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INTRODUCTION

In his discussion of Athanasius1 conflict with Arlus

Samuel Laeuchli indicates the value of an investigation of

Athanasius* use of Scripture in that:

Every age must restate the events of history be¬
cause in every age these events aopear in a spe¬
cific focus. The contemporary theological discus¬
sion concerning ontologlcal and existential know¬
ledge, the essence of Biblical faith, and the mean¬
ing of language in Christian theology make the
controversy of the fourth century a highly modern
issue. Indeed, the 20th century has to state its
Christological position afresh. It cannot simply
repeat the fathers between Nicaea and ConstantInoole.
Yet it can learn a great deal from these fathers
by seeking to understand, sine Ira et studlo. the
case of Athanasius versus Arius.

Athanasius occupies a position of special prominence in the

history of the early Church, beoause he was lorgely respon¬

sible for saving Christian monotheism from extinction.2 "If

ever in human history there was a man divinely raised up

and endowed to meet and deal with a special emergency it was

3
Athanasius."

The special truths for which Athanasius contended in

the Arlan controversy were the deity of the Son and of the

^•Samuel Laeuchli, "The Case of Athanasius against
Arius," CTN (30, 105')), u. ^03.

2
G. L. Prestige, Fathers and Heretics: Six Studies

In Dogmatic Faith with Prologue and Epilogue: The Sainton
Lectures for 194cT (London: Society for Promoting Christian
Knowledge, 19*K)), p. 159.

•^William P. Du Bose, The Ecumenical Councils (2nd ed.;
Edinburgh: T. ft T. Clark, 1397), p. 123.
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Holy Spirit.1 Therefore both the doctrine of the Trinity

and the incarnation of the Son were involved. The task of

formulating and defending the Christian doctrine of the Trin¬

ity, and thus the deity of the Son and the Spirit, and the

unity of the Trinity, devolved upon Athanasius.2 This he

did with unswerving fidelity and unrelenting determination

for most of his career. It was, indeed, his life work.^
For Athanasius the Scriptures themselves provided the

evidence for the truths for which he contended, as he explic¬

itly states.** Wiles suggests that:

There is no title that the Fathers would have
coveted more for themselves than that of Biblical
theologians. Later scholars may point with Jus¬
tice to the influence of Greek metaphysical thought
upon their writings and their understanding of the
Gospel, but in conscious aim and intention their
overriding purpose was to interpret the message of
the Bible. 5

In knowledge of the Greek Bible Athanasius was second to

lj. W. C. Wand, The Four Great Heresies (London: A.
H. Howbray ft Co. Limited, 1955)» P. 37.

^Prestige, Fathers and Heretics, pp. 139, 1^0.

^Philip Schaff, History of the Christian Church: Nl-
cene and Post-'Ilcene Christianity: From Cons tontine the
Great to Gregory the Great (new ed.. rev. and enlarged; Edin¬
burgh: T. ft T. Clark, l°*k), II, 890.

**3ee, e.g., De Dec. 17; and C. Ar. 1.10.

^Maurice F. Wiles, The Spiritual Gospel: The Inter¬
pretation of the Fourth Gospel in the Early Church (Cam-
bridge: University Press, 19^oT7 P. 158.
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none of the Church fathers.^" Athanaslus was remarkably care¬

ful to give the correct Bible text. As Henrlc Nordberg

points out, Athanaslus1 quotations from Scripture are given

with extraordinary word for word accuracy.

With special reference to the doctrine of the Trinity,

then, Athanaslus' use of Scripture will be examined: the

Biblical passages which are used, the manner In which they

are employed, the exegesis of these passages, and the rules

that govern their Interpretation. The works of Athanaslus

that are considered genuine and have been examined for this

purpose are: Contra Gentes: De Incarnatlone Verb! Del: Sols-

tola Sncycllea ad EpIscopos; In Illud. Omnia, etc.: Apologla

contra Arlanos: De Decretls Nlcaenae Synod!: De Sententla

D1onysll: Ad Amun: Ad Dracontlum: Vita Antonl: Ad Splscopos

Aegyotl et Llbyae Bplstolae: Apologia ad Constantlum: Apol¬

ogia de Fuga Sua; Hjstorla Arlanorum ad "onachos: Sols to la

ad Seraplonem de 'arte Aril: Oratlones contra Arlanos I-III:

De Synodls: Eplstolae ad Seraplonem I-IV: Tomus ad Antloche-

nos: Ad Jovlannm; Ad Afros; Ad Solcteturn: Ad Adelphlum: Ad

Maximum; and Bplstolae Heortastloae.^ It should be noted

W. Emery Barnes, "Athanaslus," BBS, ed, James Has¬
tings (Edinburgh: T. ft T. Clark, 1908), II, 168.

^Henrlc Nordberg, "On the Bible Text of St, Athana¬
slus, " AAPF (N.S., III, 1962), p. 121.

''For a discussion of the authenticity of the writings
attributed to Athanasius see: K. Hoss, Stud 1en uber das
Schrlftnm und die Theologie des Athanaslus (Freiburg. 1899),
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that Athanaslus1 writings were, for the most part, occa¬

sional tracts written to meet a special emergency or particu¬

lar need. He had neither tine nor opportunity, Florovsky

points out, for a "dispassionate and systematic exposition.""^
Athanasius• use and Interpretation of Scripture will

be considered against the background of the fourth century

especially in relation to the Arlan controversy. His concep¬

tion of Scripture vrill also be examined. The historical an¬

tecedents of Athanasius• conception, use, and interpretation

of Scripture will be considered, but the writings of his con¬

temporaries and of later writers will not be taken Into con¬

sideration. Though a distinction Is sometimes made between

interpretation and exegesis, this distinction will be dlsre-
2

garded, and the two terms will be used as equivalent. The

Scripture passages Athanasius used will be given in

pp. 1-3, 104-130; Alfred Stulcken, Beltrage zur Athanaslus-
Frage: Inaugural-Dissertation (Leipzig, 1899); F. Loofs,
"Athanaslus von Alexandria." HE. ed. Albert Hauck (Leipzig,
1897), II, 194-205; Johannes Quasten, Patrolog-.y: The Goiden
Age of Greek Patristic Literature from the Council of Nlcaea
to the Council of Chalcedon (Utrecht/Antwerp: I960). Ill,
22-^7 Otto Bardenhewer, Patrologyi The Lives and Works of
the Fathers of the Church, trans, from 2nd ed. Thomas J.
Shahan (Freiburg, 1908), pp. 25^-258; and Frledrlch Lauchert,
Die Lehre des Helllgen Athanasius des Grossen (Leipzig, 1895),
IV, IX-XIII,

^-Georges Florovsky, "The Concent of Creation in Saint
Athanaslus," Studla Patrlstica. ed. F. L, Cross (Berlin,
1962), VI, 53.

^See Robert M, Grant, A Short History of the Interpre¬
tation of the Bible (rev. ed.; London: Adam ft Charles Black,
1985), t>. 3.
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translation from his works, and it should be noted that Ath-

anasius* Old Testament was the Septuagint.^ The Old Testa¬

ment passages will not, therefore, be indicated as coming

from the Sentuagint. Passages that are quoted, but not di¬

rectly from Athanasius' works, are taken from The Holy Bible

Revised Standard Version Containing- the Old and Hew Testa¬

ments and the Apocrypha of the Old Testament (London:

Thomas Nelson * Sons Ltd, 1959) and are so designated. In

matters of style Kate L. Turabian, A Manual For Writers of

Term Papers. Theses. and Dissertations (Chicago: The Univer¬

sity of Chicago Press, 1955), is generally followed. Ameri¬

can spelling is used throughout except in quotations and in

titles. Finally, an epilogue will briefly delineate recent

thought on the main themes considered in this study.

^-Robert M. Grant, "History of the Interpretation of
the Bible: I. Ancient Period," JHB (New York: Abingdon-
Cokesbury Press, 1952), I, 106; T. E. Pollard, "The Exegesis
of Scripture and the Arlan Controversy," BJRL (4l, 1958-
59), p. 425.



PART I. ATHANASIU3 AND THE ARIAN CONTROVERSY



CHAPTER I

ARIANISM

The Origins of Arlanism

One of the most powerful and tenacious heresies In

the history of the Church, Schaff affirms, was Arianlsm.-1"
Arlanism concerned the question of Christ—his deity and his

relationship to the Father. It included also the question

of the Holy Spirit and involved, therefore, the whole doc¬

trine of the Trinity. Thus it entered the very heart of the

Christian religion.

Arlanism derives its name from Arius who was a priest

in Alexandria. Arius had been made a deacon by Peter,

bishop of Alexandria from 300 to 311, and had been demoted

from the diaconate when he had allowed himself to become im¬

plicated with the intrigues of Meletius. It was the misfor¬

tune of Achilles, bishop of Alexandria in 311-312, not only

to restore Arius to the diaconate but to advance him to the

priesthood and to put him in charge of the parish church at
2

Baucalis which was the oldest church in Alexandria.

1Philip Schaff, "Arianism," DCB, eds. William Smith
and Henry Wace (London: John Murray, Albemarle Street,
1877), I, 155.

^B. J. Kidd, A History of the Church to ^1 (Ox¬
ford: Clarendon Press, 1922), II, 11, 12; J. G. Davles, The
Early Christian Church (London: Weldenfeld and Nicolson,
1965), P. 1?6.
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Arlus has been depicted as tall of stature and as hav¬

ing a crafty bearing. It appears that he had a reputation

for ability and strictness of life going about clad with a

sleeveless tunic and a scanty cloak. Apparently his conduct

was unimpeachable, as he was held In honor by Alexander,

bishop of Alexandria (313-328). He went about from house to

house propagating his views and gaining a following In Alex¬

andria.1 Fisher states that "Arius was possessed of logical

acumen, was skilful as a disputant, and his austere life

helped to draw to him respect and sympathy." It must be

said as well that "of his sincerity there can be no doubt,

nor of his high moral character."^
The origins of Arlanlsm are shrouded in obscurity.

T. E. Pollard avows that "the question of the origins of Arl¬

anlsm Is, at the present time, still wide open."^ It cannot

be definitely determined whether Arlanlsm Is to be traced to

Antloch or to Alexandria, nor can It be decided how

^Kldd, op. clt.. II, 14.
2
George Park Fisher, History of Christian Doctrine

(2nd ed,; Edinburgh: T. A T. Clark, 189?), p. 135* See
also Louis Duchesne, Early History of the Christian Church:
From Its Foundation to the End of the Fifth Century. trans,
from the 4th ed. TLondon: John Murray, 1912), II,99.

^Alexander V. G. Allen, The Continuity of Christian
Thought: A Study of ''odern Theology In the LIght of Its His¬
tory (new ed.; London: Ward, Lock A Bowden, Limited, 1895),
P. 86.

^T. E. Pollard, "The Origins of Arlanls^," JTS (N.S.,
9-10, 1958-59), p. 103.
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Influential the teaching of Origen was on It. Pollard ar¬

gues for an Antlochene influence on both the doctrine and

Scriptural exegesis of Arianisn.1
Du Bose suggests that the genealogy of Arlanlsm Is to

be sought in the history of Eblonlte Monarchianlsm which was

Jewish In origin. After the teaching of Theodotus and Arte-

mon, Du Bose says, Ebionlte Monarchlanlsm appeared in Its

most conspicuous form In the teaching of Paul of Samosata

who was the metropolitan of Antloch. Prom Paul It is sup¬

posed to have extended through Luclan to the Luclanlsts, and

thus to Arlus himself. Arlanlsm was, In Du Bose's view, de-
P

veloped mainly through antagonism to Sabelllanism.

Harnack also traces the origin of Arlanism to Antloch

and the school In Antioch of which Luclan was the head.

Here Arlus had been a pupil of Lucian. Luclan, Harnack as¬

serts, was "the Arlus before Arlus.Luclan's doctrine In¬

cluded the affirmation that God Is One and none Is equal to

him, for all else has been created Including the Logos.

1Ibld.
2
Du Bose, op. clt.. pp. 91, 92. Du Bose, Ibid.. p.

91, believes that Sabelllanism was motivated by monarchlan-
lsm even as Arlanlsm was at the opposite extreme. Both at¬
tempted to safeguard the unity of the "Divine Principle":
Sabelllanism by denying any real distinction in It, and Arl¬
anlsm by widening the distinction of persons Into one of na-
tu re.

^Adoloh Harnack, History of Dogma, trans, from the
3rd German ed. by James Millar (London: Williams & Norgate,
1897), IV, 3.
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With the doctrine that the Logos is a creature, Luclan com¬

bined adoptlonism. This form of doctrine, Harnack states,

was developed by the aid of Aristotelian philosophy with its

basis on the critical exegesis of the Bible.1 Lucian's the¬

ology, Hardy affirms, was a left-wing development of Ori-

gen's doctrine of the Trinity which stressed the subordina¬

tion of the Son to the Father, and to a greater extent the
p

subordination of the Holy Spirit,

In Fisher's estimation the sources of Arianism can

easily be seen in one class of Origen's statements when

these statements are dissociated from his teaching as a

whole. The import of these statements is also reflected in

Dionysius of Alexandria (bishop, 247-265).^ Though Origen

and Dionysius must be acquitted of heresy, Gwatkin says,

their language leaned to Arianism qtxite as much as did Luci-
I±

an's. There are two streams of thought, Latourette

1Ibld.. IV, k—7. Arthur Cushman McGiffert, A History
of Christian Thought (New York: Charles Scribner's—Sons,
1932), p. 2^6, asserts that Luclan departed radically from
the teaching of Paul of Samosata by thus combining Paul's
adoptionism with the Logos Christology. Paul himself had.
zealously opposed the Logos Christology,

2
Edward Hochie Hardy, Christian Egypt: Church and

People: Christianity and National is*" in the Patriarchate of
Alexandria (New York: Oxford University Press, 1952), p. 52.

"^Fisher, ojd. clt.. p. 135.

^Henry Uelvill Gwatkin, Studles of \rlanlsm: Chiefly
Referring to the Character and Chronology of the Reaction
Which Followed the Council of Nlcaea (2nd ed.; Cambridge:
Delghton Bell and Co., 1900T7 P. 17.



11

maintains, that find their source in Origen: (1) the Son is

co-eternal and equal with the Father; and (2) the Son is a

creature, and as the image of the Father he is secondary and

subordinate to him. The latter stream is represented in

Dionysius. In the second half of the third century Diony-

sius had expressed himself against Sabellianlsm in such

terms concerning the nature of God that the Arians adopted

some of his phrases to use in defense of their own position.

This second stream, in Latourette's view, also found a chan¬

nel through Antioch, that is, through Luctan, and thus found

an outlet in the activity of Arius."®"
Though Arius appropriated one side of Oritren's compli¬

cated system, the cosmologlcal system, this system was not

peculiar to Origen. Though certain expressions used by Ari¬

us, as "pre-exlstent Son of God" and "Logos," are those of

Origen, they are only an accommodation by the Arians, The

doctrine of Origen does not constitute the basis of the

Arlan system in its Christological conception. What it has

in common with the orthodox system is not what is character-
2

istic of it but what is secondary, Arius made a distinc¬

tion between the Logos and Son, For Arius the Logos is not

^Kenneth Scott Latourette, A History of Christianity
(London: ISyre and Spottiswoode Limited, n.dTT, p. 152; Hans
Leltzmann, A, History of the Sarly Church. Vol, III: From
Constantlne to Julian, trans, Bertram Lee Woolf (2nd ed,,
rev,; London: Lutterworth Press, 1953)» P« 94,

2Harnack, op. clt.. IV, 1*0.
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a pre-exlstent divine being, but an attribute of God through

which the Son was created In order that the Son might be

God*s Instrument In creation. This distinction, Pollard as¬

serts, Is contrary to Orlgen and to his "left-wing" succes-
1

sors.

Hardy suggests that Arius was Intellectually a stran¬

ger at Alexandria. Arius, he says, drew on elements that
O

were Greek, non-Egyptian, and even largely non-Alexandrian.

It may be said that "it Is a matter of considerable doubt

whether Arlanlsm Is to be traced to Antioch or to Alexandria,

and also how far it Is due to the teaching of Orlgen.

Against Sabellianism Orlgen, Dlonyslus, and other Church

fathers had insisted in very strong terms upon the distinc¬

tion of Persons in the Trinity. Sometimes this distinction

had been expressed in terms which, when taken literally, ap¬

peared to destroy the identity of nature of the Persons of

the Trinity. These expressions were seized upon and em¬

ployed in the service of erroneous ideas with which Origen,

and the others, would not have been in sympathy. Though

this is true, it does not follow that the origins of Arian-

ism are necessarily to be traced to Alexandria. The in¬

fluence of Orlgen and Dlonysius on Arianism cannot be

1
Pollard, JT3, Toe, cit., pp. 106, 107.

2Hardy, Christian Egypt, pp. 51» 53.

-^Pollard, JTS. loc. clt.. p. 103.
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accurately assessed, yet the expressions used by Origen and

others provided the Arians with arguments for their posi¬

tion.1 Wiles criticizes the conclusion that Arianism must

be traced to Antioch. He argues that Arius and his follow¬

ers could have picked up and used ideas current in Alexan¬

dria and traceable to Origen and Dionyslus, and also to the

ordinary believers in Alexandria.^
The origins of Arianism cannot be definitely traced,

but influences, at least, of the teaching of Origen, Lucian,

and others on Arianism are evident. It may be concluded

with Gwatkln that Arianism was no historical accident but

was the direct result of earlier movements and thought.^
Arianism raised problems with which the Church would have to

come to grips at sometime or other.

The History of Arianism

The beginnings of the Arian controversy and its early

chronology are obscure, Harnack suggests that its beginning

may oosslbly be traced to an incident in 315 in which Arius

expressed an opinion on a certain passage of Scripture when

he was Questioned by Alexander. Arius stubbornly adhered to

1Du Bose, op. clt.. p. 92.

2Maurice Wiles, "In Defence of Arius," JT5 (N.S., 13-
14, 1962-63), pp. 339-342. See also Plorovsky, Stud la Pa-
trlstlca. loo, clt.. VI, 43.

^Gwatkln, Studies of Arianism. p. 16.
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his opinion, and thus the controversy began.* In Barnes's

opinion the point of beginning for the controversy was in an

accusation by Arius against Alexander of introducing Sabelli-

anism into a discourse Alexander was delivering on the Trin-
2

ity, Barnes reckons that this incident occurred about 318,

Arius probably began to propagate his views in about

319, and perhaps in the following year his activity began to

try the patience and good will of Alexander, Thus, Kldd be¬

lieves, the beginnings of the controversy may be placed

about 319-323.* Under Alexander's presidency Arius' doc¬

trines were discussed in the assemblies of the Alexandrian

clergy, and it appears that Alexander directed these discus¬

sions with considerable moderation and kindness. On the

point of principal importance—the deity of Christ—the lead¬

ing clergy of Alexandria were divided with most of them

loyal to their bishop, but others aligned themselves with

Arius.^ This state of affairs could not continue. Alexan¬

der first sought to remonstrate with Arius in a private

*Harnack, op. cit., IV, 8,
p
W, Emery Barnes, "The Heretics of the Church and Re¬

curring Heresies: Arius and Arianlsm," ET (XLVI, 193*4—1935)»
p. 19.

^Kldd, op. cit,., II, !*»-. For a discussion of the
chronology of the Arian controversy until 328 see Hans-Georg
Ooltz, "Die Zeitfolge des arlanischen Streltes von den An-
fano-en bis zum Jahre 328," ZNTW (XXXII-XXXIII, 1933-193*0,
pp. 131-159.

^Duchesne, op. cit,., II, 103*
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Interview, but Arlus was unyielding in his views. Alexander

wrote a letter to Arius and his supporters exhorting them to

submit themselves to the orthodox faith. This produced no

results, so Alexander, who had been accused of indecision,

summoned a synod of the bishops of Egypt and Libya—about

100 In number--which met in 321.^"
Apparently the synod elicited from Arius and his

friends a candid statement of their doctrinal views. On the

basis of these statements the synod excommunicated Arlus and
2

his followers. On his condemnation as a heretic Arlus,

with his partisans, left Egypt and settled In Caesarea. In

the East Arius sought and won support from those who had

been fellow students of Luclan, many of whom were In posl-
3

tlons of prominence. The three documents written by Arlus

which have survived were composed between 321-323. These In¬

clude a letter to Euseblus of Nlcomedla, a fellow Luclanist,

reauestlng protection; a letter to Alexander of Alexandria;

and the Thalia, or "Convivial Songs." Only fragments of the
k

latter survive. These songs, written In popular meter and

expressing the doctrines of Arlus, were Intended to appeal

xKldd, op. olt.. II, 14-16. 2Ibld.. II, 16.

^Leitzmann, ot>. clt.. Ill, 10?.

^Kldd, op. clt.. II, 16, 17. For the texts of the
letters see Urkunden zur Geschlchte des arlanlschen Streltes.
in Athanaslus Werke. ed. Hans-Georg Opltz (Berlin,1934),
Drltter Band, hrkunde 1 and 6. For the Thalia see C. Ar.
I. 5, 6; and De Syn. 15.
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to the populace of Alexandria but were never, Hardy thinks,

very successful In this Intention.*
After his victory over Llclnius, Constantlne, In the

Interests of harmony and peace within the Church and the Em¬

pire, wrote to both Arlus and Alexander urging them to wlth-
2

draw their charges against one another. On the failure of

his effort at conciliation, Constantlne Intervened and sum¬

moned a counoll to meet at Nicaea In order to deal with this,

In his opinion, "trivial" matter.3 This first Ecumenical

Council convened In 325 and was ecumenical In that It had a

L
representative character though It met In the East.

Arlus had been summoned to the Council by the command

of Constantlne and In the Council proceedings was asked to

give an account of his views which he did frankly and open¬

ly.'' Alexander had no difficulty, then, In proving how well-

founded his decision had been to excommunicate Arlus for his

opinions. The outcome of the Council was the anathematizing

*Edward Rochle Hardy, "Introduction to Athanaslns:
Background and Ideas," The Library of Christian Classics.
Vol. Ill: Chrlstolocry of the Later Fathers, ed, Edward
Rochle Hardy (London: SCI Press Ltd, 19^4), no. 219-320.
See also F. J. Foakes-Jackson, "Arianlsm," ERE. I, 777.

2
Du Bose, o_d« clt., p. 116.

^Kidd, on. clt.. II, 20-22. ^Ibld., II, 22-24.

^Duchesne, on. clt.. II, 115» 116; Kidd, on. clt..
II, 28, 29.
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"I

of Arltis and the formulation of the Nlcene Creed. In his

evaluation of the Nicene Council Harnack states that:

Never again in the history of the Church has
there been a victory so complete and so quickly
secTired as that at Nicaea, and no other decision
of the Church approaches it in importance.2

In Bethune-Baker*s opinion "the victory over Arianism

achieved at the Council was really a victory snatched by the

superior energy and decision of a small minority with the

aid of half-hearted allies."3 it should not be overlooked,

however, that it was without doubt Constantlne who secured

the acceptance of the Creed at Nicaea, though he probably

did not understand its shades of meaning.**
The decision of the Nlcene Council did not prove to

be the demise of Arianism, As Barnes observes, Arianism was

defeated, but It was not crushed at the Nicene Council.5
There followed years of intrigue and misrepresentation with

Kidd, on. cit., II, 28-32. See J. N. D. Kelly,
Early Christian Creeds (London: Longmans, Green and Co,
1950), nn. 215, 216, for the Greek text and the translation
of the Nicene Creed.

2Harnack, op. clt.. IV, 50. Willlston Walker, A His¬
tory of the Christian Church, rev. Cyril C. Richardson, et
al. (Edinburgh: T. *t T. Clark, 19 59), p. 108, notes that
the Nlcene Council has always lived in Christian tradition
as the most important Council in the history of the Church,

a

JJ. P. Bethune-Baker, An Introduction to the Early
History of Christian Doctrine: To the Time of the Council
of Chalcedon (London: Methuen & Co., 1903), p. 1?1.

h
Walker, op. clt., p. 117.

^Barnes, ET. loo, clt.. p. 21.
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various attempts to get rid of the offensive Greed, The Ni-

cene Council proved to be a prelude to a violent battle that

stretched across the fourth century, Wllken points out that

"the dismal procession of orthodox, seml-Arian and Arlan

councils stretching from Nlcaea to Constantinople is a strik¬

ing reminder that Arlanism was very much alive.

The Arlans recognized that they were In a hopeless

minority and set about to circumvent the decision of the

Council and to evade its consequences. They did this by

mingling with the "doubtful and dissatisfied conservatives"
p

whose dissatisfaction and doubts they sought to foster,

Du Bose asserts that:

What gave Arianlsm a vitality as well as a prom¬
inence and importance that it would never have ac¬
quired by itself was the accident of its civil and
political power and influence. Just when the con¬
troversy was well under way in Alexandria the first
Christian emoeror Constantlne the Great was by his
victories over his colleague Liclnlus making him¬
self sole master of the Roman empire and so of the
world. It was not Arlus and his associates but
Constantlne and his successors that lifted the Ar¬
lan discussion into a world-wide and historical
significance such as attaches to no other heresy.>

Robert L, Wllken, "Tradition, Exegesis, and the
Christologlcal Controversies," CH (June, 1365), p. 125. See
Kidd, op. olt.. II, 50ff., for the details of the history
of Arianlsm subsequent to the Nicene Council,

2
Du Bose, op. clt.. pp. 1*1-8, l**9.

Tlbld.. p, 105. See George Huntston Williams, "Chrls-
tology and Church-State Relations In the Fourth Century," CH
(20, 1951), No, 3, 3-33 and No. 4, 3-26, for a discussion of
the relationship of the two contending Christologies (Arlan
and orthodox) to the Roman Empire, Williams, ibid.. Ill, 9,
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At this Juncture it should be observed that not only

the Arians assigned creaturehood to the Holy Spirit, which

was concomitant with their view of the Son, but also the

"Tropic!"3 denied the deity of the Spirit. The Tronic!, who

admitted the deity of the Son, came to be known as "Macedonl-
o

ans" or as Pneumatomachi.~ Swete calls them "Arians" of the

Spirit.3
Kldd observes that Arlanism was triumphant in 356.

In the development of Arianism there came to be three groups

within the movement: the Semi-Arlans, who were close to or¬

thodoxy: the Homoeans or Acacians, who used Scriptural

points out that Chrlstology in the broadest sense of the
word, was, without question, a matter of political concern
in the fourth century. Latourette, oo. ait., p. 160, states
that the Arians would have the Church submit to the Emperor,
but the Nicene party, however, insisted on the autonomy of
the Church, See also S. L. Greenslade, Church and State
from Constantlne to Theodoslus (London: SC'I Press Ltd,
19 *>*!-), pp. 18-30; and 39-50 (especially pp. *1-6-50).

3The name "Troplci" is apparently derived from the
practice of the Troplci of an ingenious use of "tropes" in
their interpretation of Scrlpture--hence, "trope-mongers."
Apparently "tropes" refer to the explanation of words in
Scripture, which went against the Tropicl's views, as fig¬
ures of speech, and so an unnatural sense was imported into
them. See C. H. B, Shapland, The Letters of Saint Athana-
slus concerning the Holy Spirit: Translated with Introduc¬
tion and Notes (London: The Epworth Press, 1951), pp. 31,
32; Henry Barclay Swete, The Holy Spirit In the Ancient
Church: A Study of Christian Teaching in the Age of the
Fathers (London: Macmlllan and Co., Limited, 1912), p. 172;
and H. N. Bate, "Some Technical Terms of Greek Exegesis,"
JTS (XXIV, 1923), p. 65.

2Kldd, op. cit., II, 255, 256.

3swete, The Holy Spirit in the Ancient Church. p. 172.
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language but only to obscure the truth; and Anomoeans, who

were the ultra-Arlans and disowned all concealment. Origi¬

nal Arianlsm, Kidd states, was no longer held by anyone.1"
Kelly points out that between Athanasius and his followers

and the small but determined minority of those who were def¬

initely Arian, there was the great majority who were as far

from Arlanlsm as those of the Athanasian party were from 5a-
o

belllanls"% In the period of 156-362 many of the 3emi-Ari-

ans came to support the Nlcene statement. Thus despite its

outward victory disintegration set In, and the collapse of

Arlanism came in 362.^ The Arlan controversy virtually

ended In the complete rejection of Arlanlsm at the Council

of Constantinople in 381,^

The Tenets of Arlanlsm

It has been noted that little of Arlus* writings has
5

been preserved. The major source for ascertaining the

1Kldd, op. clt.. II, 148-15^.
2
J. N. D, Kelly, Sarly Christian Doctrines (London:

Adam ft, Charles Black, 1958), p. 239.

^Kldd, o£. clt.. II, 1W.
h
Foakes-Jackson, SR5. loo, clt.. I, 782; and Sohaff,

History of the Christian Church. II, 619. See Barnes, ST.
loc. clt.. pp. 21-2^, for a brief sketch and evaluation of
the re-emergence of Arlanlsm at various times in the history
of the Church since the Council of Constantinople.

5Supra, p. 15.



21

beliefs of Arianism is the writings of Athanaslus.** Kidd

says that Arianism was the first great heresy to spring from

a Christian root: "I believe in one God."2 Arianism thus

drew its vitality from laying exclusive strength on the di¬

vine unity which is the basic Christian and theistic state¬

ment. Arlus developed his constructions from the assumption

of an absolute monotheism and with it the principle of a

pure causality behind this monotheistic idea. Thus, as

Laeuchll points out:

He insisted that whatever is taught in Christian
Churches concerning incarnation, salvation, medi¬
ation, must fit into the structure of a world view
which has as the peak of its pyramid the transcen¬
dental God. 3

The Arlan syllogism, which probably was in use at an

early period in Arius' teaching, states that what is true of

human fatherhood is true of the relationship between the

Father and Son; in human fatherhood the father is prior in

existence, and therefore this priority is also true of the

Father's relationship to the Son.**" In other words Arius de¬

clared that the Son once did not exist but was created by

^-Sp. Solsc. Aeg. 12* De Sent. Dion. 23; C. Ar. I.
5t 6, 9; De Syn. 22-30; etc.

2Kidd, op. cit., II, 40.

^Laeuchli, CTM, loc. clt.. p. ^04.

^Kidd, op. clt.. II, 15; see Documents of the Chris¬
tian Church, ed. Henry Bettenson (2nd ed.; London: Oxford
Hniversity Press, 1963)» PP. 56, 57.
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the Father, This syllogism Is related to Arlus* conception

of an absolute monotheIsm, As Kldd points out, the conclu¬

sion Is contained In the premise, and this premise Is either

suppressed or taken for granted. The syllogism reflects the

"manner of the expert logician" and Is, Indeed, essentially

rational Is tic,

In his evaluation of the doctrine of Arlus, Harnack

notes that Arlus taught that God Is One, and beside him

there Is no other who Is unbegotten, without beginning, and

eternal. He Is Inexpressible, Incomprehensible, and has ab¬

solutely no equal, God has created all things out of his

free will, and he alone Is uncreated, "To beget" Is a syno¬

nym for "to create," and therefore God has not always been

"Father," for then that which has been created would be eter¬

nal and not created.^ The main Interest of Arlanlsm,

Du Bose observes, was theological rather than Christological,

Its essence may be discerned In a delstlc conception of God

which separates him from both the world and humanity. It

stressed the nature of God rather than the value and signifi¬

cance of Christ's person and work,''
Arlus affirmed that Wisdom and Logos dwell within

1Kldd, o£. clt., II, 15.

?'Harnack, op. clt.. IV, 15. Athanaslus denies this
Identification. See Infra, pp. 152 ff. and 278 f.

^Du Bose, op. clt.. pp. 95, 96.
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this God as the powers, not persons, which coincide with the

substance of God, These powers are, by their very nature,

inseparable from God*s substance, and besides these powers-

Wisdom and Logos—there are many created pox^ers,^"
delated to this conception of God and his powers, is

the doctrine that before the world existed, God, of his free

will, created an independent substance or hypostasis as an

instrument by which all other creatures were created. With¬

out this intermediary other creatures could not have endured

contact with the Godhead, In Scripture this intermediary is

given such names as "Wisdom" and "Son," Like all creatures

this intermediary in creation was himself created and, there

fore, had a beginning, and thus there was a time when he was

not. He is pre-existent, but he is not eternal. The word
O

"begotten" is not peculiar to him. For Arius God is too ex

alted and transcendent to be related to the universe except

throxigh an Intermediary, This intermediary, who was ipear¬
's

nate in man, could not be the most high God himself.-'

From the time of Philo to that of Origen and Plotinus

Duchesne declares, all religious thinkers formulated their

I

Harnnck, op. clt., IV, 16. Philo speaks of the "pow
ers" of God using the term in the sense of ideas and in the
sense of a property of God. Logos and Wisdom are two of the
"powers." See e.g., De Cher. 31»106; 9,2?, 28; De Gonf. 27,
136; De Spec. Leg. 1.8, ^5, ^7; De Oplf. Mund. 6.23; De Fug.
19.101; Leg. All. 2.21, 86.

p O
Harnack, op. olt.. IV, 16. Du Bose, ojs. clt.. p. 96



Idea of the Logos with "cosmological prepossessions" In

their minds. There was no means of passing from this ab¬

stract, ineffable, and Inaccessible God to the world of

sense, for this was absolutely opposed to this "Being in it¬

self" except through an intermediary who would participate

in both God and the world. Though the Word proceeded from

God, he fell within the category of the created.^- The Arian

controversy presupposed the Logos Christology which was

never questioned by Arius nor by his opponents. Arlus, how-

ever, denied the deity of the Logos. Florovslcy contends

that the basic problem of the Arian controversy was that of

time and eternity and with it the problem of creation.

Within Orlgen's system there were opposite options—to re¬

ject the eternity of the world or to oppose the eternity of

the Logos. Arius opted for the latter. The problem of crea¬

tion would have to be settled, therefore, in order to deter¬

mine the doctrine of God. For Arius God was primarily Crea¬

tor, and thus there was no room for "theology" in his system,

for the real problem was that of cosmo-logy.^
In regard to the substance of the Son Arius consid¬

ered the Son to be an unrelated and independent being to¬

tally separated and different from the substance and nature

^Duchesne, op. clt.. II, 101.
2
McGiffert, op. clt.. p. 250.

^Florovsky, Studla Patrlstlca. loc. clt.. VI, 44.
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of the Father. The Son was neither of one and the same sub¬

stance with the Father, nor was his nature and constitution

similar to that of the Father. If the Son were of one sub¬

stance with the Father, there would then be two Gods. Like

all rational creatures the Son has a free will and Is capa¬

ble of change, and, Indeed, he might subsequently have been

good or bad. He made up his mind, however, to follow good,

and thus by his own will he came to be unchangeable.*
The Son, then, Is not truly God and therefore does

not have by nature the divine attributes. He Is only called

Logos and Wisdom. He Is n^t eternal and does not have abso-
2

lute knowledge of God. "Arlus utterly repudiated any and

every attempt to make the Son equal to the Father, to de¬

clare Him eternal, or to regard Him as God In substance."3
That the Son was not eternal and was not uncreated were the

two original elements In Arlan doctrine.^
In Arius' conception, however, the Son Is not a crea¬

ture and a product like other creatures, for he Is a perfect

creature and the Intermediary In the creation of all things.

He thus stands In a soeclal relationship to God, but this Is

a relationship which Is conditioned by grace and by adoption.

1Harnack, o£. clt., IV, 17. 2Ibld.. IV, 17, 18.
3
Leltzmann, oj5. clt.. Ill, 109.

U
William Bright, The Aye of the Fathers: Being Chap¬

ters In the HI story of the Church during the Fourth and Fifth
Centuries (London: Longmans, Green, and Co., 1903), I, 58.
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Arius held that by the bestowal of God's grace and by his

own progress the Son has become God, so that such terms as

"only-begotten God" can be applied to him.-*- Jesus' sonshlp

was not one of nature or essence but of freedom and choice.

It was personal and moral and not a proner and essential son-

shin. Arias believed that all that the Scrlntures and tra¬

dition assert In reference to the Incarnation and the human¬

ity of this being holds good, for he truly took a human body.

Thus the Son Is capable of suffering. He Is not an abso¬

lutely perfect being, but one who attains absolute nerfec-

tlon by effort.^
A real part of Arlanlsm, Du Bose points out, was that

this secondary God who was not God, this divine Son of God

who was neither Son of God nor divine, became Incarnate In a

humanity which was not humanity. The material or bodily

part of the Son was alone human; but the rational and spiri¬

tual, which Is alone essential and real manhood, was, In the

Son, not that of humanity but of the higher Incarnate person.

Thus the early life, experiences, sufferings, and death of

Jesus were neither those of man nor those of God.^ Arlanism

lost even the true humanity of the Son In a theory of the

^Harnack, on. clt.. IV, 18, 19.

Bose, on. clt.. p. 98, ^Harnack, on. cit.. IV, 19.

^Du Bose, on. clt.. pp. 98, 99.
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Incarnation which refused him a human soul,-*- The Arian con¬

ception of Christ was that he is a deml-god—neither God nor

man and so neither able to save nor needing to be saved.^
The bald logic of Arius, Barnes affirms, involved him in a

great contradiction, for Arlus began by basing his argument

on the title "Son of God," but he ended by emptying the ti¬

tle of all meaning. "The Son was not a Son, but only a fa¬

voured creature of God."^
In Arius* system of thought the Holy Spirit was of

the number of created powers but was placed as a second, in¬

dependent substance or hypostasis beside the Son.^" Thus the

Christian, in Arius* view, believes in three separate and

different substances or persons—Father, Son, and Spirit.

The Spirit was considered to be a being created by the Son

and subordinate to hlm.^ Thus it can be stated that in the

thought of Arius:

The Trinity could be described by the formula of
"three hypostases," i.e., in this case, three in¬
dependent beinvs and persons, of whom only one,
viz., the Father, was substantially and truly God
from all eternity."

^Gwatkin, Studies of Arlanlsm. p. 3. On this aspect
of Christology in Athanasius* thought see infra, p. 50, n. 3.

^Kldd, op. clt.. II, 18, 19; Du Bose, op. clt.. p. 99;
and Walker, op. clt., p. 107.

1 ii ,

Barnes, ERE, loc. clt.. II, 171. C. Ar. 1.6.

^Harnack, op. clt.. IV, 19; Fisher, op. clt.. p. 1^4.

^Leitzmann, op. clt.. Ill, 110.
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Arlanlsm cannot be understood, Earnack affirms, un¬

less the two entirely disparate parts of which It consists

are considered. First, Arianism has a Christ who gradually

becomes God, and this Christ Is Savior Insofar as he has con¬

veyed to men the divine doctrine and has given them an ex¬

ample of goodness which was perfectly realized In the exer¬

cise of freedom. Second, united with this conception of

Christ Is the Arlan metaohyslc which has its basis solely in

cosmology with absolutely no connection with soterlology.

This metaphyslc was dominated by the Idea of the antithesis

of the one inexpressible God to creation, for God Is remote

from the world and from creatures. Thus as a cosmologist

Arlus was a strict monothelst, but as a theologian he was a

nolythelst.^ Arlanlsm, Poakes-Jackson affirms, may be de¬

fined as:

A theory of the mutual relations of the Persons
In the Trinity based nominally on the words of
Scripture, but arrived at really by the methods
of the heathen philosophers. It led either to
polytheism by allowing the existence of the Logos
as a secondary God, or to Judaic Rnitarlanlsm by
denying his proper Divinity.2

The attractions of Arianism *ere many, Kldd suggests,

and It appealed to quite different types of thought: (1) It

^Rarnack, op. clt.. IV, 39» ^0. Wiles, In JT3. "In
Defence of Arlus,7r"*pp. 3^5» 3^7» criticizes this view which
posits this dichotomy between cosmology and soterlology in
the thought of Arlanism.

2Foakes-Jackson, EES, loc. clt.. I, 7*>7 *
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was essentially rationalistic: (2) It professed to be logi¬

cal; (3) It claimed that It alone did ,1ustlce to monotheism;

(*0 In that It maintained degrees of Godhead, It attracted

the half-converted heathen of the empire and afterwards the

heathen Invaders; (5) It provided an escape from Sabelllan-

ism and thus was attractive to theologians; (6) It annealed

to nlous people who, from a mistaken reverence, feared the

materializing notions of the Godhead which were Implied In

such terms as homoouslos and "generation"; and (7) It made

much of "proof texts" and thus posed as the only Scriptural

form of the Christian religion.*
By making the Son a creature and essentially distinct

from God, the Arians thought to save monotheism and the per¬

sonality of the pre-existing Christ. "The philosophical dif¬

ficulty was eliminated, but with It had disappeared the very

essence of Christianity."2 As a system, Gwatkln avers, Arl-

anlsm was completely Illogical and unsplrltual, and a clear

step back to heathenism. It was, he contends, heathen to

the core. It began by attempting to establish Christian po¬

sitions and ended by subverting eaoh and all of them.^

1Kldd, o£. cit., II, 37-39.
2
Duchesne, on. clt.. II, 102.

^Gwatkin, Studies of Arlanlsm. pp. 2, 3; and Henry
Melvill Gwatkln, The \rlan Controversy (2nd ed.; London:
Longmans, Green, and Co., 1891), p. 7. See Wiles, JT3. "In
Defence of Arlus," pp. 3^3 ff.» for a valid criticism of the
contention that Arlanlsm was entirely Illogical.
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Arlan theology represented a deadly attack on the doctrine

of redemption—the heart of Christian life and thought.^
Arias' controlling interest was essentially intellectual

rather than religious—he was more of a rationalist than a

2
mystic. Du Bose observes that:

The true value of Arlanism was negative; it
acted as a foil for the truth in that bringing
out in Itself all that Christianity is not it
forced the Church to bring into consciousness
and expression all that it is.3

Apparently the Arians and Athanasius shared the same

view of Scripture, for, in relation to Scripture, Athanaslus'

criticism was directed not against the Arlans* conception of

Scripture but against their interpretation of various texts.^
Both Alexander and Athanasius indicate that the Arlans ap¬

pealed to Scripture for the support of their doctrine.'' The

Arians, Bethune-Baker asserts, professed entire allegiance

to the teaching of Scripture.^ At least in its early stages

the Arian controversy was fought out primarily on questions

of Biblical exegesis. The Arians, Turner affirms, defended

their system as at least in harmony with the Biblical tradi¬

tion by the construction of a formidable supporting argument

Laeuohll, CTf. loc. clt.. p. 405; see also Harnack,
op. clt.. IV, 42.

^McGiffert, op. clt.. p. 24?.

^Du Bose, o£. clt.. p. 100. ^E.g., C. Ar. 1,8.
^3ee C. Ar. Ill,8. ^Bethune-Baker, op. clt.. p. 165.
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from Scripture. Their array of proof texts appeared Impres¬

sive If Judged by fourth century standards, for, as Turner

observes, neither side in the controversy doubted the legiti¬

macy of Interpreting much of the Old Testament in a "Christo-

loglcal and Trinitarian" manner."'"
Arlanlsm was quick to rress into Its service all the

passages of Scripture which Implied in any way that Christ

was a creature—his sufferings, lack of knowledge, etc.

Such passages as Prov. 8:22, Luke 2:52, and Acts 2:36 seem

2
to place Christ on a level with the creature. Gwatkln

avows that the Arlans scarcely referred to Scripture except

In quest of isolated texts to confirm their conclusions

which they had reached without the help of Scripture.^ This,

however, does not seem to do Justice to the evidence of the

use of Scripture by the Arians. As Wiles points out:

It would be a mistake to regard Arianism as based
on nothing more than the forced interpretation of
a few isolated texts. It had a far broader exe-
getical basis than any of the earlier heresies.
Its appeal to the Fourth Gosoel was a considerable
and not unreasonable one.

H. E. W. Turner, The Pattern of Christian Truth: A
Study in the del at1 ens between Orthodoxy and Heresy in the
Ear"!v Church: Hampton Lectures. 1959 (London: A. H. Mow¬
bray & Co. Limited, 195^-)» PP. 189, 192.

^See Schaff, DCB, loc. clt.. I, 156.

3Gwatkin, Studies of Arlanlsm. p. 20.

^Wiles, Spiritual Gospel, p. 121. Harnack, op. clt..
IV, klt says that in an important respect Arlanlsm Is really
Hellenism tempered by the constant use of Scripture.



However, in their use of Scripture the Arians pressed the

strictly grammatical meaning of a text without considering

either the text's Immediate context or the wider frame of

reference in the teaching of the Bible as a whole. With

great assiduity the Arians collected proof texts, but they

neglected to pay due regard, on the whole, to Scriptural

principles. Thus, "notwithstanding their dexterous use of

the grammatical letter of the Biblical text, the Arians

merely succeeded in cutting the ground from under their own

feet by their appeal to Scripture,

1Ttirner, op. clt., p, 194.



CHAPTER II

ATHANASIHS AND ARIANISM

The Life and Writings of Athanaslus

The story of Athanaslus* life, Davles believes, Is In

effect the history of the Arlan controversy.1 Among the

great Church teachers of the fourth century Athanaslus' posi¬

tion Is unique. As a champion and as an expounder of the Nl-
p

cene faith he easily stands first. Hardy avows that Athana¬

slus so completely dominates the history of Egyot and Its

Church for fifty years In the fourth century that the story

of the Egyptian Church may be said to be primarily the story
a

of his career.

Athanaslus was born In Alexandria about 296.^ He was

old enough to remember the days of persecution of the Church

but was too young to have suffered In lt.^ Athanaslus was

taken Into the household of Alexander, bishop of Alexandria,

and eventually became Alexander's deacon and secretary.^

lj. G. Davles, on. clt.. p. 165; also Edward Caldwell
Moore, The New Testament In the Christian Church (New York:
The Maomiilan Comnany, 190<£), p. 184.

^Swete, The Holy Bolrlt In the Ancient Church, o. 211.

^Hardy, Christian Egypt. p.

^William Bright, "Athanaslus," DCB, I, 179.

^Hardy, Christian Egypt, p.

6Kldd, o£. clt., II, 12.
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Athanasius was a Greek and in his education probably studied

philosophy, rhetoric, grammar, and Homan Law.^ He grew up

in daily contact with every existing form of religion or

philosophy and from his earliest youth was an observer, stu¬

dent, and thinker. Above all, however, he was a student of

the Scriptures, and his writings exhibit everywhere his fa¬

miliarity with them and his ability to employ them to prove

2
his position.

During his pre-Nlcene years Athanasius produced his

first two literary works: Contra Gentes and De Incarnations

Verbl Del. These two works are closely connected, perhaps

forming a single work, and are usually acknowledged to have

been written about 318.^
In the conflict that arose between Arlus and Alexan¬

der in about 319-323» Athanasius no doubt gave Alexander ef¬

fective assistance. The greatness of the issue involved was

never absent from Athanasius* mind, and this issue was the

motivation in Athanasius1 subsequent career rather than

^Bright, DCB. loc. clt., p. 180.

2Du Bose, 0£. clt.. p. 123.

"^Bright, DCB. loofl clt.. I, 181; and Kldd, op. clt..
II, 1^. Stulcken, Beltrapre zur Athanasius-Fraffe. p. 25,
gives the date of these two works as about 323» Henric Nord-
berg, in "A Reconsideration of the Date of St, Athanasius*
Contra Gentes and De Incarnatlone." Studla Patrlstlca. ed. F.
L. Cross (Berlin, 1961), III, 262-266, argues for 362 or 3^3
as the date of their composition.
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loyalty to Alexander as his superior.•*"
In the Council assembled In Nlcaea by order of Con¬

stantino In 325» Athanaslus was not a constituent member but

was present as a deacon in attendance on Alexander his bish¬

op. Du Bose suggests that though Athanaslus went to the

Council nominally as Alexander's private secretary, In real¬

ity he was present as "the controlling spirit and genius of

all Its proceedings.It Is quite probable that In the pre¬

liminary discussions of the Council Athanaslus quickly took

a leading part.3 The statement of Nlcaea was based on the

Caesarean Creed with some alterations, the most notable be¬

ing the inclusion of 6(ioo6cnoc The objection to this term

was that it was not taken from Scripture, but, Its propo¬

nents believed, it clearly expressed what the Council In¬

tended to express and, more important, what the Scriptures

taught concerning the Son's relationship to the Father.5

^-Bright, DCB. loo, clt., I, 181,
o

Du Bose, op. clt.. p. 125.

^Ibld.i see also Kidd, op. clt.. II, 22, 23.

^Kidd, op. clt.. II, 30. Du Bose, o£. clt.. p. 126,
suggests that the Emperor himself suggested the simple amend¬
ment of the creed proposed by Euseblus of Caesarea by the In¬
sertion of homoouslos but at the behest of Hoslus his ad¬
viser who was from the West. Other less significant changes
were made as well. See also Duchesne, op. clt.. II, 121.
See Kidd, op. clt.. II, 32» 33* for the history of the use
of homoouslos.

^Duchesne, op. clt.. II, 121,
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Throughout the conflict that followed over the Nloene Creed,

Athanasius defended the validity of the use of this tern.*
For Athanasius homoouslos expressed the Son's undivided and

unbroken unity of ousla with the Father.2
Kldd declares that It is not too much to claim for

the Nlcene Council that It saved not only Christianity but

Theism as well,3 The Nlcene victory was a surprise, however,

rather than a solid conquest and a reaction was Inevitable.^
Reflection came at the end of the Council, and the decision

of the Council was given at the beginning of the age of spec¬

ulative reflection rather than at the end.^ The remainder

of Athanasius' life, Barnes says, is coincident In the main

with the history of the Arlan controversy. In this conflict

Athanasius was the chief nrotagonist on the Catholic side.^
With reference to Athanaslns' struggle with Arianlsm von

Camnenhausen asserts that:

For forty-five years he continued to wage it with
unvarying tenacity, agility, and energy, showing
versatility In his methods and formulations, un¬
shaken and relentless on the essential Issues, re¬
assured by no mrtlal success, and discouraged by

^S.g., De Dec. 25t 27. 2Du Bose, op. cit.. p. 1*1-6.

3Kldd, 0£. clt.. II, 37, *1-1.

^Gwatkln, The Arlan Controversy, p. 50,

-*Du Bose, on. clt.. p. 135» 136.

^Barnes, ERE, loc. olt.. II, 168.
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no failures.1
In Athanasius "the orthodoxy of Nlcaea had found its repre-

2
sentative."

In the ensuing reaction to the Nioene Council the re¬

newed struggle centered upon persons. The long series of

councils that followed Nicaea <,*ere controlled by the Arian

leaders, though the councils consisted largely of the "con¬

servatives." The Arlans almost succeeded in gradually des¬

troying Nlcenism by the personal overthrow and ruin of Ni-

caea's chief representatives and advocates. "Nothing indeed

seemed to save it but the superhuman vitality, indomitable-

ness and faithfulness of one man."3

In 328 Alexander's death occurred, and Athanasius was

elected as his successor.^ The attack of the Arians on Atha¬

nasius was not on doctrinal grounds but on the basis of al¬

leged disobedience to the imperial commands as well as gen¬

eral acts of supposed ecclesiastical and official tyranny

and severity. These Increased rapidly into personal charges

1Hans von Campenhausen, The Fathers of the Greek
Church. English trans., rev. L. A. Garrard iLondon: Adam &
Charles Black, 1963), p. 70,

2
Duchesne, op. clt.. II, 133»

^Du Bose, on, clt.. p. 150.

^Kldd, o£. clt.. II, 50? Bright, DCB. loc. clt.. I,
183, gives the year of Athanasius' accession in Alexandria
as 326.
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against him.1 In that Athanasius had Jurisdiction over the

bishops of his "patriarchate," the solidarity of Egypt was

ensured with the consequence that Arianism quickly disap¬

peared within its borders. Athanaslus* position as bishop

in Alexandria was thus one of power and influence, "So

great a personality as Athanasius, occupying a place of such

importance, would certainly be marked down for attack."2
Athanaslus* chief opponent came to be Euseblus of

N1 cornedia who later was bishop of Constantinople, Eusebius

and Arius had been fellow pupils of Lucian of Antloch, and

at Nlceea Euseblus had loyally supported his friend Arius.

Arlus had been banished as a result of the Nicene Council,

and three months after the Council Eusebius was also ban¬

ished. Eusebius* exile was not of long duration, for he had

sufficient influence to secure his own recall. By 329 he

was in high favor with the Emperor, and Arianism steadily re¬

gained power. Arius* recall was probably effected in about

330.3
The reaction to Micaea and the influence of the Arl-

ans gained strength until the Arlans xwere able to bring

about the banishment of Athanasius to Treves in Gaul in 336.

This exile had followed a series of accusations and councils

culminating in a Council at Constantinonle in 336 in which

^Du Bose, op. clt.. p. 151.

2Kidd, op. clt.. II, 52. 3ibld.. II, 52-5^.
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the Emperor banished Athanasius.^ Previous to this banish¬

ment and for many years following it there occurred an al¬

most uninterrupted series of accusations, harassments, in¬

trigues, and councils. Athanasius was banished from Alexan-

dria five times in all. By their machinations and by their

Influence in the court the Arians were able to attain their

ends until the zenith of their power was reached in 356. ^
Hardy states that, with the exception of the two t>re-

Nicene works, almost all of Athanasius* writings were pro¬

duced in response to some immediate need or as a blow for

the faith in the course of his struggles with successive em¬

perors and with Arlanlsm. Even his historical writings are,

in fact, personal defenses.** In Contra Gentes Athanasius

attempts to vindicate the reasonableness of the Christian

religion. The De Inoarnatlone Verbl Del is a theological

1Ibid., II, 54-64.
p
The approximate dates of Athanasius' exiles and the

plaoes in which he lived in exile are: 336-337* in Treves;
339-3^6, in Rome; 356-362, in the monasteries in the deserts
of Egypt; 362-363 or 364, in Memphis and Thebald in Egypt;
and 365-366 in Egypt. See Loofs, RE, loc. clt.. II, 198,
and Kldd, oj>. clt.. II, 64 ff. It should be pointed out
that Athanaslus* exile in Rome had two great historical re¬
sults: (1) the Latin Church became his scholar as well as
his supporter, adhering to his orthodoxy though not imbibing
his theological spirit; and (2) the introduction into the
West of the knowledge and practice of the monastic life. See
Kldd, o£. clt.. II, 74, and Bright, DCB. loc. clt.. I, 189.

\idd, o£. clt.. II, 67 ff., and Bright, DCB. loo.
clt.. I, 182 ff.

**Hardy, Christian Classics, loc. clt.. Ill, 43.



40

treatise on the restoration of corrupt human nature by the

coming in flesh of the Word of God. Solstola Sncyclloa ad

Solsoooos describes the outrages which broke out at the ac¬

cession of Gregory, an Arian, as bishop in Alexandria In

place of the exiled Athanasius. It was orobably written In

339.1 In it he appealed for sympathy. In Illud. Omnia,

etc., written about 336-340, Is an exoosltlon of Matt. 11:27

(Luke 10:22). The "Golden Decade" of Athanasius Is said to

be 346-356, for he had an lmoregnable position because of

the suooort of the monks. Monastlclsm, when Athanaslus was

bishop of Alexandria, was at its prime, and Athanasius him-
O

self was a disciple and heir of Antony. During this

"Golden Decade" Athanaslus wrote several Important works.

The Apologia contra Arlanos appeared about 351 and provides

the most authentic source of the history of the Church in

the first half of the fourth century.1 De Decretls Nlcaenae

Synod1 was probably written the following year. In It, In

order to assist a friend in his dlsoute with Arians, Athana¬

slus defends the Inclusion of non-Blbllcal terms In the Ni-

cene Creed. De Sententla Plony3ll was written the same year

"'"For the dating of Athanaslus* writings see Kldd. on.
clt., II, 73 ff.; Loofs, RE, loc. clt.,11, 194-205; Stri¬
cken , Beltrage zur Athanaslus-Frage: Stulcken, Athanaslana:
Lltterar-und Dogmengesohlchtllche Hntersuchungen. in TP
(Neue Folge; Lelozig, 1899), IV,1-80; and Quasten, oj). clt.,
III, 22-66.

2Kidd, o£. clt., II, 104, 105. 3Ibld.. II, 108.
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as a vindication of some of the statements that had been

made by his predecessor, Dionysius of Alexandria—statements

that the Arians were employing to defend their own position.

Ad Amun and Ad Dracontlum were probably written about

354 and deal with personal matters. VIta Antonl was written

sometime in the period of 356-362 but probably about 357 and,

as the title indicates, is an account of the life and activi¬

ties of Antony. It not only shows the character of the mo¬

nastic movement but also Athanaslus* connection with it.

Seven antl-Arian works belong to the period of Athana-

slus' third exile (356-362): Ad_ Splscopos Aeg.yptl et Llbyae

Eplstolae. written in 356 to the bishops of his province as

a warning against a statement which was to be circulated for

their acceptance on pain of banishment; Apologia ad Constan-

tlum, about 356, and for the most part a defense to the Em¬

peror; Apologia de Fuga Sua, in 357, a justification of his

flight from Alexandria because of a charge of cowardice

against him by the Arian party; Hlstorla Arlanomm ad ''ona-

chos. in 357 or 353, comprising a history of Arlanism from

335 and forming a continuation of Apologia contra Arlanos:

Splstola ad Seraplonem de Morte Aril. about 353, giving the

details of the death of Arlus; Oratlores contra Arlanos

I-III. about 353^; and De Synodls. in 359. The Oratlones

1Loofs, RE, loc. clt.■ II, 200, 201, gives 333 or 339
as the date for the Oratlones contra Arlanos. as does also
Stulcken, Athanaslana. IV. 44-50.
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contra Arlanos are Athanaslus* most famous and important doc¬

trinal work. In 359 or 360 (also of this period) Athanaslus

addressed four letters, Splstolae ad Seraplonem I-IV. to

Seraplon, a bishop in Egypt, who had requested assistance in

dealing with certain nen who accepted the deity of the Son

but referred to the Spirit as a creature. In Contra Arlanos

Athanaslus deals especially with the deity of the Son and

his unity with the Father; and in Ad 3erapjonem he deals es¬

pecially with the deity of the Holy Spirit and also the

unity of the Trinity. De SynodIs is an account of the Coun¬

cils of Ariminum and Seleucia and also constitutes an at¬

tempt to win over the "conservatives."

Tomus ad Antlochenos was written in 362 and conveyed

the decisions of the Council of Alexandria to the Church at

Antioch. Ad Jovlanu-i. a synodal letter, was written in 363

and contained a statement of the Church's faith—apparently

In response to the Emperor's request. Ad Afros was composed

in 369 and is an attempt to counteract the efforts to set

aside the authority of Nlcaea and replace it with that of

the Council of Ariminum. Three letters were written in 3?1:

Ad Eplctetum. on the incarnation; and Ad Adelohlum and Ad

Maximum, on errors concerning Christ's humanity. The EpIs-

tolae Heortastlcae were letters addressed to the Alexandrian

Church at Easter with the first letter written in 329 and

the last one in 3?3» though there are not letters for all of
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the intervening years. His Festal Letters. Barnes observes,

show that Athanasius was a great Christian pastor, thoua-h he

may not have been a speculative theologian.

Wand states that Athanaslus was not In any sense a

professional writer who was writing for the love of It. He

was a practicing pastor and administrator and entered the

ranks of writers for the practical necessity of the spirit¬

ual welfare of men. For this reason the defense of the or¬

thodox faith was a necessity for Athanaslus. Thus Athana-

slus' attitude and ouroose In writing preserved him, Wand

suggests, from the cultivation of any "conscious artifice of

style" and kept his writing "firm and direct" in a manner

which possessed a pleasing quality.2 Athanaslus had an unu¬

sually lucid and direct mind and, McGlffert says, oossessed

the ability, which Is by no means common among theologians,

of distinguishing the essential from the unessential and of

going to the heart of the matter discussed.^
Athanaslus was not an author by choice, for, with the

exception of his two earliest writings, all his writings

were produced by the necessity of his circumstances or by

1Barnes, BBS, loc. clt.. II, 1?0. See F. L. Cross,
The Study of St. Athanaslus (Oxford! Clarendon Press, 1945),
pp. TfTff., for a discussion of the dates of the Festal Let¬
ters.

2Wand, o£. clt., pp. 44, 45.

^tcGlffert, on. clt.. p. 251.



the necessity of his work as a pastor. He neither wrote a

systematic treatise on doctrine nor a commentary on Scrip¬

ture though his writings contain much doctrine and exegesis.

Athanasius never wrote for effect but simply to make his

meaning clear and to Impress it on others. Though he Is of¬

ten prolix and repetitious in his writing, his style Is none¬

theless direct and natural."'"

Athanaslus* Doctrine of the Trinity

It has been noted that Arlanism constituted a denial

of the deity of Christ and consequently a denial of the de-
2

ity of the Holy Spirit as well. In Arian thought the Son

was only God in a derivative sense. Thus it was a strict

monotheism that precluded a Trinitarian conception of God.

Wand believes that the issue involved In the Arian contro¬

versy was fundamentally Trinitarian rather than Chrlstologl-

cal,^ However, the issues Involved are interrelated in such

a way that a particular conception of Christ, as well as the

Holy Spirit, involves the doctrine of God. In a sense,

therefore, the issues Involved In the Arian controversy are

of one piece. The central problem of the Trinity is that of

the deity of Christ and the relationship of Christ to the

•'■See Archibald Robertson, St. Athanaslus: Select
Works and Letters. In A Select Library of Nicene and Post-Nl-
cene Fathers of the Christian Church (Oxford8 Parker and
Company, 1892J7 IV, Ixvl.

2Supra, pp. 21 ff. ^Wand, op. clt.. p. 38.
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Father.* As Wand points out, one cannot decide about the na¬

ture of God, unless one also determines In what 3ense Christ
2Is God. Arlanism actually proposed a theory of one Supreme

Being and two Inferior deities.-^ The early Christians re¬

peated the affirmation of Mk. 12:29 (RSV) (Dt. 6:4), "The

Lord our God, the Lord Is one," and never questioned It. In

the New Testament writings the Fourth Gospel, In particular,

raises the problem of the nature of God especially In its af¬

firmations of the Son (e.g., John 1:1; 14:9» 10, 11; 20:28)

but also, to some extent, of the Spirit (e.g., John 14:26).

Though Its statements pose the difficulty of the relation¬

ship of the Father, the Son, and the Spirit, there Is no at¬

tempt to examine and resolve the problem Involved In Its

statements.

The Arian controversy forced the Church to express

herself on these Issues of the nature of God, the deity of

Christ, and the deity of the Holy Spirit, and, as a conse¬

quence, the relationship of the Father, Son, and Spirit.

Athanaslus' conception of the doctrine of the Trinity is not

only evident throughout his writings, but he gives summary

statements of what he considers to be the orthodox teaching

of Scripture concerning the Trinity.

"'"Arthur W. Walnwright, The Trinity In the New Testa¬
ment (London: SPCK, 1962), p. 53.

^Wand, op. clt.. p. 38. ^Ibld.. pt>. 42, 43.



In Contra Arlanos Athanaslus asserts that Christ Is

the true Son of the Father, only-begotten Wisdom, the true

and only Word of God and Is not a creature nor a work but an

offspring of the "essence" ( ofarfa of the Father. There¬

fore, Athanaslus says, the Son Is true God who exists In the

"one essence" ( 6|iooStnoc) of the Father. All other beings,

to whom God said, "I said, you are gods" (Ps. 8:6), have

this grace from the Father only In their participation of

the Word through the Spirit. The Son Is the expression of

the Father's person (Heb. 1:3) and Is the very Image of God's

essence, for the Son himself expressed this when he said,

"He who has seen me has seen the Father" (John 1^:9).

Christ Is eternal, and there was never a time when he was

not. As the Father is eternal, so his Word and Wisdom must

also be eternal.

In his first letter to Seraulon Athanaslus gives a

concise statement of his doctrine of the Trinity. There Is

Latourette, op. clt.. p. l6l, states that In the
thought of the Nicene party ousla came to be regarded as the
equivalent of the Latin substantia ("substance") and hypos¬
tasis as translatable into Latin by persona ("person"). Hy¬
postasis. he says, was a term found in both Platonic and
Stole philosophy and could be used as an alternative word
for ousla. The Synod of Alexandria seems to have regarded
the two terms as Interchangeable. See also Prestige, Fa¬
thers and Heretics, pp. 180, 181, who states that hypostasis
and ousla mean very much the same. Though hypostasis and
the Latin translation, substantia, are very close In meaning,
they are not identical.

2C. Ar. 1.9.
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a "Triad" (Tptdc), he says, which Is holy and complete and

Is confessed to be God In Father, Son, and Holy Spirit.

There Is nothing foreign or external In the Trinity, and so

it Is not composed of a creator and creature. The Trinity

Is consistent and In Its nature Is Indivisible, and Its ac¬

tivity Is one. The Father performs all things through the

Word In the Holy Spirit thus preserving the unity of the

Trinity, and therefore one God Is preached In the Church.

It Is a Trinity not only In name or as a form of speech but

Is truly and aotually a Trinity. Even as the Father exists,

so also the Word and Spirit exist and have true being. This,

Athanaslus declares, Is the faith of the Church.*
It Is clear, then, that Athanaslus* doctrine of God,

with his doctrine of the Son and Holy Spirit, Is almost dia¬

metrically opposed to that of the Arians though there were

certain assumptions which both sides shared. Both Athana¬

slus and the Arians agreed that there Is one God who Is be¬

yond suffering and death and who Is unchangeable and Incapa¬

ble of Ignorance. All agreed that the accounts of Jesus In

the Gospels are reliable and had to be taken Into account In

answering the problems which were Involved In the conflict.2
Athanaslus, as did Alexander before him, held tena¬

ciously to the doctrine of the absolute deity of the Word

though It seemed to be at the risk of appearing to be In

*Ad 3erap. 1.28. ^Wllken, CH, loc. clt., p. 127.
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agreement with Modallsm. He disregarded the asserted neces¬

sities of cosmology and maintained the distinction of Per¬

sons as best he could, preserving first and foremost the

Identity of the ousla of the Word, and of the Holy Spirit,

with God,-*-
Athanaslus did not deny the Logos doctrine but thought

of the Logos after the pattern of the Fourth Gospel—as a di¬

vine Person, the Son of God. The Logos, though he was the

agent In creation, was separate from creation. For Arlus

the line of demarcation between Creator and creation passed

between the Father and the Son, but for Athanaslus the line

was drawn between the Father and Son on one side and crea¬

tion on the other. The Son Is Creator because he Is fully

divine. He Is not the Instrument of creation but Is crea-

tlon's Immediate efficient cause. Arlus, like Orlgen,

thought of the Logos after a philosophical pattern as a cos-
a

mlc principle—the divine reason who permeates the world,

Athanaslus was more Interested In the problem of redemption

than In that of creation.^ He does not differentiate

^•Duchesne, op. clt.. II, 103.
?
C. Ar. 11.31. See Florovsky, Studla Patrlstlca. loo.

clt., Vl7 1*7.

