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Since the closing years of the 19%h century Tthe two trealises

of St Athanasius Agains? Apollinaeris have been regarded by some
scholars as spurious, This view has been a matter of considerable
debate because of its implications for the interpretation of

St Athanasius’ Christology. The first part of this dissertation
examines the history of criticism from the end of the nineteenth
century to the present, and outlines the major points of research
which has to“be undertaken in a reexamination of the case. Accord-
ingly the dissertation proceeds with the examination of the
External Witnesses (Part II), the Internal Evidénce (Part III),
the Style (Part IV), the doctrine of the Death of Christ (Part
V), the doctrine of the Soul of Christ (Part VI) and finaily

the Christology of Athanasius and the two disputed treatises
(Part VII), Particular emphasis is placed on the theological
issues raised in this connection. Part V contains a reexamination
of all the Athanasian texts on the Death of Christ, as well as

in the two works under investigation. Part VI contains a full
critical analysis of the modern schola¥ly debate on the Soul

of Christ in Athanasius, Finally Part VII (the longest section

of the disserfation) reexamines all the works of Athanasius on
Christology with particular reference to the doctrine and
terminology of the Incarnation. The above researches establish
the conclusion that there are no fundamental problems to the

traditional Athanasian paternity of the two Contra Apollinarem.

The external Witnesses are many and important. The inteinal
evidence shows that Athanasius is the possible author. The Style
presents no divergencies. As for the doctrine it has been shown

that it is Athanasian in outline and in many significan% details,
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Kaf d¢c éndrer por mepl ocwimnpfac VvxHc,
fineev xpfiote Tob dyfov "ABavaciov Tob
doxrerioxdrov ‘AreEavdpefac® xal AEyer
por & y€pwv, &ty 8tav ebpng ASyov 7Tob
dyfov ‘ABavaciov, xal pufd Exerc xaptla,

etc td fudtid cov ypdyov adtdv.

And as he was talking to me about the
salvation of the soul, use was made of
the name of saint Athanasius the Arch-
bishop of Alexandria; and the old man
says to me, "when you find a treatise
of saint Athanasius, and you have not
any paper to copy it on, write it on

your clothes!

John Moschos: Pratum Spirituale
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PROLOGUE

The Dogra of %the Incarnate Son and Logos of God ( & dvavbpwriocag

Yidc xaf Adyoc Tob ®eob ) with its explicit and implicit content and
with all its far—reaching implications for the knowledge of God, man
and the world, constitutes the central theme of Greek Patristic Theo-
logy. This central datum of the theology of the Greek Fathers is
rooted in the Apostolic witness to the Event of God’s revelation,
whose content and form is the Person, the being and the life of the
God-man, Jesus Christ.

That the Dogma of Christ became the object of great intellectual
controversies, and indeed passed through several stages of formulation
is an indisputable fact, which becomes quite obvious in the light of
the Patristic literature which has been handed down to posterity. 1In
fact, the process of the orthodex formulation of the Dogma of the
Faith is none other than the history of the struggle between orthodoxy
and heterodoxy, the conflict between faith and heresy, truth and félsen
hood. This history is embodied concretely in the life-work of certain
individuals and churches, and has found expression in their literéry
productions, whether private or encyclical letters, treatises or liter-
ary debates, creeds or liturgies. The final outcome of this history,
or rather these historical movements, has acquired formal expression
in the credal formulae, terms and canons of the Ecumenical Synods.

It goes without saying that the understanding of these credal
and therefore normative formulae, terms and canons depends a great
deal upon the understanding of the historical movements of the

conflict between faith and heresy which preceded them, This directly
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entails the study of the literary productions of the particular indi-

viduals and churches invelved in those movements, and especially of
those who exercised direct or indirect influence on the Ecumenical
decisions.

The documents under investigation belong to this category of
Patristic literature and theology. They belong more specifically
to the history of the Patriarchate of Alexandria and are directly
related to Saint Athanasius the great. Their ecumenical significance
is seen in the fact that they were both utilised by the VIth Ecumenic-
al Synod of Constantinople in A.D., 680/1.

