not estab-
lish the doctrine that they are one God; just as to say thal man does
not differ from man gua man does not deny the fact that Pefer, Paul
and Barnabas are three men. 'For ovota differs from odoia, not gua
ovoto, but gua such-and-such an obota' (and so also with Unéotaog);
‘similarly man (differs) from man gue such-and-such (a) man, and
again god from god qua such-and-such a god' (Bxpépet yap oboia ol-
ofag od KBS oo, AN kB0 TotdBe obota .. woalTwe kot EvBpwog
&vBpismov, i TotboBe EvBpuwtog, kot étv 8edg Beob §i TotboBe B26¢ 10
Bt totboBe 1 TotdoBe i Blo §i xod mAstdvwy twde AfyeoBat) To para-
phrase the last clause, particularizing expressions like 'such-and—
such’ imply that two or more instances of a class are being con-
sidered.

Gregory's reply shows that he is adequately instructed in the
terminology of logic; but when carefully examined it reveals that
only the last clause is effectively considered. And the discussion takes
a surprising form. Gregoty says that we attach the word 'such-and-
such' to a word denoting a genus, thereby picking out a particular
species?4. One would expect him to continue, on the same principle,
‘and we attach the word 'such-and-such' to a word denoting a species,
so as to pick out a particular individual; saying for instance, "Paul is
a grey-eyed man' But this is not what Gregory says; he argues that
since the particularizing characteristics belong o the individual, the
particularizing description must be attached to the word uméotaot,
'individual', and not to the class-name 'man’'. We can thus describe
Paul as a grey-eyed individual, but not as a grey-eyed man. On this
ground he claims that his critics' case collapses. He is not forced to
deny the obvious fact that there are many human individuals; what
he claims is that they are only one man; accordingly, he says, we ac-
knowledge three divine hypostases, but confess one God (moAX&g y&p
bnootdoec Tob Evdg dvBpdimov wal Tpeig Lroutdoetg Tob Evog Beob
popey Brkaitug)3s,

31 E. g. comm not (28,13): 'man is such-and-such an animal’; cf. ib. 30,11-14, where
the partioularizing characteristics are explained, and 31,14-16.

3 Ip. (29,9 ff).
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In his reply, then, Gregory has simply maintained his insistence
that it is incorrect to use a word which properly denotes a species fo
pick out a member of that species, as with Aristotle's § Tt¢ &vBpwmog,
'such-and-such a man' Note that Gregory does not generalize this
rule, as we might expect; we are allowed to say 'an animal' if we wish
to 1efer to the lion, or to man; but we must not say ‘a man' if our in-
tention is to indicate Paul But Gregory has neglected part of his op-
ponents' case; and the consequences for his own views are embarrass-
ing. He hag acquiesced in their use of purely logical arguments, as-
suming an exact analogy between human and divine conditions It is
incoriect, he says, {o refer to Paul as 'such-and-such a man'. Can we
indeed call him 'a man', as opposed to 'a hypostasis of man'? If nof, it
would seem to follow that we are not permiited {o say 'the Father is
God'; but in any case, if the analogy holds, we cannot call him 'a mer-
ciful Ged'. And although we have heard some sort of case for describ-
ing the three Persons as one God, it allows of a disastrous weakening
of the sense, both of 'God'38 and of 'one'; so far as the argument goes,
it may be that the three Persons are one God in no more rigorous
sense than Paul and Jezebel are one man.

Moreover, his critics are surely entitled to reply: 'But this "correct
usage" of yours is a most unusual convention, to which, you admit,
the Bible does not always conform Not again, we observe, does your
own usage. Surely for all normal purposes we needn't be so fussy; and
you should allow us to credit you with a belief in three gods' I do not
know what my readers will think of this reply; in my own opinion, it
is quite a good one.

2,

So far, however, we have given a rather one-sided impression of
QGregory's case, drawing heavily on the 'Common Notions' and pre-
senting him as arguing in terms of abstract logic. In fairness, we
should recall the point made in his two later essays, to the effect that
the divine nature is mysterious I do not think he is right in inferring
'therefore it cannot be named', since many much more down-to-earth
realities have been given names at a time when almost nothing was
known of their nature; thunder, for instance, or eleciricity. I think
Gregory may have been misled by untenable notions about the
'proper name', xOptov dvopad?, since ancient theories of language of-

3 Trin (9,8 ff.).
37 Tres dei (42,17).
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ten assumed that a thing's proper name served not only to designate
it but also to reveal its nature3® But perhaps we should allew him {o
suggest, inconsistently no doubt, that there may be aspects of the di-
vine nature which cannot be appropriately handled by our ordinary
classifications of genera and species; and conceivably also, that there
may be some commonly disregarded unity in the human species
which may offer some analogy to the unity of God.

Let us then consider this other side of Gregory's argument. Once
again it is not quite what it appears at first sight. I said earlier that
Gregory sometimes argues as if there were an exact analogy between
human and divine realities, sometimes draws attention {o fundamen-
tal differences. We have now qualified the first point; Gregory does
assume such an analogy; but that is because he frames his argument
in terms of abstract logic. Besides men, he uses dogs and horses as
examples3®; though, to be sure, not named individual horses or dogs,
like Bucephalus or Argus; and, so far as I can see, this part of his aI-
gument is unaffected by considezations of status or value; it would
apply equally well to angels and to minerals, to divinity and o de-
mons.

But what we have called the ‘disanalogy' part of his argument
does take account of the status of humanity; Gregory contrasts hu-
man and divine existence?; and he doesn't always present the con-
trast as one of sheer opposition; in two passages at least he argues
that if human individuals exhibit a single undivided nature, 'how
much more' (Rdoy pEAiov) must this be true of the divine Personsél
Here, then, is the suggestion - much vaguer, much less fully devel-
oped, but still detectable - that the 'one man' attributed to Peter,
James and John stands for some sort of ideal human unity, so tha{
their fellowship reflects, on the human level, the unity of the three
divine Persons in one God. Unless I am greaily mistaken, it is this
aspect of Gregory's teaching that has encouraged authorifies like
Prestige and Kelly to insist that 'for these writers' - the Cappadocians
- "the ousia of the Godhead was not an abstract essence but a concrefe
reality'42,

3% See my paper 'Logic and the Application of Names to God".
¥ Comm not (29,14-30,7).

O E g tres dei (41,18 1)

# Comm not (22,18 £f ; 32,21 1f)

% KELLY, Early Christian Doctrines 268.
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Kelly quite rightly brings in other evidence to support his judge-
ment, notably the Cappadocians' belief in the simplicity of God. But
it would need some close analysis to discover what kind of simplicity
is compatible with a belief in three divine Persons?® Leffer 38 1elates
them thus: 'As to their being infinite and incomprehensible and un-
created and nof positioned in space and all other such {(atiributes),
there is no variation in the life-giving nature, I mean that of the Fa-
ther, the Son and the Holy Spirit, but a certain continuous and unbro-
ken community is seen in them'. Gregory does not seem to be arguing
for divine simplicity in the radical sense, implying that all the divine
attributes which we distinguish by separate names are in fact ident-
ical*t On the other hand it appears from the context that the word
just translated as ‘community' (xowvwvia) stands for the ‘common
ownership' of these ati{ributes, rather than a more distinctly social
‘fellowship' which might be paralleled by human society at its best. In
any case, neither the 'Common Notions' nor the "Three Gods' affords
more than faint and elusive indications of this latter view.

To explain their teaching, we may consider ihiee conceptions
which Gregory does outline with some clarity:

(1)} The tres dei treats of plow, nature, in contrast with dnbéoto-
ouwg, as exemplified by human individuals like Luke and Stephen. 'Yet
the nature is one, united in itself, a monad completely indivisible,
which is neither increased by addition nor diminished by subiraction'
etc.45. It is pretty clear that Gregory is thinking of the Platonic Form
or Idéa; this is strongly suggested by the concluding words 'not di-
vided by the individuals who perficipale in it' and by the emphasis on
its unity; the reference to it as 'indivisible' (%oxtoto¢) may well be a
Platonic version of the Aristolelian doctrine that substance has no
degrees; the Form is indeed disiributed among its various participants,
but in each of them it is present in full*é For a Platonist, such a Form
is a concrete 1eality; it is not abstract, in the sense of being merely
one aspect of something else; but it is transcendent, not part of our

“ See KRIVOCHEINE. [ have been able to consult this paper through the useful sug-
gestions and help provided by Professor Cornelius PLARTINGA; see his paper 'Greg-
ary of Nyssa and the Social Analogy of the Trinity'

* In Gregory's view, God alone is uncreated; but other things, surely, must be non—
spatial? If so, the properties named by 'uncreated’ and 'mon-spatial' cannot be
identical. Cf. frin (8,8 ff), where he argues that the various divine titles all refer
to the same subject (imokeipevov); he does not claim that they all have the same
sense, 1. e. that the attributes they name are identical. He denies this explicitly at
{res dei (439 £f)

% Tres dei (41,2 ff ).

%@ of. PARMER 131 b (I 171 DIELS). But tres dei (53,6-9) suggests the rather
different point thai the 'nature' is always singular, though its instances vary in
number
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everyday world Unfortunately Gregory confuses this apparently
clear picture by going on to mention 'a people . an army', efc. (Aabg,
BRuog, otpdteupa, Exkinota) as examples of things which have singu-
lar names although they comprise a multitude of individuals; for it is
abundantly clear that peoples and armies can gain incremenis and
suffer losses.

(2) This postscript therefore introduces a second conception,
which Gregory developes in ihe 'Common Notions'? "The definition
of 'man’ is not always perceived in the same individuals': & 8po¢ tob
&vBpidmou odk det &v toig abrole dtéuotg Hyolv npoodnotg Bewpeitot.
Men die, and others are born, so that the human race is constantly
varying in number; it is for this reason, so Gregory alleges, that we
speak of 'many men' (p. 153 above). In this case we have a reality
which is assuredly concrete, and is also perceptible; but it is not indi-
visible or singular like the 'form' or 'nature’.

(3) Thirdly he refers to the defining properties of substances, t&
yapaxtnptlzy obolag slwbdte, and says that by speaking of 'such—
and-such a substance' we allude to these?®. Thue by speaking of a
form or substance (el8og, odoia) one conveys the notion, e g., of 'a
being that is irrational, mortal, and liable to neigh'4®. This, we would
surely say, is an abstraction; it picks out certain features of horses,
such that no other being possesses all of them fogether; but it is far
from giving a complete description of horses. The horses themselves,
of course, are both concrete and percepfible

We ourselves could easily explain how a human individual, say
Paul, is related to each of these conceptions. He émifafes, or partici-
pates in, the Platonic Form, assuming we allow such entities and can
understand the unique relation which is said to connect the forms
with their instances or copies. But Paul belongs fo, or is a member of,
the human race. And he exhibits the features mentioned in the defini-
tion. We can thus avoid many of the confusions which arise from ask-
ing whai Peter and Paul 'are’.

Gregory does not draw these clear distinctions. We have seen that
he gives every appearance of confusing the Platonic Form of man
with the human race, whereas even such a loose thinker as Philo
could sometimes distinguish them®. No doubt Gregory's confusion
arises partly from misunderstanding of the verb 'to be', which we

T Comm not (23,21 ).
48 Ib 30,8 ff.
® 15 31,7

2 See post 105 (II 23,7-12 WEEDLARD); Mos I1 127 (IV 229,20-230,7 COHR); spec I 329
{V 79,15-20 COHN).
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have deliberately removed from our last few paragraphs. Again, we
noted that Greek has no indefinite article. Gregory thus uses express-
ions which seem like 'Paul is man'. But rtemembering again its lack of
capifal letters, this looks much like 'Paul is Saul'; it seems to identify
Paul with some entity called 'man', which appears to be single since it
is designated by a singular noun. Not that the verb 'to be' is always
expressed; and in any case he often says, e g 'Paul is-called man',
Aéyetar, not éotiv. Buf 'is-called' does not help him to distinguish the
senses of 'man' in the way we have tried to suggest.

Underlying Gregory's confusion is the thought that ideal human-
ity, the human race at its best, would provide an analogy for the holy
Trinity. He is drawn towards this view by three converging argu-
ments. There is first the point of pure logic, to the effect that class—
names should not be used for individuals, because individuals differ
whereas the class they belong to is one and the same. Secondly he
uses, mostly though not always, the example of three human individ-
uals, arguing that these, gue man, are all one man. And thirdly, his
human examples are all sets of New Testament saints; it is therefore
sorme sort of ideal for man which is suggested by the 'one man' which
they all are.

Can we explain this last phrase? I doubt if we can find an inter-
pretation which is both coherent and 1easonably consistent with
Gregory's own words. But as a firs{ step, I suggest that we should dis-
count the Platonic Form, at any rate as philosophical critics of Plato
now understand it, and opt for something more like 'the human race
as God intended it to be'; observing, however, that Christian Platon-
ists of Gregory's time had already moved far in this direction. For if
we try to interpret Plato's own theory, it is hard to escape the con-
clusion that ideal manhood excludes plurality; and if we think more
concretely of 'the ideal man', it seems that there must be only one
such being, 2 'one over many', which would rule out all personal dis-
tinctions. And we shall soon involve ourselves in all sorts of diffi-
culties arising from the co-ordination and subordination of the
Forms. Is the Ideal Man identical with the Ideal Animal, or distinct?
Is he - or are they - on social terms with the Ideal Ox? The problems
are insoluble. But Christian Platonists had largely by-passed these
problems; they saw no difficulty in referring to the Forms as vont4,
and conceiving these as a heavenly population, comprising various
orders of beings, identifiable with the angels and archangels of Chris-
tian tradition. It did not then seem that there could be only one of
each kind. (Mediaeval theorists, we know, would settle the problem
by saying that each of the angels is a distinct species; but this really
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amounted to saying that, since angels are immaterial, the differences
between them must be differences of form, thus establishing a mulfi-
tude of sub-species within the species of angels. There was then no
difficulty in imagining 'choirs of angels").

Gregory 1etains some elements of the original Platonic concep-
tion; for instance, in claiming that human nature is indivisible,
#oxtotog. But in saying that Peter, James and John are 'one man', he
makes it clear that they do noi cease to be three individuals marked
off from each other by individuating characteristics; and not all of
these purely physical, since they include 'fatherhood' and 'sonship'!,
Their common humanity must then presumably be interpreted in
fezms of human sympathy, agreement, common purpose, and the
like. And it is, after all, not an absurd suggestion that human lan-
guage should reflect the condition of the human race, not as it is, but
as God meant it to be

We can now at last pronounce on the opinion that Gregory under-
stood the unity of the divine Persons in a concrete sense. Those who
think he did so can of course appeal {o evidence outside the four
works which I have considered. But they often 1ely on his arguments
about the unity of the human 1ace. One cannot always identify the
view which they atiribute to him; are they thinking of a unity which
holds good nofwithstending admitted inequality and confliect among
men, o1 of some ideal unity which applies, not to humanity as it is,
but to its divinely intended perfection? But in my judgement there is
a step to be taken before we can even discuss this point; we need to
distinguish between Gregory's infentions and the logic of his argu-
ment If we ask what Gregory's logic actually esiablishes, the answer
must be that it gets us no further than generic unity. Father, Son and
Spirit can each be entitled 'God'; though the mere use of this title
guarantees very little; the genus of gods includes some disreputable
members But if the question is, what did Gregory seek to establish,
and think he had established, we can bring in the much less clearly
articulated argument from disanalogy; human life at its best provides
some sort of indication of the mutual enjoyment and self-giving of
the divine Persons. And human social life, I would agree, is a con-
crete reality There is no need to determine that human beings them-
selves are concrete, buf the things they do together are not. An actual
conversation is a concrete reality, though it is not a thing but a
shared action; abstraction comes in when we characterize it by some

51 Comm not (30,24).
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selected feature, describing if variously as a conversation, an argu-
ment, a relaxation, or what you will '

This of course will not solve all our problems concerning the doc-
trine of God The unity that we long for is neither solitude nor uni-
formity, but a unity secured in the face of inequalities of talent, tem-
perament and education. It is possibly no more than a misnomer for
charity And man is a social creature; to an extent which we seldom
consider, our finest virfues are adapted i{o social failings. 1t is our
calling to exercize sympathy as well as intelligence, forbearance as
well as courage How can we imagine a divine love and mutual self—
giving which is neither tested by adversily nor enlarged by forgive-
ness? But at this point I would claim that my limited undertaking has
been discharged. We cannot scale the peaks without traversing the
foothills; and I have attempted no more than to clear a path through
some of the fangled thickets that obstruct our approach to the hely
mountain.

Restimee

Gregor von Nyssa eniwickelt seine Trinitatslehre in zwei Paaren
von Abhandlungen. Im ersten verteidigt er die kappadokische Lehre
der drei Personen (bnoot&oee), die in einer Substanz (obota) geeint
sind, so wie drei menschliche Individuen an einer gemeinsamen
Menschheit teilhaben, wahrend seine Kritiker meinen, er iiberbetone
die gottliche Einheil. Im zweiten Paar beaniwortet er den Einwand:
"Aber wir sprechen ohne weiteres von drei Menschen, wenn deine
Analogie gili, sollten wir auch von drei Gottern sprechen". Das ist
natirlich ein Streitpunkt; diese Gegner greifen Gregor's Lehre der
drei Hypostasen an, die ihrer Meinung nach die géttliche Einheit ver-
dunkelt

Gregor verwendet zwei Hauptargumente (I)Im eigentlichen
Sinne ist es ungenau, von drei Menschen zu sprechen; denn da ihie
Menschheil eine ist, sind sie alle ein Mensch Dieses Argument ist
verworren; Gregor gibt vor, eine lediglich allgemeine Aussage iiber
die Logik von Klassifizierungen zu machen: wenn X eine Art bezeich-
net (z B. Mensch), ist es niemals korrekt zu sagen "ein X", um ein
Glied dieser Art zu bezeichnen (z. B. "ein Mensch"). Dies ist allerdings
eine unrealistische Forderung, und Gregor von Nyssa hill sich selbst
nicht daran. Sein Argument erscheint nur plausibel, weil er als tat-
sachliches Beispiel drei gleichgesinnte Heilige nimmt, die als "ein
Mensgch" handeln aufgrund ihrer gemeinsamen christlichen Bindung
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Aber indem er ein giinstiges Beispiel anfiihrt, offenbart er das Versa-
gen seines ATguments als allgemeines Prinzip.

{2) Das zweite Argzument besagt: Wenn das menschliche Leben in
seiner besten Form Hinweise auf eine ungeteilte menschliche Natur
gibt, "um wieviel mehr" muf} dann die gottliche Natur ungeteilt sein
Das ist iiberzeugender. Aber Gregor erklirt micht deutlich, wie die
Einfachheit und Einheit Gottes zu verstehen ist. Er vergleicht sie mit
der einen platonischen Form der Menschheii, die allen Menschen ge-
meinsam ist, mit der vermuteten Einheit der menschlichen Rasse und
mit der Definition des Menschseins Diese Alternativen sollten diffe-
renziert werden, was aber nicht geschieht. Daher bleibt Verwirrung;
und wihrend Gregor sicherlich recht hat, wenn er darauf besteht,
daf} die gottliche Natur ein Geheimnis ist, ist er, aufgrund von ver-
meidbaren Fehlern, nicht hilfreich, ihr ndherzukommen.

- XIV
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Augustine’s Philosophy of Being

Augustine’s philosophy of being, the subject of my lecture, might be
approached in two ways In traditional terms, we might consider the
question quid est esse, or alternatively the question quaenam sunt
This latter question is easily explained; it means, roughly speaking,
what does the real universe contain or comprise, in a large and general
sense, Material objects, of course, we can all accept; but what should be
said about minds and spitits and the things with which they are con-
cerned? The other question is more difficult to explain in simple terms.
Suppose we translate it ‘What is being?’, we may seem to be asking a
question about the word ‘being’; what is the sense which Augustine
gives to this word? But in fact we shall discover a whole spectrum of
senses. ‘Being’, for Augustine, sometimes appears to express the purely
minimal notion of mere existence; but he also uses it as a powerful
symbol to formulate his deepest reflections on the spiritual life and the
nature of God.

I will therefore tackle the easier question first But before I do so,
there must be a prelude. Augustine’s philosophy so closely reflects his
own personal hopes and concerns that we have to consider how it was
influenced by the successive changes in his way of life, and not least by
the new responsibilities which he assumed when he became a Christian
bishop at the age of forty-one. I must therefore spend a few minutes in
recalling the chief events of his career ; and if some of my audience find
this a familiar tale, they will be the first to admit that 1t needs to be told.

Augustine was born in AD 354 at Thagaste, a moderate-sized provin-
cial town in North Africa, near the eastern boundary of modern
Algeria. His mother was a devout Christian, his father a pagan, who
soon recognized the potential of his gifted son and took steps to give him
agood education. Augustine's interest in philosophy was aroused by his
reading Cicero’s exhortation to philosophy called the Hortensius. Like
many others of its type, this book recommended the quest for wisdom
as preferable to all sensual delights and worldly successes.

Augustine's next step, however, seems difficult to explain; he joined
the extremist semi-Christian sect of the Manichees. No doubt he was
reacting against the rather uninspiring brand of catholic Christianity
which he found at Thagaste, and later at Carthage. The Manichees held
out an ideal of ascetic living, which intensified Cicero’s message; and
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they did at least profess to set their ethical teaching within a com-
prehensive theory of the world and its good and evil constituents,
Augustine remained with them for ten years, a surprisingly long time if
one considers that he still saw himself as a rising orator and statesman;
not to mention the ringing tones in which he later denounced their
teaching as pretentious nonsense.

He seems to have escaped from their influence by adopting a scepti-
cal philosophy which threw doubt on the validity of all positive convic-
tions; actual knowledge, it was held, is unattainable; the best we can
attain is a set of probable beliefs. Sceptical views of this kind had been
urged by the Platonist philosopher Carneades in the second century
BC, and a sceptical tradition had persisted among Platonists down to
Augustine’s time. But the majority of Platonists had reverted to a
positive transcendental philosophy; Augustine soon adopted their posi-
tion, and later wrote a treatise Against the Academics, arguing that in
some cases at least it is indisputable that we really know. Even if ] am in
doubt, I can be certain that I am doubting, and a fortior that I exist.
This argument, of course, resembles that later adopted by Descartes:

Je pense, donc je suis.

Scholars have given much time and thought to enquiring what
exactly was the form of Platonism which had such a powerful appeal for
Augustine; in particular, they have asked whether he was influenced
mainly by Plotinus or by Porphyry. This question, 1 believe, largely
misses the point Augustine, in his early writings at least, represents the
Platonists as confirming many of the doctrines of Christianity. Their
concept of three divine prineiples, or hypostases, seemed to him a good
approximation to the Christian Trinity; their belief in intelligible
realities, derived from Plato’s theory of Ideas, needed scarcely any
modification; the two main faulis he alleges are first, their failure to
envisage any divine Incarnation, and secondly, their lack of humjlity in
relying on human reason as against divine revelation in prophecy and
scripture (Crv. Der 10.29; Conf 7.9.14). But a modern reader of either
Porphyry o1 Plotinus will judge that they are separated from Christian
orthodoxy by a much wider gulf; Porphyry wrote as a determined
opponent of Christianity; Plotinus before him shows no sign of having
encountered main-stream Christianity, though he wrote against Chris-
tian Gnostics who had some resemblance to Augustine’s Manichees
Plotinus usually described his three supreme hypostases as Unity,
Mind and Soul; and these were in no sense coequal; on the contrary,
the second and third principles reflect the first in a descending scale of
purity and value. And in treating of the first hypostasis Plotinus gives
great weight to the Platonic principle that pure goodness must be
‘beyond mind and being’; it is an ultimate unity which has the potential
to produce all ordered multiplicities, beginning with Mind or Intel-
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ligence, but remains itself undifferentiated. Thus it cannot be con-
strued as a personal divinity who could think or be conscious, because
thinking entails a distinction between a thinking subject and the object
of thought; the One, for Plotinus, does not even know itself; it only
generates knowledge of itself in the cosmic Mind Nor, strictly speak-
ing, can it be described, since description would identify it with some-
thing distinct from itself. And although it is the source of all being,
Plotinus cannot envisage any creative design or intention, but only an
eternal outflow of being which descends progressively through mind
and soul to its humblest embodiment 1n matter.

All this seems foreign to Augustine, who accepted as part of his
Christian faith the Nicene doctrine of a Trinity of equal Persons, Can
we then find any closer approach in Porphyry? Porphyry is said to have
soltened the distinctions between the three hypostases—or ‘telescoped’
them, in Professor A. C. Lloyd’s graphic phrase; but he scems to have
agreed with Plotinus in detecting a principle ‘beyond mind’, which is
also contemplated ‘in a suspension of thinking that is better than
thought’ (Sent 25) And Augustine’s philosopher friend Marius Vie-
torinus also spoke of a principle ‘prior to being’.!

It is clear, then, that Augustine’s philosophy was largely indepen-
dent of these great Neoplatonists So far as I can discover, he does not
describe God as ‘beyond being’; on the contrary, he tells us, Deus est
esse. > And although he takes perfect unity to be an essential feature of
divine being, he sees it as 2 unity of positive attributes; thus God's
wisdom is wholly good, and his goodness is wholly wise; but we do not
misrepresent God if we call him wise or good. Moreover Augustine is
content to refer to God as Mind; he does not think that mental oper-
ations begin with the second Person, the divine Word. And he speaks of
God’s loving cate for his creation. All these doctrines correspond with
an older tradition of Platonic thought which saw no difficulty in
describing God as Mind, and which could envisage the divine act of
creation suggested by a more literal reading of Plato’s Timaeus. It
seems, then, that Augustine was influenced more than he admits by
older Platonist writers such as Apuleius, and was therefore encouraged
to read Plotinus and Porphyry attending more to their continuity with
earlier Platonism than to the distinctive features identified by modern
scholars. 1t was for this reason that Platonismn appeared to offer an easy
approach to Christianity.

The rest of Augustine's philosophical development can be briefly
told. We soon find him at Milan, profoundly impressed by the sermons
of the cloquent Bishop Ambrose, but also by the example of self-

' Ad Cardidum 2.28, 3.7, 18.2 (Migne, P.L. 8, 1021a,c, 1028b)
Mor. Ecel 2 1.1, cf En Psalm 1344, Trin 523
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sacrifice and devotion presented by much humbler Christians. He
returned to the Bible, and especially St Paul. Writing later on, in the
Confessions, he represents his conversion as an inspired resolve to fulfil
the obligations which his intellect had already accepted; to submit to
the authority of God’s word in Scripture, and to renounce for ever all
thought of sexual satisfaction. It is something of a surprise to discover
that most of his writings during the next few years prove to be essays in
Platonist philosophy But the explanation has already been given. The
final step towards Christian discipleship lay in acceptance of the Bible
and of the ascetic life required of an uncompromising Christian. For its
intellectual substructure he was still content to return to Platonism.
Augustine’s philosophical activity was by no means over; indeed its
most brilltant achievements were yet to come But they were channelled
into a peculiar course by the necessity of reconciling his Platonist
assumptions with a Christian obedience to which his attitude was in
some respects uncritical. He was hampered at times by an over-submis-
sive acceptance of Church traditions and by a literalistic reading of the
New Testament, not always proof against actual mistranslation; both
these factors combined, for instance, to bring him to the abominable
doctrine that unbaptized infants will inevitably suffer eternal punish-

-ment. It is hard to imagine the intellectual agony in which such a belief

imposed itseif on one whose belief in God’s all-embracing mercy was so
profound. But his philosophical enterprise and resourcefulness were
irrepressible; he remains by far the most original and wide-ranging
thinker of later antiquity, and only a minority of critics have ever
supposed that his Christian faith in some way disqualifies him from
being recognized as a philosophical colossus.