^Wand, o£. clt.. p. 1*6,

^H. V. Sellers, Two Ancient Chrlstologles: A Study In
the Chrlstoloo-lcal Thought of the Schools of Alexandria and
Antloch In the Early History of Christian Doctrine (London:
Society for Promoting Christian Knowledge, 191*0), p. 10.
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between "Logos" and "Son," e.s Arlus did, but makes them Iden¬

tical with each other and Identical with Jesus Christ.^
The Logos, In Athanasius* thought, Is to be consid¬

ered from the perspective of redemption. Thus, as Harnack

points out, "the theology and Chrlstology of Athanaslus are

rooted In the thought of redemption, and his views were not
2

Influenced by any subordinate considerations," Athanaslus

based his doctrine on the Christian experience of salvation,

so that all of his teaching was determined by soteriologlcal

considerations.^ The basic error of Arlanlsm was that It
II

gave no basis for a real redemption. Thus the Arian teach¬

ing not only destroyed the doctrine of God but also the

Christian scheme of salvation.-'

For Athanasius the religious aspect was dominant. If

the Son was not of the essence of the Father, he would not

be God at all. He who was Incarnate In Jesus Christ must be

God without qualification, and not approximately so or as a

way of speaking, or otherwise he could not be the Savior."

In order to effect redemption the Son must be of the essence

*T. S. Pollard, "Logos and Son In Orlgen, Arlus and
Athanaslus," Stud la Patrlstlca (Berlin, 1957), II, 286.

J>
Harnack, op. clt., IV, 26.

^J. G. Davies, oj). clt.. p. 192.

^Walker, o£. clt.. p. 118. ^Wand, oj>. clt.. p. 4?.

^Duchesne, op. clt.. II, 103.
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of the Godhead and one with it—this is Athanasius' funda¬

mental thought, and it is constantly repeated, Athanasius,

Laeuchll suggests, was involved in the Arian controversy in

terms of faith rather than witness or philosophy. He was

totally involved, for "his whole existence was at stake,"

and therefore he could not speak about the phenomenon of Arl-

anism in a "detached ohllosophical-ontological manner but

only from a total commitment of faith.""^
Von Camoenhausen concludes that:

Athanasius saved the Church from becoming entan¬
gled in the idea of cultural progress and from
the snares of political cower. Through him it
again became an institute of salvation, that is,
a Church in the strict sense of the Word, with the
preaching of Christ as its essential purpose.2

Athanasius conceived his Trinitarian doctrine (Father, Son,

and Holy Spirit who were of one essence but yet three Per¬

sons) from the perspective of redemption, for only thus

could man's redemption be made effective. The contrast of

Arianlsm and the teaching of Athanasius at this point is

concisely stated by Laeuchll:

Theology cannot be based on a method which quotes
prooftexts at random* the Scriptural proof for its
formuTatlonsmust proceed from an understanding of
the central Scriptural event, the Incarnation of
the Word,

^"Laeuchli, CT-K loc. clt.. pp. 405» 406.

Van Camoenhausen, op. clt.. p. 81.

^Laeuchli, CTM. loc. clt.. p. 412. Kelly, Doctrines,
pp. 286-289, discusses the problem of Athanasius'
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Athanasius sought to base his doctrines on Scrloture,

as did also the Arlans.1 Athanasius, Turner states, "pre¬

fers to fight the battle on the ground of Scripture which he
p

uses with consummate skill." It Is Immediately evident

from Athanasius* writings that he possessed an extensive

knowledge of Scripture and could copiously quote passages ap¬

propriate to the point of discussion. The Scriptures were

authoritative for Athanasius and for the Arians, and all the

protagonists In the Arlan controversy were also primarily In¬

terested In the literal Interpretation of Scripture. In Its

Christology, that Is, whether Athanasius regarded Christ* s
humanity as Including a human, rational soul and concludes
that Athanasius* thought permitted no room for a human soul.
He also states that It Is improbable that Athanasius tacitly
presupposed the existence of a human mind In Christ as some
have suggested on the basis that he nowhere expressly denied
Its existence. There Is, however, the possibility of a
change In Athanasius* attitude about 362 so that from about
that time he recognized a "normal psychology" In Christ (see
Ad Ant. 7 and Ad[ Kulct. 2, 7, 12), Charles E. Haven, Apol-
llnarlanlsm: An Essay on the Christologv of the Early
Church (Cambridge: University Press, 192377 refers to the
De Incarnatlone and also Ad Afros as writings In which the
Logos-theology and the denial of a human soul to Christ are
put forward by Athanasius as the catholic faith. On the ba¬
sis of the De Inoarnatlone Stulcken, Athanasiana. IV, 81 ff.,
also concludes that Athanasius denied a human soul to Christ.
See also Quasten, op. clt.. Ill, 73-75* who also points out
that Athanasius follows a Logos-Sarx Christology; Robertson,
op. clt.. IV, ixxvil, Ixxvlilj and Volfhart Pannenberg,
Grandzuge der Chrlstologle (Gutersloh, 196*0, PP. 26*1- ff.,
who states that for Athanasius Jesus' body was the Instru¬
ment of the Logos with the Logos taking the place of the hu¬
man soul.

^See Part II for Athanasius' conception of Scripture.
2
Turner, op. clt., p. *+36.
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early stages, at least, the conflict was wapred primarily on

questions of Biblical exegesis.^ The basis of the theologi¬

cal formulations of both sides, acknowledged by all the par¬

ticipants in the conflict, was the interpretation and use of

the Scrintnres themselves. With reference to the use of

Scripture in the controversy Barnes states that "on the whole,

it must be said that Athanasius shows a great grasp of Scrip¬

tures, and that his interpretations are sounder than those

of his opponents."'

Though Athanasius was a Greek and endowed with a spec¬

ulative capacity of high order:

At the same time he was before all and most of
all a student of the Scriptures, and none of his
adversaries or antagonists could surpass him in
love for these or reverence for their authority.
Having to stand for freedom from their mere letter,
he was a true interpreter of their mind and spirit.^

In 363, Kidd points out, Athanasius could, with par¬

donable exaggeration, refer to the Nlcene doctrine as the

faith of the Christian world.^ Though it fell to Athanasius

to be the chief protagonist for orthodoxy in the Arian con¬

troversy, he did not live to see the final triumph of his

^Pollard, BJRL. loc. clt.. p. ^15; Turner, op. clt..
p. 189.

^Barnes, EBE. loc. clt.. II, 192. See Parts III and
IV for Athanaslus'interpretation and use of Scripture.

a
Du Bose, op. clt.. p. 123.

^Kidd, op. clt.. II, 218.



53

own cause and the ecliose of Arianlsm, though he stood on

the brink of victory."5" Athanaslus died in 373 with the last

seven years of his life spent in peace--pursuing his duties

in Alexandria. In 3B1, with the Council of Constantinople,

the controversy virtually ended with the complete rejection

of Arlanism. With Prestige it can be concluded that:

The theological greatness of Athanaslus is re¬
vealed, more than by anything else, by the fact
that he understood the need to find a direct and
inclusive explanation of Christian monotheism,
and that he not only pcrasped the necessity, but
fulfilled the obligation.3

•'-J. G. Davles, op. clt.. p. 166.
2
Poakes-Jackson, ERE. loc. clt.. I, 782; and Schaff,

History of the Christian Church, II, 619.

-^Prestige, Fathers and Heretics, p. 180.



PART II. ATHANASITTS* CONCEPTION OP SCRIPTURE



CHAPTER III

THE AUTHORITY OP SCRIPTURE

Scripture as the Basis for Doctrine

The attitude of the Church fathers toward the author¬

ity of Scripture is succinctly summed up by Prestiges "The

Fathers were nothing if they were not sticklers for Biblical

authority."^ To the two Testaments was ascribed a unique au¬

thority, and out of these Testaments every doctrine was to

be proved. For the Church fathers the validity of any opin¬

ion depended on whether or not it was supported by the teach-
2

lng of the Scriptures,

Athanaslus continually refers to the Scriptures as au¬

thoritative in establishing his teaching. To Macarius Atha-

nasius writes that though he will set forth a few points of

the faith of Christ, yet these points can be readily found

in Scripture by Macarius himself,^ Athanaslus declares that

the Greeks can be refuted from the Scriptures though they

can also be refuted by human reason Itself, Testimony about

the folly of image worship is furnished by Scripture,

Though experience may teach the truths which Athanaslus ex¬

pounds, yet Scripture also teaches these with greater

^"G, L. Prestige, God in Patristic Thought (London:
William Heinemann Ltd., 1936T7 P» 72.

2Barnack, op. olt., III, 192, 193. ^C, Gen. 1.
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clarity and with more authority. Men may be assured by the

witness of the writers of Scripture of redemption by Christ.

Athanasius asserts that the oroof of his statements

concerning the Son is not from external sources but that it

is from the Scriptures.^ In his refutation of the Arian her

esy he states that he will "take from the Scriptures" and

that these Scriptural proofs will be cast at the heretics

from all sides.^ Conversely, he contends that heresies have

nothing in common with Scripture.'' In defending: the Nicene

statement he avers that the teaching; set forth in it is not

novel but apostolic, for it originates from the teaching of

the aoostles themselves. Those who read the Nicene doctrine

he says, can only be reminded by it of that which is an¬

nounced in Scripture.^
In writing to Serapion on the Holy Spirit, Athanasius

avows thot his teaching conforms with Scrloture and that he

cites it as proof of his statements. He asserts that the

terms that he employs are derived from the apo3tl.es, and

that this may be judged by anyone in his own examination of
7

Scripture.

Hamsey concludes that Athanasius, in his concept of

the authority of Scrioture, stands in the tradition of Jesus

1Ibid., 6, 14, 45. 2De Inc. 10. % Dec. 17-

**C. Ar. 1.10. 6Ad Sols. Aeg. 4. ^De Syn. 6.
^Ad Serap. 1.33? II.8.



the apostles, and the early Church, Though there Is a de¬

cided difference between the Lord's use of Sorlpture and a

llterallstic exegesis, yet the Scrlntures were for him the

Word of God possessing divine authority (Matt, if: 3-10? Mk.

12:10, 26; etc.).1
It Is also pointed out by Hamsey that the apostolic

Church accepts the books of the Old Testament as sacred

Scrioture, and thut every New Testament writer cites them or

alludes to them as having divine authority. For the early
O

Church It was the doctrinal norm, Aland concludes "dass

das Alte Testament von den Anfangen der Klrche, von Jesus

selbst an, helllge Schrlft 1st, bedarf kelnes Bewelses.""?
Ellis notes that all of Paul's important doctrines

are buttressed by an appeal to the Old Testament and that

for Paul "the Scripture Is adduced as final authority and

one divinely planned whole whose significance Is bound up

Inseparably with the New Covenant Community of Christians,"^
Richardson states that "the NT writers regard the Scriptures

of the OT as completely authoritative." He oolnts out,

1A. M. Ramsey, "The Authority of the Bible," Peake*s
Commentary on the Blble. ed. Matthew Black and H, H. Rowley
(London:Thomas Nelson and Sons Ltd, 1962), p, 3.

2Ibld., pp. 3,

Kurt Aland, "Das Problem des Neutestamentllchen Kan-
ons," NZST (if, 1962), p. 221.

^E. Earle Ellis, Paul's Dse of the Old Testament (Ed¬
inburgh: Oliver and Boyd, 195?)» PP. 20, 21.
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however, that no official doctrine of Biblical authority was

put forward during the whole period from the apostolic age

to the nineteenth century.1
In the period subsequent to that of the Mew Testament

the apostolic and Church fathers were content to regard the

Bible as a "textbook of Revealed Truth whose propositions

could be used as proof-texts to support their own doctrinal

Inferences,In this period not only the Old Testament was

a doctrinal norm, but also the apostles were authoritative

because of their relationship to Christ and the first-hand

character of their testimony to the Gospel, "As evidence of

the testimony of the apostles the Books which were believed

to have been written by them or their Immediate followers

, . , were recognized to possess authority.

Sanday affirms that the books of the New Testament ac¬

quired canonical value when they came to be placed on the

same footing with those of the Old as the authoritative norm

*Alan Richardson, "Scripture, Authority of," IDB (New
York: Abingdon Press, 1962), R-Z, 248, Richardson also
notes that the authority of the Scriptures was accented by
all parties to Chrlstologlcal and other controversies of the
ancient Church, loc. clt.. p, 249, A, G, Hebert, In The Au¬
thority of the Old Testament (London: Faber and Faber Ltd,
194?)tp, 201, points out that the attitude of the New Testa¬
ment to the Old shows a humble deference to Its authority
though Its attitude toward it Is a highly critical one,

2
Turner, on. clt.. p. 259,

^Ramsey, Peake*s Commentary, loc. clt,, o, 4.
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for the Church.'- Lampe nffirms that:

Primitive Christianity is a religion of a book,
the Septuagint version of the Scriptures, That
the Old Testament was held to be both absolutely
authoritative and directly relevant to every as¬
pect of Christian faith and life needs no argu¬
ment.

In the ensuing history of the Church there emerged the three¬

fold authority of the prophets, Christ, and the apostles

which eventuated in the authority of the writings which came

to form the New Testament, though they were not yet "canon¬

ized," along with the Scriptures of the Old Testament.''

The Inspiration of Scripture

Closely associated with the concent of Biblical au¬

thority is the idea of inspiration. Sanday asserts that

"the authority of the Bible is derived from what is commonly

William Sanday, Inspiration: Bamnton Lectures for
1803 (London: Longmans, Green, and Co., 1894), o. 71. The
rise to canonical status of the x^ritings which came to form
the New Testament and came to be authoritative for the Church
will be subsequently noted. See infra. PP. 91 ff.

^G. W. H. Lampe, "The Early Church," Scripture and
Tradition, ed. F. W, Dillistone (London: Lutterworth Press,
1955), P. 27.

^Ibld., p. 28. R, P. C. Hanson, Tradition in the Ear¬
ly Church (London: 3C'i Press Ltd, 1962), pp. 200-207, in his
discussion of the ascription of the appellation "Scripture"
to the New Testament as well as to the Old, concludes that
some of the second century writers did refer to the New Tes¬
tament books as "the Scripture" or "the Scriptures." It is
difficult, however, to determine the exact force the term
had for them. In most cases, he says, the use of "Scripture"
for the New Testament indicates an increasing respect for
these writings and a movement towards their oanonization.
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called Its * Inspiration.•m1
Athanasius repeatedly refers to Scripture In terms

which Indicate that he considered It of divine origin: "the
2

holy Scriptures" (at ayiai . . . Tpa<paC )f and "the divine

Scriptures" (al 6eCat Tpa<paC J.1 He also speaks of the Scrip¬

tures as "oracles" ( \6yta )** and "divine Writings" ( Qetoi

\6yoi ). ^
Athanasius refers to Scripture as "inspired" (0e6-

nveucrtoc ),^ and uses the same expression of the writers of
7 ft

Scripture who are also described as "sacred" (ayio<; ). He

states that the Spirit speaks in Scripture in Old Testament

predictions of the coming of the Son.^ He also refers to

the "divinely speaking "(Seox&rtoe ) prophets.^ His attitude

toward the "Inspiration" of Scripture is indicated by the

construction of an argument on the exact wording in a partic¬

ular Scripture passage.11 However, he nowhere explicitly

draws out the implications of his view of "inspiration" in

its bearing on the literal exactness of Scripture.12

13anday, op. clt.. p. 71. 2E.g., C. Gen. 1.

^E.g., De Inc. 37. ^E.g., C. Ar. 1.4.

5E.g., ibid., III.21. 6S.g. , C. Ge&. 1.

?E.g., De Inc. 10. 8E.g,t C. Ar. II.3.

^E.e:., ibid.. 11.52. 10E.g., In Illud. Omnia, etc., 6.

^E.g., C. Ar. 11.60 and Ad Serap. 1.3 ff.
12

See Robertson, op. clt.. IV, Ixxill•
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The attitude of Athanaslus toward the origin and na¬

ture of Scripture Is consistent with the attitude of the en¬

tire preceding period, Including that of the New Testament

writers, toward the Old Testament. In the New Testament the

Old Testament Scriptures are referred to as "holy writings"

(Horn. It2; II Tim. 3:15), and as God-given (Matt. 22:43, 44;

Acts 4:24, 25; II Tim. 3:16).^ The attitude of the whole

apostolic Church, Richardson asserts, Is epitomized In

II Tim, 3s15-1? which explicitly speaks of the inspiration

of Sorinture.2
Kelly observes that:

Prom Judaism Christianity Inherited the conception
of the divine Inspiration of Holy Scripture. When¬
ever our Lord and His apostles quoted the Old Testa¬
ment, It Is plain that they regarded it as the word
of God.3

This concept provided the impetus toward crystallization of

the apostolic Church's attitude to the Old Testament and

also to the New Testament after It had been canonized as an

authority co-ordinate with the Old. "It goes without saying

that the fathers envisage the whole of the Bible as in¬

spired. "tl It may also be observed that the Jews of the New

^See Arthur Jeffrey, "The Canon of the Old Testament,"
IB (New York: Abingdon-Cokesbury Press, 1952), I, 3?.

^Richardson, IDB, loc. clt.. R-Z, 248-249.

3Kelly, Doctrines, p. 60.

**Tbld.. p. 6l. See Ch. IV on Athanasius* place In
the history of the canon.
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Testament period interpreted inspiration as the equivalent

of divine dictation, and thus they attributed to the Scrip¬

tures verbal authority and infallibility, interpreting them

with a "perverted literalism.

In the unquestioning adoption of this concept of the

inspiration of Scripture no distinction was made between the

divine revelation accorded to the prophets and its preserva-

2
tion in writing. Also the young Gentile Church viewed the

Greek Bible, the Septuaglnt, as immediately inspired and not

merely as derived from an inspired original.'' In turn the

Church fathers accepted this Jewish conception of the Old

Testament and extended it to include the books of the New

Testament. They maintained the same divine origin for both
h,

Testaments. As Sanday points out, it is not surprising

that this form of the doctrine sometimes took the form of

asserting the absolute perfection and Infallibility of the

'-Charles Gore, in "The Bible in the Church," A New
Commentary on Holy Scripture including the Apocrypha, ed.
Charles Gore, et, al. (London: Society for Promoting Chris¬
tian Knowledge, 1923), Part I, p. 4. Gore, ibid.. Part I,
P. 5, says that the apostles accepted this view of Scripture
from the Lord and passed it on, unquestioned, to the catho¬
lic Church.

^E. von Dobschfltz, "Bible in the Church," ERE, ed.
James Hastings (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 19l4), VII, 538.

3Ibid., VII, 581.

^Henry Austryn Wolfson, The Philosophy of the Church
Fathers (Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard Hnlversity Press,
1956), I, 91.
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Scriptures. They were reduced to a dead level with equal

value and significance.

Westcott concludes that:

The Christian fathers with one consent affirmed
In the most complete manner the Inspiration of
the Scriptures placing the writings of the New
Testament on the same footing with those of the
Old, as soon as it was possible that the Apostolic
records could rise with clear pre-eminence above
the oral tradition of the Apostolic teaching.2

The view that this rigid concent of a verbally dic¬

tated Scripture prevailed from the second to the eighteenth

century Is challenged by Held as being too general. There

has been a recurring movement, he asserts, from living au¬

thority to literal authority.^ There are isolated passages

Indicating a greater Insight Into the real facts of the case,

and Sanday suggests that these would have formed a wholesome

corrective to the prevailing view If more attention had been

paid to them.** Kelly concludes that It Is unfortunate that

few If any of the fathers attempted to probe the deeper

■*"Sanday, Inspiration, p. 36.
2
Brooke Poss Westcott, An Introduction to the Study

of the Gospels.(6th ed.; Cambridge: Macmlllan and Co.,
1881)7 r»p. 19, 20.

\l. K. S. Reld, The Authority of Scripture (London:
Methuen * Co., Ltd., 195?)» P. 25.

li
Sanday, Inspiration, p. 42. See also Wolfson, Phl-

1 osonhy of the Church Pothers. I, 93: and Gore, Mew Commen¬
tary. loc. clt.. Part I, p. 10.
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problems which were involved by their doctrine of lnsplra-

tion.1
This conception of the inspiration of Scripture may

be seen in early Jewish and Christian writers. Philo refers

to the Jewish Scriptures as "holy Scriptures." He regards

the prophets as agents of the Holy Spirit sneaking in Scrip¬

ture and being merely dictaphones.^ Chadwlck asserts that

Philo's concent Influenced the attitude not only of Clement

of Alexandria and Orlgen but also Ambrose so that Philo's in¬

fluence was also felt in the Hest.^ Hanson states that the

parallels of Philo's doctrine are clearly pagan.^ Phllo ex¬

plained the exnerience of the prophets as being seized by

God's Snirit so that they lost consciousness and no longer

knew what they were saying. They no longer snoke, but God

spoke through them.^ Josephus' language is equally explicit

at this point. He denies that there is any discord or dis¬

crepancy in the Hebrew Scriptures and claims for them

^Kelly, Doctrines, p. 63.
2
Quis Her. Div. Her. 31.495; De 3pec- Leg. 4.8.49.

An evidence of this concept of Scripture is the use of Scrip¬
ture for purposes of allegory which implies a sacred text.
See Sanday, Inspiration, p. 79.

^Henry Chadwick, "The Bible and the Greek Fathers,"
The Church's uSe of the Blbl e: Past and Present (London:
SPCK, 1963), P. 37.

^R. P. C. Hanson, Allegory and Event (London: SCM
Press Ltd, 1959), p. 194.

^Quls Rer. Div. Her. 51.249; De Spec. Leg. 4.8.48, 49.
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an advantage over all other books.1
Justin Martyr calls the Septuaglnt translation "Scrip¬

ture" and maintains the translation*s truthfulness In all

2
points. Thus It Is apparent that Justin considered the

translation to be as inspired as the original.3 Justin de¬

clares that the words of the Old Testament were not spoken

by the writers themselves but by the divine Word who
II

prompted them.

Theophllus of Antioch sneaks of the prophets as be¬

ing Inspired and made wise by God and thus Instruments of

God. He asserts that the utterances of the prophets and of

the Gospels were spoken by Inspiration, and he refers to the

Epistle to the Romans as the divine word.6
Irenaeus believes that the Septuaglnt version Itself

was the production of the Inspiration of God. He declares

that the Scriptures are complete and perfect, for they were

spoken by God's Word and by his Spirit. He also speaks of

the Apostles as being fully assured about all things and

possessing perfect knowledge after they were clothed with

1C. Aplon. 1.8. 2Dial. 68.7.

3willls A. Shotwell, The Biblical Exegesis of Justin
Martyr (London, SPCK, 1965). P. 7. Shotwell, Ibid.. p. 4,
asserts that Justin held to a completely verbal doctrine of
Inspiration. A. Stewart, "Bible," HDB (Edinburgh: T. * T.
Clark, 1900), I, 296, says that Justin Is the first Chris¬
tian writer to propound a concept of Inspiration which In¬
volved a total suspension of human faculties.

^1 Apol. 36.1, 2. 5Ad Aut. 2.9; 3.12. 1^.
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the Spirit's rower.1
Tertullian describes the writers of the books of

Scripture as having their minds flooded with the Holy Splr-
2

it. Clement of Alexandria says that John composed his Gos¬

pel by the inspiration of the Spirit.^ Because of Clement's

wide ranging ooncept of the Word's activity in teaching and

inspiring in all ages, Hanson cautions against accenting

this as a formal definition of the New Testament Scriptures.^
Sanday affirms that the word Qeb-KvevcnoQ applied to the New

Testament arrears first in Clement.5

Origen asserts that the Scriptures were written by

inspiration of the Holy Spirit by God's will through Jesus

Christ. He also aorlles the word 0e6*veucrto<; to Scripture.

Origen's concept of insolratlon is also evidenced in his

statement that all the words of the prophets are inspired

with the Spirit's fullness and that there is nothing in

prophecy, law, Gosoel, or apostle which is not from the full¬

ness of the Spirit.^ Hanson concludes that it is first in

Origen that a "considered and uninhibited" doctrine of the

1Adv. Haer. 3.21.2; 2.41.2; 3.1.1. 2Apol. 18.2.

^Cited by Eusebius, H.E., 6.14.7,

^Hanson, Tradition, n. 212.

^Sanday, Inspiration, p. 33. See Strom. 7.16.101,
103; etc,

^De Prln. 4.2.2; 4.2.1; Horn, on Jer. 21.2.
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inspiration of the New Testament can be found. For Origen

the New Testament is on a level with the Old—inspired and

inerrant. Though it has errors, these errors have been de¬

liberately Inserted for a sacred purpose by the Holy Spirit.

Every word and letter has been carefully placed in order by

the Spirit.1
The Jewish conception of Scripture as divinely in¬

spired was adopted by the Church fathers who eventually ex¬

tended it to include the books of the New Testament. They

maintained the same divine origin for both Testaments.

Neither the New Testament nor the fathers gave a particular

theory or definition of inspiration, nor did they examine

the nature of the Scriptures' inspiration. No doctrine of

inspiration was formulated by the Church.^ Wolfson suggests

that the question of whether all the books which are now in¬

cluded in the Hebrew canon are divinely inspired or equally

inspired was a matter of discussion among the fathers.**

1Hanson, Tradition, p. 212.

^A. H. McNelle, The Old Testament in the Christian
Church (London: Society for Promoting Christian Knowledge,
1913), PP. 21, 22.

^G, Wildeboer, The Origin of the Canon of the Old Tes¬
tament. trans. Beniamin Wisner Bacon (2nd ed.; London: Luza
and Co., 1B<?5)» P. 2.

**Wolfson, Philosophy of the Church Fathers. I, 91.
On the question of the Alexandrian and Hebrew canons see
Albert C. Sundberg, Jr., The Old Testament of the Early
Church, in Harvard Theological Studies XX (Cambridge: Har¬
vard Hniverslty Press, 1964). This study is a reworking of
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However, few, If any, of the fathers attempted to probe the

deeper problems raised by their doctrine of Inspiration,-'-
Their concept of Inspiration indicates their view of Scrip¬

tural authority.

It Is evident that Athanasius* concept of inspiration

stands in the tradition of the patristic period. His view

of the origin of Scripture and its production indicates the

authority of Scripture for him and conditions his use of it

as the source for his formulation of the doctrine of the

Trinity,2

The Old Testament as a Christian Book

One of the basic problems that the early Christians

faced was the relationship of Jesus Christ to the Old Testa¬

ment. Lampe points out that at a very early date the atti¬

tude and understanding of the Christian Church toward Old

Testament Scripture underwent a "remarkable revolution."^
The Old Testament came to be regarded as a Christian book.

"Primitive Christianity is a religion of a book . . ..

a doctoral dissertation of the same title, Harvard Univer¬
sity, 1857. See also by the same author, "The Old Testament
of the Barly Church (A Study in Canon)," HTH (5l» 1958), pp.
205-226, which is a summary of the same dissertation. See
also Infra, no. 87 ff.

•'"Kelly, Doctrines. p. 63. ^See Parts III and IV.

3g. W. H. Lampe, "Inspiration and Revelation," IDB,
E-J, 71^.

Lampe, Scripture and Tradition, loc. clt.. p. 27. H.
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Kelly states that the doctrinal authority ascribed to

the Old Testament was based on the apparently unouestionlng

assumption that, correctly Interpreted, It was a Christian

book and that the crochets were really testifying to Jesus

Christ. The early Christians were convinced that all of the

Old Testament pointed to Christ and that the Old Testament

was, In fact, fulfilled In the words and deeds of Christ.*
For at least the first hundred years of its history the

Church's Scripture, In the strict sense of the word, con¬

sisted only of the Old Testament, and "for the Church as a

whole It was a Christian book which scoke of the Savior on

every page."'

The Initial Impulse for this conception of the Old

Testament apparently cane fron the Lord, for, In the account

of the conversation on the Ennaus road, Luke writes that

Jesus expounded to the two disciples concerning himself be¬

ginning at Moses and Including all the prophets (Luke 24:27).

That this concent was continued In the apostolic Church Is

evidenced In the speeches In Acts. David Is said to have

H. Pfeiffer, "Canon of the OT," IDB, A-D, 511» states that
It was the Septuaglnt that became the official Christian
Bible of the early centuries through Paul.

*Kelly, Doctrines, p. 32.

^Ibld., p. 52. H. Wheeler Robinson, "Sone Outstand¬
ing Old Testament Problems: IX. Canoniclty and Inspiration,"
ET (XLVII, 1935-36), p. 122, asserts that it was the Gnostic
crlticlsn of the Old Testament that compelled the Church to
defend it as Christian and not si-nply Jewish.
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sooken of Jesus of Nazareth (Acts 2:25-35): the sufferings

of Christ had been shown by God through his prophets (Acts

3:18); when all that had been written of him was fulfilled

he was buried (Acts 13:20); and the promise was made to the

fathers, but it was fulfilled to their children In the re¬

surrection of Jesus (Acts 13:33-37).

These correspondences between the Old Testament and

Jesus Christ are also evident in the eolstles. Paul states,

for Instance, that the events of the Old Testament are to

serve as examples for the Church (I Cor. 10:6). The author

of Hebrews finds In Christ the fulfillment of the Old Testa¬

ment—such as the Image of oriesthood and sacrifice (Heb.

8-10).

In X Clement the Old Testament Is considered the

source book for Christian behavior and also as providing the

prototype of the Christian ministry and liturgy.* Justin

Martyr insists to Trypho the Jew that the Jewish Scriptures

do not belong to the Jews but to the Christians and that

Scripture is much more the Christian's book than Trypho's

book. Justin acknowledges that the Lord himself set the

precedent for lnteroreting the Scriptures Chrlstocentrically.

Justin aopears to soeak of the Gosoels and also the Old Tes-
p

tament as "our writings."

Orlgen habitually read the ore-Incarnate Logos Into

1E.g.f I Clem. U3. 2Plal. 29.2; I Ami. 50.12; 28.1.
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the Old Testament. It was by a typological exegesis that

the Jewish Scriptures could be transformed Into a Christian

book.1 In the Alexandrian school, especially with Clement

and Orlgen, allegorlsm provided the key for the Christian

interpretation of the Old Testament. The Old Testament

events and words were Images, types, and figures that found

their ultimate fulfillment In Jesus Christ. All of the Old

Testament was regarded as pointing to Christ. The criterion

for understanding and Interpreting It was the person of

Christ. According to typological exegesis the Old Testament

Is wholly Christian if It Is correctly interpreted. It ex¬

presses the same truth as the New Testament but differs in

2
Its use of imagery and symbolism. Van den Eynde observes

that:

Et elle fera des Ecrltures juives, jusque^dans
leurs molndres details, une immense prophetle du
chrlstlanisme: l'Evanglle n'est pas Julf, l*An-
cien Testament est Chretien.3

Integrally related to the conception of the Old Testa¬

ment as a Christian book Is the Idea of the unity of the Old

and the New Testaments which emerged with the canonizing of

1Hanson, Al1evory and Event, p. 200.
p
Chadwlck, Church* s Ose of the Bible, loo, clt., pp.

25, 20. On the influence of Phllo on the allegorical inter¬
pretation of Clement and Origen, see Hanson, Allegory and
Event, pp. 117, 2*4-3, 2*1-0.

3l)amien van Synde, Les Normes de 1* Enselgnement
Chretien dans la Lltterature oatrlstlnue des trols premiers
SIecles""(Gembloux. 1033). p. 320.
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the New Testament. Kelly affirms that though the Old Testa¬

ment and the apostolic testimony were formally independent

of each other the Churfcb fathers seem to have treated their

contents as virtually coincident. All that the apostles saw

and proclaimed had been testified to beforehand in minutest

detail by the prophets.*
Irenaens says that one and the same God bestowed the

law of Moses and the grace of the New Testament with both

being given for the benefit of the human race though adanted

to different sets of conditions.2 Theophllus of Antloch

points out that the unity of Scripture Is based on the fact

that both the prophets and the evangelists were inspired by

one and the same divine Spirit.^ Tertulllan speaks of the

peace that existed between the Law and the Gospel.^" Orlgen

says that the dogmas common to the Old and New Testaments

formed a symphony.^
Hanson observes that Orlgen's account of the relation

of the Old and New Testaments Is so extreme that the reader

is constantly tempted to conclude that for Origen there was

no fundamental distinction between the revelation of the Old

Testament and that given in the New." Origen's belief in

one divine purpose overruling the whole content of the Bible

'■Kelly, Doctrines, p. 34. 2Adv. Haer. 4.18.1.

*Ad Aut. 3,12. ^C. Maro. 1.19. ^In Ioh. 5.8.
c

Hanson, Allegory and fivent. p. 202.
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continued to be accepted In the fourth century."^
Athanasius adopted these concents of the Old Testa¬

ment as a Christian book and the unity of the two Testaments.

He states that the New Testament arose out of the Old and

bears witness to it. Paul was an apostle of the Gospel

"which God promised beforehand by his prophets in the holy

Scriptures" (Horn. 1:2). He asserts that the Lord himself in¬

dicated this when he said, "Search the Scriptures, for they

are they which testify of me" (John 5*39). How can Christ

be confessed, Athanasius asks, unless men first search the

Scriptures which are written concerning him? The disciples

themselves testified that they had found him "of whom Moses

and the prophets wrote" (John li^5). If the Jews had be¬

lieved the writings of Moses, Athanasius declares, they

would have believed the words of the Lord, for Jesus said

that "he ivrote of me" (John 5*^6). Athanasius says that

both the Old and the New Testaments declare the Word of God

and his incarnate presence. Therefore the Scriptures can be

of no use to those who assert that the Word of God is a crea¬

ture.^
In reference to the "scope" (<rx6-rco<;) of Scripture Atha¬

nasius explicitly extends this concept throughout "inspired

^"W. Telfer, "The Fourth Century Greek Fathers as Exe-
getes," HTH, (50, 195?), P. 96.

2M Aeg»



7b

Scripture" on the basis of Christ's words, "Search the Scrip¬

tures, for they are they which testify of me" (John 5:39).*
The attitude of Athanaslus to the Old Testament and

Its relationship to the New Is also evident In his Interpre¬

tation of the Old Testament as a witness to the Son.^ He af¬

firms that what the Law proclaimed and revealed was only a

"type" (tfaoc ), but now the truth has been manifested,3
Athanasius also declares that the orthodox faith Is right,

begins from the teaching of the apostles and tradition of

the fathers, and Is confirmed by both Testaments,^
Telfer concludes that:

The fourth-oentury Greek fathers ... regarded the
writings of the Old and New Testaments as one liter¬
ature of one people of God, evolving from the dawn of
human history under Inspiration of one divine Spirit,*

This statement succinctly represents the view of Athanaslus

In his conception of the Old Testament as a Christian book

and Its relationship to the New, This may be readily ob¬

served In his exegesis of 3crlpture In setting forth the doc¬

trine of the Trinity,

1C. Ar, 111,29, See Ch, XII for a discussion of the
meaning and significance of cnc6xo<;,

2
This will be seen In Part III,

3C. Ar. 1,59. See also E£, Heort. I, V, XII, XLVI,
and Ad Adelph. 7 In which Athanaslus refers to Institutions
and events In the Old Testament as types which are fulfilled
In the New, See Ch, XI for Athanaslns' use of typology,

^Ad Adelph. 6, ''Telfer, HTH, loc, clt., p, 93.



CHAPTER IV

THE CANON OP SCRIPTURE

In a pastoral letter1 to Alexandria In 367 A.D. Atha-

naslus enumerates the books of both Old and New Testaments

which he considered canonical. He also Includes a list of

deutero-canonlcal books. The books which are Included In

the canon are those which are said to have been handed down

and accredited as divine. He lists these books so that

those he addresses will not mix the apocryohal books with

the divinely inspired Scrlntures. He expresses his concern

with the malevolent Influence of these apocryphal books on

the simple believers, and the danger that the latter will

thus be led astray by the similarity of the names of these

books with those of the true books. The apocrynhal books

are the Invention of heretics, he says, which were xvrltten

to deceive the simple. No one Is to add to nor subtract

from the canonical books.

He enumerates vrlth these canonical books those not in¬

cluded In the canon but which have been appointed by the fa¬

thers only for reading by those who have recently ,1oined the

Church.

~En. Heort. XXXIX. See New Testament Anocryoha. ed.
E. Hennecke, English ed. Robert McL. Wilson (London: Lutter¬
worth Press, 1963), I, 59, 60, for the translation of this
letter.
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The first use of the word "canon" ( xav<Sv )^- as a tern

to denote the list of writings acknowledged by the Church to

be documents of the divine revelation Is found In Athana-

slus.2 The word "canon" means a "measuring rod" or "rule"^
and came to have two basic meanings: (1) a rule of conduct,

. . k
belief, etc.; and (2) a list or catalog. Schneemelcher

states that among the Greeks the word canon "denotes the

norm, the finished condition which represents the end, the

standard or the criterion which as regards their ends can be

applied to all things.The word oame to be used In the

Church with the meanings "norm" and "standard of .ludgment."

Thus "canon" Indicates the standard against which everything

XIn S£. Heort. XXXIX the participial form of the verb
occurs (xavovi£6|^eva)," but the noun form In De Dec. IB.

2
Herbert Oppel, "KANSN. 2ur Bedeutungs-geschlchte

des Wortes und seiner latetnlschen Entsrrechungen (regula-
norma)," Phllologus (Supplementband, XXX, 1937), pp. 70,
notes that Origen may have used "canon" in the sense of the
list of the divinely inspired books, though Athanaslus Is
the first of the Church fathers known to have done so. The
first use of this word in this sense is also attributed to
Origen in "Canon of Scripture," The Oxford Dictionary of the
the Christian Church, ed. F. L. Cross (London: Oxford Uni¬
versity Press, 195B), p. 229. In Origen1 s Doctrine of Tradi¬
tion (London: SPCK, 195*0» P. 133» P. C. Hanson con¬
cludes that Origen never uses "canon" in this sense.

a
Oxford Dictionary of the Christian Church, loc. clt.,

p. 229. ~ ~

^J. N. Sanders, "The Literature and Canon of the New
Testament," Peake*s Commentary, p. 630,

Schneemelcher, "General Introduction," New Testa¬
ment Anocrynha. I, 21.
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had to be measured."^ "Canon" ts used only four times In the

New Testament (Gal, 6:16; II Cor, 10:13. 15; and Phil, 3:l6),

but only in Gal, 6:16 Is it used as a standard of Judgment.^
Though the word Itself Is first used by Athanasios In the

sense of a list of accepted books, the Idea of a canon of

Scripture Is much older. Indeed it goes back to Old Testa¬

ment times. The idea of a canon or list of authorized books

was inherited by the Church from Judaism,3
Christie points out that there never seems to have

been a formal canonizing of any portion of either the Old or

New Testaments by any .judicial authority. By a gradual pro¬

cess the books came to be universally accented in the syna¬

gogue and in the Church, In the disputes on the part of in-

dlvlduals or schools the process may be seen in operation,

Lagrange concludes that there is oanonicity by reason of in¬

spiration and that canoniclty is the sign of inspiration.

He concludes that the principle of apostolic origin and the

1Ibid., pp. 23. 2^.
2
Walter Bauer, A Greek-Snglish Lexicon of the New Tes¬

tament and Other Farly Christian Literature, trans, and rev.
William F. irndt and F. Wilbur Gingrich (4th rev. and aug¬
mented ed.; Chicago: The Wniversity of Chicago Press, 19.57),
p. *K)3: a"d Schneemelcher, New Testament Apocrypha, loc. clt.,
p. 22. See also Hermann Wolfgang Beyer, "xavflv." TWNT. Ill,
6OO-606.

^Sanders, Peake* s Commentary, loc. clt.. p. 679.

^W. M. Christie, "The Jamnia Period in Jewish Histo¬
ry," JTS (XXVI, 1925), pp. 3^7-357.
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fact of ecclesiastical usage co-operated In fixing the canon.

The Church, he says, Imposes or guarantees the canon by Its
"I

own tradition. Robinson, however, warns that there Is a

danger in defining canoniclty In terms of Inspiration and

Inspiration In terms of canonlclty. He observes that the

growth of the literature that came to be acknowledged as can¬

onical was slow and often Piecemeal, and by ordinary means.

He concludes that there was a historical process In which

were produced writings of so distinct a quality that they

have come to hold a unique place In the synagogue and the
o

Christian Church. Joseohus' contention that inspiration,

and hence canonlclty, was to be restricted to the period

bounded by Mnses and Artaxerxes Is no longer tenable.^

The Canon of the Old Testament

Athanaslus reckons the number of books of the Old Tes¬

tament as twenty-two In conformity with the letters In the

Hebrew alphabet. He lists them by name in the following or¬

der: Genesis; Exodus; Leviticus; Numbers; Deuteronomy;

Joshua, the son of Nun; Judges; Ruth; four books of Kings:

Lagrange, Historie Anclenne du Canon Nouveau Tes¬
tament (Paris, 1933), PP. 171-179. Ludwig Dlestel, In Ge-
schlchte des Alten Testamentes In der Chrlstllohen Klrche
(Jena, 1869), p. 69, states that the books are canonical not
so much for their character of Inspiration but In their au¬
thentic worth and so their reception on the part of the
Church.

^Robinson, ET, loc. clt.. p. 119. ^C. Aplon. 1.7, 8.
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first and second reckoned as one book and third and fourth

as one book; also first and second Chronicles are reckoned

as one books Ezra, the first and second (Nehemiah) are one

book; then Psalms; Proverbs; Eccleslastes; Song of Songs;

Job; then the Prophets, with the Twelve counted as one book;

Isaiah; Jeremiah with Barnch. Lamentations, and the Epistle

(Bam oh VI) as one book; Ezeklel; and Daniel,1 It should be

noted that Esther Is omitted but included with the deutero-

oanonical list. These books, he says, constitute the Old

Testament.

Wlldeboer suggests that a beginning of canonization

of the Old Testament may be traced to the period before the

exile In the covenant which was concluded by Joslah In 621

B.C. on the basis of the newly discovered scroll (II Kings

23:2, 3), This Law of Deuteronomy was Israel's first "holy
p

Scripture." Though It was regarded as "holy Scripture," It

was not regarded as the complete and final transcript of di¬

vine revelation. The canonization of the Pentateuch was com¬

pleted by Ezra about 400 B.C.^ Prom this time onward the

1Danlel Includes three additions: Susanna. Bel and
the Dragon. and Song of the Three Children.

o

Wildeboer, op. clt.. p. 101.

^Wlldeboer, op. clt.. p. 101, precisely dates It
B.C. H. H. Pfelffer, Introduction to the Old Testament (New
York: Harper 4 Brothers Publishers, 105T), p. 57* says that
the date of the canonization of the Pentateuch Is conjectur¬
al, but apparently it was certainly the "Bible" of Judaism
by 250 B.C. His conclusion Is that the date is about kOO B.C.
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entire Torah has been Israel's "holy Scripture.h1
It is difficult to determine the canonization of the

other two divisions of the Old Testament. According to tra¬

dition the canon of the entire Old Testament was fixed com¬

pletely at one time.^ However, this is improbable, for it

is clear that the canon was the result of a gradual histori¬

cal process. This is indicated in the prologue of the Greek

translation of Eccleslastlcus (about 132 B.C.) which speaks

of the Law and the Proohets and also the other books. The

third division evidently was still not fixed, and thus

"there is here a true recollection of the gradual canoniza¬

tion of the OT."^

Though the foundations for the later canonization of

the Prophets were already laid in the sixth century B.C.,

there is no proof to be found in the Old Testament that such

a collection, considered as authoritative, already existed

in the exile.^ Metzger states that by the time of the high

priesthood of Simon II (219-199 B.C.) the Prophets were

^Wildeboer, op. clt.. pp. 105* 106.
2
Alexander Souter, The Text and Canon of the New Tes¬

tament. rev. C. S. C. Williams (London: Gerald Duckworth &
Co. Ltd., 1954), p. 137.

^Pfeiffer, IDB. loo, clt.. A-D, 499. Wlldeboer, op.
clt.. pp. 33, 34, 42-46, also refers to the manner of trans¬
lating the books of the Old Testament and Josephus' use of
apocryphal books as indicating the gradual process of canoni¬
zation.

^Wildeboer, op. cit.. pp. 25, 26.
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considered to be Scrloture and occupied a rank after the Law

and above all other books.^ The "Former Prophets" can

hardly have been canonical as early as 250 B.C., and the

"Latter Prophets" may be placed about 200 B.C., though canon-
o

lzation occurred later.

At the close of the first century A.D. following the

fall of Jerusalem and the disorganization of Judaism which

resulted, the Council of Jamnla (o. 00 A.D.) fixed "for all
-a

times" the canon of Soripture.^

The underlying and real cause which in course of
time forced the idea of forming a Canon to arise
was Greek culture and the growth of Greek litera¬
ture; the more Immediate cause—which was, how¬
ever, to a large extent an outcome of this—was the
spread of apocalyptic books written by and circulat¬
ing among the Jews,

Judaism of Palestine rigidly fixed the limits of its canon.

The Hebrew canon as it exists today was thus an accomplished

fact by about 100 A.D.^
This Palestinian canon held to the tripartite

1Bruce Metzger, An Introduction to the Apocrypha (New
York: Oxford University Press, 1057), p. 7.

2
Souter, op. clt., p. 137,

^Pfeiffer, Introduction, p. 6^.

^W. 0. E. Oesterley and Theodore H. Robinson, An In¬
troduction to the Books of the Old Testament (London: Socl-
ety for Promoting Christian Knowledge, 193^)» u. 7. Pfelf-
fer, in Introduction, p. 6^, ascribes the cause for canoni¬
zation to the controversy with Christians who accepted writ¬
ings which were not Included in the Hebrex* canon.

''Oesterley and Robinson, o£. olt.. p. 7.
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division of the Old Testament writings which, Buhl maintains,

Palestinian Judaism held from the beginning. This canon was

limited to twenty-four books: five in the Law of Moses,

eight in the Prochats, and eleven in the Writings (counting

Ezra and Nehemlah as one book and I and II Chronicles as one

book)

However, though this limitation of the canon and its

supreme authority were axiomatic in normative Judaism from

the Council of Jamnla, these strict notions of the limits of
2

the canon did not prevail everywhere, Jepsen points out

that it is evident that this determination did not obtain

its ourpose everywhere as seen in the fact that even in the

third and fourth centuries the Jewish canon was not entirely

defined in all places."' Both at Jamnia and before and after,

Christie affirms, there were eight books in question: Song

of Songs, Eccleslastes, Esther, ftuth, Ezekiel, Proverbs, Jo¬

nah, and Chronicles. They were questioned on the basis of

external evidence rather than th->t of authorship or date.**
In connection with the extent of the Old Testament

^Frants Buhl, Canon and Text of the Old Testament,
trans. John Macoherson (Edinburgh: T. ft T. Clark, 1892),
pp. 4, 19.

2
Pfeiffer, Introduction, p. 65.

^Alfred Jensen, "Zur Kanongeschichte des Alten Tes¬
taments," ZATW (71-72, 1959-60), p. 132.

^Christie, JT3, loc. clt.. pp. 353-356.
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canon as evidenced In the New Testament, Wildeboer concludes

that this evidence annuls the hypothesis of the existence of

a fixed canon from the days of Ezra which was recognized by

Jesus and his apostles. That a three-fold division was re¬

cognized (Luke 24:44) does not prove the existence of a

fixed canon.'" On the basis of the lack of quotations from

some Old Testament books as well as from reminiscences and

quotations from aoocryohal books Wildeboer concludes that

the New Testament writers recognized no canon of the Old Tes¬

tament agreeing with the later Hebrew canon. He asserts, In

fact, that they gave an even wider range to "sacred Scrlp-
2

ture" than most Alexandrians. Jepsen concludes that In

both forms of the canon—that of the synagogue and that of

the Church—most of the writings originated in the same col¬

lection, and concludes that:

Jesus und die Urgemelnde kennen wohl die "Schrift"
oder die "Schrlften", d.h. das Zeugnls der Gemeinde
von den Taten Gottes in Ihrer Geschichte, aber nicht
den Kanon.^

In distinction to the Jews of Palestine who rigidly

limited their canon, the Jewish communities outside Pales¬

tine tended to be more elastic. The Pentateuch was given a

*tfildeboer, op. clt.. pp. 47, 54.

2Ibid., po. 51» 56. See Infra, pp. 87 ff., for a dis¬
cussion of the extent of the canon In the first century, and
the form the Old Testament took In the Church.

^Alfred Jepsen, "Kanon und Text des Alten Testaments,"
TL (74, 1949), p. 67.
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unique place, but the later Old Testament books were treated

with considerably nore freedom with some containing addi¬

tions, others being rewritten, and entirely new books added

to the list.1 In this "Greek Old Testament" the following

additional books were included! I_ (III) Esdras. Judith. To-

bit. I-IV Naccabbees. Wisdom of Solomon. Iccleslastlcns. Ba¬

rnoh. the three additions to Daniel, and the Prayer of Nan-
2

nasseh. Kelly asserts that in the first two centuries, at

Kelly, Doctrines, p. 53. J« Weaver, "Septuagint,"
ID3. R-Z, p, 273, states that the date of the composition of
the Septuagint is unknown but that it was probably trans¬
lated first and most faithfully as Wildeboer, op. clt.. p.
35* points out. Paul Kahle, in The Cairo Genlza (Oxford:
Basil Blackwell, 1959), pp. 209, 210, says that the Greek
translation of the Law became a necessity for the Jewish com¬
munities in Egypt as many of them no longer understood He¬
brew. The translation was made by Jews familiar with the
Greek language as spoken in Egypt. Kahle, ibid.. pp. 215-
217, refers to the testimony of the grandson of Ben Sira in
his prologue to the translation of Wisdom, as evidence that
the translation of the prophecies and the rest of the books
must have immediately followed the translation of the Law.
Aage Bentzen, Introduction to the Old Testament (Copenhagen,
1948), I, 3?» 38, concludes that the books outside the Law
were never brought together in a canonical collection among
the Jews in Egypt. The Septuagint as it is now known is a
creation of the Church and was based on older material which
came from Jewish sources. The Greek canon of the Church is
mainly the work of the Church which enlarged the Jewish Alex¬
andrian canon. S, Jellicoe, in "The Septuagint To-day," ET
(December, 1965), p. 68, points out that the Septuagint was
essentially the source of the Old Testament quotations in
the New Testament and also that it was the Old Testament
Scriptures of the Church fathers both of the East and the
West, "Hence for Patristic studies too, the LXX is the Old
Testament source-book par excellence."

^See H. B. Swete, An Introduction to the Old Testa¬
ment in Greek (Cambridge: University Press, 1900), pp. 265
ff., for various extant lists of these books.
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any rate, the Church seems to have accepted all or most of

these additional books as Inspired and to have treated them

as their Scripture.*
Josephus refers to twenty-two books In the canon,

though In practice he refers to the Greek Bible with Its
p

greater range of books. This canon, which was not to be en¬

larged, diminished, or altered, consisted of the five books

of Moses, thirteen books of the Prophets, and four books of

hymns and moral teaching, Hyle suggests that Josephus1

canon contains twenty-two books instead of the twenty-four

In the Hebrew tradition by counting Huth with Judges and Lam¬

entations with Jeremiah. With this observation his canon co¬

incides with the contents of the later Hebrew canon.^ Jose¬

phus disregarded the three-fold division of the Hebrew canon

and followed the tooical arrangement in the Greek version.**
Sundberg, however, believes that Josephus seems to reflect a

tripartite division of the Scriptures, though these divi¬

sions are highly Irregular. It cannot be deduced that Jose¬

phus and Alexandrian Judaism had abandoned the division

*Kelly, Doctrines. p. 5^.

2C. Aplon. 1.8. See Jeffrey, IB, loo, clt.. I, 38.

^Herbert Edward Hyle, The Canon of the Old Testament
(London: Maomillan and Co., 1802), pp. 1*4-7, 1*4-8, 16*4-.

**Pfelffer, Introduction, p. 6*4-.
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between Prophets and Writings.*
To Phllo and to the Alexandrian Jews the Law alone

was In the highest sense the canon of Scripture, ftyle as¬

serts, and It alone oartook of divine inspiration In the

most absolute degree.* Phllo's theory of Inspiration Is

wholly different from that which lies at the basis of the

construction of the Palestinian canon. Phllo holds that In¬

spiration was not confined to any particular period. All

truly wise and virtuous men are inspired and enabled by

God's Spirit for expressing what is hidden to the common

gaze.* Georgl points out that for Philo It Is only the wise

and righteous man who Is guided as one possessed and In¬

spired. Thus the wise man Is the sounding Instrument of

God. Philo considered Abraham especially as the spiritual

man and as having received a divine superiority. Abraham

represents the possibility that Is open for all men.** The

Law was the principal source for Phllo's references to the

Scriptures.^ Joseohus apparently regarded additional

*Sundberg, Old Testament, pp. 69-71.

2Ryle, Canon, p. 148,

*De Cherub. 9.27; De Ml#. Abrah. 7.35; Puis Her. 01v.
Her. 52.258 ff. See Pfelffer, Introduction, p. 67.

^Dieter Georgl, Die tGegner des PauIns lm Korlnther-
brlef; Stud 1en zur rel lc-losen Propaganda In der Spatantlke
(Neukirchen-Vluyn, 1964), pp. 78 ff.

^Wlldeboer, op. clt.. p. 36.



87

material in the Septuagint, such as I_ Ssdras. as on a par

with the books of the Hebrew canon; Philo, however, never

quoted or alluded to a book in the Apocrypha.* Sundberg sug¬

gests that Philo 3eems to witness to a canonical practice in

Egypt in the first century A.D. which was closely parallel

to that intimated in the prologue of Sirach. "The Law and

the Prophets appear as closely defined collections; a third

collection is mentioned that has not yet been clearly de¬

fined and has no definitive name."2
Pfeiffer points out that the Septuagint Greek version

is generally considered to be the Bible of the Jews at Alex¬

andria, though copies and fragments of it, and all lists of

books in it, are Christian,^ It must be concluded, in Wllde-

boer*s opinion, that the Alexandrians had no officially

fixed canon nor order though it may be inferred that the of¬

ficial Palestinian canon was known there.^ Pfeiffer notes

that it has been generally asstimed that the Old Testament of

the Christian Church is that of the Hellenistic Jews of Alex¬

andria but that this cannot be proved,^
The hypothesis of an Alexandrian canon as the solu¬

tion to the problem of how the Jewish canon and the Old

Sundberg, Old Testament, p, 5.

2Ibid., pp. 68, 69. ^Pfelffer, Introduction, p. 68.

^Wlldeboer, op. clt.. p. 35.

^Pfeiffer, Introduction, p. 6?.
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Testament of the early Chtiroh came to differ is questioned

by Sundberg. He bases his argument on the differences in

the various early Church lists of the Old Testament books as

well as in the usage of the early Church; on the question of

the varied linguistic origin of the extra-canonical litera¬

ture; and also on the fact that the evidences proposed for

the Alexandrian hypothesis of the canon are open to question

The hypothesis put forward by Sundberg is that the

Jewish Scriptures during the time of the earliest Christians

who were Palestinian Jews, included closed collections of

the Law and Prophets but also other writings that were not

yet brought together in a definitive collection. Many of

the latter writings had been translated into Greek as well,

and the third group of undefined proportions existed through

out Judaism. About the close of the first century A.D. cer¬

tain writings comprising the third group were gathered out

of it, and thus the canon of Scripture was closed by Pales¬

tinian Jews. This closed canon soon was recognized through¬

out Judaism. Christianity arose before the restriction of

the third group by Judaism, and consequently the Scriptures

included the Law and the Prophets but also the undefined

writings of the third group. This hypothesis, Sundberg main

tains, obviates certain difficulties in the hypothesis of an

Alexandrian canon. It is also supported by the use of Greek

^Sundberg, Old Testament, pp. 60 ff.



89

In Palestine which suggests the circulation of the Septua-

glnt there. The latter contention Is supported by various

factors Including the presence of Septuagint fragments at

Qumran. Numerous apocryphal books have been found at Qumran

as well. Thus, Sundberg concludes, there was no legally

closed canon In Judaism whether In Palestine or elsewhere.

Euseblus Includes the Old Testament canonical list of

Mellto of Sardls (c. 170 A.D.) who went to Palestine In or¬

der to Investigate the number and order of the Old Testament

books.2 He was apparently satisfied that the Hebrew canon

was the authoritative one.^ Mellto appears to enumerate the

twenty-two books In the order of the Greek Bible rather than

In the order of the Hebrew canon^j five books of Moses;

Joshua; Judges; Huth; four books of the Kingdoms (as one

book); two books of Chronicles (as one book); Psalms; Pro¬

verbs; Eccleslastes; Canticles; Job; Isaiah; Jeremiah; the

Twelve; Daniel; Ezeklel; and Esdras (Ezra and Nehemlah).^
Lamentations was probably omitted from the list Inadvert¬

ently.^
V

1Ibld.. pp. 82, 83, 86-89, 107. Jepsen, TL, loc.
clt.. pp. 68-71, oostulates that the Church determined the
content of Its Old Testament for Itself with each Church
province determining Its own canon.

2Euseblus, H.E., 4.26. ^Wlldeboer, op. clt., p. 76.

^Hyle, Canon, p. 214. ^Euseblus, H.E., 4.26.

^Sundberg, Old Testament, p. 133-
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Orlgen*s enumeration of the Old Testament canon 13

also Included In Eusebius: five books of "loses; Joshua;

Judges (Ruth Included with Judges as one book); Kingdoms,

first and second: Kingdoms, third and fourth; Chronicles,

first and second; Ezra (with Nehemiah); Psalms; Proverbs;

Eccleslastes; Canticles; Isaiah; Jeremiah (Lamentations and

the Splstle included with it in one book); Daniel; Ezekiel;

Job; and Esther,* The omission of the Twelve is apparently
2

inadvertent. Including the Twelve then, Origen also lists

twenty-two books in the Alexandrian order omitting all books

not included in the Palestinian canon, with the Epistle

which is "nited with Jeremiah as the only exception,3 Both

Melito and Origen disregard the three-fold division of the

Hebrew canon and attempt to group the books according to

their subject matter into the divisions of narrative, poeti¬

cal, and prophetical books,^
In his list of Old Testament books Athanaslus follows

the Hebrew canon in the enumeration of twenty-two books, but

in their order he follows Alexandrian practice, Melito, Ori¬

gen, and Athanasius thus follow the same pattern with minor

variations in order and in grouping and with the exception

that Origen Includes Esther, Their lists are in conformity

^Eusebius, H,E,, 6.25,

^Wildeboer, op. c1t.T pp. 78, 79,

^Ryle, Canon, p. 215, **Ibtd.. p. 213,
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with the Hebrew canon, but the variations In ordering and

grouping indicate that there was no rigid pattern. This sug¬

gests, in Sundberg*s judgment, that the tradition of a twen¬

ty-two book canon was received from Palestine, b"t no clear

tradition of the manner of the Jewish arrangement of Scrip¬

ture impressed itself on the Eastern Church. He also ob¬

serves that Athanasius went further than Origen in insisting

that the Christian Old Testament is to be confined to the

Jewish canon, though he did not oonfine himself to it in his

own writings. Sundberg concludes that:

It would appear, therefore, that the period of
transition from a fuller to a more restricted
Old Testament is to be observed among the Eastern
fathers beginning with Athanasius.1

The canonical list of Athanasius, with that of Origen, is

perhaps the earliest witness to the acceptance of the canon

of Jamnia by Alexandrian Jews. Athanasius went beyond Ori¬

gen in that he supported the Hebrew canon as fixing the cor¬

rect limits of the Church's Old Testament.^

The Canon of the New Testament

Souter considers this pastoral letter^ of Athanasius

the most interesting fourth century document with reference

to the canon.'4' Its special significance is in the fact that

^•Sundberg, HTR. loc. clt.. p. 221.

^Sundberg, Old Testament, pp. 1*1-0, 1*1-1.

^Etd. Heort. XXXIX. ^Souter, o£. clt.. p. 171.
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this is the earliest instance of an enumeration of twenty-

seven books as canonical and as alone comprising the New Tes¬

tament, His list includes: four Gospels according to Mat¬

thew, Mark, Luke, and John; the Acts of the Apostles; seven

Eeistles (called Catholic): James, Peter (two), John

(three), Jude; fourteen eoistles of Paul: Romans, Corinthi¬

ans (two), Galatians, Eoheslans, Philinplans, Colosslans,

Thessalonlans (two), Hebrews, Timothy (two), Titus, Philemon;

and the Revelation of John,

The decisive period in the history of the New Testa¬

ment canon is from about 140 to 200 A.D.1- The history of

the canon, of course, goes back much earlier, and there is

"more or less difficulty" in ascertaining the details of its
2

beginnings and early growth. The source of authority for

the early Christian community was the Lord and his apostles.

When the accredited eyewitnesses and their immediate follow¬

ers ceased to be available, the answer to the need for au¬

thority "lay inevitably in written records. With the anneal

to 'the Lord and apostles' begins an inevitable process of
a

development leading to accredited writings."

^-Schneemeicher, Mew Testament Apocrypha, loc. clt..
I, 31.

2
Brooke Poss Westcott, A General Survey of the His¬

tory of the Canon of the New Testament (5th ed.; Cambridge:
Macmillan and Co., 1881), pp. 6,7.

^C. P. D. Moule, The Birth of the New Testament (Lon¬
don: Adam ft Charles Black, 1962), p. 182.
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The story of the formation of the New Testament, as

Knuie notes, is a story of the demand for authority,1 The

authority of the first witnesses rested especially on the

fact that they were witnesses of the Lord and his words.

With the termination of this genuine authority, with the dis¬

continuance of the rroohetic charlsm, and with the growth of

Christian churches, it became necessary Mto fix this procla¬

mation and put it down in writing,1,2 Schneemelcher points

out thatx

Here lies the proper starting point of the forma¬
tion of the canon, but here there must also be seen
the beginnings of the association of the problem of
the oanon with that of apostoliclty, The need of
genuine authority and of certainty in the proclama¬
tion led to the formation of a canon. Only what in
the opinion of the churches in the 2nd century had
authority was canonized and this authority was deter¬
mined by apostollcity.

The history of the treatment of the New Testament

canon from the time of Ignatius to the time of Orlgen is a

history of increasing authority being conferred upon it.

This authority gradually oushed it "onto a lonely peak of

1Ibid., p. 178,

^Schneemeloher, New Testament Apocrypha, loc, clt..
pp. 36, 37,

^Ibld., p, 37, Woule, op. cit.. p, 189, asserts that
the criteria the Church applied to test the authenticity of
its writings were apostolicity (written by an apostle or a
close associate), usage, and that it was, in fact, a Gosoel
and not fragmentary. Ellen Plesseman-van Leer, in Tradition
and Scripture in the Early Church (Assen, 1953)» p. **16, af-
firms that in the West the ohief dlstingiishlng mark was can-
onlcity, but in the East it was inspiration.
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eminence shared only by the Old Testament."^ The collection

of writings in the first place were "read and loved" in the

churches and only then were combined in a canon. This pro¬

cess was completed without reflection, for the canon grew

and was not made.^
Westcott states that in the earliest stages of the

process of the formation of the canon the apostolic fathers

occupy an important place. In their writings they show that

the writings of the apostles were regarded as invested with

singular authority and, in fact, mark the beginnings of a

written canon. Their writings not only recognize several

types of Christianity, but "they confirm the genuineness and

authority of the books themselves."^
Clear traces are discernible in the apostolic fathers

of a knowledge of Homans, I and II Corinthians, Galatlans,

Epheslans, Phillopians, I and II Timothy, Hebrews, James,

I Peter, and I John.^" With reference to the Gosoels, West¬

cott concludes that the main testimony of these fathers is

to the substance and not to the authority of the Gosoels.^

^Hanson, Tradition, p. 212.

^Schneemelcher, New Testament 'Voocrypha. loc. clt.,
P. 36.

^Westcott, History of the Canon, pp. 20, 21, 47.

**Ibld.. pp. 48, 49.

^Ibld.. p. 52. See also Moule, op. clt.. p. 19?.
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The traces of Epistles and Gospels indicate their existence

in this period but not a canonical status.

Justin Martyr sneaks of the memoirs of the apostles

and states that they are called the Gospels. These are read

along with the prophets in the Christian worship service.1
Souter concludes that Justin evidently knew the four Gospels,

Apocalypse, Acts, I Peter, Solans, I Corinthians, Galatlans,

Epheslans, Colossian3, II Thessalonlans, Hebrews, and also
p

the Dldnohe. Tradition, to which Paplas appealed as a fur¬

ther and Indeed superior source of information, is set aside

by Justin. Jtxstin's writings nark the era of transition

from the oral to the "written Rule."3
Marclon has been credited with the first closed New

Testament canon of which there is knowledge.** This canon

consisted of one Gospel (Luke's with various excisions) and

ten Pauline Epistles (the Pastoral Epistles were excluded).

Blackman states that it is necessary to differentiate be¬

tween the idea of a canon and the fixation of a canon.^
Harnack refers to the sudden emergence of a New Tes¬

tament canon which came as a result of the Church's conflict

*1 Apol. 66.3? 67.3. 2Souter, op. clt.. p. 15*4-.

^Westcott, History of the Canon, pp. 109, 173.

^E.g., E. C. Blackraan, Marclon and His Influence (Lon¬
don: 3PCK, 19*4-8), p. 23.

5Ibid.
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with MarcIon and the GnosticsThis is an extravagant

claim, however, for the Church already possessed collections

of writings which it was beginning to treat as Scripture.^
Sohneemelcher suggests that it was natural that the discus¬

sions with gnosis, Marcion, and Marcionlsm were instrumental

in the formation of a New Testament, but, he notes, they

were by no means decisive. In these conflicts the Church be¬

came Judicious in its Judgment of particular writings which

were in use,^ "The actual process of selection and elimina¬

tion took place in the period which preceded that of the
it-

primitive form of the canon," Chadwlck seems to agree with

Harnack in suggesting that there was a sense in whloh the

idea of the New Testament canon was created overnight by the

magnitude of the gnostic crisis. "In churches like Home,

where the impact of heresy was sharpest, the idea of pre¬

scribing a fixed number of books was no gradual growth,"5

1
Harnack, History of Dogma. II, 43-46.

p
Kelly, Doctrines, pp. 43, 57. See also Blackman, op.

clt., p, 34, who states that this Judgment is a "part of Har-
nack*s exaggerated estimate of Marcion*s significance in the
history of Christianity.Blackman, ibid.. p. 3^, believes
that the struggle with Montanism was the decisive factor in
producing the conception of a closed canon.

^Schneemelcher, New Testament Apocrypha, loc. clt..
P. 36.

^Chadwick, Church* s Use of the Bible, loc. cit..
P. 3^.

5Ibid.
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Chadwick maintains that It was the crisis of the second cen¬

tury, that Is, the crisis of Gnosticism, that led to the for¬

mation of the New Testament as a closed canon and that there

can be no doubt of the benefits of this development.^ It ap¬

pears that though the development of the canon was gradual,

the impetus for defining its limits came from heretical move¬

ments in the second century. Before these movements, how¬

ever, a canon was in the process of formation. Before Mar-

clon's canon the Church had taken over from Judaism its

Scripture for use in the churches. Following this there

were collections of the words of Jesus and narratives of his

life and ministry. The Gospels came to be treated as Scrip¬

ture in the citations of ecclesiastical writers and in the

liturgy for use in worship. The Epistles of Paul then came

to be associated with the Gospels in the same usage. The

earliest Christian document to cite passages from the Gos-

pels as holy Scripture is II_ Clement, and Justin Martyr

states that in the services of Christian worship memoirs of

the Apostles or writings of the Prophets were read.3 With

these Epistles and Gospels there came to be other epistles

and also a history of the deeds of the Apostles. The pres¬

ence of these writings, however, proves that they were read

and valued, but not that they were recognized as

•^Ibid. See also Hanson, Orlgen* s Doctrine, p. 1*j4.

