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§ . PrevimiNany OBSERVATIONS,

No doctrine that combines both philosophical and also
religious elements, has ever engendered such violent contests
in Christendom as those which succeeded the introduction
of Arianism. They convulsed alike the Oriental and the
Western church ; they were maintained during a period of
more than hall a century; and, while they continucd, po-
litical influences were as actively excrcised as those which
proceeded from the church. The struggle necessarily as-
sumed, during its progress, such vast proportions. For Ari-
anism was not simply a heresy which a single individual —
an cnergetic agitator —.endeavored to promulgate, but is
rather to be viewed as a new conflict between the spirit of
the world and the spirit of revelation. That conflict had
originally possessed an external character during the three

1 This Article presents tho substanco of Chap. I, Second Division, of II.
Veiat's recent work : Die Lehive des Athanasius von Alexandrien | Tho Dactrinal
8ystem of Athanasius]. Tho nuthor oxhibits in the First Division the general
points of faith, ns held by Athanasius, and in tho Sceond describzs, in dotail, his
controrersies with the Avians, the Sabellians, the Pncumatomachians, and the
Apollinarians.
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2 Athanasius and the Arian Controversy. [Jan.

centuries which closed with the public recognition of the
social rights of the church; it was now renewed in the very
bosom of the church, and imperilled her doctrinal life. It
was in reality the whole spirit or character of the oriental
people, who had been only partially converted to Chris-
tianity, that rose up in opposition to the fundamental truths
of the Christian revelation, and which merely assumed the
form.of Arianism. The party which adhered to the views
of Arius long after his death, had not been created by him;
he had only been the first who gave a distinetly defined
form and body to prevailing hostile sentiments respecting
the doctrine and the authority of the church.

The intellectual and spiritual atmosphere of the East
contained at that time two opposite elements: the one was
from above — from the Spirit of God; the other was from
below — from the spirit of the natural man; the former was
the Christian revelation ; the latter, pagan philosophy. The
two bad, during three centuries, been compared by many
thoughtful minds, and their respective value had been deter-
mined with different degrees of success. At the present era,
when other theories had been either modified or discarded,
two opposite systems divided the interest and zeal of men
between them. The one held that philosophy constituted
the substance, and that the Christian revelation was simply
an accident — a non-essential quality ; the other, which was
fully developed and sustained by clear and satisfactory
reasons, held that the truths of revelation constituted the
substance, and that philosopby was a mere accident, by no
means essentially necessary {o the existence of the substance.
The former was embodied in Arianism; the latter,in the Ath-
anasian creed. That these were the relations which the two
parties sustained to each other, is demonstrated alike by the
difference in the sources from which they respectively de-
duced their arguments, and by the difference in the essential
character of their respective doctrines.

Arius adopted philosophy as his teacher and guide, in so
far as he declared that reason was the original source of our
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knowledge of divine truth, and he noticed the scriptures in
those cases alone in which they appear to confirm the re-
sults which the processes of his understanding had already
farnished. He and his associates believed that the chief
element of success consisted in the attempt to represent the
doctrines of their opponents as contrary to reason. Athana-
sius, on the other hand, and with him the church, recog-
nized, unalterably and unconditionally, the scriptures as the
true source of all our knowledge of divine things; the
question whether the latter could  always be comprehended
by the human mind, he regarded as of no-essential impor-
tance, inasmuch as the answer could not essentially affect
the convictions of a believer, or the doctrine of the church.
The difference in the essential character of the doctrines of
the two men respectively is still more striking. Arius
viewed God as the absolute Simplicily, as opposed to that
which is composite or complex; as a Being sustaining
relations to no others, tolerating no distinctions in him-
self, and immeasurably exalted above the world, or the
kingdom of manifold life. Consequently, as God is absolute
Erzistence and can admit of no internal distinctions, he
cannot be both Father and Son, and therefore the Son
cannot be true God. But he gladly welcomes the Son as an
intermediate being, since the latter now occupies the vast
chasm between God and the world, and thus brings these
two into a certain relation to each other. Nevertheless, he
distinctly admitted the reality of God, while he maintained
that no distinctions or relations could be predicated of him.

The church, on the other hand, gnided by the testimonies
of the scriptures, and enlightened by the progressive reve-
lations of the latter, viewed God as the fulness of life, on
whom the world with all its manifold life depends, and with
whom it is already intimately connected, without the inter-
vention of any third existence. While it, accordingly,
received the doctrine of the unity of God, the church found
no difficulty in distinguishing, in accordance with the plain
doctrine of the scriptures, the three persons, Father. Son.



a Athanasius and the Arian Controversy. [Jax.

and Toly Spirit, although the limits of human thought did
not perinit it to solve the mystery of revelation — the unity
and the tri-unity of God. These appear to be the {unda-
mental differences in the Arian and Athanasian systems.

§ 2. OriciNaL Sources oF INFORMATION,

We. proceed, after these introductory remarks, to present
the Arian doctrinal system in detail, and the mode in which
it was controverted by Athanasius. The direct sources
from which our knowledge of the former is derived, are, first,
an cpistle addressed by Arius to Eusebius of Nicomedia ; it
has been preserved by Epiphanius (Ilacres. 69. 6) and by
Theodoret (Hist. I. 5); secondly, an cpistle of Alexander,

* bishop of Alexandria, which has been preserved by Athana-
sius (Dc Synod. 16), Epiphanius (69. 7. 8), and Socrates
(Hist. L 6); thirdly, the treatise written by Arius, and en-
titled Thalia, undoubtedly the latest of his writings, and
prescrved in substance by Athanasius (c. Ar. L 5,6,9; de
8ynod. 15) ; fourthly, an cpistle addressed by Arius to Alex-
ander, and preserved by Athanasius (de Synod.) and Epi-
phanias (G9. 7). The writings of the {ormer contain, besides,
numerous quotations from Arins, without special mention
of the precise sourcc (contra Arianos, Orat.; Synodi Nie.
Decr. contra Haeres, Arian.; de Synod. Arim. ct Sel.). The
writings of Arius bimself primarily claim our attention.

The epistle to Busebius has not descended to us without
various readings. Voigt, to whom we are indebted for our
materials, adopts, for instance, immediately below, a reading
which differs from tbe usual text. The translation of the
Greek ceclesiastical historians (Eusebius, Socrates, Sozo-
men, Theodoret, and Lvagrins) published by Bagster in 6
vols. London, 1844, presents this letter inVol. V. p. 23 sqq.
The translation, when compared with the portion furnished
by Larduer {Credibility, ete. Vol. I1L. p. 676. London: 1838)
shows that the respeetive texts varied, or 1hat the translator
of Theodoret perforrned this part of his work in a somewhat
slovenly manner.  We farnish the original, nfter the model
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of Voigt, where the ipsissima verba of Arius are technical

and important.  Arius says:

“ Innsmuch as Ammonius intends to visit Nicomedia, I con-
sidered it my duty to inform you, through this opportunity, of
the scvere sufferings and persecutions which the bishop [Alex-
ander] canses us to endure ; he has even expelled us from the
city, as if we were impious men.  The cause lies in our refusal to
concur with him in the following propositions, which he publicly
maintains : "Ael & Jeds, del 6 vids -+ dpa marip, dpa vids* cuvvmdpye
tyavjros! § viis 1§ Jeg, deryewijs dorw, dyewvnroyenis doTw -+ obre émee
voly, obre drdpip Tl mpodyet & Jeds Tob viod - dei Jeds, dei vids © € adrod
dore rob Jeod & vids. And as thy brother {bishop] Eusebius of
Caesarca, Theodotus |of Laodicea], Paulinus [of Tyre], Athana-
sius {of Anazarbus], Gregory [of Berea], and Aetius {of Lydda,
afterwards called Diospolis], and, in general, the bishops of the
East maintain that God had an existence without beginning
prior to that of the Son (8 wpeimdpxer & Jeos Tob vioh dvdpyws),
they, too, have been condemned, with the exception of Philogo-
nins, Hellanicus, and Macarius, who are unlearned, heretical
men, of whom some say that the Son is an effusion, others, that
he is an cmission, and others, again, that he is [like the Father)
unbegotten (7ov rov vidy Aeydvrwy, ol pdv épvyiiy, of 8 mpofoliy, ol 5t
owayénmrov). But we teach that the Son is not unbegotten, nor
a part of the unbegotten in any manner. Nor is he made ont of
any pre-existent (lit. subjacent) thing; but by the will and counsel
fof God} he subsisted before times and before ages, fully God,

Véyerrhras = in an unbeqgotten manner, &yevwyroysvis = begimming to exist with-
ot laving been leqotten. Voigt holds that these forms constitute the correct
reading, and neither dyevhras nor dyernroyerts, since Arius afterwards intro-
doces the antithesis: “ But we teach that the Son is not bogotien, &yényros,
Arius, ais Voigt adds, regarded the terms ** not come into existence ” and “ un-
bezotten” as eqaivalent, ard hence ascribed both 10 Alexander, who adopted
only one of them. The verb elul, as in the Arian formula §» §7¢ oix 4», admits
of both translations, to be and fo exist; the verb y{ywouas, —to which the German
werd-n corresponds, if translated with strict precision, in this controversy, —
shoald, for want of an English verb that exactly corresponds, be rendered to
become, according to the stylo of the translators of the English Bible, e.g. Matth.
xxi. 42; Mark i. 17; Rev. xi. 15, that is, to beyin to be, to come into existencs
(Rubinson’s Lex. ad verb.). In such a New Testament sense, as illustrated, for
instance, in Jobn i. 3, rather than in a classical sense, the word was employed in
the Ar.an controversy.
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only-begotten and unchangeable; and, before he was begotten or
created, or designed or founded, he was not (did not exist), for
he was not unbegotten. We are persecuted because we say that
the Son has a beginning, but that God is without a beginning,.
For this we are persecuted, and because we say that he is frum
nothing (out of non-existent things). We thus teach, inasmuch
as he is neither a part of God, nor of any pre-existent (subjacent)
thing. (8re 6 vids odx éorwv dyéimros, odde pépos dyemijrov xar' oddéva
Tpbmov, obdt & Imoxeypévov Twds + AN St Jehjpare xal Bovdy tréomy
mpd xpovwy xal mpd aidvwy wAypys Jeds, povoyenis, dvarloiwros, xal
mpiv yarndy, froe krigdf, % opiady, § Jepehwdy, obx Jy ¢ dydiyros
yop obx Gy - Buwxdpeda, Su elraper + dpyw Ixet & vids, 6 8 ebs dvap-
X0s €ore + 8ux Tolro Sunxdpeda, kai Sri eimapey, o1 € olk Svrwy doTiy,
ovtws B¢ elmapey, kaddre otd¢ pépos Jeob doTw, otde & Trokespévov Twos).