Let us then consider Augustine's picture of the universe. What sorts
of things does it contain? Like the majority of ancient thinkers
Augustine makes a primary division into material and immaterial real-
ity,® which roughly corresponds to the biblical distinction between the
visible and the invisible. Alternatively, he often speaks of the world, the
soul and God * This makes the useful point that the human soul actsasa
bridge between the physical universe and the higher sphere; on the
other hand it fails to mention the invisible part of God’s creation, that
is, created spirits or angels, which were firmly established in the
Jewish--Christian tradition, supported by the ‘created gods’ of Plato’s
Timaeus 41a, as it was commonly interpreted

But if we look more closely at the contrast of material and immaterial,
we discover a very curious fact. Augustine has a clear and consistent

¥C. Acad 3.17.37; Civ Dei, seen 5
* Mor. Eccl 1.5 7-6.10, Div Quaest. 83,45,
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view of material beings, which appears several times in his City of God;*
there is an ascending scale of value, which embraces ‘stones, plants,
animals and intelligent beings’, as he puts it at 5:11, the latter class
including both men and angels, and thus impinging on the higher
sphere But if we look for a similar brief outline of this higher world, we
shall be disappointed; we discover only a multitude of elevated but
conflicting suggestions The reason for this is that for the material
world Augustine can draw upon a well-established tradition of a scala
naturae which goes back to Aristotle, and sees the natural world as
arranged in a series of levels, each of which enjoys all the advantages of
its inferiors but possesses some distinctive power of its own. Thus
physical substances are distinguished by their consistency, hexis; living
creatures by phusts, the power to nourish themselves and grow. Ani-
mals also possess psuché, soul, which gives them perception and move-
ment; and the next level is marked by reason, which belongs to man,
but also to immortal spirits

But if we look for a similar diagram of the higher world, we find no
such consistent scheme. God, the universe itself, the divine Ideas, the
soul of the world, star-gods, demons, angels, demi-gods and heroes,
appear and disappear in a bewildering variety of combination ® For a
brief example, we may turn to Apuleius, whose work on Plato was
known to Augustine, and who presents us with three totally unrelated
schemes in two chapters, 6and 11, of Book I. In Chapter 6, the primary
forms of being are the supreme God or Mind, the Forms of things, and
the world-soul; this already conflicts with Chapter 5, where the initial
principles are God, the Forms, and matter Chapter 11 offers a scheme
based on the four elements, which crosses the boundary between earth
and heaven; there are fiery beings, the star-gods; airy beings, the
demons; and those allied to water and earth, namely land-animals and
plants, In the same chapter he mentions three classes of gods; the
supreme God, star-gods, and local deities

It seems, then, that in Augustine's time there was no commonly
accepted map of the intelligible world; and the reason probably hes in
the perplexities of Platonist philosophy. That venerable construction
which we know as Plato’s theory of Ideas had left behind so many
discrepancies and loose ends that the later Platonists could never
achieve what they so greatly desired, namely to bring together all their
mastet’s inspired pronouncements into a consistent scheme,

Let me try to indicate the position in a much over-simplified sketch.
Plato was trying to solve several problems which he did not clearly

55.11,8 6,11 16
6 See for instance Xenocrates fr 15 (in H. Diels, Doxographi Graeci, 304);
cf. Eusebius, Demonstr Evang 4512
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distinguish. Amongst other questions, he reflected on the nature of a
term like ‘justice’. This does not seem to refer to a particular thing, in
the way that the name ‘Socrates’ indicates a particular man, or ‘Crete’ a
particular island. ‘Justice’ seems to be an inclusive term which desig-
nates a whole number of possible just actions. On the other hand, it
seemed likely that these just actions are so named, and form a coherent
class, as approximating to an ideal standard of justice; after all, if a ring
or a building are described as circular, this means that they conform to
the geometrical pattern of a perfect circle. Plato thus envisages a system
of classes, each one defined by its perfect exemplar; his difficulties
begin when he sees that there are some classes where no perfection
seems to be possible. Mud is no less real than justice; but what sense is
there in imagining a perfectly muddy mud, or for that matter a perfect
all-disabling disease, or a perfect standard of fnjustice?

Plato himself developed his theory along several different lines which
could not be brought into agreement First, regarding his Ideas mainly
as class-concepts, he sought to arrange them in a rational hierarchy, in
which the more inclusive Ideas were superior. But this is only possible
if they are reduced to concepts considered in abstracto. Obviously the
class of animals is larger than the class of horses; but what kind of
creature is the animal-as-such? And what sort of gualities would the
tdeal animal possess? Even the 1deal horse is none too easy on the mind;
can we seriously picture a beast which combines the virtues of a race-
horse and a cart-horse? The alternative, it seems, would be to say that
their virtues are not virtues at all; one s strong and the other is speedy
because they both fail to reproduce the qualities of an ideal horse which
1s neither! But despite such problems, many Platonists continued to
think of the Ideas as a population of real and co-ordinate beings.

Secondly, Plato presented his Ideas as objects of thought; he rejected
the view that they were merely thoughts, or patterns of thought; but he
left it unclear whether the Ideas themselves exercise thought; whether
they are intelligent as well as intelligible To be sure, it is hard to believe
that, say, a perfect circle can think; but there are several considerations
which favour the theory of intelligent Ideas For one thing, Plato
himself declared that the soul was ‘akin to the Ideas’; we can then
deduce correctly that the Ideas are akin to souls. Secondly, if one
accepts the old notion that like is known by like, it follows that the Ideas
must resemnble the mind that knows them. Thirdly, it appeats that some
Ideas at least should be intelligent; if intelligence is a virtue, then the
ideal man should be intelligent. Fourthly, we are told that Plato came to
think of the Ideas as definable in terms of number, or of some quasi-
numerical property such as harmony or proportion; and Plato’s disciple
Xenocrates undoubtedly defined the soul in similar terms. Some
thinkers, admittedly, treated both numbers and souls as intermediate
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beings, ranking below the Ideas but above material things. But if
intelligence 1s good, there is something strange 1n the doctrine that the
highest reality cannot be intelligent.

On the other hand, a salient fact about souls, or personalities, is that
they are strongly individualized; no two souls are alike. Thus any
attempt to assimilate 1deas and souls will conflict with the notion of the
Idea as a class-concept, a ‘one over many’. Nevertheless even Plotinus,
who did not in principle set much value on diversity, came to think that
there must be individual Ideas corresponding to each human individ-
ual; and less professional writers, including many Christians, made this
equation without any difficulty; human souls in their unfallen state,
before they enter the body, simply are Ideas; and there are sitmalar but
purer beings who are not attracted by bodily pleasures and remain in
the ideal world; these are identified as ‘demons’ in the pagan tradition,
and as ‘angels’ by Jews and Christians

Finally, we should consider Plato’s myth of the world’s creation in
the Timaeus A divine craftsman makes the world of space and time
according to an eternal model [t might seem, then, that he simply
copies patterns of perfection which exist outside and above him Butan
alternative theory was developed very early, perhaps by Xenocrates;
namely that the divine craftsman himself imagined these patterns
within his own mind before putting them mto concrete form. This
retains something of the old belief that the Ideas are simply thoughts;
but it gives then objective validity, as being the archetypal thoughts of
the divine creator This view was no doubt maore acceptable to religious
minds; and it is worth noting that the devout but anti-Christian Por-
phyry came round to it under the influence of Plotinus, agreeing with
his master that ‘the Ideas are not outside the Intellect’.

If we now return to Augustine, we can find most of these conceptions
reproduced in his writings. He gives a blanket approval to Plato’s
doctrine of an intelligible world, revealed by dialectics. In particular he
pictures the Ideas as patterns of moral virtues, and again as archetypes
for God's creations existing eternally in his mind.” Indeed, like many
Christian Platonists, he believes that the mind is s6 much superior to
the body that intellectual activity as such is the first step towards
heavenly virtue, and that truth—any truth whatsoever—has divine
authority over our minds.® He finds it hard to admit that any mental
operation might be merely pointless or misdirected. Fortunately he 1s
enough of a Christian realist to cotrect this intellectualist bias on
occasion. He notes, for instance, that not all mathematicians are wise;*

* Div. Quaest. 83 ,46.
8 Lib Arb. 2 6.14ff., esp 2.12.33-4.
¢ Ibid 2.11.30f ; Gen ad Lit 2 17 37
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he believes that the demons ate clever, but not good; and of course he
tecognizes the importance of mmaterial symbols as presented in the
sacraments.

But if Augustine sees the Ideas as archetypes for all God’s created
works, does he think there is an archetype for each individual creature?
Scholars have alleged that this is s0;'® but I do not find their evidence
convincing. ‘Each single thing is created by its own principle’, says
Augustine: singula propriis sunt creata rattonibus (Div  quaest
83,46.2). But the context implies that ‘each single thing’ should be
understood as ‘each species’; Augustine has just used the standard
examples of ‘man’ and ‘horse’. In any case, the theory of individual
archetypes is hardly attractive except as applied to intelligent beings; it
seems absurd to suppose that God has an ideal specification for each
individual flea and every grain of sand. With human individuals it may
be otherwise Plotinus thought so; and Augustine’s God might reason-
ably have an immutable idea of what each of us should be, distinct of
course from our all-too-changeable soul

The question of intelligent Ideas is also difficult to resolve. Some of
the Platonic arguments should appeal to Augustine; thus ideal faith or
ideal wisdom can hardly exist without intelligence; but perhaps he did
not think of these virtues as distinet intelligent beings; more probably
he saw them as God’s own living and creative thoughts which inter-
penetrate each other Augustine does of course believe in distinct
created intelligences, which correspond to the spirits or demons of later
Platonism. But he usually describes them in biblical and Christian
terms; he recognizes good angels and wicked demons, but denounces
the morally intermediate demons described by Apuleius.

[ have so far presented Augustine in fairly conventional terms. But a
different, and rather startling perspective emerges if we try to regard
him, not as a Platonizing Christian theologian, but as a renegade
Christianizing Platonist. Plotinus had seen the universe as an ordered
continuum in which pure spirit eternally reflects itself in lower orders
of being. Augustine adopts the Christian belief in a divine act of
creation inaugurating a world of time and space, and pictures intel-
ligent spirits in transit between the eternal and the spatiotemporal
realms.!! Theologians have of course defended this concept of creation
as essential for establishing the unique and personal dignity of God;
and I shall not dispute this verdict Nevertheless one has to reckon with
the complications it introduces into an already complex and tangled
metaphysical scheme,

' J. Meyendorff, New Schol 16 (1942), 36; V ]. Bourke, Augustine’s View
of Reality, 5, n 21. ‘
U Civ. Dei. 8-9, passim
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First, we have noted Augustine’s belief in the divine archetypes of
moral virtues. These archetypes clearly function as ideals to which
things ought to conform; but should we credit them with some sort of
dynamic function as well? Heavenly faith, we might say, is the touch-
stone of earthly {aith, or its formal cause; but do we see it also as an
inspiration which moves us through our love for it? And if so, do we also
see the heavenly right-angled triangle as thrilling us with the desire to
study mathematics? However this may be, Augustine introduces
another set of moving causes, the so-called seminal reasons, which
originate in Stoic rather than in Platonic philosophy, and are principles
of growth and development at the physical level

Whatever be the case with the divine archetypes, it must be that these
seminal reasons act on each individual thing; indeed they are pictured
as present within it. And there is another link between Ged and his
individual creatures, namely his complete and perfect knowledge of
them. This knowledge relates to creatures in space and time, but it is
itself eternal and unextended. It is tempting to describe it as a com-
pound of perfect perception, perfect memory, and perfect fore-
knowledge; but if God is eternal, we cannot credit him with these three
distinet powers > In a sense, of course, God knows when things
happen; he is aware that Judas betrays Jesus on a certain Thursday
evening, perhaps in 33 BC; but he can never know that this is going to
happen, or that it has happened. But he can, I think, know what it feels
like to know these things, since he knows what goes on in the minds of
his creatures. Indeed in his Confessions (11.13 15{f.) Augustine was
prepared to define time itself in psychological terms: the past is what we
remember, the future is what we foresee. On this theory, if God knows
how the experience of remembering differs from that of foreseeing, he
knows all that can be known about the lapse of time. But in later life
Augustine did not insist on this peculiar theory

God’s knowledge, of course, raises moral problems, which can be
mentioned only in passing. There is, first, God’s knowledge of human
sin; how can God understand sinful thoughts without in some sense
admitting them? If God is a perfectly simple being, as Augustine holds,
we cannot say that he understands sinful thoughts but disowns them,
for that would imply a conflict between sympathy and repugnance. But
perhaps the notion of absolute divine simplicity needs to be
reconsidered.

Moreover, if God creates a world in which he knows that the majority
of rational creatures will sin and thus be consigned to eternal punish-
ment, how is he himself to be cleared of blame? Augustine holds that
God intends to maximize the amount of goodness in the world, and

2Tnn 15713
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does so by including beings of lesser value, who are therefore bound to
sin. But this policy is hardly justified by its results A second answer is
to say that God acts justly towards all his creatures, but shows
undeserved mercy to sorne. The objections to this view are obvious, but
hardly belong to our subject; but we may briefly notice one subsidiary
point. It might appear that if God foreknows that X will sin, then it is
inevitable that X will sin; and if it is inevitable, then X is not free and
cannot be blamed Augustine replies, in his work On Free Choice
(3 4.9-11), that God does not cause X to sin by foreknowing it; what
God foreknows is that X will freely choose to sin, and his fore-
knowledge depends on X’s choice. In two later works he takes a
different line, suggesting that God does indeed contrive that some
individuals shall sin, and sin of their own free choice; he does this by
omitting to supply the grace to overcome temptation (Qu. Stmp 2 13;
Sp. et Lit. 34 60). I do not think this in the least acceptable as a way to
vindicate God’s goodness Nor do I think Augustine gives an adequate
account of human freedom. But he does maintain, consistently, that
God does not cause future events merely by foreknowing them.

We should remind ourselves that human beings are not the only
rational moral agents. There are also created spirits, which exist apart
from space and time, but are in some sense capable of change. In
practice Augustine divides them into two opposing classes. The better
sort, the angels, choose to attach themselves to God, and so enjoy a
share in his immutability; but this is properly a moral constancy,
resulting not from nature but from choice. Contrasted with these are
the devils, who seem to practise a kind of negative immutability in the
fixity of their self-assertion and destructive intent

A second order of intelligent beings are destined to enjoy a brief
existence in space and time; namely, our human selves. Augustine does
not think, with Plato, that our souls exist in time before they animate
our bodies; indeed he is notably unsure about their origin. They are, he
affirms, God’s creatures, and destined for eternal existence; but the
only eternity we can be sure that they enjoy is one qualified by their
thoughts and actions in their earthly lives. It is therefore outside time,
but we can only conceive it as beginning after their lives are completed.

How then does human life begin? It seems that God eternally pur-
poses to create human souls, or at least to introduce them, in a vastly
complicated temporal succession Two points about this divine pro-
cedure may be mentioned as especially strange. First, these created
intelligences begin to act within the world at moments which God
allows the human animals to determine in response to their own sexual
passions. And secondly, although the souls proceed in purity from the
creative hand of God, they are immediately thrown down into a tainted
environment, so that before they have a chance to prove themselves
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they incur and deserve the indignation and righteous vengeance of
God. And this apparent frustration of God’s creative work results from
the disobedience of Adam and Eve, that is, of only two among the
myriads of human spirits. It is the measure of Augustine's greatness
that he could win widespread approval for a theory which to all
appearances is so improbable, inconsistent, and immoral

So much, then, for the realities named by the term ‘being’ in
Augustine’s philosophy We must now conclude with some remarks on
the more abstruse question quid est esse; in other words, how does
Augustine interpret the term ‘being’ itself.

A convenient starting-point is a passage in his Letter XI to
Nebiidius, which tells us that there are three aspects of being: primo ut
stt, deinde ut hoe vel illud sit, tertinm ut in eo quod est maneat quantum
potest; that is to say, ‘being itself, being this or that, and continuing to
be’. Augustine tells us that these three aspects are distinct but insepar-
able, like the Persons of the Trinity.? There are several similar form-
ulations, some of them using the technical term ‘species’ in place of
‘being this or that’ Another series of passages expounds the biblical text
‘Thou hast made all things by measure, number and weight’ (Wisdom
11:21), which Augustine tries to interpret along the same lines. ' This
is not an easy task; in particular the term ‘measure’, mensura, does not
seem an obvious equivalent for the apparently abstract notion of being
itself ** With the second term, ‘numbet’, he is more fortunately placed,
since it recalls the Platonic theory that species can be explained in
mathematical terms: so he writes, numerus omni rei speciem praebet
(Gen. ad Lit. 43 7). His treatment of pondus, ‘weight’, is extraor-
dinarily ingenious and varied, though the details hardly belong to a
philosophical lecture; it stands for the ability of things to find their
proper level; for the tendency of the rational will to go where it belongs;
and also for a thing’s internal coherence, and so for its permanence,
which for Augustine is a mark of value.'®

Let us ask Augustine a few questions about his threefold scheme,
along the lines of Aristotle’s Categories. First, how widely doesit apply?
For he sometimes uses the phrase ‘Everything that is’, but semetimes
speaks of ‘every nature or substance’, thus referring especially to things,
or what Aristotle calls substances, rather than to qualities or relations,
Augustine does I think have substances chiefly in mind, which is
natural enough, but sometimes misleads him; on the other hand he
notes the eternal patterns of some qualities, such as virtues, and of

B v Quaest 83,18; Ver Relig 7.13
“ Gen. ad Lit. 4.3 71f.

15.C Faust. Manich 20.7.

16 Gen ad Lit 448
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quantities or numbers; and of course he uses relative terms like ‘Father’
and ‘Son’ to denote divine realities So he recognizes the four principal
Aristotelian categories. He may perhaps have adopted the Neoplatonic
theory that in the intelligible world all terms are substantial; but even
Aristotie noted that some things can be both substantial and relative.”

Next, Aristotle would like us to ask Augustine, does he think that
being is capable of degrees? Can one be intensely, or feebly? Certainly
Augustine speaks of greater and less being, and of supreme being
(magis esse, minus esse, summe esse, Civ. Dei 12.2.9, Ver. Relig
18.35); but does this apply to all aspects of being? With regard to the
third of these, permanence, the answer is clear ; obviously things can be
more and less permanent. But to say that one can possess a specific form
more and less completely sounds improbable, and is certainly a direct
contradiction of Aristotle; while common sense insists that either a
creature is a horse, or it is not. But Augustine clearly did believe that a
specific form, for instance humanity, can be more and less perfectly
realized; and this belief is linked with his theory of evil as a defect of
being. We cannot stay to examine this theory, though I myself distrust
it. At the very best, it needs a good deal of elaboration to make it even
plausible. Physical deformity, mental deficiency, and moral obliquity
can all stand under the broad umbrella of defective humanity. No
doubt all are bad; but they are bad in very different ways

What about the first term of the triad, namely being as such? Here 1
think Augustine is imprecise. Sometimes his words imply something
very like our notion of bare existence ; he uses the phrases utrum omnino
sit and quo constat (Div quaest 83,18), which recall the language of
the law-courts, where one has to establish that a piece of property does
actually exist before disputing its ownership. '® Here there is a straight
contrast of the real with the fictitious. In another passage (Civ. Det
11.27) Augustine uses the phrase ipsum esse to mean the mere exist-
ence, or life, which all creatures try to preserve; this makes a rather
different point, for real creatures obviously do not struggle to prevent
themnselves from becoming fictitious! But yet again, this same phrase
ipsum esse is used to indicate divine being. This has some analogy with
mere existence, as it is in some sense unqualified ; God clearly does not
belong to any created species But what exactly is meant by referring to
God as pure being?

In fact Augustine declares that God is the source of measure, number
and weight—or their various equivalents—-but is superior to all of
them. On the other hand, as we noted, he can say, Deus est esse; he
does not appear to have pronounced that God is beyond being. But I am

Y Plotinus, Ern. 6 1 3; Aristotle, Categ 7, 8 a 134f.
18 Cf. Quintilian, Inst 7 6 36.
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inclined to think that he has two different conceptions in view. He
reproduces the traditional Platonic-Christian concept of a creative
intelligence which foreordains what variety of things are to exist in the
world, because it is best that it should be so. But beside this appears the
more difficult, and more characteristic 1dea of the One as a source of
being, pure being, from which the distinet varieties of being descend by
a process of diminution, rather like the refraction of white light to
produce the various colours. ' Pure being, in this sense, 1s an intensely
powerful reality; Augustine describes it as the source of life, sensation
and purposive motion (¢. Faust. Man. 20.7); elsewhere he associates it
with unity, goodness, and truth. But he offers us the paradox that the
highest form of life 1s found in a Being which lacks all the characteristics
which we associate with life, unless unity, goodness and permanence
can provide some sort of bridge; and the approach to such a being
should be to lay aside not only action but thought, indeed everything
that is regulated by number and proportion, and to lose oneself in the
contemplation of the absolute One,

I think, then, that the alternative conception better expresses the
Christian doctrine of creation, indeed of divine being; and it should
also be more acceptable to us moderns, impressed as we are by Darwin-
1an theories of evolution; for we normally think that new species have
evolved by developing new positive capacities which enable them to
compete and survive, rather than by the self-restriction -of an
undifferentiated source of being.

Both these theories, however, presuppose an optimistic view of the
universe, as expounded by many Stoics and Platonists; and both are
difficult to reconcile with Augustine’s vision of a universe which God
knows from all eternity will be darkened and corrupted by sin. The
problem would be eased if we could believe, with John Lucas, that
God’s foreknowledge is not absolute, so that there was at least a chance
that Adam would not sin; or better still, if we could persuade Augustine
that man’s absolute need of God’s grace need not imply an absolute
entanglement in corruption. As 1t 1s, I suspect that he has involved
himself in a contradiction from which even his own masterful ingenuty
could find no way of escape

I will conclude with some further remarks on the subject of perman-
ence; for permanence is a characteristic which Augustine values highly;
he thinks it an essential mark of true goodness and of God’s being. But
the connection between permanence and value is not immediately
obvious. Aristotle indeed challenged Plato on this point, observing—
perhaps not very seriously—that a white post that lasts a long time 1s no
whater than one which lasts for a day (VE 1096b, 4) We might of course

¥ Civ Dei 8 6, 12.2; of. Nat. Bon. 3
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object that this is not a good analogy for moral qualities. If we call a man
generous, we mean that he has a permanent disposition towards
unselfish giving Thus an isolated impulsive action cannot count as
generosity; to quote Aristotle again, it is virtuous only if it proceeds
from a fixed intention (ibid. 1105a, 34). But unfortunately for this
argument, it applies to vices as well as to virtues; and just as a throw-
away largesse doesn’t prove a man generous, so a momentary panic
doesn’t brand him a coward Augustine is obviously captivated by the
old Platonic doctrine that instability is a mark of vice, and per contra,
that stability is necessary for virtue; but once again, he is not consist-
ent; he can insist that sorne men acquire a habit of self-assertion and
wrong-doing which determines all theiractions (Gr Xt 18£.). It seems
to follow that stability or permanence is a necessary condition of moral
goodness; but if cannot possibly be a sufficient condition.

In dealing with God himself, Augustine introduces the much
stronger notion of immutability, which we canmnot discuss at this stage.
But even the requirement of stability poses problems for the moralist;
how can one acquire it without becoming inflexible and insensitive?
And per contra, what can a philosopher make of those delightful acts of
spontaneous generosity which we associate with the alabaster cruse of
ointment and with St Francis of Assisi? No doubt the answers to such
questions are implicit in Augustine’s writings; but he does not present
them in worked-out form. And the happy tribe of Augustinian scholars
who quote the master’s words with placid approval have seldom
explored these problems, and give us little help towards their solution.