That the milieu of the great Athanasius is of primary importance
for understanding the Theology of the ancient Church and for the
advanceeent of Theology in its contemporary thrust, has been recognis-
ed today perhaps more than ever before., Saint Athanasius, as Dietrich
Ritschl has pointed out, could most fittingly becoﬁe a focal point
in a much needed re-examination of Eastern Cﬁristianity and especial-
ly the Eastern Christian understanding of Greek Patristic Theology,
which suffered loss, in one way or another, at the hands of a later
Western tradition, since it was approached and interpreted in terms
of 'augustinian® conceptuality, and perhaps by making use of mediaeval
spectacles.

Whether or not these treatises are authentic works of Saint
Athanasius, their content is of primary importance for Christology
and Soteriology. Though the thesis of this dissertation is that
the two treatises in question are im fact authentic works of Athanasius,
yet, it is to their content that it is primarily seeking to draw

attention., For not only do they ask crucial questions and deal with



central probliems of the forrulation of the Christian faith, but also
draw the lines, explicitly and irplicitly, alomg which theological
science shoculd prcceed, Regrettably their content has rot been ade-
quately studied before, since attention has alomost exclusively been
paid to the questions of authorship and literary style. But, as the
older studies have shown, this content is a rich mine of theological
intuition not only with respect te the problems of the actual formulat-
ion ef the Dogma of the Incarnate Son and Logos of God, but also with
regard to the problems of methodology and epistemology connected with
it. 3Besides, this content is crucial to the history of Christology
in the Alexandrian tradition and particularly to the Christology of
Saint Athanasius the great. Normally Athanasian scholars begin their
investigations into Athanasius’ work with the study of his juvenalia
GENT and INC. Though this is certainly commendable, it must also be
said that Atharasius® final works on the subject of the Incarnation
must be equally taken intoc account, if justice is to be done to a
living thought which developed in a context of comtroversy and theo-=
logical formation. In my opinion,Athanasius? EPI and the two APQ,
his final works on the Incarnation. (Contra Apollinarem), represent
the great doctor’s most mature doctrine on the subject of Christology
and therefore, should be given as important a place in Athanasian
research as his early work on the Incarnation. When this is done,
then, the picture of Athanasius® Christology appears to be guite
different from that rather confusing and certainly hypothetically
construed presentation which is designed to serve the schematisations

of the historiamsof Dogma. The De Incarnatione (Contra Apollinarem)v

whether it is taken as a proto-Athanasian , or deutero-Athanasian



production, excludes the current hypothesis of an Athanasian "Apol-
linarisn', To my mind, the Christology of this work represents the
natural explicaticn of the inrer logic cf Athanasius® Christological
teachirg, and as such, offers us a clear clue te the fundamental
contribution of Athanasius tc the Christology of the ancient Church,
It also shows us that Athanasius was the father of Orthodoxy par
excellence in the Tradition of the ancient catholic Church, because
he was primarily the father of Christology and Soteriology.

This study of the two treatises "against Apollinaris®™, consists
of two main parts.

The first part is a review of the works of the critics, which
seems to be lacking from the manuals of Patrology, if one judges them
from their conclusions. Since the work of the critics was written
in various languages, including Latin, German, French and Greek, 1
have reviewed the most important and detailed studies in the form
of a paraphrase, but I have also provided my own evaluations. The
picture that emerges from this critical and comprehensive review
is opposite to that currently entertained in the manuals of Patrology,
in:hé:@uch as it is shown that the majority of the critics have
upheld the Athanasian paternity of the two APO!