The Epistle to Alexander, which is fuller and more
important, is preserved by Athanasius and Epiphanius (. c.)
in the following form :

‘H wloris fpdv 9 & mpoydvav, f kal dmd oob pepahikaper, paxdpue ‘
wdma, drrw alm + oldaper &va Jedv pdvov dyévyrov, povov didiov, udvor
dvapyov, pdvov dAndwdv, wovov ddavagiav éxovra, pdvov copdv, pdvor
dyaddv, pdvov dwdoryy, wdvrwy kpiry, Souymiy, drpenTov Kai dvdA-
Aotwrov, Sixatov kai dyaddy, vépouv xal mwpodmriv xal xawdls Swwdijxys
rotrov Jedv. yovioavra vidv povoyes) mpd xpdvwr (begat an only-
begotten son before eternal times) & of xal rods albvas xal Td
Sha merolyxe - yerjoavra 8 ob Soxijoe, dAAd dAndely (not in ap-
pearance but in truth), dmoomjcarre (setting him forth) @iy Je-
Avpare drperrov xai dvallolwrov sriopa ot Jeod réeawov (a perfect
creature of God), dAX" odk bs & 7dv xriopdrwy (hut not as one of
the other creatures) ; yéwmpua, dAX' ody ds & Tdv yenmudrov (yb~
wqpa = that which is begotien) ; odd ds Odaderivos mpofodiy 70
yénmpa Tob warpds Eoypdroey, obd ds & Mavixalos pépos Spoovoiov rob
warpds 10 yévmua elonpijoaro (a part of the Father, that is, of the
same cssence), oid ds Safé\\os iy povida Suapdv viowdropa elrer
(dividing that which is unity, oneness, speaks of a Soun-Father),
otd ds Iépaxas Avxvov dwd Aixvov, %) bs Aapmdda els Svo, o082 To¥ Svra
#pdrepov, Varepov yevndévra (nor that he who already existed, was
afterwards begotten), 7 éruriodévra els vidy, &s xai o¥ adros, paxd-
pie mdma, kard péomy Ty dkxdnoiav kal & cwvedply mAaordxs Tols
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rabra doymocpdrovs dwydpevaas, dAN, bs Gdpey, Sehijuart rob Jeod
pd xpovow xai mpo aldvev xtiwdérra xal 16 v xai 1 dvar wapi Tol
rarpis elAnddre, xal 7is §ofas ovwwmoorisavros abrg Tob warpds: ob
y3p 6 warp Sovs alTd wdvrwv Ty xAypovopiay dorépmoe éavrdv, ow
dyomiras Ixe &y éavrg: Ty ydp éoTe mdvTwy, GoTe Tpels elow Troordy
oas, kal 6 ptv Jeds aitws ThY wdvTwy TryXdve, EoTw dvapyos povarares
(there are three hypostases, but God, the author of all, is mast
emphatically alone without a beginning). 5 8¢ vids dxpovus yarn-
Jéis w6 Tob warpds (before time was), xai mpd alidvwy krwrdeis xal
Jepehswdeis, obx 7w (did not exist) mpd Tob yemdivar, dAN' dxpves
xpd wdvrwy yavndels, povos I Tod warpds twéory. ovdt ydp éoTw di
8ws, %) ovvaidwos (co-eternal), 4 owaydiyros (unbegotten like) +¢
warpl + obdt dpa 1@ marpl 6 elvar Exer, ds Twes Aéyovor T& wpds Ty, So
dyenjrovs dpxas elomyovpevor © AN s povas kai dpxi) wdvTwv, otrws &
Jeds Tpo wdvTwy éori, 8id kal mpd Tob viod doTw, G5 Kal mupd Gov pepa~
Jijcapey xara péony Ty dadyolay xpvlavros.: xadd ov mapd Tod Jeod
76 elvar et xal tas 86fas xal 10 Ly kai T wdvra adrd mapedddy, rxard
Totro dpyxy alrol dotw & Jeds - dpyer yap abrod, ds Jeds adrob xai wpd
atrob Gv. el 8 10 ¢ abrod xai ¢k yaorpds xai 7O &k Tob maTpds éfjAdov
xa} yxw (expressions like those in John viii. 42) ds pépos adrod Spo-
ovoioy xai @5 mpofols) Imd Tivwy voetrat, ovvderos éora 6 marip (Wouid
be composite, made up of parts) xal dwiperos xai rperris xai oGpa
xar’ airols xai 70 Soov & alrols 78 dxdAovda ouper: wéoxwy & dod-
paros Jeds. .

These epistles present the following as the doctrine of
Arius when he first came in collision with the church:—
The Father alone is God in the proper sense of that word.
As such, he alone is the unbegotten One (causa sui), and he
alone is eternal, without beginning and immortal, alone
wise and good, alone almighty, the Ruler and Judge, and, in
accordance with bis nature, alone unchangeable, The Son,
on the other hand, is the begotten One, that is, created, and
then existing by the will of God. He is a creature, but
nevertheless of a peculiar nature, and not like other crea-
tares, so near to God that he is mAjpns Yeds and dvairoiwros.
At one time he did not exist: he had a beginning which
preceded all the ages of the world, but God was before him.
He came forth out of nothing and, accordinglv. did not
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proceed from God by emanation nor by any partition of the
divine being or essence; neither was he a special manifes-
tation or modification of God. Hence Father, Son, and
Spirit are indeed three divine beings or hypostases, but God
the Father is the cause or author (airios) of the second and
third, while he bimself is absolutely God. Arius evidently
has a twofold object in these epistles: first, to establish the
point that the Father alone is God, and, secondly, to assign
to the Son the highest possible position within the sphere
of the Deity above all created objects; hence he employs
the terms wAsjpns Neds, and dvahoiwros, drpemros. There is
obviously a discrepancy between these positions of Arius
respecting the unchangeableness of the Son, and those which
are assigned to him in the contemporaneous epistle of
Alexander, bishop of Alexandria, his earliest opponent, ad-
dressed to Alexander, bishop of Constantinople. 1t is given
by Theodoret, Hist. Eccl. I. 4. Alexander makes the
following charge: :

“ They (Arius and his associates) say : fjv more 5re odx v 6 vide
108 Jeod, yéyover Torepov mpdrepov pi) Imdpxwy, TowbTos yevdpevos te
xal more yéyovey, olos xai wis elvar wépurer dvIpumos * wdvra ydp, daciy,
& Jeds €f otk Svrwv émoinoe, cuvavalapfBdvovres T Thv drdvrwy Aoywkdy
re xai dAdywv krige kai Tov viov Tob Jeod - ols dxorotIuws kal daow, ate
Tov Tpertijs elvar Pioews, dperijs Te xal xaxlus ErBexridv ¢ xai 7 éf ol
Svrwy dmrodéoe xai tas Jelas cvvavarpolvres ypagds, al 18 drperrov Tod
Adyov kei Tiy Sedmpra Tijs copias, Tov Adyov, onpalvovaw, & dore Xpuor-
785 - Suvdpeda yolv xai fuels, paciv, viol yevérdas Jeot, domep rgketvos
..... ore yip Poe vids ris dorw Tob Jeol, Ppaciv.

“ They say, that there was a time when the Son of God had
no existence; and that, not having existed from eternity, he
must have had a beginning; and that when he was created, he
was made like all other men that have ever been born. God,
they say, created all things, and they include the Son of God
in the number of creatures, both rational and irrational. To
argue consisteatly, they, as a necessary consequence, affirm, that
ke 13 by nature lLable 10 change, and capable both of virtue and of
vice. Their hypothesis, of his having been created, contradicts
the teslimony of the divine scriptures, which declare the immu-



1864.] Athanasius and the Arion Controversy. 9

tability, the divinity, and the wisdom of the Word, which Word
is Christ. We are also able, they say, to become, like him, the
sonsof God ..... for God, eay they, has not any son by nature.”
—Bagster's Eccl. Hist,, Theodoret, Vol. V. pp. 8, 9.