The moral, I think, is that it is more important to be stimulated and
inspired by Augustine than to put together an Augustinian system.
Augustine is a fascinating character; devout, yet ingenious; authori-
tarian, yet sympathetic. As a philosopher he has one outstanding
weakness, namely his uncritical acceptance of a Church tradition that
had been fixed through the labours of lesser men; and this of course
includes an approach to the Bible which we moderns have been forced
to discard. But no one can wholly free himself from the influence of his
predecessars. Augustine is not only a saint, but an innovative genius
whose work will hold a permanent appeal.
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The Intelligible World, in Platonic
Tradition, Marius Victorinus and
Augustine

In his Literal Commentary on Genesis (12.1021) Augustine has a short
passage in which he discusses the meanings of the words ‘intelligible’ and
‘intellectual’. The latter, we would suppose, denotes ‘that which can think’;
the other, ‘that which can be thought’ But rather surprisingly Augustine
declares that they have the same meaning; whichever word we use, hoc idem
significamus. Does he mean that the two words are sirictly synonymous, or
merely that their reference is the same? He does not make this at all clear
But he notes that some thinkers draw a distinction Everyone, says Augustine,
admits that intellect is perceived only by intellect: mens quippe non videtur
nisi mente. But can there be anything that is intelligible but does not itself
think? This, he says, is a question, which he is not prepared to discuss; he
will treat the two terms as equivalent: nunc intellectuale et intelligibile sub
eadem significatione appellamus

This is a surprising doctrine. It conflicts with our own usage, and indeed
with that of the Greek words voepds and vortos, which ate very rarely con-
fused. We would suppose that intellectualis refers to an active power, intelli-
gibilis to a passive suitability Not that intelligibilis exactly corresponds to
the English word ‘intelligible’. It certainly does not suggest ‘easily intelli-
gible’; it has, rather, a restrictive sense: ‘accessible, if at all, only to the
mind’. We might agree that Einstein’s theory is intelligibilis when we could
hesitate to call it intelligible

What then is to be counted as intelligible? Augustine’s position, I think, is
confused. He clearly accepts the commonplace distinction between thinking
and unthinking beings, and again that between sense and thought with their
respective objects But he also holds that intellect plays an essential part in
sense perception, which distinguishes it from mere sensation ! But if so, then

U Lib Arb 23.9; Conf. 71723, 1069; Gen. Lir 121024, The doctrine of course is known
carlier; see e g Cicero Acad 140; Sextus Empiricus adv Mark 7297, 11 226; Porphyry in
Stoic Vet Frag 274



XVI

2 ITHE INTEELIGIBLE WORLD IN PLATONIC TRADITION

everything we know is in some sense intelligibile; and if we equate the two
terms, is in some sense intellectuale This does not establish that every mind
can be known; but it does seem to imply that everything that can be known is
a mind

Augustine’s ontology cleatly builds on his Platonism; the problem has
been studied in depth, notably by Pépin, Hadot, Kramer and Rist® Such
scholars have tended to consider not simply the relation of the Platenic Ideas,
to the mind, but in particular their relation to a supreme mind, the Craftsman,
the Demiurge or God, or again to the anima mundi which Plato conceives as
a soul partaking in reason, Timaeus 36e. But if we intend to explore the back-
ground of Augustine’s dictum in fairly brief compass, it will be preferable,
and [ think allowable, to take a democratic line and speak only of the minds
and souls with which we are acquainted

(1} Plato several times declares that the soul is akin to the Ideas The Ideas are

intelligible par excellence; the soul’s most distinctive activity is that of

thinking, vo(s or voelv In what ways does the soul resemble the Ideas? It
is not-composite, invisible, and at least relatively unchanging, &sl
cooauTes éxotoa and thus akin to the divine These descriptions are
drawn from the Phaedo, but in a much later work, Laws 10, §98e, Plato
declares it intelligible to the mind alone, voryrdv §'elvat véd udvep 3

But as we all know Plato soon developed his views both of the soul
and of the Ideas In the Republic and the Phaedrus we move from the
Idealized soul of the philosopher to the diversified and self-conflicting
souls of men at large, with the proviso, of course, that intelligence
1emains their most distinctive and most valuable attribute or activity,
though not always the most effective. As for the Ideas, Plato clearly
began by thinking of them as principles of explanation; they are often put
forward in answer to the question ‘What is so-and-so?’, as applied to a
general name denoting some moral quality or virtue. But they soon come
to embody a large variety of interests, both for Plato himself and still
more for his successors Considered as principles of explanation, Plato
seems to have maintained the belief, despite all difficulties, that there is
an Idea corresponding to every general name* In other contexts the

1 Pépin 'Une curieuse déclaration idéaliste de Saint Augustin , Rev. d Hist et Phil Rel 34
(1954), 373-400; P. Hadot, "Eire, Vie, Pensée chez Plotin et avant Plotin”. Les Sources de Plotin,
Entretiens Hardt 5 (1960), 105-41; HJ Krimer Der Ursprung der Geistmetaphysik
(Amsterdam 1967); ). Rist Eres and Psyche (Toronto 1964). pp. 61-7, Plotinus the Road 1o
Reality (Cambndge. 1967). pp. 85ff

3CEtn 1

4 WD Ross Plato's Theory of Ideas (Oxford, 1951), pp 79, 141 172; ¢f G. Vlastos,
Degrees of Reality in Plato’. pp 7. 8 n L in R Bambrough (ed ) New Essays on Plato and
Aristotle (London 1979)
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notion of value comes to the fore; the [dea is the standard of perfection to
which its counterparts approximate. This seems to imply that there can
be no Ideas of indifferent or worthless things 53 Yet again, the Idea is con-
ceived as conferring either distinctive character or distinctive value on its
participants, as twoness makes things two, an aspect which Aristotle
describes as the ‘formal cause’;® on this score it has analogies with the
soul, traditionally regarded as the source of movement and life

(2) It will not be possible to chart all these conflicting traditions; but one
axiom which is particularly important as assimilating the intellectual soul
with its objects is the commonplace that like is known by like This
dictum seems to have gained prestige with the passage of time Aristotle
refers to Plato for the doctrine yivcyokeoBan T djoicy 1o Guotov, but
himself develops the theory which goes by the name of ‘the identity of
the mind with its object’.” And whatever qualifications Aristotle may
have envisaged, the dictum is quoted with surprising assurance by
Plotinus and Porphyry alike 8

Such a manner of thinking is so remote from our own that it is difficult

to perceive the tacit qualifications that must have governed its use In
some sense, clearly, it is the mind that knows the way to Larissa — as
Augustine will agree But we do not think the mind is long and rough
and stony. Mathematics, moreover, is a purely intellectual pursuit; but in
learning the multiplication table our mind entertains or acquires its par-
ticulars, but remains distinct We do not feach the multiplication table by
causing it to understand us! Aristotle does indeed suggest that teaching
and learning are the same process, though differently conceived (Phys
32, 202 a 20) But one can learn without being taught; it cannot then be
argued that learning must involve contact with an intelligent being
Moral knowledge is perhaps more significant; to love is a sine qua non
for understanding what love is. But whatever our own reserves, it is plain
that the axiom was much respected in antiquity, and that it influenced
Augustine

(3} Quite apart from these general considerations, it must appear that some
Ideas at least are intelligent, especially the Ideas of rational beings,
whether men or demons. Plato’s argument in Sophist 248e points the
way; it is phrased in abstract terms, contending that movement, life and
thought are present in absolute reality, Té) TavreAdds dvwr, but the
latter phrase is explained by an earlier statement (246 b) that real being

5 Parmenides 130 d

8 Phaedo 101 ¢, cf Aristotle s criticism, Gen & Corr 29 esp 335 b 18; my ‘axe illustra-
tion below suggests an answer, without discounting other causes

T De Anima 1.2,404b 16,37, 431 al;¢f n 9 andJ Pépin, op cit, pp 393-5

8 Enn 53 5-6; Sent 44: Alex Aphr Mantissap 108 Bruns.

XVI



XVI

4 THE INTELLIGIBLE WORLD IN PLATONIC TRADITION

consists in intelligible and, incorporeal Forms: vontd &TTa kal
&ocopata edn Ty &Anbwiv ovuciav sival Intelligence is part of
human perfection; it must, therefore, attach to the Idea of man But this
reflection, as we shall see, leads us away from conceiving of the Ideas as
inclusive concepts arranged in a hierarchy Qur ordinary systems of clas-
sification lead us to think that all members of a species belong to it
equally; Thersites is a man no less than Achilles. But the theory of ldeas
assumes a connection between generality and value such that a species is
more truly embodied in its best members than in the average; while even
the best fall short of the Idea itself Nevertheless we only experience
intelligent thinking as an activity of individuals; and there is something
impenetrably strange to us in the notion that the most intelligent man can
be ount-performed by the Idea of the animal as such.

We have given a brief sketch of some of the problems that are suggested
by Plato’s thought; we must turn to his successors. Of these Aristotle, at least
the mature Aristotle, stands largely aside from the development we wish to
explore; he rejected the notion of transcendent Forms, and redefined the soul
as the form of the body, leaving it a directive function as controlling the
bedy’s development, and recognizing intelligence as the peak of human
excellence, but locating superhuman intelligence in the moving principles of
the heavenly bodies, and in a supreme directive intelligence who, we note,
contemplates himself not only on the general ground of the identity of the
mind with its object, but because the best mind must think that which is best,
namely himself

Aristotle’s contemporaries Speusippus and Xenocrates will have to be
briefly dismissed; the programme that I have outlined allows us to by-pass
two famous definitions of soul, as, {8Béa ToU Tdavty diaoratol and as
apiBuds tautov kivddw. These, I take it, are primarily concerned with the
cosmic scul of the Timaeus; but their application may well have been
extended Xenocrates identified Plato’s ideal numbers with ordinary mathe-
matical numbers; thus his definition identifies souls with at least one class of
Ideas; and it becomes less paradoxical if we recall that ap1Buds can easily
denote any collection or structure that embodies a computable plurality, as
the soul obviously does Tt seems natural, then, to see Xenocrates as an
important source for a view which certainly circulated among the Middle
Platonists and which, discounting a mass of complications and objections,
makes a straightforward identification of souls and Ideas.

In some ways, of course, this identification can be made extremely plau-
sible. Suppose we see the Idea as a formal cause, then in the case of transient

? Metaph A9 10752 5; 10741 34
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things, yevnra, it will operate over a period, and its influence will have a
beginning If I split a log into two parts, the Idea of twoness will come into
piay the moment the axe falls. But suppose, instead, that I beget a child; in
this event part of his mother’s body becomes informed by the Idea of
humanity, or of a humanity; but also, the Platonist will believe, a soul enters
this body from another realm. Are we to think that these are two distinct
events which might occur at different times? I shall offer some evidence that
there were Middle Platonists who drew no distinction !¢

One source that must certainly be examined is Philo of Alexandria. So far
as I can discover, he does not assimilate the words vogpds and vonytds. He
knows the maxim that like is known by like (Der 164) and argues from it that
mind is known by mind (Gig 9) Hence he concludes that we have intellec-
tual knowledge of cosmic intelligences; but not, I think, that everything
known to the mind is intelligent Does he then assimilate souls with Ideas? I
think I sense a certain hesitation, which is disguised by his habit of giving
symbolical meaning to biblical texts Thus when he states that Abraham and
Sarah represent Ideas (Qu Gen 4 8) we ought not to conclude that the Ideas
resemble humans, and are conscious intelligences There are texts which
appear to link the Ideas with angels;!? but most of these involve the terms
Adyor and Buvdels, which are too variable in meaning to support certain
conclusions Rather more definite is Qu Ex 2.114, where Philo states that the
patriarchs are immortalized as souls or Ideas; but so far I have discovered
only one text which clearly states that Ideas are intelligent, at Qu. Ex. 2.63, a
passage which fortunately survives in a Greek fragment:

"EBzl ydp Tas mpedTas ToU "Ovrtos Buvdpes. iBéas iBecdv
Umapxovoas, Ths xaBapwTdins kal duyols kal TipaApecTaTns
KQl TTROCETL TTi§ ETMOTNUOVIKLOTGTIS PUCELS LETANXXETY

Strictly speaking, of course, this applies to an élite class of Ideas; but it
would be unlike Philo to provide that the common run of Ideas are excluded

We can turn now to the Middle Platonist Calvenus Taurus, writing in the
early second century AD, who states that ‘souls are sent by the gods to earth
(perhaps} in order that there may be as many living beings in the cosmos as
there are in the intelligible realm’. ‘Living beings’ here should mean ‘indi-
vidual beings’, because if it meant simply ‘species’, one human soul would
suffice Taurus’ view resembles that found in Plotinus: when the souls are

10 But not main-stream Platonists, for this possibility is ignored in the conspectus in Porphyry
ad Gaurum; ¥T in Festugiére. Rev Herm Trism . 3 267-9
W Somn 1127; Spec. Leg 1 46-8 329; Qu Gen 311
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sent down, their place in heaven is not vacated, but remains occupied by their
intelligible counterparts This view contrasts with one found in Philo, in the
Gnostic teacher Basilides,'? and in other Gnostic systems we shall now con-
sider, which postulates a straightforward descent and reascension of souls or
Ideas

Hippolytus describes a number of sects which expound a mixture of

popular Platonism with unorthodox exposition of the Bible The Peratae, we
are told, conceive of the Son, or Logos as a cosmic serpent who glides up and
down, and derives from the Father the Buv&usis, iBéon of xapaktipss
which he then embodies in matter (5. 16.25) These must be individual ideas;
for the account continues: ‘If anyone .  has the strength to comprehend that
he is a character of the Father brought down from above and embodied in the
world, he becomes consubstantial with the Father in heaven and ascends to
that place’ Shortly afterwards we hear of the Logos ‘cartying up from below
those who have awakened and become characters of the Father” The Peratae,
of course, were not the first to adopt the maxim “Werde was du bist’

Very similar teaching appears in Hippolytus’ account of the Docetists in
Book VIII We hear of ideas or characters coming down from above, and
being insulted by the Demiurge and imprisoned in material bodies, though
not without some error (Tth&vn) on their own part; thus ‘the ideas are called
souls, because they have cooled off from the things above and continue in
darkness’, using the word-play wuxn), soul, Buxpds, cold (8.10.1) The
metaphor of cooling is also found in Origen (Princ 2 8.3, cf Mt 24:12; but
he speaks, of vdes ‘minds’, or Aoyikoi, ‘raticnal beings’, rather than Ideas,
which he interprets unsympathetically as mere mental concepts (Princ
2.36)

So much for the thinkers who assimilate Ideas with souls. But there is a
conirasting tradition at work within Middle Platonism which carries on the
project begun by Plato in the Sophist and continued in the Philebus and
Politicus to arrange the Ideas in a rational order, in which the more compre-
hensive take precedence over the more neatly individual This undertaking
presumes that the Ideas are unchanging, and that each of them is a one-over-
many, so that the table culminates in the most comprehensive and to owm
thinking the most abstract of all Ideas, namely that of being itself. This
diagram is known as the ‘Iree of Porphyry’, and examples are found in
Aristotle and the Stoics, in Philo, Seneca, Albinus and Maximus of Tyre, and
in Basil and Victorinus as well as Augustine 1?

It should not be confused with another diagram, commonly known as a
scala naturae, which attempts to classify the main types of being in an order

12 Basilides (Hippolytus Ref. 7 22 7ff ) uses the term vldTns (not in IST); wuyxA is implied at
§10; iBéa perhaps only in a general sense. 7 21 5
13 W Theiler Die Vorbereitung des Neuplatonismus (Bexlin, 1930), pp 3-7
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THE PORPHYRY TREE

A full diagram is given by Philo agr. 139, Seneca Ep. 58:

"Ovta Quod est
ACOPATA  OWUATA incorporalia Wlia
dyuxa  Euyuxa inanimata animata

&hoya  Aoywd  [plants] ‘solo affixa’ animalia
fvnrd Bela mortalia immortalia

Stoic influence is seen in the primary division; the incorporalia comprise
only grammatical and logical concepts, everything else is corporeal; so
Philo agr. 140f, whereas he normally makes God., the Logos and the
Ideas incorporeal.

The two following tables (a) omit this division, so giving more scope
for incorporeal beings; (b) pronounce the right-hand classes superior at
each stage, thereby giving the appearance of a scala naturae:

Maximus Tyrius 11 8,p. 138 H  Augustine CD. 11.16 I*

"Ovrta a Deo facta
Jayuxa  Epyuxa non vivenitia  viventia
puTikGy  aicBTikdv non sentientia  sentientia
[arbores] [animalia)

RN

Ghoyov  hoyikov non intelligentia  intelligentia
mortale immortales

* In his enim, quae quoquo modo sunt et non sunt quod Deus est a quo
facta sunt, praeponuntur viventia non viventibus . et in his, quae vivunt,
pracponuntur sentientia non sentientibus, sicut arboribus animalia; et in
his guae sentiunt, praeponuntur inteiligentia non intelligentibus, sicut
homines pecoribus; et in his, quae intelligunt, praeponuntur immortalia
mortalibus, sicut angeli hominibus
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based on increasing vaiue and rationality Thus Aristotle divides the natural
world into inanimates, plants, animals and rational beings; and attempts were
later made to extend the scheme above the human level, though with much
less prospect of securing agreement; it might, for instance, include demons
and star-deities, as in Apuleius. Augustine, on Psalm 148, formulates it with
convenient brevity thus: angeli, homines, animalia, arbores et lapides
laudunt Deuwn. And a late and elaborately christianized version appears in the
heavenly hierarchies of Dionysius the Areopagite, 4

It should be clear that in theory these two classifications are quite distinct.
The Porphyry Tree unfolds in an order of decreasing generality; the Ladder in
an order of increasing value, taking rationality as the criterion, and comparing
co-ordinate species or genera In the Porphyry Tree the species man is placed
next above the genus of animal-in-general, 16 {cov, to which he belongs; in
the other scheme man comes, next above irrafional animals But confusion
arises because it is difficult to reflect on the Porphyry Tree without intro-
ducing some notion of comparative value If we compare the species man
with the genus animal, o {éov, we are likely to think that man is superior;
for the genus td (dov defines a mixed population in which irrational
animals predominate, whereas all men are presumed to be rational Indeed we
still import notions of value into our class-terms. There are good grounds for
claiming that Thersites is a man no less than Achilles; but how natural it is to
say that Achilles is more of a man than Thersites.

Let us approach the problem from another angle The system of classifica-
tion sketched out by Plato in the Sephiss considers the ideas mainly as class-
concepts. What will be the result if we emphasize the other aspects of the
Ideas as mentioned above, and think of them as ideal or alternatively as
formal causes?

Obviously there is no objection in principle to defining a class in terms of
approximation to an ideal standard; we constantly do this when we describe
everyday objects as circles or triangles But if we do this, we cannot work
with a simple concept of participation; we have to think of approximation in
various degrees And this will apply at all levels. Among the various species
of animals, it is piausible to hold that the most rational is best, namely man;
and among men, the best will be the man who most nearly approaches ideal
humanity But this means that there is no work to be found for the ideal
animal-as-such; its 1ole will be taken over by the ideal man

Much the same argument applies if we think of the Ideas as formal causes,
Aristotle was able to see the form of the species as playing an important part
in the development of living organisms; it ensures, for instance, that a mare
will give birth to a foal and not to a calf But if it does this job, it will not

14 Numerous examples are given by A § Pease Commentary on Cicero. De Natura Deorim
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need the assistance of the form of animal life, which might ensure, say, that a
mare will not give birth to a mushroom. It does not seem to me that the
ancient Platonists grasped this point; they held that the move from individual
to species was a step up in terms of dignity and effectiveness, and assumed
that the same would apply to the transition from species to genus, and so on
If T have argued correctly, this view was mistaken

We can now turn to Marius Victorinus, whom I see as a pagan philosopher
turned Christian, who defends Nicene theology with the simple conviction of
a convert, but is still searching for a philosophical substructure in the
Neoplatonist doctrines which he has absorbed, and is far from establishing a
coherent system In his first philosophical work, the ad Candidum, he
explains in some detail that intelligibilis and intellectualis apply to different
orders of reality; he may thercfore be the dissident whom Augustine indicates
by the tactful plural guidam ** There are, he declares, four orders of reality:
guae vere sunt, quae sunt, quae ROR vere non sunt, guae non sunt 16 1o get
the priorities right we have to read the third clause with a cancelling double
negative: ‘things that are not absolutely unreal’. And even the fourth class
turps out to have some measure of being; it is distinguished from guae vere
non sunt, which he says ‘have no claim to exist’ ad id ut sint locum non
habent.

The four classes can be identified as follows: first, Ideas or intelligibles,
secondly souls, which are intellectualis, thirdly souls embedded in matter,
and fourthly matter itself In this passage, then, infellectualis refers to a
power of understanding which may or may not be exercised; indeed we hear
of animarum in natura intellectualium nondum intellectum habentium. But
there is no consistency; shortly afterwards the power of God is called intel-
lectualis as well as intelligibilis; and since God is simplex, this cannot denote
a lesser perfection, let alone an imperfection

Turning to the broader question, we find that Victorinus gives a confused
impression of the intelligible world, largely, I think, because he has not
appreciated the fundamental distinction between the I'tee and the Ladder to
which I referred He is familiar enough with a christianized version of the
scala naturae; a simple example, given in descending order of value, runs as
follows: Deus, Iesus, Spiritus, nous, anima, et deinde corporalia omnia (adv
Ar. 12,5) A rather similar passage (ibid 1.44) enlarges on the orders of
angels in language drawn from Eph 1:21 and Col. 1:16: and a third exam-ple
{1 60) begins with the Father and the Son, as mutually indwelling, but con-
tinues in philosophical terms, omitting the Spirit and reverting to the four
orders of reality mentioned above: God is praeprincipium omnis substantiae,

15 See however A H Armstrong (ed } Later Greek Philosophy 297f on Iamblichus
16 See FW Kohnke “Plato's Conception of Td oUk SvTeas oUk &v'. Phronesis (1956)
23240 ’
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intelligibilis et intellectualis et animae et hylicae et universae substantiae in
hyle _

Victorinus has previously!? explained the highest of these four orders, the
things quae vere sunt et omnia supracaelestia. He begins, apparently, with its
less distinguished members: ut spiritus, voUs, anima, cognoscentia, disci-
plina, virtutes, Adyo\, opiniones, perfectio, existentia, vita, intelligentia This
i1s a perplexing catalogue; one would say, surely, that spiritus, vods, and
aniima claim to be substances, while the next six look more like attributes or
activities which they are supposed to display (and it seems odd to find opin-
iones in such distinguished company); whereas existentia, vita and inzelli-
gentia are nominalized forms of the familiar triad esse, vivere, intelligere,
which can either be sharply distinguished, as marking off three orders of
creatures by their highest potential ~ perhaps stones, plants and men — or
identified as belonging to the supreme being and presupposing one another

We have taxed Victorinus with confusing the categories; so perhaps we
should hear his reply, which conveys standard Neoplatonic doctrine, but has a
certain vividness and poetic appeal; he contends that in the intelligible world,
everything that exists in a substance, and is a living and thinking being:
Etenim in supernis aeternisque, id est in intellectibilibus atque intellectual-
ibus nihil accidens, nihil qualitas, nihil geminum, vel cum altero, sed omnia
viventes sunt intelligentesque substantiae, purae, simplices, unius modi, hoc
ipse quo sunt, et vivunt et intellegunt, conversimque, guo vivunt, quo intelle-
gunt, hoc ipso etiam sunt '® His conclusion, I think, is rather less impressive:
Vivit igitur ac vita una substantia est. This to make time a mere negation of
enduring life rather than as a stage in which to act

But I have not finished with Victorinus® catalogue He goes on to mention
two higher sorts of reality: et adhuc superius, existentialitas, vitalitas, intelli-
gentitas, et supra ista omnia, v solum istud ipsum quod est unum et solum
Sy But what on earth is the place of these abstracta, “existentiality, vitality
and intelligentity’ as distinct from ‘existence, life and intelligence’, in a
scheme of being which, we have just heard, begins with the Holy Trinity and
continues with voUs and anima and the divine creations?

I suggest that Victorinus has been misled by a faulty theory of meaning.
He assumes that all nouns are names; he considers existentia and existential-
itas two distinct significant words, and infers that they denote two separate
things In this reasoning he overlooks the vital fact that existentia itself has
more than one meaning. It can have a collective sense, indicating all that
exists, or some part of it It can also be used abstractly, to indicate the state or
condition which existent things as such possess. But in this second sense it
seems precisely equivalent to existentialitas; the longer term might perhaps

17 Ad Cand 7.
18 Adv Ar 42
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be useful as excluding an ambiguity which existentia permits; but that gives
no reason to construe it as a name for a distinct and higher order of reality

One might of course argue that existentialitas conveys a more pronounced
suggestion of abstraction; it seems further removed from the concrete and
particular, and so, on Platonic assumptions, more sublime But if so, why stop
there? Why not speak of existentialitas as something higher still? ~
Irenaeus long ago had castigated charlatans who played this game
Meanwhile, Iet us note that existentialitas is something of a bogus universal,
it does not, like most universals, have the dignity of greater comprehensive-
ness, as the genus animal is more comprehensive than the species man; for
existentiality, if it is a property at all, is a property which can attach only to
existence

This argument could be extended, if time allowed, to include Victorinus’
treatment of God himself Sometimes he uses concrete terms borrowed from
evervday life; he is particularly fond of describing God’s substance as spir-
itus and lumen; or again, unlike Plotinus, as a thinking mind that is conscious
of itself. At other times he accumulates abstracta; God is not only &v, but
mtpodv; or more elaborately, omnium principiorum praeprincipium, omnium
intelligentiarum praeintelligentia, and so on.!? T would venture to argue that
even the well-tried description of God as esse purum harbours confusions. It
appeals 10 esse as the most abstract of universals, having the least positive
significance, to express the transcendence of God, or his remoteness from
ordinary descriptions Yet at the same time esse must express his creativity;
and here one appeals to the infinite variety of positive content, when esse can
stand for the distinctive manner of life and existence possessed by so many
different kinds of created beings But this is a radically different use of esse;
the distinctive esse of the hyena may perhaps be seen as a product of God's
creative intelligence, but it is not in any sense an aspect of his nature Yet this
apparently sensible caution is ruled out by the traditional reasoning that God
is a perfectly simple being, so that all aspects of his esse must coincide. This
argument is not for me.

We turn at last to Augustine, who like Victorinus attempts a synthesis of
Platonism with Nicene Chiistianity, and whose notions of the intelligible
world have much in common with his. Augustine is by far the more versatile
and penetrating thinker. He is not captivated by Neoplatonist systematics; he
has absorbed the Christian doctrine of creation, including the biblical view
that “‘God created man from the dust of the earth’, and of course the earth
itself He therefore sees God as creating beings quite unlike himself, as well
as those who can achieve some likeness through their intelligence and their
independence of matter. He can, therefore, accommodate intellectual spirits

1% 1bid 1 49
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in the Platonic style; but he has no special reason to see the supreme Unity
founding a series of intelligent beings who diminish only gradually from
himself. This I think needs saying; for scholarly research has tended to call
attention to the echoes of Plotinus in Augustine. His independence, therefore,
also needs to be stressed.

It seems, then, that he approaches the intelligible world by three different
routes. First, it contains the patterns or prototypes of all created beings Next,
it contains all those concepts and relations of which we have intellectual
knowledge; these are more various then we might expect, and figure in math-
emalical, logical, moral and aesthetic theory. Thirdly it has to include those
concepts that can be predicated per analogiam of God himself, and in soon
sense identified with him

The first heading can be simply treated In the Diverse Questions, number
46, Augustine has a straightforward Platonist account of the rationes rerum
stabiles atque incommutabiles, quae in divina intelligentia continentur. He
does not, in this passage, assign them to the divine Wisdom or Logos in par-
ticular; and he does not, I believe, include ideas of individual beings, though
this has sometimes been asserted 20 And there is no suggestion that I can dis-
cover that the Ideas are intelligent beings. The pure and rational mind, he
says, excels by its intelligence istas rationes, quarum visione fit beatissima,
and the treatise On Free Will describes the Forms of bodies at least as inferior
to the powers of the soul, which in turn are infetior to the virtues them-
selves 2! Thus the value of those Forms in proportional, not to the divine
intelligence that conceives them, but to the degree of goodness which the
Creator intends them to realize in their embodiments. And the rationes that
inspire the intelligent mind are not themselves described as intelligent

Secondly, the intelligible world includes all those things that are known by
the mind; though no doubt we should add the qualification ‘without the aid of
the senses’, for we must not encumber the intelligible world with the road to
Larissa Within this wide-ranging class we can identify Forms of substances,
for corporeal Forms appear again under this heading;* of qualities, espe-
cially moral qualities; and of relations, for ‘likeness’ is mentioned in ver
relig. 36.66, along with unity and truth Here again, so far as I can see, there
is no mention of individual Forms, and no claim that the Forms are intelli-
gent, thinking beings Certainly there is no tendency to assimilate the Forms
with souls; for even the angels are conceived as created beings, and in prin-
ciple subject to change, though capable of achieving immutability in virtue.

But this sketch of Augustine’s views has so far been one-sided In a well-

20 1, Meyendorff, New Scholasticism 16 (1942} 36; V] Bourke. Augustine s View of Reality
5n 21

2 21950,¢f CD 86

2 Op cit 21949
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known passage of the City of God, 86, he represents the Platonists as
teaching that ‘whatever exists is either matter ot life, and that life is superior
to matter, that the Form of matter’ — surprisingly?® — ‘is accessible to sense,
that the Form of life is accessible to intelligence’ ‘Life’ is clearly to be taken
in an inclusive sense, for Augustine has just declared that its ideal Form is
realized in the divine intelligence. And he goes on to explain intellectual
knowledge by considering three kinds of beauty, the physical, the conceptual
and the ideal beauty, the last being raised above the level of our intellect
through its unchanging perfection. An even more spectacular description of
intellectual knowledge is found in the Literal Commentary on Genesis,
12.24 50, where he sees it apprehending the Christian virtues enumerated by
St Paul: ‘How else can the intellect itself be seen except by intellection? In
this way also we see “love, joy, peace, patience, kindness, goodness, faith,
gentleness, self-control” and the rest, by which we draw near to God, and
finally God himself”.