The second part of the dissertation deals afresh with the question
of authorship. Here I have sought to examine all the data provided
by the texts, paying special atténtion to the vocabulary, the phrase-=
clogy and the contents of the treatises under investigation in a
comprehensive manner. To this end I have provided complete Concordances
of both treatises in order to facilitate the investigationo Mdller's

Lexicon Athanasianum was useful here, but I found that I had to make




Concordances to individual works of Athanasius , particularly é% his
following treatises, INC, CAR1=5, SER1=4, ANT, EPI, ADEL. MAX, and,
of course of ARC1l, ARD2, and AROLL. Obwicusly it is quite impossible
to arpend these Concordances to the dissertation, since they rumn,
literally, into 8everal thousands of pages! They are stored in a
disk at Durham University and could be easily made available. The
only regret in this investigation is the absence of a critical
Athanasian text, which has not yet appeared, though it has been
announced as forthcoming by Professor Tetz of Bochum University.
As for the text of APOl and APQ02,I am grateful to Professor Tetiz
for assuring me that the Greek Mss do not exhibit many divergencies
but that the only noticable difference appears in the old Latin
version preserved in Ced. S. Marco 584.

Particular emphasis haé been paid &n the theological section
of the second part of the dissertation., The key questions concerning
the death and the soul of Christ, or Christology as a whole, have been
thoroughly investigated with reference to both, the teits of Athanas;
ius and the expositions of the scholars. The well known essay of
the renowed French patristic scholar, the late Marcel Richard, on
the psychology of Christ in the Arian-Athanasian debate, which has
become a common place in every essay om Athanssius® Christology, has
been analysed and critically assessed in detail for the first time.
Finally, a review of the contemporary interpretation of Athanasius®
Ch?istology is provided with the view %o making suggestions for
a re—appraisal of the whole subject.

I would like to acknowldege here my gratitude to various scholars
who assisted me in my research, First and foremost I should mention

Professor T.F.Torrance of Edinburgh who suggested this topic to me and



acted as my sugervisor for two years. It is from him and from Father
George Florcvsky of blessed merory, that I learned to give the priori-
ty fo the Fathers thenselves and thelir texts together with the avails=".
aole historical data, attecpting te understand them primarily out of
themselves and only secondarily from their interpreters. Interpretat-
ions and points of view on the Fathers and generally Patristic Theolo-
gy, however important aﬁd valuable and even necessary they may be,
should never substitute a detailed study of the texts and the primary
sources. Such substitution would entail a serious abrogation of
academic obJectivity. Indeed, all interpretations, including one's
own, should be tested again and again on the ground of the actual texts
and historical data and also the thought world of the given authors,
by means of a rigorous scientific investigation and interrogation,
Textual criticism and study of thought should never be divorced, but
as word and thought are insepafab1e9 likewise these two should complem-
ent each other in any attempt to determine the truth of a given case.
I must also express my gratitude to‘Dro I,A, Moir of New College'
Edinburgh, Dr. Nigel Palmer of Oriel College, Oxford, Dr. Ho.F. Tiﬁbals
of the Computer Unit at Durham (now in Euston, Texas) and Dr. M.
Lamont of the Department of Computing at Durham (now at Newcastle)
for assisting me in the programming and use of Computers in the
compilation of my Athanasian Concordances. Last, but not least, I
am grateful to my colleague at Durham University, Gerald Bonner,

for all his encouragement and assistance.

Abbey House, Durham
18 January,1983, The feast of St Athanasius and St Cyril.

GODODO
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1. The first studies

The Greek texts of Saint Athanasius were collected and
circulated from the middle of the fifth century onwards,
usually in two groups of writings ,the apologetic and the

dogmaticc(l)

The two principal collections of Patriarch
Photius of Con/ple (9th c.) and of Nicholas Doxapatres(llth c.)
formed the bagis for the Mss which were utilised in the
production of the first printed editions of the Greek text
which appeared in Europe in the seventeenth centuryo(z)
The first printed edition ,produced by the Calvinist Jercme
Commelin and edited by Peter Felckmann at Heidelberg in 1601,
saw the light of various editions, notably that of 1627 (Paris)
and 1686 (Cologne). The decisive edition was produced

by the French Benedictine scholar Bernard de Montfaucon.and
his Maurist collaborators Antoine Pouget and Jacques Loppin

at Paris in 1698, This edition reprinted'with additions

by N. Ao Giustiniani at Padua in 1777 is identical with the
text which was incorporated in the well known Patrologia