2IL 3I At)o1-
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authoritatlvef as the Old Testament was recognized."*"
In an article in The Jung Codez van Onnlk,^ in an ex¬

amination of the Gosr>el of Troth (written by Valentlnus of

Some), concludes that its author used practically the sane

books as constitute the present New Testament canon. He as¬

serts that the manner in which these documents are treated

proves that they were authoritative for its author. There¬

fore, he concludes, about 1*4-0-150 A.D. there was a collec¬

tion of writings known and accented as authoritative in Rome

which was virtually identical with the New Testament as it

is today. Before they could be used in the way in which

they are used in the Gospel of Truth:

They must have already enjoyed authority for a
considerable time. To treat them as a collection
was not a discovery of a few months before. More¬
over, we should notice that this all took place
before the condemnation of Marcion.^

Though there are no exact quotations, van Onnlk purports to

find parallel passages or echoes from the following New Tes¬

tament books: the Gospels, the Pauline Epistles, Hebrews,

and Revelation. There are also traces from Acts, I John,

and I Peter. The author, therefore, knew these books and

"*Blackman, op. clt.. pp. 2*4-, 25? P. W. Beare, "Canon
of the NT," IDB. A-D, W-52 5.

2W. C. van Unnik, "The 'Gospel of Truth* and the New
Testament," The Jung Codex, trans, and ed. P. L. Cross (Lon¬
don: A. R. Mowbray ft Co. Limited, 1955)» pn. 81-129.

3Ibld.. p. 125.
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Interpreted them in his own way. For him, van Unnik says,

they were the language of the Church.'*' However, van Unnlk*s

assertions are not conclusive, for the x^riting of the Gospel

of Truth may have been later than that which van Unnik pro-

Doses. Thus a later stage of development in the canon of

the New Testament may be reflected. It is also possible that

the Gospel of Truth may shox* knowledge of these New Testa-
o

ment writings rather than canonization.

The Muratorlan Canon is the earliest list of books of

the New Testament regarded as authoritative. It is usually

reokoned to come from the Church of Home somewhere near the

end of the second century.^ It includes the following books:

the four Gospels, Aots, thirteen Epistles of Paul, three

Ibid., p. 122. See also G. Quispel, in "The Jung Co¬
dex and Its Significance," The Jung Codex, p. 49, who makes
the same point.

2
Hans Jonas, in "Evangellum Verltatls and the Valen-

tinlan Speculation," Studla Patrlstlca (BerTln. 1962), VI,
96-111, argues for the possibility of a later date for the
Gospel of Truth by a comparison of a passage with a parallel
in Irenaeus (Adv. Haer. 1.14.3). He finds that this sug¬
gests that the Gospel of Truth implied a doctrine that was
available explicitly elsewhere whose knowledge was taken for
granted. This militates against van Unnik*s contention that
the Gospel of Truth represents the incipient stage of the
formation of Valentinlanism. Therefore an early date, such
as van Unnik suggests, could not be supported. See also
Hans Jonas, Gnosis und spatantlker Gelst: Die nythologlsche
Gnosis (Gottincen, 1954), I, 206,n. 2; 3?4, 375, where
Jonas had earlier made this same observation.

^Hanson, Tradition, p. 187. See also Schneemelcher,
New Testament Apocrypha, loc. clt.. I, 34. Westcott, His¬
tory of the Canon, p. 214, dates the Muratorlan Canon no
later than 1?0 A.D.
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Catholic Epistles, and Revelation. It also Includes the Wis¬

dom of Solomon and the apocalyoses of John and Peter. The

Sheoherd of Hermas Is also mentioned."*"
It is asserted by van ITnnik that an anti-Montanist in

Asia Minor about 192 A.D. referred to "the list of the New

Testament of the Gospel" by which he must have meant a writ¬

ten and determined Testament, that is, a collection of writ¬

ings. Van TTnnlk states that on this basis this is the first

certain use of the phrase "New Testament" in this sense.2
Irenaeus uneouivocally sneaks of a "New" Testament

parallel to the Old.2 Beare asserts that Irenaeus* writings

indicate that his canon coincides with the present one ex¬

cept for the addition of the Sheoherd. the omission of James

and Jude, and with II Peter and Hebrews given a lower place.^
Irenaeus^ was the first orthodox writer to recognize cer¬

tainly the authority of four Gosnels and of four only.**
Hanson concludes that from about 170 A.D. the New Tes¬

tament, substantially in the form in which it is known today,

^"See Westcott, History of the Canon, op. 214-220 and
521-533.

2W. C. van TTnnik, "De la R?Tgle M-fae xpoo6ervai pfire &<pe-
Xerv dans 1'Histoire du Canon," VC (3-4, 1999-50), p. 5.

^Adv. Haer. 4.18. Kelly, Doctrines, p. 56, considers
Irenaeus the first writer to refer to the New Testament in
this way.

^Beare, ID3, loo, cit., A-D, 528.

5Adv. Haer. 3.11.11. ^Hanson, Tradition, p. 191.
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was widely recognized In the Church as authoritative Scrip¬

ture comparable to the Old Testament.1
No catalog of New Testament books occurs in the writ¬

ings of Clement of Alexandria, but Eusebius supplies informa¬

tion concerning Clement's recognized books, and there are

also indications in his writings of the books recognized by

him. It appears that he recognized as canonical all the New
2

Testament books except James, II Peter, and III John,

The evidence for Origen*s canon is found in his writ¬

ings and in Eusebius. The acknowledged books are the four

Gospels, fourteen Pauline Epistles (including Hebrews), Acts,

I John, I Peter, and the Revelation; the disputed books are

James, Jude, II Peter, II and III John, and apparently the

Shenherd of Hermas. The Didache and Epistle of Barnabas are

not specifically classified but are considered to possess

high authority. Origen made use of three categories to

which he assigned writings: onoXoYoCjieva, universally recog¬

nized writings; ^eu6f\, lying writings forged by heretics

(such as the Gospel of the Egyptians, etc.); and 4|i<piPaXX6-

neva, writings concerning which there are doubts whether

they are genuine and apostolic or not.3 Except for the

1Ibld.. p. 9.

2Eusebius, H.E. 6.14. See Westcott, History of the
Canon, pp. 357. 35^".

^Euseblus, H.E. 6.25. See Beare, IDB. loc. clt.. A-D,
529, 530; and Westcott, History of the Canon, pp. 35^-365.
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finality of the four Gospels the conception of an official

list which the word "canon" connotes is entirely absent from

Orlgen as it is from Clement."'" Orlgen, however, shows con¬

siderably more definiteness about the New Testament canon

2
than Clement does.

In 325 A.D., Julicher says, many Greek churches be¬

lieved themselves to possess the complete New Testament with

twenty-six books with the Revelation excluded.^ Otherwise it

was a decision between this twenty-six book canon or a canon
k

with twenty-one books.

The place of Athanaslus in the history of the canon

in the East is that he was the first to lay down a twenty-

seven book canon as the New Testament stands today, Athana-

sius aocepted all seven Catholic Epistles without hesitation

and also included the Revelation, He had perhaps learned to

place a higher value on the Revelation during his exile in

the West.1* Moore thinks that "undoubtedly the personal in¬

fluence of Athanaslus did mtxch to carry through this

^Schneemelcher, New Testament Apocrypha, loc. clt..
I, 38.

2
Hanson, Orlgen's Doctrine, pp. 138, 1*1-2.

^Adoloh Julicher and Erich Fascher, Elnleltung in das
Neue Testament (7th ed.; Tubingen, 1931), p. 622.

^Schneemelcher, Hew Testament Qpocrypha. loc. clt..
p. ko,

^Jtllloher, op. clt., p. 5*+6.
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decision in the eastern church."* The fixing and standardiz¬

ing of the list by Athanasius is suggested as perhaps the re-

suit of the influence of Western tradition on him.

The Dentero-canonloal Literature

Athanasius also includes in this letter^ to Alexan¬

dria a list of writings in addition to those included in the

Old and New Testament lists. This he claims to do by neces¬

sity and in the interests of greater exactness. These books,

he says, are not included in the canon but are appointed by

the fathers to be read by those who are recent converts and

who wish Instruction in godliness. These Include the Wisdom

of Solomon, the Wisdom of Slrach (Bccleslastlcus). Esther,

Judith. Tobit, and also the Teaching of the Apostles, and

the Shepherd. These are distinctly separated from the canon

with no authority for doctrine. The additions that were in¬

cluded with Daniel and Jeremiah should also be noted again

at this point.^
Schneemelcher points out that it is only against the

background of the history of the canon that the phenomena of

the apocryohal literature can be "appreciated and under¬

stood." The history of the canon is at the same ti^e the

* Edward Caldwell Moore, op. clt.. p. 184.
O ll

E. von Dobschutz, "The Abandonment of the Canonical
Idea," AJT (XIX, 1915), u. 420.

^Ep. Heort. XXXIX. ^Supra, p. ?9.
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history of the status of the apooryphal literature. In the

sane period In which the writings which later formed the can¬

onical New Testament came into being, the writings which

were termed "apocryphal" and were subsequently rejected also

cane into being.

Schneemelcher affirms that the process of forming a

canon was not so much a process of elimination, but rather

it appears that in the canon's formation there was an adher¬

ence to that which was traditional and had gained an authori¬

tative place in public worship. He avers that generally

this "actual process of selection and elimination took place

in the period which preceded that of the primitive form of

the canon.The tradition of the canon is one that is his¬

torically conditioned. It enshrines a historical judgment

made at a certain period in history.3
In Oesterley*s judgment there is reason to believe

that some of the New Testament books reflect the thought of

much that occurs in the Old Testament apocrypha though this

in itself does not prove that the New Testament writers re¬

garded the books of the apocrypha as Scripture. That the

Seotoagint was the Bible of the Church and that most of the

Old Testament quotations are from it rather than from the

^Schneelmelcher, New Testament Apocrypha, loc. clt.,
p. 41.

2Ibld.. pp. 3?, 38. 3Hanson, Tradition, p. 224.
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Hebrew Old Testament "takes It certain, Oesterley concludes,

that these books were held to be Scripture by the New Testa¬

ment writers. At least during the first two centuries the

early Church In both the East and the West, as represented

by Clement of Home, Irenaeus, Tertulllan, Cyprian, Clement

of Alexandria, and Orlgen, accepted all the books of the

aoocrypha as Inspired, that Is, as Scripture.*
There Is a considerable difference of opinion with

reference to the use of apocryphal literature In the New Tes¬

tament. Ellis concludes that Paul's use of uncanonlcal Jew¬

ish literature Is very doubtful at best.2 Metzger, however,

concludes that the Christian writers were Influenced di¬

rectly or Indirectly by the lntertestamental literature with

Paul, James, and the author of Hebrews displaying the great¬

est number of coincidences with the apocrypha.3 It Is diffi¬

cult to decide whether the parallels are merely coincidences

or literary reminiscences. Fllson, however, concludes that:

We can say plainly that no New Testament writer
ever quotes one of the Apocrypha as Scripture.
... they have references to Jewish writings
outside of the canon, yet they never refer to one
of the Apocrypha as a Biblical authority.^

*W. 0. E. Oesterley, An Introduction to the Books of
the Apocrypha (London: Society for Promoting Christian Know-
ledge, 1935), PP. 125, 126.

2 a
Ellis, op. clt.. p. 77. ^Metzger, o£. clt.. p. 158.

^Floyd V, Fllson, Which Books Belong In the Bible? A
Study of the Canon (Philadelphia: The Westminster Press,
1956), p."35.
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Traces of the apocrypha appear In such New Testament pas¬

sages as Jude 14 (Enoch); Heb. Ils35» 36 (II, laccabbees);

and Jude 9 (Assumption 2i: ■ oses)
In his writings Irenaeus refers to Wlsdom. History of

2
Susanna. Bel and the Dragon, and Baruch. He seems to have

regarded I. Clement and the Shepherd as Scripture.^ Clement

of Alexandria considers £ Clement, the Shepherd. the Epistle

of Barnobos. and the Dldache as Scripture.^
Orlgen apparently remained certain of the genuineness

of the History of 3nsanna to the end of his life and used It

beoause It was received In the churches.'' Orlgen also

quotes from or mentions the Gospel of Peter, the Gospel ac¬

cording to the Hebrews, the Preaching of Peter, the Acts of

Pilate, the ClementIne Recognitions. I_ Clement, and the Epis¬

tle of Barnabas.^ He also refers to the Shepherd and the

Acts of Paul. though later he apparently became uncertain

^See Buhl, o£. clt.. p. 51; and also Sundberg, Old
Testa-rent, pp. 54, 55* for suggested New Testament refer¬
ences to apocryphal literature.

2Adv. Haer. 4.63.3: 4.41.1; 5.5.2; 5.35.1.

3Ibld.. 3.3.2; 4.24.2.

4strnm. 4.17.105; 1.29.181; 2.6.31; 1.20.100. Hanson,
TrodltIon, p. 226, notes that Clement quotes apocryphal works
and agranha In abundance.

^Letter to Afrlcanus and Comm. on Matt. 2.6l.

^Hanson, Orlgen's Doctrine, pp. 133-141. Hanson
points out that reference to these works In Orlgen does not
In Itself Imply that he accented them as authoritative or
genuine.
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about the authority of these two writings.^ Origen rejects

the Gospel according to the Egyptians, the Gosoel of the

Twelve, the Gosoel according to Thorns, and the Gosoel ac-
O

cording to Matthias. Origen, Hanson observes, was stricter

In his attitude to apocryphal works than Clement was.3
Schnee^elcher sneaks of the process of eliminating the apoc¬

rypha as still going on for Origen.^
Though Athanasius relegates the extra-canonical books

to this secondary position In his enumeration In this pas¬

toral letter, In practice he uses some of them as Scripture.

He refers to the Shepherd as an edifying book through which

God speaks, though, as he recognizes, the book is not in the

oanon.5 He speaks of having proof from Scripture and then

proceeds to refer to Wisdom.^ The words of EccleslastIons

are said to be the words of the Spirit.7 He refers to

Esther and Judith as "blessed."^ The formula "It is written"

introduces one of several references to Baruoh.9 and in one

^-Hanson, Tradition, p. 227.

^Hom. on Luke X* See Hanson, Tradition, p. 227.

^Hanson, Tradition, p. 227.

^Sohneemeloher, New Testament Apocrypha, loc. clt.,
p. 39.

^Oe Inc. 3; De Dec. 18. See supra, pp. 99, 100, for
the place of the Shepherd in the Muratorlan Canon.

^De Sent. Dion. 9. *^Ad Bp. Aeg. 3.

8E£. Heart. IV. 9C. Ar. 1.19.
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reference the Word Is said to chide Israel through Baruch.^
Athanasius also refers to Susanna in a series of Scripture

o

passages. In a reference to the Son,<? of the Three Children

he summons the three martyrs to arraign Arlanlsm.3 There is

also a reference to Bel and the Dragon.^ A quotation from

Toblt is introduced with the formula "what is written."5 He

refers to £ Bsdras ktbO as an evidence of the deity of

Christ.^ Athanaslns refers to all of these writings in ar¬

guments from Scripture without distinguishing them from the

books he listed as comprising the canon—with the exception

of the Shepherd. It should also be noted that all of these

books, but again with the exception of the Shepherd, are Old

Testament apocryphal books.

Athanasius also refers to the agranhon. "be approved

money-changers," without any Indication of its source.? Jer-

emias refers to the extreme popularity of this saying in the

early Church. It is quoted more often than any other extra-

canonical dominical saying. It is sometimes quoted as a say¬

ing of Jesus, sometimes as a word of Scripture, or as a word

1De Pec. 12. 2C. Ar. 1.12, 13.

3Ibid.. 11.71. ^Ibld.. III.30.
-^Ap. C. Ar. 11. ^De Sent. Dion. 2 5.

?In De Sent. Dion. 9; Ad Serap. 1.21.
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of the Gospel.^ Clement2 and Origen^ both quote It as do
L.

many other Church fathers.

Aland ascribes the Influence of the West on Athana-

sius as the cause of his inclusion of this apocryphal liter¬

ature as writings to be read.^ In a discussion of the oanon

of Athanasius, Ruwet, on the basis of Athanasius' citations

of the deutero-canonlcal books as Scripture, concludes that

his true view was that these are inspired Scriptures also.

He admits that it is impossible to confirm this conclusion.^
It appears, however, that it is better to ascribe Athanasius*

use of these books as standing in the tradition of the Alex¬

andrian school and accent his explicit statements of the ex¬

tra-canonical literature. Though Athanasius reoognized the

limits of the Hebrew canon in enumerating his oanon of the

Old Testament and listed the present twenty-seven book canon

of the New Testament, he reflects the influence of the

1Joachim Jeremlas, Unknown Sayings of Jesus, trans.
Reginald H. Puller (2nd English ed.; London: 3PCK, 1964),
p. 101.

2E.g., Strom. 1,28.177. ^E.g., Horn, on Luke 1:1.
4
See Jeremias, on. clt.. pp. 101-104.

''Aland, NZST. loc. clt.. pp. 227, 234.
6
Jean Ruwet, "Le Canon Alexandrln des Ecritures.

Saint Athanase," Blbllca (33» 1952), pp. 7, 8. This repre¬
sents the Roman Catholic view and that of the Council of
Trent with Its unequivocal pronouncement of the canonicity
of the books of the Old Testament apocryoha. See Metzger,
op. clt.. pp. 189, 190.
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Alexandrian school in his practice of using extra-canonical

literature.

Flesseman-van Leer concludes that Athanasius wrote

to end all doubts about the canon and also observes that:

Seine nersflntiche Autorlt&t war in der Tat gross
genug, so dass seln Kanon it) grossen und ganzen der
Kanon aller ostllchen Klrchen wurde; mehrere nrovin-
ziale Ktrchenversammlungen flbernahmen lhn fflr lhren
Machtberelch.^

The nlace of Athanasius in the history of the canon is thus

assessed by Nordberg:

As is well known, St. Athanasius assumes a key
position in the Bible Canon ... he was the first
to demarcate the number of the canonical writings
and their mutual sequence in a way which became,
and still is, the norm for the Church.2

'■Ellen Flesseman-van Leer, "Prinzipien der Sammlung
und Ausscheidung bel der Bildung des Kanons," ZTK (6l, 196^),
p. 416.

2Nordberg, AAPF, loc. clt.. p. 119.



CHAPTER V

SCRIPTURE AMD TRADITION

The Relationship of Scripture and Tradltlon

Hanson gives this succinct definition of "tradition":

Christian tradition Is . . . primarily that which
Is handed down from the very beginning of the
Christian faith, the Christian teaching and gos¬
pel, the method by which It Is handed over, and
the sources from which It Is derived.1

The word "tradition" is used in a variety of ways including:

(1) a piece of historical information independent of Scrip¬

tural sources handed down from an early period In the Church:

(2) a separate and reoognlzable source of Christian Informa¬

tion and doctrine presumably existing from the very begin¬

ning of Christianity and deriving from Christ and his Apos¬

tles which supplements the New Testament authoritatively;

(3) the doctrine of the Church as it has been taught and de¬

veloped from the earliest times—not the Gospel itself but

Its Interpretation by the Church; (^) the whole teaching of

the Church Including both the things taught and the manner

of teaching; (5) It can ba applied to the Bible alone; and

(6) within the Bible Itself various traditions may be

1Hanson, Origan'a Doctrlne. p. 31. See G, L. Pres¬
tige, "Tradition, Theology (XIIT. July Dec., 1926), pp.
7-10; and Kristen Ejner Skydsgaard, "Scripture and Tradi¬
tion," 3JT (9, 1956), pp. 350-352.
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detected, that have been handed on.*
Cullmann refers to I Cor. lit23, "I received It from

the Lord," as pointing not only to the historical Jesus as

the chronological beginning and the first link of the chain

of tradition, "but to the exalted Lord as the real author of
O

the whole tradition." Riesenfeld asserts that the only ex¬

planation of the fact that In the first age of the Church

the tradition about Jesus already possessed Its special char¬

acter as holy Word Is that this tradition, qua tradition, was

derived from Jesus himself. He is the beginning of the Gos¬

pel tradition.3 Riesenfeld affirms that:

Jesus is not only the object of a later faith,
which on Its side gave rise to the growth of oral
and also written tradition, but, as Messiah and
teacher, Jesus Is the object and subject of a tra¬
dition of authoritative and holy words which he
himself created and entrusted to his disciples
for its later transmission in the epoch between his
death and the parousia.^

The sources and depositories of this knowledge are

the Lord himself, and the evidence of apostles, disciples,

-Hanson, Tradition, p. 7.
o

Oscar Cullmann, The Early Church, ed. A. J. B. Hlg-
gins, trans. A. J. B. Hlgglns and 3. Godman (London: SCM
Press Ltd, 1956), p. 62.

^Harold Riesenfeld, "The Gospel Tradition and Its Be¬
ginnings," Stud la Evangellea, ed. P. L. Cross (Berlin, 1959),
I, 59.

L
Ibid.. I, 65. See also Berger Gerhardsson, Memory

and 'anuscrlpt: Oral Tradition and Written Transmission In
Rabbinic Judaism and Early Christianity (Uppsala. 1961). pp.

193 ff.
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and eyewitnesses of the Word. "Any authoritative tradition

must ultimately derive from these."1 The tradition can be

described as apostolic from those who were its original re¬

cipients or ecclesiastical from the society which received
p

It and transmitted it institutionally. Cullmann says that

the fact must be emphasized that the early Church itself dis¬

tinguished between apostolic tradition and eccl sfeastlcal

tradition. It subordinated the latter to the former, or,

In other words, It subordinated Itself to the apostolic tra¬

dition. ^
Before the New Testament was written, the sources of

the Christian faith were the Old Testament and the oral tra¬

dition.^ By tradition the fathers usually mean doctrine

which the Lord or his apostles committed to the Church

whether it was handed down orally or in documents.^ Twice

Paul refers to the fact that he delivered that which he had

■^Hanson, Origen's Tradition, p. 31. Cullmann, Early
Church, p. 621, points out that Jesus and the early Church
lived In an atmosphere that was entirely permeated with the
concept of tradition. Rabbinic Interpretation of Scripture
constituted a norm that was placed alongside and even above
Scripture. Jesus had rejected this "tradition of the rabbis"
(see Mk. 7:3, U- and Matt. 15:2).

2
Turner, o£. clt., p. 309.

Cullmann, Early Church, p. 87.

^R. P. C. Hanson, "The Church and Tradition In the
Pre-Nlcene Fathers," SJT (12, 1959), p. 27.

^Kelly, Doctrines, pp. 30, 31.
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received--I Cor. 11:23 (the account of the institution of

the Lord's Supper) and I Cor. 15s3» 4 (the essential facts

of the proclamation of the Gospel). Cullmann states that

the content of tradition for Paul was: (l) moral rules

which concern the life of the faithful (e.g., I Cor. 11:2);

(2) a summary of the Christian message expressed as a formula

of faith and uniting the facts of the life of Jesus and their

theological interpretation (e.g., I Cor. 15:3» 4); and (3)

slnprle narratives from the life of Jesus (e.g., I Cor. 11:23).

The primitive tradition probably consisted of a summary of

the keryprma. but by Patjl's time the tradition had advanced a

step and included words of Jesus and narratives from his

life.1
It was when the whole tradition of the Church was

threatened with a lapse into uncertainty about the tradition

that the writings that came to comprise the New Testament

were set apart and subsequently canonized. Cullmann states

that in fixing the oanon the Church itself traced a clear

and definite line between apostolic tradition and ecclesias¬

tical tradition, or otherwise the canon's formation would be

meaningless.^ Thus Cullmann concludes that:

By establishing the principle of a canon the Church

"Cullmann, Early Church. pp. 64, 65.

^Hanson, SJT. loc. clt.. p. 23.

^Cullmann, Early Church, p. 89.
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recognized that from that time the tradition was no
longer a criterion of truth. It drew a line under
the apostolic tradition. It deolared Implicitly
that from that time every subsequent tradition must
be submitted to the control of the apostolic tradi¬
tion which constituted the Church, which forced it¬
self upon it.l

At this point arises the problem of the relation of

Scripture and tradition. Rather than accenting the conclu¬

sion that the Gospel tradition coincides with the collection

of writings constituting the New Testament, Bonnard objects

that this precludes any subsequent work of the Holy Spirit

In the Church. Tavard defines tradition as "the overflow

of the Word outside Sacred Scripture,Hanson recognizes

that some of this oral tradition may have survived outside

the New Testament.** Tradition, L'Hulllier affirms, Is to be

understood to Include both Scripture and that which Is now

specifically called tradition, but the Bible, especially the

New Testament, constitutes the heart of the tradition of the

Church.^
For the apostolic fathers tradition is the "preaching

1Ibld.. p. 90.
O

Pierre Bonnard, "La Tradition dans le Nouveau Testa¬
ment," RHPR (40, I960), pp. 2?, 28.

^George H. Tavord, Holy Writ or Holy Church (London:
Burns ft Oates, 1959), p. 8.

^Hanson, Qrlsren* s Doctrine, p. 32.

^Peter L*Hullller, "The Ecclesiastical Hierarchy and
Magisterlum," Sobornost (Ser. 4, no. 1, Autumn, 1959), pp.
20, 21.
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of the church as the way In which revelation reaches man.

Congar states that though the word "tradition" Is employed

by the apostolic fathers only a few times, the Idea which it

signifies Is frequent. He says that it Is comprised of

three elements: (1) a deposit transmitted; (2) a living

maglsterlum; and (3) a transmission by succession. Pres¬

tige, however, concludes that for the fathers the Bible Is

identified with tradition; therefore when the fathers In¬

voked the authority of tradition, they meant ultimately the

authority of the Bible.^
The earliest reference to the "rule of faith" Is

iL
found In Irenaeus. In addition to indicating a list or cat¬

alog (as of Scrloture),^ xav<Sv also Indicates a rule of

faith, rule of ecclesiastical law, canon of behavior, or li¬

turgical order.^ Sohneemelcher points out that the word

came to designate unmistakeably that which has become oblig¬

atory. It served quite generally to set In relief what the

■*'Flessoman-van Leer, Tradition and Scripture, p. IB6.

Y. Congar, La Tradition et les Traditions: Essal
historloue (Paris, I960), p. 27.

q
Prestige, Fathers and Heretics, p. 2'?.

i>
Hanson, Tradition, p. 75.

^3ee sunra. pp. 76, 77, for Its use In reference to a
list or catalog.

Patristic Greek Lexicon, ed. G. W. H. Lampe (Ox¬
ford: Clarendon Press, 1961), pp. 701, 702.
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"hard and fast ecclesiastical norm" was to be and was used

In this sense in a threefold connection: "rule of truth"

( xcnwv tflc iXpeefa^; "rule of faith" ( xavwv tf}<; xfaxeux;); and

"rule of the Church" (or ecclesiastical rule) ( xavcbv tffc IxxXn-

crfac « or lxxXr)cnacrtcx6c) • In the rule of faith the Church Is

the subject creating the "normalizing standard," which also

"fixes and formulates" the rule.-*- Some of the fathers de¬

scribe the rule of faith as tradition,2 In his discussion

of the rule of faith Hanpon makes the observation that:

We cannot recognize the rule of faith as original
tradition, golrnr back by oral continuity Independ¬
ently of Scripture to Christ and his Apostles,
But we can recognize It as the tradition In which
the Church was Interpreting Scripture under the
guidance of the Holy Spirit, and as such claim it
as an essential Ingredient of historical Christi¬
anity.5

In the New Testament and the apostolic fathers xavtJv

Is used in reference to a rule or pattern of life (e.g.,

II Cor. 10:13, 15; Gal. 6:l6; I Clem. 7:2).

Van den Eynde states that between the years 130-300

A.D. the word xapdSoeric meant three things: (l) the teach¬

ing of the apostles In contrast with the preaching of the

prophets and Christ; (2) the doctrine transmitted by succes¬

sion in the churches beginning with the apostles In contrast

with the Scriptures; and (3) the rites of the cult and other

^Schneemeicher, New Testament Apocrypha, loc. clt.,
P. 23.

^Hanson, Tradition, p. 94. 5Ibld.. p. 129.
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ecclesiastical practices which are transmitted by custom.!
The content of the rule of faith is indicated espe-

p
daily in the lists of these rules reproduced by Irenaeus,

Tertulllan,3 and Origen.^ Wolfson^ summarizes these rules

in two parts: (l) Christian presuppositions consisting gen¬

erally of the Trinity, Incarnation, Resurrection, Ascension,

and Second Coming; and (2) those which can be identified

with six topics out of the eight in Phllo's^ Scriptural pre¬

suppositions. Hagglund regards the rule as a history of the

interpretation of the Christian faith, and that ultimately

it was to defend or explicate the faith.^
Irenaeus emphasizes that the whole Church everywhere

teaches the rule of faith, neither more nor less, and he

-'•Van den Eynde, 00. clt.. p. 158.

2MZ. Haer. 1.2; 3.4.1; 4.53.1.

3AdZ. 2; De Praesc. Haer. 13.1-6; De Vlrg. Vel.
1.3.

^De Prln.. praef., 4-10.

^Wolfson, Philosophy of the Church Fathers. I, 80.

6De Oplf. ^und. 61.170-172; De Spec. Leg. 1.11.60;
1.60.27; 1.637344; De Decal. 4.15; Pe 'ios. 2.3.14. See
Harry Austryn Wolfson, Philo: Foundations of Religious Phi¬
losophy. in Judal s-n. Christianity, and Islam (rev. ed.; Cam¬
bridge, Hass.: Harvard University Press, 1Q48), I, 164, 165.

7 »

Bengt Hagglund, Die Bedeutung der 1regula fldei' als
Grundlage theologischer Aussage," ST (11-12, 1057-53), p. 44.
Hanson, Tradition, p. 256, avers that it is perhaps an over¬
statement to say that tradition is interpretation of the
Bible. It would be better to say that tradition is "created
and formed by interpretation."
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describes this rule as "tradition" (rapdSocn c ).1 In another

passage he refers to the rule of faith in speaking of the

tradition which is from the apostles and which is preserved

through the succession of the Church's presbyters. Ire-

naeus believes that the Church preserved the tradition which

it inherited from the apostles and passed it down. He con¬

siders this to be a living tradition, and he seems to regard

it to be in principle independent of written documents—pub¬

lic and ooen in contrast to the secret tradition of the Gnos¬

tics. For practical purposes he regards this tradition as

finding expression in what he calls "the canon of truth."3
Correct exegesis of Scripture is the prerogative of the

Church where the apostolic tradition or doctrine, which was

the key to Scripture, had been kept intact.** Irenaeus real

defense of orthodoxy is founded on Scripture.5 He also con¬

siders tradition to be confirmed by Scripture, for it is the

foundation and pillar of the faith.^
Irenaeus seems to regard the identity of oral tradi¬

tion with the original revelation to be guaranteed by the un¬

broken succession of bishops in the great sees going back
7

lineally to the apostles. He suggests that firm grasp of

1
Idv. Haer. 1.3. 2Ibld.. 3.2.2.

3Ibld.. praef.. 5; 3.33.1. 4Ibld.. 4.41.2-42.1; 4.49.1.

5Ibld.. 2.53.2; 3.2.1; praef,, 3; 3.51.

6Ibld.. praef.. 3? 3.1.1. 7Ibld.. 3.2.2; 3.3.1-3; 3.4.1.
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the canon of truth received at baptism would prevent a man

from distorting the sense of Scripture. He insists that the

rule of faith is faithfully preserved by the apostolic

Church and has found its various expressions in the canoni¬

cal books.''"
Hanson points out that because most of Irenaeus*

work does not survive in the original Greek the vocabulary

he employed cannot be certainly ascertained, but Irenaeus

used the phrase "rule of truth" (xavobv xffc iXriQeCac) which sur¬

vives In one Greek fragment. Fie also uses the woris "preach¬

ing" (xfipuyna ), "the faith" (-fi xfcrtic), 3 and "construction"
( 6x60e<rt<;) .^ Hanson states that Irenaeus' translator seems

to have translated all words used for the rile of faith by

the phrase "rile of truth" (regu.la verltatls) .5

It seems best to conclude that Irenaeus regarded the

rule of faith, or perhaps the creed considered as its sum¬

mary, as part of the whole inheritance which might be called

traditional Christianity.^ He regarded the rule as simply a

condensation of Scripture and said that the Church's unwrit¬

ten tradition and Scripture were Identical in content, both

belnj? vehicles of revelation.*^

3
Ibid., 1.1.20; 2.^1.^. 2Hanson, Tradition, p. ?5.

3Adv. Haer. 1.1.20; 1.3. **Ibld.. 1.1.20.

^Hanson, Tradition, p. 75. ^Ibld.. p. 96.

"^Kelly, Doctrines. p. 3^.
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Tertullian frequently referred to the rule of faith

usually using the phrase rescuta fidel.l He considers the

rule to have cone down from Christ himself, handed down

through his companions. By tradition the Church trans¬

mitted the rule which it received from the apostles.^
Flesseman-van Leer points out that Tertulllan had two

separate conceptions of the rule of faith—as the authentic

content of original Christian doctrine and as customs which

had been long carried on in the Church.^ Tertulllan insists

that the aoostolic authors faithfully reoorded what they re¬

ceived from Christ, and nothing is to be added to this de¬

posit of faith. He holds that if a oractice lacks Scrip¬

tural warrant, good reason must be assigned for it, and, if

it is contrary to Scripture, it must be abandoned.^
For Tertullian, as for Irenaeus, Scripture was apos¬

tolic tradition in written form.^ Both of them, Flesseman-

van Leer concludes, annealed to Scrioture to substantiate

their assertions in matters of faith, and both denied "most

^-Hanson, Tradition, p. 77. E.g., Adv. Frax. 3.

2A-ool. 7.10. ^De Praescr. Haer. 37.1.

^Flesseman-van Leer, Tradition and Scrioture. pp.
1^6-150. " "

^Oe Praesc. Haer. 6.3-5; Le Je,1. 10.

^Plesseman-van Leer, Tradition and Scrlnture. p. 191.
Hanson, Tradition, p. Ill, states that for Tertullian the
contents of the rule of faith and the Bible were identical.
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decidedly the existence of extra-Scriptural tradition."1
Clement of Alexandria occasionally uses the word "can¬

on" for the rule of faith employing it in several different

expressions! "the ecclesiastical rule" (lxxXn<na<rtix&c xav&v )2;
"the rule of the Church" (o xava>v Tfy; IxxXrxrtac )3; "the rule of

truth" (o xava>v tflc dXr|0e£ac)^; and "the rule of faith" (o xavwv

tflc xCcrreax;) . ^ Clement claims to possess a secret and authen¬

tic tradition whloh was unwritten and lndeoendent of Scrip¬

ture and which was derived by a succession of teachers from

Christ and from his apostles. He calls it a yvflcne or rapd-
(L

6octk which includes quasi-Gnostic speculations.° Prestige

asserts that Clement claimed the authority of Scriptural

texts and thus disclaimed the idea of possessing any private

or secret doctrine. He understands Clement to claim that he

drew all his arguments from Scripture,^ Hanson, however, ob¬

serves that this should be understood as "Scripture rightly

interpreted."^ Clement frequently uses the word "tradition"

( mpd6ocrtc) for the rule.9 He Insists that Scripture is to

"'"Plesseman-van Leer, Tradition and Scripture, p. 101.

2Strom. 7.7.**1. 3Ibld.. 1.10.96. ^Ibld., 7.16.9**.

5Ibid., **.15.98. 6Ibid., 1.1.11-12; 6.7.61; 6.8.68.
7
Prestige, Fathers and Heretics, p. 29.

o

Hanson, Or 1 gen's Doctrine, p. **8.

9S.g., Strom. 1.12.56; 6.15.131.
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be Interpreted according to the rule of faith In the Church.-*

Orlgen belonged to the same school of thought as Clem¬

ent, and Clement was, In fact, Origen's main source In his
2

doctrine of tradition. Orlgen often refers to the rule of

faith, and hts usual word for It Is xavwv .3 He speaks of

"the ecclesiastical rule" (o xava>v o ixxXpcrtacruixSc)^ and iden¬

tifies the rule with "the purport of sound teaching" (

*p60ecriv TfJc urtoffc 6t6acrxa\Cac). For Orlgen the rule Is the

body of beliefs currently accepted by ordinary Christians.^
By the time of Orlgen the possibility of oral tradition of

any kind surviving was virtually Ignored."^
Origen, Hanson notes, never made the least attempt to

offer the rule of faith as an alternative to the Bible as

Irenaeus and Tertulllan did, nor did he appeal to a source

of knowledge which Is unwritten and Independent of the Bible

as Clement did. It may be concluded that when Orlgen spoke

of the rule of faith, he meant the Christian faith as It was

preached and taught by the Church of his day, and as it had

been preached and taught since the time of the apostles.

The rule's content was Identical with that of the Bible and

1Ibld., 3.10.70; 6.15.121*-.
J>
Hanson, Orlmen's Doctrine, p. 1*8.

^ it,
'Hanson, Tradition, p. 78. Comm. on I. Cor. 81*.

^Hom. on Jer. 5»^# ^In lob., 13.16.98.

^Hanson, Orlgen's Doctrine, p. 102.
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was proved from It.1 The rule, however, was not identified
2

with the Bible. Hanson observes that Orlgen believed that

there were a number of traditions connected with Christian

Institutions and worship which derived from the Lord or his

apostles and which had come down to his own day Independently

of the Bible. This view of Origen's Is modified In that

these traditions are unimportant and do not Involve signifi¬

cant modifications of the Bible. It cannot be ascertained

that what Orlgen considered an apostolic Institution really

Is one.^
In Athanasius the lnfreouent references to tradition

are usually made in close relation to his appeal to Scrip¬

ture. In accusing the Arlans of misinterpreting Scripture,

he speaks of considering and using the "scone" (<rx6xoc) " of

the faith of Christians as a "rule" (xaw&v ) in the reading

and Interpretation of Scripture by Christians.^ Athanasius*

apneal to the scope of Scripture In this instance Is for the

purpose of establishing that Scripture contains a double ac¬

count of Christ—his deity and his incarnate life. He seems

to consider the scope of Scripture and the scone of faith to

be Identical. He considers his interpretation of

1Hanson, SJT. loc. clt.. p. 28.
2 2
Hanson, Orlgen's Doctrine, p. 113* Ibid.. p. 180,

^See Ch. XII for the meaning of "scone" In Athanasius.

5C. Ar. III.28.
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Phil. 2s 9, 10 as having a very "ecclesiastical" ( IxxXricnacrrt-

x6q) tlMitnlrnri If the Arians had recognized the eccleslastl-
p

cal scope, they would not have made shipwreck of their faith.

Athanaslus also declares that the orthodox faith, In

contrast to Arlanlsm, Is right, for It finds Its source In

the teaching of the aoostles and "tradition" (xapd&ocnc) of

the fathers which is confirmed by both the New Testament and

the Old.^ He then proceeds to cite Scripture and states

that "the apostolic tradition" ( n ixcxrtoXix^ mpdSoctc ) so

teaches In the words of Peter (I Pet. 4s 1). Here tradition

and teaching are equated.

Also in his first letter to Seraolon Athanasius

states that he has "delivered the tradition" ( wapa8C8wpi ) in

accordance with the apostolic faith which was transmitted

from the fathers.^ In a pastoral letter Athanaslus states

that the heretics Indeed refer to Scripture but do not hold

such oolnions as the saints have handed down. Paul Justly

praised the Corinthians, Athanaslns says, because their opin¬

ions were In accordance with his tradition. The saints

(that Is, the New Testament writers) Imparted without altera¬

tion that which they had received. To these teachers only,

he asserts, Is it necessary to give heed, for they were

1Ibld., 1.4'+. 2Ibld., III.28.
^Ad Adel oh. 6. See Pollard, BJRL. loc. clt.. p. 424.
4
Ad Serao. 1.33.
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eyewitnesses of the Word. That which they heard from the

Lord they have handed down.^
o

Athanasius also states that he has invented nothing

extraneous to the apostolic faith and that his teaching is

also in conformity with the Scriptures. He had previously

stated that he summoned them to look at the very "tradition"

( rapdSocrt<; ) , "teaching" ( 6i6acrxaXta ), and "faith" ( xC<rtic)
which the Lord gave, the apostles preached, and the fathers^
keot. Here Athanasius eauates tradition, teaching, faith,

and the preaching of the apostles, and it is this which the
L

Nicene fathers preserved. Athanasius professes to express

the faith in terms which are derived from the apostles

through the fathers.^
For Athanasius, then, tradition was not an indefinite

source of knowledge which is independent of Scripture. Pol¬

lard understands Athanasius* concept of tradition, or the

regula fidel. to be a summary of the teaching of Christ and

the preaching of the apostles which was used in the instruc¬

tion of catechumens and based on the baptismal formula of

Matt. 28:19. Thus it is also a summary of the New Testament

message which is the "precipitate of the Apostolic preaching

1Bo. Heort. II.6, 7. 2M ^erax>. 1.28.
a
That is, the fathers of Nicaea. See Shaoland, op.

clt.. p. 133, n. 2.

^Pollard, BJdL, loc. clt.. p. 420;. %d Serap. II.3,
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of the Gospel of Jesus Christ.

In connection with a statement on the sufficiency of

Scripture Athanasius refers to the compositions of hl3 read¬

ers* teachers as media by which they could gain some know-
O

ledge of the Interpretation of the Scriptures.'' In a refer¬

ence to the confession of faith by the fathers at Nicaea,

Athanasius declares that it is in accordance with Scripture.3
In their statement the Nicene fathers acknowledged that

their sentiments vrere not novel but apostolic, for they did

not discover them. They are the same as that which was

taught by the apostles. If the statement of the Nicene fa¬

thers is read honestly, Athanasius asserts, it will be a re¬

minder of the religion toward Christ which is announced in
L

Scripture. He urges his readers to remain on the foundation

of the apostles and to hold fast the tradition of the fa¬

thers.-*

Athanasius also states that those who met at Nicaea

handed down the sound faith which Christ gave and which the

apostles t)reached. The fathers of Nicaea are said to

breathe the soirit of Scripture. They wished to set down in

"'"Pollard, BJRL. loc. clt.. o. ^-21. See also Shapland,
op. clt.. pp. 133, 13^, n. 2.

2
C. Gen. 1. Robertson, op. clt.. IV, ty, n. 3* sug¬

gests that this reference may be to works from the Alexan¬
drian school such as Orlgen's De Prlnclolls.

^Ad Bplot. 1. ^De Syn. 5, 6. **Ibld.. 5*K
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writing the acknowledged language of Sorlpture and collected

from Scripture appropriate figures and texts.^ Athanaslus

also asserts that his view has been handed down from father

to father, but the Arlans cannot appeal to any father for
p

their terms. It is evident that for Athanasius the state¬

ment of Nicaea was valid, because It was based on Scripture,

The Nlcene formula did not complicate the faith but safe-
a

guarded the Scriptures.

In the defense of Athanasius and in opposition to

those wishing to depose him in his absence, it is asserted

that his enemies could appeal for their action to no 'tecelesl-

astlcul canon" ( ixxXpcrtaomixoc xavdov). No such "tradition"

(xapdSocic) has been transmitted from the fathers who In
their turn received tradition from the apostle Peter.^ Atha¬

nasius declares that Gregory of Alexandria had not received

his ordination according to "ecclesiastical rule," nor had

he been called to be a bishop by "apostolic tradition" (&xo-

crtoXixoc x;apd6o<rcc ). ^ When he refers to the festival of Pass¬

over which Paul delivered, Athanasius defends his announce¬

ment of its seasons, for this has been received from the fa¬

thers. Thus he keeps the apostolic tradition.^ Here there

seem to be clear references to ecclesiastical practices

1M Afr. 1, 4-6. 2De Dec. 27.
a

■lanson, Tradition, p. 179.

^Hlst. Ar. 36. 5Ibid., 14. 68p. Heort. II.7.
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which were derived from the aoostles by tradition without di¬

rect Scrintural sanction. It Is aomrent that Athanastus

subscribed to the view that customs and practices relating

to the life of the Church which were known to be of long

standing could be confidently regarded as Instituted by the
J

apostles themselves."

Y. Congar's conclusion that tradition "est formel et

abondant chez 3, Athanase" Is not warranted by the refer¬

ences to tradition In Athanaslus. It Is evident that Athana-

slns did not regard tradition as a second source of doctrine

oarallel with Scrlnture. In Its contents he seems to have

regarded tradition as Identical with Scrlnture a3 did the

fathers who nreceded hlm.^ It Is clear.*- Hanson concludes,

that Athanaslus took the same attitude to tradition, the

rule of faith, In relation to Scripture as that which was

normal with the fathers of the second Half of the second

century and of the third century.^ All of them regarded the
-0 to/ -C- b-~-

rule as subject to proof from the Bible. Kelly concludes

that throughout the third end fourth centuries Scripture and

tradition ranked as complementary authorities—different In

form but coincident in content.^

■'■See Hanson, Tradition, p. 181.
2
Congar, op. clt.. p. 60.

"^Hanson, Trad It Ion, p. 125. ^Ibld.. p. 180.

''ibid.. p. 125. ^Kelly, Doctrines, p. 4?.
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The Sufficiency of Scripture

Integrally related to the concept of tradition is the

principle of the sufficiency of Scripture. Athanaslus ex¬

plicitly declares that the Scriptures are sufficient for the

declaration of the truth. ^ In commenting on the councils

called by the Arlans, he declares that Scripture is "suffi¬

cient above all things" ( JxavwtSpa, x&vmoov ).^ In concluding
his list of the books of the Old and New Testaments, Athana¬

slus states that these are "fountains of salvation" so that

those who thirst may be satisfied with their living words.

In these alone, he asserts, Is proclaimed the doctrine of

godliness. No man Is to add to or subtract from them.^
When Athonaslus writes to Serapion concerning the Holy Spir¬

it, he declares that the illustrations which Scripture con¬

tains are "sufficient" (aikApxT*;) and "suitable" (ixav6c), and
therefore Serapion Is to learn only that which Is In Scrip¬

ture,^ Athanaslus recommends to those who wish to know more

about the matters of which he writes that they read the

Scriptures which are most sufficient of all things.-*
The sufficiency of Scripture is Implicit In his dec¬

laration that proofs from Scripture will be directed at the
g

Arians to disprove their teaching.

Athanasius* concept of the sufficiency of Scripture

TC. Gen. 1. 2De Syn. 6. %t>. Heort. XXXIX.6.

^Ad Serap. 1.19. -*Ad Episc. Aeg. ^C. Ar. I. 10.
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Is readily evident In his constant recourse to Scripture In

establishing his teaching. \s Robertson points out, Athana-

sius follows up orecept by exarmle, for his works are a con¬

tinuous appeal to Scripture'.1 fright refers to a statement

by Keble in which he states that Xthanaslus was ready "to

commit his cause to the witness of Scripture, and to follow

the voice of Scripture wherever it should lead hlra. The

emohosls of Athanasius on the sufficiency of Scripture, in
q

the opinion of Pollard, is in itself the refutation of van

den Tynde's assertion that Scrlnture is Insufficient to main¬

tain the faith and to resolve controversial questions and

that therefore the Scriptures must be explained by tradition.**
Gore concludes that when the canon of the New Testa¬

ment was formulated:

It was taken for granted that the apostolic doc¬
trine had been expressed once for ail in the books
now canonized and that the final reference was to
the books. 3o it was laid down peremptorily by Ori-
gen, by Athanasius, by the Fathers generally without
any hesitation. ... The Fathers certainly affirm
that nothing can be orthodox which is not scriptural.*

"Robertson, on. clt.. IV, Ixxiv.

^Bright, The Age of the Fathers. I, 8?.

^Pollard, RJRL. loo, clt.. p. 422.
4
Van den Eynde, on. olt.. p. 2B0.

^Gore, New Commentary, loc. clt.. Part I, p. 16.



CHAPTER VI

THE SIGNIFICANT BOOKS AND PASSAGES

The writings of Athanasius abound with direct quota¬

tions from the Scriptures, and also contain a larcre number

of references and allusions that cannot be readily identi¬

fied, His language Is filled with Biblical turns of -phrase

and lengthy pronouncements which are taken directly from

Scripture, With the exception of Contra Gentes Athanaslus*

quotations are usually short, comprising only one or two

verses. In his use of Scripture he Is consistently meticu¬

lous in giving exactly the correct Scripture text.* Athana¬

sius, Nordberg affirms, was a Blbllclst in the sense that he
2

made abundant use of direct quotations.

The TTse of the Old Testament

It has been observed that In common with the writers

of the New Testament and the early fathers Athanasius read

the Old Testament as a Christian book. ^ Consentiently, in es¬

tablishing the doctrine of the Trinity and especially In his

discussion of the doctrine of Christ, he could turn to the

Old Testament for proof almost as readily as to the New.

His view of the Old Testament as well as the whole Bible was

*Nordberg, AAPP, loc, clt.. pp. 120, 121.

2Ibid.. p. 121, ^Surra. pp. 6R ff.
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Christooentric.

In his use of the Old Testament as a basis for the

doctrine of the Trinity, Athanaslus used three of Its books

far more extensively than the others: Genesis, Psalms, and

Isaiah.'- The references to the Psalms predominate. This

may be compared with the use of the Old Testament In the New.

Swete finds that there are approximately one hundred sixty

Old Testament passages directly quoted in the New. Of these,

forty are from the Psalms and thirty-eight are from Isaiah.

Thus almost half of the citations are from these two books.

The Pentateuch accounts for fifty-one—mostly from Genesis,
2

Exodus, and Deuteronomy.

This, In turn, may be compared with Paul's quotations

from the Old Testament which comprise one third of all Old

Testament quotations In the New,-^ Ellis states that Old Tes¬

tament quotations in the Pauline Epistles are taken from six¬

teen books with thirty-three from the Pentateuch, twenty-five

from Isaiah, and nineteen from the Psalms. The quotations

^Following these three books in their number of refer¬
ences, though not as copiously referred to, are Deuteronomy,
Proverbs, and Jeremiah. His concept of the Son as Wisdom
and his refutations of certain Arlan texts in Proverbs ac¬
count for the majority of references from Proverbs.

2
Swete, op. clt., pp. 331-392.

^Ellls, op. clt.. p. 11, It should be noted that
Swete speaks of the Old Testament passages found in the New,
and that Ellis refers to Paul's quotations of the Old Testa¬
ment. Ellis enumerates each use of a single passage found
In more than one Place.
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from these three sources comprise three fourths of Paul's

quotations from the Old Testament. Bonslrven corroborates

Ellis' statements In affirming that, In both his Implicit

and explicit Old Testament citations, Paul had a preference
2

for Genesis, Exodus, Deuteronomy, Psalms, and Isaiah. The

majority of references In Athanaslus to Genesis are to chap¬

ters 1, IB, 19, 26, 28, 31. and 32.^
In the Psalms there are a number of significant pas¬

sages to which frequent references are madej Ps. 33s6, 9;

24; 45:1, 6, 7; 102:25-27; 104:24, 29, 31. Of these pas¬

sages from Psalms, Ps. 33:6 seems to be echoed In Heb. 11:3

and in II Pet. 3:5. The author of Hebrews (In 1:8, 9)

quotes Ps. 45:6, 7 as an ascription to the Son. He also

quotes Ps. 102:25-27 as a reference to the Son (Heb. 1:10-12).

Ps. 110:1 is either quoted and ascribed directly to the Son,

or forms the basis of, or Is apparently alluded to In the

following passages: Matt. 22:44 (parallels In Mk. 12:36 and

Luke 20:42, 43); Matt. 26:64 (parallels In Mk. 14:62 and

Luke 22s69); Acts 2:34; I Cor. 15:25; Eph. 1:20; Col. 3:1;

Heb. 1:3, 13; and 12:2. Stendahl notes the great signifi¬

cance that Matt. 22:44 has had for the Christian

1Ibld.
Joseph Bonslrven, Bxegese Rabbinio"e et Sxegese Paul-

lnlenne (Paris, 1939), pp. 284-290.

^See Part III for Athanasius' use and interpretation
of these and the following passages.
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Interpretation of the Old Testament.^-
The principal passages in Isaiah that Athanasius em¬

ployed in establishing the doctrine of the Trinity are 7:14;

9:6; 44:24; and 66:2. Of these passages from Isaiah the fol¬

lowing are used in the New Testament: Is. 7s14 In Matt.

Is23; and Is. 66s (1), 2 In Acts 7:49, 50. The latter passage,

however, does not refer to the Son.

The well-known hypothesis of a testimony book pro¬

pounded by Hendel Harris Includes Athanasius In its scope.

On the basis of Athanasius* use of Nun. 24:5-7, 17 (and Its
p

ascription to Moses); Gen. 49:10; and Is. 35:1-6; Harris af¬

firms that Athanasius, in common with other Church fathers,

used a "book of testimonies.

Dodd^ concludes that Harris carried his hypothesis to

too great lengths—his theory outran the evidence. Dodd

adopts the hypothesis that there were some parts of

•'•Krister Stendahl , The School of St. Matthew and Its
TTse of the Old Testament (Hposala, 195^), p. 211.

2In De Inc. 33, 33, 40.

^Rendel Harris with the assistance of Vacher Burch,
Testimonies (Cambridge: University Press, 1916 and 1-920),
I, 37-93.

^C. H. Dodd, Accordlng to the Scriptures: The Sub¬
structure of Mew Testament Theology (London: Nlsbet $ Co.,
Ltd., 195277 pp. 23-27, 60 ff., 126, 130. He gives fifteen
Instances where there are strong grounds for believing that
the New Testament writers were working on a tradition in
which certain passages of the Old Testament were treated as
"testimonies" to the Gospel facts. Ibid.. pp. 31-3?» See
infra, pp. 137, 133, for Sundberg*s criticism of Dodd's view.
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Scripture which were early recognized as appropriate sources

from which the testimonies might be drawn. Prom these sec¬

tions, which were drawn from Isaiah, Jeremiah, certain minor

pronhets, and the Psalms, verses or sentences were quoted as

pointers to the whole context rather than as constituting

testimonies in and for themselves. In their use of these

passages the New Testament writers remained true to the main

intention of their writers, but in the transposition into a

fresh situation a certain shift in the nature of an expan¬

sion of the passage's original scope is apparent. He sug¬

gests that it was Jesus himself who was the creative thinker

who initiated this process of rethinking the Old Testament.

Lindars^ declares that Dodd struck the "death blow"

to Harris' theory, and Kilpatrick2 considers it improbable

that Harris' theory is sound. Kilpatrick avers that though

the earliest known testimony books came from Tertullian and

Cyprian, collections of this kind may be older than their

testimony books, and a traditional apologetic exposition of

selected texts of Scripture must be older still. This im¬

plies that at an early date there existed a common stock of

exegesis of the Old Testament. It need not be Implied,

*
Barnabas Lindars, New Testament Apologet 1c: The Doc¬

trinal Significance of the Old Testament Quotations (London:
SCr* Press Ltd, !06>1), p. 13.

^G, D. Kilpatrick, The Origins of the Gospel accord¬
ing to St. Matthew (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 19^6), p. 66.
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Kllpatrlck affirms, that the first century Christians had a

testimony book apart from the Greek Bible Itself. It can be

said that this Greek Bible was their testimony book. Collec¬

tions of 'esslanlc testimony texts have been found, however,

In the Dead Sea Scrolls.1
Stendahl re.lects Harris' hypothesis and concludes

that:

The methods of the synagogue In dealing x<rlth
the texts of the O.T., both In liturgical read¬
ing and In teaching, acoount for most of the
features Harris wanted to explain by his Book
of Testimonies.

He points out that this Is not to say that the primitive

Church did not know and use testimonies—oral or even writ¬

ten. He suggests that there was Interpretative adaptation
a

and selection.

Dodd's theory that the New Testament texts pointed to

the context rather than an atomistic usage Is criticized by

Sundberg.^ He also discredits Dodd's view that a tradi¬

tional method of exegesis of Old Testament passages existed.

This, he holds, Is not borne out In the passages, and, In

fact, Dodd's theory Is only a variation In form of Harris*

'-Barnabas Llndars, "Second Thoughts: IV, Books of
Testimonies," ET (75, 1963-64), pp. 173, 175.

^Stendahl, op. clt.. p. 217. ^Ibld.. pp. 207-217.

^Albert C. Sundberg, Jr., "On Testimonies," NT (3-4,
1959-60), pp. 277-280.
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hypothesis of a testimony book. Sundberg and also Dodd1
questlon whether such a book, if it had existed, could have

been omitted from the canon.

In an examination of the Epistle of Barnabas Prigent

concludes that in this work Biblioal quotations are not so

much testimony books as little "gospels." These are oouched

in Soriptural terms and are primarily concerned with the

death and resurrection of Christ but gradually enlarged to
p

form summaries of the Christian faith. Llndars observes

that Prigent's study serves to throw into relief the complex¬

ity of the problem.^
Lindars rejects the theories of Harris, Dodd, and

Stendahl, for "they fail to satisfy, because they do not do

Justice to all the phenomena of the quotations."^ Lindars

suggests that there are various possibilities which presup¬

pose a complicated picture of the exegetical work of the

early Church: Scriptural allusions in oral teaching; litur¬

gical texts, and "little gospels" using Old Testament quota¬

tions and allusions; short collections of testimonies for

apologetic purposes; and short collections of text-and-

^"Dodd, According to the Scriptures, p. 26.
2
Pierre Prigent, L'EpTtre de Barnobe' I-XVI et ses

Sources? Les Testlmonla dans le Chrlstlanlsme orlmltlf (Par¬
is, lQ6l ), pp. 217-219. For a continuation of this argument
see Pierre Prigent, Justin et 1'Anclen Testament (Paris,
1.9610.

^Llndars, ET. loo, cit., p. 17^. ^Ibld.
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commentary embodying the results of a growing tradition of

exegesis.1
In evaluating Athanasins* use of the Old Testament,

though it is not impossible that he used a book of testimo¬

nies, it seems more plausible to suggest that his approach

to and use of the Old Testament, both in specific passages

and method, were those which were currently and previously

used in the exposition of Old Testament Scripture in the

Church. This seems adeauate to explain his use and interpre¬

tation of the Old Testament without resorting to the hypothe¬

sis of a testimony book. In general both the Scriptural con¬

tent and method go back to the New Testament itself.^

The Use of the New Testament

The great majority of New Testament references in Ath¬

anasius in relation to the Trinitarian doctrine are to the

Fourth Gospel. There are some passages that constantly re¬

cur in Athanasius' argument: John 1:1-3, 14, IB; 10:30;

14:6, 9, 10 (11), 16, 17, 23, 26; 15:26; 16:13-15; and 17:10.3
In Sanders' opinion the Fourth Gospel appears to have

been used first of all by the Gnostics. There seem to be no

certain traces of its use in the apostolic fathers.^

^Ibld.. p. 175. 2See Parts III and IV.

^See Part III for Athanasius' use of Scripture.

^J. N. Sanders, The Fourth Gospel in the Early Church
(Cambridge: University Press, 1943), p."
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Sanders* conclusion Is questioned by Braun^ who says that It

Is unlikely, If this Is the case, that the leaders of the

Church would have placed the Fourth Gospel on a level with

the Synoptics. Braun .justifiably criticizes Sander's state¬

ments also on the basis that Sanders has not taken all the

evidence Into account such aa the Egyptian papyri (e.g.,

Papyrus Egerton 2) and the Apocrypha. Sanders* evidence is

limited to the Gnostics, apostolic fathers, and apologists,

Braun also questions Sanders* strictness In his view of the

ancient writers, for It Is possible to discern in their writ¬

ings a fairly extensive use and recognition of the Fourth

Gospel which Sanders does not acknowledge.41

It should also be noted that the earliest commentary

on John was from the pen of Heracleon, a Valentinlan Gnostic.

This, Wiles affirms, Is no accident, for at first this Gos¬

pel seems to have received a wider circulation among the
q

Gnostics than among the orthodox.

Theophllus (c. 180 A.D.) seems to be the first writer

^ Ap#-M. Braun, Jean Le Theologlen et son Evanmil e dans
1* Egllse anclenne (Paris, 1959), np. 73, ?4, 290 ff,

2
As In The New Testament In the Apostolic Fathers by

a Committee of the Oxford Society of Historical Theology
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1905).

^Wiles, Spiritual Gospel. p. 96. See also Sanders,
Fourth Gosuel,. pp. 4?, 65, 66; and C. K. Barrett, The Gospel
accordlng to St. John: An Introduction with Commentary and
and Notes on the Greek Text (London: SPCK. 1955)* n. lOo.
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whose works are extant to have ascribed the Fourth Gospel to

"John." Sanders affirms that the first definite traces not

only of the use of this Gospel but also its decisive Influ¬

ence upon the actual theological thought of an orthodox

Christian can be found in the writings of Irenaeus. Irenaeus

Is the first catholic writer to overcome the -prejudice which

appears to have been felt against the Fourth Gospel, in Home

at least, in the last half of the second century. Though

Irenaeus quoted much more frequently from the Gospels of Mat¬

thew and Luke than from the Gosue! of John, they did not

have the oruclal importance for him that the quotations from

John did. Sanders observes that:

These quotations are not so directly relevant to
his central theological themes as are those from
the Fourth Gospel. Irenaeus In fact uses the
Fourth Gospel as the regula verltatls. and builds
his theology upon it ". . ..1

It is probable that through the Influence of Irenaeus

the Fourth Gospel was eventually accepted as canonical Scrip¬

ture when he had shown that it was In faot the "cornerstone

of orthodoxy." For him this Gospel was of cardinal impor¬

tance, "The normative influence of the Fourth Gospel con¬

tinues through the great Alexandrians, Clement, Orlgen and

Athanasius."2
In the struggle between Gnosticism and orthodoxy both

^"Sanders, Fourth Gospel. pp. 35» 66, 72, 73.

2Ibld., pp. 84, 87,
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sides accepted the authority of the Fourth Gospel but Inter¬

preted It differently. An essential element In the contro¬

versy was its right exegesis.* The struggle with Gnosticism

involved a consideration of correct exegesis on a broad

front, Wiles asserts, but subsequent heresies, especially

the Arian controversy, involved a similar consideration of

the correct exegesis of the Gospel on the narrower front of
2

Christologloal Interpretation.

The Arian controversy was based on more than the

"forced interpretation of a few isolated texts," Wiles ob¬

serves. 3 Its exegetical basis was far broader than any of

the earlier heresies, and its use of the Fourth Gospel was
II

extensive. In the Arian controversy both sides accented

the authority of the Fourth Gosoel but Interpreted it dif¬

ferently. Finally, it was the Fourth Gosoel, Pollard states,

that provided Athanasius with his most "effective and devas¬

tating weapon" in defending the Biblical faith against the

powerful attacks of a highly speculative theology.5
Conybeare, on the importance of the Fourth Gospel for

Athanasius and orthodoxy, points out that:

It may indeed be said that if Athanasins had

''"Wiles, Spiritual Gospel, p. 96,

2Ibld.. p. 112. 3Ibld.. p. 121. ^Ibld.
Thomas Evan Pollard, The Interpretation of the Fourth

Gospel in the Arian Controversy, an unpublished Ph.D. thesis
in the University of 3t. Andrews, 1956.
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not had the Fourth Gospel to draw texts from, Arius
would never have been confuted. Had the fathers of
the third, fourth, and fifth centuries not known this
Gospel, or not embraced it as authentic, the Church
would have remained semi-Eblonite, and the councils
of Nice and Ephesus would never have taken place,1

The other principal sources for the doctrine of the

Trinity in Athanasius, though not as determinative in impor¬

tance, are Matthew and Hebrews, and, to a lesser extent,

I Corinthians, Philippians, and Colossians, The passages

from Matthew that most frequently occur are 3:17 (17:5);

11:27 (parallel in Luke 10:22); 16:16; and 28:18-20, The

passages from Hebrews are individual verses or groups of

verses in 1:1-14, Heb, 13:8 is also frequently used. In

I Corinthians the passages that predominate in Athanasius

are 1:24 and 8:6, Individual verses or groups of verses

from Phil, 2:6-11 frequently occur. There are also frequent

references to Col, 1:15-18—either to a part of it or to the

entire passage.

The important passages used by Athanasius from the

New Testament, and also those from the Old, are those that

emphasize the deity and triumph of Christ, the deity of the

Holy Spirit, and the unity of the Trinity, These were the

points at issue in Athanasius* conflict with Arianlsm, He

turned to those passages which most readily gave support for

his doctrine of the Trinity and which lent themselves to his

''"Fred, C, Conybeare, review of Le Quatrleme Evanglle
by Alfred Loisy, in HJ (II, 1903-04), p. 620l
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criticism of the Arian use and exegesis of specific passages

of Scripture.

SUMMARY

In his concept of Scripture Athanaslus stands In the

tradition of the Church fathers. His pre-orltlcal attitude

toward the production and Inspiration of the Scriptures is

essentially that of the preceding writers of the early

Church Including the attitude evidenced in the New Testament,

In that the Old Testament was considered a Christian book

with an essential unity to the New Testament, It would pro¬

vide Athanaslus with proofs for his Trinitarian doctrine al¬

most as readily as the New, For Athanaslus Scripture, com¬

prising the Old and New Testaments, was the final authority

for his teaching.

In the history of the Old Testament canon Athanaslus

followed the Alexandrian practice of enumerating the books

of the Palestinian canon, but did not limit his references

to the Hebrew canon. With Jeremiah and Daniel he Included

several additional writings, Athanasius Is the first to

give the New Testament canon as It stands today without any

questions raised about any of the books that had been dis¬

puted up to his time. He dismissed the apocryphal books as

heretical but listed seven books which were not to be used

for doctrine but could be used for reading by catechumens.
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In practice, however, Athanaslus did not scruple to refer to

this Old Testament extra-canonical literature as Scripture

and apparently as authoritative.

It seems that Athanaslus considered certain Church

practices to be sanctioned by tradition of long standing

though not by Scripture Itself. He appears to refer to tra¬

dition, the rule of faith, as a summary of Christian teach¬

ing and perhaps as including the development of doctrine.

The rule Is not a second source of doctrine but is always

subject to proof from the Scriptures. Athanasius explicitly

affirmed the sufficiency of Scripture for Christian doctrine.

In establishing and defending the Trinitarian doc¬

trine Athanaslus turned to the Biblical passages that had al¬

ready been employed by New Testament writers or to passages

that most readily suggested themselves for Athanaslus* pur¬

poses. These included especially the Christological pas¬

sages and passages referring to the Holy Spirit in the

Fourth Gospel, other Christological passages in the New Tes¬

tament, passages suggesting a Trinity, and Old Testament pas¬

sages that could be employed to Indicate the activity of the

Persons of the Trinity In Old Testament history.