In this bold synthesis of Platonic and Christian tradition it appears that
there are philosophical puzzles which I have neither the time nor the skill to
disentangle. Augustine can readily accept the Platonic Forms of man and
horse, existing in the divine mind as prototypes of things to be created But
there seems no place in his thought for the Form of the living creature as
such; he speaks rather of life itself; and this is not part of God’s design for
creation, but an aspect of his own being, included in the triad esse-vivere-
intelligere which, like Victorinus, he can declare to be inseparable one from
another, as essential aspects of God’s own being 2* In much the same way the
notion of perfect intelligence appears, especially in the Soliloguies, to merge
with that of perfect truth, an echo, perhaps, of the claimed identity of the
knowing mind with its object; and there is not very lucid transition from truth
at its lowest, as seen in the truism that three threes are nine, or that wise men
are better than fools, fo truth as realised in perfect understanding and intelli-
gence, a truth identical with the being of God

When approaching God’s being in philosophical tetms, Augustine puts
him at the summit of the intelligible world. As an ardent Nicene, Augustine
could not accept the formula found in some earlier Christian Platonists, that
God the Father creates pure being. God the Son confers on things their dis-
tinctive character: for uncharacterised existence is a logician’s phrase:
nothing can exist unless it is so-and-so. Thus when Augustine speaks of esse
purum, he cannot tefer to such existence; cf p 11 It may perhaps be

B CD 86 D Knowles translates speciem corporis as ‘the form of matter’ and the meaning
Form® is indeed suggested earlier in the chapter. Physical beauty’ seems less likely as
Augustine goes on to refer to beauty as pulehritudo But species could have a very general sense.
contrasting the corporeal ‘order’ or realm’ with the intelligible

24 1hid Cf Victorinus adv Ar 36 adfin
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approached in terms of Aristotle’s metaphysics. God has no accidents, in the
commonly accepted sense; he is never surprised by events To say ‘God is
perfect justice” perhaps expressed this point But Augustine interprets this ‘is’
as an ‘is’ of identity, so reaching the conclusion that all God’s attributes are
identical with him, and thus identical with one another It is difficult to make
sense of this doctrine. It may be possible, for instance, to conceive a perfect
union of justice and mercy; but a synthesis of all God’s attributes must escape
human comprehension And even if it were possible, such a scheme might do

justice to God’s majesty, but could not comprehend his love. This must be

infinitely adaptable if, as we believe, God loves both the severe moralist and
the warm-hearted undiscriminating open heart which has a welcome for all.
He loves us, not merely for our likeness to him, but in our inevitable differ-
ence, as created beings.

Augustine, therefore, has not succeeded in presenting an integrated version
of Platonic metaphysics, Nevertheless his services to philosophical theology
are very great. Despite his evident indebtedness to Platonism, he has pre-
sented a much more credible version of divine unity, and of God’s action in
the world For all his debt to Plotinus (well recorded in Henry Chadwick’s
notes to his translation of the Confessions) Augustine is worlds away from a
system in which the unity of the supreme One excludes all multiplicity, to the
extent that such a being in his own peison cannot either know or be known,
and his action on the world is an eternal dispersal and dissipation of the orig-
inal unity; where there is indeed a contrary tendency to return to the One, but
a return which promises nothing but Nirvana Augustine, again, has quietly
avoided the glorification of abstract concepts which entangled Victorinus.
And it should never be forgotten that his philosophical work, important as it
is, occupied only a fraction of his time and energy Augustine was tirelessly
active as a preacher, as an exponent of the Scriptures, as a pastor, as a
diocesan administrator, and not least as an expositor of Christian orthodoxy
as he conceived it, with which his philosophy must not conflict No other
man has exercised so great an influence on the thought and action of the suc-
ceeding millennium

XVl

Augustine’s Universe

(read at Oxford on 22nd May, 1987
to a group entitled ‘The Theological Wine”)

St Augustine is beyond question the greatest mind and the rarest spitit of late
antiquity; capable both of calming our inquietudes by the profound assurance
of his faith and of whetting our curiosity by the penetrating ingenuities of his
reasoning; no subject he touches can fail to interest his many admirers But
there is hardly a subject, it must be said, in which Augustine himself pro-
fessed so plain a disinterest as the structure of the physical world; a disin-
terest, however, which brings some advantage

The student of Augustine is too often bewildered by the horrifving industry
of his fellows. But the enormous bulk of Augustine literature has seldom
attempted to describe in simple terms the form which the cosmos assumed in
the saint’s imagination It may be that scholars have followed their master in
thinking this a matter of little moment Here, then, it seems, we have a
subject on which, without enormous efforts of mental abstraction or relentless
pursuit of insignificant detail, some new light can be thrown

I spoke of disinterest It is easy to show that Augustine has — or affects to
have — no interest in cosmology for its own sake. ‘It is frequently asked’, he
writes, ‘what our belief must be about the form and shape of the heaven
according to Sacred Scripture Many scholars engage in lengthy discussions
on these matters; but the sacred writers with their deeper wisdom have
omitted them Such subjects are of no profit for those who seek beatitude,
and, what is worse, they take up very precious time that ought to be given to
what is spiritually beneficial. What concern is it of mine whether heaven is
like a sphere and the earth enclosed by it and suspended in the middle of the
universe, or whether it is like a disk above the eaith, covering it over on one
side?'!

I Gen ad Lit 2920 All references are to this work, unless otherwise noted. I am greatly
indebted to the admirable translation by J.H Taylor S I (Ancient Christian Writers. 41-2) which
I have used with only minor changes It has some enterprising but unobjectionable, expansions
of Augustine’s Latin
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‘But’ he goes on, ‘the credibility of Scripture is at stake’; and in a previous
passage he explains why a Christian teacher ought to be grounded in the rudi-
ments of this apparently frivolous pursuit. ‘Usually, even a non-Christian
knows something about the earth, the heavens, and the other elements of this
world . . about the predictable eclipses of the sun and moon about the
kinds of animals, plants, minerals and so forth, and this knowledge he holds
to as being certain from reason and experience Now it is a disgraceful and
dangerous thing for an individual to hear a Christian, while ostensibly giving
the meaning of Holy Scripture, talk nonsense on these topics; and we should
take all means to prevent such an embarrassing situation, in which people
show up enormous ignorance in a Christian and laugh it to scorn . . If they
find a Christian mistaken in a field which they themselves know well, and
hear him basing his foolish opinions on our books, how are they going 1o
believe those books in matters concerning the resurrection of the dead, the
hope of eternal life and the kingdom of heaven . . 7 Reckless and incompe-
tent expounders of Holy Scripture bring untold trouble and sorrow on their
wiser brethren when they are detected in one of their mischievous fallacies
and are taken to task by those who do not accept the authority of our sacred
writings.*2

This extremely prudent and sensible warning might perhaps suggest that
Augustine accords to the natural reason an authority comparable to that of
Scripture — a notion which would be pleasing to literal-minded empiricists
But on the whole this notion is delusive. Augustine will make great efforts to
dispel apparent conflicts between Scripture and science; but if no solution can
be found, the inerrancy of Holy Scripture is the rock on which he stands. In
his Literal Exposition of Genesis he protests against the complaint that he has
involved himself too deeply in matters of no spiritual importance. He replies,
in effect, that with practice it becomes easy to refute the unbeliever. “When
they are able, from reliable evidence, to prove some fact of physical science,
we shall show that it is not contrary to our Scripture But when they produce
from their books a theory contrary to Scripture, and therefore contrary to the
Catholic Faith, either we shall have some ability to demonstrate that it is
absolutely false, or at least we ourselves hold it so without any shadow of
doubt And so will we cling to our Mediator, in whom are hidden all the trea-
sures of wisdom and knowledge. '3

I would not maintain, however, that Augustine is wholly consistent For all
his brilliance and original genius, he is prone to make use of customary
themes, or fopoi, many of which were adapted by Chuistian tradition from
earlier pagan thought. We can trace back to Epicurus the notion that physical
research is a waste of effort unless it brings the spiritual benefit of removing

211939
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anxieties. But there is the countervailing theme that the exercise of human
reason is of its very nature a noble task, a theme that was voiced in
Aeschylus’ Prometheus Bound and was eloquently developed by Sophocles *
Augustine therefore has no difficulty in adopting from Tertullian or Basil the
well-worn argument that the dissensions of the philosophers demonstrate the
futility of their studies; but he can also write with approval of the astronomers
and their work; ‘for they investigate these matters by the natural light of the
mind which Thou hast given them, and discover many secrets; they predict
many years in advance the eclipses of the sun and of the moon, and the
events accord with their predictions; they have even set down rules which can
still be read, by which one can make [such] forecasts; and it comes to pass as
it was foretold *

Angustine had evidently given thought to cosmology as a young man inter-
ested in acquiring a general education; and he emphasised the reliability of its
sober-minded exponents, contrasting it with the extravagant fables of the
Manichees, to whose company he was later attracted. His tolerance, of
course, does not extend to the astrologers, whom like almost all the Fathers
he denounces Some events, no doubt, can be rationally predicted; but the
astrologers assumne a total determinism which abrogates human free will, and
thereby makes moral judgments absurd and moral conduct impossible

In his treatment of the Scriptures Augustine is of course far removed from
the modern critic who thinks of a collection of bocks originally written by a
number of authors of different mentalities at different times He assumes, if
not unity of authorship, at least a common mind and agreement of teaching
And he s right to this extent, that the cosmology of the many different bib-
lical writers is not remarkably dissimilar, just as it was not strenuously
thought out But it does, of course, differ profoundly from the much more
sophisticated theories of the Greek philosophers. Augustine therefore has a
problem on his hands whose full extent he could not perceive, partly because
he was unable to study the Old Testament writers in their Hebrew original;
for the translators had already gone some way towards obscuring the more
archaic features of biblical thought. As a sample, we may take the Hebrew
assumption that light is an effect which comes and goes without the need for
a source of light — as might be supposed by a child brought up on the fog-
bound coasts of Newfoundland Light thus existed before the sun and stars,
which were created only to serve as indicators Augustine, as we shall see,
can evade the drawbacks of this crude assumption; but only by appealing to
the Greek usage which could understand the word ‘light’ in terms of discov-
ered truth or mental llumination,

Hebrew cosmology can be found in various books of the Bible; in the

4 PV 436-T1, Aniigone 332-75
5 Confessions 53 4
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second Isaiah, in the Wisdom literature, in some of the Psalms; but it is of

course the opening chapters of Genesis that provide the richest evidence and
pose the most awkward problems. Augustine himself devoted three separate
commentaries to the beginning of Genesis, of which I have already drawn
upon the most extensive, the Literal Exposition; and there are important dis-
cussions of particular points both in the Confessions and in the Ciry of God
The problems presented by Genesis to a literalist expositor do not form part
of my subject, on a perfectly strict definition; but I will mention thern briefly,
to give some notion of the scriptural constraints which bear on Augustine’s
thinking Rather than follow the purely logical order, I will begin with the
point most familiar to ourselves.

To the modern reader it is clear enough that we have two accounts of the
creation, of which the second, beginning at Genesis 2:4, is plainly the more
primitive; it has been well observed that Genesis 1 stems from Mesopotarmia,
where the first requisite for ordered life is to gain control of the flood-waters,
while Genesis 2:4ff reflects the experience of the desert-dweller, for whom
nothing will grow until it begins to rain Augustine observes the duplication
when dealing with 2:7, which gives a second account of the creation of man
‘We must see’, he says, ‘whether this is a restatement intended to describe
the manner in which man was made; for we have read already that he was
made on the sixth day’ ® He decides against this view, for he has already con-
cluded that the first creation account does not describe an operation spread
out over six actual days, appealing to the text of Ecclus 18:1, ‘He created all
things together’; whereas in Genesis 2 the man gives names to the animals
and to the woman, and (says Augustine) ‘whatever syllables were used in
speaking these words, no two syllables of the utterance could have sounded
together’.” In short, this second account records events which need time for
their compietion But in any case it could not have been a mere continuation
of the first account, since Genesis 2:1 declares that God had finished his
work

The problem of the two creation accounts was of course a long-standing
puzzle Philo of Alexandria had solved it in Platonic terms, making Genesis 1
describe the creation of the ideal forms of things, which were later to be
embodied in physical realities. But this solution is not available to Augustine,
in whose view the ideal forms could not be created, since they must inhere in
the cternal Wisdom of God His solution is to invoke a Stoic conception;
Genesis 1 describes the creation, not of things themselves, but of their ani-
mating principles or ‘seminal reasons’; whereas ‘the work whereby man was
formed from the slime of the earth and a wife was fashioned for him from his
side belongs not to that creation by which all things were made ‘together’
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but to that work of God which takes place with the unfolding of the ages as
He works even now’ ®

A second problem has been touched on alrsady How can we reconcile the
narrative of a creation in six days with the doctrine that God’s will to create
needs no time at all for its execution? Augustine, we saw, quoted
Ecclesiasticus to this effect; more familiar to us is Psalm 33:9, ‘He spake and
it was done; he commanded and it stood fast’ Instantaneous creation, [
believe, also figures in the early Greek tradition; intended, no doubt, as a
reply to objections against crudely conceived creation theories which pictured
God at work in the manner of a carpenter or a potter ° Augustine here simply
develops a position already sketched by Philo; God has no need of six sepa-
rate days in which to complete his work, but our minds cannot follow the
process unless it is exhibited to us in distinct stages. This resembles the argu-
ments used by Platonists to suggest that the creation narrative in Plato’s
Timaeus does not really contradict the view that the world has existed for
ever. But Augustine supplements his argumerit by a fanciful and, to my mind,
unneeded explanation of the words ‘evening’ and ‘morning’ by which the six
days are defined. These cannot be successive events; they refer, instead, to
two manners in which the angels contemplate the works of their Creator
They can intuit either the prototypes which inhere in the divine Word, or their
earthly counterparts. Thus ‘there is a vast difference between knowledge of a
thing in the Word of God and knowledge of the same thing in itself The first
kind of knowledge can be compared to day; the second kind, to evening’
‘This knowledge, being of a lower order, is rightly designated by the term
evening *1° I do not find it easy to like this bold and imaginative exegesis; it
implies that the execution of God’s designs is inferior to the designs them-
selves. Either, then, the designs were impractical, or the execution was defec-
tive But possibly the difficulty is one that attaches to all creation doctrines;
for a God who is ex hypothesi unequalled cannot give rise to creatures whose
dignity matches his own

Thirdly of course there is the problem of the first three days of creation,
which are taken for granted as existing before the heavenly bodies were made
to define them; and the related problem that God began his work by saying
‘Let there be light’ ‘Why, then’, says Augustine, ‘was the sun made to rule
the day and shine upon the earth if that other light was sufficient to make the
day? Did that light illumine . . only the higher regions far from the earth
so that a sun was needed [for} the lower regions?'!! Or did the sun, when it
was created, merely increase the brightness of the day? Augustine does not
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answer this question, but passes on 1o a still more awkward problem; if God
began his creative work by saying ‘Let there be light’, what sort of restraint
could obstruct it and so give rise to an alternation of day and night? He sug-
gests, though not very confidently, that perhaps the primeval light was local-
ized and actually travelled round the unformed earth: ‘Although water stil]
covered all the earth, there was nothing to prevent the watery sphere from
having day on one side by the presence of light, and on the other side night
by its absence Thus in the evening, darkness would pass to that side which
the light was vacating by turning to the other >12 The obvious objection to this
view is that it makes the primeval light behave so exactly like the sun that
one cannot see why the sun is needed to replace it Moreover it makes non-
sense of the view that the succession of days is merely a teaching device to
exhibit the complexity of what is really an instantaneous act. Augustine
himself does not seem to have been satisfied by his suggestions; in the end he
falls back on the view that the primeval light must have been the spiritual
illumination enjoyed by the angels, with the alternation of higher and lower
knowledge which we have already described He does, however, allude to an
alternative view put out by St Basil, who writes as follows: ‘Ever since the
creation of the sun there is day, namely the air illuminated by the sun when it
shines in the hemisphere above the earth; and night, the shadow cast on the
earth when the sun is hidden But in the beginning it was not the sun’s move-
ment, but the diffusion of that primeval light, and its ensuing withdrawal at
the moment God appointed, which made the day come and the night succeed
it 1% Augustine himself refers to the theory that light is illuminated air,1*
derived perhaps from Aristotle, who holds that light is an activity of trans-
parent media, like air or water;!® but it may have formed part of a scholarly
attempt to rehabilitate the biblical notion of light as an effect which needs no
particular source; Basil could have taken it from the lost Commentary on
Genesis by Crigen, and Origen, as we know, discussed the Scriptures with
learned Jewish rabbis But there is an alternative possibility, which T will
explain in due course

Augustine’s criticism of Basil is brief and perfunctory; perhaps he did not
fully understand his colleague’s proposal. But the passage is worth quoting,
since it leads us on from the theory of light to the theory of human vision
‘No analogy can be offered’, he writes, ‘to prove such a diffusion and con-
traction of the light as would account for the succession of day and night The
shaft of rays from our eyes, to be sure, is a shaft of light It can be pulled in
when we focus on what is near to our eyes, and extended when we fix on
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objects at a distance. But when it is pulled in, it does not altogether stop
seeing distant objects, although of course it sees them more obscurely than
when it focusses its gaze upon them. Neverthless the light which is in the eye,
according to authoritative opinion, is so slight that without the help of light
from outside we should not be able to see anything Moreover, since it cannot
be distinguished from the outside light, it is difficult, as I have said, to find an
analogy to prove a diffusion of light to make the day and a contraction te
make the night *16

This passage calls for explanation Ancient theories of vision were often
dominated by the axiom that like is known by like On this assumption, the
eye sees because it is bright; and the theory developed by Plato!” suggests
that the eye is the source of a ‘visual ray’, that is, of a stream of light directed
towards the object it seeks to discern But it cannot do its work unaided;
vision is achieved only when the ray from our eye meets with more powerful
rays of light which proceed from the object in view. Plato’s theory succeeds,
though rather clumsily, in meeting an obvious objection to the theory of
visual rays. Since ex hypothesi they are luminous and resemble the light they
apprehend, why do we not see these 1ays of light shooting out from other
people’s eyes, even if understandably we cannot perceive our own? The
answer — a rather feeble and face-saving answer as I think — is that the rays
are in fact luminous, but too faint to be ordinarily visible; we see by means of
them, but we do not see them

Augustine has evidently adopted the Platonic theory; but unless I am mis-
taken, there are traces also of a totally different theory of light and vision
deriving from the Stoics. The Stoics, or some of them, regarded rays of light,
not as an outgoing stream, but as a sort of tentacle, a static extension of the
luminous object, which is at once retracted when a cloud or solid body blocks
the direct path to earth 18 (It has to be retracted, of course, because we never
come across detached fragments of sunbeam glowing among the flower-
beds) This Stoic theory is mentioned by Marcus Aurelius, and seems to be
vaguely familiar to several Christian writers, who remark that the divine
Logos is indeed related to the Father as the sun’s radiance is to the sun; but
we must not think of a radiance which is put forth and withdrawn; the Logos
exists eternally ' But the Stoics, like the Platonists, appear to have drawn a
parallel between illumination and vision; for we learn of a really bizatre
theory, by which the eye is said to compress the adjacent air and make of it a
kind of antenna, so that we feel for the distant object as if with a stick 2% For
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all its crudity, this theory does offer some sort of account of our ability to
focus our eyes at varying distances; and T think Augustine probably has this
theory in mind when he talks of the diffusion and contraction of light But it
is also probable that he has misunderstood St Basil. There is no suggestion of
Stoic doctrine in Basil’s Second Homily; more probably the Hebrew notion
of light has somehow come down to him. Basil was no great scientist; but he
was surely acute enough to see the absurdity of trying to explain darkness in
terms of unfocussed vision

Augustine’s account of sight has the special interest that it implies an
instantaneous process within which, nevertheless, one can establish an order
of priorities; and he himself compares it with creation, understood as an
instantaneous act which can nevertheless be described as a set of successive
stages. Thus ‘when we look at the sun rising, it is evident that our gaze could
not reach it without passing over the whole expanse of earth and sky that lies
between® Our sight, he explains, has to pass through the air spread out over
various lands and above the enormous ocean on its way to the sun. Yet ‘if we
close our eyes and turn towards the sun
time between the moment we open our eyes and the moment our gaze meets
its object. Now this is certainly a ray of material light that shines forth from
our eyes and touches objects so remote with a speed that cannot be calculated
or equalled. It is clear that all those measureless spaces are traversed at one
time in a single glance; yet it is no less evident what part of these spaces is
penetrated first and what part later *21

So much for our vision Now, what does it disclose? ‘Heaven and earth’,
we might answer in brief. But what is their form, and what is the substance of
which they are made? Augustine, we noted, has atrily dismissed all enquiries
into the form or shape of heaven; but in the immediate sequel he has to admit
that the problem needs discussion. For the Scripture itself, at least in its Latin
version, makes two conflicting impressions; Isaiah 40:22 describes God sus-
pending the heavens like a vault, whereas the 104th Psalm has him stretch
them out like a skin. Augustine perhaps conceives the “skin’ — and rightly —
as the flattened roof of a rectangular tent, which in practice of course would
be slightly concave. ‘For what can be so different and contradictory as a skin
stretched out flat’, he says, ‘and the curved shape of a vault?” He goes on to
say that the picture of heaven as a vault does not contradict the view that
heaven is a sphere; Scripture simply meant to desctibe that part which is over
our heads. ‘If, therefore, it is not a sphere, it is a vault where it covers the
earth; but if it is a sphere, it is a vault all round * But the text comparing it to
a skin is much more puzzling Augustine’s answer is that ‘If a vault can not
only be curved but be also flat, a skin can surely be stretched out not only on
a flat plane but in the form of a sphere Thus for instance a leather bottle and
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an inflated ball are both made of skin *?? I am afraid this looks more like an
attempt to save the consistency of Scripture than to follow the writer’s inten-
tion; but it is fairly evident that in practice Augustine declares for a spherical
heaven. '

He also accepts that the carth is a sphere, though without pushing this
opinion; no doubt he was unwilling to provoke a controversy on such a point,
since his view was by no means universal among Christians. Lactantius had
declared that the earth is flat; and the literalist expositors of the Antiochene
school thought it rectangulaz, no doubt inferring this from biblical texts about
the four corners of the earth; and the same pictute reappears in the Christian
Topography of Cosmas Indicopleustes Augustine’s opinion leaks out, so to
speak, in a passing reference o ‘the massive watery sphere’ of the primeval
earth, or the ‘globe of tempestuous air’ that surrounds it; or indeed from his
remark that ‘for the whole twenty-four hours of the sun’s circuit there is
always day in one place and night in another’.2* It can also be inferred from
his discussion of the Antipodes in the City of God.** He cannot believe that
these people exist, since (assuming the torrid zone to be uninhabited) this
would divide the human race into two disconnected halves. But any belief
that the earth was flat would dispose of the Antipodes at once, for it necessi-
tates an absolute up and down for falling bodies; the Antipodes would simply
fall off the underside of the earth — unless, indeed, they had sticky feet, like
the flies that walk on our ceilings; and they would need six feet, or five at the
least, if they were to conduct their affairs with tolerable convenience. I am
not quoting Augustine here; but I offer this as a fair parody of his style of
argument

Augustine’s views on the substance of the earth are fairly conventional He
accepts the theory of four elemenits, earth, air, fire and water, each constituted
by the imposition of a pair of qualities on a primary indeterminate matter;
thus earth is cold and dry, whereas water is cold and wet, and so on By
reason of the qualities they share, the elements can be transformed one into
another. The heavier elements tend to fall towards the centre of the universe,
the earth, whereas the lighter ones tend to move upwards and outwards. He
describes a conflict between the tendencies of air and water in a passage
which seems to recall his early scientific studies:25 ‘A jar placed upside down
inte water cannot fill up, thus clearly showing that air by its nature seeks
a higher place The jar seems to be empty, but it is obvious that it is full of
air . Then finding no outlet in the higher part of the vessel, and being
unable by its nature to break through the waters below the air fills all the

2 5921-2.

B §122521327;11021
X Cityof God 16 9
35225

XVII



XVIL

10 AUGUSTINE § UNIVERSE

vessel, withstands the water and does not allow it to enter But place the jar
so that the mouth is not downwards but to the side, and the water will flow in
below while the air escapes above.”

This theory of natural places — where we would think of specific gravity —
leads to some difficulties in dealing with a text like Psalm 136:6, ‘He estab-
lished the earth above the waters’, and even more with Genesis 1:6, ‘God
said, Let there be a firmament in the midst of the waters > We will come to
the firmament presently; meanwhile there is time for a word on the heavenly
bodies which circulate in the space between earth and heaven On this subject
Augustine is usually content to speak at second hand and quote the opinions
of others. He has a certain amount of sound astronomical knowledge He
does not decide for certain whether the moon provides its own light or
whether it reflects that of the sun; but on either supposition he can give a
correct account of its phases On the former view, the moon is particoloured
and, as he says ‘is always full’ — viz from some point of view — ‘though it
does not always appear so to people on earth’. But if it shines by reflected
light, then ‘when it is near the sun it can only appear in the shape of a horn,
because the rest of it, which is fully illumined, is not facing the earth so as to
be seen from here.’26

On the other hand Augustine apparently does not know, or fails to appre-
ciate, the mathematical methods by which astronomers tried to calculate the
relative sizes and distances of the sun and other luminaries One interesting
passage?’ refers 1o a view that perhaps all the heavenly bodies ‘are in them-
selves equally bright, on the supposition that their unequal distances from the
earth may cause them to appea with greater or less brilliance to our eyes’
The advocates of this theory no doubt treated the moon as an exception,
holding that it is not self-luminous; but ‘concerning the stars’, says
Augustine, ‘they go so far as to maintain that many of them are the size of the
sun, or even larger, but that they appear small because of their greater dis-
tance * This view, we may note, was still maintained by Sir William Herschel
at the end of the eighteenth century. It has two remarkable implications,
though it is hardly probable that Augustine discerned them. First, the so-
called “fixed stars” would then be at enormously different distances from the
earth, to account for their differing brightness, as opposed to the conventional
view which saw them as uniformly disposed on the outermost sphere of the
heavens. Secondly, on any reasonable computation of the sun’s distance, the
universe would have to be very much larger than any magnitude commonly
assigned to it

But a quite different picture is given by a bizarre piece of argumentation
which Augustine reports without apparent disbelief 26 Some Christian writers
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whom he does not name attempted “to refute those who say that the relative
weights of the elements make it impossible for water to exist above the starry
heavens’; the pagans, that is, who object to the biblical notion of waters
above the firmament It is apparently agreed by both parties that ‘Saturn is
the coldest star, and that it takes thirty years to complete its orbit in the
heavens’, whereas ‘the sun completes a similar orbit in a year, and the moon
in a month, requiring a briefer time, they explain, because these bodies are
lower in the heavens; and thus the extent of time is in proportion to the extent
of space ’ In other words, it is assurned that all the heavenly bodies move in
their orbits with the same velocity.