Greca of J.P.Migne published at Paris in 1857. J.C.Thilo's
edition of the principal dogmatic texts of St Athanasius,
published at Leipzig in 1853 was also based on Montfaucon'’s

texto(3) In all these collections and editions the two

treatises Contra Apollinarem (APQO1&2) were included as authentic

Athanasian works.

Montfaucon's edition provided one of the first critical
introductions to APQl&2 and was reprinted in Thilo's and

Migne's editions. Its four paragraphs stress the following



points:
(i) Tnere are a nusber of external witresses to the
Sharagian paternity of APOL&2. These include Proclius's
speech at the Synod of Con/ple in A.D. 553, where reference
is made to "books of St Athanasius against Apollinaris¥g
Leontius® bock "Against the frauds of the Apollinarists”,
which actually cites from the two APO; the Acts of the
Sixth Ecumenical Symod of Con/ple (A.D. 680/1), which also
guote from APO as from Athanasian writings, and finally
the explicit citations: from the same treatises included
in the writings of thm Maxentius and Johﬁ of Damascus.
(ii) A two-fold argument can be comstrued in defence of
the Athanasian origin of APOl&2., On the one hand the many
and ancient codices unanimously ascribe these documents to
Safint Athanasius and on the other hand their dictiQn ié
unistakably Athanasian, The argument from diction is
éupﬁorted by means of three examples:(a) In the first
treatise (APOl1,6) the author refutes the error of those
who argue for a heavenly body in Christ on the ground that
it'is worshipped with Him, in the same way and even by
the same words as in Athanasius' letter to Adelphius (ADEL).
() In APO1,10 the statement ¢ wolvvv uéugecBe ’Aperavolicg
finds its exact parallel , almost verbatim, in Athanasius'’
letter to Epictetus (EPI). (c) Similarly APOl,12 contains
the Orthodox accusation against the Apollinarists that the

latter believe in a "quaternity”™ rather than the Trinity
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( tetpddav dvti tpiddoc duoroyodvteg) which alsc appears
in Athanasius® letter to Epictetus (EPI). On the whole,
Montfaucen argues, 1f one was to ccmpare APQOl and APQO2
with the other Athanasian writings and especially with
EPI, ADEL, and MAX, he would find so many passages with
similarities, that he would be compelled to conclude that
they derived from the same author.

(iii) AP01&2 do contain certain phrases and terms which
are not found in Athanasius' earlier writings. This, however,
is to be expected, since, whenever new heresies arise, new
words and new sentiments are bound to appear in the writings
of the disputants. In the case of AP01&2 the neologies
are slight and therefore no conjecture of vo6eiq should be
deduced, especially if one keeps in mind that it is a friend
who is being answered here and whovhad probably reviewed
for St Athanasius his discussions with the Apollinarists.

In his reply Athanasius does not adopt sentimeﬁts of his own
but those of his friemnd and the "Apollinarists®; so that

he almost becomes one of those who are disputing. This is
more apparent ir the beginning of APOl;, but subsequently,
ncone to whom the style of Athanasius is well known, would
fail to notice that it is the great bishop of Alexandria

who is speaking here.

(iv) Lastly, Montfaucon offers a brief and general
discussion of the contents of APQ1&2. The point of dispute

is the Person of Christ who is erroneously conceived by



the Apollinarists { Christi perscnax errarent Apollinaristae).

In fact, there is no umanimily on the subject among themr; some
are of the opinior that the Loges of God assumed flesh only
in appearance, wvhile others suppose that the human mind,
being addicted %o sins and evil thougnts was least of all
assumed by the Logoss this was in fact the bond of friendship
of the sect of the Apoliinarists, which under pressure from
the Orthodox was modified by the admission of a 'vital soul’
in Christ.