Here Alexander accuses Arius of holding the doctrine that
the natare of the Son was liable to change. As the state-
ments of the former are as fully entitled to credit as those
of the latter, Voigt explains the apparent contradiction in
the following manner. Athanasius specifies among the
errors of Arius which led to his excommunication, the propo-
sition : “ The Son is capable of change (rpemrrds) as to his
nature (¢vses), but as to his own free will (adrefovaiov) he
remains good (kalas),” Athan. Ep. Encycl. 12. Such terms
might allow Arius to maintain with apparent consistency,
that he regarded the Son as unchangeable, and the circum-
stances under which he composed the Epistles requires a
distinct expression of the latter view. Alexander could,
nevertheless, according to his conception of the subject, with
justice ascribe the oppositc opinion to Arius; for, if the
nature of him who is unchangeable only by virtue of his
own free will, still remains itself subject to change, that free
will may at any moment determine itself otherwise, and
hence to describe merely the free will as unchangeable is a
contradictio in adjecto [as if, for instance, a man should
speak of a square globe]. Arius became aware of this
circamstance himself, and aimed at greater aecuracy and
precision in his language in his Thalia. He composed this
work when all his attempts to reconcile his views with
those of the charch, and to be restored to fellowship with
Alexander had been unsuccessful. He addressed himself in
this feeble essay to the public in general, and courted the
favor of the latter by adopting a low and inelegant style —
&ypayrs Qalelay éxrNnhupévors kai yedolows fd¥eot xatd Tov
Alybrriov Zwrddnu, de seut. Dion. 6. Froin this work Atha-
nasias (/. ¢.) quotes the following :

Olx det & Jeds naryp v, AAX v G7e & Jeds pdvos v xal ofma waryp v,
Sormpsy 82 ériyéyove wamip + obx del fv & vids + wdvrwy ydo vevoudvwy &

Yor. XXI No. 81. 2
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otx Svruv, kal Tdvroy SrTwy KT pdTov Kol ToupdTew Yevopévay, xal alrds
& Seod Adyos £ otk Svrwy yéyove, kal iy more Sre odx v, ki odx v Tpw
yénpray, GAX dpxijy Tob xrileadar Ioye kal adrds. v ydp, Poi, povos &
Jeds, kai ol v 6 Adyos xal ) godia + elra Iehjoas Ypds Spuovpyions,
’ M 7 b4 ’ At ’ 3N ’ \ z . &/
767re &) mewoinkey &a Twvd, kal dvdpacer alTov Adyov xai copiav Kal vidy,
- ¢ ~ 5 3 A ’ , ~ , \ ’ IS Y
iva uas 8 adrol Sppiovpyriey. Slo yolv codias ¢noiv elvay, piav pév Ty
Blay xal owvumdpyovoay 7@ Jed, 70v ¢ vidv & ravry 1 codig yeyerijo-
Sar xal Tavrys peréyovra dvopdodw pdvov codiav xal Aéyov. 1} oo-
Pia yip, dyot, 1) gopig miple aodot Jeol Iehjoer obrw xal Adyov Ire-
pov elvar Aéyer mapi Tov vidv &v 74 Jed, xai TovTov peréyovra Tov vidy dro-
’ ’ \ 7 ’ ‘ e\ ;] s b \ ~ ~ <
picdar mdhy xard xdpw Adyov kel vidy abrdv. dori 8¢ xal Tolro i ai
’ » ~ 3 ’ 4 ré > _~ 4
péoews aidriv Biov Ppdimua, Snheduevor & &réposs abriv ovyypdppaow,
4 b ’ »_ 7 e \ Is ~ ~ 3 NS ’ )}
ort woMai Suvdpes elol - kal 3 pév pia Tob Jeod éorw Wi Pioe xal
4idiosy 6 8¢ XpioTds mdhw obx o dAndury Stvapus Tov Jeod, dAAL pla
”~ 4 4 ’ b N 3_ » ’ \ e N A e ’ »
Tov Aeyouévov Suvdpedy dore kai adrds, v pia kel dxpls Kol 5 kdpay ob
divapus povov AAAL kal peydhy mpooayopeierar* ai & dAar moAAai kal
Spowl eloetd vig, mept v kol Aafid Ydle Aéyow + klptos év Suvdpeaw
(Ps. xxiv. 10). Kal ) pdv Pive domep wdvres odrw xai adros &
Adyos é&ori tpewrds, 7@ 8¢ iBiy, adrefovaiy, dus Boddera, péver kalds,
.4 ! I4 # 14 \ LY - \ e ~ -~
Sre pévror Iéher, Sivara TpémeaJa kai airds wowep xal fpels, Tperris by
4 \ ~ ’ ’ . 7 ¢ 8 N o . »
Pioews. did Tovro ydp, o, xal mpoywdorwy & Jeds dreoIar kaddv ad-
16y, wpodaBiv abr§ ravrp Ty 8fav Bédwxev, v dvdpwmos kal & Tis
dperijs doxe perd Tadra, Gore € pywy adrod, &v wpoéyvw 6-Feds, roobrov
abrov viv yeyovéva, merolyxey,  elmetv 8¢ wddw érddpnaer, o1 obdE Jeos
dApdwis éorw & Adyos * el 8 Aéyerar Jeds, dAN’ ok dAyduwids dorw,
dAA& peroxy xdpiros, Gomep xal oi dAot wdvres, obrw xal adros Aéperar
Svdpare pévov Jeds. kal wdvrov favuv kel dvopolwy Gvrwy Tob Jeod xar’
s s o Ve oyt > .t N a2 Y ‘ - ~
odalay, ovrw kai & Adyos dAAdrpios udv kal dvépotos katé wdvra Tis TOD
N > 7 0 ‘8 ’ ’ b3 ~ 8& ”~ Y ’ ! N
warpds oboius xai Boryrds éory, TdV 8¢ yemrév kal kropdrov WBios xal
els adrwv Tvyxdver, &s dpa kal 7@ vip 6 marp déparos Imdpyet, kal ofre
P > ’ [} \ s - , ¢ I3 Ae -~
Spav olre ywiiaxew relelws xai dxpyBis Sivarar 6 Adyos Tdv avrob ma-
Tépa, dANL kai B ylvwokes xai & BAémer, dvardyws Tols WBios pérpois clde
xai BAérey, bomep xal Hpels ywaoropev xara Ty Wiy Stvapuw - xal y&
o Gomep kol fpuels ydorop iy op yip
A 1§ t ! ’ 2 14 by ’ » -~ > 4 2 hY
xai & vids, oy, ob pdvov Tov marépa dxpfBis ob ywdoxe, Aelre yip
abrd els 10 karakaBely, GAAE xat adrds & vids Ty éavrod odalay obdx olde -
xal 6me pepepopévar ) Plve kal drelevopévar kal dreoyoutauévar xal
dM\drpior kal dpéroxol elow dAAMAwy al oloiat Tob marpds xai Tob viob
by ~ ¢ 7 4 N 7 2’ L] ’ - s ./
xal 70V dylcv mvelparos, kai dvéporor wapmway dAAMAwY Tats e obdiats
xal 86fais elriv &' dmepov+  Tov yoiv Adyov ¢dmaiv els dpardmyra 8déns
wal odains GAASTpLov elvar mavreils éxarépwy Tob T maTpds Kai Tov dylov -
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Troiparos © xai Sqyprpévoy 8¢ dvar kad’ éavrdv al duéroxov xard wdvra
10U warpds TOv vidv Ipnoe.  Tabra pépy Tiv &v 19 yelolp ovyypdppars
xapéww pvddioy éoriy "Apelov.

Ariuns proceeds in the Thalia on the priuciple that the Son
is a creature of the absolute God and Father in every aspect,
and now maintains the changeableness of the Son without
any reservation. His general theory may be thus expressed :
The Father is God, the Son is a creature; the latter at one
time did not exist, and had a beginning of existence. He
was created from nothing. Without him God has reason
and wisdom and power, and he bears the latter name only
in an improper sense, like the locust and the palmer-worm
mentioned in Joel ii. 25. [Arius here refers to the text of the
Septuagint, which renders b1, “ my host,” or “my army,”
thas: % dvwauls pov: comp. his words as given above, ¢ 8¢
Xpworos wd\w, . 7. A.]. In his nature and will he is
changeable, and remains good (xa)ds) only during his own
pleasure. But as God foresaw that he would remain good,
he bestowed his own glory on him anticipately, and the Son
also gained that glory subsequently, as man, by his virtue.
He consequently bears the name of God, not as being true
God, but as all others, because he shares in the divine
grace. Like all creatures he is in his nature different from
God, and co-essential with other creatures. Therefore he
does not know God with entire accuracy, nor indeed does he
know himself perfectly.

No essentially new features were afterwards added to this
theory by the representatives of the heresy of Arins, who
himself disappeared at a comparatively early period from
the field of battle. The most obstinate among them, as
Aétius and Eunomius, paraded indeed their sophisms in
connection with the technical terms begotlen and unbegot-
ten; and it is worthy of notice, that, when they discussed the
abstract conception of God, and the degree in which he may
be known and understood, they ultimately adopted views
that were precisely the reverse of those of Arius; for Euno-
mius boasted that he knew God perfectly. Other Arians
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resorted to the expedient of teaching the similarily of the
nature or essence of the Son to that of the Father [the
Homoiousians] instead of the difference, and thus attempted
to approximate to the church doctrine.

§ 3. Tue FunpamENTAL DoCTRINE OF Arius, AND I1T8 RE-
FUTATION BY ATHANASIUS.

Athanasius does not specially examine the various modifi-
cations of Arianism in his controversial writings, but dis-
cusses the system itself in its ultimate principles, as an
aggregate of errors. The contest was not confined to a
single department of theological science, bat involved specu-
lative philosophy, exegesis, doctrines, and ethics. The
maunifold and abundant materials before us cannot be satis-
factorily exhibited in their true relations to each other, unless
they are previously arranged according to some system.
In 'the opinions of Arius a discrimination must be made
between his fundamental doctrine and the inferences which
he deduced from it. We propose to exhibit primarily the
mode in which Athanasius assailed the former by arguments
derived from various sources; we may then observe his
mode of dealing with the inferences of Arius; and, lastly,
listen to the appeal which, in reference to the entire Arian
system, he makes to the established doctrine of the church.

The leading proposition of Arius, which comprehends in
itself all the details of his system, is the following: The Fa-
ther alone is God, and lhe Son is his creatyre; the latter is
distinguished from all other creatures by three circumstances:
the Sou, as a creature, is morally perfect; he is exalted to
divine glory, and through him all other created objects were
made. Of the significance and importance of this propo-
gition, the parties were fully aware at the commencement
of the contest.