PART III. ATHANASIUS* METHODS OF EXEGESIS



CHAPTER VII

WISDOM-HAND-WORD CHRISTOLOGY

In establishing and defending the doctrine of the

Trinity, Athanaslus did not hesitate to use the Old Testa¬

ment as well as the New. In demonstrating the deity of the

Son and of the Holy Spirit, and the unity of the Trinity,

Athanaslus drew his evidence from the whole of Scripture,

for the Old Testament Is a Christian book as well as the New

Testament."'" This Is especially evident In his doctrine of

Christ. G. Henton Davles states that "certainly there Is

warrant In the Gospels, In the apostles and In various

branches of the Christian tradition to look for a pre-exlst-

ent Christ In the Old Testament."2

Christ as the Wisdom of God

The exegesis of Prov. 8:22

Athanaslus explains Prov. 8:22, "The Lord created me

a beginning of his ways for his works," at greater length

and more thoroughly than any other text that he considers.3

■'•See supra, pp. 68 ff.

2G. Henton Davles, "Contemporary Religious Trends,"
ET (LXVII, 1055-56), P. 6.

^See C. Ar, 11.18-32. The three discourses against
the Arlans are comprised almost entirely of a series of dis¬
cussions of passages that were Interpreted by the Arlans as
teaching that the Son Is a creature and mutable:
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No text of the Old Testament was so frequently quoted by the

early theologians In the course of their investigation of

the doctrine of the Trinity, especially in its relationship

to the doctrine of the Son.' The Arians found in it a deci¬

sive argument in favor of their view, for in the Septuagint

version it gave a distinct advantage to the Arian view that

the Son is a creature. " Prov, 8:22 was a well established

testimony text and was one of the corner stones of the Arlan

system. Athanaslus goes to great lengths to show that the

Arians misinterpreted the text and with it the entire pas¬

sage in which it occurs (8:22-31), but it never occurs to

him to question whether the text is truly relevant to the

formulation of the doctrine of the Son.^
Athana3ius accents without question the identifica¬

tion of "Wisdom" ( Soepta) in Prov. 8:22-31, as well as in

other passages, with Christ. This identification was

Phil. 2:9, 10; Ps. 45:6, 7; Prov. 8:22; etc. Athanaslus not
only sets out to demonstrate the error of the Arians1 inter¬
pretation but also sets forth his own interpretation. This
is accomplished by an examination of the passage itself in
its context and by a comparison with other passages of Scrip¬
ture.

^-See infra, pp. l6l ff,, for the background and his¬
tory of the conception of Wisdom and the Son as Wisdom.

^Jules Lebreton, History of the Dogma of the Trinity,
trans. Algar Thorold from 8th ed. (London: Burns Oates ft
Washbourne Ltd., 1939), I, 93.

P. Wiles, "The Old Testament in Controversy with
the Jews," SJT (8, 1955), PP. 125, 126.
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pursued especially by the Greek fathers In the patristic pe¬

riod. In his history of Interpretation Gilbert asserts

that "it Is highly and variously characteristic of patristic

exegesis that its great ohristologlcal proof-text was taken
2

from Proverbs."' Athanaslus assumes that Prov. 8:22 refers

to the Son, and therefore It was incumbent upon him to estab¬

lish Its true meaning and to refute the lnterpretatIon put

on It by the Arlans, An examination of this passage will

give some indication of the direction that Athanaslus* exege¬

sis of specific Scriptural passages takes.

In his consideration of this text Athanaslus compares

it with Prov. 9:1, "Wisdom made herself a house." Therefore

the words, "He created me," Indicate that Wisdom's house Is

his body. The expression, "The Word was made flesh" (John

1:14), is consistent with this Interpretation. He notes that

Wisdom does not say of himself that he Is a creature.3 The

passage Is to be Interpreted as a reference to the incarna¬

tion of the Son. Thus Prov. 8:22 does not state that Wisdom

^-a. N. Whybray, Wisdom In Proverbs: The Concent of
Wisdom In Proverbs Izl TLondon: SCM Press Ltd, 1965),PP.
11, 12, See Infra, pp. 178 ff., for the Identification of
the Son as Wisdom In the Church fathers.

2George Hoiley Gilbert, Interpretation of the Bible:
A Short History (New York: The Macmlllan Company, 1908),
p. 123.

^"Wisdom," though feminine In gender, will be consi¬
dered masculine In that Athanaslus Identified "Wisdom" as
the Son. The only exception will be In direct Biblical quo¬
tations.
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was created to have being or existence, but It indicates the

incarnation of the Word.*
Subsequently Athanasius uses this whole passage (Prov

8:22-31) to indicate that the wisdom implanted in man is an

image of the Son considered as Wisdom. In this wisdom men

receive the creative Wisdom and are enabled to know the Fa¬

ther, for it is stated, "He who has the Son has the Father

also" (I John 2:23), and, "He who receives me, receives him

who sent me" (Matt. 10:40). Because his "impress" ( xtaoi;)

is in ^en, therefore it is written, "He who receives you re¬

ceives me" (Matt. 10:40). Thus Athanasius regards this wis¬

dom as the image of the creative Wisdom, and by this lmace

the world can recognize in its own Creator the one who is

the Word and through the Word recognize the Father. Proof

of this may be found in Horn. 1:19, 20, "Because that which

may be known of God is manifest in them, for God has showed

It unto them: for the Invisible things of him from the crea

tion of the world are clearly seen." On this basis, Athana¬

sius contends, the Word is not a creature. The wisdom which

*C. Ar. 11.44. Athanasius repeatedly interprets any
language""attributing createdness or other human qualities to
the incarnation, e.g., Ad Enl sc. Aeg. I?. In Athanaslus* in
ternretatlon of such passages as Acts 2:36 as well as Prov.
3:22, John 1:1 with John 1:14- are crucial passages, for in
his view they point both to the Son's eternity and to his in
carnation. Thus they indicate the sense in which human nual
itles are attributable to the eternal Son. See C. Ar. 1.44,
45: 11.11-13. In Athanasius' thought the eternity of the
Son and his Incarnate life are always to be distinguished in
interpreting passages referring to the Son.



151

Is man's, he concludes, Is referred to In this passage in

Proverbs, That this wisdom is in man is evident in the

words of Paul, "For after that in the wisdom of God the

world by wisdom knew not God" (I Cor, 1*21), By this wisdom

within them, men will recognize the true Wisdom of God,* It

is true, as Wiles notes, that Athanasius* interpretations of

Prov, 8:22 are not entirely consistent,^ However, it should

be pointed out that they are not completely Inconsistent,

for the second Interpretation is also an extension of Athana¬

sius' thought with a different emphasis. The second inter¬

pretation is based on the first which states that Christ is

the Wisdom of God whose "creation" refers to his Incarnation,

Prov, 3s19, "God In Wisdom established the earth,"

with Prov, 9*1, "Wisdom made herself a house," Athanaslus af¬

firms, Indicates that "created" in Prov, 3:22 cannot relate

to something which is subsequent to the Word, or that which

the Son created would have existed before he did, for the

Son is the creator and sustainer of all things (John 1:3;

Col. 1:17).3
The statement in Prov. 8:22 is equivalent to saying

that the Father prepared a body for the Son (Heb. 10:5).

Also John 1:14, "The Word was made flesh," is not to be un¬

derstood to teach that the whole Word is flesh, but that he

1C. Ar. 11.78, 70. ^Wiles, SJT, loc. cit.. p. 126.

3C. Ar. 11.50.
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out on flesh and became man."* Prov. 8:22 does not speak of

the creation of the Son, for the Son is not a creature. It

is not Christ who is created, but we are created in him,

"For we are his workmanship created in Christ Jesus" (Eph.

2:10), The words, "He created," are therefore written for

man's sake, As the Father is eternal, so his Word is eter¬

nal, Athanasius substantiates this statement by two Bibli¬

cal references: one from the context of this passage, "I

was daily his delight" (Prov, 8:30); and the other from the

Fourth Gospel, "I am in the Father and the Father in me"

(John 14:10, ll).2
It is necessary, Athanasius insists, to distinguish

between "create" ( xtC£go), or "make" ( xoi&o), and "beget"

(yevvAo)). Language is used to indicate that the Word was cre¬

ated or made when he became flesh; but when his "generation"

(ySwhcrtc) is referred to in an absolute sense, the words,

"Before all the hills he begets me" (Prov, 8:25), are immedi¬

ately added. No reason is given when his "generation" is

sooken of, but a reason is given when there is a reference

to his creation, Athanasius also refers to John 1:3 as show¬

ing that this distinction is true, "All things were made

through hlm."^

1Ibld.. 11.47. See also De Dec. 14. 2C. Ar. 11.56.

^Ibid. In his interpretation of Heb. 1:4 Athanasius
makes this same distinction between "made" (yfvonai) and "be¬
get" (yevv&co) (see C, Ar, 1.56).
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In their Interpretation of Prov. 8:22 the Arlans also

referred to Dt. 32:6, 17 as expressing their concept of the

Son, for the passage In Deuteronomy equates "create" and "be¬

get": "Is he not your Father that bought you, did he not

make you and create you?" and, "God that begot you, you did

desert, and forget God that nourished you," To counter

their argument Athanaslns points out that "create" precedes

"begot" In this passage. To demonstrate the distinction be¬

tween the two words In question he refers to two passao-es:

John 1:12, 13» "He gave them power to become the sons of God

, , .which were born . . and Mai. 2:10, "Has not one

God created us? Have we not all one Father0" Thus God cre¬

ates through the Word, and then he makes sons. The differ¬

ence In nature between creature and offspring Is Indicated In

Prov. 8:22 and 8:25: "The Lord created me a beginning of

his ways," and, "Before all the hills, he begot me." If the

Son were a creature, he "begot me" would not be added. The

close connection of "begot me" with "created me" shows that

"created" refers to the Incarnation, for In reality he was

begotten before he was created (incarnated), as It is stated

that he was begotten "before all the hills." His "begetting"

precedes his "creating." Thus the Son Is other than and be¬

fore all things."'"
This difference between "beget" and "create" Is also

1C. Ar. 11.58-60.
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said to be evident In other passages: Gen. 1:1 speaks of

creation, "In the beginning God created the heaven and the

earth," as does Ps. 119:73, "Your hands ... have made me

and fashioned me." However, John 1:1, "In the beginning was

the Word," speaks of the Word in contrast to Gen. 1:1 which

speaks of creatures.'"
Athanaslus emphasizes the distinction made In Scrip¬

ture between Wisdom and creatures. This difference Is evi¬

dent In Heb. 4:12, 13, "The word of God Is quick and power¬

ful . , . neither Is there any creature hidden before him,

. . . him with whom we have to do." The same distinction Is

also made in Horn. 8:21, 22 where it Is stated that the whole

creation groans together with man to be set free from bond¬

age, but the Son Is not one of the creation but Is the one

who gives sonshlp and freedom. This Is shown In John 8:35*

36, "The servant does not remain In the house forever, but

the Son remains forever; If then the Son shall make you free,

you shall be free Indeed." This, Athanasius contends, demon¬

strates that the Son Is not a creature but is a true Son and

2
Is by nature truly of the Father.

That the Son Is of the Father's own essence is also

proved from the context of Prov. 8:22, for In Prov. 8:30 It

Is stated, "I was always rejoicing before him, and daily his

1Ibld., 11.57. See also De Dec. 13, 17.

2C. Ar. 11.72.
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delight." These words are to be Interpreted literally to In¬

dicate that the Son always rejoices In the Father, and there¬

fore the Son was always In him. The Father also rejoices In

the Son. Thus he In whom the Father rejoices is eternal.

Athanaslus then states that the Father sees his own Image In

his Word, and the Son sees himself in the Father. This is

evident In the words of John 14:9, 10, 11, "He who has seen

me, has seen the Father," and, "I am In the Father and the

Father In me."^"
Athanaslus also discusses the ohrase, "A beginning of

ways" (Prov. 8:22). He brings out what he considers Its

true meaning by references to other mssages In the Scrin-

tures which also speak of Christ as "the way": John 14:6

and 10:7, "I am the xvay" and "the door"; and Heb. 10:20

which speaks of "a new and living way." Those who enter

through him and walk along the way will hear the words,

"Blessed are the pure in heart, for they shall see God"

(Matt. 5s8). The first way through Adam was lost, and there¬

fore the Word became Incarnate to ooen a new way. Those who

enter this new way are a new creation (II Cor. 5*1?)• If a

new creation has come Into being, Athanasius reasons, some¬

one must be the first of that creation. It cannot be man

the transgressor, and therefore It must be the Son. As the

beginning of the new creation he Is created as "a beginning

1Ibid., 11.82.
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of ways for his works" (Prov. 8:22), and thus men can follow

him of whom It Is said In Col. 1:18, "He Is the head of the

body the church, who Is the beginning, the First-born from

the dead, thot In all things he might have ore-eminence.1,1
Athanasius also accuses the Arlans of misinterpreting

Prov. 8:23, "He founded me before the world," which, with

Prov. 8:22, seems to Indicate that Wisdom was created. Atha-

naslus' refutation of their Interpretation consists first in

an appeal to Prov. 3:19, "The Lord by Wisdom founded the

earth." If the Father founds the earth by Wisdom, how can

he who founds be founded? The Scriptures, Athanasius as¬

serts, show also that the Son who is indicated in the pas¬

sage is truly Son of the Father, for it is stated in Matt.

l6:l6, "You are the Christ, the Son of the living God." He

is "founded," in Athanasius* view, for the sake of those who

are built on him, for this accords with I Cor. 3:10, 11,

"Other foundation can no man lay than is laid, which is Je¬

sus Christ; but let every man take heed how he builds there¬

upon." Therefore by virtue of his incarnation, Athanasius

avers, the Son is founded that men may build on him, and

thus the words, "He founded me," refer to the incarnation.^
The words in Prov. 8:23-25, "Before the world," "Be¬

fore the earth was made," and, "Before the mountains were

settled," in Athanasius* estimation, are interpreted by Paul.

1Ibid., 11.65, 66 2Ibid., II.73, 7^.



15?

This Is said to be evident In two passages: II Tin. 1:9, 10,

"According to his own purpose and grace, which was given us

In Christ Jesus before the world began but Is now made mani¬

fest . . ."; and Eph. 1:3-5, "• . . In Christ Jesus, accord¬

ing as he has chosen us in him before the foundation of the

world . , In his own Word God has prepared life and

salvation for man before the world. In his coming In the

flesh the Word Is laid as a foundation for man, and then

God's will and purpose became effective. A further proof of

this interpretation is Matt. 25:3*+, "Come, blessed of my Fa¬

ther, Inherit the kingdom prepared for you from the founda¬

tion of the world." The kingdom was prepared before the

world by virtue of the "founding" of the Lord for the pur¬

pose of bringing grace and life to men.*
True Wisdom, Athanasius concludes, Is not a creature,

for when It is stated In Prov. 8:27, "When he prepared the

heaven, I was present with him," this creation was not done

without Wisdom, for "without him was not one thing made"

(John 1:3). In that he created all things, he could not be

included, with created things. He 13 the true Word of the Fa-
p

ther. He Is Creator and not creature.

In this examination of Athanasius* Interpretation of

Prov. 8:22 (with its context), it is evident that he finds

it crucial to Interpret It In such a way that It will

*Ibld.. 11.75, ?6 2Ibid., 11.81
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support the orthodox doctrine of the Son. Wiles concludes

that Athanasius, in accenting this text as a legitimate test

though it clearly fits the Arian system better than his own,

"Indulges in the most complex, and at times inconsistent,

exegesis to avoid the Arlan implications.

Christ as Wisdom in Athanaslus

In following his exegesis, it has been intimated that

Athanaslas considered Wisdom to be Creator. Athanasius ex¬

plicitly declares that he who is the Wisdom of God is Crea¬

tor of all things, for it is said in Ps. 104:24, "In Wisdom

you have wade them all"; in Prov. 8:27, "When he prepared the

heaven, I was present with him"; and in Prov. 3*19» "The Lord

by Wisdom founded the earth, by understanding he has estab¬

lished the heavens." This could not be done, Athanasius

avows, without Wisdom, for "without him was not one thing
2

made that was made" (John 1:3).

It seems apparent then that Athanasius assumes in his

interpretation of these Old Testament passages that "Wisdom"

is to be identified with Christ. In identifying Wisdom as

Creator (Ps. 104:24; Prov. 8:27), he further identifies Wis¬

dom as the Word (John 1:3).^ In lie Decretls the Son is de¬

clared to be the very Word and Wisdom of the Father on the

basis of I Cor. 1:24, "Christ the Power of God and the

1illes, 3JT, loo, cit.. p. 126. 2C. Ar. 1.19. 3ibld.
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Wisdom of God." As the Word Is the only-begotten Son, in

this Word and Wisdom all thlnp-s were made, for after John

said, "And the Word was made flesh," he immediately added,

"And we saw his glory, the glory as of the Only-begotten of

the Father, full of grace and truth" (John 1:14),*
Athanaslus also interprets the "Hand" of God to be

the Son.2 That the "Hand" of God is "Wisdom" and "Word" may

be seen in Ps. 104:24, "In Wisdom you have made them all;

the earth is full of your creation"; Prov, 3:19» "The Lord

by Wisdom founded the earth," and John 1:1-3, "In the begin¬

ning was the Word, . . • and without him was not one thing

made," Apparently Athanasius makes this identification on

the basis of his conception that creation is the work of the

Son who is the Hand of God, and to whom are given various

titles In Scrlnture, He refers to several Biblical passages

which are purported to identify the "Hand" of God as "Son"

and "Image," The "Hand" is the Son, for it is stated In Heb.

1:1, 2, "God, who in many ways and in various manners has

spoken in time past to the fathers by the prophets, has in

these last days spoken to us by his Son, whom he has ap¬

pointed heir of all thincrs, by whom also he made the ages,"

and in I Cor, 8:6, "There is one Lord Jesus Christ, through

whom are all things, by whom also he made the ages," These

designations, in turn, are identified as the "Image" of the

1De Dec. 15. 23ee infra, po. 182 ff.
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Father on the basts of Col, 1:12-17, "Giving thanks to God

and the Father , . , Son . . . who Is the Image of the Invis¬

ible God, the First-born of every creators; for by him were

all things created, that are In heaven, and that are in

earth, visible and invisible, whether they be thrones, or do¬

minions, or principalities, or cowers; all things were cre¬

ated by him and for him; and he Is before all things, and in

him all things consist.

It is readily apparent that In his Interpretation of

Prov. 8:22 and other related passages of Old Testament Scrip-

tores Athanasios "personifies" or "hyoostatlzes" Wisdom.^
Wisdom, in torn, is identified as the Son. In this interpre¬

tation varloos passages both in the Old and New Testaments

are associated.

De Deo. 17. See also Ad Serao. II.8. In Contra Gen-
tes Athanasios states that the Son who is God and only-begot¬
ten Son (John 1:1, 18) derives his tree existence from God
on the basis of Col. 1:15-18. 3ee C. Gen. 40, 41.

20. 3. Rankin, Israel's Wisdom Llteratore (Edinburgh:
T. A T. Clark, 1936), p. 224, sneaks of the difficulty of
definition attached to the words "personificatlon" and "hy¬
postasis" when they are apolled to the "Word," the "Spirit,"
or "Wisdom." The Shorter Oxford Fng^,ish Dictionary. rev.
and ed. C, T. Onions (3rd ed. rev. with addenda; Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1964), defines "personification" as the act
of personifying or representing a thing or abstraction as a
person (II, 1479), and "hypostatization" as the act of mak¬
ing or treating as a substance, hence to treat as a "person"
(I, 946). "Personification" will be used, therefore, to re¬
fer to the ascription of human qualities to a thing or ab¬
straction, and "hypostatization" to the treatment of the
thing or abstraction as a person.
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The background of the conception
of Wisdom

The first glimmer of the personification of Wisdom in

the Old Testament is found in Job 28:12-27 (R3V), "But where

shall wisdom be found? ... Man does not know the way of it

. . .," In this passage it amounts to little more than a no¬

etic expression referring to the divine quality of Wisdom,

but it at least marks the beginning in the Old Testament of

the personification of Wisdom.^ The idea of Wisdom both as

a human attribute and as a gift of God appears frequently in

the Old Testament but especially in the book of Proverbs.

It is represented as a person only in a few passages, all of
2

which occur in Proverbs.

It is difficult to decide, however, whether Wisdom is

personified, or whether it is hypostatized in Prov. 8:22-11.

Whybray concludes that in Proverbs Wisdom has assumed a de¬

gree of reality as a being distinguishable from, though not

independent of, God, and that Wisdom has become a divine
a

agent rather than only a divine attribute.J

The meaning of "personification" in the context of

Alan Hlchardson, An Introduction to the Theology of
the New Testament (London: 3C'" Press Ltd, 1758), p. 156.
W, D. Davics, Paul and Habblnlc Judaism (London: SPCK, 1948),
p. 167, holds that in Job 28:12-27 Wisdom is to some extent
personified. Samuel Holies Driver and George Buchanan Gray,
The Book of Job, in ICC (Edinburgh: T. A T. Clark, 1921), p.
242, conclude that in this passage Wisdom is clearly hyposta¬
tized (perhaps "hypostatlze" is in the sense of "personify"),

2Whybray, op. clt.. p. 12. ^Ibld.. p. 13.
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the passages In Proverbs is the representation as a person

of that which Is not a person. In this sense, Whybray af¬

firms, Wisdom is certainly personified (that is, hyposta-

tized) in at least some of the passages in Proverbs.* In

the opinion of Whiteley Wisdom is virtually, if not explic¬

itly, hypostatlzed both in the Old Testament passages that

speak of Wisdom and also in passages in extra-canonical

books. It may be debated whether the idea of Wisdom was hy-

postatized, or personified, or only used as a poetical meta¬

phor in the Old Testament passages. The language employed

to refer to Wisdom, however, seems to be more than metaphori¬

cal. It is no doubt legitimate to conclude that Wisdom, in

Prov. 8:22-31 at least, was personified but probably not hy-
p

postatized.

1Ibid., p. 30.

2D. E. H. Whiteley, The Theology of St. Paul (Oxford:
Basil Blackwell, 1964), p. 112. See also Werner Forster,
Palestinian Judaism in New Testament Times. trans. Gordon E.
Harris (Edlnburgh: Oliver and Boyd, 1964), p. 24, for the
same conclusion. Sdmond Jacob, Theology of the Old Testa¬
ment. trans. Arthur W. Heathcote and Philip J. Allcock (Lon-
don: Hodder Sr. Stoughton, 1953), p. 118, believes that the
personiflcation reaches such a degree that Wisdom can be
thought of as a kind of hypostasis. Richardson, Introduction,
p. 156, states that Wisdom is both personified and hyposta¬
tlzed in Prov. 8:22-31. Helmer Ringgren, Word and Wisdom
(Lund, 194?), p. 99, sneaks of this passage as the most ob¬
vious evidence in Provarbs of the hypostatlzation of Wisdom.
R. 3. Pranks, The Doctrine of the Trinity (London: Gerald
Duckworth and Co. Ltd., n. d77." pp. 20, 23, believes that the
Divine Word, the Divine Spirit, the Divine Wisdom are hypos-
tatized in the Old Testament with the hynostatization of Wis¬
dom more developed than the other two. Pranks warns, however,
that it is unsafe to argue that any of the hypostases imply
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In this passage In Proverbs Wisdom Is regarded as pre-

exlstent and as the master-workman who Is stated to be ac¬

tively associated with God In creation and who also plays a

part In the welfare of mankind. Wisdom Is considered to

have a special or even a unique relationship to God. The

figure of Wisdom never came to be regarded as a deity which

was Independent of God but did achieve a degree of separate-

ness from God.^"
Prov. 8:22-31 Is the principal source for the use and.

personification of Wisdom In the books of Baruoh (3s29 ff.),

Wisdom (7-9), and Eccleslastlens (2^).^ In these apocryphal

books the personlflcation of Wisdom Is developed into a hy-

postntizatlon with the final step in the development reached

in Wis. ?:25» 26 (BSV), "For she is a breath of the power of

God, and a pure emanation of the glory of the Almighty;

therefore nothing defiled gains entrance Into her. For she

Is a reflection of eternal light, a spotless mirror of the

working of God and an image of his goodness.

personality in the modern sense of the word.

^Whybray, on. clt.. p. 82.

2Jacob, o£. clt.. p. 118; Whybray, o£. clt.. p. 12.

"^Charles T. Frltsch, Proverbs: Introduction and Exe¬
gesis. in IB, IV, 77/tj.. W. L. Knox, 3t. Paul and the Church
of Jerusalem (Cambridge: University Press, 1925), P# 127,
states that the author of Wisdom borrowed the Idea of person¬

ifying Wisdom from the older Jewish literature In order to
ensure the continuity of his teaching with traditional Jew¬
ish ideas.
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W. L. Knox holds that the figure of Wisdom appeared

quite suddenly In Judaism and that It Is obviously Interpo¬

lated, for It Is alien to the whole tradition of Judaism,

The figure of Wisdom In Eccleslastlon3, he states, shows a

startling affinity to a Syrian Astarte with features of Isls.

The personification of Wisdom appears at a significant mo¬

ment, for its purpose was to offset the attractions of Isls

for young Jews under the Ptolemaic dynasty. The answer of

orthodox Judaism to this threat, Knox believes, was a person¬

ified Wisdom. The source of order In creation and conduct

is not Isls but Is the Wisdom of God."*"
Knox is confident that not only In Scoleslastlcus but

also In Proverbs Wisdom was, In its origin, a deliberate sub¬

stitute for the Egyptian goddess Isls. In Ecoleslastlcns

Wisdom Is modified by features taken from Astarte. In both

Proverbs and Eccleslastlcus Wisdom is a personification of

Torah. Wisdom was adopted as an attempt to safeguard mono¬

theism. Torah was semi-personified as an object of rever-
2

ence and affection but not as an object of worship. The

^•W. L. Knox, "The Divine Wisdom," JT3 (XXXVIII, 1937).
pp. 232, 235. See also Robert McL, Wilson, The Gnostic Prob¬
lem (London: A. R. Mowbray ft Co. Limited, 195q)» t>. 3?»

2
W. L, Knox, "Pharlseeism and Hellenism," Judaism and

Christianity, ed. H. Loewe (London: The Sheldon Press, 193?)»
II, 66, 67. Oscar Cullmann, The Chrlstoloo-y of the Wew Tes¬
tament, trans. Shirley C. Guthrie and Charles A. M. Hall
(London: 3CM Press Ltd, 1959), p, 256, notes that extra-Jew¬
ish Influences of a mediator figure of pagan mythology must
be reckoned with In understanding the figures of both Wisdom
and Logos.
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effect of the contact of Greek thought on the figure of Wis¬

dom is two-fold:

Wisdom became less obviously the personification
of the Torah and became far more the divine power
immanent in the cosmos, the rational element in man
and the ruling power in the life of the wise man,1

Ringgren does not find Knox's theory very convincing.

The origin of personal Wisdom, in Rlnggren's opinion, is to

be found in a hypostatizatlon of a divine function. This hy¬

postasis has in time developed into a personal being in that

it adopted traits either from Mesopotamian or general Orien-
2

tal and ancient mythology,

A strong Egyptian character of the "Book of the Ten

Discourses" (Prov. 1-9) is suggested by Whybray. In his

opinion the Increased knowledge of older Egyptian and Semitic

sources which already express certain ideas previously at¬

tributed to Greek sources has undermined the arguments of

Greek philosophy or speculation which once appeared to be

plausible,'' In Wilckens* estimation Prov, 1-9 represents

the borrowing of an unknown oriental myth to interpret the

^"Knox, Judaism and Christianity, loc. clt.. II, 67,

Ringgren, op. clt., po, 146, 149, See also Rankin,
op. clt.. p, 231, for a discussion of the background of the
figure of Wisdom, Rankin, ibid.. p, 25B, also states that
Prov. 1-9 was not late enough to be influenced by the Isls-
Sophia speculation. He finds the prototype of the Wisdom
figure of Judaism in the Asha of the Gathas which are the
earliest documents of Zoroastrlanism,

^Whybray, op. clt.. pp. 105» 106.
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structure of Israel's faith.1 Wilson points out that Juda¬

ism could not admit a second deity. Thus the concept of Wis¬

dom provided an intermediary between Judaism's transcendent
2

God and the world.

In Jewish thought the Law is connected with Wisdom.

In Eoelus. 15:1 and 2^sl ff. the figure of Wisdom Is Identi¬

fied with the Torah Indicating that by the beginning of the

second century, B.C., "Wisdom" was interchangeable with "To¬

rah." The Torah was the law which Moses had given.'' Prom

that time It beoame commonplace In Rabbinic Judaism to re¬

gard Wisdom and Torah as one and the same. Therefore Torah

was the pre-exlstent instrument of creation, and without To¬
il

rah there was nothing made that was made.

In Phllo the pre-exlstent Wisdom of Prov. 8 Is some¬

times Identified with the Logos and is apparently thought of

as the mother of the Logos. Wisdom, at least Indirectly, Is

described as an "Instrument" and thus, with Logos, Is the In¬

strument by which the world was created. It is possibly

lTTlrlch Wllckens, "mxpCa," TWNT. VII, 508.

^Wilson, Gnostic Problem, p. 38. Davles, Paul and
Rabbinic Judaism, p. 163. also affirms that Wisdom supplied
a real need in the Judaism within which It is found. He
points out that whatever the origin of the figure of Wisdom
many scholars have claimed It Is not necessary to go outside
of Judaism Itself to account for It.

^Richardson, Introduction, p. 156, See also Cullmann,
Chrlstology. p. 257.

/+Rlchardson, Introduction, p. 156.
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true that Greek Influence accounts for the overshadowing of

the concent of Wisdom by that of Logos In Phllo. This nay

be Indirect, however, as Logos covered a far wider range of

relations than Wisdom, and thus Logos was a more adequate

term for Philo's purposes. Wolfson affirms that Wisdom is

used by Phllo In all the senses of the term Logos: (l) both

terms mean a property of God, identical with his essence, and

so eternal; (2) both mean a real, Incorporeal being, created

by God before the creation of the world; (3) Logos means

also a Logos immanent In the world, and thus Wisdom Is also

used In this sense; (4) both are nsed In the sense of the

Law of Moses; and (5) Locos is used by Phllo In the sense of

one of its constituent Ideas, such as the Idea of the mind,

and Wisdom Is also so used. Phllo also identifies both Wis¬

dom and Logos with the dock lvhlch was with the Israelites In

the wilderness.-'- Wllckens states that It Is inadequate to

attribute simply the development of "Wisdom" In Phllo to a

process of Increasing hypostatlzation. The Philonlo concep-

p
tlon of "Wisdom" was a highly syncretlstlc product.

Thus, Davies observes, In the Judaism of Palestine of

Paul's day and elsewhere the identification of the Torah

1Lec. All. 1.19, 65; 2.21, 86; De Fug. 20. See Wolf-
son, Phllo. I, 2 58 ff.; Wilson, Gnostic Problem, p. j6; and.
H. A. A. Kennedy, Phllo's Contribution to de1lgion (London:
Hodder and Stoughton, 1019), pp. 173,17^,

2Wllckens, TWNT, loc. clt.. VII, 501-503.
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with Wisdom was common. There are three characteristics

which Torah acquired through Its Identification with Wisdom:

(l) Torah, like Wisdom, came to be regarded as older than

the world; (2) Torah Is brought Into connection with crea¬

tion; and (3) the world Is claimed to be created for the

sake of Torah,1 In fact, all that was said of Wisdom was

equally applicable to Torah itself.^
It would not be difficult for those brought up under

Rabbinic Judaism to think of something as pre-existent. The

idea of a pre-existence would emphasize the importance of a

thing. Pre-exlstent Wisdom was taken very seriously, and to

identify something with Wisdom was to attribute to it the

highest possible divine reality under God himself.^

The New Testament conception
of Christ as Wisdom

The conception of Wisdom was an important factor in

the development of the theology of the early Church, and New

Testament Christology bears the marks of its influence.**
Thus for the New Testament writers, Richardson affirms, to

Identify Christ with the Wisdom of God was to make the high¬

est possible claim for him, since Rabbinic Judaism knew no

higher category than the ore-exlstent Wisdom. The teachers

^Davies, Paul and. Rabbinic Judaism, pp. 170, 171.

^Richardson, Introduction, p. 155. 3lbid.

^Whybray, ojo. clt.. p. 11.
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of the early Church had a convenient Scriptural and Rabbinic

conception already prepared for them when they needed to ar¬

ticulate the doctrine of Christ's pre-existent deity. Rab-

binic Judaism had been considerably influenced, however, by

its contact with Hellenistic thought."'" Knox observes that

the later Rabbinical writings recognize the existence of a

cosmic beginning which is both Wisdom (Prov. 8:22) and Torah
p

which are probably the survivals of an earlier period. It

is stated by Wllckens that the Gnostic wisdom myth and the

later Jewish wisdom myth are closely related having the same

origin in Jewish teaching. This, he says, is important for

an understanding of the New Testament teaching of Wisdom,

for the statements of the New Testament concerning Wisdom

are to be understood as the result of a fusion of the Jewish

elements and the corresponding Gnostic ideas.3 Thus, Puller

suggests, it was on Hellenistic Jewish soil that the concept

of Wisdom was first exploited for Chrlstological use.^
Kirk believes that in the fully developed theology of

Paul, John, and the Epistle to the Hebrews, Christ is re¬

garded as being endowed with the full hypostatic

^Richardson, Introduce^n. pp. 155-153.
2
W. L. Knox, St. Paul and the Church of the Gentiles

(Cambridge: University Press, 1939), p. 113.

^Wilckens, TWNT. loc. clt.. VII, 51^*
h
R. H. Fuller, The Foundations of Mew Testament Chrls-

tology (London: Lutterworth Press, 19(35), p. 72.
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pre-exlstence of the divine Wisdom and also the Word.^- In

I Cor. 1:24, 30 (R3V) Paul explicitly asserts that Christ Is

the "Wisdom of God": "Christ the power of God and the wisdom

of God," and, "... Christ, whom God made our wisdom, our

righteousness and sanctlficatIon and redemption." In Paul's

thought the Wisdom of God and Power of God are evidently hy-

postatized. In that only In these two references does Paul

actually call Christ "Wisdom," It would appear that Paul

does not lay great stress on the title.2
In several passages In Paul, however, the Influence

of the "Wisdom" concept is apparent. Knox thinks that Paul

had In mind the equation between Christ and Wisdom while

writing the first epistle to the Corinthians.3 jn x Cor.

10:4 Paul states that the Sock which followed Israel was

Christ. In current Jewish thinking the Rock from which Is¬

rael drank In the wilderness was associated with Wisdom.

Wis. 11:1-4 sneaks of Wisdom as Israel's helper In the wil¬

derness who supplied them with water from the Rock to quench

"'"K. E, Kirk, "The Evolution of the Doctrine of the
Trinity," Essays on the Trinity and the Incarnation (London:
don: Longmans, Green and Co. Ltd., 1928), p. 202.

2
Walnwright, op. clt.. p. 144.

^Knox, St. Paul and the Church of the Gentiles, p.
123. L. Cerfaux, Christ In the Theology of St. Paul. trans.
Geoffrey Webb and Adrian Walker (New York: Herder and Her¬
der, 1959), p. 273* does not accept this identlfIcation In
I Corinthians. Athanaslus (in Ad Serap. 1.19) refers to
I Cor. 10:4 in affirming that when men drink of the Spirit
(I Cor. 12:13), they drink of Christ (I Cor. 10:4),
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their thirst. Fhllo also identifies the dock in the wilder¬

ness with the Wisdom of God.* Thus on this basis, Davies

thinks, it is possible to delineate the figure of Wisdom in

I Cor. 10s1-4.^ Richardson suggests that in Phil. 2:5-11,

which speaks of Christ*s pre-existence, the influence of the

Wisdom literature may be clearly seen.^ The concent of Wis¬

dom is apparent in both of these passages.

It is in Col. 1:15-13 that the clearest indication is

found that Paul associated Christ with the Wisdom of God, al¬

though the germ of the ideas in this passage may be found in

such passages as Rom. 11:36 and I Cor. 8:6. The development

discernible in these verses of Colosslans is almost wholly

in terms of language that is derived from Jewish sources

which describe the divine Wisdom,** This oassage, Whybray

points out, shows the influence of Wis. 7.5 in the thought

of Col. 1:15-13 the functions of creation and redemption are

transferred from Wisdom to Christ. Pre-exlstence is postu¬

lated of Christ as it had been of Wisdom. Just as Wisdom is

1Leg. All. 2:21, 86.
2
Davies, Paul and Rabbinic Judaism, po. 152, 153.

Whiteley, on. cit., on. 110, 111, however, thinks that
though it is oosslble that the concept of Wisdom lies behind
I Cor. 10:4, it is not nrobable.

a

Richardson, Introduction, p. 153.
4
Anderson Scott, Christianity According to St. Paul

(Cambridge: University Press, 1927), pn. 264, 2^5.

^Whybray, op. clt.. n. 11. See Ecclus. 24:3 ff.
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the beginning of God's way In Prov. 8:22, so Christ Is the

beginning oar excellence in Col, 1:18."®-
Burney advances the Interesting hypothesis that in

Col, 1:15-18 Paul Is giving an elaborate exposition of the

first word in Genesis, Ber£shtth, and is interpreting re-

sbfth as referring to Christ. This interpretation, he says,

depends on an Inferred connection between the use of "begin¬

ning" in Gen. 1:1 with the same tern which is applied to Wi3-

don in Prov, 8:22, Burney thinks that the passage in Colos-

sians can only be a direct reference to this passage in Prov¬

erbs, Fron the use of "beginning" in Prov. 8:22 as appli¬

cable to Christ, Paul passes to the use of the sane tern in

the account of creation in Genesis. Burney notes that the

tracing of a connection between this passage in Proverbs and

Gen. 1:1 occurs elsewhere in Rabbinic literature. Paul's in¬

terpretation is a reflection of Rabbinic exegesis.^ Davies

finds this interpretation convincingly proved by Burney.^
Davies suggests that the link between Jesus and the

divine Wisdom in Paul's thought is to be found in Paul's

^-See Davies, Paul and Rabbinic Judaism, p. 153; and
F. F. Bruce, "Promise and Fulfilment in Paul's Presentation
of Jesus," Promise and Fulfilment, ed. F. F. Bruce (Edin¬
burgh: T. b T. Clark, 1963), p. 148. In Rev. 3:1^ (R3V)
Christ is called "the beginning of God's creation." On Col.
1:15-18 see also infra, pp. 201 ff.

^C, F. Burney, "Christ as the ARXH of Creation," JT3
(XXVII, 1926), pp. 160-177.

^Davies, Paul and Rabbinic Judaism, p. 151.



173

conception of Christ as a new Torah who had replaced the old

Torah.'*" Paul, however, never explicitly Identifies Torah

with Christ. Nevertheless, It appears that Christ takes the

place which had been occupied by Torah In Judaism. In re¬

placing Torah with the Person and teaching of Christ, Paul's

mind, Davles suggests, would Inevitably move forward to

transfer to Jesus the attributes with which Judaism honored

Torah. In Judaism Torah had been given the qualities of Wis¬

dom Including pre-exlstence and also participation in crea¬

tion and redemption. In Aeolus. 2^:1 ff., and Bar. ^:1 Wis¬

dom Is Identified with the Law. Thus the way was open for

Paul to Identify Jesus with the Wisdom of God and ascribe to
2

him the same qualities previously ascribed to Wisdom. White-

ley affirms that "what Wisdom meant to the Jews was part of

what Jesus Christ meant for Paul."^ The Immediate occasion

th^>t compelled Paul to develop the implications of his early

Identification of Christ as the Wisdom of God (I Cor. 1:2^,

30) was the Colosslan heresy.** Knox, In commenting on Col.

1:15 ff.» states that the fact that Jesus Christ was nothing

^Ibid., pp. 162, 163. Vincent Taylor, The Names of
Jesus (London: Macmillan and Co., Limited, 1953) t *>• 151 *

believes that it cannot be known whether Paul knew of the
Rabbinic speculations which Identified Wisdom with the Torah.

2
See Richardson, Introduction, pp. I55t 163.

o

^Whiteley, 02. clt.. p. 112,

**Davies, Paul and Rabbinic Judaism, p. 172, See also
Jacob, op. clt.. p. 118.
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less than the Divine Wisdom Is the reason for the fullness

of the redemotion which was wrought by Christ. Part of the

regular Jewish-Hellenistic tradition was that the divine Wis¬

dom was the "Image" of God.^
Rawlinson believes that Paul had certainly read the

book of Wisdom. He suggests that the Identification of

Christ with the divine image and glory served as the link In

Paul's mind with the Old Testament conceotlon of the pre-ex-

istent, creating Wisdom. Wisdom, in Wis. 7:25 ff. (HSV), Is

described both as "a pure emanation" of God's "glory" and

also as an "Image" of his "goodness." This passage from Wis¬

dom. with the Old Testament passages, became the basis for

Paul for the elements In his Christology which ascribe to

Christ the role of agent or intermediary in creation.^
In Hawllnson's Judgment the author of Hebrews has

crobably taken over from Paul, rather than from Philo, a

"Wisdom" tyre of Christology (Heb. 1:1-3). The author

speaks of the Son whom God has "appointed the heir of all

^"Knox, St. Paul and the Church of the Gentiles. p. 159.
2
A. E, J. Rawllnson, The New Testament Doctrine of

the Christ: Bamnton Lectures for 1926 (London: Longmans,
Green and Co., 1926), p. 133. Knox, 3t. Pan1 and the Church
nf J ami ani em. pp. 12b, 129, also assertTs tnat rT"is-I>pos¬
sible to doubt a direct literary relationship between Paul
and Wisdom. Whether there Is direct borrowing or not, Paul,
he concludes was undoubtedly familiar with the methods and
conventions of Alexandrian thought that find their expres¬
sion in Wisdom. Cerfaux, Theology of 3t. Paul. p. 27ty,
thinks that Paul found in the book of Wisdom the words which
enabled him to formulate his doctrine of Christ.
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things" as being at the same ti-^e the "Son ... through

whom also he created the world," who "reflects the glory of

God and bears the very stamp of his nature ... upholding

the universe by his word of power" (RSV).-*- The author un-

questlonably thought of Christ in terms of the Wisdom of

God. doffatt suggests that the writer of Hebrews uses meta¬

phors which had been applied in Alexandrian theology to Wis¬

dom and Lofros.^ This suggests that there was possibly a com¬

mon background of thought for Paul, the author of Hebrews,

Philo, and also John.**
In John 1:1-18 the "Word" is used by John to express

this "Wisdom" Christology.^ In Barrett's oninion John's Pro¬

logue shows the use of language drawn from Jewish specula¬

tions about Wisdom. No other New Testament writer, he says,

shows such mastery of the material as does John who "holds

^Hawllnson, on. clt.. o. 187, See also Bruce, Prom¬
ise and Milfllment. loc. clt.. o. 48. See Wis. 7:25 ff.

^Richardson, Introduction, pp. 160, l6l.

^James doffatt, The Eoistle to the Hebrews. in ICC
(Edinburgh: T. A T. Clark, 1924), p. ST"

^See J. H. Bernard, The Gospel according to, it. John,
in ICC (Edinburgh: T. A T. Clark, 1928), I, cxxix; P. W.
Beare, The Epi stl.e to the Col ossjans. in IB, XI, 162; and
C. Srtica, L'^nltre* aux"*Hi>breux (Paris. 1953)* I* 49-53*
and II, 5-9. Richardson, Introduction, on. 159, 160, appar¬
ently believes that John (John 1) and Paul (Col. 1) drew
from the same background.

^See infra, pp. 190 ff., for a discussion of Athana-
sius' "Word" Christology.
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together Jewish, Hellenistic, and primitive Christian

strands of thought In a consistent unity."* In his Interpre¬

tation of John's Prologue Dodd ooncludes that it seems clear

that»

Whatever other elements of thought may enter Into
the background of the Fourth Gosnel, It certainly
presupposes a range of ideas having a remarkable
resemblance to those of Hellenistic Judaism as

represented by Philo.

Bnltmann argues that the source of the Prologue Is to be

found In early Oriental gnosis.^ Rawlinson, hoxvever, thinks

that It Is improbable that John was in any way dependent

either on the speculations of Phllo or on any alternate Hel¬

lenistic religious philosophy.^ The Progoue of John, Knox

believes, is Gen. 1:1 Interpreted In the light of the Wisdom-

tradition of Prov. 8:22.5 John says that it Is Christ and

*
Barrett, Gospel Accord Intr to 3t. John, p. 129.

^C. H. Dodd, The InteruretatIon of the Fourth Gospel
(Cambridge: University Press, 1953)» P« 73»

^Rudolph Bultmann, Das Syana-ellum des Johannes (l6th
ed.j Gottlngen, 1959), pp. 5-26. Fuller, op. clt.. criti¬
cizes Bultmann's view thus: "To say, as Bultmann does, that
the Johnnnine prologue is derived from 'oriental gnosis' is
confusing, auite apart from the questlon-begglng term, gno¬
sis. For in the Johannlne prologue it is not a ouestlon of
direct adaptation to Chrlstology from Hellenistic Judaism of
a concept which had long been firmly embedded In Judaism,
but which from ti^e to time had received enrichments from
extra-Jewish mythology,"

4
Rawllnson, op. cit.. p. 210.

5w. L. Knox, Some Hellenlstlc Elements In Primitive
Christianity: The Schwelch Lectures (London: University
Press, 1944), p. 55.
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not Torah who Is the ^Xfipcoua of grace (John 1:1^, 17). Dodd

points out that for the author of the Fourth Gospel the To¬

rah did not bring grace and truth In the full sense, but

Christ does. Thus the Torah Is only a shadow of the true

Word of God which came In Its full reality In Jesus Christ.^
In that the primitive Church drew Its categories from the

Old Testament Scrlotures and not from Hellenistic religions

speculation, It was natural that the early Church should

have used the Wisdom-Logos conception as Its highest cate-

gory of lnternretatlon of the oerson of Christ.

It has been suggested that the Identification of

Christ with Wisdom may have been begun by Jesus himself.

Scott, attributing the words of Matt. 11:28-30 to Jesus,^
believes that a comparison of this passage with Bcclus.

51:23-27 shows that Jesus was familiar with the passage In

Sccleslastlcns and that he consciously nut himself in the

•^Dodd, Interpretation of the Fourth Gosoel . n. 215.
p
Richardson, Introduction, p. 156. Hudoloh Bultmann,

Theology of the New Testament, trans. Kendrlck Orobel (Lon¬
don: SCM Press Ltd, 1055)» I» 133, however, says that the
cosmic figure of Wisdom had crept Into the Wisdom literature
of the Old Testament and had become an occupation of specula¬
tion In Judaism, especially in Hellenistic Judaism. Very
early, he believes, this Wisdom speculation (with the Losros
speculation) penetrated Into Hellenistic Christianity.

^0n recent discussion of the identification of the or¬

iginal words of Jesus see, e.g., Martin Dibelius, Gospel
Criticism and Chrlstology (London: Ivor Nicholson & Watson,
T?35Tpand Rudolph Bultmann, The History of the Synoptic Tra¬
dition. trans. John Marsh (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 19^3).
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place of Wisdom.^ Cerfaux points out that there Is some

possibility that Luke may have Intended to identify Jesus

as "the Wisdom of God" (Luke 11:49; see also Luke 7:35 and.

John 7:37). Davles discounts the possibility of postulat¬

ing that Paul had received such a Chrlstology as a legacy

from the Lord, for such a view cannot be substantiated.^

Christ as the Wisdom of God
In the Church fathers

The ldentlfIcation of the Son with Wisdom Is widely

evidenced In the Interpretation of Scripture subsequent to
it

the New Testament period. Justin Martyr identifies Wisdom

with the Word or the Son of God. He uses Prov. 8:22 to

prove the pre-exlstence of the Word and his role In crea¬

tion.^ Irenaeus states that the Word, who Is the Son, was

always with the Father. Wisdom is Identified with the

Soott, op. clt., p. 264. See also Bruce, Promise
and Fulfilment, loc. clt.. p. 49, who also makes this sugges¬
tion, for, In his opinion, it would be natural to look for
the origin of this idea of "Wisdom" In the Lord's teaching
when It finds expression In so many different streams of
early Christian thought.

2
"Cerfaux, Theology of St. Paul, p. 272. Rendel Har-

rls, The Origin of the Doctrine of the Trinity (Manchester:
University Press, 1919), p. 3^1» apparently assumes that
Jesus spoke of himself as the "Wisdom of God."

3
Davles, Paul and Rabbinic Judaism, p. 153.

4
Turner, op. clt.. p. 275, states that with few ex¬

ceptions this identification was dominant In the Patristic
period.

^Dlal. 6l; see also Ibid.., 100.
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Spirit. He then refers to Prov. 8:19, 20, 22, 25, 27-31.

There Is one God who by the Word and Wisdom created and ar¬

ranged all things. Clement of Alexandria sneaks of the Son

as the Wisdom of God and also of the Word as "the Power and

the Wisdom of God" (I Cor, 1:24).^ Origen asserts that the

Son Is called Wisdom as "Solomon said" (Prov. 8:22-25); the

Son Is also called "First-born" (Col. 1:15). The First-born

and Wisdom are one and the same being. Orlgen also refers

to I Cor, 1:24. Wisdom Is to be understood as the Word of

God. Orlgen bases his assertion of the eternal generation

of the Son on Col. 1:15» Heb. 1:3, and Wis. 7:25, 26.^ Cyp¬

rian also Identifies Wisdom as the Son and gives as the

Scriptural basis for this assertion Prov. 8:22-31; 9:1-6;

Scclus. 24:3-7; Col. 1:15, 18; and I Cor. l:22-24.i+
In his Interpretation of Prov. 8:22, with Its context,

Athanaslus stands within a common tradition of interpreta¬

tion which extends back to the New Testament. This Interpre¬

tation Is discernible in such passages as John 1:1-18; Col.

1:15-18; and Heb. 1:1-3 with I Cor. 1:24, 30 explicitly Iden¬

tifying Christ as the Wisdom of God. Athanaslus apparently

bases this identlflcatlon on I Cor. 1:24, "Christ the Power

of God and the Wisdom of God," and assumes its relationship

to the relevant Old Testament passages and also to other

Adv. Haer. 4.34.3, 4. ^Strom. 7.2; 1.26.

^2®. Prln. 1.2.1-3, 5. Nest. 2.1, 2.
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Wisdom literature. He also assumes the connection of the

New Testament passages (e.g., Col. 1:15-18) with the Wisdom

passages and with I Cor. 1:2^.-®- In Richardson's estimation

it was "the development of the Wisdom Christology in the 0T"

which prepared the "categories of thought" by which the apos¬

tolic doctrine of the Person of Christ received its fullest

2
expression in the New Testament. The idea of Wisdom was

adopted by the early Christians in order to explain the rela¬

tionship of Christ to God as well as to indicate the true na-

q
ture of Christ.J

Rendel Harris asserts that in the early collections

of quotations the point of departure is not Messianism but

is rather the doctrine that Jesus is the Wisdom of God. The

"Testimony Book," he affirms, shows that "Wisdom" has the

priority over "Word." In Harris' view the "Word" is an af¬

terthought and an intruder into Christian doctrine where "Wis¬

dom" and "Word" are brought together. All statements which

affirm that Christ is the Word of God may be replaced by an

earlier series of statements in which he is equated with the

divine Wisdom. Harris concludes that whatever is said about

Jesus Christ in the Christian creeds is a deduction from

Prov. 8:22-31 and from other related passages in the later

Wisdom books which are a part of the Old Testament apocrypha.

^"E.g., De Dec. 15. ^Richardson, Introduction, p. 156.

^Walnwright, op. clt.. p. 3^.
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This title of Jesus, "Wisdom of God," explains most of the

other titles given to him in. the New Testament as well as

nearly all the dogmatic statements that were made concerning

him in the creed s.'-
Bethune-Baker^ makes several valid criticisms of Har¬

ris' view. There is no evidence, he points out, that Jesus

assumed the title "Wisdom of God" or that he thought of him¬

self as the divine Wisdom, The evidence of the New Testa¬

ment shows that the recognition of Jesus as the Hessiah and

as the Son of God was primary and that this recognition car¬

ried with it belief in Jesus' deity. It was only in depend¬

ence on this primary recognition that the relating of Jesus

to the Wisdom of God occurred. Harris adduces no evidence

in support of his view that the Lord's own consciousness of

his Sonshlp and Chrlsthood was not the original basis of the

doctrine of his deity and therefore should be abandoned.

The later conceptions of Jesus as Word and as Wisdom did not

confirm belief in the deity of Christ and with it belief in

the Trinity, but rather they enlarged this belief. They pro¬

vided categories by which the early Church could articulate

its beliefs.

'■Harris, Doctrine of the Trinity, pp. 27-31» 35t 3&,
See supra, pp. 135 ff.» Tor evaluations of Harris* "Testi¬
mony Book" theory. See also infra. pp. 210 ff.

^J. P. Bethune-Baker, Hevlew of The Origin of the Doc-
trlne of the Trinity by Rendel Harris, JTS (XXI, 1020), pp.
86-8R.
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Athanasius, In common with the New Testament writers

and later Christian writers, accented the conception of

Christ as Wisdom. He employed this Idea with Its relevant

passages of Scrioture to enunciate and defend his doctrine

of Christ and the relationship of Christ to the Trinity.

Christ as the Hand of God

Athanasins' concent ion of Christ
as the Hand of God

Involved in the development of Wisdom Chrlstology is

the concentlon of Christ as the "Hand" ( Xefp} of God and

with it the internretatIon of Gen. 1:26. In his contention

that the Son nrecedes in time all created things and Is not

a oart of the created order, Athanaslus refers to passages

which, he alleges, attribute creation to the Word of God

(Ps. 100:3; John 1:3; Heb. 1:3; Col. 1:16; I Cor. 8:6; and

Past. Her-^. 'land. 1). He also refers to Is. 66:2, "All these

thlnvs my Hand has made." The "Hand" of God is identified

as God's Word.*
Athanasins also refers to other nassages th-'t speak

of the Hand or Hands of God with which God creates: Ps.

1^3:5t "I do remember the time past, I muse upon all your

works, I exercise myself in the works of your Hands"; Is.

**3:13, "My Hand also has laid the foundation of the earth,

*De Dec. ?, 8; De Sent. Dion. 2.
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and my right Hand has spanned the heavens"; Is. 51:16, "And

I will cover you In the shadow of my Hand, by which I

planted the heavens, and laid the foundations of the earth";

and Ps. 119:73, "Your Hands have made me and fashioned me."

God. uses his own Word as a "Hand" In all that he does.^-

Athanaslus gives the following passages as Scriptural

proof that this "Hand" is "Wisdom" and "Word": Ps. 104:24,

"In Wisdom you have made them all; the earth Is full of your

creation"; Prov, 3:19, "The Lord by Wisdom founded the

earth"; and John 1:1-3, "In the beginning was the Word, . . .

all things were made by him and without him was not one thing

made." The evidence for Athanaslus that he who is the

"Hand," "Wisdom," and "Word" of God is the Son is found in

Heb. Ill, 2, "God, ... has in these last days spoken to us

by his Son, whom he has appointed heir of all things, by

whom also he made the ages," and I Cor. 8:6, "There is one

Lord Jesus, by whom are all things and we through him."

Paul, Athanasius avers, knew that the "Word," "Wisdom," the

"Son" himself is the "Image" of the Father, for Paul states

in Col. 1:12-17, "Giving thanks to God and the Father ...

-De Dec. 17; C. Ar. 11.71. Hendel Harris, The Origin
of the Prologue to St John* s Gospel (Cambridge: University
Press, 1917), p. 51 * alleges that for Athanaslus "Word" and
"Wisdom" are the two hands of God. However, for Athanaslus
Word and Wisdom were not two persons but two designations
for the one Person—the Son. Athanasi^s only identifies one
"Hand" of God. See Infra, p. 187, for Erenaens* reference
to two "Hands" of God.
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Son ... who is the Image of the invisible God, the First¬

born of every creature; for by him were all things created,

that are in heaven, and that are in earth, visible and invis¬

ible, whether they be thrones, or dominions, or principali¬

ties, or powers; all things were created by him and for him;

and he is before all things, and in him all things consist."

By his Hand, who is Wisdom, Word, Son, and Image, God cre¬

ated all things.1 Adam, Athanasins affirms, was fashioned

by God alone through his Hand (Gen. 1:26). This Hand also

makes and fashions all those who come after Adam.2 J
Gen. 1:26 (also Gen. 1:3, 6, 9, etc.) is referred to

by Athanasius to indicate that in the creation God speaks to
a

someone. God does not speak as to an "under-worker" ( wxoup-

Y$c) w^o would then perform his will in creation; this would

be proper to creatures but not to God's own Word. God only

said, "Let it become," and by his Word all things came into

existence. "God said" (Gen. 1:3» etc.) is explained in the

Word, for this is indicated in Ps. 104:24, "You h^ve made all

things in Wisdom"; Ps. 33:6, "By the Word of the Lord were

the heavens established"; and I Cor. 8:6, "There is one Lord

Jesus Christ, by whom are all things and we by him." It is

not possible, Athanasius asserts, that God would speak to

1De Dec. 17. 2Ibid., 8, 9.

For the history of the interpretation of Gen. 1:26
see infra, pp. 185 ff.
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that which he was creating. God must have been speaking

about the thing being created to someone who was with him In

creation. God could only be addressing his Word who must

have already existed. Athanaslns finds confirmation of this

assertion in Ps. 148:5, "He spoke and they were made. He

commanded and they were created"; Prov. 8:27, "When he was

making the heaven and the earth I (Wisdom) was present with

him"; John 5:19, "All things whatsoever I see the Father do¬

ing, I also do in like manner"; and Col. 1:16 which teaches

that all things were made "through him and unto him."^
Also in his interpretation of Gen. 1:26 Athanaslus de¬

clares that the soul of man is made after the image and like¬

ness of God. When God speaks and says, "Let us make man af¬

ter our Image and likeness," the Image must be the Word.

This Word and Wisdom is the unchanging "Image" ( Etx<Sv ) of
O

the Father. The Son is not only the Image of the Father

but is also his dadiance, Expression, and Troth. All that

the Father is, the Son must be, for he "who has seen" the

Son "has seen the Father" (John 14:9). ^

The history of the concent ion of Christ
as the Hand of God

A greater knowledge of Hebrew idiom would have sug¬

gested the interpretation of Gen. 1:26 (and also 1:3, etc.)

lC. Ar. 11.31; C. Gen. 46.

2C. Gen. 3^, 41; see C. Ar. 11.35. 3C. Ar. 1.20, 21.
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as simply the plural of majesty. The fathers, and Athana-

slus, discovered In this passage a glimpse into the counsels

of the triune God. The majority of the fathers find here a

dialogue between the Father and Son, but others, especially

those of the tradition of Antloch, find in this passage a

reference to the Trinity. Orlgen alone of the Church fa¬

thers ascribes the reference In Gen. 1:26 to angels.* In

the New Testament there Is no reference to the plural In

this passage, nor Is the conception of Christ as the Hand of

God found in it.

This verse, Skinner observes, has always constituted
2

a problem for exegetes. Among Jewish interpreters the com¬

mon opinion was that angels were being addressed in these

words, otherwise it was thought that they were addressed to

Torah or Wisdom.^
The first interpretation of Gen. 1:26 suggesting

See Turner, op. clt.. pp. 27^, 275; and Robert McL.
Wilson, "The Early History of the Exegesis of Gen. 1:26,"
Studla Patrlstica, ed. Kurt Aland and F. L. Cross (Berlin,
1957), I, ^20.

2
John Skinner, Genesis, in ICC (2nd ed.; Edinburgh:

T. A T. Clark, 1930), p. 30.

^George Foot Moore, Judaism in the First Centuries of
the Christian Era (Cambridge: Harvard Hniversity Press,
1927), I, ^7. Phllo says that the words in Gen. 1:26 are
addressed to subordinate powers in De Ooif. Mund. 75 but to
the Logos in De 'Tlg. Abrah. 1. C. H, Dodd, in The Bible and
the Greeks (London: Hodder h Stoughton, 1935), 137,
notes that in interpreting Gen. 1:26 to refer to "powers,"
Phllo read into the Biblical narrative the doctrine of the
Tlmaeus.
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Trinltarlanlsm Is found -in Barnabas (5:5 and 6:12) where it

is said that in this passage God speaks to his Son. Wilson

ooints out that the origins of a Trinitarian interpretation

may be traced further back than to these references, for it

is a development of the Wisdom-Logos Chrlstology of the New

Testament.1
Justin Martyr interprets the plural of Gen. 1:26 (and

also 3:22) as indicating that a oertaln number of persons,

at least two, are associated with each other, for God con¬

versed with someone. In connection with the passage and its

interpretation Justin refers to Prov. 8:22 ff. He concludes

that the Son must be begotten before the creation of all

things.2
In his interpretation of Gen. 1:26 Irenaeus states

that man was made according to the likeness of God and

molded by his hands. The hands of God are identified as the

Son and the Holy Spirit, the Word and Wisdom, to whom are ad¬

dressed the words, "Let us make man."^ In another place Ire¬

naeus interprets the text to refer to the Son alone. In the

latter reference Irenaeus identifies the Hand as the Word on

the basis of the declaration of John 1:3 that all things were

made by the Word of God. Angels, Irenaeus believes, could

^Wilson, Stud la Patrlstloa. loc. clt.. I, *J-31f ^32.
*n L 33 there is a reference to the hands of God, but
t^ere is no interpretation of the statement.

^Dlal. 62, 129. Adv. Haer. 4, praef.. 3: ^.2^.1.
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not be responsible for the creation of nan, since God had

his own Rands.1
For Clement of Alexandria the Image of God is his

Word, and the Image of the Word is the mind which Is In man,

the true man. Therefore the true man Is said to have been

made "In the Image and likeness of God."2 For Clement God

alone is the Creator, and In Clement's exegesis of Gen. Ii26

there Is no hint of Trinltarlanlsm,3 Orlgen interprets Gen.

1:26 to be a reference to angels. He also applies the text

to the Son or to the Logos.^
Harris believes that In the early Christian book

which contained testimonies against the Jews one of the

things which had to be established against the Jews is that

Christ is the Hand of God.^ In the second book of Cyprian's

Testimonies Christ is alluded to as the Hand and Arm of God,

This statement is preceded by evidences to show that Christ

Is the Wisdom and Word of God.^
Wilson states that there are two main lines of tradi¬

tion In the Interpretation of Gen. l:26--the Alexandrian and

that represented by Irenaeus. The lnterpretation of the

1Ibld., 5.15.4. 2Prot. 10.
a

Wilson, Stud.la Patrlstica. loc. clt.. I, 433.

^In loh. 13.50: In Gen. Horn. 13.4; C. Cels. 2:9; 5s37.

^Harris, Origin of the Prologue, pp. 43, 44.

6Test. 2.4.



189

Gnostics represents a third line of tradition. All three ap¬

pear to derive their origin from Jewish speculation with the

Alexandrians especially indebted to Philo. In the Christian

interpretation, Wilson notes, the text as a whole is referred

to the regeneration of Christians. The traditions seei to

refer especially to the identification of "Image" in this

passage.

Athanasius* main concern in the interpretation of Gen.

1:26 (with the other related passages) is to demonstrate

that the Son as Word and Wisdom was present at creation and

is, in fact, Creator with God. It is the Son who is ad¬

dressed when God speaks in these passages. The Son is the

Hand of God by which all things are created. Therefore the

Son already existed before the creation of all things. Un¬

like Irenaeus and Origen Athanasius apparently does not dif¬

ferentiate between image and likeness.2 He declares that

man is made in the image and likeness of God—the "Image" is

the Son himself.^ It is difficult to determine Athanasius*

place in the stream of tradition, as most of his references

"^Wilson, Studia Patrlstica. Toe, clt.. I, 427, 437.

2Ibid., I, 437.

2Por Philo the Logos is the imasre of God (De Conf. 28.
147), Only God is to be described by terms such as arche¬
type and pattern, for God is the Creator and the Logos is
created. The Logos is the archetype for further creations,
and man is made after this image. (See De Qplf. '"und. 51.
146). See Wolfson, Philo, I, 234, 233.
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to this text are only concerned with the idea of the Son as

the one addressed by God. It would appear, however, that

Athanaalus is probably independent of the various traditions

except that he finds here a reference to the Son and not to

the Trinity which indicates at this point an Alexandrian

background.

Christ as the Word of God

Athanaslus' conception of Christ
as the Word of God

It has already been indicated that in Athanasius*

thought the Son is variously designated as "Word," "Wisdom,"

"Hand," and "Image." All that was created through the Word

is said to be founded in Wisdom, to be made by the Hand, and

to have come into existence through the Son. The proof of

this, Athanasius asserts, is to be found in the Scriptures:

Is. *1-8:13 and 51:16 ascribe creation to the Hand of God; Ps.

104:2*1- and Prov. 1:19 show the Hand to be Wisdom; John 1:1-3

indicates that John knew the Word to be the Hand and Wisdom;

and Heb. 1:1, 2 and I Cor. 8:6 show the Hand, Wisdom, and

Word to be the Son. Finally, Col. 1:12-17 demonstrates that

he who is called by these terms is also the Image of the Fa¬

ther. All of these names are titles of one Person—the Son.*
Athanaslus not only uses New Testament passages that

1De Dec. 17.
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refer to the Son as the Word of God (e.g., John 1:1-3, 1*0

but also refers to Old Testament passages which, in his view,

refer explicitly to the Son as Word.-5 Proof that God's Word

is unchanging and has an eternal existence is found In Ps.

119*89, "The Word of God endures forever." God revealed his

Word from heaven, for God not only said, "This Is my beloved

Son" (Matt. 3:17; 17:5), but also, "My heart uttered a good

Word" (Ps. *+5*1). In Prov. 3*19 creation Is attributed to

Wisdom, but In Ps. 33*6 it is ascribed to the Son, "By the

Word of the Lord were the heavens made."

The incarnation of the Word is not only referred to

in the New Testament (e.g., John 1:1*0 but also in the Old

Testament* Ps. *1-3:3, "Send out your Word and your truth."

For Athanaslus the latter reference is a proof that God came

in the flesh, for it is confirmed by both Old and New Testa¬

ments: Matt. 1:23 (Is. 7*1*1-), "Behold the Virgin shall con¬

ceive and bear a son, and they shall call his name Emmamxel,

which being interpreted is, God with us"; I Pet. *+*l, TPor-

asmuch then as Christ suffered for us in the flesh"; and Tit.

2:13, 1*1-, "Looking for the blessed hope and appearing of our

^~>ee Ringgren, on. clt.. op. 157 ff., on the hyposta-
tization of the "Word." He states that the Instances of the
hypostatizatlon of the divine "Word" are not as clear and un¬
ambiguous as those of "Wisdom."