The Christian writers now object, how can Saturn possibly be cold, on this
assumption? The pagans have attended only to its proper motion; they forget
that Saturn travels round the earth once every twenty-four hours; and ‘the
greater the speed of .an object, the greater its heat” Now Saturn must travel
very fast indeed, since it describes so large a circuit round the earth; and if it
really is cold, the reason must be that ‘it is cooled by the waters that are near
it above the heavens’ If we can permit owselves a little mathematics, this
would mean that Saturn’s distance above the earth would be 360 times that of
the moon; and assuming the moon’s distance were correctly determined,
Saturn would be about as far from the earth as we now know the sun is, and
the sphere of the fixed stars only a little more distant, thus giving the universe
a radius of about 100 million miles But such calculations are by no means in
the spirit of Augustine, who protests in his most repressive mood®” that ‘it is
neither necessary not fitting to engage in subtle speculations about the dis-
tances and magnitudes of the stars or to give to such an enquiry the time
needed for matters weightier and more sublime ~

The firmament, however, must be explained. Is it the same as the ‘heaven’
mentioned in verse | of Genesis? And how can there be waters above the fir-
mament if water, a heavy element, has its natural place below the air? In
reply, Augustine argues that the theory of natural places does not hold good
universally; he comments on the Psalmist’s text ‘He established the earth
above the water’, and shows that this is possible by commonplace examples;
for instance ‘the promontories that tower over the water . . or again, the
roofs of caverns that rest on solid supports and overhang the waters below’. 3
And water, also, can be found above the air; Augustine adapts an argument
found in St Basil Basil himself had rejecied the conventional view of the fir-
mament as a solid crystalline vault, and supposed that it was some sort of
consolidated air,! appealing to Amos 4:13, ‘He consolidates the thunder’; air
is consolidated in cavities within the clouds, and bursts out to produce the
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violent crashing we hear in thunder-storms Augustine I think does not refer
to thunder, and is rather less dogmatic about the firmament itself; he will not
decide whether it is mobile or stationary; the name, he says, indicates ‘not
that it is motionless but that it is solid, and that it constitutes an impassable
boundary between the waters above and the waters below * He takes from
Basil the distinction between ‘water in a vaporous state and water in a denser
state that flows to earth’. And water-vapour, of course, can be found without
penetsating the firmament: ‘the clouds’, he says, ‘according to the testimony
of those who have walked through them in the mountains, have this vaporous
appearance’, but ‘if further condensation takes place, so that one drop is
formed out of many small ones, the air, unable to support it, yields to its
weight as it travels down, and this is the explanation of rain’'*? Rather sur-
prisingly, Augustine asserts the infinite divisibility of matter, which is clean
contrary to the dominant Platonic view, and makes it harder to explain the
unequal densities of the four elements; but it does enable him to argue that
there is no problem in the waters above the firmament; ‘if water, as is
obvious, can be divided into drops so small that it moves up in vapours above
the air .. why could it not exist also above that purer heaven on high in still
smaller drops and lighter mists?33

In the passage just quoted Augustine has identified the firmament with
heaven; but he by no means always does so. ‘Heaven’ is for Augustine a
word of many senses Thus we are told that ‘the birds fly in heaven — but in
this heaven near us’; however when Scripture refers to ‘the winged creatures
of heaven’, they are alleged to fly along, or near, the firmament, not to be in
the firmament.3* Any such explanation of course conflicts with any possible
estimate that makes the firmament 360 times more distant than the moon; in
cosmology we find that Augustine solves his problems piecemeal; he has no
synoptic view; and such incoherence is the penalty he pays for his dismissive
attitude to physical science. In any case, for his more considered view of
heaven Augustine, like many of the Fathers, diaws on St Paul’s description of
the vision whereby he was ‘canght up into the third heaven’, 2 Cor. 12:2
Thiee heavens, then, there must be; and Augustine is inclined to think that
this is their total number, though he knows that some theologians recognise
seven, oI even as many as ten.>> He supports his total of three by an appeal to
psychology, where there is a graduation from sense-perception to what we
might call imagination, and thirdly to the pure intellect Thus we understand
‘the first heaven as this whole corporeal heaven, namely all that is above the
waters and the earth; the second, as the object of spiritual vision seen in
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bodily likenesses’ — an example might be St Peter’s vision of the dish let
down full of various animals; ‘the third, as the objects seen by the mind when
it has been carried out of the senses . . through the love of the Holy Spirit’ 36
‘In this way we see also love, joy, peace, longsuffering, gentleness, goodness,
faith, meekness, temperance,and the rest, by which we draw nearer to God,
and finally God himself, from whom are all things and in whom are all
things” 37

Returning from these heights, as we must, we can see that for Augustine
only the lowest, or visible, heaven is conceived as located in space It seems
also that it is by figuratve language that hell is described as the underworld,;
Augustine does not seriously intend, like Milton, to place it at the centre of
the earth; though in his Retractations, written towards the close of his life, he
seems to think he should have done so

However that may be, a society of academics must surely warm to the
prospect of a heaven in which the exercise of the intellect is our only duty
and our unending joy But I myself would like it to include, in some appro-
priate form, the enjoyment of theological wine
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Augustine’s «De Magistro»: a philosopher’s view

Augustine’s De Magistro quite properly counts as one of his minor
works; yet it was influential in the Middle Ages and has attracted some
interest among modern philosophers. Certainly it 1s by no means a negl-
gible production. For one thing, it has literary merit. It was written at
Thagaste in 389, and purports to record an actual conversation between
Augustine and his gifted son Adeodatus, who died at the age of sixtcen
or so in that year or the next One cannot be certain, of course, how
closely the conversation was followed, if so; but at any rate the style of
an actual discussion is very well caught. Apart from a long concluding
address by Augustine, the two speakers deliver their contributions in a
brisk exchange; and unlike many dialogues — even Plato’s dialogues - in
which the minor characters act only as a sounding-board for the leader,
it represents Adeodatus as making proposals and objections of real
weight, even if Augustine hardly appears as retracting any of his main
contentions in response to his junior

Furthermore, the book approaches a subject of the greatest philoso-
phical and theological importance, namely our knowledge of the highest
reality, even if, as Augustine admits in Chapter 8, it does so by the rathet
tortuous route of considering the relationship between signs and other
signs, and again between signs and the things they signify. Augustine,
then, is writing on the philosophy of language; and as philosophers often
do, he has some bold and controversial themes to propose. There is
some disagreement about their value; a recent critic has stated that «the
characterization of language» found here and in some related texts «is
neither original nor profound nor correct»; whereas he allows that it is
bold; and it has been given a much more sympathetic assessment by Pro-
fessor Burnyeat' 1 am inclined to think, with great respect, that Buin-
yeat is too kind. Augustine’s main theme, of course, is Christ as the
teacher of supreme reality, which points one away from the philosophy
of language; but on the way to his conclusion he argues — or seems to

! The critic is Dr C A. Kirwan, who kindly let me read part of his forthcom-
ing book on Augustine’s philosophy. Contrast Professor M.F BurnyEaT’s In-
augural Address, The Aristotelian Society Supplementary Volume LXI (1987)
1-24
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argue — {irst, that all sentences are statements; secondly, that all words
are nouns; and thirdly, that nothing is learnt by means of signs, in
which, of course, words are included. But if this third contention is true,
why has Augustine given himself the trouble of writing?

Augustine begins his argument by claiming that when we speak, our
intention is always to teach. It is this claim that I have phrased, more
provocatively, in the form that all sentences are statements. But this par-
aphrase does, I think, fairly represent Augustine’s use of the words
«teachings and dearning>, at least in the eatly chapters of this book.
What he discusses is not teaching someone how to do something, but
teaching him that something is the case; and <learning> has a correspond-
ing sense; it 1s only much later that we are led to consider teaching and
learning how to do something, and then only in rather specialized in-
stances; for instance, how to recognize what 2 word stands for; and be-
yond this, the very special instance of teaching or [earning how to see
things as they really are

Initially, then, teaching is represented as an act of making statements
This is clearly seen in the first few words, where Adeodatus says in effect
that speech comprises both statements and questions; for our purpose in
speaking is either to teach or to learn, and we learn by asking questions.
Augustine answers by saying that the sole purpose of asking quesuons is
to teach ones interlocutor what one wishes to know.

One can clearly see that this answer is faulty by taking a modern ex-
ample. My friend asks me «Why are you going to the enquiry office?» I
reply, «Because I want to find out the time of the next train to London».
Tt is clear that this answer tells my friend what T wish to know; but it is
equally clear that I am not asking him a question; I may well believe that
he does not know the answer. On the other hand my friend’s question,
«Why are you going . ?», does indeed tell me what he wants to know;
but it also contains an element which cannot be reduced te a statement,
namely a request for information. Once requests are mentioned, we can
see that speech has many other functions - commands, encouragements,
exclamations, what you will; some at least of these would be easily
found in ancient grammar books? Admittedly, a variety of needs may be
satisfied by the statement form; for instance «You may go», or «Well, I
am surprised»; but one misses their point if one then assumes that the
sole purpose is to impart information, or as Augustine says, to teach

Adeodatus answers Augustine with an objection; he observes that our
utterance may take the form of singing, and that we often sing when we
are alone, and so cannot be intending to teach anyone. Augustine makes
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a partial concession, suggesting now that there are two reasons for
speaking; we speak either to teach or to remind ourselves or others; per-
haps then we sing to remind ourselves Adeodatus retorts that we often
sing purely for pleasure; but Augustine replies that what pleases us is the
rhythm and music, which is independent of the words

Adeodatus has made a valid point; but he could have chosen a better
example; why should he not take the case of poetry, or indeed any form
of words in which we take pleasure? It is surely absurd to argue that we
recite such words in order to remind ourselves of them; no doubt we
sometimes do this; but in most cases we recall them simply because we
enjoy doing so. To recall them by way of a reminder is a special exer-
cize, ensuring that we can continue to recall and to enjoy them in future

Adeodatus however is not yet prepared to accept Augustine’s shost list
of two reasons for speaking; he objects that we can speak 1o God in
prayer; and we cannot be intending to teach God anything, or to remind
him, as if he had forgotten Augustine’s reply strikes a deeper note than
anything he has said so far. God, he says, should be sought and prayed
10 «in the silent depths of the rational soul». There is no need of wouds,
except perhaps to remind others in public prayer and to arouse in them
the desire to pray But this immediately brings up the point that when
the supreme Teacher taught his disciples to pray, he did so by teaching
them a form of words. Adeodatus’ reply is to introduce what becomes a
central theme in the dialogue: «He did not teach them words, but reali-
ties by means of words» But Augustine’s comment does not make it per-
fectly clear what he understands by wordless prayer He says, «Although
we utter no sound, yet because we ponder the words themselves, we do
speak within our own minds». Prayer thus involves the devout inner
pondering of certain words; what is unclear to me is whether this devout
pondering simply is the act of prayer, or whether prayer involves some
further activity, a direction of the mind towards the highest reality,
which is prompted by the unvoiced words but goes beyond them How-
ever it be named, Augustine accepts this direction as our greatest obliga-
tion, privilege and fuifilment

Returning to philosophy, we find Augustine concluding that such un-
uttered speech serves only to remind; our memory, by recalling certain
words, brings to mind the realities themselves of which the words are
signs :

He goes on to enquire, in Chapter 2, how the meaning of words can
be explained, taking as an example the verse from Vergil «si nihil ex
tanta superis placet urbe relinqui»; in the event, however, only the first
three words are discussed. Augustine seems to assume that if words are
significant they must represent things in the way nouns represent things;
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and this causes difficulties, especially with «i> and <nihils; it might have
been better to inquire what their function is within the sentence as a
whole. Augustine tries to meet the difficulties by adopting a suggestion
which goes back to Aristotle?, that words signify states of mind. Thus ofs
signifies doubt; <nothing> signifies the mind’s disappointment in its
search for reality. In the third case this method is apparently not
adopted; Adeodatus explains that rom> signifies separation, which
comes rather nearer to explaining a word in terms of its function. In
passing, there is little to be said for this Aristotelian theory; of course
«somes> words stand for states of mind, but they are the exception; we
call them psychological terms But this discussion feads on to a much
more central point. We have tried our hand at explaining words by
means of words, that is, by signs; but can we demonstrate the realities
they stand for without using signs? This leads to an interesting discus-
sion of what modern philosophers call <ostensive definition>. Can we
show what the word «wall> means? We can of course point to a wall; but
the act of pointing is itself a sign, so that our condition is not fulfilled
Indeed, we could add, the sign is ambiguous; we might be taken to mean
that the word <paries> stands for the act of pointing, not for the wall. It is
conceded, however, that we can explain words which refer to actions by
performing the action; always provided that we are not already perform-
ing the action when the question is asked. Breathing, it follows, would
be an action which we could not demonstrate in this way.

The discussion now passes to a subject which seems to me rather less
important, namely the cases in which signs are signified by signs Augus-
tine brings up the case of the word <nomen>, which can be translated
either <name> or «noun: <Nomens, he says, quite correctly, stands for a
class of words which includes itself, for the word ouns is a noun; here
then we have a sign which signifies a sign. But the class of nouns in-
cludes words like <Rome> and «virtue> and <river:; these words are also
signs, but the realities they stand for are not signs. Augusune goes on to
put the question whether there are signs which have «eciprocal significa-
tions, so that <> signifies <y, but conversely «ys signifies <x>. He takes the
case of <noun> and «word> («uerbum>). He is aware that the two words
have different meanings, but suggests that the difference is analogous to
that between <coloureds and «isibles*; in modern terms, we would say
that the reference of the two terms is the same, though their sense is dif-
ferent In other words, all words are nouns

* De Interpretatione 1, 16 a 3

*Cf Aristotle, De Anima 27, 418 a 27s5qq. The distinction between «sense
(Sinn) and acferences (Bedeutung) was introduced by FrecE; see below p.
6%, on <nomen> and werbum:
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Now this is to fly in the face of common sense The dullest grammar-
jan will state, quite correctly, that nouns form only one of the six or
eight parts of speech; moreover Augustine himself has already repre-
sented Adeodatus as saying that all nouns are words, but not all words
are nouns, and himself replying with the perfectly correct analogy of
<horses> and <animals> What has misled him? One can perhaps under-
stand how easily confusion can arise by quoting this sentence from mag
5,11: «Then you know that as mouns is signified by «words, so «word is
sagmhed by <noun> ». This suggests that there is a symmetrical relation
between them; but we have a prior assurance that this cannot be true;
and with a little patience we can work out a corrected paraphrase of Au-
gustine’s sentence. I suggest the following: <Word> stands for a class of
signs which includes the word <noun> and moseover includes all nouns;
but <noun> stands for a class of signs which includes the word «word> but
does not include all words. This satisfies the common-sense assumption
that all nouns are words but not all words are nouns

Augustine himself seems to think that some further proof of his para-
dox is needed; and he finds it by quoting the text of 2 Cor 1,19, «non
erat in Christo est et non, sed est in ilo erat». He argues, correctly as I
think, that St. Paul cannot mean that the word <ests was in Christ, but
rather, what is signified or named by the word esv This leads him to
the conclusion that the word <ests is a noun, because it names or signifies
what was in Christ; for «that by which anything is named is a noun»
One might of course comment that St Paul’s expression to which he ap-
peals is an extremely unusual use of language; but Augustine proceeds to
broaden his argument by showing that any word whatsoever can be dis-
cussed, and can appear as the subject of a sentence; he points to two sen-
tences which contain the words <becauses and ab, and argues that we
can legitimately say « <Ifs is correct, while <becauses is incorrect» This
teads him, not to the well-grounded conclusion that any word can in
certain circumstances function as a noun, but to the incautious assertion
that «all words ate nouns and all nouns are words» The first clause is in-
defensible; and we cannot mend martters by translating nominas as
aames>. Indeed is not clear even that the class of nouns enjoys a privi-
teged position We might argue by the same token that the noun <«dolor
is really a verb, since in the context ¢proh dolers it is equivalent to
«doleos, or possibly «dolendum est; and as we all know, the noun «pax»
can be used to frame a request We classify words in terms of their pri-
mary and basic function, while noting that variations are possible. We
do not quote the phrase <But me no buts» to argue that <bup is a verb,
but it is also a noun.
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Burnyeat offers an interesting defence of Augustine at this point?,
showing, quite correctly, that Augustine recognizes the distinction be-

tween the mention of a word and the use of it and arguing that any .

word whatsoever can be used to name itself, or again to name the «dic-
tio> that 1t signifies In the case we have just considered, « <If is correct,
while <becauses is incorrect», Augustine is not making a point about the
two Latin conjunctions involved; in that case, we should have quoted
them verbatim, instead of translating them; he is referring to the condi-
tional relation signified by the Latin «si> and the English <if>, and so on.
But, we may comment, he is not discussing the force of these conjunc-
tions taken in isolation, but in the context of two sentences in which they
occur Might it not be better, then, to say he is contrasting two sentences
in respect of the single feature by which they differ? This, it appears,
would much reduce the significance of Burnyeat’s defence; though it
would be valid, no doubt, if Augustine were giving a more generalized
treatment of the two contrasted words.

In any case, all that Augustine has proved is that various kinds of
words can be used as nouns And I do not think that he is at all clear
about the force of his own arguments He has stated previously, and cor-
rectly, that nouns, <nominas, form a distinct class within the larger class
of words, <uerba>; whereas the Latin <xnomen> and the Greek <onoma»
are genuine synonyms. But he goes on to make the quite different claim
that <nomen> and <uerbum> have the same range of applicability, or re-
ference; it is their sense that is different, «uerbums being so called because
of sounds which strike the ear, werberares, and momen» because of its
connection with <knowing> [t seems, then, that they are related like the
words <ouis: and <bidenss, two words which have different senses or as-
sociations, but which both name the same class of sheep Our familiar
example of «<morning star> and <evening stars is similar, except that the
phrases name one and the same individual, not the same class.

Could Augustine have been using his inconsistency as a pedagogic de-
vice intended to exercize his readers’ wits by challenging them 1o see
through his mystifications? I do not think so More probably he thought
he really had established his paradoxical claim. He was by no means the
last great philosopher to be ensnared by a beguiling theory

Having summarized his conclusions, Augustine seems a little uncer-
tain how to resume the discussion, though he insists that it has a serious
point in directing ous thoughts towards eternal life. But Chapter 8 con-
tributes little beyond reaffirming the distinction between signs and the
realities they signify Once again it is nouns which occupy the field, the

5Q0p cit 9-12
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noun <homo: being taken as an example New ground is fizst attained in
the next chapter, where Augustine suggests that realities are more valu-
able than the signs which represent them Adeodatus objects, quite prop-
etly, that bad things have a disvalue; they are therefore worse than their
signs. The discussion then turns to the knowledge which signs convey; is
it a good thing to give bad things a name? Adeodatus is doubtful; but
Augustine soon persuades him that knowledge even of bad realities is
good; it is better than their signs, which in turn aze beuer than the bad
realities. Adeodatus however points out that there are four things to be
considered: the name, the reality, knowledge of the name, and knowl-
edge of the reality. In the case of bad things, perhaps it is better simply
to know their name than to know the reality? But Augustine dissents; he
insists that knowledge of vices is more valuable than knowledge of their
names.

It is a pity that this argument was not continued, and the important
phrases more fully defined What does Augustine mean by knowledge of
a word? Is it enough, say, to know that the Latin word <uitium»> corre-
sponds to the Greek <kakias, or to paraphrase it as <malitia cordis:? Or
does one have to know what the word represents? In this case, knowl-
edge of the word demands at least some knowledge of the reality. But s
it a good thing to know what, say, lust is, as Augustune seems to insist?
And in what sense can one know it without experiencing it? One might
perhaps answer that perfect innocence is impossible in this world, where
we are members one of another; the man bent on securing his own inno-
cence may well be insensitive, and may not be successful as a pastor The
good man will have had encugh experience of lust to put him on his
guard against it; he may perhaps combine the maximum of sympathy
with the minimum of actual engagement There is also, no doubt, a
place for the man who has fallen but has not been finally corrupted He
will contribute his own resources of fellow-feeling and practical experi-
ence Some of these thoughts will be found in Augustine; but not, |
think, in the De Magistro

We now return to the question whether realities can be demonstrated
without the use of signs The activites of speaking and teaching, it is
agreed, form an exception, since in their case the use of signs is part of
the reality to be demonstrated But why could not one have a simple de-
monstration, say, of the act of walking? Adecdatus sees difficulties here;
a mere demonstration would not make it clear whether it was a demon-
stration of walking, or of walking so many steps He could well have
added that quite a complex demonstration would be needed to explain
which various styles of movement can properly qualify as walking; and
could this be achieved without a sign of negation to disqualify rejected



XVIII

70

examples? But Augustine overrules his objection, and persuades him that
an intelligent man could learn from a demonstration all that is named by
the word «fowling»; and what can be said of fowling must also apply to
walking.

This, pace Burnyeat, is a most unsatisfactory argument. Fowling seems
a convincing example precisely because it is a complex and somewhat
unusual activity; the fowler would have good grounds for supposing that
a passer-by who stopped and looked closely at his instruments was curi-
ous 1o understand their function. Even so, his demonstration could not
make it clear whether he was demonstrating the art of fowling as such,
or the local style of fowling, which is roughly the point that Adeodarus
has made in the case of walking But Augustine has given no grounds at
all for concluding that his argument can be generalized so as to apply to
commonplace activities such as walking. Worse still, he goes on to as-
sert, not simply that some things can be learnt without signs, but that
«nothing is learnt by the signs proper to it»; for if I do not know what
the sign stands for, it is 2 meaningless sound, and if I do know, there is
nothing to be learnt Augustine explains this point by referring to the ob-
scure word «saraballaes, which he takes to mean <head-coveringss, and to
the familiar word «capuv. He concludes that «by means of words we
fearn nothing but words; in fact, only the noise and sound of words».

But what about the story of the three holy children, in which the
words «saraballaes and «caput> occur? Do we not learn of their adven-
tures by means of words? Augustine has a two-fold answer to this ques-
tion. First, he says, «we already knew the meaning of all those words;
for instance, what three boys are, what a furnace is, what fire is», and so
on. «Bur the names Ananias, Azarias and Misael conveyed nothing to
me, any more than araballaes did». His second answer is that the
events described in the story really did take place as they are described,
and that it is useful, indeed perhaps obligatory, to believe this; but that
such beliefs do not constitute knowledge Knowledge involves direct
awareness; on the one hand, knowledge of sense-qualities and sensible
objects; on the other, «those things which we behold with the mind, that
is, with the intellect and reason»; or again, «those things which we be-
hold immediately in that interior light of truth which effects enlighten-
ment and happiness in the so-called inner man».

There is no lack of comments to be made at this point Let me ury to
present my observations under three headings: first, Augustine’s conten-
tion that nothing can be learnt by means of words; secondly, the strategy
of his argument at the point where he introduces the concept of belief;
and thirdly, the impression he gives of rational knowledge
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First, then, Augustine’s problems in the first part of the book are
largely artificial; at least, they arise because he is working with a defec-
tive concept of language His discussion of words is in practice mainly
concerned with nouns, and moreover with nouns taken in isolation He
does not recognize that we normally gain information, and impart it, by
means of complex combinations of signs, so that the interplay of familiar
words can give us genuinely new information; and for that matter, the
significance of a completely unknown word can often be correctly de-
duced from the context in which it occurs Augustine fails to see this, [
think, because he continues to conceive the problem on the lines of
Plato’s Cratylus, which had come to dominate linguistic theoty to a de-
gree which was no longer advantageous, obscuring the valuable dis-
coveries made later by Aristotle and especially by the Stoics; for these
observed much more clearly that the significant unit of discourse is not
the word, but the sentence

We might perhaps agree with Augustine that no form of words can in-
troduce us to an experience that is entirely unknown to us, just as a blind
man can never know what is really meant by the word «ed>. But even
this is not beyond question. A friend’s words might induce in us the to-
tally unfamiliar experience of falling in love; even blindness, if its cause
were psychological, might be cured by a psychologist’s incantation.
Moreover, Augustine has probably underestimated the power of anal-
ogy. Suppose he tells us, «Explain to me the significance of <heaven, if
you can» Even if we accepted the limitation of using only nouns, we
could surely convey some idea of it by saying «Light, fire, soap, honey»;
it would be sufficiently clear that heaven is something to be honoured
and praised; there would be no danger of our being taken to refer to the
unpleasant taste of soap or the pervasive stickiness of honey Even the
man who is incurably blind could be given some useful information, if
we were free to exploit the resources of normal language, since he un-
derstands what surfaces are, and knows that they have distinctive quali-
ties like smoothness or hardness. We could not, of course, give him any
first-hand knowledge of a visual quality; but it would not be misleading
to explain that redness is characteristic of blood, and often appears on
military uniforms, so that it has associations for us akin to those aroused
by the sound of a ttumpet

Secondly, we may consider the new turn given to the argument at the
point where Augustine introduces the story of the three children. He has
argued so far that nothing is learnt by means of words; and when com-
menting on the story he maintains this claim; the word «furnace: brings
to mind only what we know already, the word «arabaliae> remains ob-
scure. Yet it seems obvious that there is something that we did not know,
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" and only discovered by hearing the words of the Bible, namely the com-

plex fact that the three boys were put into the furnace and sang praises -

to God and suffered no harm Augustine claims that this awareness is
not to be called knowledge; nevertheless on his showing the story is true
and it is useful to believe it. Some understanding of the story is therefore
implied; and if the story is true, and we come to understand and believe
it, this would satisfy most people that we have learnt it.

Augustine does not concede this; he conceives learning as a process of
coming to see things for oneself, and teaching as a process of enabling
someone to do this. There Is a valid point concealed here, namely that
the teacher cannot do the pupil’s learning for him; at best he can present
the facts in a form which the pupil will easily grasp. But this useful ob-
servation is confused by the initial assumption that all teaching is done
by means of words, and that all learning involves either seeing or some-
thing analogous to seeing In fact, of course, the unavoidable limitations
of teaching are equally pressing if the teacher works by giving a visual
demonstration — where, as we have seen, Augustme believes much too
readily that the pupil will grasp the point he is intended to grasp. Once
we discard the assumption that the teacher proffers only words, it be-
comes obvious that words can enormously enlarge the usefulness of a
visual demonstration Augustine in effect admits this while commenting
on our awareness of sensible things: «When we are asked about them,
we reply if they are present to our senses; for example if we are looking
at the new moon and someone asks what it is or where» The curious
impression that we can only answer questions about the moon when we
are actually looking at it is soon corrected; Augustine allows that mem-
ory can supplement our own direct experience But it seems obvious that
a man can recognize the moon and point it out even if he believes, with
the Manichees, that the moon is an inflatable bag There is far more va-
lue in the belief that the moon is a spherical body that shines by reflect-
ing the sun’s light; and such a belief can be held by a man who has never
seen the moon.

This brings us, thirdly, to the contrast which Augustme draws be-
tween belief and knowledge In the De Magistro, belief seems to be in-
troduced as an expedient enabling Augustine to admit that a biblical nar-
rative is informative while denying that it equips us with knowledge But
this treatment of it gravely underrates the importance which belief
should have in his theology, and which he actually gives it in several
other books From the standpoint of epistemology there is nothing in the
story of the three children which distinguishes it from other biblical nar-
ratives; let us say, the narrative of Christ’s Resurrection. But for a Chris-
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tian it seems a disastrous understatement to say that the Resurrection
narrative is something which it 1s useful to believe.