It assumes a prominent position in the epistles of Arius
given above. Athanasius expressly says (c. Ar. 2.19) that
Arius had maintained against Alexander-that the Son is a
creature ; he traces the other {wo propositions which Arius
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maintained agaionst Alexander — first, that the Son was
produved frown nothing, and that at one time he did not exist
—to the fundamental principle that he belongs to the class
or kind of creatures (c. Ar. 1.19). When Athanasius fur-
ther quotes (c. Ar. 1. 5) the entire heresy of Arius, as exhib-
ited in the Thalis of the latter, he asserts that Arius denies
the Son of God, and counts him among other creatures; he
describes the whole tendency of Arianism when he says. (c.
Ar. 1. 22) that it separated the Son from the Father, and
held the former to be like a creature. It was at this point
that the combatants made their most vigorous efforts; while
the Arians labored chiefly to maintain this position, it was
assailed by Athanasius in the following manner,

The entire Christian doctrine of the Trinity, Athanasins
proceeds to say, must be abandoned, if the Son ol God is a
creature, as such did not exist at one time, and was pro-
duced from nothing. Forif he is a creature, the 'T'riad itself
is of the nature of a creature, belongs to time, is dissimilar in
itself, and subject to change; hence, the Triad must be still
further capable of an infinite accretion, and, conversely, of a
decrease also,even to a monad (c. Ar. 1. 17). The Arians
have, however, in reality, two Gods — a created and aun un-
created God ; and, on account of such a plurality, as well as
of the creature-like nature of that which they worship, they
must be regarded as pagans (c. Ar. 3.16). The doctrine of
Ariuy, further, destroys the whole Christian doctrine re.
specting man’s «alvation, For,if the Son is a ereature, man
must continue,even after the Son finished his work on carth,
in a state of separation from God; for, how can one crea-
fare restore other creaturcs to communion with God, since
ell are alike needy and helpless in themselves? If the Son
is a creature, and, as such, had been made the Son of God,
then God the Tather would have sent us no Mediator, but
conld ‘'have at once converted us also into his sons.  But if,
on the other hand, oor help comes throngh the Son alone, if
we receive the adoption througli him, he cannot be =impiy a
ereatare, for as such he could not have been capable of
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aiding us (c. Ar.2.67-70. 41). But, as the Arians allege,
God had himself created the Son immediately, and all other
objects through him, that is, mediately. What an absurd
explanation! Had God, perhaps, grown weary of the work
of creating? Or did he deem it beneath his dignity to give
existence to the other creatures? Surely that God who
led Jacob to Egypt and ¢ spake unto Moses face to face”
(Gen. xxxiii. 11), is not a haughty God. Who then shall
dare to discriminate between the works of creation which
God himself made and those wbich the Son made? He,
the one God, creates alike that which is great and that
which is small, in his Logos, the Son (de Decr. 7). He still
preserves the whole world by his protecting care, provides
for the fowls of the air, does not forget the sparrow upon the
house-top, and cares even for the lilies and the grass of the
field; so that the whole world protests against the decla-
"ration that it is unworthy of God to occupy himself with the
world (c. Ar. 2. 25). But it wonld be unworthy of God to
allege that he needed a mediator in producing a creature, for
he would then resemble the carpenter who cannot proceed in
his work without the instrumentality of his axe or his saw
(c. Ar. 2.26). But they now pretend that the other creatures
could not have endured the direct operation of the mighty
hand of God. But we ask : How then could the Son have
been created without a similar intervention? The creation
of him would, by a parity of reasoning, have also required a
mediator, and ultimately no creature could have come into
existence (de Decr. 8). TFurther, if the Son was created
only on account of the other creatures, he really owes bhis
existence to us; and now that we do exist, his own continued
existence has become unnecessary; indeed, we would oc-
cupy a higher rank than his own is, for the means are always
subordinate to the end (c. Ar. 2. 30). If, however, the
priority of his creation elevates him to a higher rank than
our own, Adam, the head of our race, must have essentially
differed from us; bat such a view would be contrary to the
whole tenor of the scriptures (de Decr. 9). But the Arians
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attempt to secure themselves by borrowing from the Greeks
the term dyévyras, and hope to be able by its aid to count
the Son among creatures. But they do not seem to be
aware that the Greeks applied this term alike to the abso-
late and sovereign Good, and also to the wois which pro-
ceeds from him, and, indeed, likewise to the yruyy which
proceeds from the »oix (de Decr. 28)." For they inquire : &
10 ayévyrov 7 8o;1 When any one who is unacquainted with
their craftiness, replies, & 7o dyévprov, they suddenly spit out
their poison, and quickly retort: « Then it follows that the
Son belongs to the class of the creatures,and we are correct
in saying that he did not exist before he began to be.” For
they confound all things together for the purpose of sepa-
rating the Liogos from- the Father, and counting the former
among creatures.

While the Arians accuse the Nicene Fathers of having
employed expressions which do not occur in the scriptures,
they are themselves guilty of the same fault, without how-
ever understanding the several significations of the expres-
sion which they borrow from the Greeks. For dyévyrov
signifies, first, that which is possible (76 undsmrew pév yevouevor,
Sundpevor 8¢ yevéoDar), as, e. g. wood which has uot yet be-
come (been made into) a vessel, but can become a vessel ;
it, secondly, designates that which is impossible (1o urjre
yewpevoy, piite Suvduevov yevéoSar moté), as, c.g. a triangle
canuot become a square, nor an even become an uneven
number ; it desiguates, thirdly, that which exists, but which
proceeds from nothing else (ro Imdpyov péy, u3y yernNév 8¢ éx
Twos, uf) 3é GAws Exov éavrol Twa waTépa), as indeed the sophist
Asterius, who belongs to their party,says: it is 7o uy woundéy,
a\\’ del dv. In which sense shall we, then, receive the word ?
If dyémrov designates, in the sense of Asterius, that which
is no creature, but always is, then the Son must likewise be
called dyémros. But if the Arians take it in the sense of

! Voizt here rejects the rending of some manuseripts, &yémrov, unbeqotten, on
the ground that the course of the argument and the antithesis to yesnros (from
Yrvepas, not yevrdew) require the reading given above in the text
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that which exists, which is not born of another, and has no
father (xatd 70 Umdpyov uév, pijre 8¢ yerondév & Twos piTe
éyov éavrob warépa), then we answer that the Father alone is
dryévnros, meaning, at the same time, not that the Son is
yevqros, but that he is a yéwpua. For the word yamros,
which may be applied to all creatuares, does not describe the
Bon as the image of the Father, which he really ix, sinee the
Logos is like the Father who begat him. Preciscly as the
terms ¢ Almighty,” « Lord of hosts,” refer to the relation of
God to his creatures, and not to his relation to the Son, so,
too, the word dryérnros refers to hia relation to the creatures,
whercas in reference to the Son, God is called the Father.
The term Iather is far exalted in sense above that of dyéy-
Tos, a3 the Son himself is exalted above all ecreatures.
‘Whatever use the pagans may make of the word, our Lord
has taught us to pray, not Oeé ayévyre, but Idrcp judv, and
commanded us to baptize, not in the name of the ayivmros
and the éumros— the Creator and the creature, but in the
name of the FFather, and the Son, and the Ioly Ghost.
Heunce all the Arian arguments, as Athanasius says, which
are derived from the word &yévgros are absurd and Irivolous
(c. Ar. 1. 30-34; de Decr. 28-31).

The Arians were conscious that if the SBon is merely a
creature, God the Father, in view of his spiritual nature,
cannot be said to need the existence of the Soun. Arius
accordingly, while appealing for support to Dionysius of
Alexandria, asserted that, in addition to the Son, God
possessed in himself a Logos, viewed as reason, wisdom,
and power, and that the Son, like the world, had received
existence through this Logos. The latter was without
beginning, and consequently did not come into cxistence in
time, whercas Christ, although he was the first-born, and
the only-begotten, belonged to the class of the nuincrous
wisdoms (céPrar) and powers which this Logos had called
iiito being.  Athanasius replies thus: The seriptures speak
of only one Logos of God, through whom all things were
made, and who was made (éyévero, became) flesh (John i, 3,
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14). The word of God recognizes no other wisdom save the
Son, and none of the Fathers had knowledge of any other.
That wisdom which Arius describes as dyevijrws cuvvmdp-
yovoa 7 waTpi and as Snuioupyds is solely the Son (c. Ar. 2.
39, 40). It is in vain that Arins appeals to Dionysius of
Alexandria, whose views he does not understand, since that
writer had distinguished the Logos of God only from the
wix of God, as the stream is distinguished from its source;
he did not, however, separate them, but taught that the
Logos and the Son were alike in essence, being born of the
essence of the Father, and also eternal and inseparable (de
Bent. Dion. 23. 24). It hence appears that Arins made so
wide a distinction between the person of the Father and
that of the Son, that, as a result of his theory, each was a
complete being, an ego, in itself, whose self-consciousness -
and zelf-determination were independent of the other. Con-
sequently, as Arius was unwilling to expose himself to the
charge of Dyotheism, his theory compelled him to assert the
complete subordination' of the Son to the Father, and
assign to the former the rank of a creature.

The controversy, however, on the subject whether the Son
was or was not a creature, was not conducted with arguments
furnished exclusively by philosophy : both parties sought for
all accessible exegetical aids; and here the churchly character
of Athanasius gave him greatly the advantage. When the
Arians attempted to demoustrate that the origin of the Lord
was that of a creature, they appealed to passages in which
he seemed to be described as one that had been created or
came into existence in time (Prov. viii. 22; Heb. iii. 2; Acts
ii. 36; Heb. i. 4; Phil. ii. 7; John i. 14). The nature and
character of his being and his life as a creature, they
endeavored to prove by passages which refer to his bodily
growth, trouble of soul, defective knowledge, weariness and
sleep, ete. (Luke ii, 62; John xii. 27, 28; Matt. xxvi. 39;
Mark xiii. 32, etc.). Athanasius repelled such arguments
by showing that all these passages referred to the human
nature in the person of Christ; and he characterized' the

Vor. XXI No. 81. 3



18 Athanasius and the Arian Controversy. [Jan.

Arian mode of interpretiug them as a revival of the old
Jewish delusion, that the divine and the human were inca-
pable of being united (c. Ar. 3. 27).