2C. Ar. 11.36. See also C. Gen. *1-0. The last part
of Ps. 33**6, "And all their might by the Spirit of his mouth,"
is interpreted to show t^e Holy Spirit's part in creation.
5ee infra, op. 231, 832,
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great God and Savior Jesus Christ, who gave himself for us

that he might redeem us from all iniquity, and purify unto

himself a people for his own possession, and zealous of good

works.

Other Scripture passages adduced by Athanasius to

prove that the Father revealed his Word are Ps. 36:9, "With

you is the well of life, and in your light shall we see

light"; Heb. 1:3, "Who being the radiance of the glory";

Phil. 2:6-8, "Who, being in the form of God, thought it not

a prize to be equal with God, but emptied himself, taking

the form of a servant, being in the likeness of man, and be¬

ing found in form as man, humbled himself, becoming obedient

to death, even the death of the cross"; and Col. 1:15» "Who

is the Image of the invisible God."^
The Word of God, Athanasius believes, is not that

which is involved and inherent in created things which some

call a "seminal" ( crxepiactTixSc) principle which is without a
q

soul and without the power of reason or thought, but he is

the living and powerful Word of God, the God of the universe,

and this Word is God (Heb. 4:12; John 1:1). The Word is a

personal being.^ This Word of God is not a creature but is

Vld Adelph. 5» 6.

2C. Ar. III.29, 59. See also De Inc. 33, 38, 39.

^This is a reference to Stoicism. See F. W. Beare,
"Stoics," IDB, R-Z, 444.

4
C. Gen. 40.
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eternal, for, "In the beginning was the Word" (John 1:1),

"All things were made by him" (John 1s 3)» and, "By him all

things were created" (Col. 1:16). The Father, Athanaslns af¬

firms, could not speak as he does in Ps. 45:1, "^y heart ut¬

tered a good Word," if the Son were a creature,^
Athanasiusf doctrine of the Word not only includes the

eternity of the Word and the relationship of the Word to the

Father (e.g., John 1:1-3)» but also the incarnation of the

Word: John 1:14, "The Word was made flesh." Athanasius

finds the purpose of the incarnation of the Word expressed in

various passages of Scripture such as: John 6:38-40, "I

came down from heaven, not to do my own will, but the will

of him who sent me. And this is the will of him who sent me,

that of all which he has given me, I should lose nothing,

but should raise it up again at the last day. And this is

the will of my Father, that every one who sees the Son and

believes on him may have everlasting life, and I will raise

him up at the last day"; Eph. 2:14, 15, "Having broken down

the middle wall of partition between us, having abolished in

his flesh the enmity, even the law of commandments contained

in ordinances, to create in himself of two one new man, so

making -oeace"; I John 3:8, "For this was manifested the Son

of God, that he might destroy the works of the devil"; and

Horn. 8:3* "For what the law could not do, in that it was

"*"De Sent. Dion. 2.
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weak through the flesh, God, sending his own Son in the like¬

ness of sinful flesh, and for sin condemned sin in the flesh;

that the ordinance of the law night be fulfilled in us, who

walk not after the flesh but after the Spirit.

The background of the "Word"
Christo!ogy

In Jewish thought, Walnwright affirms, the Law is con¬

nected with both Wisdom and the Word. In Ps. 119 "Word" and

"Law" are used Interchangeably. In Wainwright's opinion the

"Word" was personified neither in the Old Testament nor in

Rabbinic thought.^ However, Jacob asserts that the hyoosta-

tlzation of the "Word," whioh finds its full development In

extra-canonical books, has its roots In the Old Testament.

Although it is impossible to speak of a hypostasis of the

"Word" in the canonical books of the Old Testament, it

should be recognized that many of the affirmations point in

that direction. Hynostatlzatlon is more obvious in the case

of "Wisdom," but, in Jacob*s estimation, it is the "Word"

which provided a foundation for the theology of "Wisdom."'*
Before Philo Jewish theology had developed the concept of

the Word of God, and the Alexandrian book, Wisdom, had at¬

tributed the same role to the Word and to Wisdom.^"

1C. At. 11.54, 55. See De Inc. 4, 5, 7-4, 13, 14.

^Walnwright, op. clt.. pp. 36, 133.

^Jacob, oj>. clt.. p. 134. **Lebreton, o£. clt.. p. 153.
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With reference to Ps. 33s6 (RSV), "By the Word of the

Lord the heavens were made, and all their host by the breath

of his mouth," Rawlinson observes that:

From the point of view of the Old Testament, the
Word was as capable as was the Wisdom of God of
being personified as a Divine Principle Interme¬
diate between God and the world.

It is tempting, Whlteley suggests, to quote the first oart of

Ps. 33:6 and conclude that the "Word of the Lord" has been

hypostatlzed. The second oart of the verse, however, will

lead one to susoect that the Psalmist Is only reoroduclng or

anticipating In a more vivid and poetical form the thought

of Gen. 1:14, 15.2
When God wished to communicate with men, he sooke to

them, loses heard his voice from the burning bush (Ex. 3?2

ff.), and his word was given to the prophets (Is. 2:1; Jer.

1:4; etc.). When the world was created, it came into exist¬

ence at God*s spoken word (Gen. 1:3; etc.). Though the Word

in the Old Testament is capable of being personified, Wain-

wright points out, yet it is, in fact, not personified and

does not itself have an existent being. He believes also

that in the apocryphal writings the Word is not really per¬

sonified, but with the closest approach to personification

found In Wis. 13:15, 16. Even this reference, he thinks,

^Rawllnson, oj5. clt.. p. 211.

2Whlteley, op. clt.. pp. Ill, 112,
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could be metaphorical rather than literal.*
In Wainwrlght's opinion the only writer previous to

and outside of the New Testament who clearly treats the Word

as a person is Philo, and he is not consistent in his use of

it. Phllo sneaks of God's word as his action, for when God

sneaks he acts. His vrord is his messenger. It is neither

2
Creator as God nor created as man. In Philo the Logos ap-

oears to Hagar when she is driven out by Abraham, wrestles

with Jacob, and talks to Moses in the burning bush. He also

identifies the Logos (and Wisdom) with the pillar of cloud

that guided the Israelites.'' The Logos in Philo, however,

is not as clearly nersonifled as Wisdom in the Wisdom litera-

ture.

It is Moore's conclusion that neither in the Old Tes¬

tament nor in the extra-oanonlcal literature of the Jews is

the Word of God a oersonal agent or on the way to becoming

such. In Philo's thought, on the other hand, when God ap-

nears to men, converses with them, or reveals his will and

purpose, all of these activities should be understood of the

Logos. The twofold meaning of the Greek word—reason, utter¬

ance—made it natural to appropriate for the Logos what was

'"Wainwright, on. clt.. p. 35. ^Ibid., p. 133.

^Qnls Her. Dlv. Her. 42.205» 206; De Cher. 1.3; De
Som. 1.39.228; De Alt. Horn. 13.87; Puis Her. Dlv. Her. $2.
203-205.

^Lebreton, on. clt.. p. l6l.
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said of the divine Wisdom and of the Word of God, In

Moore's judgment It Is erroneous to think that Palestinian

Judaism thought of the Word of God as a personal Intermedi¬

ary comparable to Phllo* s Logos or to connect the Word of

God In the Judaism of Palestine with Phllo*s Logos,*
Strachan affirms that Word and also Wisdom are oer-

sonal Insofar as they are the activity of a personal God and
2

no further, Phllo*s Logos In many places is almost a doub¬

let of Wisdom, Dodd notes, for Logos In Philo certainly has

the Wisdom-concept as one of Its ancestors.^
The obvious Identification of Word and Wisdom had

taken place long before New Testament times. It had been

made by the Wisdom writers themselves (Bcclus. 2^:3; Vis.

7:25: Prov, 2:6; see Ps, 33*6),^

^-George Foot Moore, oo. clt.. I, 4l5-*U7.
2
a, H, Strachan, The Fourth Gospels Its Significance

and Bnviron^ent (New York: The Macmlllan Company, 19*H),
P. 92.

^Dodd, Interpretation of the Fourth Gospel, p. 276.
ii. .

aichardson, Introduction, p. 160. Phllo sometimes
identifies Logos with Wisdom (Leg. All. 1.65). Arlstobulus
seems to have been the first to Identify Wisdom with the Im¬
manent cosmic principle. In Eusebius' Praeparatio Evangellea
Arlstobulus Is quoted to confirm a statement of Phllo on the
Logos. It Is said that the title "light" might be trans¬
ferred to Wisdom from whom all light comes. Solomon has said
that Wisdom existed before heaven and earth. Thus Wisdom ap¬
pears as a ore-cosmic light. See Eusebli Pamohlll, Evangel-
lcae Praeoaratlonts. ed, E. H. Glfford (Oxonli, 1903). Vol.
II, 13, 12. Knox, In St. Paul and the Church of the Gen¬
tiles . p. 69, suggests that Arlstobulus has In mind the equa¬
tion of Wisdom with Torah. See also Wilson, Gnostic Problem,
pp. 38, 39.
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Christ as the '•lord of God
In the New Testanent

"Logos" became the predominant designation for Jesus

in the classical Christology of the early Church. Cullmann

believes that the Logos designation was even considered the

essential content of Christology.* Only in one group of New

Testament writings, however, is "Logos" found as a Christo-

loglcal title—the Johannine literature.

The Logos Christology is above all connected with the

creation story (Gen. 1) in which everything takes place as a

result of the "word" which God sneaks. In the Prologue of

John the Word created all things (John 1:3). Cullmann thinks

that on reflection the Idea emerges that every creative self-

revelation of God to the world occurs through his "word"

(Ps. 33:6; also Ps. 107:20; 147:15; and Is. 55:10, ll).2
'What are the sources for John's doctrine of the Logos?

It has been suggested that John's use of Logos in a personal

sense Is best explained by the Influence of Phllo or of Phl-
3

lo's unknown predecessors. T. W. Manson thinks that John

Is not dependent on Philo at all but that the Old Testament

"Word of God" is the basis of the Logos doctrine in John.

The similarities in John and Philo can best be explained by

the borrowing on the part of both of them from the same

^Cullmann, Christology. p. 249, 2Ibld.. p. 255.

^Wainwrlght, op. clt.. p. 35.
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source—the Old Testament. For John the Word is the crea¬

tive and revealing Word of God, and Jesus Christ is the su¬

preme revelation of God.^
Richardson observes that Christ was himself the word

or message which the Church preached. Thus it was but a

short step from this message to the Johannlne identification

of Christ with the Word of God as such. The conception of

the Word of God, Richardson also believes, was inherited by

the New Testament from the teaching of the Old Testament.^
It should be noted that the great difference between the

Logos doctrine in John and the doctrine of Wisdom in the Wis¬

dom literature (and also the Logos doctrine in Philo) is

that in John the "Word was made flesh" (John Is 14)*

In his discussion of the Prologue of the Fourth Gos¬

pel Dodd points out that the doctrine of Torah, as the

■*-T. W. Sanson, On Paul and John. in Studies in Blbl 1-
cal Then!ogy. No. 38. ed. Matthew Black (London: SCM Press
Ltd, 1963), pp. 148, 149.

Richardson, Introduction, p. 159. Richardson also
notes that it can only be conjectured why John avoided the
use of the term "Wisdom" and chose the term "Word." Dodd,
Interpretation of the Fourth Gosoel. p. 295, avers that "it
is impossible to confine the term Logos to the meaning
•word*. It Is also the divine Wisdom, the Hebrew analogue
at once of the Platonic world of Ideas and of the Stoic Log¬
os: it is that thought of God which is the transcendent de¬
sign of the universe, and its immanent meaning." A syncre-
tistic background for the ooncept of the term Logos has also
been suggested. The process of a gradual substitution within
Hellenistic Judaism of Logos for Sophia, Kleinknecht main¬
tains, may be explained from the popularity of the term in
Hellenistic philosophy. See H. Kleinknecht and Gerhard Kit-
tel in "X£y«, XSyoc," etc., TWNT. IV, 86-89, 138-140.



200

pre-existent thought of God revealed in time as it is found

in the Talmud and Mldrash, is not a late creation. In its

main outlines it formed a part of Babblnlc teaching at the

period of the Fourth Gospel, and, Dodd concludes, it may be

safely inferred that the author of the Fourth Gospel was ac¬

quainted with this Kabbinic teaching.'"
Dodd notes that a number of the propositions referring

to the Logos in the Prologue of John are the counterparts of

Rabbinic statements which refer to the Torah: (1) both are

pre-exlstent with God fro"! the beginning; (2) both are "with

God"; (3) both are agents or instruments in creation; and
p

(*!) both are regarded as light and life. Strachan also

points out that the contrast of the Law with "the Word made

flesh" in John 1:17 may indicate that John has in mind not

only the conception of Wisdom but that of the Law as con¬
's

ceived in contemporary Judaism. It is Wilson's conclusion

that:

The Logos then is Jewish, based on the current
philosophy; the Fourth Gosoel derives it from
the speculation of a circle like that of Philo,
although apparently independent of him, and ap¬
plies the theory to the interpretation of the
life and work of Jesus.

'"Dodd, Interpretation of the Fourth Gospel, p. 8 5.
2 1
Ibid. -'Strachan, op. clt.. p. 95.

^Wilson, Gnostic Problem, p. 19*J>. Strachan, o£. clt..
p. 96, also attributes the Prologue of the Fourth Gospel to
Jewish thought.
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In his Investigation of the origin of the Prologue of

the Fourth Gospel, Harris suggests that "Wisdom" may be the

ancestress of the "Word" In John, If "Wisdom" is substi¬

tuted for "Word" In John 1:1-3* one Is impressed, he says,

by the resulting resemblance to Prov, 8:22-31* He concludes

that the stratum on which the Prologue rests Is the Old Tes¬

tament, and, If this Is true and if the Word Is quoted as be¬

ing and doing Just what Wisdom is and does in the book of

Proverbs, then the eouation between Word and Wisdom Is Justi¬

fied, Therefore one may soeak of Christ in the metaphysical

sense as the Wisdom of God.^"
Jesus, Harris maintains, Is Identified successively

with the Wisdom of God and the Word of God; first with Wis¬

dom because, he says, the Word doctrine Is originally a Wis¬

dom doctrine, and after that Jesus is identified with the

Word, because Wisdom became the Word, It Is apparent, Har¬

ris thinks, that the evolution of John's Prologue from

Prov, 3 can be Justified, The line of development passed

from Proverbs (and other Old Testament passages) through the

other Wisdom literature where Wisdom is personified, Jesus

as the divine Wisdom underlies the Chrlstology of Hebrews

(1:1-3) and Colossians (1:15-13). Doth of these passages,

p
with John 1:1-3# are ultimately dependent on Prov, 8,

*
Harris, Origin of the Prologue, p. 4,

2Ibid., pp. 12-19.
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Hegermann also brings together these three passages. He be¬

lieves that the hymn in Col. 1:15 is a part of older tra¬

dition and thus indicates an early Christological conception.

In the background of Col. 1:15 ff.» as well as in that of

the other passages, is the Wisdom-Word speculation and with

it the use of a Creation-Mediator Christology. The back¬

ground of these passages, in Hegermann*s opinion, is to be

found in the Hellenistic community.^ So also Puller believes

that the conception of Wisdom was firmly established in Hel¬

lenistic Judaism and was readily available as a Christologi-
p

cal tool for Hellenistic Jextfish Christianity.

The Logos doctrine, in Harris* opinion, is derived

from Wisdom Christology. Wisdom, therefore, has priority

over the Word Christology. Harris* views of the origin of

John's Prologue and the relationship of Word Christology to

that of Wisdom are linked with his opinion that the early

"Testimony Book" shows that the doctrine of Christ as the

Wisdom of God is the basis of New Testament Christology.

The "Word" is an afterthought and an intruder. This is
a

proved, he asserts, by the "Testimony Book."

It is not necessary to assume, as Harris does, that

*Haraid Hegermann, Die Vorstellung vom SchSpfnngsmltt-
ler im, Hellenistlschen Judentum und Hrchrlstentum. TH. B2
(Berlin, 1961), pp. 110-113.

2Puller, o£. alt.. p. ?5.

^Harris, Origin of the Prologue, pp. 27-30.
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Wisdom precedes Logos, nor, If It was earlier, to conclude

that In John the "Word" usurps the place of "Wisdom." It

has already been noted that Wisdom and Word had been Identi¬

fied long before the New Testament period by the Wisdom writ¬

ers.* The concents of both Wisdom and Word were current In

the first century, and therefore the writers of the New Tes¬

tament found both terms available for their use in express¬

ing their Chrlstologlcal doctrine. Thus the concentions of

Christ as both Wisdom and Word are found In the New Testa¬

ment. Thus John 1:1-3, Web. 1:1-3, and Col. 1:15-18 are re¬

lated In their thought and Indicate that the concepts of Wis¬

dom and Word In relation to the doctrine of Christ emerged

together. They are best regarded as being comnlementary in

the thought of the early Church and in the articulation of

its Chrlstology. In the doctrine of the early Church Christ

was both Word and Wisdom at one and the same time.

The conception of Christ as the Word of God
In the Church fathers

After the New Testament period Wisdom became a common

designation for the Son. Justin Martyr Identifies Wisdom

with the Word and the Son and states that the Logos has ap¬

peared in perfect fullness In Christ. Prov. 8:22 ff. Is

used by Justin to prove the pre-exlstence of the Word. The

Word revealed himself in various ways to the patriarchs and

1
Supra, p. 197.
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saints but was born of the virgin to fulfill God's ouroose.*
Irenaens declares on the basis of John 1:3; Ps. 33s9; and ?s.

148:5 that all things were made by the Word. In Ps. 33*6

Irenaeus identifies the Word, whom God commands, as the Son
2

and the Spirit as Wisdom. Clement of Alexandria freauently

refers to the Logos and ascribes creation to him. In his

coming from heaven, the Word is the Christian teacher, and

his energies fill the universe in creation and salvation.

The Word of God is identified as the Son, as Christ, as the

true God, as Jesus, as the Arm of the Lord, as the Power of

the universe, and as the Will of the Father.3 Wisdom is un¬

derstood by Origen to be the Word of God. The Word, he says,

is God and Creator (Ps. 33*6; John 1:1, 2; and Col. I»l6-l8).

In Ps. 33*6 Origen sees an intimation that the entire Trln-
h.

ity was concerned in creation.

For Athanasius "Word" designates the Son even as the

terms "Wisdom," "Hand," and "Image." These terms are all

identified with the same person—Jesus Christ. Athanasius

aoplles these terms without distinction to the Son. They

are used to refer to the Son in his creative and redemptive

work and are used to show that the Son is ore-existent and

eternal. It is through this Word who is God that God has

1Plai. 61, 75; I Apoi. 1.5; 2.8.

2Adv. Haer. 2.2.4; 1.15; 3.S.3.

3Strom. 1.9; Prot. 11, 12. ^De Frin. 2.3; 4.4.
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tinction between the Word and the Son. The Word was an at¬

tribute of God, In their conception, without separate hypos-

tatlzation. Thus the Word is eternally ore-existent as an

attribute of God, but the Son does not have an eternal pre-

exlstence. In Arianlsm the Son has the title of "Word" by

grace, but he is not God*s "proper" ( T6ioc ) Word. In name

only he is the Son and Wisdom.

Athanasius, Wand points out, did not deny the Logos

doctrine but thought of the Logos after the pattern of the

Fourth Gospel as a divine person—the Son of God. Though

the Logos was the agent in creation, he was separate from
2

It. Athanasius* conception of the Logos was religious

rather than philosophical in that his emphasis was on "the

Word lade flesh" (John 1:14), The incarnation of the Word

was for the salvation of mankind. The chief function of the

Word was to become man In order to restore a fallen humanity.

1C. Ar. I,5» 9; De Dec. 16. See Pollard, Studla Pa-
trlstlcaT Toe, clt.. II, 284, 286.

2
Wand, o£. cit.. p. 46.



CHAPTER VIII

CHRIST AS LORD AND AS ANGEL OF THE LORD

Christ as Lord

The background of the title "Lord"

Athanaslus freouently used the name "Lord" (Ktfptoc) as

an appellation for the Son not only In the New Testament pas¬

sages where the Son is addressed or referred to as Lord, but

also In Old Testament passages. Some of the Old Testament

passages are applied to the Son In the Net* Testament, but

Athanasios also employed other passages as references to the

Son though they are not used In this way In the New Testament,

The origin of the application of the name "Lord" to

the Son goes back to the early years of the Church, Though

the early Christians were reluctant to call Jesus "God,"

they applied the name "Lord" to him in many passages of the

New Testament Including early passages, Cullmann states

that the very earliest Christian communities called Jesus

"the Lord."1
"Lord" is adjectival in form, and its earliest appear-

2
ance was in the fifth century, B.C. It came to be used as

a divine title in the Hellenistic world. In the wider

1Cullmann, Chrlstology. p, 208,
2
Whlteley, o£. ctt.. p. 103,
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religious and historical context the title came to be used

of the deified emperors and also divinities. It was orien¬

tal In origin and was characteristic of a number of Hellen-

Ized cults, especially in Syria, Asia Minor, and Egypt. Raw-

llnson suggests that the choice of this word "Lord" by the

translators of the Septuaglnt to serve in rendering the di¬

vine nam© Yahweh in the Old Testament belongs to the same

general context of Ideas, The use of the title "Lord" for

Jesus, Aawllnson believes, was likely to suggest to Greek

minds the conception of the Christian Church as a kind of

community of devotees who were associated together for the

worship of a divine "Lord" whose name was "Jesus,"* Cerfaux

argues that the custom of addressing a ruler as "Lord" was

an oriental one. In the East, and especially among Arameans,

kings were called "Lord." The title was used in the East

for kings without any connotation of religious reverence, as

It was simply a title that belonged to rulers. There was no

indication of emperor worship In the title. Cerfaux suggests

that the Christians began to use this royal title In Its ap-

2
plication to the risen Christ.

The use of "Lord" In the Septuaglnt to render the He¬

brew Adonal as well as "Yahweh" Implies that, with or

*Rawllnson, on. clt., pp. %, 77. See also Cullmann,
Chrlstology. pp. 195 ff.

O _

L. Cerfaux, Etudes d* Exegese et df Hlstolre Hell-
flense (Gembloux, 195^)* I9 3 ff.
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without the definite article, It denotes the cower of God

over the world as Creator, Ruler, and the Giver of life and

death,* This title expressed the conception of Yahweh as

the solitary and unique "Lord" to whom Israel might lawfully

render their allegiance. In religions usage this name seems

to have been especially a title used by the worshipers them¬

selves of the deity who was the object of their worship.

The worshipers Invoked God as the "Lord" whom they honored
2

and whose servants they acknowledged themselves to be,

Bnltmann thinks that it Is Improbable that Kyrlos Is

derived from the Septuagint. He believes that it is better

to conclude that it comes from the religious terminology of

Hellenism and specifically that of Oriental Hellenism, He

states that this is clearly the view in I Cor, 8:5.^ Bult-

mann accepts the theory of Bousset who claimed that the reli¬

gious title, Kyrlos. being oriental in origin, was used es¬

pecially to designate the gods who occupied important places

in "mystic" circles. Thus the little communities of Chris¬

tians of Greek culture would then have treated Jesus as one

of these gods before Paul appeared on the scene. Hence Paul

would have received, either from Antloch, Tarsus, or Damas¬

cus, both the title of Kyrlos and the mystic ideas as the

^"Taylor, Na^es of Jesus, p. 39,
2
Rawlinson, ojd. cit.. p, 77.

^Bultmann, Theology. I, 12^, 1^5.
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basis of all his theology.

Whiteley thinks that though Bultmann*s (and Bousset's)

view cannot be formally refuted, it is unconvincing.2 It is

most probable that Jesus was called "Lord" in the earliest

Christian communities which would preclude the view that it

was later, through Paul, that the worship of Jesus as "Lord"

took olace.^ One ooint which calls for attention in this

oontext is the early Aramaic invocation, "Maranatha." On

the basi3 of I Cor. 16:22 Kuhn concludes that the use of

"Maranatha" could only have arisen in Palestine because of
l±

the Aramaic background of the word. However, as Whiteley

points out, this argument is Inconclusive, for the Aramaic

language was not confined to Palestine.^ Bruce asserts that

the use of the invocation, "Maranatha," sufficiently proves

that Jesus was addressed as "Lord" in the Aramaic-speaking

Church. This Invocation was so primitive that it was taken

over by the Greek-sneaking Christians (see I Cor. 16:22;

*Ibld.. I, 24, 25: Wilhelm Bousset, Kyrlos Chrlstos
(Gottingen, 1913), no. 94-125; Cerfaux, Theology of 3t. Paul,
on. 46l, 462.

2Whiteley, o£. clt.. p. 105.

^3ee Cullmann, Chrlstol ogy. pp. 203, 208.

G. Kuhn, " ^apavaQd," TWNT. IV, 4?3, 4?4.
-^Whiteley, op. clt.. p. 105. Wainwright, on. clt..

p. 87, also states that Bousset fails to prove that the ap¬
plication of the title "Lord'1 to Jesus originates in Antioch.
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Did. 10:6).1 Foerster finds the origin of "Lord" In the

use, though Infrequent, of the word ''"art which was applied to
2

Jesus during his ministry. The background of the use of

"Lord" to apply to Jesus In Paul is not to be traced to the

pagan mystery cults, Stewart concludes, but to the Seotua-

glnt version of the Old Testament.^

Christ as Lord In the New Testament

Jesus' argument In Matt. 22:41-45 (and Parallels)

from Ps. 110:1 is based on the idea that David calls the

Messiah "Lord." The majority of Jewish scribes would have

agreed that "my Lord" was the expected Messiah but would

have dismissed as blasphemy the suggestion that the Messiah

was entitled to be put on a par with Yahwoh. They would cer¬

tainly have regarded as blasphemous the ascription of Yah-

weh's name to the Messiah.

The title "Lord" as applied to Jesus received its

full meaning only after his death and resurrection. The de¬

cisive event Is the resurrection after which Jesus becomes

^Bruce, Promise and Fulfilment, loo, clt.. p. 49.
See lawlinson, op. clt.. p. 231, who also states that the
use of "Lord" by the Greek-speaking Christian communities
must traced back to the original Aramaic-speaking Church.
See also Cerfaux, Theology of St. Paul, p. 464.

^Werner Foerster, "xflpioc," TWNT. Ill, 1092-1094.
^James S. Stewart, A Man In Christ (London: Hodder

and Stoughton Limited, 193*5), n. 301.

^Bruce, Promise and Fulfilment, loc. clt.. pp. 39» 40.
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the Lord for his disciples.^" Jesus* use of Ps. 110:1 (Matt.

22:41-45, and parallels) was no doubt influential in the as-

crlotion of the title "Lord" to Jesus. This passage from

the Psalms regularly received a Messianic interpretation in

New Testament times, and, applied to Jesus, the designation

quickly became "the Lord Jesus" or simply "the Lord." The

title gave expression to the Christian conviction of the ab¬

solute Lordshic of Jesus, his exaltation in majesty, and his

unouallfied claim to allegiance. Its use tended to promote

a definite belief, though not thought out, in the deity of

Jestis. This was based on the fact that the same divine title

was applied to Jesus which in Greek was the name of God in
2

the Old Testament.

One of the consequences of the application of the

title "Lord" to Jesus, Cullraann avows, is that in principle

all the Old Testament passages which speak of God may be ap¬

plied to Jesus. When Jesus auoted the Old Testament, the

word "Lord" referred to God. The New Testament writers, how¬

ever, quite commonly applied such Old Testament passages to
q

Jesus. One of the most striking examples of this procedure

is found in Heb. 1:10-12 which applies to Jesus a text

'■See Cullmann, Christology. p. 203; and Cerfaux, op.
cit. , P» ^64.

Rawllnson, op. clt.. p. 78. See also Bruce, Promise
and Fulfilment, loc. clt., p. 39.

^Cullmann, Chrlstology. p. 234.
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(Ps. 102:25-2?) which obviously sneaks of God the Father as

Creator. The author of Hebrews did not hesitate to address

Jesus with the words of the Psalm and thus designate him as

Creator of heaven and earth. Heb. 1:8, 9 expressly states

that the passage refers to the Son, and the passage itself

apparently designates the Son as God in applying Ps. 9-5:6, 7

to the Son. The author of Hebrews at least lmolles that the

Son may be addressed as "God."'5" This same procedure of ap¬

plying to Jesus passages which, In the Old Testament, refer

to God may be seen also In s\ich passages as Is. 95:23 In

Phil. 2:9-11, and Joel 2:32 In Horn. 10:13 and Acts 2:21.

Cerfaux observes that Paul Is very moderate In this form of

exegesis.2
Believers In Christ are described by Paul as those

who "call upon the name of our Lord Jesus Christ" (I Cor,

1:2)—that Is, they are those who invoke Jesus Christ by the

title of "Lord." In I Cor. 12:3 Patil says that the confes¬

sion, "Jesus is Lord," can only be made "by the Holy Spirit."

Cullmann concludes that, on the basis of the designation

"Lord," early Christianity did not hesitate to transfer to

Jesus everything the Old Testament says about God. As a con¬

sequence of the aoollcation of this title to Jesus all of

the titles of honor for God himself with the exception of

'"Rawllnson, on. olt.. pp. 187, 188,
2
Cerfaux, o£. cit.. p. 9-72.
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"Father" may be transferred to Jesus.* Once given the name

which is above every name there could be no limitations at

all for the transfer of divine attributes to him. All the

functions of God were attributed to Jesus including that of

creation.2
In Taylor*3 estimation the conception of Christ as

"Lord" is the dominating idea in the theology of Paul. This,

he suggests, is especially evident in four passages: I Cor.

8:5, 6; I Cor. 12:3; Horn. 10:9; and Phil. 2:6-11.3 in

Paul's use of "Lord" for Christ the name always retains a

speoial shade of meaning applicable only to Christ, though

"Lord" is used as a name for God, Paul is consistent, Cer-

faux affirms, in his use of the antithesis between God the

Father and the Lord Jesus Christ (e.g., I Thess, 1:3; Rom.

1:8), This does not imply a distinction, however, between

one person who is God and another who is not, for both "God"

and "Lord" are divine names. Cerfaux believes that Paul's

letters echo the original faith that "Jesus is Lord" and

that Paul inherited the title "our Lord Jesus Christ" from

^Athanasius asserts that all that Is affirmed in
Scripture of the Father may also be said of the Son except
that the Son is not called "Father." He states that the Son
can only be called "Father" with the meaning it has in Is.
9:6, ". . . Father of the coming age." See De 3yn. 49, 50;
In Illud., Omnia, etc. 5. See also infra, pp. 242 ff.

2Cullmann, Chrlstology. pp. 235-237, 307.
a
Vincent Taylor, The Person of Christ in the New Tes¬

tament (London: Macmillan ft Co Ltd, 1958),p. 42.
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the first community. For Paul Theos meant God the Father.

Both "God" and "the Father" signify one and the same divine

person who is the God of the Old Testament—the one true God,

Then "the Lord" comes who is another divine person, a Kyrlos

who, as it were, takes his place by the side of Theos.*
The question of the deity of Christ in the New Testa¬

ment, Cullmann believes, should be asked in terms of the

Kyrlos title with its implications for the absolute Lordship

of Christ, for only in this way can the problem of Christ's

deity be considered within a genuinely New Testament frame-
2

work.

Though the title "Lord" was applied to Jesus in many

New Testament pasages the early Christians were reluctant to

call Jesus "God." He is oalled God, Whlteley holds, only in

the Johannine writings and the Pastoral Epistles with the

possible exception of Rom. 9! 5.^ He suggests that the appar¬

ent reason for the paucity of these references is that for a

Jew the word "God" could mean one Person only. Its use

^"Cerfaux, Theology of St. Pan1. pp. 46l, 46?, 468,
510, 511. " "

2Cullmann, Chrlstology. p. 235.

^See Isaac Newton, in The Correspondence of Isaac New¬
ton. ed. H. W, Turnbull (Cambridge! University Press, 193T7,
III, 141, 142, for an interesting discussion of the interpre-
tion of Rom. 9:5. He concludes that the text does not refer
to Christ as God. See Nigel Turner, Grammatical Insights
into the New Testament (Edinburgh! T. & T. Clark, 1965)» PP.
13 ff., for a discussion of Rom. 9i5 and other disputed
texts. He interprets Rom. 9!5 as a reference to Jesus as God.
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would hove seeded an Infringement of monotheism, whereas by

calling Jesus "Lord" the early Christians confessed that he

was associated with the Father in the exercise of authority.^
It Is Indisputable that Jesus is designated "God" In John

1:1 and 20:28. Other passages that so designate Jesus,

though they have been disputed, are John 1:18; I John 5s20;

Heb. 1:8, 9; and Rom. 9:5. Additional passages that can

possibly be interpreted to entitle Jesus with the name "God"

are Col. 2:2; II Thess. 1:12; Tit. 2:13; and II Pet. 1:1.

In Rev. 19:12 the name no one knows may be an allusion to
2

the divine name.

In Bultmann's Judgment Christ Is described as "God"

by any possible exegesis only in II Thess. 1:12; Tit. 2:13;

and II Pet. 1:1 with the exception of John 1:1 where the pre-

exlstent Logos is called God and John 20:28 where Thomas ad¬

dresses Jesus as, "My Lord and my God."^
In his discussion of the title "Lord" as a designa¬

tion of Jesus and the application of Old Testament passages

to him, Bruce makes the following observation:

^Whlteley, ojs. clt.. np. 105* 106.

^Cullmann, Chrlstology. pp. 307-313. See also 'Jhite-
ley* op, clt.. pp. 106, 107; and Ethelbert Stauffer, Mew Tes¬
tament Theology, trans, from 5th ed. John Marsh (London:
3CM Press Ltd, 1955), P. 11^.

^Bultmann, Theology. I, 29. In Essays Philosophical
and Theological. trans. James C. G. Grelg (London: 8CM Ltd,
1955), p. 276, Bultmann avers that the only passage in which
Jesus Is \mdoubtedly addressed as God is John 20:28.
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Bat It was not primarily this linguistic accident
that made those early Christian writers apply to
Jesus Old Testament passages which plainly referred
to Israel1s God. What moved them to do so was the
Impact so unparalleled that It made men who had
been brought up as faithful monotheistic Jews give
Jesus, Inevitably and spontaneously, the glory
which belonged to the one God.

Athanaslus* application of the
title "Lord" to the Son

Athanaslus applies to Christ Old Testament passages

which are so used In the New Testament, but he also uses

other 0">d Testament passages to refer to the Son that are

2
not used In this way In the Nex* Testament. He asserts that

the Son is true God, for It Is stated In Ps. 45:6 (Heb. Is8),

"Your throne, 0 God, Is forever and ever; a scepter of

equity Is the scepter of your kingdom," He argues that Phil,

2:5-11 makes it clear that the Son who existed as God took

the form of a servant and that he was always worshiped by

this name—Lord. While he was worshiped by the patriarchs,

it is written about the angels, "Let the angels of God wor¬

ship him" (Ps. 97:7; Heb. 1:6). He also refers to Ps. 45:6, 7

(Heb. 1:8, 9) as a passage that indicates that the Son is
a

praised as the eternal God.

The difference between the Son and creatures is

^Bruce, Promise and Fulfllment. loc. clt.. pp. 49, 50.

""See infra, pp. 217 ff.» for the latter passages.

3M Serap. II.3, 4; C. Ar. 1.40 , 41, 46.
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Indicated in Heb, 1:10 (Ps. 102:25) where it is said that

the Son "laid the foundation of all things." The creative

activity of the Son and his eternal existence is shown in

Heb. 1:8, 10, 11 (Ps. 45:6; 102:25, 26). "You regain" in

Heb. 1:11 indicates that the Son is eternal and does not

have the capacity of perishing as creatures have. In Athana-

slus* view the words of Ps. 110:1, "The Lord said unto my

Lord, sit on my right hand," and Ps. 45:6, "Your throne, 0

God, is forever and ever; a scepter of righteousness is the

scepter of your kingdom," demonstrate that the Son is wor¬

shiped, for in these references "Lord" and "God" are identi¬

fied as the Son before his incarnation.''"
Athanasius also applies to the Son Old Testament pas¬

sages that are not so used in the New Testament. The Son

was worshiped by Abraham (Gen. 18:2)2 and by Moses (Ex. 3:6).

Daniel is said to have seen the hosts ministering to him

(Dan. 7:10). The Son appeared to Abraham on the plain of

Mamre (Gen. 18:1) and spoke to Moses in the burning bush (Ex.

3:4).^ The "Ancient of days" in Daniel (Dan, 7:9, 10)^ is

the Son. The activity of the Son before his incarnation is

1C. Ar. 1.57, 53.
2
So also Justin Martyr (Dial. 56); and Irenaeus (Adv.

Haer. 3.6.1; 4.14).

^So also Justin Martyr (Dial. 59-61); and Irenaeus
(Adv. Haer. 4.20.1). See also infra, pp. 221 ff.

^3o also Justin Martyr (I Apol. 51; Pi a"1. 81).
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signified in Ps. 18:9, 13, for he "bowed the heaven and came
"I

down," and, "The Highest gave his thunder."

In contrast to men the Son is true God, for it is

stated in Is. 45:14, 15, "Sgynt was overwhelmed and the com¬

merce of the Ethiopians; and the Sabaeans, men of stature,

shall come over to you, and they shall follow behind you

bound with fetters, and they shall worship you, because God

is in you. For you are the God of Israel, and we did not

know you." In Athanaslus* opinion the God of xvhom this

verse sneaks can only be the Son who said, "I am in the Fa¬

ther and the Father in me" (John l4:10).2
That the Son was always worshiped by the name "Lord"

is evident in Ps. 5^:1, "Save me, 0 God, for your name's

sake," and in Ps. 20:7, "Some nut their trust in chariots,

and some in horses, but we will remember the name of the

Lord our God." The worshln of the Son is also evidenced in

Ps. 72:5, 17, "His name remains before the sun, and before

the moon from one generation to another."^ Ps. 24 refers to

the Son when it sneaks of the King of glory and his entrance

through the gates. It indicates both his deity, "Lord" and

"King of glory," and his Incarnation, "Lift up your gates"

and "shall come in." For Athanasius the phrases that speak

of the Incarnation are spoken as if a man were enterlng--and

1C. Ar. I.38; 11.13. 2Ad Seran. II.4.

3,So also Justin Martyr Interprets Ps. 72:17 (Dial. 121).
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thus It Is a reference to the flesh he bore. Athanaslus

also believes that man's exaltation through the Son Is seen

In the words, "And in your righteousness shall they be ex¬

alted, for you are the glory of their strength" (Ps. 89:

16, 17).1
Athanaslus asserts that Abraham worshiped the Son as

Lord (Gen. 18:1, 2), for It Is said, "Then the Lord rained

upon Sodom and Gomorrah brimstone and fire from the Lord out

of heaven" (Gen. 19:24). The words of Ps. 145:13 show that

the Son Is worshiped: "Your kingdom Is an everlasting king¬

dom." The Son Is worshiped with the Father and confessed as

God In Dan. 3*57t all Y°u works of the Lord, bless the

Lord." This Is corroborated In Ps. 33s4, "The Word of the

Lord Is true, and all his works are faithful," and In Ps.

104:24, "0 Lord, how manifold are your works! In Wisdom you
2

have made them all,"

As the words of Dt. 6:4, "The Lord your God Is one

Lord," and Ps. 50:1, "The God of gods, the Lord has sooken,

and has called the earth," are written of the Father, In the

same way It Is written of the Son, "The Lord God has shlned

1C. Ar. 1.40, 41, In C. Ar. II.23 Athanaslus says
that Ps. 24:10, "The Lord of hosts, the Lord of Sabaoth,"
shows that the Son Is the God who is both true and almighty.
Ps, 24 is also interpreted as a reference to the Son by Jus¬
tin vartyr (£ Apol. 51; Dial. 36), Irenaeus (Adv. Haer. 4.
44.4), and Origen (C. Gels 8.1).

2C. Ar. II.13» 71. Ps. 104:24 Is also Interpreted in
this way by Origen (De Prln. 1.2.10).



220

upon us" (Ps, 118s27), and, "The God of gods shall be seen

In Zion" (Ps. 84-:?). The kingdom of the don is referred to

In Dan. 4:3 and 7:14, "His kingdom is an everlasting kingdom,

and his kingdom shall not be destroyed,

In his argument that ignorance cannot be attributed

to Jesus as the Word, though Jesus himself stated that he

did not know the time of his coming (Mk. 13:32), Athanasius

points out that the Lord knew exactly the time of the coming

of the impending flood in Noah's day. This is evident, he

believes, because the Lord himself instructed Noah to enter

the ark (Gen. 7:1, 5).2
Athanasius asserts that the Son could not fear death

as the Arians alleged, for the Son had said to Abraham, "Pear

not, I am with you" (Gen. 26:24); he had encouraged Noses

against Pharaoh (Ex. 4:12); and he had also spoken thus to

Joshua, "Be strong and of good courage" (Josh. 1:6),* That

the Son had strengthened others against fear is also evident

in Ps. 118:6, "The Lord is on my side, I will not fear what

man shall do unto me."^
That the essence of the Son does not change and

^De Syn. 49. Dan. 7:9 ff. is also interpreted in
this way by Justin Martyr (I. Apol. 51? Dial. 81) and Ire-
naeus (Adv. Haer. 4.34,10).

2C. Ar. 111,45. See also infra, pp. 271 ff.

^Justin Martyr also ascribes the words of Josh. 1:6
to the Son (Dial. 6l).

^C. Ar. 111.54.
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develop can be ascertained, Athanasius believes, from the

Son's own words, "Behold, behold, It Is I, and I do not

change" (Dt, 32:39; Mai, Jz6), Athanasius also applies

these words to God, or else he applies them to God but main¬

tains that they suit the Son also,1
It Is clearly evident that Athanasius followed the

precedent set by the New Testament writers in attributing to

the Son oassages which, In the Old Testament, were obviously

references to God the Father, Athanasius greatly extends

the number of Old Testament passages which, in his opinion,

can be affirmed of the Son though ascribed In the Old Testa¬

ment to God, Often his method of attributing the acts and

words of God In the Old Testament to the Son seem quite arbi¬

trary and indiscriminate. It Is evident that these oassages

are employed to demonstrate the deity of the Son, for he Is
2

pre-exlstent, he created, and he is also unchanging.

Christ as Angel of the Lord

Chrlst as Angel of the Lord
In Athanasius

In Athanaslus* thought the nre-existance of the Son

Is also to be seen in the Chrlstophanies In the Old Testa¬

ment, In Gen. 18 and 19 one of the three visitors is

1Ad Eplct. 5; C. Ar. 1.36; 11,10.

^See Part IV for a discussion of the relatlonshin of
the Son to the Old Testament in Athanasius.
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Identified by Athanaslus as the Son, for Abraham Is said to

worship him. It Is also affirmed that the gifts of God come

through the Son, for this Is demonstrated in Gen. 48:15, 16

where Jacob blesses his children with the words, "God which

fed me all my life long unto this day, the Angel which deli¬

vered me from all evil, bless the lads." That the Angel was

the Word of God Indicated In that he was united to the Fa¬

ther in Jacob's nrayer. Athanaslus refers to Is. 3:6 to sub¬

stantiate this Identification where, he says, the Word Is

called the "Angel of great counsel."^
The Angel In Jacob's experience is also Identified as

the Son In Gen. 32:26 where Jacob prays, "I will not let you

go except you bless me." Hie one Jacob addressed was God,

for he said, "I have seen God face to face" (Gen. 32:30).

The difference between angels and the Son Is also evident in

their functions. Angels are sent to minister, Athanasius as¬

serts, but he whom Jacob addressed (Gen. 32:26) was God.

This is evident In that the Lord said to Jacob, "And behold

I am with you, to guard you In all the way wherever you go"

(Gen. 28:15). Also it Is stated that It was God who kept

Laban from treachery and ordered him not to speak evil words

to Jacob (Gen. 31s24), Jacob Is said to have asked God,

"rtescue me from the hand of my brother Esau, for I fear him"

(Gen. 32:11). Jacob had earlier said to his wives, "God has

1C. Ar. 1.38; III.12,
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not allowed Laban to Injure me" (Gen. 31:7).'*'
It Is affirmed by Athanasins that Jacob saw the Word

of God himself and received a blessing from him, for It Is

stated In Gen. 32:31* "And as he passed by the Form of God,

the sun rose upon him." This person In the experience of

Jacob is Identified by Athanaslus as the one who said, "He

who has seen me has seen the Father," "I am In the Father

and the Father In me," and, "I and the Father are one" (John

14:9, 10, 11; 10:30). Therefore, Athanaslus concludes, the

Angel In these episodes In Jacob's life Is the Word of God

who Is associated with God himself In his activities. This

Is said to show the difference between the Word, or Angel,

In his relationship to God in distinction to created beings.2
Athanasius also refers to Moses* experience, for the

Word of God, he declares, appeared to Moses. In Ex. 3*2-6

Moses is said to have seen an angel but to have heard the

voice of God. God spoke in the angel. Athanaslus differen¬

tiates between seeing an angel and seeing God and In this

connection states that Zechariah saw an angel, but Isaiah

saw God; Manoah, the father of Samson, saw an angel, but

Moses saw God: an angel appeared to Gideon, but God appeared

to Abraham; and an angel spoke to Joshua.-' Athanaslus

*
Ibid,., III.12. In Ad Serap. 1.14 Athanaslus seems to

suggest that the Son is distinct from the angel mentioned in
Gen. 48:15* 16.

2C. Ar. III. 16. 3ibid.. III.14.
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apparently holds that the angel Moses saw was not God, al¬

though God was the speaker. It must be In this sense that

he asserts that Moses saw God, or else his statements are

contradictory. Thus Athanaslus accepts the statement In Ex,

3:2-6 and asserts that Moses saw God, and yet he distin¬

guishes between the angel and God. The angel Moses saw was
Y

not the God of Abraham In Athanaslus' opinion. Thus the an¬

gel must be the Son, or, as Robertson apparently suggests,
p

the Son was the unseen sneaker.

In Athanasius* Interpretation of these appearances,

the Angel of the Lord Is usually Identified specifically as

the Son. For Athanasius the Son was pre-existent and active

In the Old Testament, and thus the appearances of the Angel

of the Lord can be termed "Chrlstophanles.n

The background and history of the con¬
ception of Christ as Angel of the Lord

References to theophanles are scattered throughout
a

the Old Testament literature. Knight states that the sig¬

nificance of these theophanies is that throughout the Old

Testament period and Into the New Testament they were

•*~Ibld. ^Robertson, o£. clt.. IV, 1*00, n, 2.

^See George A. F. Knight, A, Christian Theology of the
Old Testament (London: SCW Press~~Ltd, 1959), pp.
a list and discussion of the various Old Testament theoph¬
anles.
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accented as indications of God's self-revelation to men.^
In some of the Old Testament passages the Angel identified

himself with God and olaimed to exercise the prerogatives of

God (e.g., Gen. IB, IB). Those to whom the Angel appeared

also identified him with God as in Gen. 32:30 (R3V), "I have

seen God face to face." Therefore these appearances of the

Angel of the Lord constitute theophanies in that they are

2
self-manifestations of God, It should also be noted that

the Angel that was singled out was conceived as containing

within him the essence of God himself and yet was separate

from God. "He was really God in the act of performing a mis-

sion from God."-' Danlelou suggests that the background of

the usage of the conception lies in later Judaism as well as

in the Old Testament.**
Johnson emphasizes that in the Israelite conception

of God there is an oscillation between the "One and the

Many." This idea, he believes, is reinforced by the concep¬

tion of the Angel or Messenger of Yahweh. Along this line

■'George A. F. Knight, \ Biblical Approach to the Doc¬
trine of the Trinity. in Scottish Journal of Theology Occa¬
sional Papers. No. 1 (Edinburgh: Oliver and Boyd, 1953)»
P. 27.

2A. B. Davidson, "Angel," HDB. I, 194.

"^Knight, Doctrine of the Trinity. p. 27.

**Jean Danitilou, Hlstorle des Doctrines Chretiennes
ayant Nlcee: I^. Theologle du Judeo-Chrlstlanls^e, in Blb-
llotheoue de Theologle (Tournal. Belgium. 1958).p. 169.
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of oscillation of extension of personality a new line of ap¬

proach may be gained to the New Testament extension of Jew¬

ish Monotheism In the direction of the later Trlnltarlantsm.

Thus the possibility can be seen of a Jewish Christian being

able to relate his Messiah so closely with the divine Being

that a basis was afforded for the later metaphysical formula¬

tion of the doctrine of the Trinity.1 Hengstenberg suggests

that in Mai. 3:1 the doctrine of the Angel of the Lord is ex¬

pressly brought into connection with th°t of Christ: "Be¬

hold, I send my messenger to prepare the way before me, and

the Lord whom you seek will suddenly come to his temple; the

messenger of the covenant in whom you delight, behold, he is
2

coming, says the Lord of hosts" (R8V). There is no indica¬

tion in the New Testament of an identification of the Angel

of the Lord in the Old Testament with the Son. It should be

noted, however, that in Stephen's speech there is a reference

to the appearance of an angel of the Lord in the burning bush

from which Moses heard the voice of the Lord (Acts 7:30-3'+).^

1Aubrey R. Johnson, The One and the Many in the Isra¬
elite Conception of God (Cardiff: hniversity of Wales Press,
1961), pp. 2% 37.

2
P. W. Hengstenberg, Chrlstoiogy of the Old Testament

and a Commentary on the Messianic Predictions, trans, Theod.
Meyer (2nd ed.; Sdlnburgh: T. & T, Clark, 1^54), I, 102.

3
"artin Werner, in The Formation of Christian Dogma:

An Historical Study of Its Problem (London: Adam & Charles
Black, 1957), PP. 121, 122, 130 (n. 1), 133, etc., holds that
the Son of Man is represented in the 3ynoptics as the Prince
of angels and that Paul's Christology was an "Angel-Chrlsto-
logy."
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The oscillation betvreen the singular and plural in

Abraham's and Lot's words to the three strangers (Gen. 18

and 19) is interpreted by Philo to be a triple manifestation

of the one God. In his view it is like an object which

casts two shadows at once. Philo also associates the Logos

with the appearances of the Angel of the Lord.*
Some of the Chnrch fathers considered these appear¬

ances of the Angel of the Lord in the Old Testament to be im-
O

portent, Justin Martyr identifies the "Angel of great Coun¬

sel" with Christ. He identifies the three men who appeared

to Abraham as Christ and two angels. The Son is said to be

the Angel who appeared to Moses and spoke to him, and it was

the Son who wrestled with Jacob.^ Irenaeus affirms that the

Son gave Noah the dimensions of the ark, visited Abraham,

brought down Judgment on the Sodomites, directed Jacob on

his journey, and spoke to Moses from the bush.** Orlgen also

appears to identify one of the angels who visited Abraham as

the Son.^ Cyorlan interprets the appearances of the Angel

of the Lord in the Old Testament as Christophanles.^
Danielou believes that the practice of identifying the

1De Abr. 22, 24; Oe Conf. 33.146.
2
Wainwrlght, o£. clt.. p. 28.

3Plal. 56, 61, 126, 127; I Apol. 63,

^Adv. Haer. 4.14; 4.20.1. ^In Gen. Horn, 4.

6Test. 2.5.
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Angel of the Lord with Christ tended to disappear because of

the ambiguity of the expression and because of its use by

the Arians. The problem of the use of the term for Christ

was that It presented the danger of subordinationism.*
It Is evident that Athanasius, in common with other

Church fathers, interprets these appearances of the Angel of

the Lord to be appearances of the pre-lncarnate Son, The

Son, as the Angel of the Lord, Is distinguished from angels,

for they are sent as servants, but the Son exercises divine

prerogatives. For Athanasius the activities of the Angel of

the Lord, that Is, the Son, demonstrate that the relation¬

ship of the Son to God is one of unity, and thus the deity of

the Son is signified. The Son is not a created being. The

Son who appeared as the Angel of the Lord In the Old Testa¬

ment events Is to be distinguished from creatures, for he is
O

eternal and tinchanging.

It Is evident that Athanasius* practice of applying

the name "Lord" In the Old Testament to the Son was common

to both New Testament writers and the Church fathers. His

interpretation of the appearances of the Angel of the Lord

to be that of the pre-lncarnate Son was also the interpreta¬

tion of earlier writers, though no evidence of this method

Dani<5lou, Hlstorle des Doctrines Chretiennes. pp.
167, 198,

2C. At. 11.12-14.
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is discernible in the New Testament. Thus for Athanasius

the ascription of the nane "Lord" to the Son and the pre-in-

carnate Son9 s appearance as the Angel of the Lord are evi¬

dences for the deity of the Son.



CHAPTER IX

THE COMMON ACTIVITIES AND ATTRIBUTES

OF THE PERSONS OF THE TRINITY

One of the principles In Athanasius* conception and

defense of the doctrine of the Trinity is the unity of the

Divine operation of the Persons of the Godhead. He seeks to

demonstrate from Scripture the relationship of the activi¬

ties of the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit. That

which God has spoken is said through the Holy Spirit. The

activity of one Person of the Trinity involves the other two

Persons as well. Wherever one acts the others are present.

This argument establishes not only the deity of the Son and

the Holy Spirit but demonstrates the unity of the Trinity as

well. Mclntyre refers to this method as the logical or de¬

ductive principle which the Greek fathers employed in their

treatment of the Holy Spirit.This is of course true of

the doctrine of the Son also. Athanasius turns to various

passages of Scripture to establish the validity of his argu¬

ment. Because of the conception that all of the Persons of

the Godhead are involved in the operation of each, whatever

is said of one of the Persons of the Trinity can be said of

the other two Persons as well. At each point of his

"'"John Mclntyre, "The Holy Spirit in Greek Patristic
Thought," SJT (7, 195*0, P. 355.
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argument Athanasius cites Scripture passages to support his

statements.

Creation

The Son, Athanasius affirms, is not a creature but is

Creator like the Father, for it is said in John 5*19, "What

things I see the Father doing, these things I do also," and

in John 1:3» "All things were made by him and without him

was not one thing made that was made.""1"
The function of creating is also attributed to the

Spirit, and it therefore follows that the Spirit is not a

creature. The evidence that Athanasius adduces for this con¬

tention is Ps. 10^:29, 30, "You shall take away their spirit,

and they shall die and return to their dust. You shall put

forth your Spirit, and they shall be created, and you shall

renew the face of the earth." The fact that the Spirit

takes part in creation precludes the assertion that the

Spirit is a creature. The Father, Athanasius affirms, cre¬

ates all things through his Word and in the Spirit, for
2

where the Word is, there the Spirit is also. The things

^Ad Serap. Ill.ty. See supra, pp. 1k7 ff., for Athana-
slus* conception of the Son as Creator.

2
The formula that God works "through the Word in the

Spirit" ( 6ia toP A6you £v nvePpati ), based on I Cor. 8:6;
12:3; etc., occurs many times in Athanasius. Shapland, on.
clt.. pp. 36, 37» observes that for Athanasius this means
that the action of the Godhead "derives from the Father and
is accomplished through the agency of the Son in the Spirit."
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which are created through the Word have their "strength"

( tcrx^c ) out of the Spirit from the Word, for so it is de¬

clared in Ps. 33:6, "By the Word of the Lord the heavens

were established, and by the Spirit of his mouth is all

their power"; and also in Ps. 14?:18, "He shall send out his

Word and shall melt them, he shall breathe his Spirit and

the waters shall flow." Creation is a prerogative of God.

To the Son and the Spirit is also ascribed the function of

creating. Therefore the Son and the Spirit cannot be crea¬

tures, for they are thus united with God.^"

The Inspiration of Prophets and Apostles

Athanaslus asserts that when the Word was in the

prophets, they prophesied in the Holy Spirit. When the

Scripture says that "the word of the Lord came" (Jer. 2:1;

Mic. 1:1; etc.) to a particular prophet, it also shows that

he prophesied in the Holy Spirit. Thus it is written in

Zech. 1:6, "But receive my words and my commandments which I

charge by my Spirit to my servants the prophets." Later the

prophet rebuked the people, "They made their hearts disobedi¬

ent, lest they should hear my law and the words which the

Lord of hosts has sent by the hands of the prophets of old"

(Zech. 7:12).2
Athanasius sees this same relationship of the Word

1Ad Serap. 1.24, 31; II.5. 2Ibld.. 1.31; HI.5.
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and the Spirit in the Inspiration and guidance of the apos¬

tles in the New Testament. The Scriptural evidence sug¬

gested for this assertion is Acts 1:16, "Brethren, it was

needful that the Scripture should be fulfilled which the

Holy Spirit spoke before"; and Acts 4:24, 25, "0 Lord, you

who did make the heaven and the earth and the sea and all

that is in them, who by the Holy Spirit, by the mouth of our

father David your servant, did say . . Additional sup¬

port for this idea may be seen in Acts 28:25, "Well did the

Holy Spirit speak by Isaiah the prophet unto your fathers";

and in I Tim. 4:1, "The Spirit says expressly that in later

times some will fall away from the sound faith, giving heed

to spirits of seduction."''"
This line of thought is continued by Athanasius in

demonstrating that when the Scriptures speak of the Spirit

being in someone, it also means that the Word is in him and

bestows the Spirit. The evidence advanced for this conten¬

tion is found in Joel 2:28, "I will pour out my Spirit upon

all flesh." This outpouring of the Spirit enabled Paul to

say, "According to the supply of the Spirit of Jesus Christ

to me" (Phil. 1:19). II Cor. 13*3 is to be compared with

these references, for Paul also said, "If you seek a proof

of Christ that speaks in me . . .." On this basis Athana¬

sius can assert that if he who spoke in Paul was Christ,

1Ibid., 1.31



then the Spirit who spoke in him was the Spirit of Christ.

This same association is also purported to be seen in Acts

20:22, 23 where Paul says that Christ was speaking in him,

"Now, behold, I go bound in the Spirit unto Jerusalem, not

knowing the things that shall befall me there, except that

the Spirit testifies to me in every city, saying that bonds

and afflictions await me." When Scripture declares, "Thus

says the Lord" (e.g., Amos 1:3)» it also means that the

prophets spoke in the Holy Spirit; and if they spoke in the

Spirit, they spoke in the Spirit of Christ. In the words,

"Thus says the Holy Spirit" (Acts 21:11), Agabus indicates

that the Spirit in him enables him to speak and testify as

he does.^"

The Work of Sanctlfication

In Contra Arlanos Athanasius affirms that the Spirit

descended upon the Son for the sanctiflcatlon of Christians

and that they might share in the Son's anointing. When the

Son received the Spirit, Christians were made the recipients

of the Spirit. Thus it is said in I Cor. 3*16, "Do you not

know that you are the temple of God, and the Spirit of God

dwells in you?" The Son is said to be anointed and sancti¬

fied for man's sake and not for his own sake. The Lord him¬

self said, "The Spirit shall take of mine," and, "I will

1Ibld.. 1.31; HI.5



235

send him" (John 16:14, 7). He said to his disciples, "Re¬

ceive the Holy Spirit" (John 20:22). From the Son Chris¬

tians receive the unction and the seal, "And you have an unc¬

tion from the Holy One" (I John 2:20), and, "And you were

sealed with the Holy Spirit of promise" (Eph. 1:13). Athana-

sius declares that these passages are intended for the bene¬

fit of Christians.'"
Athanaslus asserts that the Son is "proper" ( t&ioc )

to the essence of the Father, for he participates wholly in

the Father, and he is God's Son by nature. Men, however,

participate in the Father by participation in the Son. All

things, Athanasius believes, so partake according to the

grace of the Spirit who comes from the Son. That men by par¬

taking of the Son nartake of the Father is evident in II Pet.

1:4, "That you may be partakers in a divine nature"; I Cor.

3:16, "Do you not know, that you are a temple of God?" and

also II Cor. 6:l6, "We are the temple of a living God." The

Father is contemplated and known in the Son (John 14:9), for
2

the Son and the Father are one (John 10:30).

In Ad Seraplon Athanasitis makes these same predica¬

tions of the Holy Spirit. The Spirit, Paul writes, is the

Spirit of holiness and renewal: "Declared to be the Son of

God with power, according to the Spirit of holiness, by the

'"C. Ar. 1.47. See also infra, pp. 237, 238.

2C. Ar. 1.16.
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resurrection of the dead; even Jesus Christ our Lord" (Rom.

1:4); "But you were sanctified, but you were Justified in

the name of our Lord Jesus Christ and in the Spirit of our

God" (I Cor. 6:11); and, "But when the kindness of God our

Savior and his love toward men appeared, not by works done

in righteousness which we did ourselves, but according to

his mercy he saved us, through the washing of regeneration

and renewing of the Holy Spirit which he poured out upon us

richly through Jesus Christ our Savior, that being Justified

by his grace, we might be made heirs, according to the hope

of eternal life" (Tit. 3*4-7). The Spirit is distinct from

creatures, for they are sanctified and renewed. This is ev¬

ident in Ps. 104:30, "You shall send forth your Spirit, and

they shall be created, and you shall renew the face of the

earth," and Heb. 6:4, "It is impossible for those who were

once enlightened and tasted of the heavenly gift, and were

made partakers of the Holy Spirit . .

The Holy Spirit is not sanctified by another, nor is

he a partaker of sanctification. Men partake of the Spirit,

and all creatures are sanctified in him. Therefore the

Spirit cannot be a creature. Those who say this of the

Spirit must also make the same declaration of the Son who

created all things. The Spirit, Athanasius affirms, is

called a life giving Spirit, for the Scriptures state, "He

^Ad Serap. 1.22.



that raised up Christ from the dead shall also make alive

your mortal bodies through his Spirit who dwells in you"

(Rom. 8:11). The Lord is life itself and also the "Author

of life" (Acts 3:15). The Lord himself declared, "The water

that I shall give him shall become in him a well of water

springing up into eternal life. . . . this he spoke concern¬

ing the Spirit which they that believed in him were to re¬

ceive" (John 4:14; 7:39).*
Athanasius points out that the Spirit is called unc¬

tion and seal: "As for you, the unction which you received

of him abides in you, and you do not need that anyone teach

you, but his unction"—his Spirit—"teaches you concerning

all things" (I John 2:27); "The Spirit of the Lord is upon

me, because the Lord has anointed me" (Is. 6l:l); and, "In

whom having also believed, you were sealed unto the day of

redemption" (Eph. 1:13). The Spirit is the unction and seal

with which the Word anoints and seals all things, therefore

the unction and seal could not be like or proper to the

things that are anointed and sealed. By this consideration

also it must be concluded that the Spirit cannot belong to

the creatures which are sealed and anointed in him. He who

is the seal and the unction is proper to the Word who

anoints and seals. The Spirit as the unction has the fra¬

grance and odor of him who anoints, and those who are

1Ibld.. 1.23.
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anointed say when they receive the anointing, "We are the

fragrance of Christ" (II Cor. 2:15). The Spirit as the seal

has the form of Christ who seals, and those who are sealed

partake of and are conformed to the seal. Thus Paul said,

"My little children, for whom I am again in travail until

Christ be formed in you" (Gal. 4:19). Those who are thus

sealed are "sharers in the divine nature" (II Pet. 1:4); so

all creation partakes of the Word in the Spirit.^
Irenaeus also makes use of the symbol of unction. He

relates it from Is. 6l:l to the descent of the Holy Spirit

upon Christ. He affirms that it is by the Spirit who is the

unction that the Father anoints the Son. As the Son re¬

ceives, so he transmits the gift to those who partake of him-
2

self. For Origen the unction of the Spirit expresses the

permeation of the soul by the Word and Wisdom of God. Its

fragrance extends to those who partake of the Son.3
Athanasius states that men are "deified" (0eo7toi£a))

"^Ibld. G. W. H. Lampe, in The Seal of the Spirit (Lon¬
don: Longmans, Green and Co, 195l7"» P. 251, states that in
his description of the Holy Spirit as the seal whereby Christ
stamps men with the divine image, Athanasius clearly con¬
nects the gift of the Spirit with the renewal of God's image
in man. Clement of Alexandria refers to the Spirit as the
seal stamped upon the believer's soul. This seal is the
mark of Christ's ownership. Christ who is himself the image
of God's glory, stamps this spiritual seal upon the soul.
Clement equates the seal with baptism. (See Strom. 4.18;
7.3; 5.H). See Lampe, ojd. clt. , pp. 153 ff.

2Adv. Haer. 3.18.3; 3.19.3. 3De Prin. 2.6.6.
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through the Son.^" If the Son were a creature, men could not

be deified by being united to him. Men can only be made par¬

takers of God if the Son is very God. The Son is very God,

but other beings, to whom it is said, "I said you are gods"

(Ps. 82j6), are made partakers of God only by participation
2

in the Word through the Spirit.

It was the Arians* contention that the oneness of the

Son with the Father (John 17:11) is not different than that

of men with God. Athanaslus refutes their statement on the

basis of John 10:30 and 14:10, 11, "I and the Father are one,"

and, "I am in the Father, and the Father in me.M Men are

made sons, however, by adoption and grace in partaking of the

Spirit, "As many as received him to them gave he power to be¬

come children of God, even to them that believe on his name"

(John 1:12). The Son became incarnate to redeem mankind.

In his first letter to Serapion Athanasius reiterates

his conception of the deification of men by participation in

the Word but extends it to include participation in the Holy

Spirit. Participation in the Word is through the Spirit, he

asserts, and so men are said to be partakers of God. This

may be concluded on the basis of I Cor. 3'16, 1?, "Do you

^"E.g., De Inc. 5^; and many other places.

2C. At. 1.9; 11.70. In De Syn. 51 Athanasius de¬
clares that In partaking of the Son men partake of the Fa¬
ther, because the Son Is the Father's own Word.

3c. Ar. III.10, 19; see also Ad Adelph. 4.
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not know that you are a temple of God and that the Spirit of

God dwells in you? If any man destroys the temple of God,

him shall God destroy; for the temple of God is holy, which

temple you are.

As in his statements of participation in God through

the Son, Athanasius argues that man could not participate in

God if the Spirit were a creature. The fact that Christians

are called partakers of Christ and partakers of God shows

that the unction and seal that is in them does not belong to

that which is created but to the nature of the Son who,

through the Spirit who is in the believer, unites the Chris¬

tian to the Father. This is said to be taught in I John

4:13, "Hereby know we that we abide in God and he in us, be¬

cause he has given us of his Spirit." If men are made "par¬

takers in the divine nature" (II Pet. 1:4) by participation

in the Spirit, in Athanasius* Judgment it is folly to say

that the Spirit has a created nature and not the nature of

God. If the Spirit makes men divine, it cannot be doubted
p

that the Spirit*s nature is of God.

Athanasius proposes two additional passages which are

purported to show that there can be no likeness between the

Creator and creatures: Ps. 104:29, 30, "You shall take away

your Spirit, and they shall die and return to their dust.