As a matter of general principle Augustine plainly holds that knowl-
edge is superior to belief; this is after all suggested by the biblical con-
trast berween faith and sight. The highest form of knowledge, then, is
found in those heavenly realities which we come to know directly
through the illuminating power of Christ the Teacher, and which will be
more perfectly apparent in the life to come In the mean time, it may
seem that belief is woo lightly regarded; but it is a fact of our human con-
dition that some things can at present only be believed; in the hereafter
these same things will be fully known. In any case, Augustine is not com-
mitted to the crude idea that any and every item of direct awareness is
more valuable than any item of belief. He holds that in the use of our
minds we gain a direct awareness of intelligible realities which is analo-
gous to our direct awareness of sensible, and particularly visible, things
But in our present context he does not fully develope this idea; so far as
I can discover, the only item of knowledge which he describes us attain-
ing by our intellectual vision is the proposition that wise men are supe-
rior to fools, which it hardly needs an intelligent reader of Cicero to dis-
COVEr

The intellectual vision of the highest realities is a noble theme; but dis-
cussion of it would take us far beyond the De Magistro
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Augustine’s De Magistro:
An Addendum

In retrospect [ must add a comment on the oddity of Augustine’s treatment of
the meaning of words. He knows the grammarians’ distinction between dif-
ferent parts of speech; but this seems to have lodged in his head as a mere
piece of book-learning. We might perhaps excuse him for knowing little
about the long and elaborate discussion, to which the Stoics made important
contributions, which led to the recognition of eight parts of speech But the
veriest tiro should have remembered the passage in Sophist 26le, which
makes it clear that a meaningful sentence, logos, requires both a noun and a
verb (onoma, rhéma) Since the word oroma signifies both ‘noun’ and
‘name’, it seems plain common sense that the function of naming things
should be performed by an oroma; whereas a rhéma has the function of indi-
cating an ‘action or inaction, an existence or non-existence’ (262c¢)
Augustine is misled by the fact that any word can be used in a secondary
sense to name itself; and this leads, by a further mistake, to the view that any
word is normally used to name the state of mind that it expresses There is
certainly a very well-known text which encourages this mistake; in De

Interpretatione 1, 16 a 3 ff., both spoken and written words are ‘symbols of

affections in the soul’; but this immediately follows a sentence which claims
that the distinction of ‘name’ and ‘verb’ is the first point that must be deter-
mined

In his generally excellent book on Auvgustine (Augustine, Ancient Thought
Baptized [Cambridge, 19941, pp. 314-16) Professor Rist atternpts a defence.
‘Porphyry’, he writes, ‘argued precisely that a proposition about the ordinary
world . consists of a subject plus a concept (noéma, or ennoia) which indi-
cates the special and disambiguating features of the subject in each case
Thus the reference of the whole proposition is the same as that of its subject-
sign, which acquires a privileged status such as it also enjoys in The Master’.

In my review I considered Rist’s discussion of first-order and second-order
predicates which elucidates the fallacy in (e g.) ‘A lion comes out of your
mouth’ This, I think, does not call for criticism. But the passage I have
quoted above seems to me totally misleading, whether or not it correctly rep-
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resents what Porphyry says. For the comment I have quoted only holds good
for a particular class of sentences, namely definitions. It does not apply to the
vast majority of statements about ‘the ordinary world’; to take Plato’s own
example, ‘A man learns’ (262d). It is impossible to take this as a disguised
form of definition; say, ‘A man, gua 1ational, is a learner’; for Socrates
immediately comments ‘He makes a statement about that which is or is
becoming or has become or is to be’; and this comment, even if it applies to
definitions at all, as ‘that which is’ might suggest, clearly does not apply to
thern exclusively, It seems obvious that ‘A man learns’ is to be read, like
Aristotle’s example ‘A man runs’, as referring to an event Thus any theory
of the identity of reference of subject and predicate is excluded ab initio This
of course does not reduce The Master as a whole to nonsense; it has many
interesting and wise things to say. But it is absurd to claim that a patent
fallacy ‘makes sense of The Master’

To repeat what I wrote in my review, the simple subject-predicate analysis
breaks down very obviously in the specimen sentence that Augustine quotes:
(Si) nihil ex tanta superis placet urbe relingui, where (as I said) ‘it is a puzzie
to identify the subject’. And Augustine’s theory fails to recognise that some
words in their ordinary usage do not have a referential function at all; their
function is to qualify other words. ‘“The prefixing of Si transforms what
would otherwise be a statement into a supposition from which consequences
are drawn, while non reverses the sense of adjacent words’ By neglecting the
functions of words that are not nouns — and thus even of verbs! - Augustine
tules out ab initio any satisfactory theory of the sentence

A bold man might attempt a defence on some such lines as these: granted
that The Master culminates in a tremendous theme, our knowledge of the
highest realities, Augustine, he might argue, was not obliged to pursue this
theme with unremitting seriousness; he might on accasion allow himself to
tease, to entertain and to beguile, by way of relaxation. But I would hesitate
to pursue this fancy Augustine was a proud man who did not like being made
o look foolish; and he gives himself away by stating, with an explicit
warning (§33): ‘If we consider this a little more closely, perhaps you will find
that nothing is leaint even by its appropriate sign I I am given a sign and |
do not know the thing of which it is a sign, it can teach me nothing, If I know
the thing, what do I learn from the sign?’ Augustine does not warn us that his
dilemma is exposed as an obvious fallacy at Meno 80e, confitmed by
Euthydemus 276d. For a one-time professor of thetoric this is a serious piece
of professional incompetence

XVII
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Augustine, the Meno and the subconscious mind

Augustine's view of memory has often been described, and is known
to be complex. It can indicate the recall and reproduction of ex-
periences and reports that one has encountered; but it also ranges
more widely to include one's habits of thought and practical abilities,
where 'experience’ might seem to be a better equivalent. These two
conceptions are very unequally developed. The first is presented in an
unforgettable simile in Confessions Book 10, comparing memory to
a labyrinthine cave or storehouse with branching passages (10.8.12-
13, 9.16-10.17) which contains both items lying ready to hand and
others which are buried in some remote recess, hard to retrieve and
yet not completely forgotten; one must in some sense know what one
is looking for, otherwise when remembered it would not be recognised
as the object of one's search (10.16.24, 1827, 19.28).

Should we refer to the contents of memory as 'objects'? Augustine
notes that they are not 'the things themselves', ipsa, (10.8.13); the
term 'objects' is correct in so far as they are usually seen as inani-
mate, with no suggestion of living beings imprisoned in the cave.
Augustine speaks of them as 'images' (similitudines, imagines); but
we remember not only persons and places which we have seen, but
actions and emotions (10 8.14}; though such images do not have the
power of present sensations. A memory of past sadness need not
induce present sadness (10.14.21-2), though presumably it may do
so. Again, we can remember how we forgot things (10.16.24);
Augustine is puzzled here; perhaps he has confused the unproblematic
'memory of forgetting something' with the enigmatic 'remembering
what one does not remember’. There is no puzzle about past
forgettings; I can sensibly say 'l remember that I forgot x' and
exactly describe the x which I forgot. But, as Augustine has noted,
if I now say 'l have forgotten x', I can give some indication of the
x that I have forgotten; but I cannot specify it exactly unless I
remember it.
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On the whole, Augustine seems to picture an active responsible
self who is fairly sharply dissociated from his memories. He operates
with them, as well as searching them out; he breaks them down and
reassembles their parts to produce new forms (Conf. 10.8.14, Trin.
9.6.10, 11.10.17) like a child playing the game of 'heads, bodies and
tails' But they may also imperceptibly merge to present false re-
collections {Trin. 12.15.24, ad fin.). They are seldom considered as
acting on their owner, or on one another; the most obvious change
they undetrgo is to weaken and fade (Conf. 10.11.18). A memory of
sensuous experience may indeed be a present temptation (10.30.41);
yet it need not be (10.21.30); and there is no suggestion that it intends
to tempt. Augustine makes rather little of the fact that unwelcome
memories may force themselves on our attention (cf. Conf 10.14.22).
At 10.19.28, some form of purposive activity is ascribed to memory
itself, as it seeks to supply what is missing. But on the whole, we
seldom hear that a man's memories help to make him the man he is.

What of the contrasting conception, which we might judge to be
equally important? This is much less vividly presented. Augustine
speaks of 'the skills acquired through the liberal arts', noting that in
their case 'l carry not the images, but the very skills themselves'
(10.9.16). Rather typically, he thinks first of 'the skills of dialectical
debate', and is puzzled to know how they are acquired (ibid, with
10.12.19). He does not suggest, as we might, that we can generalize
and abstract logical patterns embodied in the reports which reach us
through the senses; his answer is rather, that their origin must be
found in some remote corner of the memory (10.12.19,13.20). This
is not unlike the view proposed in the Meno; but there is no sugges-
tion how they came to be there. At a humbler level 'beasts and birds
also have memory; otherwise they could not rediscover their dens
and nests' (10.17.26). But there is little notice of the role of memory
in human practical activity.

It is indeed often suggested that Augustine's view of memory and
recollection is indebted to the theory set out in Plato's Meno, that
one's intuitive knowledge of certain facts (in Plato, geometrical
truths) derives from an exact knowledge of them which we acquired
in a pre-natal existence. Augustine, after cautiously approving the
doctrine of the soul's pre-existence, came to abandon it in his middle
life. Te Selle dates this definite rejection of the pre-existence theory
to the De Genesi ad Litteram, written in 406." It follows that in De

U E te Selle, Augustine the Theologian (London 1970) pp 69-70.
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Trinitate 12.15.24, where the Meno is clearly recalled, Augustine is
summarizing a view which he had come to reject. But in the early
works, and indeed in the Confessions, he is still sympathetic. The
logic of Confessions 10.20.29-31 would suggest that in some sense
we recall a pre-Adamic happiness which we have never encountered
in our present lives.

A general knowledge of the pre-existence theoty raises no prob-
lems. It would presumably figure in quite elementary lectures on the
soul; any proof that the soul can exist apart from the body would
serve to disprove Epicurean materialism. But can we go further, and
suggest that Augustine quite early in his life acquired some knowl-
edge of the Meno itself? Courcelle stated that he is wholly dependent
on Cicero's Tusculans for what little he knows of the Meno;
Chadwick seems to be a little more positive.? [ shall refer to some
passages in the Meno which directly or indirectly might seem to have
influenced Augustine.

The first comes late in the dialogue, at 97a ff., where Socrates
claims that 'men may be good and useful to their country' not only
through knowledge but through right opinion (86€a &Anbfis as op-
posed to ¢mothun). This passage is noteworthy, as it contrasts with
many others in which Plato regards opinion, 5&fx, as markedly
inferiot to knowledge {esp. Rep. 509d ff., 511de). But 'belief' is a
perfectly adequate translation of 8éfx (cf PGL s.v., B); and one
would suspect that the passage would be useful to Christian apolo-
gists, The general argument used against the sceptics, that reason-
able assurance should be followed where complete certainty is im-
possible, is common enough, but seems to derive from sources other
than the Meno.* Moreover, the dialogue was apparently unknown
to Eusebius and Methodius. But there is an inconspicuous parallel
which perhaps deserves mention. The usefulness of belief is illus-
trated in the Meno by the example of 'knowing the way to Larissa’
(97a ff } When in the Confessions Augustine alludes to the memory

* P. Courcelle, Les lettres grecques en occident, Paris 1948, p. 158, ref. Augustine

Trin. 12,1524, Cicero Tusculan Orations 3 22.77. See further G. Bonner, St
Augustine of Hippo {London 1963) pp. 394-5.

3 H Chadwick, Saint Augustine, Confessions (Oxford 1992) pp. 185 n. 12, 189
n 15

4 Conf. 6.5.7,Ut Cred 12,26-7; cf. my Philosophy in Christian Antiquity {Cam-
bridge 1994) p. 112 and n 6; Cicero Lucullus 99-109.
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of beasts and birds (10.17.26) it is nest-finding, not nest-building,
which strikes him as the appropriate examplé

Another passage which deserves notice is the sophistical argu-
ment set out at Meno 80e’: 'A man cannot inquire either about
what he knows or about what he does not know. For he cannot
inquire about what he knows; for he knows it, and so no such
inquiry is needed; nor again, about what he does not know; for then
he does not know what he is to inquire about'. Clearly the sophism
can be attacked from both sides. If one knows something, one can
nevertheless inquire into the nature and grounds of one's knowl-
edge. But the converse argument is perhaps the more interesting,. If
one does not know something, this by no means prevents one from
identifying the problem into which one should inquire; though no
doubt in some kinds of ignorance it will It seems to me that
Augustine may have known the passage under discussion and for-
mulated a reply on some such lines; and that this reply underlies his
treatment of memory, when he argues that one must in some sense
remember the things that one has forgotten, otherwise one could not
identify the forgotten fact or belief '"Memory of forgetfulness' re-
mains a puzzle at Confessions 10.16.24; but an answer is soon
suggested, at 10.18.27

As we have observed, Augustine pictures memory as a kind of
cavern or store-house. This description has no apparent connection
with the famous parable of the cave in Republic 514a ff.; it is a
distant derivative of that expounded in the Theaetetus 197¢ ff.,
where Plato compatres the knowing mind to a bird-cage; knowledge
may be present like a bird in the cage, without being immediately
accessible, like a bird in the hand.

In pointing out this possible influence, we seem to be thinking of
memory in its narrower and more precise sense, as the recalling of
previously known experiences or reports. Can it be related to the
wider sense which Augustine gives to memoria, making it the ground
of ability and constructive thinking? It is worth pointing out an
important limitation both in Plato's parable and in Augustine's. The
birds in Plato's bird-cage merely fly about, so that they are some-
times accessible, sometimes not. There is no suggestion that they
might mate and produce offspring. And Augustine's cave does not
contain potentially active prisoners; the main suggestion is of inani-

* Cf. Euthydemus 276d ff , presumably unknown to Augustine
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mate objects. But is it an essential feature of either simile that such
a limitation should persist?

Clearly both writers have, in some sense, a theory of the subcon-
scious. Things can be there even though unperceived, or half-per-
ceived, or dimly perceived; it is this dim perception which enables
us, so to speak, to drag them out for inspection and further devel-
opment. But there is not much suggestion, so far, that these hidden
images and urges interact one with another; indeed this might hinder
the functioning of memory in the narrower sense; we are all aware
of a tendency to elaborate and dramatize the experiences which we
profess to remember (cf. Trin. 11.10.17, 12.15.24). But it may well
be that this idea of subconscious interaction is just what is needed
to underpin Augustine's conception of memoria in its wider sense.

Obviously we must not think of the subconscious as harbouring
a set of thoughts, beliefs, wishes, speculations or whatever, which
are precisely similar to conscious thought except that they happen
to be going on behind a curtain. This, I think, was a mistake
underlying Freud's notorious theory of the Oedipus Complex; it
easily suggested the view that all, or many, men had an unconscious
desire for sexual intimacy with their mothers. The truth is more
probably that sexual desires and fantasies are simply associated with
the female figure best known to us from childhood. This might still
embarrtass us; but it by no means amounts to a formulated desire
which is only checked by social pressures, internalized as a 'censor'.

It may be, therefore, that Augustine's cave is best interpreted on
the analogy of our dreams; bearing in mind the extraordinary vari-
ety of our dreams, which may present a totally incoherent succession
of images, or one in which there is no apparent connecting thread,
but sometimes offer us a relatively consistent, though perhaps sur-
prising, exhibition of a possible experience, or a formula which
impresses itself as authoritative. In most cases, our waking mind
recognizes that this latter impression is delusive; but not in all. There
are exceptional cases in which dreams provide us with the solution
of a problem, or correctly predict future events.

We have suggested an impression of Augustine's cave as not
simply a repository of inert images or memories waiting to be
excavated, but a medium in which associations of ideas are formed
and again dissolved. This could perhaps be seen as a process of
random shuffling which leads, every so often, to an association
which is sufficiently striking to hold our slumbering attention, and
may indeed be veridical; as a very simple example, we might
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misremember a lesson which itself was incorrect, and so come up
with the right answer. But perhaps a process of selection and com-
bination could be located below the level of conscious attention (cf
Conf. 10.19.28); even without conscious control we could have
some degree of organizing ability resembling that which enables us
to coordinate the various muscles involved in executing some com-
plex physical movement.

Is this picture recognizable as a legitimate interpretation or
supplement of Augustine's conception of memory? It depends, I
would think, on which aspect of it we prefer to emphasize. If we
reflect that he interpreted memoria in the broadest possible sense,
assigning to it our ability to solve new problems and formulate new
theories, our view of his cave as a storehouse of active and interactive
images and thoughts will be seen as a legitimate development of his
theory. If we concentrate on his interpretation of memoria in the
narrower sense, as the recalling of something which has been, or
could be, forgotten, then we may note his observation that our
subconscious associative power may lead us to 'think false things'
(Trin, 11.10.17) or it may be to mistemember. Yet even this memoria
will be a useful analogy for the process of constructive thought.

Any such theory, however, will be a valuable corrective of the all-
too-common caricature of the intuitive intellect as a magical
accomplishment which gets somewhere starting from nowhere at
all, a process of creation which is nevertheless veridical. The Greeks,
I believe, were much misled by the analogy so commonly drawn
between intellect, nous, and the sense of sight. They were impressed
by its clarity and discrimination as compared with our other senses;’
it did not, I think, occur to them that vision is a skill which has to
be gradually acquired in infancy; at least, [ cannot recall any notice
of the imperfect vision of infants to compare with the frequent
reference to their lisping speech and stumbling gait.’

We can thus be startled to find Augustine suggesting that ethical
concepts and values — in particular, pure love ®~ can be known by
a process of pure intuition, analogous, perhaps, to that by which we
assent to a geometrical proof. We might perhaps see this as

& See, for instance, the Index to Cohn and Wendland's Philo sv &yis

7 Conf. 1.6.8 'paulatim senticham, ubi essem' may be noted, but is hardly typical
8 Gen ad Lit 1211.22 Cf Mag 12.40, on Truth.
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confirming the influence of Plato's Meno. But in fact this view of
moral knowledge is, I would hold, unplatonic as well as imperfect.
It is admitted, of course, that Plato regarded geometrical knowledge
as an ideal, in respect of clarity and certainty, to which our
knowledge of transcendent realities may hope to approximate. But
he also holds that such knowledge can only be attained by a complex
process of dialectic, which in this case would involve comparing and
contrasting the various forms of our experience to which the word
'love' can be applied, and thereby coming to isolate the unique
reality to which the word ‘love' most properly applies and which
articulates all its derivative and improper uses.

It was common ground between Plato and Augustine that there
is such a supreme reality, though they do not wholly agree on its
proper designation. Plato can speak of an Idea of the Good, which
is the source of all goodness, and which — according to the Sympo-
sium — can be best approached through purified human affection.
Augustine devotes himself to an all-encompassing God who unites
and fulfils within himself all perfections, intellect, goodness, beauty
and love. Using the language of practical devotion rather than
philosophy, Augustine finds that this supreme reality can be glimpsed
in a flash of illumination of inspiration. But he also holds that a
lifetime of patient discipleship is needed for us to understand it and,
in the measure which our mortality permits, to offer ourselves to its
transforming power.



XX

LOGIC AND THE APPLICATION OF NAMES TO GOD

My title seems to call for an essay in philosophy. It
hardly relates to the section of Gregory's text that we were
asked to examine; it would indeed allow me to by-pass
Gregory completely and investigate the problem of names for
God in the context of modern logical theory. But this I think
would hardly appeal to a company of theologians. 1 prefer to
begin by showing how the problem was conceived during the
seven centuries extending from Plate to Gregory, - at the risk
of some overlap with Professor Kobusch, whose contribution
was not yet announced when I began to consider this paper.

The first and most influential discussion of names is
found in one of Plato's earlier dialogues, the Cratylus. The
question here proposed is whether the correct use, the
0pBoTng, of names is merely a matter of convention, or
whether it has some basis in nature. By 'convention' and
‘nature’ I refer to the contrast between VOPOCG and PUOCLG
which was already familiar, being used for example by the
Sophists when discussing the basis of morality; UOPOGC then
stands for accepted custom rather than enacted law. Broadly
speaking we may say that Plato takes up a cross-bench
position, inclining slightly towards the view that names are
significant by nature. Socrates first interrogates Hermogenes,
the champion of convention. At the outset his position is not
clearly defined; he maintains that the right use of names
involves convention and agreement, but in the same breath
adopts a purely subjectivist approach; I may call my slave
whatever I like without consulting anyone. In the ensuing
discussion Socrates shows that the notion of a purely private
language is incoherent; language is a social activity. But this
still leaves the obvious point that different societies have
different languages Is there any criterion by which we can
decide that one is better than another?
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At this point the argument is confused by a fallacy.
Socrates argues that since statements clearly can be true or
false, the same principle shouid apply to parts of statements,
and therefore to names; thus there can be true and false
names (385 ¢). We can show that this argument is unsound
simply by extending it; names are composed of vowels and
consonants; thus if Socrates is right, it must follow that
individual letters can be true or false (1). Nevertheless the
notion of a true name has interesting possibilities; it is
suggested that some names actually 'reveal the essence' of
the things they denote (393 d; cf. 422 d, 423 ¢). As a modern
example, we might take the word 'wash-basin'; but later in
the dialogue it is pointed out that such a name is instructive
only if we know the meaning of its elements, 'wash' and
‘basin’; it seems impossible to continue the process by finding
significance in these elements themselves.

The discussion now turns to the process of devising or
choosing names; it is suggested that they were introduced by
some individual, the VOJOBE TG, - or possibly by some group
of talented men (401 b) - with an eye to their purpose and
the objective reality to which they are directed. The idea that
the invention of names demands an inventor is natural
enough, though naive, and I cannot be sure how seriously
Plato intends it; in Genesis 2:20 we find the same role
assigned, no doubt seriously, to Adam. But the argument is
repeatedly interrupted by parodies of absurd attempts to
find significance in names by far-fetched etymologies, which
in the last resort must be unhelpful even if they were sound,
as we have just explained. Can we then discover some class
of primary names which are significant in their own right?
Socrates suggests that we can imitate the shapes and
movements of things by gestures, and that human speech is a
form of vocal gesture (426-7).

Cratylus now enters the discussion; he contends that a
true name indicates the nature of a thing, but tries to argue
that any other name must be a mere unmeaning noise.
Socrates replies by recalling the picture-theory of naming; a
portrait can be recognizable even if it is not 100 % perfect.
We are then taken back to the theory of names as imitative
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gestures; they can be appropriate to their subjects without
matching them completely; thus the Greek word OKA npac,
‘rough’, contains the appropriate rough Iletter p, though the
smooth A figures in it as well. Socrates then introduces a
dilemma, which leads to a point of great importance to Iater
readers of the dialogue. Assuming a first inventor of
language, he must have chosen his names in the light of a
prior knowledge of the realities to which they apply; but how
could he know them, if he had as yet no means of naming
them? Cratylus replies by suggesting that some superhuman
power introduced the original names. This point is very
lightly sketched in (438 e¢; so previously, 397 c¢); indeed
Socrates at once raises an objection; and the dialogue ends by
making a point which Plato clearly considered more
important, namely that we do have a knowledge of things
which is not derived from names, for example true beauty
and goodness; we are thus left ready to attend to the theory
of Forms.

Having made this brief survey I will add one or two
critical comments. First, some of the difficulties are
misconceived, and arise from the introduction of a ‘name-
giver', with its corollary that the process of devising a set of
names must be either wholly or largely completed within a
single life-time. Given a longer time-span it becomes far
easier to imagine the business of discriminating realities and
naming them as two activities which go hand in hand and
support one another. Secondly, the theory of language as
imitative gesture is crude and inadequate, though we shail
meet it again. And the notion that words are like pictures has
the obvious drawback of suggesting that we use langunage
only for making statements; we need a theory which can deal
with questions, commands, and other sorts of discourse
Certainly the road sign which camies a picture of school-
children conveys the injunction 'Beware of school-children”
but it is not clear that much further development is possible;
language has developed into a flexible instrument whose
resources far exceed those of pictures. Thirdly, even
convenience or the reverse attaches to the whole structure of
a language rather than to single words. There is certainly
some inconvenience if it is really true that in Tonga the word
for 'No' is 'Hoolima kittiluca chee-chee-chee’; but once again,
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this is an exceptional case.

2. We pass then to Aristotle, who approaches the theory of
language, inter alia, in two important early works, the
Categories and the De Interpretatione. He sets out a
distinction which is not always clear in Plato; the Categories
is intended to deal with realities or notions or words taken
separately, whereas the De_ Interpretatione is concerned with
concepis or words connected to form a statement; thus a
name is a spoken sound significant by convention (¢.2, 16 a
19); but only a combination of names and verbs signifies
something true or false (c.1, 16 a 15). There are a number of
primitive features in Aristotle's treatment of language which
were to cause difficulties to later commentators who took
these words as authoritative. First, he is handicapped by an
extremely limited understanding of grammar. Thus Suopa
has to do duty both for what we call a noun and for a name;
there is as yet no sign of a distinction between proper names
and common nouns. Again, SUOPQ contrasts with pfijpc; but
this contrast marks the distinction between what we call
subject and predicate, whether the latter consists of a verb or
of a descriptive term such as 'white’ or introduces another
noun, as in 'Homer is a poet' Moreover Aristotle sometimes
ignores this contrast and suggests that a statement simply
involves the connecting, or indeed the unification, of two
elements, as if these were symmetrically related; in other
words, he often ignores the distinction which we now mark
by saying that the subject-term refers to something, the
predicate describes it Again he says that spoken words are
symbols of affections in the soul, and that written marks are
symbols of spoken words. But this cuts across our well-
founded conviction that the name Socrates stands for the
man himself; for the name was given to him, and so not given
to some person's idea or conception of him. Ideas and
conceptions are no doubt involved in the process of giving
names; but is not to them that the names are attached. In
Christian societies, we baptise our children, not our thoughts.

All these points of course require much further

discussion; but we must pass on, remembering chiefly that
Aristotle is a decided advocate of the view that names
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acquire their significance by convention.

3. The Stoics are said to have taken over the theory of
names as imitative sounds, which we encountered in the
Cratylus. (2) They are generally described as holding that
names come into use by nature, HUTEL; but perhaps their
intention was to explain only the origin of language, since
Chrysippus points out that in our common usage there is not
always the natural correspondence that we might expect; for
similar words denote dissimilar things and vice-versa. (3)
But there are other more important and valuable aspects of
Stoic philology. For one thing, they introduced a better
classification of the parts of speech. Diogenes of Babylon
mentions a five-fold division comprising duoua

mpoonyopia pflua. ocuvbeopoc and & pBpov. Here then
we meet for the first time an explicit distinction between
duopca, the proper name, and Mpoonycplia, the common
noun; this is said to have been introduced by Chrysippus,
whereas the older Stoics distinguished only dvopa, pfipc,
cvubeopog, &pBpou These four words in fact occur with
others, in a list set down in Aristotle's Pogetics, in which
TpooRyopia does not appear. PfRiic now begins to take on
the more restricted sense of the 'verb'; cUubeopog includes
all indeclinable connecting words, i.e. particles, prepositions
and conjunctions in our notation; &pBpov is what we call the
article; there is no mention of pronouns, adjectives or
adverbs.

An even more important innovation introduced by the
Stoic is one whose full significance has only been appreciated
fairly recently, namely their theory of AekTd&, for which we
may use the word ‘propositions’. Ancient sources explain
their distinction between the significant sound and the fact
,Ep& ypa, which it signifies; but this fact, or proposition is
not identical with the objective reality, TO €K TOC
UToKelHEVOU which in this connection is called TO
TuyXd&uou, that which exists' or 'occurs’ (4) This can be
clearly seen in a case like that of Socrates walking, since here
we have three entities of strikingly different form: the
sound-waves in the air, the predicative statement, and the
human animal in motion. The distinction appears again in the
tenet that the sounds and objects referred to are both
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material, and therefore real, whereas the Aex T &, being
immaterial, are not fully real (5) It may also help to explain
the puzzlmg distinction drawn by Seneca between gapientia
and sgpiens esse; sapientia being a collective noun referring
to well-stocked minds in general, whereas gsapiens esse
means the fact that one or more people are wise. () We
note that in the comtext of this theory, words are considered
simply as individual acts of speaking, though elsewhere the
Stoics have much to say about words in a purely formal
context, as we have already made clear. A€k T<&, then, seems
to be distinguishable from the words that express them, even
though the distinction is quite often ignored. Translating
AMEKTOU by the Latin word dictum certainly makes for
confusion; but even dictum can be interpreted as 'that which
is signified’, not 'that which is pronounced’

As usually presented, this theory retains the defect
which we have already observed; it applies most easily to
statements, and there are problems in extending it to deal
with other uses of language. But it has important advantages.
In the first place, it avoids the misleading suggestion that
words are symbols of thoughts, which we noticed above; (7}
'‘misieading’, that is, as a general doctrine; we shall not wish
to deny that some words describe and refer to our thoughts.
Secondly, it suggests, correctly, that the normal unit of
discourse is the sentence, not the individual word Aristotle
had begun by considering words taken separately, and then
explained how they can be combined to form a sentence; the
Stoics keep their eyes on situations and the sentences that
describe them. Detached parts of a sentence are called
'incomplete lekta', NeKT&  EAALTR; though here admittedly
there is a danger of confusing the words with the meaning
which they express.