He discusses the passages of the former class in his second
dizcourse against the Arians. ¢ If the Arians,” he says (c.
Ar. 2.1) “ had understood the character of Christianity, they
would not have been taken captive by the unbelief of the
Jews; they would have learned that the Liogos was in the
beginnin-;, that the Liogos was with God, and that God was
the Liogos; they would, further, have understood that when
it pleased God that the Logos should become man, it was
rightly said of him : 6 Adyos odpf éyévero, and «xdpiov kai
Xpiotov alrov émolnoe (Acts ii. 36); and «xdpos éxtiaé pe
apxmv 68év adrod (Prov. viii. 22); and Togolre rpeirTww
 yevopevos Thv dyyéwy (Heb. i. 4); and éavrov éxévwae
popdny Sovrov NaBov (Phil. ii. 7) ; and «xaravejoare Tov
amdoToNoy Kal dpyiépea . . . . . Inootv mioTov dvra 16 WOL]-
cavtt avrov (Heb. iii. 2); for all these expressions have
the same sense; they refer to the deity of the Logos, and,
because he also became the Son of wnan, to the predicates
of his human nature (Tyv Sedryra Tod M'yov xai Ta ddpwmi-
vws Aeyoueva mepl avrob).”

According to this general principle Athanasms then pro-
ceeds to examine each of the passages in detail, after
premising the following general proposition: It is an erro-
neous procedure to form a conclusion respecting the nature
or being of the Son from expressions like émoinaev, éyévero,
éctiaev, K. T. \., as the latter are obviously to be explained in
accordance with the true nature of the Son, and are not
themselves the authoritative guide in defining that nature,
since the characterization of any object is not anterior in
time, but posterior, to the object itself. If the Son were
really a creature, then expressions like éroinoey, etc., should
be literally understood; but if he is yéurpua and viés as to
his essence, then émroinge is not to be literally understood, but
is used instead of éyévwmoe. The scriptures, Athanasius
continues, often term sons dofAot, and servants Téxva; Sarah
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called Abraham lord (1 Pet. iii. 6; Gen. xviii. 12), although
she was not his bondmaid, and Paul terms Onesimus a
brother, although the latter was a slave (c. Ar. 2,3). Now
if we, nevertheless, do not call servants sons, nor sons
servanis, nor,employ the other terms just mentioned as they
are employed in these exceptional cases, neither ought we to
deny the true nature of the Son and Logos of God, when
the scriptures employ the language respecting him which
has been adduced. And yet, when the scriptures apply to
Christ the terms ~éwnua and Logos of God, the latter are
misinterpreted and denied ; while, on the other hand, when
the scriptures speak of Christ as woinua, the Arians disin-
genuously at once declare that the Son is by nature a
creature (l. c. 4). :

Athanasius then explains the words in Heb. iii. 2 as
teaching that the Father had made his Son a human being,
and sent him to be our high-priest; this was the result
when the Logos, although he was the creator of the world,
assnmed a body that was created and that had a beginning
of its being. Hence, in the beginning the Lord was the
Logos, was with God, and was God; and then, when it
pleased God tbat he should become a sacrifice for us, he
was made flesh. Now, even as it could be said of Aaron
on a certain day : “ To-day Aaron is made [has become] a
high-priest,” without thereby conveying the sense: “ To-day
Aaron has become a human being,” so, too, the language:
“The Father has made him, the Son, a high-priest,” cannot
be interpreted to mean that then the Logos had becen first
created, and, as the Logos, had had a beginning (c. Ar. 2.
7,8).

While Athanasius referred Heb. iii. 2 to the sacerdotal
office of Christ, he explained Acts ii. 36 as an indication of
his kingly office, which the Lord also acquired through his
incarnation. He appeals to the Greek version of Gen. xxvii.
29,37, where, as he maintains, the phrase sipiov moceiv refers,
not to the odola, but to the éfovaia of Jacob and Esau; so,
too, the words in Acts ii. 36 specially refer to the Lord’s
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authority over us, and his royal rank, which he gained
through his iucarnation. “ He was previously already both
Lord and King (Ps. cx.); but after the law, with its curse,
and death, had acquired dominion over us, he was made
flesh, completed bis redeeming work for our benefit on the
cross, and communicated its blessings through the mission
of the Holy Spirit; in this manner he became our Lord,
and we became his subjects in a special sense. His eternal
dominion over us, which he possessed as the image and
Logos of the Father, and as the creator of the world, was
manifested anew through his incarnation and redeeming
work ” (70 émoincev laov 16 amédeiter, c. Ar. 2. 12 -18).

" No scriptural passage, however, occupied so prominent a
position as Prov. viii. 22 - 25, and specially vs. 22: «ipios
ékrigé pe apynw 68dv alrod els épya alrob. The Arians
appealed to this passage, not only for the purpose of sub.-
stantiating their general doctrine that the Son is a creature,
- but also for that of proving that God had created the Son
for the work of completing the creation of the world. As
the Arians regarded the passage as their stronghold, Atha-
nasius devotes almost the whole of the succeeding portions
of his second discourse against the Arians, or eighty-two
chapters, to the work of exposing the errors of the Arian
interpretation. Voigt, who has hitherto been our guide,
occupies more than eight pages with a statement of this
particular controversy. As neither party, however, appealed
to the original Hebrew text, and as the Septuagint, on which
both depended, does not here reproduce the original with
entire accuracy, we omit this portion of the controversy in
its exegetical form.

The Arians had also appealed to Col.i.15: &s éorwv eixow
Tob Neod Tob dopdrov, mpoToTOKOS WUONS KTldews ; they main-
tained that, while the Son was here termed the first-born of
the whole creation, he was still regarded as belonging to
that creation, as a part of it, and was classed with other
creatures in respect to his nature. ¢ But if this were really
the case,” Athanasius replies, “ he would. with resnect ta
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his nature, be a brother of irrational creatures also, and counld
be classed even with inanimate objects (@yrvya), being in
that case distinguished from all these only by the difference
in the time of his origin. The passage obviously calls for a
different interpretation. The Son is both povoyeris and also
#pwrotoros ; now he could not receive both predicates, un-
less the reference in each case were peculiar and respectively
different. The term povoyewjs, namely, refers to his genera-
tion by the Father, while mpwréroros is to be understood as
indicating els T™w rrlow ovyrardBaciv kal Ty TGV TOAGY
adedpomroinow (creation and redemption). As the only-
begotten be has no brethren, but as tke first-born he has
many. He receives the former appellation from his relation
to God (John i. 14; 1John iv. 9), the latter, from his relation
to the world. The latter relation he assumed in conse-
quence of the love of the Father to men, since God desired
not only that all things should “ consist” (Col. i. 17) by his
Logos (creation), but also that through him ¢ the creature
should be delivered from the bondage of corruption into
the glorious liberty of the children of God” (Rom. viii. 21).
By such a process he becomes the first-born, not only of
those who are the children of God, but also of the whole
creation” (c. Ar. 2, 62-64). _

The words in Heb. i, 4 (roootre rpelrrov yevipevos Téw
ayyéhaw, 6op Sapopdrepoy map’ avrols xexkAnpovéuney Svoua)
were also involved in the controversy. The Arians laid an
emphasis on the word ryevouevos, which, as they alleged,
implied that the Son began to be in time, like the angels,
although he is of higher rank than they are. Athanasius
replies that revouevos is to be interpreted, not as an inde-
pendent pbrase, but in its intimate connection with xpeir-
ey, which latter term marks a difference, not in degree but
in kind —a difference in the nature or being of the Son.
Thus, in Prov. viii. 11, where wisdom is compared with
precious stones, the langunage [of the Septuagint] is: «pelr-
1wy copia ADwy molvreAdv, while there is confessedly an
essential difference in the nature of wisdom and of precious
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gtones respectively. The Son, accordingly, describes the
Father, in John xiv. 28, not as xpélrrwv but as ueifwr, be-
cause they are not different in their nature or being. There
is no affinity between the nature of the Son, onthe one
hand, and that of angels or creatures, on the other; for the
apostle could not have otherwise described the former as
God, the creator of the world, and eternal (Heb. i. 8, 10,11).
The contrast here made between the Son and the angels
presupposes, not a similarity, but a difference, of nature or
being; the sense is: The service of the Son is a8 much exalted
above that of the angels, as the Son differs in rank and
character from a servant. For the law, which was ordained
‘by angels, made no one perfect (Gal. iii. 19; Heb. vii. 19),
whereas the incarnation of the Son perfected the Father’s
work. Furthermore, during the time of the law, which was
received by the disposition of angels, death reigned, from
Adam -to Moses (Acts vii. 53; Rom. v. 14), whereas the
manifestation of the Logos abolished death (2 Tim. i. 10).
At an earlier period God was known in Judea alone, but
now the whole earth is full of the knowledge of the Lorxd;
the disciples have taught all nations, and the words -are
fulfilled : « They shall be all taught of God” (John vi. 45).
So, too, in other passages of the epistle (Heb. vii. 22; viii.
6; vii. 19; ix.23), the apostle refers to the exalted character
of the office of Christ as compared with that of the angels,
as well as to their essential difference, and again employs
the term «peirrov. Thus this term is applied, throughout
the whole epistle, to the Lord, for the reason that he is dif-
ferent from all creatures (c. Ar. 1. 55 - 59).

The Arians also adduced Heb. vii. 22 (katd Togoiror xpeir-
Tovos duarjkns cyéyover &yyvos 'Incois), as they claimed that
the conception of Christ as a creature lay in the expression
yéyove. Here, too (Athanasius replies), the word does not,
in the most remote degree, refer to the odoa of the Son, but
to his incarnation and to his redeeming work, in view of
which latter he was made [became] flesh; inasmuch as that
which, according to Rom. viii. 3, the law of the old covenant

s
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could not do, was performed by him, when he redeemed us
from sin and death by his vicarious sufferings, and enabled
us to walk in the Spirit (c. Ar. 1. 60). Even as we cannot
assert of the Father that he had begun to be in time, in
respect to his nature or being, when we read in Ps. ix. 10
(Sept.): éyévero xipros katapuryn T@ mévnTe, OF elsewhere meet
with analogous expressions ; so, too, expressions like the one
just described in Heb. vii. 22, cannot be referred to the
nature, being, or essence of the Son, but are to be explained
in reference to that salvation which he wrought out for
man (L c. 62, 63).