You shall put forth your Spirit, and they shall be created,

1Ad Sera-p. 1.23, 24. 2Ibld. . 1.24.
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and you shall renew the face of the earth"; and Tit. 3?5t

"Through the washing of regeneration and renewing of the

Holy Spirit, which he poured out upon us richly through Je¬

sus Christ . . Therefore as the Father, through the

Word and in the Holy Spirit, creates and renews all things,

there can be no likeness and kinship between Creator and

creatures.^"
Athanaslus also associates the Father and the Son in

their indwelling the Christian. The Father comes in the Son

as the Son promised when he said, "I and the Father will

come and make our abode with him" (John 14:23). Also when

the Scriptures state that the Father gives grace and peace,

the Son also gives it, for Paul expressed it thus, "Grace to

you and peace from God our Father and the Lord Jesus Christ"

(Rom. 1:7; I Cor. 1:3; etc.). This is an indication that by

their common activity the Father and Son are unique in their
2

relationship in the oneness of their essence.

Later this association of the Father and Son in the

indwelling of the Christian is extended to include the Holy

Spirit. To Serapion Athanaslus writes that when the Spirit

is given to men, "Receive the Holy Spirit" (John 20:22), God

is in them. That this is true is indicated by John, "If we

love one another, God abides in us; hereby know we that we

abide in him and he in us, . . . because he has given us of

^-Ibld. ^C. Ar. III.11; also Ad Serap. 1.19.
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his Spirit" (I John 4:12, 13).1 ^

The Spirit cannot be divided from the Word, and there¬

fore when Christ said, "We will come, I and the Father"

(John 14:23), the Spirit comes with the Son. This is ex¬

pressed in Eph. 3*l6» 17, "That he wonId grant yon according

to the riches of his glory, that you may be strengthened

with cower throxigh his Spirit in the inward man, that Christ

may dwell . . .." If the Son indwells a person, the Father

is also in him for the Son said, "I am in the Father and the

Father in me" (John 14:10). The indwelling of the Son in
O

the Christian includes that of the Father and the Spirit.

The Declarations iade of the Father,
of the Son, and of the :loly Spirit

The Father, Athanasius points out, is called Fountain

and Light: "They have forsaken me, the Fountain of living

water" (Jer. 2:13); "Why, 0 Israel, are you in the land of

your enemies? You have forsaken the Fountain of Wisdom"

(Bar. 3*12); and, "Our God is Light" (I John 1:5). In con¬

trast to the Fountain the Son is said to be called River,

"The River of God is full of water" (Ps. 65*9). In distinc¬

tion to the Llvht, the Son is called Radiance, "Who being

the Radiance of his glory and the Image of his Person" (Heb.

1:3).3 in Contra Arlanos Athanasius also refers to Jer. 2:13

1
Ad Reran. 1.19. 2Ibid., 1.31.

3Ibld.. 1.19.



an<i 3ar. 3:12. On the basis of these references he states

that Life and Wisdom, which are eternal, are proper to the

essence of the Fountain. The Fountain refers to the Father,

but the Son is both Life and Wisdom, for the Scriptures say,

"I am the Life" (John 14:6) and, "I Wisdom dwell with pru¬

dence" (Prov. 8:12). If the Fountain is eternal, then the

Son who is Life and Wisdom must also be acknowledged to be

eternal. To say that once the Son was not would be tanta¬

mount to saying that the Fountain—God—was once dry, that

is, destitute of Life and Wisdom.*
As the Father is Light and the Son is his Radiance,

2
so the Spirit who enlightens may be seen in the Son. That

the Spirit enlightens is evident in the words of Eph. 1:1?,

18, "The Spirit of wisdom and revelation in the knowledge of

him, having the eyes of your heart enlightened." In being

enlightened by the Spirit, it can be said that Christ en¬

lightens men, "There was the true light which lights every

man coming into the world" (John 1:9). As the Father is

Fountain and the Son is called River, men drink of the Spir¬

it, for it is stated in I Cor. 12:13, "We are all made to

drink of one Spirit." In drinking of one Spirit, Christians

1C. Ar. 1.19.
2
Shapland, on. clt.. p. 108, n. 3» states that this

illustration of light and radiance is the most Important of
all such illustrations used by the fathers. Prestige, in
God in Patristic Thought. p. 214, calls it the "traditional
way of expressing the divine unity."
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drink of Christ, "They drank of a spiritual Rock that fol¬

lowed them, and the Hock was Christ" (I Cor. 10:4). As

Christ is the true Son, so when he is received those who re¬

ceive him are made sons, "For you have not received the

spirit of bondage again to fear; but you have received the

Spirit of adoption" (Ron. 8s15). Therefore if men are nade

sons by the Spirit, it is clear that it is in Christ that

they are called God's children, for it is written in John

1:12, "As nany as received hln, to then gave he the power to

becone children of God." Paul calls the Father the "only

wise" (Ron. 16:27), and the Son is the Father's Wisdom:

"Christ trie Power ox" God and the Wlsdon of God" (I Cor. 1:24).

Then, as the Son is Wlsdon, those who receive the Spirit of
1

Wisdon have the Son and are nade wise in hln. This is indi¬

cated in Ps. 146:7, 8, "The Lord looses the prisoners, the
2

Lord makes wise the blind."

Also as the Son is Life, "I an the Life" (John 14:6),

so Christians are said to be made alive by the Spirit: "He

that raised up Christ Jesus from the dead shall also make

alive your mortal bodies, through his Spirit who dwells in

Shaoland, ojd. clt.. p. 112, n. 22, points out that
Athanaslus does not identify the Spirit with the Wisdom of
God in Prov. 8:22-31 as some writers did such as Irenaeus in
Adv. Haer.. 4.20.3» 4. Athanasius stresses the genitive,
Shanland states. The Spirit does not merely bear the name,
but belongs to the Word who is Wlsdon.

2Ad Serap. 1.19.
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you" (Rom. 8:11). When men are made alive by the 3pirlt, it

is said that Christ himself lives in them: "I have been cru¬

cified with Christ, I live, but no longer I, but Christ

lives in me" (Gal. 2:20).1
Athanasius also attributes the sane "works" to the Fa¬

ther, the Son, and the Holy Spirit. The Father is said to

work the works that Christ did, for Christ said, "The Father

abiding in me does his works. Believe me, that I am in the

Father and the Father in me; or else believe me for his

works* sake" (John 14: 10, 11). Paul declares that the works

he worked by the Spirit's power were the works of Christ:

"For I will not dare to speak of any things except those

which Christ wrought through me, for the obedience of the

Gentiles, by word and deed, in the power of signs and wonders,

in the power of the Holy Spirit" (Rom. 15:18, 19).2
Athanasius also asserts that as the Son is sent forth

from the Father, "God so loved the world that he gave his on¬

ly-begotten Son" (John 3*16), so the Son sends the Spirit,

"If I go away, I will send the Paraclete" (John 16:7). The

Son glorifies the Father: "Father, I have glorified you"

(John 17:4); and the Spirit glorifies the Son: "He shall

glorify me" (John 16:14). The Son asserted that "the things

I heard from the Father I sneak to the world" (John 8:26);

and the Spirit takes of the Son: "He shall take of mine and

1Ibid. 2Ibld.
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shall declare It unto you" (John 16:14). The Son cane In

the name of the Father, and the Son said, "The Holy Spirit

whom the Father will send in my name" (John 14:26k1

The Worship of Father. Son, and Spirit

The worship of the Son Is seen by Athanasius as an

Indication that the Son Is true God, for he is worshiped as
2

God, and Is confessed as God. Creature does not worship

creature, but the servant worships the Lord, and the crea¬

ture worships God. Thus Peter prevented Cornelius from wor-

shiping him (Acts 10:26), and the angel prevented John from

worshiping him (Hev. 22:0). Worship is to be directed to¬

ward God alone. The Son, for he is not a creature, Is wor¬

shiped even by angels: "Let all the angels of God worship

him" (Ps. 9?:7; Heb. 1:6). The Gentiles xrorshlo the Son

also, for it is stated in Is, 45:14, "The labor of Egypt and

merchandise of Ethiopia and of the Sabeans ... they shall

fall down unto you, and shall make supplication unto you,

1Ibld.. 1.20.
2
Walnwrlght, op. clt.. pp. 10, 11, states that the

New Testament evidences for a belief in the deity of Christ
can be divided into three groups: (1) Jesus Christ was wor¬
shiped; (2) Jesus Christ performed the functions of Judgment,
salvation, and creation which were all considered in Hebrew
thought to be uniquely divine; and (3) the titles given to
Jesus. All of these are used by Athanasius: see C. Ar. II.6
on Eccl. 12:14 for Christ as Judge; supra, pp. 234 ff., for
Christ as Savior; supra, pp. 147 ff., for Christ as Creator;
and supra, pp. 204 ff., for the titles given him.

I
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for God is in you, and there is no God except you."^-
Athanasius also cites as indications of the worship

of the Son, and that he is confessed as God, Dan, 3:57, "0

all you works of the Lord, bless the Lord"; Ps, 33:**, "The

Word of the Lord is true, and all his works are faithful";

and Ps, 10^:24, "0 Lord, how manifold are your works! in Wis¬

dom you have made them all," John 13s 13 also signifies the

worship and confession of the Son as God* "Do you not call

me Lord and Master? and you say well, for so I am," The Son

himself accented the worshin of Thomas: "My Lord and my God"

(John 20:28), It is said th^t the healed leper recognized

and worshiped the Creator as dwelling in a created temple

(Matt, 8:2),2
Whoever worships and honors the Son, Athanasius af¬

firms, worships and honors the Father in the Son, There is

one Godhead, and the honor and worship which are offered to

the Father through the Son are one. He who worships the Fa¬

ther in and through the Son, worships one God, for there is

only one God and not another (Mk. 12:29; John 17:3). This

God states, "I am" (Ex, 3:1*0, "Beside me there is no God"

(Dt, 32:31)» and, "I am the first and I am the last" (Is,

*J4:6), To affirm that there is one God is not to deny the

Son, for the Son is in the one God, and he is God's fullness,

1£. Ar. 11.23; see infra, pp. 301, 302.

2C. A£. 11.23; see also Ad Adeloh. 3,
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The Son Is wholly and fully God.1
John 4s21, 23, 24 Is used by Athanasius to demonstrate

that true worshipers worship the Father, Son, and Spirits

"Believe me, woman ... the hour comes and now Is, when the

true worshipers shall worship the Father In Spirit and in

Truth; for such does the Father seek to be his worshipers.

God is a Spirit, and they who worship him must worshlo In

Spirit and Truth." The "Truth" in this passage Is Identified

as the Son himself, for the Son said, "I am the Truth" (John

I4s6). David also Indicated this: "Send out your light and

your Truth" (Ps. 43:3). In this worship of Father, Son, and

Spirit, the worshiuers confess the Son and In him confess

the Spirit, for the Spirit Is "inseparable" () from

the Son as the Son is "Inseparable" from the Father. To

this inseparability the Son himself bore witness: "I will

send you the Paraclete, the Spirit of truth which proceeds

from the Father, whom the world cannot receive" (John 15:16;

14:17).2

The Divine Attributes

Athanasius avers that the Son is "iMge" ( etx<Sv ) and

"exact representation" (xo-pax-rfip) of God (Col. 1:15? Heb. 1:3).
Because the Son is the Father's true Image, the attributes

of the Father must be the attributes of the Son in order for

1C. Ar. III.6. 2Ad Serao. 1.33.
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the statement tn John 14:9 to be true: "He who has seen the

Son has seen the Father." The image of the Son Is evident

in creation: "Because that whioh may be known of God is man¬

ifest in them: ... for the Invisible things of him from

the creation of the world are clearly seen, being understood

by the things that are made ..." (Bom. 1:19, 20). That

the Father is seen in his image, his Son, is shown in I John

2:23, "He who acknowledges the Son, has also the Father."1"
The very concept of "image" presupposes that the like¬

ness of that represented is seen in the image. This is to

be understood in Phil. 2:6, "Who being in the form of God,"

and John 14:10, 11, "The Father in me." The image of God in

the Son is not merely partial, but the fullness of the God¬

head of the Father dwells in the Son (Col. 1:19} 2:9), and

therefore the Son must be completely God. As God's image

the Son is also equal with God. This is stated in Scripture,

for the Son "thought it not a prize to be equal with God"

(Phil. 2:6). Because the Godhead and image of the Son is

that of the Father, the Son could say, "I am in the Father"

(John 14:10, 11); and therefore it could also be said that

"God was in Christ reconciling the world to himself" (II Cor.

5:1°). The works cf the Son are therefore the Father's

works. He who sees the Son sees the Father also (John 14:9).

The "identity" (tatao-mc) the Godhead and the unity

1C. Ar. 1.9, 21; II.BO, Bl. 2Ibld.. III.6.
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of the "essence" ( o6<r£a ) of the Father and Son are shown In

the words, "I and the Father are one" (John 10:30), and, "I

am in the Father and the Father in me" (John 1^:10, 11),

The Son and the Father are one. The Son is in the Father

and the Father is in the Son, for the Godhead of the Son is

the Father's Godhead. Therefore "he who has seen the Son

has seen the Father" (John 14:9),^ The words of Heb, 1:3

signify that the Son is of the essence and eternity of the

Father: "Who being the brightness of his glory and express

image of his Person,"

In that the Father and the Son are one, and the Son

is the true image of the Father, the Scriptures affirm the

same things of the Son as they affirm, of the Father, The at¬

tributes that are ascribed to the Father must also be as¬

signed to the Son, Athanasius shows from Scripture that the

same attributes are ascribed to the Father and to the Son ex¬

cept that the Son is not called "Father.The Son is

called "God": "And the Word was God" (John 1:1); "He that

is over all, God blessed forever. Amen" (Rom, 9:5); and,

"We are in him that is true, in his Son Jesus Christ, This

is the true God and eternal life" (I John 5*20); he is "Al¬

mighty": "This says he which was, and is, and is to come,

the Almighty" (Rev, 1:8), The Son is "Light": "I am the

1Ibld., III.5. 2Ad Enlsc. Aeg. 13.

3In Tllud. Omnia, etc.
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Light" (John 8:12); and he forgives sins: "That yon may

know that the Son of Man has power upon earth to forgive

sins" (Luke 5:24).^"
The Son is also said to be Creator: "All things were

made by him" (John 1:3); and, "Whatsoever I see the Father

do, I do also" (John 5s19). The Son is eternal: "His eter¬

nal power and Godhead" (Horn. 1:20); "In the beginning was

the Word" (John 1:1); and, "He was the true light which

lights every man who comes Into the vxorld" (John 1:9). The

Son Is called "Lord": "The Lord rained fire and brimstone

from the Lord" (Gen. 19:2*0; the Father said, "I am the Lord"

(Is, 45:5)t and, "Thus says the Lord, the almighty God"

(Amos 5s 16); and Paul said of the Son: "One Lord Jesus

Christ, through whom are all things" (I Cor. 8:6). It Is

written of the Father, "The Lord your God Is one Lord" (Dt.

6:4), and, "The God of gods, the Lord, has spoken, and has

called the earth" (Ps, 50:1); so It Is also written of the

Son, "The Lord God has shlned upon us" (Ps. 118:27), and,
2

"The God of gods shall be seen In Zlon" (Ps. 84:7),

It Is declared of God, "Who is a god like unto you;

taking away Iniquities and massing over unrighteousness"

(Mic. 7:18); so the Son himself said, "Your sins are for¬

given you" (Mk. 2:5). The authority of the Son was mani¬

fested when he said, "Hise, take up your bed, and go to your

1£. HI.'*? M Serap. II.4. 2De 3yn. 49.
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house" (Mk. 2:11). Paul said of God, "To the King eternal"

(I Tim. 1:17); David said of the Son, "Lift up your gates, 0

rulers, and be lift up, everlasting doors, and the King of

glory shall come in" (Ps. 24:7); so Daniel spoke of the king¬

dom of the Son: "His kingdom is an everlasting kingdom, and

his kingdom shall not be destroyed" (Dan. 4:3; 7:14).*
As the image and offspring of the Father, the Son

must be unchangeable. This is evidently true, Athanasius be¬

lieves, on the basis of Matt. 12:33, "For by the fruit the

tree is also known," and John 14:9, "He who has seen the Son

has seen the Father." The Scriptures explicitly teach that

the Son is unchangeable: Heb. 13*8, "Jesus Christ, the same

yesterday, today and forever"; Ps. 102:25-27 (Heb. 1:10-12),

"You, Lord, in the beginning have laid the foundation of the

earth, and the heavens are the work of your hands. They

shall perish, but you remain; and they shall wax old as does

a garment. And as a vesture you shall fold them up, and

they shall be changed, but you are the same, and your years

shall not fail"; Dt. 32:39, "See me, see that I am he"; Mai.

3:6, "I change not"; and also Is. 40:8 speaks of the Son as

unchangintr; "The Word of God abides forever." In the lat¬

ter references, Athanasius affirms, it is Justifiable to say

that they suit the Son, though they are related of the Fa¬

ther. That which alters or changes cannot be true, but the

1Ibld.
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Son himself said, "I am the Truth" (John 14:6). The Son Is

also faithful even as the Father Is faithful. The Scriptural

passages adduced to support the Son's faithfulness are:

I Thess. 5t24, "Faithful is he who called you, who also will

do it"; and II Tim. 2:13, "If we believe not, yet he abides

faithful; he cannot deny himself." Even in his incarnation

the Son is declared to be faithful: "Apostle and faithful

to him that made him" (Heb. 3*1, 2)."^
As the Father's attributes are those of the Son, the

Son can consistently say, "I and the Father are one" (John

10:30); "That you may know that I am in the Father, and the

Father in me" (John 10:33); and, "He who has seen me, has

seen the Father" (John 14:9). These three passages, Athana-

sius asserts, have the same meaning. Whoever grasps this

meaning understands that the Son and Father are one and that

the Son is in the Father and the Father Is in the Son, for

the Godhead of the Son is the Father's Godhead. He is con-

2
vinced that in seeing the Son the Father is seen." Because

the Son has the Father's attributes, it follows that the Son

is not a creature but is the Father's own Son and is proper

to him. God himself, Athanasius asserts, Indicates that a

1C. Ar. 1.35, 36, 48; II.8-10.

2Ibid.. III.5. These three texts, John 10:30; 10:38;
and 14:9, frequently occur together in Athanaslus. See
Robertson, op. clt.. IV, 3^6, n. 3» These three passages
also occur together in Orlgen in De Frln. 1.2.8.
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creature could not have his attributes, for God has declared,

"My glory will I not give to another" (Is, k2:8)

Athanaslus not only shows that the Son Is the Image

of God, but also points out that the Spirit is the Image of

the Son, This, he avers, is evident in Horn, 8:29, "Whom he

foreknew, he also foreordained to be conformed to the image

of his Son," If, as the Tropici admitted, the Son is not a

creature, neither oan the image of the Son, the Spirit, be a

creature,^
The attributes of the Spirit are those that are

proper to the Godhead, The Holy Spirit is incapable of

change and alteration. This can be seen in 'Wis. 12:1, "Your

incorruptible Spirit is in all things," Also if "no one

knows the things of God except the Spirit of God which is in

him" (I Cor. 2:11), and if in God "there is no variation or

shadow that is cast by turning" (James 1:17), then it must

follow that the Spirit, being in God, cannot change or vary.

This quality of unchangeableness is in contrast to the ca¬

pacity for change in created things which are not of God's

essence. The Spirit, like the Son, is unchangeable.3 The

Scriptures also teach that the Spirit fills the universe:

"Whither shall I go from your Spirit?" (Ps. 139:7); and,

"Your incorruptible Spirit is in all things" (Wis, 12:1).^

^De Syn. 50, ^Ad Serap. 1,24* also ibid,, I.l6, 20,

3Ibld.. 1.26, ^Ibld.
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The 'Tnlty of Father, Son, and Spirit Expressed
in Baptism. Benediction, and Gifts

Athanasius declares that the Church's faith holds

that there is a Triad which is confessed to be God in Father,

Son, and Holy Spirit. This is seen, he avows, in the words

of the Lord when he sent forth the apostles, "Go and make

disciples of all nations, baptizing them in the name of the

Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit" (Matt. 28:19). ^
The emphasis of this passage makes it clear, Shapland ob¬

serves, that for Athanaslus the formula in Matt. 28:19 is

fundamental for the tradition and teaching of the Church.

The unity of the Son with the Father is indicated in

the baptismal formula, for the Son is named with the Father.

This also signifies that the Son is of the Father's essence.

That what the Father works he works through the Son is dem¬

onstrated in John 5?19, "What I see the Father do, th°t I do

also." In the rite of baptism, therefore, the Son baptizes

the one whom the Father baptizes, and such a one is also con-
n

secrated in the Holy Spirit.

1Ibld.. 1.28; III.6.

^Shapland, op. clt.. p. 186, n. 13. Georg Kretschmar,
Studlen zur fruhchrlstl 1 chen Trlnltfftstheologle (Tnbinrren,
1956), "pp. 125-12?, gives the background of the use of the
baptismal formula in Matt. 28:19 in the Eastern Church and
points out that Arlus also baptized with this formula. Ath-
anasins used the formula against both the Arians and the
Trooici.

3c. Ar. 11,41.
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Also If the Holy Spirit Is a creature, then there Is

no longer one faith and one baptism (Eph. 4:5) but two—one

In the Father and the Son, and another In a creature. If

the Spirit is a creature, then when the rite of baptism is

performed it is not entirely in the Godhead, for a creature

is part of the Godhead. That the Church's faith is grounded

and rooted in the Triad is proved by the words of the Lord

himself (Matt. 28:19). Athanasius suggests that Paul also

taught the oneness of this grace which is given in the Triad:

"One Lord, one faith, one baptism" (Eph. 4:5J.1 Also Orlgen

states that baptism was not complete except by the authority

of the Trinity—that is, by the naming of Father, Son, and

Holy Spirit O-latt. 28:19). Thus, for Orlgen, the Holy Spirit

is united with the Father and Son, and the great majesty of
2

the Holy Spirit is also shown.

Another important passage of Scripture used by Athana¬

sius for the proof of the doctrine of the Trinity is II Cor.

13*14, "The grace of our Lord Jesus Christ and the love of

God and the fellowship of the Holy Spirit be with you all,"

This grace and gift is said to be given in the Holy Spirit.

As this grace is from the Father through the Son so one can

have no communion in the gift except in the Holy Spirit. It

is when the Spirit is partaken of that men have the love of

the Father, the grace of the Son, and the communion of the

1
Ad Serap. 1.28-30; III.6. 2Pe Prln. 1.3.2.
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Holy Spirit himself. Fellowship with the Father and the Son

Is possible only in the Holy Spirit. This demonstrates, in

Athanaslus* Judgment, that the activity of the Triad Is one.

The things which are given are not given differently and

separately, however, but all these things are bestowed In

the Triad. All are from the one God. Therefore the Spirit

is not a creature but one with the Son, as the Son is one

with the Father. He Is glorified with the Father and Son

and is confessed as God with the Word.*
Athanaslus declares that Paul taught the unity of the

Triad when, in writing to the Corinthians, Paul said that

the source of all things Is to be attributed to the one God

who is the Father: "There are diversities of gifts, but the

same Spirit. 'lnd there are diversities of ministrations,

but the same Lord. And there are diversities of workings,

but the same God who works all things In all" (I Cor. 12:4-6).

The gifts which the Spirit divides to each are bestowed,

therefore, from the Father through the Word. All things

that are of the Father are of the Son also. Therefore those

things which are given from the Son in the Spirit are gifts

of the Father.2

1
Ad Serap. 1.30, 31; II.6. Hawllnson, op. clt.. pp.

15?» l6o, believes that In this passage of Scriotnre (II Cor.
13:14) Paul has given classical expression to precisely the
elements in the Christian experience of God which would In
time make a Trinitarian theolocy inevitable.

^M Seran, 1.30.
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In a reference to I Cor. 12:4-6 Orlgen alleges that

this massage demonstrates that each Person of the Trinity-

has a snecial ministry but also states that the power of the

Trinity is one and the same. That which is called the gift

of the Spirit is made known through the Son and is operated

by God the Father. This shows the unity of the Father, Son,

and Spirit and also signifies that none of the Persons of

the Godhead is greater or lesser.*
In establishing these postulations of the Father, Son,

and Holy Spirit, Athanasius resorts to many Biblical pas¬

sages. we attempts to demonstrate each nolnt he nropounds

by a variety of massages which sneak directly of the issue

involved whether of the creation, the work of the Trinity in

the Christian, or in direct assertions of the Persons of the

Trinity as Father, Son, and Spirit. These passages which

are emoloyed by Athanasius are linked together by a word or

concent which occurs in the various massages asserting the

same fact or activity of the Persons of the Trinity, In

showing the unity of the Trinity, the proof of the deity of

the Son and of the Spirit is necessarily involved. There

could be no unity if a creature were included in the Godhead.

^olntyre observes that as the self-manifestation of

God has as its end the self-manifestation to actual believ¬

ing mersons, it is not surmrising that the Divine omeratlon

*De Prln. 1.3.7, 3.
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of sanctIfIcatton should also apoear in Athanasius* argument.

The Spirit is associated not only xflth the Son but is given

a place within the total economy of grace. In Athanasius*

thought wherever God acts—in creation or in sanctification—

the Spirit is present with the Father and the Son. The the¬

ology of the Trinity in Athanasins, as in the other Greek fa¬

thers, is rooted and grounded in grace. The knowledge of

any one of the Persons of the Trinity is at the same time

knowledge of the other two."*-
Shapland^ and Prestige^ assert that Athanasius argues

from the unity of lv£pveia to the unity of oftcrCa . Mclntyre
takes Issue with this contention maintaining that Athanasius

argues from the prior unity of the Divine nature. Athana¬

sius states that the Triad Is indivisible and a unity in it-
e

self. This appears to be the highest premise of Athanasius.

Thus, Molntyre contends, the argument Is not from unity of

Ivfipyeia to the unity of oftcrCa but to identity of ota*fa of

the Persons of the Godhead. "The progression Is unity of

lvclntyre, 3JT. 1oc. clt.. op, 355, 356, 361-363.
2
Shapland, op. clt.. pp. 110, 111, n. 11.

^Prestige, God in Patristic Thoup-ht. pp. 25'7-26o.

Molntyre, 3JT. loc. clt.. p. 353. See also T. E.
Pollard, "The Exegesis of John X. 30 in the Early Trinitar¬
ian Controversies," NTS (3, 1956-53), p. 3^»

^ Ad Serap, 1.14,
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Mclntyre, 3JT, loc. olt.. p. 357, Maurice Wiles, In
"Some Reflections on the Origins of the Doctrine of the Trin¬
ity," JTS (Mm 7-8j)^'pp. 101, 102, states that the ante-Ni-
cene fathers accepted a Trinitarian form of doctrine, because
it was already the accented pattern of expression. It was
expressed in this way, though they found it difficult to in¬
terpret their experience of God in this particular threefold
way. By the fourth century, he says, the issues at stake
had changed, and "the threefold pattern was fully and firmly
established," Thus the fourth century fathers repeatedly ar¬
gued for the Identity of substance between the three Persons
of the Trinity basing their case on the identity of their ac¬
tivities.



CHAPTER X

OTHER SCRIPTURAL EVIDENCES OP THE TRINITY

Christ as God's Son

One of the basic tenets of Athanasius9 doctrine of

the Trinity In the relationship of the Word to God Is that

the Word Is the tme Son of the Father. Athanasius charac¬

teristically refers to God as Father. The name "Father" has

Its significance In reference to the Son, for It Indicates

that God has a Son. The Scriptural proof for the use of "Fa¬

ther" and "Son" In Athanasius Is direct and literal.^
The Son himself 3peaks of God as his Father In such

passages as: "I am in the Father and the Father In me"

(John 14:10, 11); "He who has seen me has seen the Father"

(John 14:9); and, "I and the Father are one" (John 10:30).

It Is observed also that when the dlscioles were taught to

pray, they were to address God as Father, "Our Father, which

art In heaven" (Matt. 6:9; Luke 11:2). The Importance of

this Father-Son relationship Is evident in the words of John

5:23, "He who honors the Son honors the Father, and he who

dishonors the Son dishonors the Father." Athanasius avers

that God Is always Father, and therefore the relationship of
2

Father and Son Is eternal.

1E.g., C. Gen. 6, 9; C. Ar. I.3»..33; De Dec. 28-32.

2C. Ar. 1.28, 83, 34.
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Matt, 3:17 (Matt, 17:$) is frequently referred to by

Athanasius as an expression of the 3on3hip of Christ: "This

is my beloved Son." Only Christ Is only-begotten, is in the

boson of the Mather, and is acknowledged by the Father to be

from him. Not to angels but to the Son the Father said,

"You are my Son, this day have I begotten you" (Ps, 2:7; Heb.

Is 5)• Athanasius states that adoption of the Christian is

impossible apart from the true Son, for it is stated in Matt,

11:27 (Luke 10:22), "No one knows the Father, except the Son,

and he to whomsoever the Son will reveal him." Peter also is

said to have recognized that the Word is God*3 true Son in

his confession: "You are the Christ, the Son of the living

God" (Matt, 16:16). The Word is spoken of as the "only-be¬

gotten Son," and therefore he is not a creature but is the

Father'3 own Word and Wisdom: "We beheld his glory, the

glory as of the only-begotten Son" (John 1:14); "God sent

his only-begotten Son" (I John 4:9); and, "The only-begotten

Son which is in the bosom of the Father" (John 1:18), That

Christ is the Son of God is also Indicated in the opposition

of the Jews to his claim to be the Son of God (John 5*13),^
For Athanasius these passages shov/ without equivocation that

the Son is not a creature but is of the Father's own essence.

The fact that God himself has spoken of Christ as his

Son determines that he who believes in God cannot attribute

1Pe Dec. U; C. Ar. 1.39; 11.13, 62, 73.
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creature!iness to the Son but must ascribe Sonshlp to him.

is Son the Word does not partake of that which Is external

to God but is of the Father*s "essence" ( oucCa ). Therefore

he is, in a true sense and entirely, the Son. The Father

"begets" (yevvAw), and the fact that he begets indicates that

he ha3 a Son. Because the Son is the Father's own "off-

soring" (y^vvrpa) and from his essence, he who beholds the Son

sees also the Father. In comprehending the Son, the Father

oan also be known. It is stated that he and the Father are

one (John 10:30), and therefore he who sees the Son sees also

the Father. All that the Father is and has must be true of

the Son, for he is God's own offspring. The knowledge of

God as Father would be impossible apart from the true Son.

All others are adopted and deified through the Son.^-
The Godhead of the Father, Athanasius asserts, is the

Godhead of the Son. As a Son who always was and is, he is

Sovereign and Lord of all. In all things he is like the Fa¬

ther and has all that is the Father's, even as the Son him¬

self has said. This is clearly evident in John 16:15, "All

things that the Father has are mine; therefore I said that

he shall take of mine, and shall declare it to you." It is

the Son who gives sonship and freedom to men: "The servant

does not remain in the house forever, but the Son remains

forever; if the Son shall make you free, you shall be free

1C. Ar. 1.9, 16, 39.
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indeed" (John 8:35* 36). This is possible only in that the

Son is not a creature but i3 true Son and by nature proper

to the Father.^
Athanasius discusses the relative merits of calling

2
God *t7aemtfd" ('AY^vntoc) or calling him "Father," Appar¬

ently the former tern was utilised by the Arians as a charac-

terl3ltc appellation for God. This tern, in Athanasius*

Judgment, is acceptable only in denoting that God is differ¬

ent from created things. The word "Father," however, is in¬

dicative of the Son, but "Uncreated" has reference to that

which he creates and indicates that he is distinct and sepa¬

rate from creatures. The word "Uncreated" is unscriptural

and suspicions, because it has various meanings. The word

"Father," however, is simple. Scriptural, more acourate, and

only implies the Son. The Son never refers to the Father as

"Uncreated," Athanasius observes, but the Son has acknowl-

edged and approved the name "Father.nJ

1Ibld.. 11.18, 72.

"Cn A Patrlstic Greek Lexicon. Fascicle 1, pp. 15* 16,
it is stated that 'aY^vvrrtoc (unhegotten, ungenerated) and
'aYevptoc(uncreated, unorlginated) were used in the same sense
by early writers, and that the two words were frequently con¬
fused in manuscripts and editions. The usage of 'aY^wntoc be¬
came unorthodox by later doctrinal standards. The Arians ex¬
ploited the use of the word and accused the orthodox of hav¬
ing two who were unbegotten. In the orthodox view the word
did not denote essence of divinity but the relationship of
the First to the Second Person of the Trinity. Robertson,
op. clt.. IV, 169, n. 1, comments that Uewman unfortunately
confused the two words.

3C. Ar. 1.30-34; De Dec. 28-32; and De Syn. 24-28.
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Wainwrlght states that the Christian belief in the Fa¬

therhood of God was not derived from the Greek tradition but

rather was Indebted to Hebrew thought. The title "Father"

is only infrequently employed in the Old Testament (as In Is,

64:8 and Jer. 31:9), but occurs In many different writers

outside of the Old Testament and is found at many stages of

Hebrew history. The idea of God as Father is found in many

ancient religions. In the New Testament the use of the

title emphasizes that God is the Father of Jesus Christ.

This use of the title is especially frequent in the sayings

of Jesus and in the writings of Paul and John.1
For Athanaslus the titles "Father" and "Son" are sig¬

nificant In that they convey the idea that the Son is of the

essence of the Father. Therefore the Son is not a creature,

and all that is postulated of the Father must also be true

of the Son. The Scripture passages that Athanasius employs

to establish this contention are used as literal, direct

proofs that God is Father and that Jestis is his true Son.

The Eternity of the S^n

Athanaslus believes that the eternal bein.v of the Son

is clearly indicated in Col. 1:1.7, "Who exists before the

ages," and in Heb. 1:2, "By whom he made the ages," So it

is also stated in Is. 40:28, "The everlasting God, the

'Wainwright, op. clt.. pp. 42, 43, 49.
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Creator of the ends of the earth"; Dan. (Susanna). "0

everlasting God"; and Bar. 4:20, 22, "I will cry unto the

Everlasting in my days," and, "For I honed in the Everlast¬

ing for your salvation, and Joy is come to me from the Holy

One." The eternity of the Son cannot be doubted, for man

could not see light without the brightness of its radiance,

and thus it is expressed in Heb. 1«3» "Who being the radiance

of his glory and the exoress image of his Person"; in Ps.

90:17, "And let the brightness of the Lord be uoon us"; and

in Ps. 36:9, "In your light shall we see light." In that

the Son is the radiance, glory, and expression of God himself

who is everlasting, therefore the Son must be eternally ex¬

istent.^
The words of the Lord himself are cited to demonstrate

that the Son is eternal and without beginning: "I am the

Truth" (John 14:6); "I am the Shepherd" (John 10:14); "I am

the Light" (John 8:12); and, "Do you not call me Lord and

Master? and you say well, for so I am" (John 13:13). The

Son also said, "Before Abraham was, I am" (John 8:58). The

Lord's use of the ohrase, "I am," is interpreted to be clear

evidence of his eternity. The Son created all things, but
2

he himself is before all things.

Hawlinson points out that the analogy for the phrase

"I am" in John is to be found in the Old Testament. The

1C. At. 1.12. 2C. Ar. 1.12, 13; 11.53.
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self-affirmations In John are Intended to suggest the Son's

deity and eternity. Especially the statement, "Before Abra¬

ham was, I am" (John 8:58) is meant definitely to recall the

mysterious "I am" of the Old Testament (Ex. 3:1*0. It sug¬

gests that the Lord shares, as the pre-temporal Word, the un¬

created eternity of God.1 It is apparent that Athanaslus in¬

terpreted these self-affirmations as proof of the Son's eter¬

nity.

Athanasius seeks to demonstrate that Moses knew that

angels were creatures but that the Holy Spirit is united

with the Father and the Son. This he attempts to do by

bringing together a variety of Old Testament passages which

he uses in their literal sense. In Exodus God is represented

as saying to Moses, "Depart, go up hence, you and your people

which you have led up out of the land of Egypt, to the land

of which I swore unto Abraham, to Isaac and to Jacob, saying,

To your seed will I give it. And I will send my angel be¬

fore your face, and he will drive out the Canaanites" (Ex.

33:1, 2). Moses is said to have refused this promise of the

angel's presence: "If you do not go with us yourself, do

not carry me up hence" (Ex. 33:15). He refused because he

did not desire a creature to lead the people le3t they would

"^Hawlinson, op. clt.. p. 208.
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learn to worship the creature more than the Creator. In re¬

sponse to Moses' refusal God promised Moses that the people

would be led by God himself: "I will do this thing also

that you have spoken; for you have found grace In my sight,

and I knox* you beyond all men" (Ex. 33sI?).1
Athanaslus turns to two passages In Isaiah to demon¬

strate that the Holy 3pir.lt was present In the exodus of Is¬

rael: Is. 63:11, 12, "He who raised up from the earth the

shepherd of the sheep, where Is he who put the Holy Spirit

In the midst of you, that led up Moses by his right hand?"

and Is. 63:1^, "The Spirit came down from the Lord and led

them. So you led your people to make yourself a glorious

name." Therefore when God promised to lead his people, he

did not send an angel but sent the Spirit who Is above an¬

gels. This shows, Athanaslus concludes, that the Spirit is

neither an angel nor a creature but Is above creation and is

united to the Godhead of the Father. God himself through
2

the Word and in the Spirit led the people. Shapland sug¬

gests that Athanaslus apparently sees a reference to all

three Persons of the Trinity In Is. 63s1^.^

Ti-m TTnltv of the Father. Son, and Spirit

In writing to Seraplon on the Holy Spirit, Athanasius

1 Ad Serap. 1.12.

^Shapland, op. clt..

2Ibld.

p. 90, n. 7.
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asserts that the activity of the Triad Is one. This Is

shown, he maintains, in the consideration that the gifts of

the Spirit are also the gifts of the Father and the Word

(e.g., II Cor. 13:14-), That which Is given is not given dif¬

ferently and separately, but all gifts are from the one God.

The Spirit, therefore, Is not a creature but is one with the

Son, as the Son is one with the Father. Thus he Is glorified

with the Father and the Son and Is confessed as God with the

Word. He is active In the works which God performs through

the Son. All things, In fact, are originated and energized

through the Word In the Spirit.1"
In oroof of these declarations Athanaslus adduces a

fierileglum of proof texts to establish the operation of the

Holy Spirit In all the works of God. The Spirit Is active

in creation and nature: Ps, 33s6, "By the Word of the Lord

the heavens were established, and all their might by the

Spirit of his mouth"; and Ps. 14-7:13, "He shall send out his

Word and shall melt them; he shall breathe his Spirit and

the waters shall flow." He Is also active In grace: men

are Justified "In the name of our Lord Jesus Christ and In

the Spirit of our God" (I Cor. 6:11); when Christ said, "We

will come, I and the Father" (John l4-:23), the Spirit comes

with the Son, for It Is written, "That he would grant you ac¬

cording to the riches of his glory, that you may be

1
Ad Serat>. 1.31.
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strengthened with power through his Spirit In the Inward nan,

that Christ nay dwell ..." (Eph. 3:16, 17). The Father

must be Included also, for the Son said, "I an In the Father

and the Father in me" (John 14:10, 11). Athanasius then re¬

fers to the work of the prophets and apostles and the origin

of their message. He refers to passages which speak of the

word of the Lord coning to oroohets and apostles and shows

that they were then prophesying In the Holy Spirit: Jer.

1:1} Mlc. 1:1; Zech. 1:6 and 7:12; Acts 1:16; 4:24, 25;

28:25; I Tin. 4:1; Joel 2:28; Phil. 1:19; II Cor. 13:3; Acts

20:22; Anos 1:3; and Acts 21:11.

These texts are presented by Athanasius almost with¬

out comofint. The bringing together of these references is

on the basis of their literal meaning with the use deter¬

mined by the ideas that Athanasius is seeking to demonstrate—

that Is, that the Holy Spirit is not a creature but is proper

to the Godhead.

The Double Account of the Son

A similar use of Scripture to that above is evident

in the proof that Athanasius propounds for his assertion

that there is a double account of the Son in the Scriptures—

of his humanity and of his deity. This idea is used to in¬

terpret Prov. 8:22, "He created me . . .," and similar

^Ibld. >ee supra, pp. 232-234, for the use of these
passages.
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passages In this sense that the creating of the Word must re¬

fer to his incarnation. This explanation is also employed

to interpret passages that speak of the Son as Ignorant,

such as Mk. 13:32, "But of that day and that hour no man

knows, neither the angels of God, nor the Son"; that speak

of the Son as "advancing," as In Luke 2:52, "And Jesus ad¬

vanced In wisdom and stature, and In favor with God and man";

or that attribute human emotions, stich as fear, to Christ,

as In John 12:27, "Now is my soul troubled." Jesus was God

Incarnate, and therefore It must be determined whether a pas¬

sage speaks of the Son as man or as the Word of God. If the

Scriptures speak of the fear or Ignorance of Jesus, It must

be ascribed, to his humanity, but as the Word he did not know

fear, nor was he ignorant."*
In Interpreting Mk. 13:32 which speaks of the Son's

ignorance, It must be noted that It refers to the time after

the Word was made flesh. That the Son knew the hour of the

end Is evident In his words, "Father, the hour is come, glo¬

rify your Son" (John 17:1). Therefore the words, "Nor the

Son," in Mk. 13:32 refer to his humanity. Another evidence

that this lack of knowledge must be attributed to the Son's

humanity is Matt. 11:27 (Luke 10:22), "No one knows the Fa¬

ther except the Son." In his second letter to Seraplon Atha-

naslus refers to John 16:30 as well as Matt. 11:27 as

XC. Ar. 1.62, 64; III.51-53; Ad Serap. II.9.
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evidence of the Son's knowledge, as God's Word, of all

things: "Nov/ we know that you know all things," It follows,

Athanasius affirms, that he who thus knows the Father knows

the whole creation including its end. Further evidence ad¬

vanced to demonstrate that this interpretation is correct is

John lo:15 which states that all that is the Father's is the

Son's also, John 1:3 which ascribes creation to the Son, and

Col. 1:17 which declares that in him the whole universe con¬

sists. Though **k. 13? 32 speaks of the humanity of the Son,

yet in his divinity the Son knew all things. The context of

the passage also shows that the Son in his humanity is re¬

ferred to, or the passage would have referred to the Spirit

as well as the angels. If the Spirit, therefore, knows the

time of the end, certainly the Son must know.1^
It should also be noted, Athanasius asserts, that in

Matt. 24:42, 44 the Son attributes the ignorance of the day

of the end to the disciples but does not include himself.

Also Matt. 24:39 affirms that men in Noah's day did not know

until the flood came; but the Lord knew, for it was the Son

who stated that in seven days a flood would come. The Son

himself summoned Noah to enter the ark (Gen. 7:1, 5). There¬

fore the Son who knew the time of the coming of the flood
o

must also knov? the time of his own coming.

1C. Ar. 111.43, 44.

2Ibld., III.42-45; Ad derap. II.9.
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Passages of Scrioturc which sneak of the human emo¬

tions of the Son (e.g., John lis 35, "He went") are inter¬

preted by Athanasius as indicating the humanity of the Son.

Such emotions are not orooer to the Word considered as Word.

The Son, to whom human emotions are attributed, performed

miracles and also said, "I and my Father are one" (John

10:30). Though he became man the Son showed himself to be

the Word of God by his works. Those who listened to the Son

in his ministry on earth, though thejr did not believe him

when they saw him in a human body, were exhorted by the Son

to believe the works (John 10:37, 38) that they might know

the truth of his statement: "I am in the Father and the Fa¬

ther in me" (John 14:10, ll).1
The incarnate Son was thus shown to be God by his

works. Athanaslus not only adduces John 10:3?» 38 as proof

but also Eph. 3:17-19, "That you being rooted and grounded

in love, may be strong to auprehend with all the saints what

is the breadth and length, and height and depth, and to know

the love of Christ which passes knowledge that you may be

filled with all the fullness of God." Even the demons con¬

fessed that the Son is God, "We know you who you are, the

Holy One of God" (Luke 4:34). The events that occurred at

his death also testify that Christ is God. The miracles

show that the Son is God, Though miracles had previously

1C. Ar. III.54, 55.
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occurred, only at the coning of the Word did the lane walk

and the blind see: "Since the world began, It was never

heard that anyone opened the eyes of a nan born blind. If

this nan were not fron God, he could do nothing" (John

9:32, 33)» The human qualities of Christ must be ascribed

to his Incarnation, but his works testify that he Is God.1
Athanaslus charges the Arians with misinterpretation

of John 10:30 and with distorting the passage's meaning and

so separating the unity of the Father and the Son. The Ari-

ans do not attribute the human emotions of the Son to the

body but rank the Son with creatures, though he is, In truth,

the Creator. As the Word, Athanasius declares, the Son

sooke the words found In John 10:18, "I have power to lay

down my life, and power to take It again." In contrast to

the Word, who is Immortal but has a human body, man dies by

necesslty--not by his own rxwer but against his will. The

Word had the power, as God, to lay down his life and take It

again. This is also expressed In Ps. 16:10, "You shall not

leave my soul in hades, neither shall you permit your Holy
2

One to see corruption."

In his defense of Dlonysius Athanaslus avows that the

Son Is sooken of In human terms for the purpose of leading

^De Inc. 16-19, 32, 35; see also De Solsc. Aeg. 13
and Ad Seran. IV.14-17.

2C. At. III.55-57.
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men to faith In the Son's Godhead. This Is evident vrtien, In

referring to Christ's sufferings, Peter immediately added,

"He is the Prince of Life" (Acts 3:15). Peter also said,

"You are the Christ, the Son of the living God" (^att. 16:16),
and called him a bishop of souls and Lord of himself (Peter)

and of angels and of cowers (I Pet. 2:25; 1:3; and 3:22).

When, in Hebrews, Christ is called a man of David's seed, it

is also said, "Who being the brightness of his glory and the

exoress image of his Person" (Heb. 1:3)» So it is also ex¬

pressed in Phil. 2:6, "Who being in the form of God did not

count it a prize to be equal with God." Therefore it must be

concluded that Christ was the Word of God in a body, the Cre¬

ator of all and Inseparable from the Father.1
Pollard points out that Orlgen also makes this dis¬

tinction between the humanity of the Son and the Son as Word.

There is a double account of the Son in Scripture and there¬

fore some sayings refer to the manhood of Christ and others

to his deity. This distinction. Pollard affirms, became a

2
standard exegetical practice. This "two-nature exegesis

was thus an essential feature in the whole case of Athana-

sius against Arlus."^

1-00 'jent. Dion. 9. ^Pollard, NTJ. loc. clt.. p. 237.

^Wiles, Solritual Gosoel. pp. Il6, 117.
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Co-"oaring Scripture with Scripture

It has been evident that Athanasius often Interprets

a Scripture passage by comparing It or contrasting It with

other passages of Scripture,^ Thus in his lnterpretation of

Prov, 3:23, "He founded me before the world," Athanaslus com¬

pares it with a verse from the wider context of the passages

"The Lord in Wisdom founded the earth" (Prov, 3*19), He who

"founds," Athanasius argues, could not be that which is
i

founded. Not only so, but Scripture itself must be per¬

mitted to show whether this Wisdom Is the Son, This Peter

did in his confession, "You are the Christ, the Son of the

living God" (Matt. l6:l6). The meaning of the words, "He

founded me," can also be ascertained by a comparison with

I Cor, 3s10, 11, "Other foundation can no man lay than that

which is laid, which is Jesus Christ; but let every man take

heed how he builds thereupon," Thus the words, "He founded

me," are not for the Son's own sake but for the sake of

those built on him. Therefore Prov, 8:23 must be interpreted

to refer to the fact that the Son became Incarnate, and so

founded that men may be built on him. The words of the pas¬

sage itself state, "He founded me," and not that he was made
2

a foundation,

!See, e.g., suora, pp. 14? ff., for Athanasius* inter¬
pretation of Prov, 3s22 by means of comparing or contrasting
the passage with other Scriptural references,

2C. Ar. 11,73, 74.
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This method of comparing passages of Scripture for

the purpose of demonstrating the meaning of the passage un¬

der consideration Is also seen In Athanaslus* Interpretation

of three phrases In Prov. B:23-25, "Before the world," "Be¬

fore he made the earth," and, "Before the mountains were set¬

tled." Athanaslus avers that It Is evident that Paul inter¬

prets these passages In II Tim. 1:1, 10, "According to his

own purpose and grace, which was given us In Christ Jesus be¬

fore the world began but Is now made manifest . . ."; and In

Soh. 1:3, "In Christ Jesus, according as he has chosen us

In him before the foundation of the world . . .." In the

Son God has prepared beforehand the ministry of salvation.

This interpretation is corroborated in Matt. 25:3^, "Cone,

blessed of my Father, inherit the kingdom prepared for you

from the foundation of the world." Salvation was prepared

for man before the world. In his incarnation the Word is

laid as a foundation for man; and in that the Son was made

flesh, God's will and purpose took effect.^
A rather unusual comparison of Scriptures Is found in

the Interpretation of Mk. 13*32. The Arians alleged that

this text proved that by his own admission the Son was Igno¬

rant. Athanaslus refutes their allegation not only by refer¬

ence to Matt. 11:27 (Luke 10:22) but also by use of II Cor.

12:2, "I knew a man in Christ above fourteen years ago,

1Ibld., 11.75, 76.
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whether out of the body I do not know; but God knows." In

Athanaslus* estimation Paul did know, and he says that the

Arlans also recognized this. Therefore It must be concluded

that if Paul knew, how much more the Lord knew though he

said that he did not know the hour or day of the end. That

this is the right Interpretation is confirmed In II Kings

2:12, 15-lB which states that Ellsha was silent regarding

Elijah. This silence, Athanaslus maintains, is not to be

construed as ignorance on the part of Ellsha.1
In their interpretation of Heb. 1:4, "Being made so

much better than the angels, as he has by Inheritance ob¬

tained a more excellent name than they," the Arlans applied

"made" to the Son as an Indication that he Is created. In

his refutation of the Arians' Interpretation and in setting

forth his own Interpretation, Athanasius gives a different

meaning than did the Arlans to "made" by a comparison of

this passage with other passages in Scripture. This is done

on the basis that there is a distinction between "made"

(yCvoiaat) (which occurs in Heb. 1:4) and "born" (revvdo)). He

shows that this distinction is made in Scripture, for it is

said in John 1:3, "All things were made by him, and without

h1m was not one thing made," and in Ps. 104:24, "In Wisdom

you have made them all." In contrast to these passages it

is said of the children of Job, Abraham, and Moses (Job 1:2;

1Ibld.. III.46, 47.
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Gen. 21:5; Dt. 21:15) that they were born when they came

Into existence. Therefore the Son Is not a creature but the

true offspring of the Father."''
Later, with reference to Prov. 8:22, Athanaslus refers

to the difference between "make" and "beget." On the basis

of Gen. 1:1, "In the beginning God created the heaven and

the earth," and Ps. 119:73, "Your Hands ... have made me

and fashioned me," which speak of creatures as being made,

and Ps. 2:7, "I begot," and Ps. 110:3» "He begets me," which

speak of the Son as begotten, Athanaslus points out the dis¬

tinction between these two words. In contrast to Gen. 1:1

is the statement In John 1:1 which refers to the Son: "In

2
the beginning was the Word."

Athanasius also avers that "better" (xpeCvwov ) in Web.

1:4, "Being made so much better than angels," Is used to dif¬

ferentiate betx?een the Son's nature and originated things.

This Is proved by Scripture, for It Is stated In Ps. 84:10,

"One day In your courts Is better than a thousand." The

word "better" Is used to contrast, and not to compare, that
a

which Is different in nature.

In a subsequent passage, however, Athanaslus Inter¬

prets "become" (vCvotiai ) In Heb. 7*22, "He is become surety,"

to refer to the incarnation of the Son. This, he says, Is

1Ibld.. 1.53-56. 2Ibld.. II.5?; also De Dec. 13, 20.

3C. Ar. 1.54, 55.
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parallel to the use of this same word In John 1:14, "The

Word was made flesh." Heb. 1:4 must be lnteroreted to have

reference to the superiority of the Son's ministry to that

of angels. This Indicates that grace Is better than law.

This Idea is supported by Horn. 3:3» "What the law could not

do In that it was weak through the flesh, God sending his

own Son In the likeness of sinful flesh, and for sin con¬

demned sin In the flesh"; In Horn. 8:9, "But we are not in

the flesh but In the Spirit"; and In John 3:17, "For the Son

of God came Into the world, not to Judge the world, but to

redeem all men, and that the world might be saved through

him." The Word has taken on himself this Judgment in his

suffering for all men, and thus he has brought salvation to

them. John therefore affirmed, "The Law was given by Moses,

but grace and truth came by Jesus Christ" (John 1:17). Thus

grace Is better than law."*"
Athanaslus also points out that the word "become" In

Heb. 1:4 cannot denote a coming Into existence, for the same

word Is used of the Father: Ps. 31s2, "Become my strong rock

and house of defense that you may save me"; and Ps, 9:9, "The

Lord became a defense for the oppressed." These references

can also be applied to the Son and then would refer to the

Son's Incarnation. If "become" Indicates to come into exlst-
2

ence, then It must also be concluded that God originated.

1Ibid.. 1.60. 2Ibid.. 1.62.
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Another Illustration of the comparison of Scriptures

to interpret a disputed passage is seen in Athanasius' exe¬

gesis of Heb. 3*2, "Who was faithful to him who made him."

Here the dispute 13 also centered in the use of the word

"made" (yCvomxi). Athanasius bases his interpretation on the

Biblical usage of various terms which express the relation¬

ship of the Word with the Father. The Word, Athanasius main¬

tains, attracts terms to himself such as "Offspring" and "Son"

but changes their significance. The evidence for this use

of terms is seen in I Pet. 3*6 where Sarah calls Abraham

"lord"; in Phllem. 16 where Philemon and Oneslmus are termed

brothers though they are master and servant; and in II Kings

20*18 Hezekiah uses the word "made" (noiiw ) for the word "be¬

get?' (revvdo)) of his son. So Eve also spoke of Cain, "I have

gotten a man," Instead of saying "brought forth" (Gen. 4:1).

This same use of terms is also to be observed in Gen. 48:5* 6

where Jacob speaks of Joseph's sons as "becoming" (rtvopat )

his sons. Job (Job 1:2) and Moses (Dt. 21:15) also used

this same expression. The terms are to be interpreted by

the use which is made of them. The use of terms in relation

to the Son indicates that they are to be considered as paral¬

lel terms and so expressing true and genuine Sonshin, A

work, Athanasius asseverates, could never be Son and Word,

and therefore the Scriptures never speak of the Son as a
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work which has been made or has come Into existence.*

The Exegesis of Various Scripture Passages

Matt. 11:2'? (Luke 10:22)
2

One of Athanasius' writings Is entirely an exposition

of Matt. 11:27 (Luke 10:22), "All things were delivered to

nje by my Father, and no one knows who the Son is except the

Father; and who the Father is, except the Son, and he to

whomsoever the Son wills to reveal him." The Arlans evi¬

dently interpreted this passage to mean that there was once

a time when the Son wa3 not, for "all things were delivered"

to him by the Father. By "all," Athanasius points out, the

Arians Included the Lordship of creation and also his divine

Sonshlp, Athanaslus* answer to this Interpretation is that

If the Son did not have "all things," he Is not of the Fa¬

ther, for If he were of the Father, he would always have had

them. Thus he would not have needed to receive them. The

passage, however, does not refer to the Lordship over crea¬

tion but Is meant to reveal In part the Intention of the In¬

carnation. If, when the Son was speaking, they "were deli¬

vered" to him, then creation was void of the Word before he

received them. As the Creator of all things (John 1:3) it

would be superfluous to speak of all things being delivered

to him if this delivery was at the beginning of creation. If

•^Ibld.. 11.3-5. ^In Tllud. Omnia, etc.
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he is the Creator, there is no need for the deliverance of

all things to hi™, for it is through the Word that all

things were made.^"
The time of the delivery of all things to the Son,

Athanasins explains, was the incarnation of the Son which

was for the purpose of redeeming man. Matt. 11:28, "Come

unto me, all yon who labor and are heavy laden, and I will

give you rest," gives the sense in which "all things were

delivered," for all men were given to the Son that he might

renew them. In his incarnation the Son became that which he

was not, that is, a man, and in this sense "all things were

delivered to him." "All things" refer to the mediatorial
2

work of the Son and not to his essential nature.

The passage that Athanasins uses to show that the Son

is distinct from the Father, but that at the same time the

attributes of the Father are also the Son's, is John 16:15*

"All things whatsoever the Father has are mine." The Son,

therefore, is always with the Father, and the Father and Son

are inseparably united. The Son is united by nature to the

Father. If it could be said that the Father once was not,

then this could also be said of the Son. If this assertion

cannot be made of the Father, neither can it be made of the

Son, for what belongs to the Father belongs to the Son. The

Father is not a creature; therefore the Son is not a

1Ibid., 1 2Ibld.. 2, 3.
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creature. The attributes of the Father, including eternity,

must also be ascribed to the Son. Therefore he who honors

the Son, honors the Father xtfho sent him; and he who receives

the Son, receives the Father with him, because he who has

seen the Son has seen the Father.1
In his interpretation of Matt. 11:27 Athanasius meets

the Arlan argument from this text by completely denying the

minor premise: "all things" refers to Christ's redemptive

work and not to his essential nature. In a later writing

Athanasius does not maintain this lnterpretation of Matt.
2

11:27. In Contra Vrlanos Athanasius states that with John

305» "The Father loves the Son, and has given all things

into his hand," and John 5* 30, "I can do nothing of myself,

but as I hear, I judge," Matt. 11:27 is not to be inter¬

preted as showing that once the Son did not have these pre¬

rogatives, but that the Son has these divine attributes from

the Father, for he has eternally uhat the Father has (John

16:15). The intention of Athanasius' Interpretation in this

later reference is to safeguard the Son's separate personal¬

ity against the Sabellian error. The phrases, "Was given

unto me," "I received," and, "Were delivered to me" (Matt.

28:IB; John 10:lP; Matt. 11:27), show that the Son is not

the Father, but that he is the Word of the Father and his

eternal Son. The Son, because of his likeness to the Father,

1 ?
Ibid.. See Robertson, op. clt.. IV., 87, n. 2.
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must always have had the Father's attributes. The Godhead

of the Son Is not Impaired by the words of T*att. Ill27, but

the reference shows him to be the true Son. The Son is

other than all things, for these things are delivered to him.

In that he Is heir of all, he alone Is the Son and proper to

the Father's essence. If he Is Included In all things, then

he Is not "heir of all thlncs" (Ileb. 1:2).*
Robertson observes that In this interpretation Athana-

slus* denial Is transferred from the minor premise of Matt.

11:27 to the major premise. In In, Illud. Omnia, etc. Athana-

slus argues that "all things" refers to the Son's redemptive

mission and not to his nature, but In Contra Arlanos he in¬

terprets the passage to maintain the distinction of the Son
2

from the Father without denying their essential nature.

John 10;80: 1?:11. 20-28

Of crucial importance In the Arlan controversy was

the correct Interpretation of various passages that speak of

the unity of the Father and the Son. The most Important of

1C. At. 111.35, 36.
2
"See Robertson, op. cit., IV, 86. 'att, 11:27 (Luke

10:22) Is frequently referred to by other writers before Ath-
anasius. Justin Martyr, Dial. 100, refers to it as showing
that by revealing the Father the Son is known to be the First-
begotten of God who Is before all creatures, Origen, De Prin.
1.3.^, refers to Matt. 11:27 as declaring that the Son re¬
veals the Father. So the Holy Spirit also reveals the Son
(I Cor. 2:10).
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these passages Is John 10:30, "I and the Father are one."1
John 17:11, 20-23 also express this unity: "Holy Father,

keep them through your own na-ne, whom you have given Tie,

that they nay be one even as we are. ... Neither do I pray

for these alone, biit for them also which shall believe on me

through your word; that they all may be one, as you, Father,

are in me, and I in yon, thot they also may be one in us,

that the world may believe that you have sent me. And the

glory which you gave me I have given them, that they may be

one; I in them, and you in me that they may be made oerfect

in one, and that the world may know that you sent me." The

Arlans contended that the oneness of the Father and the Son

consists in their oneness of wills, their oneness in Judg¬

ment and thought, and that their words and teaching are in

accord. The \rians preserved the distinction between Father
2

and Son but denied their essential unity,

Athanasius* answer to the Arians* interpretation Is

that, if their interpretation is true, the same can also be

said of angels, powers, and other beings, and even of the

sun and moon, and all of these would also then be the Word

and Image of God. But only the Son, Athanasius observes, is

called only-begotten Son, Word, and Wisdom. All who have

^See Pollard, NTS. Toe, clt.. who discusses the his¬
tory and the importance of the interpretation of John 10:30.

2C. Ar. 111.7-25. 3ee Pollard, NTS, loc. clt.. p. 339.
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obeyed Christ would be one with the Father In the vlev* of

the Arlans. None of then, however, has said, "I and the Fa¬

ther are one," or, "I an In the Father and the Father In me"

(John 10:30; 14:10, 11), It is said of nen, "Who is like

unto you among the gods, 0 Lord?" and, "Who shall be likened

to the Lord among the sons of God?" (Ps. 86:8; Ps, 89s6),

The "likeness" (6|io(oxric) and "oneness" (of the Son

with the Father must refer to the very "essence" ( ofccrCa) of

the Son, or he Is not essentially different from creatures.*
Athanaslng contends that the relationship of the Son

with the Father Is to be understood as radiance In relation

to the sun. As he is the Son, so when he works the Father

works, When the Son cones to his followers, the Father

cones in the Son as the Son promised when he said, "I and the

Father will cone and make our abode with him" (John 14:23).

Also when It Is said that the Father gives grace and peace,

the Son also gives grace and peace, for Paul wrote, "Grace

to you and peace from God our Father and the Lord Jesus

Christ" (Ron. 1:7; I Cor. 1:3; etc.). The sane grace is

from Father and Son. If the Son were divided in nature from

the Father, It would be sufficient for the Father alone to

give, for that which Is created cannot be In partnership
2

with the Creator In his giving.

Athanaslus believes that the experience of Jacob with

1C. Ar. III.10. 2Ibld.. III.11, 12.
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the Angel (Gen. 28; eto.) also demonstrates that God gives

through the Son. ^ In that the Angel is identified as the

Word, the association of Father and Son in their activity is
2

considered proved.

The Arians also alleged that John 17:11, 20-23 indi¬

cate that the unity of the Father and Son are the same as

the believer's oneness with the Father. Therefore, they

said, it cannot be asserted on the basis of John 10:30, "I

and the Father are one," and John 1^:10, 11, "I am in the Fa¬

ther, and the Father in me," that the Son is prooer to and

like the Father's essence. Athanasius answers that the

Scriptures use illustrations for the purpose of Instruction.

Thus when the Scriptures exhort men to be unlike the horse

and mule (Ps. 32:9) or like serpents and doves (Matt. 10:16),

they intend to teach men to put away an animal's irrational¬

ities or to assume the wisdom of serpents and meekness of

doves. So the pattern for man is taken from God himself,

"Be merciful, as your Father who is In heaven is merciful"

(Luke 6:36).^
Man does not become such as the Father is, for this

is impossible for creatures, but that which man does, he

does for the Father's sake and not man's. There is one Son

by nature, but men may become sons also. Man's sonship is

■*"3ee supra, pp. 222 ff. 2C. Ar. III. 12.

3Ibid., II. 1*7—19.
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not like the Son's in nature, for man's sonshlp accrues to

hl n by grace. By "nature" ( q>6<ri<; ) and by "essence" ( oficrfa )

the Son is the Word and true God, as John said, "We know

that the Son of God is oorae, and he has given us an under¬

standing that we might know the true God, and we are in him

that is true, even in his Son, Jesus Christ: this is the

true God and eternal life" (I John 5:20), That men are made

sons by grace and adoption is shown in John 1:12, "As many

as received him, to them he gave the power to become the

children of God, even to those who believe on his name."

Men become sons "by imitation" (xaxd pCppcriv). Athanasius

states that the passages in John 17 are not to be interpreted

to indicate that men are to become like the Son in his unity

with the Father, but that, taking him as their example, they

might become united with one another in harmony and in

spirit,1
The orthodox interpretation of the passages in John

17 may also be supported in noting the exaot words that are

used. The passage states th«t they may be one "in us" (John

17:21) and not one "in you" as if it were possible to become

as the Son is in the Father, By saying "in us" the Son ex¬

presses the distance and difference between his Sonship and

man's. The Son alone is in the Father as his Word and Wis¬

dom, but men are in the Son and through him are in the

1Ibid., 11.19.
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Father. A comparison with Paul's words in I Cor. 4:6,

"These things I have in a figure transferred to myself and

Apollos, that you may learn in us not to be puffed up above

what is written," confirms this interpretation of "in us."

Athanaslus concludes that this phrase cannot denote that man

is in the Father as the Son is in him but imolies example and

image by the unity of the Father and the Son."'"
This difference between the unity of man and God and

that between the Father and the Son is seen in I John 4:13,

"Hereby we know that we dwell in him and he in us, because

he has given us of his Spirit." By the grace of the Spirit

given to them, men come to be in the Spirit and he in them.

As this Spirit is the Spirit of God, men are considered to

be in God and God in them. This is not as the Son Is in the

Father, for the Son does not partake of the Spirit nor re¬

ceive him, but he supplies the Spirit to all. Men are

united to the Godhead by participation, but the Son is by
2

nature of the essence of the Father.

In his interoretation of John 10:30 and 17:11, 20-23

Athanaslus argues from the oneness of activity and operation

that the Son must belong to the Godhead as proper to the Fa¬

ther's essence. This external unity of action can only pro¬

ceed from an Internal and genuine unity of essence. Though

Athanasius* emphasis falls on the unity of the Father and

1Ibid., III.21. 2Ibid., 11.24.
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the Son, he does not lose sight of the distinction between

them. The unity of the Father and Son is essentially differ¬

ent from the unity of believers. The latter unity is only

patterned after the oneness of Father and Son,'

Amos 4: 13

The Tropic! referred to two passages in support of

their view that the Holy Spirit is a creatures Amos 4:13
p

and I Tim, 5*21. Amos 4:13 states, "I am he who estab¬

lishes thunder and creates spirit and declares unto men his

Christ, who makes dawn and mist, who ascends unto the high

places of the earth. The Lord God omniootent is his name,"

"Spirit" was Identified by the Tropic! as the Holy Spirit

and therefore, on the basis of this passage, must be a cre-

3
ated being.

Turner observes that the orthodox were in a dilemma

in their interpretation of the passage, for they were reluc¬

tant to lose a proof text for the Son in the Old Testament.

They were well aware that the word. xveP(ia could wean "wind"

as well as "soirlt." The whole context, "thunder . . , dawn

and mist," Turner points out, cries aloud for interpreting

^See Pollard, NTS, loc. clt.. pp. 342, 348. Appeals
for the modern Ecumenical Movement are frequently based on
these passages from John IE but often with an interpretation
that is at variance with that of Athanasius.

2
On I Tim. 5;21 see infra, pp. 206 ff.

^Ad Serap. 1.3? I.10.
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wvetyia as a reference to wlnd.^" Athanasius accents this pas¬

sage as a reference to "spirit," and goes to great lengths

to show that the reference In the passage Is to the "spirit"

of man and not to the Holy Spirit,

In his Interpretation of Amos 4:13 Athanasius first

points out that there Is no qualifying word or article with

"spirit" In the passage, and therefore it cannot refer to

the Holy Spirit, It Is always with a qualifying word such as

"holy" or "of God," or the definite article is used with it.