The theory of A ek T& being immaterial is bound to raise
problems about the effects they produce. The official Stoic
view is that cause and effect are interactions of material
things. But if we act on a command, we are responding, not to
the sounds as such, but to the meaning which they convey,
the immaterial A eK TGU. There is an alternative Stoic
treatment of causation which might provide the answer; if
wood is burnt by fire, it is sometimes argued that both the
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cause and thing affected are material, but the effect itself is
not; the burning of the wood is a KA TTyYOpNUC, a stateable
fact, and as such immaterial (SVF 2.341). Perhaps, then, an
immaterial fact of this kind could be produced by an
immaterial A exkTdAu. But 1 think there is a deep-rooted
confusion at this point, A changing substance is still a
substance; for that matter, burning wood does not
immediately cease to be wood. And if we speak of a fire, we
are naming this process; our words denote a substance
undergoing change, rather than simply expressing the
stateable fact that it occurs. One can pick up a fire in a
shovel: I do not see how one can shovel up a fact.

Despite all such embarrassments, it is clear that the
Stoics have escaped from the narrow horizon of trying to
explain language simply by accounting for names; they are
concerned with situations and events, and are at least trying
to distinguish these from the sentences which describe them.
(8) A fortiori, they see the same individual can be referred
to in different ways, (9} and thus either by giving his name
Gvoua, or by borrowing what is normally a descriptive term,
ampoonyopia. If Alexander is king, it makes no difference
whether we say ‘Alexander is brave' or 'the king is brave’
but it does not follow from this that 'king' simply means the
same as 'Alexander’; for 'the king of Persia' is a meaningful
phrase; ‘the Alexander of Persia' is not

4. I think, then, that it is probably the Stoics who clarified
the meaning of a term which plays an important part in the
controversy aroused by Eunomius, namely the noun
¢m{voLa. The facts about this word are not very easy to
discover, partly because the only available monograph, the
little treatise published by Antonio Orbe in 1955, pays no
attention to pre-Christian authors. In popular usage eTT{voLQ
seems to have had the fairly ill-defined meaning of a thought
or notion; it can also refer to a project, and it is worth noting
that its one occurrence in the New Testament, at Acts 8:22,
refers specifically to the wicked project entertained by Simon
Magus. In some contexts it refers to the exercize of
imagination, though this may be controlled by the intellect,
and thus enable us to arrive at notions for which sensory
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experience provides the material, though it is not properly
speaking the cause of our thinking. The key passage here,
given by von Arnim, SVF 2.87, is Diogenes Laertius 7.52. The
same material is used with polemical intention by Sextus
Empiricus adv.math, 856, and it seems that Eunomius
independently drew on Diogenes, though his polemical aims

are rather different from those of Sextus; see Gregory of

Nyssa ¢.Eun, 2.179. Diogenes tells us that our conceptions, T
UODUHEVC, are based either on experience, TEplTTWOLG, or
on mental operations, which he enumerates, and which
mostly involve easily intelligible modifications of experience;
likeness, analogy, transposition, composition, opposition; thus
by analogy we imagine giants and dwarfs; again, death is
conceived as the opposite of life (though why?, one might
ask; we can have a direct encounter with death). But we are
then told that some things are conceived K @ T &
HETGBaalu Tiua, such as AEKTE and TATOC; these we
note belong to the four phenomena which the Stoics describe
as incorporeal, apd therefore as not fully real (SVE 2 331)
But they are not mere imaginary forms like centaurs or
giants (ibid 332); they depend upon a sophisticated process
of generalization and abstraction. It appears from Sextus that
the phrase TG kaT'émivoLau  vooUpeva  stands for the
products of any such process, whether naive or sophisticated,
as opposed to what is known from experience, TO KT
TEpPLTTWOLY €YUwopéuoy; for Sextus is concerned to make
the fairly simple point that both our conceptions and our
fanciful imaginations depend on sense-experience. Eunomius
however wants to suggest that things qualified as
KT Eémiuotau are purely fanciful; he mentions only giants,
dwarfs, many-headed monsters and half-beasts This accords
with the popular meaning of £T{voL Q, but not with its
technical usage, as we can see once again from Sextus 10.7,
SVE 2501, he tells us that if we imagine all (real) objects
abolished, the space which contains them will still remain:
k&U katemivoiau 88 Gmauta GUEAWPEY O TOTOG
OUK  aualpeBnioeTtalr duv @ nu  T&  TmauTta
QXX umopéuel  (UToWeve(?). This no doubt postulates an
exercise of the imagination; but it is not idle or poetic fancy,
but rather a disciplined thought-experiment.

The distinction between sense and reference which we
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have ascribed to the Stoics becomes fairly clear in a much
discussed passage of Posidonius, fr. 92 Edelstein = Diels DG
458; here it is said that ouc{a and UA T are identical KL T
THV  UmdcTaoLy and differ emLuoiQ  HGUOU, I think this
must mean that the reference of the terms oUc{a and UAN
is identical; they differ in semse, or in the description they
convey. We learn from fr. 92 that OUO(Q can mean existence
as a whole, which neither increases nor diminishes, but
merely suffers change; while fr. 5, if reliable, indicates that
Posidonius thought of Ui\ 1 as the passive &TOLOG 0Vola,
distinguishable from the active principle within it. The
argument, then, is that one and the same reality is called
oUol(c in that it exists, and UA 1) in that it is liable to change.

5. We may now turn to Philo, who accepts the principle that
one and the same thing can have various e m{uoLa L, and
indeed gives it a theological application. The word itseif is by
no means infrequent; Lietzmann's index notes 26 instances,
and there are others, less easy to trace, in the Quaestiones. In
Philo's usage it very seldom refers to mere fantasy, like the
invention of centaurs; there is just one possible example, at
Migr, 192; God's mind really does pervade the universe,
unlike man's, which can only travel round it in imagination,
gmwola  pouou. By far the commonest meaning is a project,
or the means chosen to attain it, and not infrequently a
wicked project, like that of the tower-builders of Babel,
Confus, 158, Somn, 2285; but sometimes an admirable
human skill, like that of the ship-builder, Spec., Leg. 1.335
Sometimes ¢ MluQLa denotes theoretical knowledge; it can
refer to organized research, Sommn, 1.39, or again to the
knowledge of medicine, Exsecr, 145. This leaves three
contexts to be considered, of which by far the most important
is Heres 23. Here Philo explains that God, as indicated by G
aiTiog, has two appelations (TpoOOpPTOELG), namely BEOG
and KUpLOG: but in the text under discussion, Gen. [3:2, the
word decTOTHG  is used; and KUpLOC and BECTOTNG  are
said to be synonymous Philo then continues: GAANEL 7O
UTOKE(JEUOU Ev kal TFauTay éoTtwy, emwolalg al
KATIOELC  OLQ@QEpOUDL. the two titles differ in their
descriptive force, kUpLOCG signifying firmness or validity
(xUpog) and beomdHTRG implying a bond, EcopdG, which
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again suggests 0€0C, fear. The picture is complicated, and we
should not assume that the two terms KUpPLOG and BeOTATNHG
have the same relationship as Bec and kUpLOG. This latter
pair are of course related to the one and only God, but as
Philo tells us elsewhere they name two distinct powers;
whereas KUpLoGand SecTTGTNG  are alternative titles for one
of these powers, and it is this that is indicated by saying TO
UTOKELPEVOU &Y Kal Tautdu eoTiv. However at Oy Ex,
2.63 the word eMluoLa seems to mark a contrast between
the two primary powers themselves, here described as ‘the
creative’ and ‘'the royal' powers; for the Greek fragment
reads: TpecPuTépa O | mounTikh TAG Paotiikfig
ka T emivoLav. (As a rough parallel, we might imagine an
English aristocrat who has inherited or obtained two distinct
titles, one of them more dignified or actually more ancient
than the other, though of course there is no difference in the
age of the man himself). Thirdly, at Spec. Leg. 2.29 we are
told that & TAC oUOoewcg oOpBdbg AGyong has the function
both of a father and of a husband, TaTpdg opol k&l
audpdc Exel duvaply, emuolalg SLapopolig, in that
he both implants the seeds of virtue in the soul and
procreates good designs and actions, which he subsequently
nourishes with refreshing doctrines, ToT{polG dBYHQOLY.
The language is largely Stoic, especially the phrase 0 0pBOg
AOYOG: the sequence 0 TAC @UoEwg OpBdg Adyog is
repeated at QOpif. 143, which makes the conventional Stoic
comparison of the cosmos with a well-governed city; and the
Stoics of course described the Logos asomeppaTLkag,
though 1 have not so far discovered parallels to Philo's vivid
images of its intercourse with the individual sounl. Plutarch
also quotes from Chrysippus a reference to 0 KOLVOC THG
PUOEWG AOYOG, which is identified with elpappéun and
nmpodvoLa and Zeus (SVE 2.937); no doubt the theory of
em{uoLraLl  will have been employed in making these
equations,

At all events, Philo clearly understands that one and the
same reality can be referred to by alternative designations
which describe its activity under different aspects or by
different metaphors.
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6. Our account so far may have suggested a continuous
process of improvement and clarification in terminology; but
from about Philo's time onwards we have to recognize an
influence which continually threatens to obscure the results
so laboriously achieved; I refer to the influence of classicism,
the view that all important knowledge and understanding
had already been discovered by the ancients, and the further
disposition tc select among ancient authors on the score of

literary merit. The Crgatylus of Plato and the Categories and
De Interpretatione of Aristotle now come to be regarded as
standard authorities; Aristotle’s Topics also gains more
influence than it deserves. Thus the important progress made
by the Stoics in understanding the way in which langunage is
significant tends to be overshadowed by a return to the old
problem, do names acquire their meaning by nature or by
convention? What we commonly find is a compromise theory,
that names are indeed to be traced to an original name-giver,
but that he selected the names that had a natural
appropriateness to their objects, But here the argument all
too often stops short, without attempting to enquire what
makes names natorally appropriate. Philo thus argues that
Moses did better than the Greeks in attributing the origin of
language, not simply to wise men, but to the first man
created; (10) 'for if many persons had assigned things their
names, these would have been inconsequent and ill-
matched .. whereas naming by one man was likely to
harmonize with the reality, and this would be a consistent
symbol for all men of the fact or the thing signified’, TO0
Tuyx&auavrog 7} 700 OnualLuopéuoy, the phrases which
we have already seen in use among the Stoics.

7. To this theory of the giving of names there is of course
one major exception, the name of God himself, if it is right to
call it a name. This, it is clear, can only be known because
God himself has revealed it. But what exactly has he
revealed? Philo’s difficulty is obvious. On the one hand, he
knows that God has a name which must not be spoken,
'except by those whose tongue is purified by wisdom in the
holy place', Vi, Mos, 2.114, and that this name is signified by
four Hebrew characters; he most probably did not know how
these should be pronounced. (1!) On the other hand, in
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Philo's Greek Bible, Moses asks God for his name, and is given
the reply 'Eyw elpL O v (Ex. 3:14); though an alternative
is immediately suggested: 'The Lord God of your fathers, the
God of Abraham... this is my name for ever'. We cannot say
that © “Qu functions for Philo as a proper name; indeed he
says explicitly that God has no need of a name (Abr, 51); but
he clearly regards it as a uniquely appropriate and revealing
title. Let us note that all other appelations which we find
applied to God are in ome place or another referred by Philo
not to God himself, but to one of his duv&pevc. This is
certainly true of the titles Bed¢, «kUpLog, PaolAeig,
TOLATNG, Onpoupyds &pxwy  €uepYETNG, and I think
of & px . But the phrase 0 “QU is never identified with a
dYvaplg; it has buudpuelc  assigned to it. We must not
enlarge on Philo's theory of God's duud&pelg, which has often
been described; in his view, God is perfectly simple, but has
many OUVUGUELG; the intellectual apparatus for this doctrine
is drawn from the Greek debate as to whether we can
consistently describe the soul, or the mind, as simple, and
also as having parts; ie, can we harmonize the Phaedo with
the Republic? A commonly-accepted view was that the soul

is simple, but has various functions, which can be described’

as DUUGPELC, or again as in later Christian theology, as
EVEpYELQL.

Philo can therefore be said io anticipate Eunomius in one
respect, namely that he selects one title as uniquely
appropriate and indicative of God's nature. In other respects
he is of course poles apart. Although he comments on this
titte, he also explains that God 1is ‘'unnameable and
indescribable and incomprehensibie'. It is presumably
because 0 QU is a completely general expression that he
describes God himself - as distinct from his Logos - as
'supremely general', YEULKWTQ TOG, and so comparable with
the word T{, which for the Stoics included things that were
not even real (Leg All, 2.86). Philo's language, however, is
controlled by the metaphysics of the Platonists, for whom
'being' is a value term, and distinct varieties of being arise by
some form of limitation or qualification, rather as we now
realize that colours are derived from plain white light We
therefore have the paradox that the purely abstract and
uninformative term is considered appropriate to denote the
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inexhaustible riches of the supreme reality, of which all
beauty and perfection that we can observe is only a
derivative of inferior rank.

There is of course one further question to be raised here.
Philo refers to the supreme being both as O WU and as TO
Gv - he will not unfortunately delight those friends of ours
who think he should have used the designation i oUoal
Are we to say that the notion of pure Being is in some way
qualified by the expression O (Ou, where the masculine
gender imports some suggestion of male, and therefore
personal, being, which is appropriate when we read of God
speaking, and therefore revealing himself to man? Or shall
we say that it merely neutralizes the opposite suggestion of
impersonal, and so possibly sub-personal, being, which is
encouraged by Td 8y, and perhaps also affects the use of
phrases like TO Belov as opposed to 0 Be6c? I do not know
how to answer this question. I slightly prefer the first
alternative. In Greek usage, of course, it is by no means true
that the masculine gender applies only to human males, and
the neuter only to inanimate objects; nevertheless the use of
the neuter to denote males is a little unusual; men's names
are usually masculine in form; the neuter being used not
uncommonly for women's names, and of course for
diminutives.

Having dealt as best I can with Philo's usage, I would like
to continue by tracing the use of the word émivoLa  down to
the Fourth Century. But time does not allow this; and I must
offer some general comments on the logic of nomenclature
But there is one passage which is important enough to
deserve mention even in the briefest sketch of the patristic
evidence, namely Origen Comm.Jo. 1.20.119, 8 Bedg pev
odv m&uTtn Eu éoTL kal &mholu;da &8 cwThp KU
b TG moAA&, émel mpoéBeTto quTou O Beog
(AaoTthpiov kal anapxfiv maong TAg kTioewg,
moAA&  ylveTat  KTA. In the event, of course, it proves
that the Logos has several distinct roles, for which Origen
uses the term €M{UGL L, quite apart from the various good
offices which he undertakes for the salvation of men; a
suggested list is copla., Adyoc, twn and perhaps
a ATBeLa. The strong declaration that God himself, & 8edg,

315



XX

is totally one and simple may perhaps have helped to
convince Eunomius that only one designation for him is
allowable. But this of course is not Origen's view; he argues
that one and the same being is dnuLovypydc and Bedg and
Ta TTp, both of Christ and of ourselves, and is at least
prepared to consider the argument that the titles T T1Hp
and BedC indicate distinct ¢ m(voLaL; Comm,Jo, 19.5 init. We
may note that in his use of ¢m{uoLa  Eusebius conforms
fairly closely to Origen (E.T. 2.10.6, 14.22), and Arius appears
to do so too (Ath. syn. 15); whereas Athanasius replies by
treating EM{UuolLa as a word reserved for mere fancies or
fabrications, and to this extent prepares the way for
Eunomius

8. I return at last, then, to my ostensible subject, 'Logic and
the application of names to God'. What are we to understand
by the word 'mames'? In the broadest sense BUOUCQ can be
equivalent to our word ‘'noun’, and thus include common
nouns or descriptive terms, more accurately distinguished by
the words MpooNyopiatl and TPpoopnoeLG. From these we
can distinguish proper nouns or proper names; but we note
at the outset that these are not necessarily personal names;
there are names of countries, like Sicily, and of mountains,
like Etna. Indeed in some ways these are less problematic; it
may well be that the island of Sicily is the only country to
which this name is attached; whereas in human socities a
personal name can only pick out its owner within his
immediate circle; there are simply not enough names in
existence to give each individual in the world a name of his
own. But in discussing personal names we commonly keep up
the fiction that someone's name really is a proper name in
the sense of being peculiar to him And we have to recognize
another fiction encouraged by the Greek phrase KUptau
Suopa, namely that a person's name in some way not only
denotes that one individual, but correctly describes him. This
is a state of affairs which we should find it very difficult to
bring about, even if we tried to do so, where names are
normally assigned to individuals before their character
developes. We could 1 think imagine providing somebody
with a nickname which really was peculiar to him and was
also significant to the extent of alluding to some outstanding
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feature of his appearance or his character. Fictional
characters, of course, do have names which are significant
and possibly unique; Medusa, the cunning one, Prometheus,
the forward-looking; and returning to real life, of course it
could have been the case that Xenophon's friend Cheirisophus
really was clever with his hands, or even received this name
as a sobriguet when his skill was discovered. What is
impossible in the case of human beings or islands or
mountains is to provide a name from which all their
characteristics can be deduced, as we might claim for
geometrical figures like the triangle; but ancient theorists,
under Plato’s influence, are often haunted by the ghost of
this possibility.

In primitive societies it seems that no embarrassment
was felt in designating gods by personal names. The early
Israelites named their own God Jahweh, and were quite
prepared to acknowledge Chemosh as the god of the
Ammonites and therefore no concern of theirs. It would need
an Old Testament specialist to tell us precisely why the name
Jahweh came to be regarded as too sacred to pronounce A
tentative answer might be that the worshippers of Jahweh
were concerned that he should be properly honoured, ie.
concerned about his 'name’ in the sense of his reputation, and
indeed attributed a similar concern to Jahweh himself; so
that the phrase 'his name' came to indicate his real character,
and .also to be used as a reverential expression for the
divinity. But there may well be a different explanation for
the avoidance of the actual name 'Jahweh', as opposed to the
descriptive expression ‘'his name'; for we normally apply
names to familiar things like persons and places. The
Israclites may well have felt that to provide the God of all
the universe with a name was to assimilate him to the cultic
gods of the heathen. More generally, we might suppose that
it is normally the function of a personal name to pick out an
individual within a class of similar beings; in this case, to
apply a personal name to God would be to suggest that he is
not unique. This would go some way to explain the special
appeal of a distinctively mysterious phrase like T am' or 'He
Who Is'.
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9. But we need to come back to Eunomius; for it is clear that
the controversy which he prompted does not turn on
personal names; the question at issue is rather, whether
there is some one descriptive term for God which enjoys a
privileged status. Eunomius made this claim for the word
&yévunTog. His argument, I think, must be that God is
perfectly simple as regards his essence, though he has
various operations, powers, and energies. He can therefore
have only ome proper designation; if more than one term
were applied to his essential nature, this would inevitably
imply that there were distinguishable aspects of his essence
named by the different terms, so that it would be no longer
simple, I find this argument unconvincing:; and I think it can
be answered even without appealing to Basil's theory of
emivotal; for it seems to imply that the actual word
A YEuunTog is indispensable. Would Eunomius then insist
that no Latin or Persian speaker can hold correct theological
views? But if & y£uunTOG can be translated, why should one
refuse to admit that it can be replaced in Greek by a
synonym which 'is equally capable of representing God's
perfectly simply essential nature? It may be answered,
perhaps, that there is no perfectly adequate synonym; but
then, clearly, there is no perfectly adequate translation
either. Eunomius therefore has to choose; either he must
insist that Greek is the only language in which theology can
be acceptably stated, or he must admit that roughly
synonymous expressions may be admitted, with all the risk
of a variation of nuance which would compromise the divine
simplicity. The word &pX 1|, for instance, might be suggested
as an appropriate synonym.

Eunomius could answer, of course, that & p X1 will not
do, since it has a wide range of applications; whereas, in his
own time and milieu at least, it could be arguned that
AYy€uunTog - spelt with vu - was only used in connection
with the divinity And its compound, negative form does give
it a certain advantage over other descriptive terms. If we
take a word such as TOLTTNG, it could be argued that we
only learn the use of this word by meeting it in ordinary
contexts, and that therefore it must have associations which
render it unfit for describing the unique source of all life and
being. But this argument ignores the flexibility which our
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Ianguage displays, and the extent to which it is affected by
its context. What is normally a descriptive term, 'the X', can
often be understood as 'the X to which it is proper to refer in
this context'; within a family, for instance, the word 'Father
quite properly means 'the father of this family', without any
sense of a conflict with its use as a common noun., A more
sophisticated variant of this is the case where 'the X' denotes
some individual KT "¢£0X TV, as Aquinas refers to Aristotle,
calling him philosophus, 'the philosopher'. This logic governs
our use of the word 'God'; we learn the use of the word partly
by learning what characteristics various societies ascribe to
their gods; at a later stage we refine our conception, and also
understand that the being who fulfils our specification must
be unique. 'I believe in one God', we then say, thereby
excluding the conceptual possibility of a plurality of gods. It
may still be true, however, that this excluded possibility has
played a part in our coming to understand the word 'Goed'.

10 Eunomius, 1 think, makes two distinguishable errors. The
first is to say that only one term is properly applicable to
God, as signifying his essence. The second is to suggest that
this term X YEUUTTOCG, is proper in the sense of giving a
complete specification of what is comprised in the being of
God. This latter point is so generally condemned that I shall
not enlarge on it The former point has rather more basis in
tradition; thus Philo maintains that the phrase © “Quis not
really a name, since there is no name at all which properly
applies to God - Ubév fuopa TO Twapanau EmEpod
KUpLOAOYELTaL D HoOUw TIPACECTL TO eluaL. But
Philo does not develope this last phrase; on the contrary, as
we have seen, he pictures God as revealing a name to men,
and also as exercizing a variety of functions, SUVGPELG, in
virtue of which we may use names like KUpiOG and Bedg.
Unfortunately these powers often appear to detach
themselves as autonomous beings like the angels, who are at
least theoretically able to escape from God's control, like the
Aeons of the Gnostics. At this point a better picture is already
outlined by Justin (Apol. 2.6.2): 'the Father of all has no given
name, being ingenerate’, since, he adds rather naively, this
would imply some more semior divinity who gave him such a
name; 'but "Father" and "God" and "Creator” and "Lord" and
"Master” are not names, but appellations (MpoOopTHOELG)
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derived from his beneficent actions'. Basil and Gregory

follow, broadly speaking, in this track, and in this respect I-

have no fault to find with them. I am uneasy with regard to
one assumption, which I think they share with Eunomius,
namely that a perfectly simple being can exercize a plurality
of operations or energies. I can see no way of construing the
term ‘simple’ which would make this intelligible, let alone
squaring with the Biblical tradition. But this enormously
important question must be set aside. Possibly the nature of
divinity itself requires that it should not be answerable, and

we must end by confessing, omnia_egxeunt in mysteriym.

1. Plato himself later corrected the fallacy; see Theaetetus
203.

2. SVF 2,146, = Origen Cels, 1.24; cf. 2.895.

3. SVE 2151,

4. SVF 2.166; and for AeKT& = Tp& ypua Ta, 3 Diog. 20 ad
fin. The same threefold distinction is expressed rather
differently by Origen, Philocalia 4; here the terms used are
pwufy, oNpaLudpeva,  and mpaypaTta kaB'Gu
KELuTaL T& onpalvoOpeva ; cf. also SVF 2.168.

5. SVF 2.166, 170, 331,

6. Ep. 117 (not in SYF); but cf. 2,132,

7. Cf. SVE 2.167 with the misleading 168,

8. Cf. SVF 2.171.

9. SVF 2.151.

10. Opif 148, Leg All, 2.14 ., Mut.Nom. 63f.; contrast,

however, Yit.Mos. 1.130, Pecal. 23.

11. Cf. Vit. Mos, 115 init: TETpaypd&ppaTou b Toluopd
Pnow 6 Beorodyog elual,
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Divine simplicity as a problem for

orthodoxy

‘The evolution of orthodoxy’ might easily be understood as a process
which belongs wholly to the past: the development of Christian
docttine, on which Henry Chadwick has shed such a graceful and
penetrating light, would then be contrasted with a complete and stable
construction in which Christianity has come to rest. But to call it
complete and stable need not mean that further progress is excluded; at
the very least, new challenges are likely to arise, and old truths will need
to be re-stated And most of our generation, and of our juniors, will think
this programme far too tame: in their eyes, only an obstinate and
secluded mind will persist in defending an orthodoxy that is purely
static 1 for one would certainly wish to see its evolution as a continuing
process, in which established positions need to be clarified and some
false steps retracted, in the faith that a better grounded and better
articulated consensus of belief may be attained

From such a standpoint one can turn with a rueful admiration to a
handbook which has given invaluable service to a succession of
beginners in theology, the Embiridion Patristinm of M ]. Rouet de
Journel, completed in 1911 and appearing in its twenty-fourth edition in
1969 The learned author has collected over 2,400 brief passages from
the Fathers, and offers a guide to his selection in an ‘Index Analyticus’,
arranged so as to suggest that the Fathers prospectively uphold the
entire structure of modern catholic orthodoxy as defined in the tradition
of St Thomas Aquinas As article 97, we find the heading Deas est
simplicissineus, ita ut nullum omunino admittat compositionem. The authorities
cited include Tertullian, Athanasius, Basil, Gregory of Nyssa, John
Chrysostom, Ambrose, Augustine and Cyril: and most of them, it must
be said, are consonant with the author’s formulation and seem to have
no reservations about the black-and-white antithesis, simple or
composite, on which it is based.
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1 shall submit that this is an over-simplification: we must not think
that simplicity is itself a simple notion But how else can one explain the
fact that the theme of divine simplicity has been so little discussed? It
figures, no doubt, in text-books of dogmatic theology: but I cannot
discover that much detailed attention has been given to the actual usage
of the key wotds daploxs and haplotes or to their Latin equivalents. The
entry in H. ] Sieben’s Voses makes it appear that simplicity has been
examined only in its guise as a moral virtue, in which 2 modest
disposition is expressed in truthful unaffected language and unassuming
reliability of conduct. The atticle “Einfalt” in the Reallexikon fir Antike
und Christentum surveys much the same ground Nevertheless there are
some unexpected features in the philosophical use of the words for
simplicity, and some transitions of thought which I believe cannot bear
the weight that has been put upon them

We may begin by taking an example of the standard exposition from
Gregory Nazianzen’s Second Theological Oration (Oratio 28), 7 (not included
in the Enchiridion):

For what will you conceive the Deity to be, if you rely on all methods of
reason?. A body? How then is he infinite and boundless and formless and
intangible and invisible? . For how shall he be an object of worship if he be
circumseribed ? Or how shall he escape being compounded out of elements and
tesolved into them again, or indeed rotally dissolved? For composition is a
source of conflict, and conflict of separation, and this again of dissolution; and
dissolution is totally foreign to God and to the first nature So there can be no
separation, to exclude dissolution: no conflict, to exclude separation; no
composition, to exclude conflict; and therefore He is not a body, to exclude com-
position 5o the argument is esrablished by going back from the last to the frst.