No passage of the New Testament was, however, more
frequently quoted by the Arians than Phil.ii. 5-11. The
controversy, as far as this passage is concerned, was con-
ducted by Athanasius, c. Ar. 1. 37-45. The Arians,
he says, attempt to prove from Phil. ii. 9,10 and Ps. xlv.
8 [Sept.; vs. 7 in the Eng. trans.], that the Lord was
exalted as a reward of his virtue, and that in view of
this exaltation he was called the Son of God and God.
But if this be true, the Son would not be the Som in
any other sense than that wherein others are such; he
would be the Son, not by nature but by grace; he would
continue to be the Son only so long as bis moral deport-
ment did not exhibit any change (L c. 37). He would,
moreover, be the Son of God only since the time of his
incarnation, and of the obedience which, after that event,
be rendered to God, for such is the source or ground of his
exaltation, according to Phil. ii. 7, 8, 10. But then, what
was he previously to his incarnation ? Either he was
somewhat else than the Son, or be did not yet at all exist.
Now the latter is precisely the heresy of the Jews and the
Bamosatenians [adherents of the doctrine of Paul of Samo-
sata], and, consequently, the Arians should, like the Jews,
submit to circumecision, and resign the name of Christians.
If Christ did not exist before his incarnation, or in conse-
quence of that event acquired a higher character, how could
all things have been made through him, or how could the
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Father have been well pleased in him who had yet no
complete existence? Or how could he himself bave spoken
of a glory which he had with the Father before the world
was (John xvii. 5) ?  Accordingly, he was not a man, who,
as such, afterwards became God; but he was God, and after-
wards became also man. Athanasius next proceeds to
interpret the passage itself, in order to demonstrate still
more clearly the unchangeable divine nature of the Son.
The apostle, he says, thus addressed the Philippians : Totre
dpovelam év uiv 6 kal év Xplore 'Incod, b év popp)) Yeod
Ymapxwy . . .. eis dofav Seod matpés. What can be plainer
than these words? He did not, as an inferior, become
greater in rank or character, but rather, while he was God, he
took upon him the form of a servant, and thereby he did not
become more perfect, but rather “ humbled himself.” Where
is there, at this point, any mention made of a reward of
virtne, or of any progress, improvement, or aggrandizement
in this state of humiliation? As God, he could not possibly
be exalted. If God is the Most High, his Liogos must be the
same. He who is in the Father, and is in all things like
unto the Father, can need neither any increment nor any
exaltation. Why should he humble himself in order to
receive that which he already possessed? What grace can
he need who liberally communicates his grace to others?
How could he receive an adorable name who had always
been adored in his own name? Even before his incar-
nation the angels worshipped him (Heb. i. 6). In the
beginning the Logos was, and the l.ogos was with God,
and God was the Logos; but afterwards, for our sakes, the
Logos was made flesh. Hence the term imepinpwoe does
not imply that the nature of the Logos had been exalted,
for he always was and is equal to God; this exaltation,
therefore, refers only to his human nature. Hence the exal-
tation denotes, not the period preceding, but the period
rucceeding, his incarnation. A state of exaltation can fol-
low only a state of humiliation ; and if the assumption of
our flesh gives occasion to the mention of an exaltation, the



186L]  Athanasius and the Arian Controversy. 25

latter also can refer to the flesh or human nature of Christ
alone. It was man who needed an exaltation. Now as
the Logos assumed the form of a servant, and suflcred
death for our sakes, in order that he might thereby bring us
to God, it is said in reference to these events, that he was
exalted for our sakes as a man; so that as we, through his
death, die in him, we might also be exalted in him, even as
through him we arise from the dead, and enter into heaven,
whither he has gone as our forerunner (Heb. vi. 20). When .
be says in John xvii. 19 that he sanctifies himself, the sense :
is, not that the Logos is to become holy, but that we also .
might be sanctified in him; so, too, the phrase : « God hath -
exalted him,” does not imply that the Logos himself shall
be exalted, but that we shall be exalted, and enter into the
gates of heaven, which had been closed, not to him, but to
us (c. Ar. 1. 40,41). All that is said in vs. 911 respecting
his name and worship, is to be taken in the same sense; it
was not written for the sake of the Logos, who had becn
adored long before he became man. When he subsequently
assumed our nature and received the name of Jesus, the
whole creation still lay at his feet, and testified, in devout
adoration, that the incarnation of the Logos and the death
which he suffered in the flesh tended, not to the dishonor of
bis deity, but to the glory of God the Father. Hence the
terms inrepinfwoer and éyapicaro point to benefits which we
receive. The former term may also be viewed as referring
specially to his resarrection from the dead, in which case it
would involve the following sense: He became man, and
bambled himself even unto death; therefore God also
exalted him throngh.the resurrection. Even in this sense
the word 86 would not point to any reward of his virtue,
but indicate the cause of his resurrection, namely the cir-
comstance that he, although God, had become man. All
other haman beings dic, because their descent is from Adam
alone, and death rules over them ; but he was “the second
man, the Lord from heaven” (1 Cor. xv. 47), and he could
nol, in the words of Peter, “ be holden of death” (Acts ii. 24
Yor. XXI No. 81. 4
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L. c. 41). If the Logos is represented as the subject of the
exaltation, while in reality the latter concerned his human
nature alone, the cause lies in the fact that his body, or
human nature, which was immediately the subject of the
exaltation, was not separate from his divine nature. While,
however, in view of this fact, the Logos is said to have been
exalted, it was the Logos himself who was the author of
that exaltation, since all that the Father does and grants,
he does and grants through the Son. Accordingly, the Son
is both he who exalts, in respect to hig divine nature, and
also he who iz exalted, in respect to his human nature (l. c.
45). «Jesux Christ, the same yesterday, and to-day, and for
ever” (Ieb. xiii. 18), who is eternally unchangeable, is the
same who gives as the Logos, and receives as a man
(L c 48). :

While the Arians adduced these passages for the purpose
of showing that the origin of the Son was that of a creatures
they resorted to another series in order to prove that the
nature and character of the Son were confined within certain
limits, and were capable of further development, thus im-
plying that he was a creature. How can ke be the Son of
God by nature, they asked, and be like God in his essence or
being, who declares himself that the * power” (Matt. xxviii.
18), « the judgment” (John v. 22), and, indeed, “ all things”
(John iii. 35; Matt. xi. 27), had been given to him by the
Father? If he were the Son of God by nature, it could not
have been necessary that he should first receive all things.
How can he be the true power of God by nature, who, in the
period of his sufferings, said : « My soul is exceeding sor-
rowful, even unto death. If it be possible, let this cup pass
from me”? If he were the power of (God, he would not
have feared, but rather bave endowed others with strength.
If, further, he were the true wisdom of the Father, how could
it be said of him: “Jesus increased in wisdom” (Luke ii,
52)? When he came to Bethany, he inquired where Laza-
rus lay (John xi. 34), and, at another time, he asked his
disciples how many loaves of bread they-had. How can he



186}]  Athanasius and the Arian Controversy. 27

be wisdom itself, who increased in wisdom, and was unac-
quainted with so many facts? Or how can he be the
Logos of the Father, who exclaimed on the cross: « My
God, my God, why hast thou forsaken me?” and did not
know the time of the judgment, whereas the Father is never
without the Liogos, and accomplishes nothing without his
Logos? Because he was a creature he used such language
and had various wants, such being the condition of creatures
(c. Ar. 3. 26). :

The Arians, Athanasius replies, in consequence of their
unbelief and wickedness, are to be classed with the Jews.
The latter ask: How can he who is a man be God? The
former ask: How can he who was God become a man?
The latter continue : If he were the Son of God he would
not have suffered on the cross; while the former demand:
How can ye call Aim the Son and Logos of God who
soffered on the cross? The latter exclaim : Is he not Jo-
seph’s son? Do we not know his father and his mother?
How can he, then, say : « Before Abraham was, I am.” «I
came down from heaven”? The former exclaim: How can
be be the I.ogos and God, who sleeps as a man, weeps and
laments as a man? Both the Jews and the Arians, in con-
sequence of the sufferings which the Saviour endured in the
flesh, deny the deity of the Logos (c. Ar. 3. 27). We, on the
contrary, are Christians, and we understand the gospel
narratives respecting the Lord in their proper sense. We
do not stone him like the Jews, when we hear him speak of
bis eternal deity, neither are we offended, like the Arians,
when he, as a man, employs for our sakes the language of
baman feebleness. It is, indeed, a peculiarity of the scrip-
tures that they speak of the Saviour in a twofold manner,
when they, on the one hand, set forth that he, as the Logos
and brightness of the Father, always was God, and, on the
other, explain that he afterwards became man for our sakes;
this twofold view pervades the whole body of the sacred
writings (1. c. 28,29). He did not simply visit a man, as in
the days of the prophets, for the purpose of sanctifying him,
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and revealing himself, but he became also the Son of man.
Hence all that is peculiar to human nature, such as hunger,
thirst,and weariness, is ascribed to him, whileat the same time
he performs the works of the Logos, such as giving sight to
the blind, or raising the dead. On the one hand, the Logos
bore the infirmities of the flesh as his own, for it was his
flesh; on the other, the flesh served the works of the deity,
for it was the body of God. Hence the prophet truly says:

“ He bare (Bagralew, Matt. viii. 17) our sicknesses,” and not
 merely, he healed them, so that it wmight not seem as if
he had been out of the body and healed it ouly externally
(c. Ar. 3. 30, 31).