In his supuort of the latter contention Athanasius refers to

such passages as Gal, 3*2, "This only would I learn from you:

Did you receive the Spirit by the works of the law or by

hearing of faith?" and I The3s, 5*19, "Quench not the Spir¬

it." There Is no exception to this rule, he says, and cites

a long list of additional proof texts found In both Old and

New Testaments. The passage in Amos does not have the defi¬

nite article, nor Is It qualified In any way—therefore it
2

cannot refer to the Holy Spirit,

Athanasius does not consistently maintain this rule,

for he finds a reference to the Holy Spirit in John 4:23, 24,

", , , true worshipers shall worship the Father in Spirit

and Truths for the Father seeks such to worship him. God

Is a Spirit: and they who worship him must worship him in

1 2
Turner, op. clt.. p, 2*?5# Ad Serao. 1.3-7#
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Spirit and In Truth,"1
The references to the Holy Solrlt are contrasted with

passages of Scripture which refer to nan's spirit such as Ps.

77:6, "I communed with my heart and was troubled In my spir¬

it"; and Horn, 8:l6, 17, "The Spirit himself bears witness

with our spirit that we are the children of God; and if chil¬

dren, then heirs," The word "spirit" Is also used to Indi¬

cate the meaning of words: II Cor, 3*6, "Who also made us

sufficient ministers of a new covenant, not of letter but of

spirit; for the letter kills, but the Spirit gives life."2
Origen notes that some of his predecessors had ob¬

served that wherever In the Mew Testament "spirit" Is men¬

tioned, and there Is no qualifying adjective, man's soirlt

Is Indicated, A reference to the Holy Spirit Is qualified,

Origen extends this Idea to the Old Testament as well as the

New. ^
The Tropici also argued that there is a reference to

Christ In Amos 4:13» and therefore to be consistent the men¬

tion of "spirit" In the passage must be construed to refer to

the Holy Spirit. Athanasius concedes that It is absurd to

name together things which are not alike In nature as there

would be no likeness between creature and Creator. Thus the

words, "declares unto men his Christ," refer to the Incarna¬

tion of the Son. This Is equivalent to saying, "Behold a

1Ibld., 1.33. 2Ibld.. 1.7, 8. 3pe Prln. I.3.2*.
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virgin shall conceive and bear a Son" (Is. 7:14; Matt. 1:23).

If, then, the Incarnate presence of the Word Is Indicated,

the srlrlt to which reference Is made Is the spirit of man

which Is renewed or recreated. The renewal of man's spirit

was, Indeed, promised, "I will also give you a new heart,

and I will give you a new spirit, and I will take away the

stony heart of your flesh, and I will give you a heart of

flesh, and I will put my Spirit In you" (Ezek. 36:26). This

was fulfilled In the coming of the Son who renewed all things

by grace. In the passage In Ezeklel there Is a distinction

between man's spirit which is renewed and the Holy Spirit

which Is God's Spirit by which man's spirit Is made new.

The same distinction may be observed In Ps. 104:29, 30, "You

shall take away their spirit, and they shall die and return

to their dust. You shall put forth your Spirit, and they

shall be created, and you shall renew the face of the earth."1
Athanaslus finds further confirmation of this inter¬

pretation of Amos 4:13 In Ps, 51*10, "Create in me a clean

heart, 0 God, and renew a right spirit within me." It Is af¬

firmed in this passage that God creates this spirit. So

Zechariah also spoke of God as forming man's spirit, "Stretch¬

ing forth the heavens and laying the foundations of the earth,

and forming the spirit of man within him" (Zech. 12:1). God

himself came, for "the Word was made flesh" (John 1:14), so

^-De Serau. 1.9.
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that "he might create In himself of the two one new man, who

after God had been oreated In righteousness and holiness of

trith" (Eoh. 2:15; 4:24). That men were to receive the mind

renewed In Christ Is made clear in Ezek. 13:31, 32, "Make

yourselves a new heart and a new spirit. For why will you

die, 0 house of Israel? For I have no pleasure In the death

of him who dies, says the Lord God." It must be concluded

that Amos 4:13 refers to the coming of Christ for the pur-

nose of creating and renewing man's spirit. The passage does

not refer to the Holy Spirit but to man's spirit.1
The conclusion of Athanasius' exegesis of Amos 4:13

appears very curious, and his association of Ideas Is diffl-
2

cult to follow. The thunder, he says, Is "the faithful

xvord and unshakeable law of the Spirit" ( o 7ci<rcoc X6yoc, xal

iodXeuxoc tot nve(5jiai:o<; b v6po^. The Lord wanted James and John

to be ministers of this word when he called them "Boanerges,"

which means "Sons of Thunder." Therefore John said, "In the

beginning was the Word, and the Word was with God, and the

Word was God" (John 1:1). Formerly the law was "a shadow of

good things to come" (Heb. 10:1), but when Christ was de¬

clared to men and came saying, "I who speak to you am he"

(John 4:26), then It Is said, "His voice shook the earth, as

he promised of old, Yet once more will I make to tremble not

only the earth, but also the heaven. And this word, Yet

1Ibld. ^Shapland, op. clt.. p. 84, n. 10.
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once more, signifies the removing of the things that are

shaken, that the things which are not shaken nay remain.

Wherefore, receiving a kingdom which cannot be shaken, we

have graoe whereby we offer service well pleasing to God"

(Heb. 12:26-28). In Athanaslus* opinion David declared that

this kingdom is established, for he said, "He has also estab¬

lished the world that it shall not be shaken11 (Ps. 93«1).*
In Athanasius* treatment of some of the problems in¬

volved in the interpretation of Amos 4:13, Smythe concludes

that they are by no means treated inadeauately. Smythe be¬

lieves that Athanasius* careful and detailed handling of the

problems involved in the passage's interpretation is a con¬

tribution of permanent value for a solution of the difficul¬

ties presented by Amos 4:13. Smythe concludes that:

Despite an exegesis at times unnecessarily elabo¬
rate through lack of knovrledge of the Hebrew original,
the treatment of this controverted text by St. Atha¬
naslus ... is pre-eminently sane. There is no
forced interpretation of single words, and, whilst
particular points are examined with some care, the
doctrinal issue Is never made to depend on mere llt-
eralness. Lastly, and most Important perhaps, the
positive exposition of the prophetic oracle pays
careful attention to context . . . .*

I Tim. 3:21.

The Troplcl also employed I Tim. 5s21 as proof that

1Ibld.. I.10.

2II, H. Smythe, "The Interpretation of Amos 4*3 in St.
Athanasius and Didymus," JT3 (N.3., I-II, 1950-51)* up.
l6l, 168.
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the Holy Spirit Is a creature: "I charge you In the sight

of God and Christ Jesus and the elect angels that you ob¬

serve these things without prejudice, doing nothing by par¬

tiality." The Troploi alleged that this passage associates

angels with God and the Son but that there is no mention of

the Holy Spirit, or, If the Spirit is Included, he must be

included with the angels. In his answer to this interpreta¬

tion Athanasius points out that the Scriptures, in fact,

never refer to the Holy Spirit as an angel. The Spirit, how¬

ever, is ministered to with the Son, and this Is Indicated

In Luke 1:35* "The Holy Spirit shall come upon you, and the

Power of the Highest shall overshadow you.""3"
The Tropici believed that Zecharlah (1:9; 4:5; etc.)

referred to the Spirit as an angel: "These things said the

angel who spoke within me." This contention is countered by

Athanasius with a reference to Zech. 4:5» 6, "And the angel

who spoke within me answered and said, Do you not know what

these things are? and I said, No, my Lord, Then he an¬

swered and spoke unto me, saying. This is the word of the

Lord unto Zerubbabel, Not by great might, nor by power, but

by my Spirit, says the Lord almighty." This makes it clear

to Athanasius that the angel who spoke to Zechariah was not

the Holy Spirit but an angel, but the Holy Spirit is the

1 Ad Serap. 1.10, 11. See infra. pp. 30?* 301, for
Athanaslus* Interpretation of Luke 1:35,
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Spirit of the Almighty to whom an angel ministers, and who

Is Inseparable from the Godhead.*
It Is asserted by Athanasius on the basis of various

Scripture passages that the Holy Spirit and angels are to be

distinguished. The Holy Spirit, not an angel, descended like

a dove on the Son (Matt. 3*16). The Lord said to the disci¬

ples, "The Son of Man shall send forth his angels" (Matt.

13:4-9); but in giving the Spirit he said, "Receive the Holy

Spirit" (John 20:22), and In sending them out, "Go and make

disciples of all nations, baptizing them in the name of the

Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit" ('-fatt. 28:19).

The Son did not promise to send an angel but to send "the

Spirit of truth who proceeds from the Father" (John 15*26).^
Moses also, In Athanasius* opinion, recognized that angels

are creatures but that the Holy Spirit is united with the

Son and the Father (e.g., Ex. 33*1, 2, 1% 17, 18; Is. 63*11*

12, 14).3
Athanaslus' answer to the Tropici's argument from si¬

lence, In thut I Tim. 5*21 mentions the Father and the Son

but not the Spirit, is that In other passages of Scripture

the Son and Spirit are mentioned, but there is no mention of

the Father. This is seen in such passages as Is. 48s16,

1
Ad Serap. 1.11. 2Ibld.
3Ibid., 1.12. See supra, pp. 267, 268, for his use

of these passages.
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"Cone near to me, and hear these things. Prom the beginning

I have not spoken in secret; x^here it was, there was I. And

now the Lord has sent me, and his SpiritM; and in Hag.

2:4, 5, "Yet now be strong, 0 Zerubbabel, says the Lord; and

be strong, 0 Joshna, son of Josedech, the high priest. And

be strong all you oeopl.e of the land, says the Lord, and

work; for I am with you, says the Lord of hosts, and my

Spirit abode among you." Athanasins points out that whether

"Lord" refers to the Father or the Son in these passages,

the other Person is passed over in silence. On the basis of

the Troplci's argument this would mean th"t the one omitted

does not exist, or, if he does exist, he is a creature.*
Athanaslus* conclusion in his exegesis of I Tim. 5:21

is that when the Father is mentioned the Word is also in¬

cluded as well as the Solrit who is in the Son. There is

one grace from the Father which is fulfilled through the Son

in the Holy Spirit. There is one divine nature and one God
2

"who is over all and through all and in all" (Eph. 4:6).

Some u.nnsnal interoretat ions

Athanaslus sometimes discovers the clue for the inter¬

pretation of a rnssage of Scrinture in a single word which

he rebates to another rnssage which includes the same word.^

1
Ad Serap. 1.13. 2Ibld.. 1.14.

3
This has previously been seen in his interpretation

of such passages as Prov. 6:22. >ee s^pra. pp. 14? ff.
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This method was facilitated in that his Old Testament was

the Septuaglnt, and thus for Athanaslus both Testaments were

In the Greek language. Athanaslns finds the explication of

the one passage under consideration In the use of the word

In the related passage. This may be seen in the connection

of several passages through the one word, "power." Paul is

said to confute the Greeks in Horn. 1:20, "The Invisible

things of him from the creation of the world are clearly

seen being understood by the things that are made, even his

eternal Power and Godhead." The Arlans apparently contended

that the Father himself Is "his eternal Power." This cannot

be, Athanasius avers, for the text Itself does not state

that God himself Is the "Power." The "Power" Is God's, how¬

ever, which may be deduced from a comparison with I Cor.

1x2^, "Christ the Power of God and the Wisdom of God," Hav¬

ing spoken of creation, Paul would naturally speak of the

Power of the Creator as seen in It. This Power is the Word

of God who made all things as Paul explicitly states.^
Athanasius makes the same identification In his expla¬

nation of Acts 1x7, "It is not for you to know the times or

the seasons which the Father has put in his own Power." "His

own Power" is Identified as the Son on the basis of I Cor.

Ix24.2
Athanasius finds a reference to both the Holy Spirit

C. Aj». 1.11. 2Ibid . . III.
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and the Son, and probably also the Father, In Luke 1:35»

"The Holy Spirit shall come upon you, and the Power of the

Highest shall overshadow you." In earlier interpretations

both "Holy Spirit" and "Power of the Highest" were applied to

the Word.1 Athanasius identifies "Power of the Highest" as

the Son on the basis of Paul's declaration in I Cor, 1:24.2
In writing to Seraplon Athanasius contrasts creatures

who are subject to change with the 3on who is unalterable.

The Son, like the Father, is true God. God is in the Son,

and the Son is in the Father. So it is written in Is. 45:

14, 15, "Egypt was overwhelmed and the commerce of the Ethi¬

opians; and the Sabeans, men of stature, shall come over to

you, and they shall follow behind you bound with fetters,

and they shall worship you, because God is in you. For you

are the God of Israel, and we knew you not." Athanasius

asks, "Who is this God in whom God is?" He answers that it

can only be the Son, for the Son himself said, "I am in the

Father and the Father in me" (John 14:10, 11).^ The phrase,

"God is in you," in this passage in Isaiah suggests to Atha¬

nasius the correct interpretation of the text. This simple

~As Justin Martyr in X Apol. 33 and Theophilus in Ad
Ant. 2.10.

2Ad Scrap. I.11, 31; II.6. In Adv. Prax. 27 Tertul-
llan interprets the "Power of the Highest" to be the Word of
God or the Spirit of God. He equates the Word and the Spirit
in his interpretation of Luke 1:35.

^Ad Serap. II.4.
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association provides Athanasius with a Chrlstologlcal text

from the Old Testament. On this interpretation Telfer makes

this comment: "3y this combination of texts, Athanasius

thinks to establish the oonsubstantlality of the Sonf"^
Athanaslus notes that the cherubim and seraphim in

their Trtsagion (In Is. 6:3 and Rev. 4:8) praise and glorify

God. Athanasius points out that It is not reported by the

writers of Scripture that the first "holy" Is raised aloud

while the second Is lower In volume and the third quite low

with the consequence that the first "holy" denotes Lordship,

the second subordination, and the third an even lox-rer degree.

The living creatures offered their praises three times, "Holy,

Holy, Holy." This proves, in Athanasius* opinion, that the

three "Hypostases" ( Sxdcrcacric) are perfect, Just as in say¬

ing, "Lord," the living creatures declare the one "Essence"

( o&<r£a ). 3o the Triad is praised and reverenced and Is one

2
and indivisible. In his reference to Athanasius* interpre¬

tation of Is. 6:3 Gilbert observes that: "Thus out of a

simple poetical acknowledgment of the holiness of Jehovah

there is spun the most abstruse of theological doctrine."^

^"Telfer, HTR, loo, olt., p. 96.
o

'"In Illnd. Omnia, eto. 6. Origen, in De Prln. 1.2.8,
interprets the two seraphim in Is. 6:3 to be the only-begot¬
ten Son of God and the Holy Spirit. >ee Kretsohmar, op.
olt.. pp. 62-71, for the history of the interpretation of
Is. 6:1-3 as a Trinitarian text.

^Gilbert, o£. oit.. p. 123.
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An unusual interpretation is also found in Athanaslus'

reference to Is. 6:8. God, not willing that man who was

made in his own image should perish, asked, "Whom shall I

send, and who will go?" All remained silent, Athanaslus

avows, except the Son who said, "Here am I, send me." In re¬

sponse to God's command to go, the Word became flesh in or¬

der to restore man from his fallen condition.1 This inter¬

pretation of Is. 6:8, Robertson points out, stands alone In

the writing of Athanaslus, and, if pressed, lends itself to

a conception of the Son's relation to the Pother which is at

least similar to Arlanism. It is contrary, Robertson be¬

lieves, to the more explicit and mature conception of Athana-
2

sins. This mature conception is evident in Contra Arlanos

where Athanasius asserts that in sneaking to the Word in cre¬

ation, God does not speak as to a servant but speaks as to
3

his own Word who Is proper to him.

In Daniel 9:24, 25 Athanaslus discovers a reference

to the incarnation, for Daniel marks both the actual date

and the coming in flesh of the Son: "Seventy weeks are cut

short upon your oeoole, and upon the holy city, for a full

end to be made of sin, and for sins to be sealed up, and to

blot out iniquities, and to bring everlasting righteousness,

and to seal vision and prophet, and to anoint a Holy of

1In Illud. Omnia, etc. 2.

2Robertson, on. clt.. IV", 8?, n. 2. ^£. Ar. 11.31.
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holies; and you will know and understand from the going

forth of the word to restore and to build Jerusalem unto

Christ the prince." For Athanaslns the title, "Holy of Ho¬

lies," signifies that Christ Is not simply a man but that he

is pre-exlstent and God."''

STTMMAHY

In his use of the Scriptures for formulating and de¬

fending the doctrine of the Trinity Athanaslns employed es¬

tablished methods of exegesis. The Son was Identified as

the Wisdom, Word, and Hand of God and also as the Angel of

the Lord. Athanasius also ascribed the title "Lord" to the

Son in Old Testament passages—not only those so used by New

Testament writers but other passages as well, apparently al¬

most without discrimination. All of these methods are dis¬

cernible In the New Testament writings with the exception of

the Identification of the Son as the Hand of God (and the in¬

terpretation of Gen. 1:26) and as the Angel of the Lord.

The early Christian writers subsequent to the New Testament

era also employed all of these methods of interpretation.

Athanasius sought to establish the deity of the Son

and the Holy Spirit, as well as the unity of the Trinity, by

demonstrating that the activities and attributes ascribed to

^De Inc. 39. Clement of Alexandria (In Strom. 1.21,
126) also Interprets "Holy of Holies" in Dan. 9:24,25 to be
a reference to the Son.
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the Father in the Scriptures are also attributed to the Son

and the Spirit. For Athanasius the deity of the Son and the

Spirit is indicated in that the same declarations are made

of all three Persons of the Trinity in Scripture, and the

Son and the Spirit are worshiped with the Father. The bap¬

tismal formula of Matt. 28:19, the benediction of II Cor.

13s 14, and the bestowal of gifts referred to in I Cor. 12:4-6

were all adduced to prove the orthodox doctrine of the Trinity.

The Soriotures were also used by Athanasius to demon¬

strate that Christ is God's Son, the Son and the Spirit are

eternal, and that the Trinity is at the same time a unity.

Passages referring to the Son are to be Interpreted by the

principle that there is a double account of the Son in Scrip¬

ture. Athanasius supported all of these declarations by di¬

rect references to Scripture passages and often with many

texts put forward, sometimes with little or no comment, to

substantiate a single doctrinal statement. He also exten¬

sively used related passages from any part of Scripture as

evidence for the doctrine that he was defending. These

texts were associated simply by verbal and idea resemblances.

This resulted in some unusual interpretations of individual

passages of Scripture. Proof texts used as evidence and com¬

parison of Scripture texts are readily evident in an examina¬

tion of Athanasius' interpretation of various passages of

Scripture.
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CHAPTER XI

BASES OF INTERPRETATION

The Relationship of Christ
to the Old Testament

A. T. Hanson'*' suggests that there are four levels on

which the Old Testament Is Interpreted by New Testament writ¬

ers, each level a decree further removed from history: (l)

the real presence of Christ in Old Testament history; (2)
p

prophecy; (3) typology; and (4) allegory. By "real pres¬

ence" Hanson means the method of lnteroretatIon by which Je¬

sus Is regarded as actually present In Old Testament events.

Athanasius employed all four of these methods In his

Interpretation of Scripture. The allegorical method Is pres¬

ent in his writings, but it is not freonently used and does

not assume any significant Importance in his use of Scrip¬

ture. In Contra Gentes Athanasius treats the account of

Eden and the Fall as f1gurative, but there is nothing like
3

this in his later writings. In De Incarnatlone he allego¬

rizes Dt. 28:66, "You shall see your life hanging before

1
Anthony Tyrrell Hanson, Jesus Christ In the Old Tes¬

tament (London: SPCK, 1065), p. 176. See infra. op. 310 ff.
for a discussion of the interpretation of the Old Testament
by the New Testament writers.

2
See infra, pp. 317 and 321, for definitions of typol¬

ogy and allegory.

3C. Gen. 2, 3.
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your eyes and shall not believe." This, with Jer. 11:19 and

Ps, 22:16, 18, Is 3ald to Indicate Christ's death on the

cross.1 The Alexandrian tradition of allegorical exegesis

had little Influence on Athanasius and was Inconsequential

for his doctrine of the Trinity; but, as Pollard states, Ath¬

anasius had not completely broken away from allegorical exe-
2

gesls, at least In his early writings. In the Arian contro¬

versy the conflict between literal exegesis on the one hand,

and allegorlzation on the other, did not nlay a significant

cart. Pollard believes that Athanasius inherited from Alex¬

ander and Peter of Alexandria an aversion to the allegorical

method at least in providing arguments for doctrinal formula-
3

tions. As Shapland observes, Athanasius did not question

the legitimacy of allegory, though he seldom used it.'*' Al¬

legorical interpretation did not lend itself for Athanasius'

use in his controversy with the Arians and the Tropici.

Athanasius only infrequently uses typological exege¬

sis. He apparently sneaks of Solomon's temple as a "type"

(ti-Koc ) of Christ who came in the flesh as in a temple. In

Contra Arlanos the robe that Aaron put on is said to

1De Inc. 35. 3ee also C. Ar. II.16.

2Pollard, BJRL, Too, clt.. p. 419.
3
Pollard, Interpretation of the Fourth Gospel, pp.

560, 561. ~
4 x

Shapland, op. clt.. p. 76, n. 2.
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prefigure the incarnation of the Son.* The happenings of old

are said to be a shadow of Christ's coding, Athanaslus re¬

fers to the "old things" as "types" of that which is new,

but when the reality came, the type then ceased to exist.2
He does not rely on this method in his formulation and de¬

fense of the Trinitarian doctrine.

Reference is also made by Athanaslus to Old Testament

orooheoy concerning Christ. In De Tncarnatlone he maintains

that the Jews can be refuted from the Scriptures, for the

Scriptures speak of Christ's birth (Is. 7:14), his incarna¬

tion (Num. 24:17, 5-7; I3. 8:3* 4), and his death, dishonor,

and the difference of his nature from man's (Is. 53:3-10).

They also state that he is Lord of all (Is. 19:1), and that

he is called from Sgypt (Hos, 11:1),3 Athanasius also

speaks of both Christ and the Holy Spirit as speaking
4

through Old Testament writers. However, though Athanasius

refers to Old Testament prophecies of Christ, and also to

Christ and the Spirit as sneaking through Old Testament

* In Philo the High Priest symbolizes the Logos (De
Pug. 20.107), and his vestments and its parts are said to
have a varied beauty which is derived from "cowers belonging
some to the realm of pure intellect, some to that of sense-
perceotion" (De Njg. Abrah. 18.102; De bs. 2.24.117-126;
and De Spec. Leg. 1.16,85-87).

2
Ad Adeluh. 7; C. Ar. II.7, 8; and Ep. Heort. 45.

3De Inc. 33, 34.
4
E.g., C. Ar. 11.52, 57, 60. See also supra, pp.

232 ff.
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writers more extensively than he uses allegorical and typo¬

logical methods of exegesis, the prophetic method of exege¬

sis is not significantly used in Athanasius* expression of

the Trinitarian doctrine.

In Athanasius' interpretation, however, the pre-exist-

ent Christ was actually in Old Testament history and was, in

fact, present at the creation. This has been shown in his

conception of Christ as Wisdom, as the Hand of God, as the

Word, as the Lord, and as the Angel of the Lord."'- This con¬

ception of the pre-existent Christ, and also of the Holy

Spirit, as active in the events of the Old Testament is the

key to Athanasius* interpretation of such passages as Gen.

1:26; Is. 6:3; 6:8; ^8:16; 63:11, 12, 14; and Prov.
2

8:22. For Athanasius the Persons of the Trinity are active

from the beginning, and the Old Testament, as well as the

New Testament, has reference to each of them and to the ac¬

tivity of each.

It has been noted that there are four suggested levels
•a

on which the Old Testament is interpreted in the New. John

Marsh suggests that the central reality or concent within

the Biblical revelation which provides the major hermeneuti-

oal key for the interpretation of the Old Testament is Jesus

1Suura. pp. 158 ff.

3Supra, p. 307.

2Snnra. pp. 147 ff.
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Christ himself.1 The Scriptures themselves Indicate that

Christ is the means to an understanding of the Old Testament:

John 5s39 (R3V), "You search the scriptures, because you

think that In them you have eternal life; and It Is they

that bear witness to me"; Luke 24:27, 44-46 (HSV), "And be¬

ginning with Moses and all the prophets, he interpreted to

them In all the Scriptures the things concerning himself.

. . . Then he said to them, 'These are my words which I

spoke to you, while I was still with you, that everything

written about me In the law of Moses and the prophets and

the psalms must be fulfilled.' Then he opened their minds

to understand the scriptures, and said to them, 'Thus It Is

written, that the Christ should suffer and on the third day

rise from the dead'"; and I Cor. 15:3» ^ (33V), "For I de¬

livered unto you ... he was raised on the third day In ac¬

cordance with the scriptures." Also In the speeches In Acts

there are indications of this conception of the relationship

of Christ to the Old Testament, such as Acts 2:29-31 (HSV),

"David • • • foresaw and spoke of the resurrection of the

Christ." In I Pet. 1:10, 11 (HSV), the prophets are said to

prophecy by the "Spirit of Christ within them when predict¬

ing the sufferings of Christ and the subsequent glory."

The writers of the New Testament regarded the Old

^John Marsh, "History and Interpretation," Biblical
Authoritv for Today. ed. by Alan Richardson and W. Schweitzer
(London: 3C" Press Ltd. 1951), P. 181.
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Testament as their book.'" For Paul and the other New Testa¬

ment writers everything in the Old Testament points to

Christ, and therefore "exegetical Ingenuity has to find him

in every Old Testament page." The writers of the New Testa¬

ment are concerned to establish that Jesus Christ is the

real meaning of the Old Testament. The interpretation that

the understanding of the Old Testament means Jesus Christ

rests on a theological unity of the Old Testament with the
3

new revelation in Christ. Jesus believed himself to be the

fulfillment and embodiment of all the messianic hopes of his

people. The New Testament bears witness that the early

Church accepted this claim. This is especially evident in

their appeal to the Old Testament as evidence that Jesus is

the Christ. Hlggins suggests that more important than indi¬

vidual passages is the correspondence of ideas in the Old

Testament and the New. He suggests th">t "in Christian retro¬

spect it may even be permissible to speak of Old Testament

•Christology.*" The beginning of Christology may be found

1Ibid.., o. 184. See supra. op. 68 ff.
James N. S. Alexander, "The Interpretation of Scrip¬

ture in the Ante-Nlcene Period: A Brief Conspectus," Inter¬
pretation (July, 1058), p. 272.

^H. Cunliffe-Jones, The Authority of the Biblical Rev¬
elation (London: James Clarke & Co., Ltd., 19*45)» PP. 47,
48, 51.

4
A. J, B. Higglns, "The Old Testament and Some As¬

pects of New Testament Christology," Promise and Fulfilment.
P. 128.
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ultimately in Jesus' own thought about himself and about his

mission. In answering the question of whose was the original

mind who "set in motion the rudiments of an original, coher¬

ent, and flexible method of biblical exegesis," which is evi¬

dent in the New Testament, Dodd suggests that it is safe in

saying that it was the early Church, but that the New Testa¬

ment affirms that it was Jesus himself, "To account for the

beginning of this most original and fruitful process of re¬

thinking the Old Testament we found need to postulate a cre¬

ative mind. The Gosoels offer us one. Are we compelled to

reject the offer?"1- Briggs believes also that in his own

method of Interpretation, Jesus enunciated the distinctive

principles of Scriptural interpretation which enabled his

followers to understand the Old Testament and delivered them

2
from the allegorical and legal methods of his times.

Each of the interpretative methods mentioned above is

Christologlcal in that each is an approach to the Old Testa¬

ment that is intended to make it a Christian book which in

some manner pointed to Christ, Wolff makes the point that:

We need to be reminded that no New Testament
writer felt he was in a position to witness to
Jesus Christ without constantly opening and quot¬
ing the Old Testament, Both the proclamation of

^Dodd, According to the Scriptures. pp. 108-110,
2
~Charles Augustus Briggs, General Introduction to the

Study of Holy Scripture (Edinburgh: T, ft T. Clark, 1899),
p. mu.



314

Jesus and the preaching of the early Christians
are unthinkable without the Old Testament.!

How, then, does the Hew Testament relate Christ to

the Old Testament? The most obvious Indication that Christ

was considered by New Testament writers to be ore-existent

and active In Old Testament history Is I Cor. 10:4 (RSV),

"For they drank from the suoernatural Hock which followed

them, and the Hock was Christ." As H. P. C. Hanson observes,

Paul believed that the Messiah was In some form present with

the people of Israel In the wilderness. Thus In their ulti¬

mate significance, Israel was the Messiah's oeoole In the

period of wandering In the wilderness. It seems likely that

Paul here means that "the Hock really was Christ: the word

was (pv) Is expressed in the Greek." It Is thus not an ex¬

ample of allegory, Hanson avers, but an example of Paul's

tendency to read back the Messiah Into the Old Testament.'
In A. T, Hanson's estimation the "Hock" Is not to be Inter¬

preted typologically or aHegorlcally, for In Paul's view

1Hans Walter Wolff, "The Hermeneutlos of the Old Tes¬
tament," Fssnys on Old Testament Interpretation, ed. Claus
Westermann (London: SCM Press Ltd, 1963), p. 188, H. M.
Grant, The Letter and the Spirit (London: SPCK, 195?), P»
4?, states that a thoroughgoing relnterpretation of the Old
Testament along Christian llne3 Is not met until In the let¬
ters of Paul.

2
Hanson, A1 legory and invent. p. 79. Oscar Cullmann,

In * -jce-cpa," TWNT. VI. 96. believes that Paul did not Intend
to identify absolutely the Hock In the wilderness with
Christ as If he assumed the appearance of the Hock. The
Messiah, Cullmann believes, remains a spiritual reality.
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the Rook was Christ himself. Christ would not be a type of

himself.1 Stauffer affirms that Paul discusses Christ*s ac¬

tivity in salvation-history only in I Cor. 10:4 ff., but then

with unmistakeable olarity he indicates that Christ himself

was active in the history of the old Covenant.2 It seems

best then to Interpret I Cor. 10:4 neither as a type nor an

allegory. Paul meant that Christ himself accompanied Israel

in the wilderness.

A. T. Hanson also suggests that in Rom. 10 Paul is

not saying that the references to the Old Testament in this

chapter have been fulfilled centuries later but is saying

that Christ himself actually made these statements In the

old Covenant. Other passages that may possibly be inter¬

preted as references to the ore-existent Christ and his ac¬

tivity in Old Testament events, In Hanson's opinion, are pas¬

sages such as John 12:37-41, II Cor. 3:'*-18, and Heb. 3:1-6.3
In Hanson's estimation the key to an understanding of Paul's

use of the Old Testament Is that for Paul Christ himself was

present in the Old Testament. He concludes that:

Once grant Paul his one great assumption, that
Christ spoke and acted in OT times,

^Hanson, op. clt.. p. 8.

^Stauffer, op. clt.. p. 101. G. W. H. Lampe, "Typo¬
logical Exegesis," Theolop-y (56, 1153)» p. 201, refers to
I Cor. 10:4 as an example of genuine typology,

^Hanson, op. clt., pp. 6 ff.
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and his Interpretation becomes homogeneous and
comprehensible.^

There are various evidences in the New Testament of

the use of the fulfillment of prophecy as a method of inter¬

preting the Old Testament. This is evident in Matthew, for

its author frequently relates to the Old Testament the

events which he narrates. These events are presented as be¬

ing fulfillments of Old Testament prophecies. Thus in the

account of the birth of Jesus it is affirmed that all these

events took place to fulfill "what the Lord had spoken by

the prophet" (Matt. 1:22, RSV), and then Is. 7:14 is quoted.

The author of Matthew also refers to Old Testament passages

with the words, "It is written," such as in Matt. 2:5. He

then proceeds to quote Mic. 5s2 (Matt. 2:6) as a prediction

of the birthplace of Christ.

Also in Luke 4:16-21 there Is an account of Jesus'

visit to the synagogue and his reading of Is. 61:1, 2 with

the words, "Today this scripture has been fulfilled in your

hearing" (RSV). In Luke 24:25-27, 44-47 Jesus is said to

have interpreted the Old Testament Scriptures as written of

his own sufferings and resurrection. Fulfillment of proph¬

ecy is also evident in Acts 2:14-21 where the events of Pen¬

tecost are said to be the fulfillment of the words in Joel

2:28-32. In this same chapter in Acts the resurrection of

^A. T. Hanson, op. clt., p. 47.
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Christ is said to have been foreseen by David in Ps. 16:8-11

(Acts 2:2^-31). Paul speaks of the gospel as being promised

beforehand through the prophets in the Scriptures (Horn. 1:2).

In Heb. 8:7-13 the new covenant is said to have been re¬

ferred to be Jeremiah (Jer. 31 *31-3*0 •

B. P. C. Hanson refers to fulfillment of prophecy as

a method of Interpreting the Hebrew Scriptures current in

the early Church by which proof texts were found in the Old

Testament to demonstrate that the prophecies of the Old Tes¬

tament had been fulfilled in Christ.*
A third method of interpreting the Old Testament by

the writers of the New Testament is tyoology. Woollcombe^
observes that allegorlsm, typology, and the fulfillment of

prophecy are to be differentiated, but that to a certain ex¬

tent typological writing and the fulfillment of prophecy

overlap. Woolloombe defines typology as follows:

Typology, considered as a method of exegesis,
may be defined as the establishment of historical
connexions between certain events, persons or
things in the Old Testament and similar events,
persons or things in the New Testament.3

Typology is based on a historical foundation. It is the

*Hanson, Allegory and 'ivent. p. 73.

^K. J. Woollcombe, Assays on Typology, in Studies in
Biblical Theology. No. 22 (London: SCI Press Ltd, 195^)*
p. 42.

^Ibld.. p. 39. See also H. P. C. Hanson, AX1egory
and livent. p. 7.
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search for "linkages," Wool1combe avers, between events, per¬

sons, or things within the framework of revelation.1 Thus
o

typology Is a method of interpreting the events of history.

It Is oriented toward the future with the types as anticipa¬

tions or prefIguratlons of later events or persons. Typol¬

ogy Is a historical method rather than a philological one

and presupposes and Implies the reality of history. It

links together the past, present, and future "In a unity of

divine ourpose, and the purpose was Christ. Therefore typol¬

ogy has emphatically a Christologlcal meaning . . This

method of interpretation presupposes that there are paral¬

lels and correspondences between the two Testaments and that

Christ is prefigured In the Old Testament.^
Markus affirms that this typology of anticipation and

^Woollcombe, op. clt. . p. 40.
2
E. C. Blackman, Biblical Interpretation (London: In¬

dependent Press Ltd., 195?)» P. 102.

^Georges Florovsky, "Revelation and Interpretation,"
Bib!leal Author!ty for Today. p. 1?6.

^Jean Danlelon, Orlgen. trans. Walter Mitchell (Lon¬
don: Sheed and Ward, 1955)* bP. 160, l6l. See also T. E.
Pollard, "The Origins of Christian Exegesis," JRH (1, 196l),
p. 1U4; Walther Elchrodt, "Is Typological Exegesis an Appro¬
priate Method?" Essays on Old Testament Interpretation, p.
227; and E. von Dobsch'itz. "Interpretation." ^RE. VII, 3H»
Danlelon, in From Shadows to Real Ity: Studies in the B1 bl 1 -
cal Typology of the Fathers, trans. Wulstan Hibberd ("London:
Burns A Oates, I960), pp. 11-22, believes that there are two
types of typology In the New Testament: eschatalogical ty¬
pology and Adamlc.



Its fulfillment are firmly planted in the Scriptures.* In

S. P. C. Hanson*s estimation it is evident from almost every

page of the New Testament that its writers used typology in

their interpretation of the Old Testament. This method was

not invented by Christ or the early Christians, for there

was a mass of typological material already existing before

the use of typology by the New Testament writers. The lit¬

erature of the Qumran community and also the remains of

early Jewish liturgy, Hanson notes, show that typology, and

also allegory, were well established in the first century

B.C. The existence and use of this method in the early

Church, and subsequently in the Mew Testament, was part of

her literary inheritance from Judaism. Both the methods of

typology and allegory inherited from Judaism were of the Pal¬

estinian and not a Philonic type. In the early Church a

body of types taken from the Old Testament and more or less

limited was used for the proclamation of the Gospel and for

teaching. The peculiar character of the Church's typology
2

would be in the conception that it was fulfilled typology.

It was a typology that had an emphatically Chrlstological

■^H. A. Markus, "Presuppositions of the Typological Ap¬
proach to Scripture," COR (15% 195?),

Hanson, Allegory end Event, pp. 65-6?; and Hanson,
3JT. loc. cit.. pp. 29, 30. See also P. C. Grant, Ancient
Judaism and the New Testament (Edinburgh: Oliver and Boyd,
19^0), pp. 15% 159; and P. P. Bruce, Biblical Exegesis in
the Qumran Texts (London: The Tyndale Press, I960;, pp.
75-8%
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meaning.^"
In Matt. 12:31, ^0 the prophet Jonah's three days and

three nights in the belly of the whale prefigure the death

and burial of Christ. The raising of the serpent in the wil¬

derness by Moses is interpreted to be a tyre of the orucifix-

of Christ (John 3:1*0. In Rom. 5tlk Paul refers to Adam as

a "type" ( tutcoc ) of the one who was to come. Paul also uses

touch and to*ix55<; in I Cor. 10:6 and 11 where he sneaks of

events in the wilderness as "warnings" not to desire evil as

the Israelites did. In this latter context the word is

therefore not used in the sense in which it is employed in
2

genuinely typological contexts.

Schoeps believes that Paul's typological patterns are

central to his whole picture of history, and therefore show

that Paul read the Old Testament with "prophetic eyes" in or¬

der to extract from it its hidden typological content and

its "suggestions of saving history." Thus, Schoeps affirms,

the great figures and moments in the Old Testament become for
a

Paul "types" which foreshadow the events of the last age.

In the Epistle to the Hebrews, in R, P. C. Hanson's

^Florovsky, Biblical Authority for Today, loc. clt..
p. 176.

2Woollcombe, op. clt.. p. 62, says that Paul invar¬
iably uses tStcoc in the sense of "pattern" or "model" which
is the usual meaning in the New Testament,

a
H. J. Schoeps, Paul: The Theology of the Apostle in

the Light of Jewish Religious History. trans. Harold Knight
(London: Lutterworth Press, 1961), p. 233.
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judgment, there Is virtually no allegory of any sort, and no

Alexandrian allegory at all. The author of Hebrews, however,

gives much attention to typological interpretation.^- Mel-

chlzedek is presented as a type of Christ (Heb. 6:20-7:17),
and also the Old Testament high nrlest typifies Christ (Heb.

*f:l4 ff.). The law is a shadow of the good things to come

(Heb. 10:1).

Allegory is almost absent from the New Testament, and

the allegorical interpretation xrhich does appear in it is
2

peripheral. The allegorical method of interpretation to

some extent resembles the typological.. Often typology is

confused with allegory and passes over into lt.^ H. P. C.

Hanson defines allegory thus:

Allegory is the int rpretatlon of an object or per¬
son or a number of objects or persons as in reality
meaning some object or oerson of a later time, with
no attempt made to trace a relationship of "similar

Hanson, Allegory and Event, pp. 83f 86. Eichrodt,
Essays on Old Testament Interpretation, loc. cit., p. 229,
states that the Epistle to the Hebrews is the first case of
something approaching a constant typological method in the
Scriptures. B, M. Grant, in Interpretation of the Bible, pp.
35* 36, points out that the Epistle to the Hebrews repre¬
sents the most thorough analysis of the Old Testament in ty¬
pological terms in the New Testament. Hebrews, he says,
played an important role in the history of exegesis.

2
A. T. Hanson, op. cit.. p. 5; also Gerhard von Bad,

"Typological Interpretation of the Old Testament," Essays on
01d Testament Interpretation, p. 177: and B. M. Grant, IB,
loc. cit., p. 107.

^See B. M. Grant, IJB, loc. cit.. I, 111; and Lampe,
Theology, loc. cit.. p. 205.
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situation" between them.^"
Whereas genuine typology rests on a historical foundation,

2
"allegory Is founded upon a disregard of history." Lampe

afflrns tjiat In allegorical Interpretation the whole range

of Scripture becomes one great field of symbolism In which

the Interpreter Is free to wander as he wishes. He Is not

restricted by the considerations of historical accuracy nor

by the apparent Intent of the Biblical writers. In that ty-

oology rests on the perception of actual historical fulfill¬

ment, allegory therefore differs radically from lt.^ In con¬

trast to typology, allegory Is the "search for a secondary
h

and hidden meaning of a narrative." Thus Philo makes Adam

and Eve symbolic of mind and sense perception respectively.^
According to the laws of allegory, In Phllo's interpretation,

Abraham's migrations are made by a "virtue-loving soul in

its search for the true God" and indicates the soul's Jour¬

ney from "godless astronomy" first to "self-knowledge" (heav¬

en), then to the "knowledge of God."^ Thus allegorical

"'"Hanson, Hiegory and Event, p. ?. See also Fried-
rich Bflchsel, " iWrrfopCa t" TWNT, I, 260-264.

2
Lamoe, Thee"!ogy. loc. clt.. p. 205.

^Lampe, Essays on Typology, p. 31.

^Wool 1 combe, op. clt.. p. 40. Danlelou, From Shadoigs
to Heal 1ty. p. 6l, contends that allegory Is not a sense of
Scripture at all,

5De Cherub. 17.57 ff. 6Pe Abrah. 15.68 ff.
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Interpretation is symbolic, without regard to the historical

value of the persons and the narrative. In typology, how¬

ever, the persons and narrative have a recognized validity

in their own right. Thus the author of Hebrews interprets

the high priesthood of the Old Testament as a type of

Christ's priesthood (Ileb. 4:14 ff,). The high priesthood of

the Old Testament is a shadow of things to come, but it does

not lose its historical validity. Blackman understands ty¬

pological and allegorical Interpretation to be different in

kind and not alternative methods of Interpreting Scripture.

Allegory is a literary method applied to the text of Scrip¬

ture, but typology Is a method of interpreting the events of

history.

There is no evidence, R. P. C. Hanson points out,

that Jesus interpreted the Old Testament Scriptures allegor-

lcally with the possible exception of the statement in Mk.

12:10 (R3V) which comes at the conclusion of the parable of

the Wicked Husbandman: "The very stone which the builders

rejected has become the head of the corner." The existence

of allegorical Interpretation of some of the parables shows
2

that allegory was in the minds of the earliest Christians.

^"Blackman, Blbl leal Interore tat ion, p. 102. See also
H. P. C. Hanson, Allegory and Event. p. "?2: Elchrodt, Essays
on 01d Testament Interpretation, loc. clt.. p. 227; Turner,
op. cit., p. 270; and Pollard, JRH. loc. clt.. 1, 142, 143,
164.

2
Hanson, All egory and Event, pp. ?6, 77. C. H. Dodd,
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There are a number of passages in Paul's writings

which appear to be allegory though there are different opin¬

ions in reference to such passages whether the interpreta¬

tion is typological or allegorical. Grant calls Paul the

earliest allegorist who is known in the Christian Church.^
In Gal. 4:24 Paul uses the word iWrrfopoutieva in his interpre¬

tation of the story of Hagar and Sarah. It cannot be as¬

sumed that this interpretation is strictly allegorical, how¬

ever, for the incidents to which Paul refers do not lose

their historical basis. a. Y. Grant evidently considers
2

this passage as not strictly an example of allegorization.

Florovsky regards Paul's interpretation to be typological

though it occurs under the name of allegory."^ a. P. C. Han¬

son considers it to be allegory but not of the Alexandrian
4

variety.

in The Parab1es of the Klngdom (London: Nisbet ft Co. Ltd.,
1936), pp. 19, 1^7 also affirms that it must be confessed
that the Gospels themselves give "encouragement to this al¬
legorical method of interpretation."

1a. Y. Grant, "The Bible in the Ancient Church," JB
(XXVI, 1946), p. 194.

2
Grant, Interoretation of the Bible,, pp. 19, 20.

a

Florovsky, Biblleal Authority For Today, loc. clt..
p. 175; also Alexander, Interpretation, loc. clt.. p. 273.

^Hanson, Allegory and Event, pp. 80-83. Gal. 4:21-31
is considered allegory by Gilbert, op. clt.. p. 82; Bonsir-
ven, op. cit., p. 309; H. P. Smith, Essays in Biblical Inter¬
pretation (London: George Allen ft nnwin, Ltd., 1921), p. 45;
and Schoeps, op. clt.. p. 234. See Woollcombe, op. cit.. pp.
52, 53» for a comparison of the story of Hagar and Sarah in
Paul with that in Philo,
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There seems to be a clear case of allegory In I Cor.

9:B-10 where Paul uses the statement In Dt. 25:4 (RSV), "You

shall not muzzle an ox when It treads out the grain," not as

a proof that God is concerned for oxen, but that a Christian

worker is to share in the material benefits of those who are

taught. Grant also considers Rom. 10:5-10 to be allegoriza-

tlon.* In Blackman's opinion there are only two allegorical

passages: Gal. 4:21-31 and I Cor. 10:1-4.2
R. P. C. Hanson believes that when Paul employed al¬

legory, he used it in a Palestinian rather than an Alexan-
a

drian tradition. Paul's allegorism is not comparable to

the allegory of Philo, Woollcombe states, for allegory in
4

Paul is firmly anchored in history. In his method and re¬

sults Paul, Grant observes, combined Rabbinic and Hellenis¬

tic Jewish exegesis to find his Gospel in the Old Testament.^
The tendenoy of writers of the New Testament Epistles, and

especially Paul and the author of Revelation, to see in

^R. M. Grant, The Letter and the Spirit. p. 51.
2
Blackman, Biblical Interpretation, p. 88. Bonslrven,

on. clt.. pp. 309, 310, considers as allegory only Gal.
3T21-31; I Cor. 9:8-10; and II Cor. 3:13-4:6. B'Ichsel, TWNT.
loc. clt.. I, 263» 264, regards I Cor. 5:6-8; 9:8-10;
10:1-11; and Gal. 4:21-31 as allegorical interpretations,

a

Hanson, Allegory and Event, p. 83. 3o also Wooll¬
combe, op. clt.. p. 53. with reference to Gal, 4:21-31.

^Woollcombe, op. clt.. pp. 55, 56.

^R. M. Grant, The Letter and the Spirit, p. 54.
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almost every Old Testament passage a reference to Christ

would encourage the growth of allegory. Hanson points out

that the habit of envisaging Christ as being present and ac¬

tive in Old Testament events would inevitably eventuate in

the appearance of allegory though allegory seldom became ex¬

plicit in the text of the Nexv Testament itself.1

Methods of Interpretation in the
Post-New Testament Period

The methods of interpreting the Scriptures that have

been discussed were all continued in the post-New Testament

period. Dobschutz declares that the early writers adopted a

method of interpretation which is reminiscent of the exegesis

of Palestinian Rabbinlsm and early Christianity which, he
2

thinks, took mainly the form of prophecy. Apart from the

apistie of Barnabas there was little allegory or typology.

With the exception of this author's single writing there are

Hanson, Allegory and Event. p. See Cunliffe-
Jones, op. cit.. p. *4-*K who suggests that I Cor. 9:9, 10
"opens the door to all the allegorizing teaching of later
centuries . . .." On the history of allegorical interpreta¬
tion see Louis Glnzberg, "Allegorical Interpretation," The
Jewlsh Encyclopedia (New York: Funk and Wagnalls Company,
1901), I, *4-03-4l 1? a. P. 0. Hanson, Allegory and Event. pp.
11-64; R. M. Grant, The Letter and the Spirit, pp. l-*4-0;
Wolfson, Phllo. pp. 112-163; L. Mowry, "Allegory," IDB. A-D,
82-8*4-; Joh. Geffcken, "Allegory, Allegorical Interpretation,"
SHE, 327-331; and J. Tate, "Plato and Allegorical Interpreta¬
tion" and "On the History of Allegorism," C£ (XXIII-XXIV,
1929-30; and XXVII-XXVIII, 1933-3*4-), pp. 142-154 and 105-114,
respectively.

^Dobschtltz, "Bible in the Church," SHE, II, 597.



32?

no signs that the writers of the sub-apostolic period were

Influenced at all by Alexandrian allegory and certainly not

of the Philonlc type.* Alexander points out that the writ¬

ers of thls period were much more fanciful than the New Tes¬

tament writers. They usually followed the New Testament ex-

egetlcal pattern, however, and remained, like Paul, Christo-

centric and close to the historical sense of the Old Testa-

2
ment. Franks suggests that the importance of Ignatius in

this period lies in the fact that he prefigured the soterl-

ology which would ultimately determine the patristic Trini-

tarianlsm. In Franks's opinion the beginnings not only of

the theology of Irenaeus but also that of Athanaslus are to
3

be found in the epistles of Ignatius.

In Justin Martyr there is a marked development of the

allegorical tradition, a. P. C. Hanson attributes this in¬

crease partly to the fact that the Dialogue with Trypho was

written to show that the Old Testament pointed to Christ.

Justin regarded the whole Old Testament as prophecy of the

*See H. P. C. Hanson, Allegory and Event. pp. 100-103»
for evaluations of the interpretative methods of the sub-ap-
ostollc period.

2
Alexander, Interpretation, loc. clt., p. 273.

Franks, Doctrine of the Trinity, pp. 66-63. In De
Syn. 47 Athanasius quotes a statement from Ignatius (Ad 5ph.
13,"2Q) which speaks of Christ as both human and divine, as
both God and man, and as being from both Mary and God.



328

coming of Jesus as the Messiah.1 Only rarely did he inter¬

pret the Old Testament to mean exactly and only what it said

but related the Old Testa-nent to Christianity in terms of

types, mysteries, and even allegory. He pointed to the

prophetic passage and then pointed to the historical event

which fulfilled it, or he cited a historical event and then
2

stated that it had been prophesied in a particular passage.

Justin speaks of Noah as being saved by wood and wa¬

ter which are types of the cross and baptise in their rela-
a

tionship to the Christian. He allegorizes the twelve bells

on the High Priest* s garment as a symbol of the twelve apos-
h,

ties. Hanson observes that Justin was "much more unre¬

strained" than New Testament writers about reading the pres¬

ence of the pre-incarnate Son back into the Old Testament.^
For Justin the one true key to the understanding of the Old

Testament was Christ.^ His interpretation of the Old Testa¬

ment, Grant suggests, was at once Chrlstocentrlc and

1Hanson, Aj1egory and Event, p. 103. See R. M. Grant,
The Letter and the Spirit, pp. 76, 77. Woollcombe, op. clt..
p. 70, asserts that the Dialogue is exclusively concerned
with historical typology.

2
Shotwell, op. clt.. pp. 21, 55.

^Dlal. 138; see also I, Apol. 32.1-13 and Dial. 3.1-4.
fypial. 42.1-3.

^Hanson, Allegory and Event. p. 104.

^Shotwell, op. clt.. p. 7.
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historical, for he did not deny the historical reality of

God's relationship to Israel but insisted that the old cove-

nant itself looked forward to being superseded, Shotitfell

avers that Justin "uses the Old Testament as one great mass

2
of proof texts , , Justin's use of proof texts can be

seen in I Apology where a long series of texts is cited to

demonstrate the prediction of Jesus' coming by the prophets.

In Shotwell's opinion Justin was a direct descendant

of Paul in matters of exegesis, for both were Chrlstocentric

both believed that it was God who gave true understanding of

the Scrintures, and both related the Old Testament to Chris¬

tianity in terms of types, mysteries, and even allegory.

The methods of Scriptural interpretation of both Justin and

Paul were thoroughly Rabbinic, There is no sign in Justin

of the influence of Alexandrian tradition of allegory, Han¬

son concludes, but the sources of his methods of interpreta¬

tion were Rabbinic allegorlsm, the example of the New Testa¬

ment writers, and a traditional typology.^

■*"3. "1. Grant, Interpretation of the Bible, p. *4-8.
2 o
Shotwell, op. clt.. p. 29. I, ApoI. 32,1-13.

h,
Shotwell, op. clt.. p. 55.

^R. P. C. Hanson, Allegory and Svent. p, 109. Hanson
ibid.. p. 105* points out that Justin not only employs typol
ogy, but there are also interpretations in Justin where "ty¬
pology seems to be trembling on the verge of allegory" (see
pp. 105-107 for examples). Hanson also turns from these ex¬
amples of "near-allegory" to several instances of "full-
blooded, well-developed allegory" (pp. 107, 108). See also



330

Theophilns of Antioch employed allegory which, R. P.

C. Hanson notes, has the flavor of Alexandrian allegory.^
Theophilns, for example, Interprets the acts of each day of

creation in the first chapter of Genesis as signifying srir-
2

itual things. He was not prepared to use allegory exclu¬

sively in his interpretation of the Old Testament which is
a

evident in that he does not allegorize the garden of Eden.

R. W. Grant points out that Theophilus could not find Christ
it

in the Old Testament as freely as Justin could.

In his Interpretation of the Old Testament Irenaens

employed allegory basically along the same lines as Justin.-*
For Irenaeus both Testaments are substantially historical

records of God's dealings with men.^ Though subordinating

the Old Testament to the New, Irenaeus maintains the organic

unity and continuity of the Scriptures and believes that the
7

key to understanding the Old Testament is the New. The

R. M. Grant, Interpretation of the Bible, pp. 47-50, on Jus¬
tin's use of typology. Bultmann, Theology. I, 113, declares
that Justin's method of dealing with the Old Testament became
the typical view of the Church.

"'"Hanson, Allegory and Event, o. 109. 2Ad Ant. 2.11-17.

'Ibid.. 2.19. ''Grant, The Letter and the Spirit. p. BO.

''See R. P. C. Hanson, Ai 1 egory and Event, pp. 111-113,
for a discussion of Irenaeus' methods of interpretation.

^See Markus, C9R. loc. clt.. p. 444; and R. P. C.
Hanson, All egory and Jvent, pp. Ill, 112.

n

Adv. Haer. 4.40.1. See F. R. Montgomery Hitchcock,
Irenaens of Lngdunum: _A Study of His Teaching (Cambridge:
Hnlversity Press, 1914)7 pp. 200-205.
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greater part of the Demonstration consists in adducing proof

texts to demonstrate that every part of the new dispensation

was predicted in the Old Testament.* Irenaeus uses allegory
2

in his interpretation of the Old Testament and also typol-
a

ogy, and he was the first writer to allegorize the New Tes¬

tament.^ For Irenaeus the pre-existent Christ was present

and active in the history of the Old Testament.^ Hanson ob¬

serves that in the DemonstratIon Irenaeus was "content in his

handling of the Old Testament to follow the line laid down

already by Justin."^ For Irenaeus there was one standard of

correct interpretation and that was the rule of faith.

*As Demon. 57 ff.

^In Demon. 57 "robe" and "blood of the grape" in Gen.
49:11 are allegorized to mean believers and the blood of Christ,

*In Adv. Haer. 4.24.12 the spies that Rehab received
are said to be types of the Father and the Son with the Holy
Spirit. Also in Adv. Haer. 4.40.1 the hidden treasure in
"latt. 13.44 is said to be Christ hidden in the Scriptures and
made known through types and parables.

4
Hanson, Allegory and Event. p. 112. See Adv. Haer.

3.18.2 for Irenaeus' allegory in his reference to the para¬
ble of the Good Samaritan. This interpretation of the para¬
ble was continued by Orlgen (Horn, on Luke 34) and fully elab¬
orated in Augustine (Quaes. Ev. 2.19). The "wine and oil" is
identified with chrism in the Gospel of Philip (ill).

^See Hitchcock, op. clt.. pp. 114, 115.

^R. P. C. Hanson, Allegory and Event, pp. 110, 111.

See R. m. Grant, Interpretation the Bible, pp. 54,
55. Grant, JR, loc. clt,., p. 198, also states that in Adver-
sus Haereses Irenaeus enunciated the lines which Scriptural
interpretation was generally to follow in orthodox Christian¬
ity until the end of the nineteenth century. Kelly, in Doc¬
trines. pp. 38, 39, believes that Irenaeus did not
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In his summary of the period from Clement of Home to

Irenaeus Gilbert declares that no tendencies are evident

which are not seen In the New Testament writers at least In

germ. The feature of the second century that departed most

from New Testament Interpretation Is the arbitrary spiritual¬

izing of the Old Testament In both the use of typology and

allegory."'" Grant concludes that at the end of the second

century:

The Church had firmly rejected the unhistorlcal
literary criticism, allegorlzation, and "proph-
etlzatlon" of Marcion, Valentlnus, and Nontanus.
The Bible was the Church*s book and the Church
had come to general agreement that the book was
the Inspired record of an historical revelation.
While there was still room for exegetical freedom,
this freedom was severely limited by the Insist¬
ence on history and, to?a considerable extent, on
literal Interpretation.

In Clement of Alexandria allegory is prominent not

only as Alexandrian allegory, but it Is openly Phllonlc.^
He allegorized the New Testament as well as the Old and

subordinate Scripture to tradition and that his real defense
of orthodoxy was founded on Scripture.

^"Gilbert, op. clt.. pp. 106, 107.

^R. 1, Grant, The Letter and the Spirit, p. 85. In
Interpretat1on of the Bible, p. 50, Grant refers to the Gnos-
tlcs as the "most militant allegorlzers in the second cen¬
tury,'' In that they took New Testament passages "with the
severest literalism," and then proceeded to claim that their
meaning could be understood only In the light of Gnostic
myths about the spiritual world, man's fallen state, and the
redemption of the "divine spark." H. P. C. Hanson, In Alle¬
gory and Event, pp. 13^-161, Includes the Gnostics with those
opposed to allegorlsm. See Infra, p. 337.

3r. P. C. Hanson, Allegory and Event, p. 117,
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handled miracles as if they were parables. It was as a phi¬

losopher, Gilbert suggests, that Clement read and interpreted

the Scriptures, As an interpreter of Scriptures he stood on

essentially the same ground as Phllo, though he showed bet¬

ter Judgment than Phllo and did not go to Phllo's excesses

in his interpretation.^ Grant concludes that in Clement's

interpretation of the Scriptures his practice is based on

2
that of Phllo. He has, indeed, borrowed it from Philo and

is the first Christian scholar to formulate a doctrine of al-

3
legory. Clement looked on the Scriptures as a book of enig¬

mas and held that allegory is the one key to the understand-
k

lng of Scripture. By his use of Philo*s principles of in¬

terpretation Clement could demonstrate that from Genesis to

Malachi the Scriptures refer to that which was to come.^ In

his method every word and syllable of Scripture has a mean¬

ing—bit usually not the obvious one, for Scripture is writ¬

ten symbolically.^ Clement's aim in allegorical interpreta¬

tion, as was Philo's, was apologetic in the face of pagan

^Gilbert, op. cit., p. 111. See also Blackman, Bibli¬
cal Interpretation, p. Ik.

2
R. M. Grant, Interpretation of the Bible, p. 6l.

3
R. P. C. Hanson, Allegory and Event. p. 117.

**Strom. 6.1. See Gilbert, op. cit., p. 110.

-'Kennedy, op. cit.. p. k7.
£

R. M, Grant, Interpretation of the Bible, p. 6l.
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philosophic polemics in Alexandria.^ Clement regarded alle-

gorism as a part of a secret tradition handed dotm from

Christ and a few chosen apostles through a succession of
2

teachers. Clement also used a Christocentrlc lnterpreta-

3
tlon of Old Testament Scripture.

Gilbert refers to Origen as a greater interpreter

than Clement. Origen illustrated the Alexandrian type of

exegesis most systematically and extensively and thus, Gil¬

bert avers, represents the culmination of a fatal method.^
With Origen the allegorlzation of the New Testament may be

seen in its full and methodical expression.^ Dobschfttz

points out that of the Christian theologians Origen was the

first to formulate a theory of interpretation by a hypothesis

of the manifold sense of Scripture: somatic (or verbal),

psychic (or moral), and pneumatic (or mystic).^ At times,

1
Alexander, Interpretation, loo, clt.. p. 278.

^Strom. 1.1.11, 12. See R. M. Grant, The Letter and
the Spirit, p. 86; Grant, JR, loc. clt.. pp. 198, 199; and
Charles Bigg, The Christian Platonlsts of Alexandria: Bamp-
ton Lectures of 1886 (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 191.3), pp.
85,

^Supra, p. 71; see R. M. Grant, InterpretatIon of the
Blble. p. 62,

^Gilbert, op. clt.. p. 113. Geffcken, ERE, loc.
clt.. p. 330, avows that Origen "gave the allegorical method
a kind of scientific basis."

^R. P. C. Hanson, Tradition, p. 209; W. den Boer,
"Hermeneutic Problems in Early Christian Literature," VC
(1-2, 1947-^8), pp. 151, 152.

^Dobsch'ltz, "Interpretation," ERE. VII, 391.
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however, It appears that for Origen there were only two

senses of Scripture—literal and spiritual, Origen tended

to associate the literal sense with Judaistic tendencies and

with unintelligent llterallsts and simpler folk. ITe adults

that the literal sense is useful in a humble and subordinate

capacity.'*' Hanson ooints out that occasionally Origen re¬

fused to desert the literal sense for allegory and sometimes

Insisted that the literal sense must be retained with the

allegorical. In other places Origen declared that the lit¬

eral sense is not true and that the passage must be under-

stood wholly in the spiritual sense.

It is in imitation of Philo, Hanson declares, that

Origen turned traditional Christian typology into non-histor-
a

leal allegory. Bate notes that it has been suggested that

the Inheritance of Origen was divided into two parts: one

part passed to Alexandria--his Platonism in thought and his

allegorical interpretation of the Bible; the other passed to

Antioch—his critical activity and his devotion to the ac-

4
tual text of Scripture.

Origen sets forth a systematic statement of his

"*"r. p. c. Hanson, Allegory and Event. pp. 236, 237;
and R. M. Grant, Interpretation of the Bible. p. 64.

~R. P. c. Hanson, Allegory and Event. pp. 237, 238.

Ibid.. p. 365. See also Bigg, o£. clt.. p. 185.
4
Bate, JT3. loc. clt.. p. 59. See also K. Grobel,

"Interpretation, History and Principles of," IDB, E-J, 719.
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hermeneutlcal principles In the fourth book of De Prlnolplis.^

Orlgen refers to the Old Testament prophecy as fulfilled in
2

Christ, He also uses proof texts. Orlgen also emphasized

the unity of Scripture which could better be called Its uni-
a

formlty. In applying this principle Orlgen habitually read

the pre-lncarnate Logos Into the Old Testament.^
In an evaluation of Orlgen*s interpretation of Jer.

13:125 which may be said to be typical of Origen*s exegetl-

cal style, Hanson points out that Orlgen weighed every

phrase and nearly every word of each verse separately and

minutely, explained Its meaning by frequent and often falla-

clous references to other parts of Sorlpture, and then re¬

plied to difficulties and objections suggested by the verse.

He related the text to Its context In the whole of Scripture
£

but not to the context In Jeremiah itself. In his interpre¬

tation of John 8:23 Origen ranged almost Indiscriminately

through Scripture to find texts that would Interpret the pas-

7
sage under consideration. Origen emphasized that Scripture

12e prln. 4.2.1-9.

2C. Cels. 1,51| 53; Perl Archon 4.1.1-5.
a

^R. P. C. Hanson, Allegory and ]ivent, p. 198.
4 5
See supra, pp. 70, 71. Horn, on Jer. 12,1, 2.
*

R. P. C. Hanson, Allegory and j^vent, p. 179.

7In Ioh. 19.20-22.
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must be Interpreted by Scripture.1 Grant concludes that

Ortgen*s exegesis was "fundamentally spiritual and unhlstor-

ioal."2
There existed In Origen*s day opinion of considerable

proportions both within the Church and outside of It that

was hostile to allegory. Included in those opposed to alle-

gorlsm were such groups as Gnostics, Marcionites, Jews, pa¬

gan philosophers, and the Llterallsts. The latter group as¬

serted that the Bible must be taken literally and not alle-

gorlcally. They were people who distrusted allegory and pre¬

ferred a literal interpretation of the text. They formed a

recognizable body of opinion, as R. P. C. Hanson notes, and

gave Origen a certain amount of trouble.^

1R. P. C. Hanson, A,11 every and Event. p. 180.
p
R. M. Grant, The Letter and the Spirit.. p. 96.

Hanson, Allegory and Event. pp. 134-161. See Grobel,
IDB. E-J, 720, who points out that there arose only one note¬
worthy protest against allegorical exegesis—that of the
school of Antloch. The Antlochenes emphasized the literal
meaning and historical exegesis of the text. Typology was
prominent In their Interpretation of the Old Testament as
well as prediction and fulfillment. Woollcombe, op. clt..
p. 60, states that It Is generally true to say that the Alex¬
andrians were more dependent on Phllo and the Antiochenes on

Paul. Almost all Antlochene Interpreters were post-Nlcene.
On the school of Antloch see R. M, Grant, Interpretation of
the Bible, pp. 72-79; Bate, JT3. loo. clt.. pp. 59-64: R. M.
Grant, The Letter and the Spirit, p. 105; Den Boer, VC, loc.
clt.. p. 150; Pollard, JRH. loc. clt.. 1, 143; and W. 0. E.
Oesterley, "The Exegesis of the Old Testament," Record and
Revelation, ed. H, Wheeler Robinson (Oxford: Clarendon
Press, 1938), pp. 415, 4l6.
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The thaolocy of Alexandria, Robertson notes, remained

Orlgenist with its character purest and most marked in Pte¬

rins, Theognostus, and in the non-episcopal heads of the Al¬

exandrian school.* Pollard observes that by the end of the

third century Origen's influence apmrently had waned in Al¬

exandria. The theology of the school of Alexandria was not

representative of the theology of the Alexandrian Christians

as a whole. As Origen's influence waned, the Biblical faith

of the Church asserted itself with greater strength until at

the end of the third century it found literary expression in
p

the writings of Peter the Bishop and Martyr. Pollard con¬

cludes that it is legitimate to assume that at last Origen's

opponents, the slmpllolores who opposed the Intellectualism

of the school, gained control and found in Peter one who

could give literary expression to the Church's faith as ex¬

pressed in the rule of faith and in the Scriptures.8 The

majority of literalist3 were ordinary believers, as Grant

points out, without a taste for theology, and with whom both

Clement and Origen had experienced trouble.^ In Alexander,

the theological sponsor of Athanaslus, the "combination of a

fundamentally Origenlst theology with ideas traceable to the

"'"Robertson, op. clt.. IV, ixvlii.
2
Pollard, Interpretation of the Fourth Gosuel. pp.