The rhetorical and allusive style which Gregory adopts, while
addressing a largely uninstructed congtegation, shows that he takes his
argument to be thoroughly established and familiar The word haplons
does not in fact appear in this passage, but Gregoty makes his point
clearly enough by saying that God is “not compounded of elements” (e
stoicheion sugkeisthai) and is immune from composition (smmthesis);
composition would imply conflict (wach?). The mention of conflict
suggests that Gregory is using “elements’ in the fairly precise sense to
indicate the traditional four, earth, air, fire and water, which were
thought to display contrary qualities, hot and cold, wet and dry: it was
a favourite topic of Chiistian apologetics to say that God’s wisdom is
manifested in the art with which he combined potentially discordant
elements into an hatmonious woild otder.! One feature of the traditional
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construction which Gregory omits is the doctrine that God 1s strictly
immutable: but this is commonly based on a rather different
undetstanding of ‘composite being’, in which change is explained as a
rearrangement of the minute particles, atoms or otherwise, of which
material things are composed: thus also they would come to an end
when their constituents lose their cohesion and are absorbed into the
surrountding matter Conversely, if God is not composed of such
patticles, he is immune from change. This argument can easily be
illustrated (e g. Athanasius Conira gentes 41, De decretis 11); but it is not
easy to see why change or dissolution should result from conflic among
mitiate bodies such as atoms: one would rather think of a failure to
cohere ot to maintain theit orderly disposition This may already suggest
that the orthodox case is not quite so simple and straightforward as
appears at first glance.

The origins of this train of thought are clearly pre-Christian, and
illustrations can be found in Philo; but for the moment I will postpone
this enquiry, and consider some other, and less rigotous interpretations
of simplicity which entered the Christian tradition

(1) First of all, a student of Aristotle cannot read far without
encountering the phrase ‘simple bodies’, hapla samata. *Simple’ in this
connection means that they do not consist of other elements which could
exist separately The last four words are important, since the four
elements, which are simple bodies in this sense, were thought to result
from the imposition of qualities on formless matter (see e.g. Hippolytus,
Refutatio omnium bagresinm 1 19 1 for a doxographic account): but this is
a purely theoretical analysis, as one cannot actually find matter existing
without qualities, or vice versa, to use as ingredients which could
actually be combined or compounded Further, ‘simple bodies’ have no
structure of pattetn; ot mote exactly, to say that they are simple makes
no stipulations about their location or distribution. It follows that things
which are simple in this sense need snot be indivisible; the element fire,
for example, appears in a multitude of separate places, in the stars, for
instance, and in 2 modified form in animal bodies. Arius Didymus
mentions the division of simple bodies.?

Within the Christian tradition this usage is best illustrated by
Tertullian, who of course makes use of stoic teaching on matter and its
qualities The Stoics held that the elements can change one into another
(SV'F 2 413 etc), so that none of them is imperishable except the fire
from which they originate and to which they return; while in the short
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run it is admitted that fire itself can be extinguished and “die” {ibid. 430,
446). The whole process is controlled by ‘spitit’, prewma (ibid 416),
whose status is unclear; it is sometimes identified as a separate element
{ibid.), sometimes as fire (ibid 421—3) or a compound of air and fire
(ibid 439-41); but in each case it functions as the rational directive
process in the universe, or God (ibid 1045). God, then, is in some sense
simple (saneches), but is not unchangeahle.

These doctrines appear with some variation in Tertullian’s teaching
about the soul He rakes it for granted that the soul is immortal; but if
indissoluble, it must be indivisible, and therefore simple (singuiaris et
simplex , De anima 14). But it is only simple in 2 very large and loose sense;
Tertullian immediately notes that it is commonly divided into “parts’;
though these are more propetly called *faculties’ or ‘powers’ (buinsmodi
antem non tam partes animae habebuntnr guam vires ef effiaciae ef operae, bid
14.3) On the other hand he believes that the soul is corporeal and has
a shape conforming to that of the body (ibid 9); it is hard to see how
it can fail to have “parts’ in the sense of limbs and other members; and
if so, it is “simple’ in a2 much weaker sense even than ‘simple bodies’ like
fire or spirit. Moreover Tertullian, while repeating that the soul is
substantia simplex (22 2), also insists that it is subject to change (21};
otherwise there could be no possibility of human free will. One might
compare the stoic doctrines that both God and the soul are ‘spirit’
(SVVF 2 1035) and that God is subject to change (ibid 1045, 10498 );
though on the latter point Terrullian dissents and takes the normal view:
only God is unchangeable (De amima 21 7).

In other respects, however, Tertullian stands apart from the main
tradition, and I am not clear that the Fathets commonly understood the
simplicity of God on the analogy of simple bodies It might certainly
have provided an answer to anthropomorphic theoties; the idea that
God had man-like limbs and features could be contradicted by picturing
him as uniformly distributed through the universe, and Augustine tells
us that he came to rest for a time in 2 conception of this sort (Confessiones
7.1 1-2). Again it might seem a natural deduction from the statements
that God is light, and fire, and spitit (1 John 1:5, Deuteronomy 4: 24,
John 4:24); but in a well-known passage (De primcipiis 1.1.4) Origen
explains that these words are not to be intetpreted in physical terms, and
he could probably count on general agreement. Some suggestion of the
‘simple bodies’ interpretation might be found in Eusebius, who argues

{Demonstratio evangelica 4 15.16) that God’s simple, uncompounded and -

unmixed nature may be symbolized by the simple “oil of gladness® with
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which Christ is anointed (Psalm 44:8 LXX) whereas God’s many
powers and functions are suggested by the composite ointment (muros)
ptesctibed for the priests in Exodus 3c:22f But the physical
implication is not to be taken seriously, any more than the suggestion
that God’s will is, so to speak, the matter and substance from which the
universe is derived. In Fusebius® view God is a unity, menaes — indeed he
surpasses the monad as the source of all creation (ibid 4.1 5); and in 2
later work, the Erclesiastical Theology (2.14.6) Eusebius insists on the
absolute simplicity of the divine being

{2) Tertullian’s opinion that the soul is a simple substance but is also
subject to change could be endorsed by many thinkers, both Christian
and pagan, who would not accept his peculiar doctrine of a cotporeal
soul. It seems likely, in fact, that the whole argument about the
simplicity of God begins with 2 debate about the soul, in which Plato
played the leading part In the Phaeds 78a, he draws a distinction between
composite things and those that are uncompounded {(exmmibetos), and
argues that it is the former that are liable to change, whereas absolute
essences, for instance of beauty or equality, persist unchanging. But the
soul is akin to these realities; it is ‘ most like the divine and immortal and
intellectual and uniform (monseides) and indissoluble and unchanging’
(ibid. 8ob). The natural inference would be that the soul can properly be
described zs simple. On the other hand, in the Phaedras and the Republic
he introduces the well-known theoty of three elements in the soul: it can

be compared with the ‘ composite force’ (sumphutii(é) dunamei) of a pair of

winged horses and their charioteer, which represent desire, im-
pulsiveness and reason (Phaedrus 246A) Plato is very sparing with
technical terms; he does not refet to ‘parts’ of the soul, but to “natures’
{ phuseis) or “forms of being’ (eide) which are not ‘identical in nature’
{bomophuzs: Repablic 439¢, 440e, 4414} However, since he introduces the
discussion by asking whether we learn and lust and rage with three
distinct “things’ (#risin eusin, cf fritai) tini) or with the whole soul ~ 436a
— it was natural to tepresent him as analysing it into three parts Finally,
a perplexing passage in Repablic 10, 611a—d suggests that the description
of the soul as simple only applies to its ideal condition or ‘truest nature’
(#8(7) alethestat®(7) phusei); in its actual state, as manifested in disorderly
chatactets, it is truly described as composite, and not even well
compounded (611b and c).

Atistotle makes it clear that in his day thete was a debate as to whether
one should refer to “parts’ of the soul (mers, moria) or regard it as
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undivided but exercising a vatiety of functions, dunameis® The latter
opinion seems to have gained ground; at any rate Galen reports that
both Aristotle and Posidonius preferred to speak of ‘powers’ in the soul
rather than *parts*;* but arguments about ‘parts’ of the soul continued,
at least in the doxographic literature,’ and are frequent in Philo.®
Posidonius accepted Plato’s threefold analysis and claimed the support
of Cleanthes,” whereas Chrysippus apparently adopted an intellectualist
theory which regarded emotions as judgments® and so thought of all the
operations of the soul as proceeding from 2 single source Posidonius
complains that Chrysippus’ language is confused, bur Tertullian is
probably mistaken in saying that he reckoned eight parts in the soul; this
was 4 common Stoic opinion, but not that of Chrysippus himself’

In the later tradition opinion seems to have veered to the view that
is it correct to speak of ‘powers” of the soul rather than ‘parts’; so
Tertullian, as noted above: Galen, Alexander of Aphrodisias, Calcidius
223, Porphyry and Severus, in Busebius, Praeparatio evangelica, 13 17 6, all
noted by ] H. Waszink®; Iamblichus is inconsistent, but on the whole
prefers ‘powers” 1

Meanwhile it had become customary to apply the same principle to
the divinity; Philo draws a paralle]l between our mind and the divine one
(ho buper hemas), explaining that both are without parts and undivided
(guis rerum divinarum bheres? 234-6); but this apparently applies to our
mind only, 25 distinct from other ‘parts’ of the soul !* Philo seems to
speak of such ‘parts’ without embarrassment; but his enumeration of
these parts can be precisely paralleled in terms of ‘powers’, seven lower
powers plus the reason (De mutatione nominam 110-11), But God is a
whole in which thete ate no parts (De posteritate Caini 34, Mut. now 184);
moreover to speak of parts would suggest the picture of a God in human
form, which the scriptures introduce only as a concession to human
weakness (De sommniis 1 234-6). Tt follows that God must be seen as
operating through his powers '

A similar parallel between God and the human mind could be drawn
by considering not their constitution but their operations It is a
commonplace that the mind does not impair its own power by
expressing itself in words ox by making an act of wilt (so e g Philo, De
Zigantibns. 25). In the same way Christian theologians could argue that
the divine Logos proceeds from the Father without any loss or division,
as spoken Word or as expressing the Father’s will (Justin, Dialagus 61
and 128, Tatian, Ad Graecos 5 1, Theophilus, Ad Auwtolycum 2 22 etc)
‘without cutting off any part of the mind’ (Origen, De primipiis 1.2 6).
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This notion of ‘undiminished giving’, accepted also by neo-Platonist
philosophers,'® has been much discussed, and probably needs no further
illustration

From the above reflections it would seem that there are radical defects
in the neat antithesis of simple and compound which is presupposed by
Gregory and has been adopted by orthodox Christian theologians. For,
in the first place, an object which has no parts need not be wholly
undiffetentiated ; it might have distinguishable features, like the colours
of a rainbow, which could not propetly be described as parts (whether
we think of the colours themselves, or of the coloured areas which
merge one into the other) Again, if an object consists of parts, it does
not follow that it is constructed by assembling those parts: a tree has a
trunk, branches, and twigs, but it is not brought into being by taking
those patts and putting them together, as a house is built by collecting
and then assembling bricks, beams and roofing tiles in the appropriate
order. And the converse is also probable; it is not intuitively obvious
that physical objects can only perish by the separation of their parts;
why should not some things simply fade away, like a spark? Again, a
tree may die without its branches falling apart from the trunk; this will
occur later, it may be, when both have begun to rot; the fota/ dispersal
of its constituent atoms will take still longer

Where the soul is concerned, it seems reasonable to use the
comparison of a natural organism; and the Stoics may have partly seen
this possibility, even though they expressed it in the rather absurd form
(as we would think) that the universe is a rational animal;'® for they
represented the cosmos as an organic whole whose parts reacted one
upon another by ‘sympathy’,'* and taught that there is an analogy
between the cosmos and man, who can be called a ‘little universe’ or
“microcosm’ 1*

On the other hand it would seem that a soul which exercises a variety
of powers cannot be simple in any very rigorous sense; for if they are
to be powers ¢f the soul, rather than autondmous agencies that just
happen to sympathize with its activities, there must be modifications in
the soul which explain why it exetcises one power rather than another
on a given occasion or towards a particular object This will be true, I
think, whether the powers ate seen as truly intrinsic to the soul or as
semi-independent auxiliaries ; if such auxiliaries merely go into action on
behalf of a rigorously simple soul, the soul itself is not acting.'® And the
same should be true of God, whose action is sometimes seen as delegated
to quasi-independent powers or even to angels, who can act on a lower
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level (Philo, De apificio mundi. 74—51}, misunderstand their instructions or
even rebel (Gig 6.17) There is of course the alternative of supposing that
all God’s powers are mutually compatible, and that he exercises them all
perpetually.’” And this view can be advocated in impressive terms; God
confronts us in 2 single undifferentiated blaze of majesty and mercy by
which we are both humbled and uplifted But this can only be made
convincing if stated as a generality; we have no grounds for believing
that ‘God opposes the proud but gives grace to the humble’; we have
to say that the proud are frustrated because they miss their way to the
goal which would truly satisfy them, and, more sadly, that the humble
are uplifted if they can find the confidence to overcome their dejection.
The identity of God’s attributes and powers cannot be combined with
a genuine doctrine of particular providence

(3) One reason why simplicity is easily misconstrued is that it is one
possible interpretation of the notion of unity, and is liable to be
influenced by its neighbours. In my book Divine Substance, pp 18093,
I referred to three interpretations of unity which can be labelled by the
catchwords mnicus, simplex, constans (or immatabilis) It might have been
helpful to have added a fourth, natnely primus, to take note of the view,
probably Pythagorean in origin, that the structure of the universe can
be explained in terms of numbers, and that numbers derive from the
One, which is therefore the origin of all things.

Why ‘probably” Pythagorean? Because Aristotle, our most reliable
witness, represented them as teaching that the One is detivative; see
Metaphysica A5, 987 a 13ff —they reach rwe first principles —and
Ethica Nicomachea A 4, 1096 b 5, they place the One in the column of goods
(and so not at its head). But contrast Mezaphysica A6, 987 b 23#: Plato
said, like the Pythagoreans, that numbers are to other things the cause
of their being, but differed from them in postulating a dyad instead of the
unlimiited as a wnity Probably, then, some members of the school
reckoned the monad as the first principle. Among later critics, Aetius
seems to make them teach two principles, of which however the monad
has the active and formative tole and is identified as God;™® in
Hippolytus® account the monad is the sole source (Refutatio omnium
haeresing: 1.2.6) Philo refers to God as monad (e. 8. guod Deus immntabilis
sit, 11, beres 183), but also teaches that the monad merely symbolizes
God (Legum allegoriae 2.3, De specialibus legibus 3 180, cf De Praemits et
poenis 40); the dyad is, or symbolizes, created and divisible matter (Somm.
270, Spec g 3 180} and is given a radically inferior dignity.
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To resume: if we now consider a scheme involving four members,
primus, wnicus, simplex, constans, it will be difficalt to resist the claims of
two other candidates, namely bosas and verus, since these constantly figure
in ancient discussions in conjunction with the notion of unity. Plato for
instance argues that 2 god must be both simple and unchanging, and sees
immunity from change as a sign of goodness (Rep. 2 380 d—¢). Aristotle
discusses the relation between unity and truth, without it seems reaching
a final conclusion. On the one hand he asserts that knowledge implies an
identity — at least an identity of form — between the mind and its object
(De anima 3 5, 430 2 20 etc ); on the other hand boh truth and falsity entail
a composition of thoughts into a uaity (ibid. 3.6, 430 2 27-8); ot, with
a different emphasis, both truth and falsehood involve a combination of
notions {432 a 12).

In theory, it would be an admirable project to consider the logical
relations between the six attributes we have named In practice, it would
be an impossibly complex task. A set of six members exhibits 6 X 5 = 30
possible combinations, and each of these would have to be tested in
both directions; if a, then b; but also, if b, then a But what finally puts
this project out of court is the fact that several, and possibly all, of the
attributes in question have been undetstood and explained in different
ways by different writers We have been considering simplicity ; but this
is 2 minuscule discussion compared with the vast literature devoied to
the nature of goodness, and to theoties of truth

It is possible, howeves, to say something about the logical links which
were thought to connect simplicity in particular with its neighbours;
and I would begin by observing that most of them are pre-Christian, and
can be illustrated from Philo Some further precision may have accrued
in lates discussion ; but in the main they belong to the inheritance, rather
than to the evolution, of Christian orthodoxy It hardly needs repeating
that Philo takes over the Pythagorean teaching that a simple unity is the
soutce of all reality; at Heres 190 he recalls the purely arithmetical
doctrine that the monad is not 2 number (i e plurality) but the source
of afl numbet; at Somu. 270 he applies this doctrine to theology, so
as to equate the monad with the Maker It might seem otiose to maintain
that the monad is unique; but the Pythagoreans exploited the verbal
similarity of mounas/mones/monimes, and Philo in turn observes that the
monad is like God because of their singulatity, mon@sis (Heres 183, $pec
leg 2.176) At Semn. 2 221 Philo speaks of the constancy of the ultimate
source; at De confusione finguarum 180 he associates “the eldest of things
that are” with ‘the most petfect good’; at De praemiis ef poenis 40 *berter
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than the good’ is coupled with ‘older than the monad’ cited above
Finally the monad is absolute reality (Immut 11), and De ebrictate 45
tefers to ‘the one true God’ In terms of our catchwords, therefore, the
monad is smplex, primus, unicus, constans, bonus, verus

The soutce of these connections must be looked for in a region of
ancient philosophy which remains obscure despite intensive discussion :
the Pythagorean philosophy before the time of Plato, and the
Pythagorean teaching which Plato adapted in his theory of ideal
numbers, and above all in his enigmatic lectute on ‘the One and the
Good’ We are not concerned at present with the question, how Plato
thought the numbers are derived from the One;'® nor with the
connections of thought which Plato must have tried to establish
between individual numbers and basic concepts (of which the traditional
example is that four = justice, invoking the ‘four-square’ right-angle as
the basis of exact division, of equality, and of stable constructions). Qur
main interest is the One itself; and I suggest that we can trace back to
these early discussions two principles which came to form patt of the
Christian tradition The first is that the One is the ultimate source of a
multiplicity of Forms which provide the permanent sttucture of the
universe and also the pattern of its values. These Forms themselves
exhibit both unity and goodness, but in a lesser degree and a relative
mode compared with their source; they are each of them a unity relative
to their multiple instances, but they are distinct from each other as
contrasted with its absolute unity; and they are each of them the source
of goodness, or pattern of goodness, for some class of beings, ‘a good
so-and-so’, rather than being the sole source of all goodness The second
principle is that the One is the highest reality and absolute truth, since
it holds the key to the Forms on which all true predication must be
based ; but it is 2 truth which is inconceivable and inexpressible, certainly
to us men, and possibly to any being other than itself; the reason being
that true statements were conceived on the model of a synthesis of two
notions (and, for that matter, knowledge was seen as the identification
of the mind with its object); but in neither case was pure and absolute
unity achieved; a true statement could only be significant if two distinct
notions were brought together (a theory opposed to the view put about
by Antisthenes that the only unquestionably true statement was the
unqualified identity *X is X”); and the mind’s ‘identity’ with its object
could only be an identity of form, not a wholesale coalescence. It
followed that the One had to be exhibited as, on the one hand, good,
being the source of all goodness; but contrariwise as unknowable and
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indefinable; not simply devoid of qualities (e g sense-qualities) but
unconditioned by any attribute whatsoever, since any statement about it
could not be true unless it was in formal correspondence with its object
(ie simple) and could not be significant unless it were composite,
attaching a predicate which was distinguishable from its subject.

Within the Platonic tradition, Plotinus made the most sustained and
coherent effort to work out these principles, concluding infer alia that the
ultimate soutce could not have knowledge even of itself, since even self-
knowledge implied a distinction between the mind as Knower and the
mind as Known; thus the traditiona! ‘scale of being’, ascending from
inanimate nature to conscious minds and upwards through progressively
purer and more penetrating intelligences, was apparently interrupred;
not simply lost in the clouds of heavenly glory, but brought to a stand
by the paradox of 2 Being who is the source of all goodness but cannot
be good.® Christian thinkers, inheriting a richer though far more
complex tradition, struck out new lines of thought which were never (I
think) connected in a logically coherent whole, but which, if pursued,
should have exhibited the notion of wholly undifferentiated divine
simplicity as an unwanted survival

Within the compass of this essay, there are only two critical principles
which 1 have space to develop One of these might be labelled ‘the
diminishing returns of unification’; the other T take to be simply an
application of a fairly recent movement in philosophy, namely the
rejection of the picture theory of meaning

However, no originality is claimed for the first principle either It
relates to a proposal made by Leonard Hodgson,? which perhaps never
attracted as much attention as it deserved Hodgson contrasted
‘mathematical’ with ‘organic’ unity, explaining that ‘ Approximation to
the ideal of mathematical unity is measured by a scale of . absence of
multiplicity ; but approximation to the ideal of organic unity is measured
by a scale of intensity of unifying power’ (p. 94) Hodgson considers the
case of human character, in which a divided mind or a split personality
is a grave disadvantage ‘In the casc of the human self, the unity is by
no means always perfect . But in whatever measure it is achieved, this
is not affected by the cancellation of factors until nothing is left but an
undifferentiated unity . . far more intense is the unity manifested in a life
which unifies a wider range.’

One might, alternatively, consider the role of unity in personal
relationships, taking a single pair of friends to deputize for the more
complex interrelations of a group ot of our whole society Clearly there
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must be some cotrespondence or similarity of interests, fortune ot

temperament if any personal refationship is to begin; and the process of

growing together, of assimilating another’s expetience and imitating his
judgments and values, can be exciting and rewarding But the
partnership needs refreshing by the maintenance of outside interests and
the bringing in of fresh esperience by each of the partners and ideally by
a love shared by both partners but directed on to another person ot
cause; for however attractive initially the recognition of an affer ego
provided by fortune, or the attempt to realize it as an ideal, the project
is self-defeating: to make one personality an exact replica of the other is
to reduce by one the number of distinct mozral agents; and a mutually
monopolizing partnership has no great advantage over a self-absorbed
individual

Hodgson used his concept of unity to formulate a doctrine of the
Trinity in social terms “The true pattern of unity for men who are made
in the image of God is one in which thete is a place for all our different
selves, so far as they ate good selves, a unity in which each is to remain
its own self in order that it may play its part in enriching the whole’ (p.
185). I would not follow him at every point: the sentence just quoted
could easily provoke the reply that there can be no analogy of this kind
with 2 God who needs no enrichment, since he is himself the source of
all good things. But the alternative seems to be that we treat the
substance or inner being of the Godhead, characterized by mysterious
and incomprehensible but absolute simplicity, as something totally
unrelated to the Trinity of Persons in which we believe it is deployed
And I would think also that there is no escaping the conclusion drawn
by Plotinus: an absolutely simple Godhead cannot undetstand o1
control the influence and attraction that he exerts.

My second point is that it is a mistake to think that a descriptive
sentence can only be true if it is in a structural cotrespondence with the
seality or state of affairs which it describes Like so many philosophica!
theories, the picture theory of meaning is a Cinderella’s glass coach so
long as one is content to go along with it and accept it on its own terms,
but collapses into dust and cobwebs when the spell is broken * It seems
beneath the dignity of a serious objection if one observes that, on such
a theory, to state that there are four people in this room one would have
to formulate a sentence embodying four identical symbols. And of
course the theoty can be developed so as to escape such simply
conceived objections: we have to incorporate conventions in which
‘four’ replaces a symbolism of the form a, b, ¢, d, and “in the room” is
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a conventional equivalent for an ideal symbolism in which the symbols
for the four people would be actually enclosed by the symbol for
‘room’.

Theoties of this kind, however, seem to have affected ancient
discussions on the nature of God; it could be argued, for instance, that
God cannot be known because he cannot be defined; he canaot be
defined because that would involve assigning him to a genus within
which he is distinguished by a differentia; and this would mean he
consisted of two distinct elements, and was no longer simple ®® The
answer, reduced to its simplest terms, is that there is no reason to think
that a correct description mirrors the structure of the thing described It
we describe man as a rational animal, we cannot point to the two
elements named by this phrase; and if we tried to do so — perhaps by
saying that he has an animal body p/us a directing intelligence — we can
only make this plausible by ignoring the relatedness of the two
components. Man lives his animal life in a way prescribed by reason, but
conversely the exercise of his teason is qualified and sometimes
interrupted by his animal nature. Why not then ignore the attempt to
conform him to his definition, refer to him as a psycho-physical unity
and be done with it?

It is a mistake of this order which I take to be a peculiar weakness of
the Cappadocian theology of the Trinity: the three Persons are defined
as possessing the same simple undivided divine substance qualified by
three distinguishing peculiarities. But this is not presented only as a way
in which they may be conceived; the definitions are supposed to
conform to their inner structure, so that the undivided Godhead which
they share is not so much manifested in three personal beings or modes
as contradicted by the imposed characteristics by which they are
distinguished On the other hand the Cappadocians most opportunely,
though unexpectedly, insist that the simplicity of the Godhead does not
preclude a multiplicity of descriptions, epineiai These, however, were
thought to relate to the energies and relationships of the Godhead,
leaving his simple substance unaffected; a position which I have given
reason to reject

To return, in conclusion, from the intricacies of exact theology to the
butdens imposed on our mortality by faith in a transcendent spirit: the
concept of divine simplicity should present a challenge to an over-simple
faith. One cannot help feeling that theze is some force in the sceptics’
objection to ‘God-bothering”; it is less easy for us than it was for an
carlier generation to assert without misgivings that ‘ the eyes of the Lord
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are over the righteous and his ears are open unto their prayer’ If we
claim that our prayers are heard and answered, does this mean that we
expect God to give us his undivided attention ? Not, surely, in the sense
that we ask him to neglect all other petitioners Can we then imagine a
mind whose capacities are so vast that it can respond to the individual
needs of men whose numbers are multiplying beyond all imagination?
The problem here is that this is mote easily imagined # we note the
capacity of our own minds to control many complex movements and
activities without a conscious effort of attention ; we might suppose that
in some similar way God automatically distributes his bounty, ‘making
the sun to zise upon the evil and upon the good’, or more petsonally and
creatively, distributing to each man the help or correction that his
condition requires. But this still does not suggest 2 God whao stands in
a caring relationship; and it may prove that the only way in which this
can be upheld is by giving full weight to the doctrine that the Father
exercises this condescending grace through his expression in the
incarnate Christ made man for us. To suggest this puts the orthodoxy
of Nicaea and Chalcedon under the severest strain; we wonder whether
it can support the union of infinite, all-regarding majesty with the
intimacy of a man-to-man relationship; so that the operations are
undivided, the majesty unimpaired by an unlimited distribution, the

intimacy preserved without disttaction over a cosmic extension of

concern lhis is 2 problem on which even the Arians, if given their due,

might have something to teach us; and on which the evolution of

orthodoxy might bring much-needed light
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