‘While the Arians, like the Jews, proceeded on the princi-
ple that a fully divine nature was not capable of being united
with a complete human nature, Athanasius firmly adhered,
in accordance with the scriptures, to the doctrine of the
union of the two natures. All the expressions occurring in
the scriptures respecting the Lord, he referred to one of the
two natures, without excluding the other from its due
participation. He accordingly adopted this course also in
reference to the most grave objection which the Arians
advanced, namely, that there were many things which the
Lord did not know. It was not, he says, as the Logos, but
as a man, that he was unacquainted with some things, for
instance, the day of judgment (Mark xiii. 32). How should
the Lord of heaven and earth, who appoinied days and
hours, not know them? That he did know them he indi-
cated when he foretold (Matt. xxiv.) all that should precede
the day and hour of the judgment. The want of a knowl.
edge of all things is a characteristic feature of human nature.
As the Logos, the Lord knows ; as a man, he does not
know. Asa man, he was not ashamed to confess the igno-
rance of the flesh (c. Ar. 3. 42, 43). As the Father does all
things through the Son, and through him, too, appoints the
day and hour of the judgment, the Son must necessarily
have known the latter. 'T'he Son is in the Father, and the
Father in him, so that he knows all that the Father knows
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(l.c.44). When he came to Cesarea, and asked his disciples:
“Whom do men say that I, the Son of man, am?" he
previously knew the reply which Peter then made. For if
the Father revealel it to Peter, he revealed it through the
Son, since “no man knoweth the Son, but the Father;
ncither knoweth any man the Father, save the Son, and he
to whomsoever the Son will reveal bim” (. c¢. 3, 46).
Hence, as the Son of God, he well knew the time of the judg-
ment ; if he nevertheless said that he knew it not, he may
have possibly been influenced by the consideration that if
he revealed it, man would in the intermediate time become
negligent, and forbear to wateh, to pray, and to prepare for
the hour (Matt. xxiv. 42). At the same time he by no
means uttered that which was untrue, for, as a man, he
could truly say, I know not. But after his resurrection,
when his flesh was changed, glorified, and freed from death,
he no longer said that he knew not, but only : “1It is not for
you to know the times or the seasons” (Actsi. 7); for at the
period of his ascension it was no longer fitting (odxére &m-
pewe) that he should speak gapriciys, but rather Seivds (1. c.
47-149). If the enemies of Christ are not satisfied with this
explanation, we would be justified in addressing another
interrogation to them : In Paradise God called unto Adam
and said: Where art thonu? And to Cain he said: Where is
Abel thy brother? Did God, perhaps, not know, when he
asked these questions? The answer must be: He well
koew. Is it then unreasonable and inconsistent that the
same Son, in whom God then asked those questions, should
afterwards, as man, propose questions to his disciples?

§ 4. Tue INFereNces DEDUCED BY ARIUS FROM HIS Funpa-
MENTAL DOCTRINE, AND THEIR REFUTATION BY ATHa-
NASIUS.

The foregoing statement describes the controversy as far
as the fundamental principle of Arianism, that the Son of
God is a creature, was concerned. Arius now procecded to
set forth a series of propositions containing inferences from
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that principle, or presenting arguments in confirmation of it.
These propositions, which assigned the attributes of a crea-
ture to the Son, and the mode in which they are assailed,
present a striking analogy to the discussion of the main
principle, as exhibited above. Arius derived his arguments
in each case almost exclusively from reason, and in each,
too, Athanasius repelled them by means of exegelical
weapons,

1. « The Son of God 1is not from eternity, but has a begin-
ming of lis existence (v mwote, 6t odk v, even as everything
except (God has had a beginning.” Such was the original
and oft-repeated assertion of Arius. God was not always,
he added, the Father, but 7y &7e¢ 6 Yeos pdvos W xai obmew wa-
™p W, UoTtepov 8¢ émuyéyove mariip. For as all things were
made of nothmg, 80, too, the Logos of God came into belng
out of non-exuten;ce, xai 7 woTe &Te oK 1'71) Kxar ovk T wpiv
cyévnras, GAN apynw ‘rod krileoDar Eoxe kai adrds (c. Ar 1. 5;
de Decr. 6). It wus,”’ says Dorner (Lehre von d. Persrm
Christi 1. 814) “ the main purpose of Arius to show that our
conception of the Father and of his existence by no means
necessarily implied the Son and his existence, but that his
existence in his relation to the Father was contingent or
incidental [and not an absolute necessity]”” Hence Arius
did not yet employ the formula v mwore «. 7. M. in his letter
to Alexander, which is given at the commencement of this
Article. As Arius, who asserfed the priority of the Father,
was anxious to avoid the appearance of connecting the
conception of fime with the existence of the Father, he care-
fully avoided the use of the word xpévos in his favorite form-
ula ; this subterfuge, however, availed but little, for, as Atha-
nasius correctly remarks, the conception of time unquestion-
ably lies in the phrase #v more. It may yet be added that
the formula itself was not an original production of Arius,
as both Origen and Dionysius of Rome had already as-
sailed it (de Decr. 26, 27). The refutation of the Ariau
theory (represented by the rallying-cry of the party: #»
arote, 61¢ ovk W) is found chiefly in the first discourse of
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Athanasius against the Arians. He proceeds thus: Let
us subject this phrase to an equitable test. What is, strictly
speaking, the subject [or nominative of the verb] in #v more?
Is it God the Father? But this would be unblushing
blasphemy. For the term once (7woté) cannot be used predi-
catively of him who is absolutely the self-existent One, whose
existence is an-unchangeable and eternal now (dei xai viv).
Or is the Son the subject in the phrase % more? That
would be a palpable contradiction in itself, since he cannot
possibly both be and not be at the same time. We can
then only assume that time (xpovos) is the subject, and
complete the sentence thus: v more ypdvos, &7e ok fjv 6 Aoryos,
as the word moré authorizes us to do. The formula is then
simply equivalent to another favorite Arian phrase: odx v ¢
vos wpiv yewndj, and both imply that time preceded the
existence of the Logos. Now such language is diametri-
cally opposed to that of the scriptares, which both maintain
that the existence of the Son is eternal, without beginning
as well as without end (def, afdwwv), and also represent the
Son as eternally co-existing with the Father (John i.1; Rev.
i.4; Rom. ix. 5) as his eternal power and Godhead (Rom. i.
2, comp. with 1 Cor. i. 24), ¢. Ar. 1.11. We further find
in the scriptures that when the Son speals of his own
nature, he always speaks in the present tense (elui), and by
it ascribes to himself an existence without beginning. He
says: I am the truth (John xiv. 6), not I became the trath;
lam your Master and Lord (Jobhn xiii. 13) ; I am the Shep-
berd (John x. 14) ; I am the Light (John viii, 12) ; Before
Abraham was, I'am (John viii. 58). Times and periods of
time, like all things else, were first created through the Son,
and when all things had not yet been created through him,
time itself did not yet exist. How can we then conceive of
time antecedently to the Logos? (c. Ar. 1. 12, 13). But the
Arians allege: “ If the Son is eternal as the Father, he is
not his Son, but his Brother.” How foolish and contentious
they are! Their objection would be plausible if we simply
beld that Christ is eternal, and did not also teach that he is
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likewise the Son; but how could we, in this case, conceive
of him who is begotten as the brother of him who begets
him? The Father and the Son are not begotten & 7ivos
apxis mpoirrapyolomns, so that they would be brothers, but
the Father is the point of departure and the begetter (dpxn
xai yevwijrwp) of the Son: the former is Father only; the
latter, Son only. 'When we now designate the generation
by the Father as eternal, we do so with the strictest truth;
for the essence or being of the Father was never incom-
plete, and the Son was not begotten as one human being is
begotten by another, so that he would be posterior to the
Father, but he is eternal as the eternal God, whose Son he
is. Men beget in time, because their nature is not perfect,
but God’s nature is del Té\eios (c. Ar. 1. 14). If God had
not always been the Father, and had only become so in
time, he would be mutable, whereas we know that he s
eternally the same (l. c. 22, 28). Tt is only folly to suppose
that God is like a man. Bat as the foolish questions which
the Arians ask may mislead the simple, we must offer a
reply. They say to a woman: Hadst thou a son before
thou broughtest forth? Then the Son of God did not exist
before he was begotten (l. c. 22). So, too, they may ask’a
mechanic: Canst thou furnish an article without materials ?
Then neitber can God do it. But they compare God to a
man, only when we speak of his Son. When we assert that
God creates, they refrain from such comparisons. Now
even as God is not like man when he creates, g0 he is not
like man when he begets (c. Ar. 1. 23).

2. « The Son,” the Arians again beld, “was not bcgutien
of the essence or being of the Futher, but proceeded from an
external source, and was created out of nothing, for the
essence or being of God is indivisible” Here, too, Athana-
sius shows that the premises arc false, since the divine act
of generation does not resemble that of a man, and the
limitations of the human body do not occur in God. He
does not consist of parts like a man. If the Son proceeds
from an external source (éfwDev), then this source or obiect.
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whatever it may’ be, intervenes between him and God, and
is pearer to God than he is; Christ is then the Son of this
object, which is distinct from the nature of God. And yet,
as God terms him kis own son (comp. Tob Slov viod, Rom.
viii. 32, and warépa iSiov John v. 19), he cannot proceed
from a foreign source, but necessarily derives his origin from
the essence or being of God (c. Ar. 1. 28, 15).

3. The Arians further alleged : # The Son came inlo being,
ke all things else, by the purpose and will of God” (Bovhijce
xai Yekfoer yeyevijaNae Tov viov Umo Tob mwarpos, ¢ Ar. 3. §9).
Athanasius maintains that this "proposition depends on the
foregoing, when he says: 1a yap w3 &vra woré GAN Efwdev
érrpwopeva 6 Snpwovpyos Bovhederar modjoar (1. c. 61), and
charges his opponents with the adoption of the heresy of the
Gnostic Valentinus. His mode of argumentation here,
however, as in some other cases, is comparatively undecided
and feeble, as in his age theological science exhibited many
defects, which have since been supplied.