20 5, 206. " """"
A UJIbld.. p. 217. H. M. Grant, JR. loc. clt.. p. 191.
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Asiatic tradition Is conspicuous."^"
In his use of Scripture Athanasius, as did the simple

believers In the Alexandrian Church, followed an Interpreta¬

tion that was basically literal and historical. Such a use

of the Scriptures lent Itself more readily for Athanaslus*

purposes In refuting both the theology and exegesis of the

Arlans. In many of his writings a polemic purpose Is clearly

apparent In his use of Scripture, as Athanasins himself ex-

pllcltly avowed. Athanasius resorted to Scripture Itself

In his formulation of the Trinitarian doctrine and a literal

use of Scripture adapted Itself best for his use In the de¬

fense of Trlnltarlanlsm and the orthodox interpretation of

the Scriptures.

The Literal TTse of the Scr1 ptures

Pollard points out that all of the antagonists In the

Arlan controversy were "primarily Interested In the literal

Interpretation of Scripture, and it was on this ground that
a

the battles were fought." That the Arlans were extreme llt-

erallsts Is evident in Athanaslus* criticism of them. He

criticised them not because they interpreted the Scriptures

literally, but because they Isolated carefully selected

texts from their context and Interoreted them literally with

^Robertson, op. clt.. IV, lxvlll. 2Supra, p. 56.

^Pollard, BJRL. loc. clt.. p. ^15.
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a complete disregard for the context and for the general

teaching of Scripture.'" The exegetical method of the Troplci

was evidently the same as that of the Arlans, and Athanasius
2

complained vigorously of their exegesis.

Athanasius usually adhered to the literal sense of

Scripture.-' As Robertson notes, there is an observable tend¬

ency, especially in his later writings, toward a more lit¬

eral exegesis than was usual in the Alexandrian school.** In

most of his writings Athanaslus regarded and used the Scrio-

tures as strictly and literally true, though occasionally he

referred to passages as having a deeper meaning than their

literal and obvious one.'' The Influence of allegory in Atha-

naslus' writings is insignificant, and in the refutation of

Arianism his attention was concentrated on the literal mean¬

ing of Scripture.^ The exigencies of the historical situa¬

tion would tend to require a literal use of Scripture. This

method, rather than a spiritualizing method, would lend it¬

self for use in a doctrinal controversy such as that in

in which he was engaged.

^ Ad Eptsc. Aeg. 3, 4; G. Ar. 1.8, 52; II.1, 18. See
Pollard, BJftL. loc. clt.. p. £l6.

2
See Pollard, BJHL. loc. clt.. p. 417; and Shapland,

on. clt.. pp. 29-32.
a 4
-'See Part III. Robertson, op. clt.. IV, Ixxll.

^See infra, pp. 356 ff.

6See Pollard, BJftL. loc. clt.. pp. 4lR, 419.
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Athanasius® defense of Trinltarlanlsm also Involved

the use of passages of Scrloture as proof texts.''" Turner

points out that the \rian3 on their part assiduously col-
2

lected and used proof texts. Athanasius® view and use of

Scripture was oracular, for he understood Scrlotnre to be

lnsnlred throughout and infallible.^ Thus In his contro¬

versy with the Arians the Scriptures tended to become an ar¬

mory from which he could draw forth texts to use as weapons

in his warfare against heterodoxy. Athanasius writes that

he cites passages from Scripture as proof of his own posl-

4
tlon. Therefore Athanasius sometimes tised a plethora of

texts to prove his point. Shapland notes that parts of the

letters to Seraoion are little more than a series of Scrip¬

tural quotations.^ Athanasius* use of proof texts often ex¬

hibits a great deal of skill, and he could readily turn to a

variety of passages throughout Scripture as It suited his

purpose. In this sense Athanasius may be termed a Biblical

theologian, for he supported the tenets of his belief by a

continual recourse to Scripture. As Pollard observes, Atha¬

nasius looked to the Bible for proof of the falsity of Arlan

teaching though he was not a professional exegete.^

Vlee Part III, especially Chs, IX and X.

^Turner, op. clt., p. 194. 3see Ch. III.

3.g., Ad Serap. 1.33. ^shaoland, op. clt». t>. 14.

^Pollard, Interpretation of the Fourth Gospel. p. 564.
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Also as a concomitant of his oracular view of Scrip¬

ture and his belief that there was one divine purpose over¬

ruling the whole content of the Bible, ithanasius could com¬

bine the words of one part of Scripture with another in or¬

der to convey the truth he needed in his argument. Thus an

idea could be set forth as proved which could not be deduced

from one or from either passage by Itself, The consequence

of this method for Athanasius* exegesis is evident in many

places.^ By a single word, phrase, or Idea, he could bring

into combination a variety of passages—often with great in¬

genuity—and so refute an erroneous internretatIon on the

part of his adversaries or establish and prove his own point.

Thus, for example, Athanasius Interpreted "cower" in Bom.

1:20, Acts 1:7, and Luke 1:35 by the simple expedient of a

reference to I Cor. 1:24 which declares that Christ Is the

power of God. On this basis "power" in these three passages

is designated as Christ himself. In Athanasius* view any

passage of Scripture could be interpreted by another or by

other passages by their similarities of words or concepts.

The context of the oassages in question and the nossibility

of an alternative meaning of a word or phrase were often not

considered at all.

Athanasius* interpretation of a Biblical passage

'■See Telfer. JR. loc. clt.. p. 96. See also Part III.

2Supra. pt>. 300, 301.
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could also depend on a single word In the reference--elther

the word's pi-esence or absence. His conception of the Scrip¬

tures as divinely Inspired made It possible for him to inter¬

pret Scripture in this way and with an expressed assurance

In the validity and orthodoxy of his exegesis. This Is

dearly seen In his Interpretation of Amos *J-:13 as a refer¬

ence to man's spirit, for a reference to the Spirit of God,

he believed, always Includes the article or some qualifying

word."''
In their Interpretation of the Old Testament the New

Testament writers usually stood close to Judaism in Inter¬

preting the Old Testament literally, though there are some

2
traces of allegory. R. M. Grant suggests that literalism

was a natural method for those who came out of Judaism into

Christianity. It had been the method of Jesus himself and,

for the most part, of Paul.^ This method, Moore maintains,

was also generally the method of Rabbinic interpreters In
li

the age of the Tannaim. Fltzmyer observes that both the

Qumran and the New Testament use of the Old Testament is In

general to be characterized as a literal exegesis when this

is defined In opposition to the allegorical exegesis of

1Supra, pp. 292, 293.
2
R. M. Grant, 113, loc. ci t.. p. 107.

^Grant, JR. loc. clt.. p. 190.

^George Foot Moore, op. clt.. I, 2^3, 319.
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Phllo and the Alexandrian school of later times. Thus It Is

not always a strictly literal exegesis which respects the or¬

iginal meaning and the context of the words quoted from the

Old Testament. It Is, Fitzmyer avers, normally an exegesis

based on the words quoted, even though the relevance of the

words to their historical setting often meant little to the

Qurnran or to the New Testament writers.

An illustration of the literal use of the Old Testa¬

ment in the New is in the account of Jesus1 temptation. Je¬

sus Is said to counter Satan's temptations by quotations

from the Old Testament (Matt. 4:1-11 and Luke 4:1-12).2
R. M. Grant suggests that perhaps the most instruc¬

tive example of Chrlstocentrlc interpretation, combined with

verbal exegesis, is to be found in Rom. 10:5-10. Here, Grant

notes, Paul analyzes a passage of the Old Testament (Dt.

30:12-14) In which salvation by works is set forth to sup¬

port the concept of salvation by faith.^ In Rom. 3*10-18

Paul uses a series of Old Testament passages as proof texts

(Ps. 14:1, 2; 53:1* 2; etc.) to demonstrate that both Jews

and Greeks are under the power of sin. Paul's literalism is

evident in Gal. 3:1.6 and the stress on the singular "seed.'*

^"Joseph A, Pitzmyer, "The TTse of Explicit Old Testa¬
ment quotations in Qumran Literature and in the New Testa¬
ment," NTS (•?, lQ60-6l), pp. 330, 331.

2
See Briggs, op. clt.. p. 43?.

■^Grant, Interoretat 1 on of the Bible, pp. 26, 27.
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Bonsirven observes that the strangest thing is that these

uses of the Old Testament in the New Testament take the form

of a demonstration."*" The most striking features of Paul's

exegesis of the Old Testament, in Grant's estimation, are

its verbalism and its emphasis on single words at the ex¬

pense of the contexts, but once the Christocentric reference

to the Old Testament is admitted, Paul's exegesis can be sym-

2
pathetically understood.

It is pointed out by Vriezen that the New Testament

writers are not necessarily giving an exegesis when they

used certain Bible texts in their preaching. They did not

merely interpret the text; they employed it in a given situa-
3

tion. This statement admirably describes much of Athana-

slus* use of Scripture. He often interpreted the Scriptures

•'•Bonsirven, op. clt.. pp. 306-308. See also H. P. C,
Hanson, Allegory and Event. p. 73.

2
H. M. Grant, Interoretation of the Bible, p. 27. See

also Gilbert, op. clt.. p. 81. who says that the interpreta¬
tion of the Old Testament by the writers of the Mew is
marked by a tendency to depart from the primary meaning of
the text and find its chief significance in a hidden sense.
However, he avers tbat compared to Philo the Mew Testament
writers adhered remarkably to the literal sense of the text.
See also Ellis, op. clt.. especially pp. 10 ff. and 5^ ff.,
for a discussion of Paul's quotations from the Old Testament
and his exegesis of the Old Testament.

^Th. C. Vriezen, An Outllne of Old Testament Theology
(Oxford: Basil Blaokwell, 19^2), p. 1057 so also Fitzmyer,
NTS, loc. clt.. p. 333, who says of the Outran and Nexv Testa¬
ment writers that "generally their use of the Old Testament
was a free, sometimes figurative, extension or accommodation
of the words to support a position already taken."
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thoroughly, validly, and adequately, but there is frequently,

perhaps usually, discernible in his interpretation a use of

the passages and their interpretation to support a position

already taken on other groxinds. Athana3ius' avowed purpose

was to refute the doctrine of the Arians and their interpre¬

tation of Scripture and to defend the orthodox conception of

the doctrine of the Trinity and with it the orthodox inter¬

pretation of Scripture—especially the disputed passages.^

The Doctrine of the Trinity in Scripture

It has already been noted that in Athanaslus* thought

the activities of the Persons of the Trinity are discernible

in the Old Testament as well as in the New. For him the pre-

exlstent Son was active in Old Testament events, and the doc¬

trine of the Holy Spirit finds its basis in the Old Testament

as well as the New, for in the Old Testament the Spirit has

a role in creation, in the inspiration of the prophets, and
2

in the cruidance and salvation of Israel.

To what extent do the Scriptures contain a Trinitar¬

ian doctrine? The Spirit of God, Barrett points out, has a

secure place in the Old Testament simply because the Spirit

stood between God and man. 3 In Gen. 1:2 the Spirit is

•'"See supra, pp. 55* 56; and Part III. ^See Gh. IX.

3c. K. Barrett, The Holy Spirit and the Gospel Tradi¬
tion (London: Society for Promoting Christian Knowledge,
n.d.), p. 141.
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linked with creation, but this idea is not expressed again

until Ps. 33s6. The plural is used of God in such passages

as Gen. 1:26 and 3*22, and the concepts of Wisdom and Word

are associated with God in his creative activity (e.g., Ps.

33*6 and 104:2*0. Wainwright observes that in no passage of

the Old Testament is the Spirit explicitly identified as God.

In two Old Testament passages the Spirit is linked with the

Messiah (Is. 11:1, 2 and 6l:l). The idea of the Spirit,

Wainwright suggests, provided a climate in which plurality

within the Godhead was conceivable. It did not lead di¬

rectly to doctrines about the Person of Christ, for the con¬

cepts of Wisdom and Word were preferred in Christology, and

the Spirit was regarded as a Person distinct from Christ.^
In the New Testament are found the ideas which in

later Christian thought were developed and formulated into a

Trinitarian doctrine. Paul, A. T. Hanson believes, held at

least a Binitarian theology and a Trinitarian theology in
2

the making. Though Paul's language is not always explicitly

Trinitarian, and one could not expect to find in his writings

a technical statement of the doctrine of the Trinity, never¬

theless his theology is Trinitarian in tendency. When Paul

writes of the "grace of the Lord Jesus Christ and the love

of God and the fellowship of the Holy Spirit" (II Cor. 13*14,

^Wainwrlght, oj>. cit., pp. 30-33.
p
Hanson, op, cit.. p. 1?2.
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R3V), he has given "classical expression to precisely those

elements in the Christian experience of God which were in the

long ran to render a Trinitarian theology inevitable,"-^
It is in the Johannine literature especially that the

raw materials for the formulation of a Trinitarian doctrine

are evident, Barrett affirms that more than any other New

Testament writer John laid the foundation for a doctrine of

2
a coeoual Trinity, The Fourth Gospel emphasizes the deity

of Jesus Christ which is the central fact of the Christian

faith. This emphasis presented the Church with the problem

of fitting this fact Into the framework of belief in "one

God" which was the "basic presupposition of the Church's

faith,As Wainwright points out, John maintains that both

the Father and Son are God, that they are one, and that the

Father has priority over the Son, but John does not explain

the relationship between the Father and the Son.** It should

be pointed out also that, with his statements concerning the

Father and the Son, the writer of the Fourth Gospel also

speaks of the Holy Spirit as one not yet given (John 7:39),

as another Counselor (John 14:16) whom the Father will send

in the Son's name (John 1^:26), as one sent by the Son from

"'"Rawlinson, o£, clt.. pp. 159, l6o.
2
Barrett, Holy Spirit, p, 78,

3Pollard, NTS, loo, cit., p. JU8,

Wainwright, op. clt.. pp, 265, 266,
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the Father and proceeding: from the Father (John 15s 26), and

as the Spirit of truth whom the Son sends and who will guide

the disciples Into all truth and glorify the Son (John 16:7,

13, 1^).

The words attributed to Jesus In Matt. 28:19 (HSV),

"Go therefore ... baptizing them in the name of the Father

and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit," are also important,

for they are Indications of Trinitarlanism in Mew Testament

thought. In later doctrinal formulations and in controversy

these words, with other Scriptural references, would contri¬

bute to the formal expression of the Trinitarian doctrine

and would also be used In its defense.1
It is evident that the New Testament has all the ele¬

ments of the doctrine of the Trinity but has no explicit

statement of Trlnitarlanlsm, because, as Burrows suggests,

the problems that led to its formulation were not yet felt.

Burroxtfs affirms that the fact that the doctrine of the Trin¬

ity is nowhere clearly stated made possible and probably ln-
2

evitable the later Trinitarian controversies.

In Harris' estimation the Old Testament is histori¬

cally the real court of appeal for the Trinitarian doctrine.

^See Karl Barth, The Doctrine of the Word of God, in
Church Dogmatics, trans. G. T. Thomson (3dlnburgh: T. & T,
Clark, 1936), I, 1, 359 ff.

^Millar Burrows, An Outline of Biblical Theology
(Philadelphia: The Westminster Press ,"~1946), p. 80. *™
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Christ as "The Wisdom of God" at once explains most other

titles given to Jesus in the New Testament and also the dog¬

matic statements made concerning him in the creeds. In this

single assumption, Harris believes, is to be found the basis

of the doctrine of the Trinity, and from it there flows a

whole series of proof texts from the Old Testament. Many of

these texts are incorporated in the New Testament itself and

are the backbone of its theology. Harris also maintains

that the doctrine of the Trinity is proved only incidentally

from the New Testament, but the apnea! is usually to the Old

Testament. To prove the Trinity, or to establish the deity

of Christ, from Col. 1, Heb. 1, or John 1 would be to prove

it from passages which had already drawn their oroof from

the Old Testament.''"
Though Athanasius made extensive use of the Old Tes¬

tament in defense of the Trinitarian doctrine, for the pre-

exlstent Son and the Holy Spirit are present and active in

Old Testament events, it is the New Testament especially

that provides the evidence for his case. In that Athanasius

regarded the Old and New Testaments as a unity and as in-
2

spired, he could use any part of them equally well for

'"Harris, Doctrine of the Trinity, pp. 35, 35. See
also George Foot Moore, op. clt.. I. 250. who states that
from the beginning Christians found the distinctive doc¬
trines of Christianity expressed or implied in all parts of
the Old Testament.

2See Ch. III.
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formulating and proving Christian doctrine.-'- For Athanasius

the doctrine of the Trinity could be found In the Old Testa¬

ment, for all the Persons of the Trinity are active In Its

history. The most Important and most frequently cited pas¬

sages that Athanasius uses to refute Arlan doctrine and to

defend Trlnltarlantsm are taken from the Fourth Gosoel, the

Chrlstologlcal passages of Hebrews and Colossians, and such

passages as *'att. 28:11 and II Cor. 13:14. Not only John

1:1-18 finds an Important place In Athanslus* conception of

the Trinity, but such passages as John 10:30, 38; 10,

11; and 16:15 constantly recur in his writings and are, In

fact, crucial in his defense of orthodoxy. It cannot justi¬

fiably be said that the basis of the Trinitarian doctrine In

Athanasius Is the Old Testament. Both the Old and New Testa¬

ments as an organic whole prox'ided the basis for Athanaslus*

expression of the Trinitarian doctrine with the emphasis

falling on the New Testament and especially on the Fourth

Gospel.

"'"See Gilbert, op. clt.. p. 121, who states that for
Athanoslus "all parts of the Bible were equally good, In his
judgment, as sources of proof-texts."
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CHAPTER XII

RTTLES OP INTERPRETATION

Athanaslus accuses the Arlans of fixing on the Scrip¬

tures their own private and distorted meaning. Therefore,

Athanaslus asserts, It Is necessary for him to vlndloate the

passages that are questioned by proving that they have an

orthodox meaning and thus demonstrating that his opponents

are In error.'1" He alleges that Arlus, like the devil, pre¬

tends to quote the simple words of Scripture even as they

had been written In order to conceal his heretical Ideas.

The Arlans use Scriptural language, he contends, but they
2

distort Its meaning. The Arlans are challenged to Inter¬

pret correctly the words of Scripture.3 In his own endeavor

to explain the Scriptures, Athanaslus used certain rules In

his Interpretation which Pollard denotes as "clearly formu¬

lated principles.These rules are both explicit and im¬

plicit In Athanaslus' writings.

The Scope of Scripture

In Contra Arianos Athanasius declares that it Is read¬

ily apparent from the "scope" (0x0x6q) of the faith that

Christians hold that the Arlans' Interpretation of Scripture

1C. At. 1.4, 37. 2Ad Eolsc. Aeg. 3, 13.

3c. Ar. 1.53. ^Pollard, BJRL. loo, clt.. p. 429.
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is unsound. This "scope" of faith is applied as a "rule"

( xavcov ) in the reading of Scripture. Ignorance of this

"scope," Athanasius affirms, has caused the Arlans to err

from the way of truth. On this basis Athanasius proceeds to

show that the Scriptures contain a double account of Christ:

that he is God and Son of the Father but became flesh, for

this is the "scope" and "character" (xapaxtfip) of Scripture.
This is said to be evident throughout Scripture, for the

Lord himself said, "Search the Scriptures, for they are they

that testify of me" (John 5:39).*
To transliterate crxox6<; as "scope" does not convey the

meaning that this word has in Athanaslus* use of it. nei¬

ther can its meaning be adequately conveyed by suoh transla¬

tions as "aim," "end," "object," or "purpose."2 In his ap¬

peal to the "scope of Scripture," which in Athanasius is
3

identical with the "scope of faith," Athanasius employed

"scone" with the meaning of "the general bearing or drift"

*C. Ar. III.28, 29. See also Ad Serap. II.7 where
Athanasius purports to show from Prov. 8:22 that the Arians
greatly err, for they do not realize the scope of Scripture.

2As in .A Greek-Hngllsh Lexicon, ed. Henry George Lid-
dell and Robert Scott (rev. and aug.; Oxford: Clarendon
Press, 19^-0), p. l6l^.

^See C. Ar. III.28, 29. In C. Ar. III.53 Athanasius
refers to "ecclesiastical scope" and evidently identifies it
with the "scope of Soripture" and "scope of faith."
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of Scripture.'" Turner points out that Athanaslus* appeal to

the general sense of Scripture Is not to be construed as a

"tacit abandonment of the appeal to Scripture, but rather as

the recognition of the need to take the Biblical evidence as

p
a whole.""

One of Athanaslus' criticisms of the exegesis of the

Arians and Tropicl was th^t they took Isolated texts from

Scripture and on them erected their false views of the Son

and the Spirit. The conseouence of their practice was a mis¬

interpretation of Scripture. In contrast to this selective

method of exegesis Athanaslus Insisted that any passage of

Scripture must be interpreted in the light of the Scriptures'

general teaching or drift. The part, therefore, must be in¬

terpreted in the light of the whole and not in isolation.

Thus Athanaslus prefaced his explanation of Scripture with

an appeal to the general bearing of the teaching of Scrip¬

ture^ which, Shapland affirms, was his general practice.**
It is evident, then, that one rule for interpretation

is the consideration of the "scope of Scripture." Scripture

must be interpreted by Scripture. The appeal to the scope

1Pollard, BJ3L. loc. clt.. p. ^23. See also Shapland,
op. clt.. p. 162, n. 2; and ft. P. C. Hanson, Tradition? p.
ToO.

2
Turner, op. clt.. p. 300.

^3ee De Deo. 13; £. Ar. II.13; etc.

Shapland, op. oit.. p. 162, n. 2.
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of Scripture Is an appeal to Scripture as a whole. Implicit

in this rule of Interpretation is Athanasius1 conception of

Scripture as a unity and as divinely inspired.1 Thus it is

to be viewed as an organic whole with all of its parts con¬

sonant and noncontradlctory. Any passage of Scripture must

fit into the whole teaching of Scripture. On the basis of

Biblical passages that attribute human oualities to the Son,

the Arlans contended that the Son is a creature. This can¬

not be supported, Athanasius asserts, for the general drift

of Scriptural teaching shows that there is a double account
2

of the Son. No doctrine can be based on the exegesis of an

isolated passage but must be in harmony with the "scope of

Scripture."

The Deter^lnation of the Meaning
of a Passage of Scripture

Athanaslus also appeals to the "sense" or "meaning"

(Stdvoia, v6oq) of Scripture. In defending the Nicene state¬

ment and the criticism that certain of its expressions were

not Scriptural, Athanaslus contends that these expressions
a

contain the "sense" of Scripture. He concludes his exegesis

of Phil. 2; 9, 10 with the comment that he considers the mean¬

ing which he gives it to be very "ecclesiastical" (IxxXpcnacm-

). So also the words of Ps. *4-5*8 are said to exhibit

1See Ch. III. 2C. A£. III.28, 29.
3De Dec. 33 ff.
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an orthodox sense.1 In his comments on II Cor. 3:6, "Who

also made us sufficient ministers of a new covenant, not of

letter but of spirit; for the letter kills, but the Spirit

gives life," Athanasius avers that that which is exoressed

is designated as "letter," but the meaning which is in the
o

expression is called "spirit."

In his discussion of Prov. 8:22 Athanasius calls this

passage a "proverb" (rapoipta), and therefore It is expressed

in the manner of proverbs. Thus it must not be explained

"simply" ( axXffic ) with the "obvious" ( *p6xeipoc) sense. The

true meaning is to be determined, he observes, by inquiring

into the "person" (xpfiowxov) of the passage. What is said in

proverbs is not said "plainly, openly" (<pavep6c)» but is set

forth "latently, concealed" (xpuxx6c). Athanasius bases this

contention on John 16:25, "These things have I spoken to you

in proverbs, but the time comes when I shall no longer speak

to you in proverbs, but openly." Therefore the meaning of

Prov. 8:22, and such passages, must be discovered, not as an

evident, open meaning, but as a concealed meaning. In the

case of Prov, 8:22, Athanasius concludes, therefore, that

"he created" does not have a meanin* that is contrary to "he

begot." It cannot, therefore, be used as a proof that the

1De Pec. 21, In C. Ar. 1.52 Athanasius avows that
the Arlans use Scriptural passages but do not discern their
meaning,

2Ad Serap. 1.8.
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Son is a creature.

Athanaslus appears to be saying that when the writers

of Scripture use proverbs or figures, these Trust be recog¬

nized and interpreted as such. Thus proverbs cannot be in¬

terpreted in a strictly literal way. The Tieaning of the

words, or the "leaning behind the words, Tiust be discovered.

This does not mean, however, that Athanaslus indiscriminate¬

ly spiritualized the words of Scripture. It has already been

noticed that Athanaslus' method of interpreting Scripture was

usually literal. Though he approached Scripture as literally

true, it is also evident that Athana3ius was not always re¬

stricted to the literal sense, but he sought to recognize

the varying literary styles of the writers of Scripture.

Thus he was not bound to accent the obvious meaning of any

passage under consideration, for sometimes the writers of

Scripture used "proverbs."

Athanaslus does not Indicate how to determine whether

a mssage is a proverb, but it would appear that if the ob¬

vious meaning is not in harmony with the scope of Scripture,

the meaning of the passage must not be sought in its strict¬

ly literal sense. It would also appear that the pressure of

of circumstances cannot be overlooked as a possible factor

in Athanaslus' search for another meaning rather than the

literal and obvious one. This appears evident in the

1C. Ar. II. see also Ibid.. 11.13, 73, 7?.
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exegesis of a passage such as Prov. 8:22 which in its

strictly literal sense provided the Arians with a useful and

formidable proof text for their dotrine of the Son, Athana-

sius was not willing to concede this text to the Arians, nor

did he find it irrelevant to the controversy. Therefore he

endeavored to give what he considered an "orthodox" interpre¬

tation of Prov, 3:22,

Athanasius does not interpret a passage to have two

meanings if the obvious meaning is not accented, for the ob¬

vious meaning is, in his Judgment, not actually the meaning

of the passage at all. The interpretation of a literary

text is not necessarily the obvious and literal one. The

meaning that the writer of the text had in mind may lie hid¬

den beneath the letter of the text, Athanasius was not re¬

stricted to the strictly literal sense of a passage, but

this does not of necessity mean that he was looking for a

spiritual or mystical Interpretation of the text. Athana¬

sius* obligation, as he considered it, was to discover the

true meaning of the disputed passage—a meaning which was or¬

thodox and which was consistent with the general teaching of

Scripture, and, ostensibly, one that could be used as a

weapon in defense of the orthodox faith.

In contrast to the interpretation of Scripture by

finding the meaning beneath the obvious one, Athanasius

*3ee supra. pp. \k7 ff.
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soeaks of the use of a word in an absolute sense—that is,

its literal meaning and without a qualification attached to

it. In Contra Arianos he asserts that when Scripture sneaks

of the Godhead of the Son, "all is said in simple diction"

(ndvxa dttXfl xfl Xg£ei) and "in an absolute sense" (&*oXeXu|j£vfl xe
xf) 6iavoCq.). It is necessary to determine when the Scrip¬

tures speak in proverbs and when they soeak absolutely,*
Similar to these expressions is that used in Afchanasius* in¬

terpretation of Luke 2:52 for the writer of Luke is said to
p

speak "with cautious exactness" (gexd dxp^oOc xflc rapaxppficrewc).
Athunasius also appeals to the "tBlloi" ( ?0oc ) of

Scripture. This idea is related to the "sense" of Scrlp-
q

ture. In Contra Arlanos Athanaslus distinguishes between

the Son as eternal and man as a creature in his explanation

of the meaning of John 10:30, 17:11, 20-23, for there is a

difference between the unity of the Father and Son and the

unity of believers. In his argument Athanasius contends

that it is the custom with Scripture to use natural "images"

( elxd&v ) and "Illustrations," "examples" ( mpdSstri-ta, )^ to

1C. Ar. 11.53. See also ibid.. 1.56; etc,

2Ibld.. III.52. See also ibid., 11.71; etc.
q
Pollard, BJRL. loc. clt., p. 427, says that the

"sense" of Scripture is another name for the "custom" of
Scripture,

4
Shapland, op. clt.. p. 108, n. 3» points out that

xapdSetYpO' is a philosophical term used by Plato of the ideas
regarded as examplars of material things. Athanaslus uses
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explain man's moral impulses whether they are good or bad.

Thus Christ enjoined his disciples to be wise as serpents

and as harmless as doves (Matt. 10:16). Athanasius concludes

that man is not summoned to be one with the Father and Son

by nature, for this is impossible, but is exhorted to imi¬

tate the unity of the Father and Son.^"
In a later passage in Contra Arlanos Athanasius refers

to the custom of Scripture to call man by the name of

"flesh," as in Joel 2s23, "I will pour out my Spirit upon all

flesh." Thus when Scripture says that the '-/ord became flesh,
2

it oeans that the 'lord became man.

In his anneal to the custom of Scripture Athanasius

applied to its language the rule that Scripture must be in-
a

terpreted by Scripture. The language or illustration that

is employed in one part of Scripture is to be compared and

interpreted in the light of the usage of Scripture generally.

This rule also reflects Athanasius* view that Scripture is

not necessarily to be interpreted in a strictly literal way,

and that no passage is to be explained in Isolation from the

whole of Scripture.

Another variation of the principle of the appeal to

the sense and custom of Scripture is the appeal to the

it to denote the material analogies, sanctioned by Scripture,
which express the truth concerning the divine nature.

1C. Ar. III.18, 19.

^Pollard, BJftL. loc. clt., P. ^2 5.

^Ibid.. III.30.
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"style" (tSfcoiaa)1 of Scripture. This expression Is vised by

Athanasius In asserting that the word "made" In Heb. 3:2 is

not to be interpreted as an indication that the Son is a

creature. The Scriptures speak of children as being made,

created, or begotten. These terms are used indiscriminately,

and the meaning is indicated by the use of each in its con¬

text. This is the "style" of Scripture. If the Arlans were

aware of this, Athanasius believes, they would not err in
2

their interpretation. The underlying principle of this

rule of* interpretation is also that Scripture passages must

not be explained in isolation but are to be compared with

the whole of the teaching of Scripture. The part must be

interpreted by the whole and the lesser known passage by the

better known.

The Context of Scripture

In contrast to the Arians* practice of selecting iso¬

lated passages of Scripture and erecting their system of doc¬

trine on them, Athanasius insists on the necessity of consid¬

ering the Scriptural context to interpret correctly any pas¬

sage. In his interpretation of Rom. 1:20 Athanasius affirms

that if the Arlans would "study the context" (tpv ixoXouQCav

tffiv ^rpAxcov Avdyvcore) they would discern that this passage

^In A Greek-Engl1sh Lexicon, p. RIO, tSCwpa is given
meanings such as: style, peculiarity of style, Idiom.

2£. II. 3, k, 3Pollard, BJRL. loo, cit., p. ^27.
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refers to the Son as the "eternal Power." It seems that the

context referred to is the first part of Rom. 1:20, for the

creation is said to soeak of the Invisible things of God

which could only be the Creator*s "Power" who is the Word of

God. The Word is seen through the creation.1
In his Interpretation of Mk. 13:32 Athanasius de¬

clares that the very "context" (eip|i6c) of this passage shows

that the Son is not ignorant of the hour and day of his cod¬

ing. The context to which reference is made is the verses

which follow. In these Christ Indicates the signs that will

precede his coming. Therefore the Son must know the day,
p

for he knows the preceding events as the context shows. In

his defense of Dlonyslus Athanasius avers that the exores-

sions that are used of the Son's Godhead and those used of

his incarnation must be Interpreted according to their con¬

texts. The Interpreter will then be able to recognize

whether reference is made to the Son's humanity or to his
3

Godhead in each particular passage.

In his interpretation of various passages it has been

evident that Athanasius turns to the context of the passage

under consideration to determine its interpretation. This

is evident, for example, in the exegesis of Prov. 8:22 where

Athanasius refers to the Immediate context (Prov. 9:1; the

other verses in Prov. 8:22-31; and Prov. 3*19) and also to

1£. Ar- 1.11., 2C. Ar. III.42. 3De Sent. Dion. 9.
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the wider context which extends throughout Scripture (Gen.

1:1; Pa. 10*»-:24; John 1:1-3; 1^:10; etc.).- This rule of

observing the context of the passage being Interpreted in¬

volves the comparison of passages and relating the passage

to the whole of Scripture. Athanasius* rule of considering

the context of Scripture in Interpretation is closely re¬

lated to his other rules of Interpretation.

In De Pecretis Athanasius purports to give the cor¬

rect interpretation of Prov. 3:22. Anyone, in his view, may

discover this meaning by investigating the "tl^e" (xaip6c),
"characters" (xpfiouura,), and "purpose" ( xpeCa ). In applying
these rules to find the true interpretation, Athanasius af¬

firms that the "time" to which reference is made is the

Son's incarnation though the Son is eternal. Though he is

Son of God, he became Son of man also. The "purpose" in¬

volved in the meaning of the passage is that the Son became

incarnate that he might deliver man from death. The "charac¬

ter" is the Savior's, but it is said, "The Lord created me a

beginning of his ways for his works" (Prov. 8:22). The Son

is eternal, and "created" may be applied to him in that he
a

became man.

^See supra, pp. 1U7 ff.

Robertson, op. cit.. IV, 159, n. 2, avers that xpSouwux
is to be translated "characters" and not "persons."

^De Dec. 1^.
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In his interpretation of Heb. 1:4 Athanaslus refers

to the necessity of ascertaining the time, purpose, and char¬

acter In order to reach the correct "leaning of the passage.

He declares that this must be the procedure in the explana¬

tion of all Scripture. These rules are then applied to the

account of the conversation of the Ethiopian and Philip

(Acts 8), for the Ethiopian asked of whom the prophet spoke-

that is, he inquired of the "person" so that he would not

misunderstand the passage. The "time" element in interpre¬

tation is to be seen in the Inquiry of the disciples: "Tell

us when shall these things be? and what is the sign of your

coming?" (Matt. 24:3). Athanaslus affirms that Hymenaeus

and Alexander and those with them (II Tim. 2:1?, 18; I Tim.

1:20) were "beside the time" (*apa xaip6v) and that the Gala-

tlans were behind the time in emphasizing circumcision. The

Jews, he declares, missed the "person," for they do not rec¬

ognize that Old Testament prophecy, such as Is. 7:14, Dt.

18:15, and Is. 53s7, refers to the Son rather than a prophet

or one of themselves. Therefore, Athanaslus concludes, if

the Arlans had known the "character," "subject" (^paync.)» and

"time," they would not have ascribed to the deity of Christ

that which belongs to his humanity.^"
In his application of these rules to the exegesis of

Heb. 1:4, Athanasius points out that Heb. 1:1, 2, "God . . .

1C. Ar. 1.54.
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1*3, "When by himself he made purification for our sins

. . indicate the time, the character, and the purpose,

for these verses refer to the incarnation of the Son for the

purpose of bringing redemption for mankind."1"

The Spiritual Qualifications of the Interpreter

Athanasius believes that anyone may arrive at the or¬

thodox meaning of the Scriptures if, Instead of relegating

their study to a secondary Place, he studies and ponders

what he reads as he investigates the occasion, character,
2

and purpose of the Scripture passage under consideration.

In Athanasius' opinion the diligent student of Scrip¬

ture must also meet certain spiritual qualifications if he

is to arrive at a true knowledge of the Scriptures. The Bib¬

lical student, he avows, needs an honorable life, a pure

soul, and the virtue which is in accordance with Christ. If

he has these qualities, the intellect will be guided by them

so that it attains its desires and comprehends Scripture to

the extent that it is possible for human nature to do so.

Without a pure mind, Athanasius believes, and patterning

one's life after the saints, a man cannot possibly understand

•^Ibld.. 1.55. See also ibid.. II.7, where, in his
interpretation of Heb. 7:2, Athanasius holds that the con¬
sideration of the tl*ne and purpose involved in the passage
leads to an orthodox explanation of it.

2De Dec. 1*+.
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the words of the saints. So also if a man wishes to see the

sight of the sun, he "cleanses" his eye so that he may see

the sun*s light. If a man wishes to see a city or country,

he goes"to that place. He who would comprehend the mind of

those who speak of God must begin by cleansing his own soul,

by his manner of llv1ng, and by imitating the saints* works.

Thus, associated with them In a common life, the interpreter

may understand what has been revealed to them by God.^
In writing to Serapion Athanaslus affirms that tradi¬

tion does not declare the Godhead to us by demonstration in

words, but it is declared "by faith and reverent reasoning

with discretion" (Iv -xCcrcet xat e&aie0er Xoyiop^ nex'eftXaPEfac ). In
the context of this statement Athanasius asserts that the Per¬

sons of the Trinity cannot be separated, for they are united

in their activities. The difficulty of understanding and de¬

claring the Trinity is primarily met by faith and by using

the illustrations that are provided by Scripture such as that
2

of image and radiance. In Shapland's estimation the import

of Athanaslus* words regarding reason Is:

It lies within the sphere of exposition, the co-or¬
dination of the various testimonies of Scripture and
the discovery of the ecclesiastical sense; which,
in this context, means the delicate comparison and
cross-Interpretation of the symbols and titles Scrip¬
ture uses of the Son.-'

1De Inc. 57. 2Ad Serap. 1.20.

Shapland, op. clt.. p. 11^, n. 6.
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The Idea of the necessity of the spiritual qualifica¬

tions of the interpreter goes back to Paul himself; "Bit,

as it is written, 'What no eye has seen, nor ear heard, nor

the heart of man conceived, what God has prepared for those

who love him,' God has revealed to us through the Spirit. .

. . And we impart this in words not taught by human wisdom

but taught by the Spirit, interpreting spiritual truths to

those who possess the Spirit. The unsplritual man does not

receive the gifts of the Spirit of God for they are folly to

him, and he is not able to understand them because they are

spiritually discerned. The spiritual man judges all things,

but is himself to be judged by no one. 'For who has known

the mind of the Lord so as to Instruct him?* But we have

the mind of Christ" (I Cor. 2;9-16, RSV),

Early writers of the Church subsequent to the New Tes¬

tament period also emphasized the spiritual qualifications

of the interpreter of Scripture. Justin Martyr states that

if a man cannot explain the argument of the words and. deeds

of the prophets, these words and deeds will be of no value to

him though he appears to repeat them. To understand what

the prophets said and did a man must receive power by God's

grace."'" Trenaeus contends that the man who believes will

find every word consistent, but he must diligently read the

Scriptures in company with those who are presbyters in the

1Dial. 92.
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Church, among whom Is the apostolic doctrine. The spiritual

disciple, receiving the Spirit of God, Judges all men (Jews,

Marcion, etc.) but is himself Judged of no man. Irenaeus

speaks of a firm belief in the Spirit of God who furnishes

believers with a knowledge of the truth."'"
Clement of Alexandria believes that those who possess

the Holy Spirit search the deep things of God—that is, they

grasp the secret that is in the prophecies. Clement appar¬

ently believed that all Scripture was in parables, but is un¬

derstood by the spiritual man and gnostic, as he is the dis¬

ciple of the Holy Spirit given by God and so has the mind of

Christ (I Cor. 2:9, 10, 12, l6).2
Origen gave instructions on how the Scriptures are to

be read. With his instructions he maintains that an accu¬

rate interpretation of the Gospels, since it is an interpre¬

tation of the mind of Christ, demands that grace which was

given to Paul who assures Christians that they have the

Spirit and are taught by him (I Cor. 2:9-16). What is said

in Scripture, Origen avers, is not to be Judged in accord¬

ance with the meanness of the language but with the divine

power of the Holy Spirit who inspired their composition.^
The starting ooint for Athanasius in his arguments

against the Arians is the word of Scripture itself which,

1 Adv. Haer. 4.49.1, 2; 4.50; 4.53.1, 2.

2Strom. 2.2; 5.4. 3Pe Prln. 4.2.3; 4.3.15.
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Pollard asserts, is interpreted, by Athanasius according to

exegetical principles which are clearly defined.^- Though it

is true that Athanasius Interprets according to certain prin¬

ciples, instances can be readily adduced of interpretations

where these rules were not applied. Thus in the interpreta¬

tion of Is. 45:1^, 15 as a reference to the Son, ' * consid¬

eration of the immediate context of the chapter would have

indicated that the reference is to Israel. In his exegesis

of passages such as Prov. 8*22 and Horn. 1:20^ a considera¬

tion of the "sense" of Scripture and its "style" and "custom"

might have suggested that a word does not necessarily have

the sa^e meaning in every occurrence in which it is found in

Scripture. In his explication of Amos *J-:13 the examination

of both the "meaning" of words and the context of the pas¬

sage would have suggested other conclusions that those to

which he came in his exegesis of the text. '

SUMMARY

The method of interpreting the Old Testament that pre¬

dominates in Athanasius is that of tracing the activities of

the pre-existent Christ in Old Testament history, though the

methods of prophecy, allegory, and typology are also evident.

Vpollard, BJHI,. Toe, clt.. p. *H9.
2
'unra. pp. 301, 302. ^Supra, pp. lU-7 ff., 300.

If.
dupra. pp. 291 ff.



370

Athanaslus' conception of Christ as Wisdom, Hand, Word and

Angel of the Lord, and his frequent ascription of the title

"Lord" in the Old Testament to the Son all indicate that for

him Christ was pre-existent and active in the events of the

Old Testament. With the exception of the Identification of

Christ as the Hand of God and as the Angel of the Lord these

methods of interpretation are present In the New Testament

Itself. All of these Interpretive methods were continued In

the patristic period. He also traced the activities of the

Holy Spirit In the Old Testament, and thus all of the Per¬

sons of the Trinity were active In the history of the Old

Testament. Athanaslus* oracular view of Scripture, his con¬

ception of the unity of the Testaments, and his view that

all of the Scriptures were equally valid for the formulation

of Christian doctrine enabled him to turn to the Old Testa¬

ment as well as the New for support for his statements of

doctrine. However, the Fourth Gospel, the Christological

passages of Phllloplans, Colosslans, and Hebrews, and pas¬

sages that Include references to the three Persons of the

Trinity—Matt. 2B:19, II Cor. 13*14, and I Cor, 12:4-6—pro¬

vided Athanaslus with the principal sources for the formula¬

tion and defense of Trlnltarianlsm. It is evident that for

Athanaslus the Scriptures—both Old and New Testaments-

teach the doctrine of the Trinity.

Athanaslus* use and Interpretation of the Scriptures
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was based on the assumption that they are literally and his¬

torically true. He did not spiritualize in his interpreta¬

tion except in the sense that the meaning of a Biblical pas¬

sage may not be the obvious one but may lie hidden beneath

the surface. For Athanaslus this only indicated that the

true Interpretation of the passage must be discovered,

whether it is clearly evident or whether it is to be discov¬

ered beneath the words themselves. The allegorical method

of the Alexandrian school which had reached its culmination

in Origen had waned by the fourth century and thus did not

assume any significant importance in Athanasius* interpreta¬

tion. The literal use of Scripture was more readily adapt-

ble for the purposes for which Athanaslus used the Scriptures.

The literal interpretation of Scripture combined with his con¬

ception of Scripture as Inspired enabled Athanaslus to bring

together passages from any part of either Testament on the

basis of verbal and idea similarities. His view of Scrip¬

ture also made it possible for him to emphasize single words,

or the lack of them, and to make an extensive use of proof

texts. All of Athanaslus* methods are traceable to the New

Testament Itself and are evident in the writings of the

Church fathers. Thus Athanasius does not contribute any¬

thing original in his use and interpretation of the Scrip¬

tures. He does not stand in the tradition of the allegori¬

cal interpretation of Alexandria. This may indicate that
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Athanasius adopted the exegetioal practice of the simple be¬

lievers of Alexandria or that he was following exegetical

practice that had become prevalent there.

Athanasius employed oertaln rules in his interpreta¬

tion of Scripture which are explicitly stated and are also

implicitly evident in his interpretation of Biblical pas¬

sages. Though he was not always consistent in applying them,

it is evident that his intention was to discover the meaning

of Scripture by the application of these clearly enunciated

and valid rules to the Biblical text.

It is apparent that the conflict in which Athanasius

was engaged conditioned his use and interpretation of Scrip¬

ture. Much of Athanaslus' interpretation is thorough and

valid, but much of it also Indicates that he was using Scrip¬

ture for polemic purposes rather than simply interpreting it.

Sometimes it is evident that the exigencies of his situation

dictated the direction which the interpretation of the pas¬

sage under consideration would take. Passages employed by

the Arians must be interpreted by Athanasius to demonstrate

that their meaning was orthodox and that they therefore sup¬

ported the orthodox doctrine of the Trinity. Athanasius did

not examine Scripture to discover what it teaches about the

Trinitarian doctrine so much as to defend a doctrine of the

Trinity to which he already subscribed and which he regarded

as the orthodox doctrine of the Church based on the teaching
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of the Scrlotures.

Athanaslus was not a professional exegete In that he

did not examine a Biblical passage so much to elicit the

meaning from the text but rather examined It simply to dem¬

onstrate that Its meaning was orthodox. Thus it provided a

useful weapon against the Arians* exegesis and doctrine and,

on the other hand, was evidence for the validity of his own

doctrinal statements. In his use and interpretation of

Scripture Athanaslus* writings reveal his remarkably exten¬

sive and accurate knowledge of both Old and Mew Testaments.

He was able to summon a great variety of Scripture passages

for the purpose of defeating Arlanism and defending the or¬

thodox doctrine of the Trinity. In this he was eminently

successful.



EPILOGUE

The Doctrine of the Trinity

The principal issues that have emerged in the study

of Athanasius' use of Scripture with reference to the doc¬

trine of the Trinity are also important issues in recent

thought. The problem of Christology and that of the rela¬

tionship of Christ, and the New Testament, to the Old Testa¬

ment is a current one, and various answers are proposed. In

Athanaslus' thought Christ is the eternal Son, of one essence

with the Father, and the second Person of the Trinity who be¬

came incarnate for man's salvation. His conception of the

relatlonshlo of Christ to the Old Testament is that the pre-

exlstent Christ was active in Old Testament history. This

view Is closely approximated by Vlscher^- who sees a double

witness to Christ in the Old Testament and in the New. The

Old Testament, he believes, indicates what Christ is, and

the New who he is. Both Testaments manifest the same spirit

and point to each other, for every word in the New looks

back to the Old in which it is foretold. "All the words of

the Old Testament look beyond themselves to the One in the

New in whom alone they are true."^ The distinctive doctrine

^-Wilhelm Vlscher, The Witness of the Old Testament to
Christ, trans. A, B. Crsbtree (London: Lutterworth Press,
19*W), I.

2Ibld.. I, ?, 13.
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of apostolic preaching Is that Jesus is the Christ of the

Old Testament.Brunner describes Vlscher's book as a "val¬

uable gift" but also a book "with a dangerous tendency to

arbitrary exposition." Its value, Brunner believes, is that

Vlscher fully accepts the fundamental truth that the Old Tes¬

tament as a whole witnesses to Christ. In that the "evolu¬

tionary" point of view retained little of this fundamental

truth, it was unable to show the connection between the •ore-

cursory and the final revelation. Brunner contends that

Vlscher's reaction was necessary but that it has gone too

far in another direction, for Vischer confuses exoositlon

and significance and in so doing opens the door to arbitrary
2

methods of exegesis.

"lore recently A. T. Hanson has argued for this same

conception of the relationship of Christ to the Old Testa-
-3

ment. He maintains that the Hew Testament writers them¬

selves held this view and that typology is not to be ac¬

cepted as the normative method by which New Testament writ¬

ers interpreted the Old Testament. Thus the clue to under¬

standing the interpretation of the Old Testament by the writ¬

ers of the New Testament is the recognition of the real

1Ibld.. p. 2?.
2
Emil Brunner, Dogmatics: The Chrlstlun hoctrine of

Creation and Redemption, trans. Olive Wyon (London: Lutter¬
worth Press, 1952), IT, 211, 212.

^Hanson, op. clt.
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presence of the pre-existent Jesus In Old Testament history.

The basic question, In Hanson's estimation, Is not the trac¬

ing of types in the Old Testament for New Testament events,

but tracing the activity of Jesus in both the old and the

new dispensations."1" G. Henton Davies also suggests that it

Is better to look for Christ himself in the Old Testament

rather than for types of Christ. He recognizes that this is

a dangerous statement to make in view of the lengths that

Vischer has carried this idea. Davies sees the Chrlstologi-

cal key to the Old Testament to be in the "adumbration of a

theme." This theme is the "presence-theme" which Is seen In

the act of the incarnation In the New Testament. In this

theme Is to be seen the key to an understanding of the ulti-
2

mate unity of the Bible. Cunllffe-Jones alleges that though

It is not necessary to be tied to the details of the Inter¬

pretation of the Old Testament in the New which may be

strained or misplaced, yet a blow has been struck at the

heart of the Christian Gospel If In principle the New Testa¬

ment writers are mistaken In their conception of Jesus as

the real meaning of the Old Testament.^

1Ibld., pp. 6-8, 167-177.
2
Davies, j?T, loc. clt.. pp. 6, 7. Davies, Ibid..

avers that the policy of typology is a policy of despair,
for It Is the quest for Christ In the Old Testament at the
expense of Israel, and for the divinity of Christ at the ex¬
pense of Israel's humanity.

^Cunliffe-Jones, op. clt.. pp. ^8.
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Brunner believes that the whole of the Old Testament

bears witness to Christ. In his view there Is a fundamental

difference between the Old and New Testaments, b^t at the

same time they are closely united. The Interpretation of

this dualism Is by the all-inclusive conception of promise

and fulfillment, and in accepting this fundamental Christian

principle of promise and fulfillment It must be admitted,

Brunner affirms, that there Is a certain Justification for

typology. Christ is the one who fulfills the Old Testament

revelation.*
For Barth the historical knowledge of Christ has its

boundaries which are the texts of the New Testament. There¬

fore he does not search for the historical facts behind the

texts for which objective reality Is then claimed. It is

within the limits of the New Testament Itself that the past

of Jesus is to be discovered, for the New Testament wit¬

nesses really saw him and attest to his life. Within the

bounds of the New Testament texts the reality of the man Je-
2

sus is to be grasped.

In Cullmann's estimation the New Testament emphasis

is neither exclusively nor primarily on the nature of Christ

*Brunner, op. clt.. II, 201-210.
2
Barth, ojs. clt.. IV, 2, 149 ff. See Hugh Anderson,

Jesus and Christian Orlvinst A Commentary on Modern View¬
points (New York: Oxford University Press, 196*1-), pp. 22-24,
for an evaluation of Barth's view.
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but is on his function. Thus, he contends, it is character¬

istic of Hew Testament Christology that "Christ is connected

with the total history of revelation and salvation, begin¬

ning with creation," Therefore, in his view, there can be

"no Heilsgeschichte without Christology; no Christology with¬

out a Hell sgeschlchte which unfolds in time," In the

thought of the early Church there emerges "one total cloture

of the Christ-event from the ore-existence to eschatology. "•*•
The answer to the question "Who is Jesus?" is found, Cull-

mann thinks, in the consideration of the titles given to him.

These titles find their roots in Jewish thought. The answer

to the question about Jesus was answered by early Christian¬

ity in terms of a series of facts—facts which happened in

the first century of this era. The answer to the question

did not emerge for the first time with the early community's

experience of Easter but with the life of Jesus in Jesus'

own self-consciousness and in the "presentiment his person

and work evoked among the disciples and the people."^
Taylor thinks that the Christology that is most in

accord with the New Testament teaching is the doctrine that,

in becoming man, the Son of God willed to renounce the exer¬

cise of divine powers and prerogatives, so that in his

earthly limitations he might live within the necessary

^Cullmann, Christology. pp. 3, 7.

2Ibid., pp. 315-317.
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limitations which belong to human flnltude. Taylor suggests

that the merits of his hypothesis are that: (1) without

equivocation it accents the divinity of Christ in its Trini¬

tarian foundations and the possession of two natures; (2) it

preserves the unity of his divine-human Person by rresuppos-

ing that he surrendered before time the exercise of divine

powers so that he could truly participate in humanity; and

(3) it sets the incarnation within the context of eternal

love and sacrifice.1
The historical approach in Christology is vigorously

pursued by Stauffer. He attempts to dismiss all interpreta¬

tions in order to arrive at a picture of "Jesus as ho really

was." Stauffer is convinced that historical criticism can

recover the facts of Jesus, and seeks in the New Testament

world testimony that bears on the story of Jesus. These are

used to check and clarify the narratives of the Gospel.^
A radically different approach to Christology is es¬

poused by Bultmann. Buitmann gives an existential answer to

1Taylor, Person of Christ. pp. 28?, 30^» John Mac-
quarrie, In "The Pre-exlstenoe of Jesus Christ," ET (April,
1966), pp. 199-202, affirms that the idea of the Son renounc¬
ing certain divine prerogatives cannot be retained In Its
traditional form. He suggests that the idea of ore-exist¬
ence, "purged of its mythological associations, is an ancient
and perhaps indispensable symbol for helping us understand
the deeper significance of Jesus Christ."

p
Ethelbert Stauffer, Jesus and His Story. trans.

Dorothea M. Barton (London: SC" Press Ltd, I960), pp. xx,
7-18, etc.
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the question of historical and creedal elements Included In

the Biblical witness to the revelation of Christ. He com¬

bines a radical historical skepticism with a program of de-

mythologlzlng. The origin and significance of Jesus' person

as well as his fate are not within earthly occurrence. For

Bultmann the theology of the New Testament begins with the

kerygma of the earliest Church and not before. He discounts

the common opinion that the belief of the early Church in

Jesus as the Nesslah rests upon Jesus' self-consciousness.

Belief in the messiahshlp of Jesus arose with and out of be-

lief in the resurrection of Jesus."

In the oost-Bultmannian school of thought there has

been a reaction to and a criticism of Bultmann's view. Born-

kamm approaches the life and person of Jesus primarily as

teaching. Though he believes that something can be known

historically about Jesus, his viewpoint is also primarily
2

existential and kerygmatlc. Puchs finds the true context of

Jesus* preaching in his conduct—thus his message and action

^-Bultmann, Pis says Philosophical and Theological, pp.
185, 187, 207; and Bultmann, Theology. I, 26, 27, 30*+, 305.
See N. H. G. Robinson, "The Future of Christology: I and
II," ET (LXXVII, February, March, 1966), pp. 136-1*10 and
167-170, who suggests that a middle way in Christology must
be followed—that Is, avoiding both extreme conservatism and
existentialism.

2
Cunther Bornkamm, Jesus of Nazareth. trans. Irene

and Fraser McLuskey with James M. Robinson (London: Hodder
and Stoughton, I960), op. 53 ff., 155 ff., 180 ff.
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go together. Kasemann emphasizes the need to retain the

unity between the message of Jesus of Nazareth and the

Church's proclamation of Christ. Criteria should be estab¬

lished for deciding the features in the tradition which be-
2

long to the historical figure of Jesus.

Athanaslus also regarded the Holy Spirit to be present

and active in the events of the Old Testament. In the New

Testament there is no indication that there was a problem of

the Spirit or any difficulty about the relationship between

the Spirit and the Father or between the Spirit and the Son.3
Thus in Athanaslus' conception all of the Persons of the

Trinity were present in Old Testament history though the New

Testament provided Athanaslus with his principle source of

evidence for the Trinitarian doctrine.

It has been suggested that the background of the doc¬

trine of the Trinity is to be found in the Old Testament.

Knight endeavors to bring together what he considers are the

concepts in the Old Testament that lie behind the Trinitarian

*Ernst Fuchs, "Die Prage nach dem hlstorlschen Jesus,"
ZTK (LIII, 1956), pp. 210-229; and Fuchs, Studies of the His¬
torical Jesus. In Studies in Biblical Theology, ^o. A2.
trans. Andrew Scoble (London: 3CM Press Ltd, ll££).

p
E. Kasemann, "Das Problem des historischen Jesus,"

ZTK (LI, 195*0, up. 125-153. See Anderson, op. clt.. Intro¬
duction and Ch. IV, on the controversy about the problem of
the historical Jesus; see also James M. lobinson, Mew Quest
of the Historical Jesus. In Studies In Biblical Theology. No.
25 (London. SCM Press Ltd, 1959); and Fuller, op. clt.. pp.
2^3-259.

3walnwrlght, op. cit.. p. 2*4-9.
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doctrine. Among these concepts i3 included God's self-reve¬

lation in the Old Testament in such ways as in the "Angel"

of God, the "Word" of God, and the "Spirit" of God. He at¬

tempts to show that from Biblical evidence the revealed na¬

ture of God is a priori possibly that of a Trinity and not

that of a Monad. There are indications of a plurality in

God in the Old Testament. God is not "one" in the mathemat¬

ical sense of the word but is a "nnlty-ln-diversity.A

similar view is expressed by Johnson in that he regards such

expressions as "name" and "Word" of God in the Old Testament

as indications of extension in God's personality and states

that in this Israelite conception there is an oscillation be¬

tween the "one and the many." Along this line of his argu¬

ment, he suggests, there is gained "a new accroach to the

New Testament extension of Jewish Monotheism in the direc¬

tion of the later Trinltarianlsm.Also in Wainwrlght's

opinion there are three important Hebrew ideas that were

used by Christians to express their beliefs about the unique

relationship of the Son to the Fathers Spirit, Wisdom, and

^Knight, Blbl leal Accroach. pc. 6 ff,; and Knight,
Christian Theology, p. 5^.

2
Johnson, o£. clt.. p. 37. Wainwrlght, op. olt.. pp.

18, 19, observes that Knight and Johnson find not only the
seed but the unfolding bud of the doctrine of the Trinity in
the Old Testament. Neither Knight nor Johnson, Wainwrlght
declares, has shown that Old Testament religion was Trinitar¬
ian, or that there is a direct connection between the theol¬
ogy of the New Testament and the veiled signs purported to
be found in the Old Testament.
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Word. The Importance of these Ideas, he believes, Is not

that they offer evidence for "twoness" in the Godhead, but

because they support the idea of plurality. All of these

ideas were stifflciently flexible to enable the Mew Testament

writers to formulate a lofty conception of Christ without

committing themselves to polytheism.

Taylor affirms that there is no satisfactory explana¬

tion of the Christology of the New Testament except in a

Trinitarian context. There are three different views, he

points out, of how Christ is related to the doctrine of the

Trinity (this would be true of the Holy Spirit as well):

(1) the view that the three Persons are not persons in the

modern sense of the term; (2) the view that there are "modes

of being" in relation to the Trinity; (3) and the view that

the Persons of the Trinity are "Persons" in the modern sense

of the term and yet in a unity which is organic and not
2

arithmetical.

Barth speaks of a "threefold mode of being" in the

-Wainwrlght, on. clt.. p. 29. J. Danl£lou, in Christ
and tt9. trans. Walter Roberts (London: A, h. Mowbray * Co.
Limited, 1961), p. 93» thinks that Word, Wisdom, and Spirit
of God in the Old Testament do not appear as having any per¬
sonal reality but are powers of God. Prom the moment when
the New Testament reVeals the existence of three Persons, it
is clear, Dani^lou affirms, that the three Persons are al¬
ready at work in the creation of the world and in the Old
Testament.

^Taylor, Person of Christ, pp. 2^9, 250.
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Trinity ag being a better term than that of "Person."1

Balllie,2 Welch,^ and Franks** also prefer this tern. Barth

asserts that these "nodes" are not merely phases of manifes¬

tation, bat are necessary distinctions In the Divine Essence

and are eternal as God is eternal. Hodgson believes that

the three Persons of the Trinity are "Persons" In the modern

sense of the tern In an organic unity,^ This concentIon of

the Trinity, Taylor avers, Is the nearest to New Testament

teaching, "With the richest meaning that can be poured into

the word "person* the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit

are Persons in the full sense of that tern."7 This state¬

ment not only expresses a contemporary conception of the

Trinity but corresponds to that of Athanaslus.

1Barth, o£. clt.. I, 1, 344.

2D. M. Baillle, God Was In Christ: A& Essay on Incar¬
nation and Atonement (London: Faber and Faber Limited, 1948),
pp. 133^1*^3.

a
JClaude Welch, The Trinity in Contemporary Theology

(London: 3CM Press Ltd, 1953), PP. 276-281.

**Franks, Doctrine of the Trinity, pp. 181, 182, 199.

''Barth, op. clt.. I, 1, 344 ff. Perhaps Barth clari¬
fies his use of^modes" to attempt to protect himself against
the charge of Sabelllanlsm. Barth, Ibid.. I, 1, 383 affirms
that the doctrine of the Trinity is rooted in Biblical reve¬
lation.

^Leonard Hodgson, The Doctrine of the Trinity:
Croall Lectures. 1942-1943 (London: Wisbet and Co., Ltd.,
1943), p. 140.

7Taylor, Person of Christ, p. 258.
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The Interpretation of Scripture

In his interpretation of the Scriptures Athanasius*

emphasis was on the explication of the text of Scripture it¬

self. He approached the Scriptures with certain rules which

he applied to its text in order to ascertain its true mean¬

ing which, in this study, was used by him to defend the or¬

thodox doctrine of the Trinity. This procedure of seeking

to discover the meaning of the Scriptural text is still

valid as James Muilenburg indicates: "The task of all exe¬

gesis is to understand the meaning of the transmitted text."1
Lampe observes that there has been a renewed emphasis

recently on the unity and continuity of Scripture as a whole.

He suggests that, combined with the supposition of a common

pattern to which every book of the Bible contributes its

share, typology has again come into its own. He regards

■'•James Muilenburg, "The Interpretation of the Bible,"
Biblical Authority for Today. p. 20?. Bultmann, Yssays. p.
256, also states that the old hermeneutical rules of grammat¬
ical Interpretation, formal analysis, and explanation on the
basis of the historical period are indisputably valid,
though the presupposition for comprehension is the connec¬
tion of text and interpreter and also a prior understanding
of the subject. See also James M. Hobinson, "Her^eneutic
since Barth," The New Hermeneutlc. ed. James M. Hobinson and
John B. Cobb (New York: Harper & Row, Publishers, 196^), p.
15. The older emphasis on the interpretation of the Bibli¬
cal text is perhaps best represented by Milton 3. Terry, Bib-
1 leal Hermeneutles: A Treatise on the Interpretation of the
Old and Mew Testaments' (Mew York: Phillips & Hunt, 185*3).
A recent study in hermeneutlcs which emphasizes the explana¬
tion of the Biblical text but also takes into con3ideration
the problem of "understanding" is that by A. Berkeley Mickel-
sen, Interpreting: the Bible (Grand Rapids, Michigan: Wm. B.
Eerdmans Publishing Company, 1963).
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typology a3 an expression of the view of history held by the

writers of Scripture, for In this expression the type Is a

genuine foreshadowing. The New Testament writers were espe¬

cially concerned abant finding Scriptural fulfillments and

antitypes in the events of which they wrote.* Typology,

La-ane affirms, is a "legitimate method of exegesis."^ This

does not necessarily mean, however, that all kinds of modem

typology are legitimate.

Markus Barth points out that at present there are

three alternative approaches to the problem of hermenentlcs

which are receiving specific attention. Those who propose

the-» are primarily interested in refining a clear-cut method
3

of Biblical Interpretation. Bultmann and others who share

his outlook regard man*s understanding of himself and a cer¬

tain definition of historicity a3 the presupposltlon of ex¬

egesis. In this view the problem of interpretation is that

^Lampe, Bssavs on Typology, pp. 18-20, 29, 30. H. P.
C. Hanson, in M1,egory and Svent. and Danlelou, in From Shad¬
ows to Keallty. and in Orlgen. consider typology to be the
principal method of the interpretation of the Old Testament
in the Nex«r. Pollard, JEH. loc. clt.. 1, Ikh, declares that
typological Interpretation is not only legitimate and neces¬
sary but inescapable. Danielou, in Chr1st and Hs, p. 98,
considers typology to be a part of the apostolic tradition.

2
G. W. H. Lampe, "Allegorical Interpretation," LQHE

(1958), p. 116.

^Markus Barth, "The Old Testament In Hebrews," Current
Issues In New Testament Interoretat1on. ed. William Klassen
and Graydon F, Snyder (London: SCM Press Ltd, 1962), p. 53»
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of understanding.^" The Scriptures are to be Interpreted in
2

terms of faith. A group of Belgian and French Roman Cath¬

olics promote a doctrine of a sensus rlenior of Scripture.

There is a deeoer meaning of a text which God the author of

Scripture had in mind when he inspired the hu™an author to

write. This meaning may have been hidden to the conscious¬

ness and intention of the writer. In the light of subse¬

quent revelation this meaning may be discerned and spelled

out by readers and interpreters of a given text.3 A group

of Old Testament scholars call for a sort of typological

Interpretation which does justice both to the historical and

literary character of the Old Testament and to the mystery

of Hellsgeschichte which culminates In Jesus Christ.**

See Bultmann, Essays, pp. 234-261. Robinson, Mew
Hermenentlc. loc. clt.. p. 19, notes that one may see during
the first third of this century the gradual shift in herme-
neutical discussion from explanation to understanding. Rob¬
inson, ibid.. pp. 1-17, discusses the recent history of "her-
meneutlcs" and the emphasis in the new "hermeneutlc." See
also Gerhard Ebelinjn^ "Word of God and Hermeneutic," New Her¬
meneutlc. pp. 78 ff., for a discussion of such terms as "her¬
meneutic, " "exegesis," and "Word of God."

o

Bultmann, "Prophecy and Fulfillment," Essays on Old
Testament Interpretation, pp. 50-75; Fuchs, "The New Testa¬
ment and the Her^eneutical Problem," Mew Hemcneutlc. pp.
111-145; and Fuchs, Hermeneutlk (Bad Cannstatt, 1Q63).

^E.g. , ^Jlenri de Lubac, Hlstorle et Esprit: L* Intel¬
ligence de L* Ecrlture d'apres Orlgane""*(Paris, 1950).

**3ee von Rad, Essays on Old Testament Interuretation.
loc. clt.. pp. 17-39. The ideas in this essay are expanded
by von Had in Theologle des Alten Testaments. Band II: Die
Theologle der prophetlschen f*berliefernngen Israels (Wflnchen,
I960), pp. 320-424. See also Wolff, Essays on 01 d Testament
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It should be noted that the conception of promise and

fulfillment is also proposed for the interpretation of Scrip¬

ture. Promise in the Old Testament is distinguished from

New Testament promise, and also promise and prediction are

not identical in meaning. The Old Testament does not sneak

of Jesus Christ in the sense of Christology, but Jesus

Christ becomes the fulfillment of Old Testament promise.

These issues, then, of Trlnitarlanlsm and the inter¬

pretation of the Scriptures were of paramount importance in

the fourth century. The history of the fourth century bears

witness to Athanasius* success in his Scriptural defense of

the Church's doctrine of the Trinity. These problems are of

current and crucial importance. The Church today must also

formulate its answers to the problems of the Trinitarian doc¬

trine and the interpretation of the Scriptures.

Interpretation, loc. cit.. pp. 166-199; and Elchrodt, Essays
on 01d Testament Interpretatlon. loc. cit., pp. 224-245.

'"Friedrlch BaumgSrtel, "The Hermeneutical Problem of
the Old Testament," Essays on Old Testament Interpretation,
pp. 134-159; BaumgMrtel. Verhelssung; Zur Frage des evange-
11schen Verst^ndnlsses des Alten Testaments (Gutersloh.
1952); and Franz Hesse, "The Evaluation and the Authority of
O.T. Texts," Essays on Old Testament Interpretation, pp.
285-313.
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