4. Io connection with these three propositions, the Arians
also set forth the following: “ The Son docs not possess an
equalily and a unily of essence or being with the Father.” He
is not like the Father in essence, they alleged, inasmuch as
the Logos must, like other creatures, be unlike God (aA\é-
TPOS KaL AVOpOLOS RATG TdvTa TiS Toll TaTpos ovalas kal (did-
Tyres, ¢. Ar. 1. 6).  Athanasius replies by referring to pas-
sages like John xiv. 9 and Heb. i. 3, “ He that hath seen me,
bath seen the Fatber”; « who being the brightness of his
glory,” etc. 'The conditions and limitations of human nature
should not be transferred to God. While human beings
beget others in succession (xard Swadoyxfv), and no human
being is exclusively (xupiws) a father or a son, the Father is
Father only, the Son a son only. He who should ask why
the Son did not, in his turn, beget a son, might with equal
propriety ask why the Father had not himself a father
before him (c. Ar. 1.21,22). The Arians also denied that
the Son was one in essence or being with the Father (8ip-
pruévoy elvas kaY éavrdv wal duéroyov xatd wdvra Tob wa-

Vou XXI1. Yo. 8t. 5
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Tpos Tov vidy, c. Ar. 1. 6). Athanasius replies: Who, that
hears the words of the Lord and Saviour: “I am in the
Father, and the Father is in me,” and “I and my Father
are one” (John xiv. 11; x. 30), will dare to put asuader
what the Lord and Saviour has joined together and declared
to be indivisible (de Decr.2)? The Arians had interpreted
such passages as referring to oneness of the will, and
adduced the circumstance that the Son was one with the
Father in thought, judgment, and will. But Athanasius
replied: Then all the angcls in heaven, yea, the sun, moon,
- and stars may be said to be one with God, since God’s will
was always their own, and their judgment and purposes
coincided with his own. And yet, what angel would pre-
sume to say: “I and the Father are one” (c. Ar. 3.10)?
Consequently, the equality and unity in question must be
understood of the very nature and being of thie Son, that is,
substantially, and not merely ethically. As the essence of
the Father and the Son is one and the same, the Father
visits saints when the Son does, and hence the latter says:
“ We [I and the Father] will come unto him,” etc. (John
xiv. 23). When the Father confers grace and peace, the
Son confers them too, as Paul always.expresses himself:
“ Grace and peace from God our Father aud the Lord Jesus
Christ” If such divine gifts proceed in common from the
Father and the Son, we have in this fact the evidence of the
oneness of the Father and the Son (1. c. 11,12).

8. The Arians also said: “ The Son of God, like all crea-
tures, was subject to change, and really mutable, with respect
to his nature; but with respect to his free will he remained
good during lis own pleasure.” They added, that, as God
bad foreseen that he would remain good, he had, by way of
anticipation, bestowed the glory on him which men receive
only after they have demonstrated their virtuous tendencies
(c. Ar. 1.5). Atbhanasius refutes these views by referring to
the Son’s equality of nature or being with the Father. If
the Father, he says, is unchangeable, and, accordingly,
always remains the same, it necessarily follows that his
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_image (2 Cor. iv. 4; Col. i.15; Heb. i. 3) must also remain
the same, and undergo no change; as he is begotten of the
essence of the Father, he will always correspond in his
whole nature and being to that divine essence. The Arians
indeed make this assertion only for the purpose of sever-
ing the image from the Father, and reducing the Son
to the rank of a creature (c. Ar. 1. 22). Now if the Son
were mutable, how could we through him know the Father
who is immutable? For be says: “ He that bath seen me,
hath seen the Father” (John xiv. 9),1.c. 35. The image of
bim who changes uot (oD érpérrov), must consequently
also be unchangeable (avaM\olwros). To this the boly scrip-
tures expressly give testimony, for we read in Heb. xiii. 8:
“Jesus Christ the same yesterday, and to-day, and for ever,”
and David thus gives praise to bim : “ Of old hast thou laid
the foundations of the earth..... thou shalt endure . . ...
thou art the same, and thy years shall have no end” (Ps. cii.
2%-27). How could he be the Logos and the Truth of
God, if he were subject to change? Or how could he be
the Wisdom of God, if he did not always remain the same?
For that which is true (dA7é) must continue to be the
same (L c. 36).

6. Lastly, the Arians held that the Son does not possess a
perfect knowledge of the Father, inasmuch as be is himself
of a different nature; they even maintained that the Son
bad not a perfect knowledge of himself. “The Father,”
said Arins in bis Thalia, “is invisible to the Son; the
Logos cannot fully and precisely behold and know his
Father; the measure of bis knowledge corresponds to his
faculty of perception (dvaléyws Tols Biots pérpors olde xai
BAéwer), as our own knowledge corresponds in degree to
our ability (8twaues). Indeed, the Son does not only not
know the Father precisely in consequence of the limits of
his powers of comprehension (Aefmec adr eis 10 xaTaraBeiv),
but he has also no perfect knowledge of his own nature or
essence” (c. Ar. 1. 6, 9; de Syn. 15). Tbe Arians reached
this conclusion by assuming that the Son, as a creature,
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eould not possibly fathom the infinite nature of the Creator
of all. Athanasius arrived at opposite resuits in accord-
ance with his system that no difference in essence or being
existed between the Father and the Son. In opposition to
the Arian statement which was subversive of all revelation,
be appealed to the saying of Christ: “ As the Father
‘knoweth me, even so know I the Father” (John x. 15), and
reasoned thus: If the Son does not know the Father, then,
neither does the Father know the Son; it must follow that
none of the revelations which Jesus Christ has given us
respecting the Father can be worthy of our confidence (ad
Episc. Aeg. et Lib.16).

Thus Arius developed his fundamental principle to its
last results —the destruction of Christianity itself; but by
this process he in reality pronounced judgment against him-
self in the eyes of all who bad through Christ found peace
in the knowledge of God. It may indeed be objected that
Arius bad simply denied that Christ knew God perfectly
aud precisély (relelws, depiBas), while the revelations which
‘he did give, might nevertheless be true, and proceed from his
own knowledge, and that all must concede that the reve-
lations which Christ has given in the scriptures by ne
‘means furnish us with entire objective truth or an absolute
knowledge of God. However, it may be replied, that we,
‘as creatures of limited powers, are not, here below, compe~
" tent to comprehend perfect and complete trath, and that the
Jatter is, accordingly, not presented to us; but when Christ
reveals such knowledge as we may comprehend, it must be
assumed that he himself was competent to know God
.perfectly, as, otherwise, those portions of truth which he did
disclose, would have, to his own mind, exhibited obscurity
or uncertainty.

§ 5. THE APPEAL OF ATHANASIUS TO THE KESTABLISHED
Docrrine oF THE CRuURCH.

Arius was compelled to appeal to the authority of earlier
teachers in order to escape the odinm of baving introduced
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new and heretical opinions. He attempts to sustain his
theory by quoting various terms and phrases employed by
Hermas, Dionysius of Alexandria, and Dionysius of Rome.
Athanasius accepts the challenge, makes an appeal himself
to the established church doctrine, introduces additional
aathors, such as Theognostus and Origen, and refutes Arius
with trinmphant success. While he vindicates the char-
acter of the early writers whom Arius attelpts to associate
with himself, he proves that the latter is the sole source
whence all the heresies of his party proceeded. Voigt has
given many details respecting this part of the controversy,
which, as our Article has already reached an undue length,
we omit.

If we, in conclusion, summarily view the contest between
Athanasius and Arianism, and investigate its results, we
reach the following conclusion: In this contest respecting
the most important and precious truths of the gospel, Atha-
nasins availed bimself fully of all the resources which were:
fornished to him by the theological science of his age; the
truth that had been set forth in the Nicene symbol gained
ao abiding victory. Arius may have been a man of ordi-
mary abilities ; he simply represented distinguished indi-
vidoals of the oriental church whose doctrinal opinions he
was the first to proclaim openly with boldness and consis-
teocy. In him, all who sustained his views were defeated
by Athanasius. The latter proved conclusively, when the
doctrine of the church: was assailed by dialectic arguments,
that it by no means involved the contradictions with which
its opponents charged it; while he convicted the Arian
system of numerous contradictions, he demonstrated that
the unexplored depths and the mysteries which the church
doctrine confessedly, like many other subjects of human
knowledge, presented to man, were to be ascribed to his
limited knowledge, or to the limited powers of his mind. He
preferred, however, to explain and defend his doctrine, not so
moch by arguments derived from reason, as by those which
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the scriptures or revelation afforded. Sustained by the
latter, he deprived the Arians of every available weapon,
and surrounded the chureh doctrine with fortifications which
were impregnable ; this result is not enfeebled by the fact
that his exegesis of various passages of scripture is obvi-
ously defective, The consciousness of the believer, too,
whose hopes are founded on the redeeming work of the Son
of God, supplied him with convincing arguments against the
Arian scheme. And, finally, he proved that the faith of the
church in Jesus Christ, as the Son of God, had uninter-
ruptedly borne testimony against the fundamental error
of Arianism.

Some weak points unquestionably appear in the apolo-
getic and polemic statements of Athanasius, which may be
ultimately traced to the imperfect development of theological
science in his age. Nevertheless, the controversy in which
he engaged, was, in view of its subject and its permanent
results, a source of rich blessings to the Christian church.
The reason of man, guided by its own dubious light, may
still produce theories which exhibit in a greater or less
degree an Arian taint; the church can survey the rise of
such errors without alarm, for her whole history, since the
age of Athanasius, gives her the assurance that they will
soon disappear. The Nicene faith, founded on the rock of
the word of God, and endowed with imperishable vitality in
the consciousness of the believer, has been assailed in every
succeeding age, und has triumphed in every contest; the
attempts to overthrow it have invariably been ineffectual,
and have simply resembled waves of the sea which the
passing breeze temporarily calls into action, but which
subside and disappear as rapidly as they arose.