This is briefly the way in which the Benedictine editors

of Athanasius® texts thought of AP01&2. Montfaucon dealt

with them again in his extensive Vita Sancti Athanasii and
dated them in the year 372 ,i.e. one year after the composit-
ion of EPI,(4) |
Other early critical introductions to AP0l&2 are to be
found in the works of L.-S. Le Nain de Tillemont(§) C. Ro

6)

Ceillier, D. Schram,('7) and others. All of them regarded
the two treatises in question as genuine Athanasian productions.
Tillemont discussed $he two APO in the eighth volume of

. . 2 .
his magnum opus under the general rubric, "divers ecrits

de Saint Athanase sur 1' Incarnation contre les Apollinaristes'.
He regarded them as Athanasian on the basis of the external
yitnesses and placed their composition in the year 369 .

He ended his account with the observation that Athanasius in

no one of his anti-Apollinarist writings mentioned

the name of Apollinaris because the latter had not yet



declared himself an opponent of the Church. This, Tillemont
wrote, was supported by an existing fragment of a letter of
Apollinaris to Serapion, mentioned by Leontius, which
indicated his app%oval of Atrenasius® EP1; also, it was
supperted by the fact (reported by Facundus)that Athanasius
had recommended to Damasus of Rome Timothy the disciple of
Apollinaris , who later became one of the strongest opponents
of the Orthodox.

Ceillier’s discussion of AP01&2 assumes that they were
written by Athanasius in 372, as Montfaucon had suggested.
Ceillier began with the observation that the manner of
commencement in APQOl is common with that exhibited in the
other Athanasian writings. But, since the treatise was a
response to a friend, who had aéked'certain éuesfiéﬁs
regarding Apollinarist_ermrs9 Athanasiusvgade'use of the
expressions of his friend and of those of the Apollinariéts |
witﬁ whom he was in dispute. Hence, the variéty in'style
which marks the beginning of this treatisep: In all the rest, -
however, Ceillier wrote, the genius of Athanasius is apparent.
This is confirmed by the witnesses of Leontius of Byzantium,
Proclus of Con/ple, John Damascenus and John Maxentius. The
fact that Apellinaris is not mentioned can be explained by
the fact that he had not declared himself as defender of
the various doctrines which Athanasius combats. Ceillierb
account concludes with a brief examination of the contents of

AP01&2 which enumerates the mistakes combatted and the



positive arguments employed by Athanasiué;

In D, Schram's work no doubts are expfesSed as regards
the Athanasian origin c¢f the two APO. The tradition of the
codices together with the similarity of their contents to
those of EPI, MAX and ADEL are regarded -as sufficient
evidence. Schram's study is remarkable for'itsilﬁcid énd
orderly exposition of the contents of the two treétiSesu

(8)

This exp031t10n and that of Abraham Scultet constitute
the best presentati@n_of the structure and.content§’of APO.
The Athanasian authorship of AP01&2 wésrupheld by the
majority of Athanasian scholars during the nineteenthlcentury
until its closing decades. A4 J. M&hTer~writihg Nis great
study of Athana81us dispute with the Arlanu)assumed thelr g
authent1c1t§,9>in'England‘ John Henry Newman 9 who had
estainShed himself as‘the best Athana51an.scholar-of'the
country in the first part of the nlneteenth century, was of

the same opinion. This was made apparent in hlS famous two

volume translation of the Contra Arianosf(CAR1—4)‘as‘Well

as in his other Patristic essays , espeCially théﬁ«on

(10)

Apollinarisn. Particularly telling are the exténsive
annotations of Newman %o his translation of CARl=4, in which ';
AP01&2 are cited alongside with other Athanasian WOrksk
and establish many important literary and theolagical
connecﬁions!

Eﬁ the closing decades of the nineteenth'ceﬁtuﬁyb-thé

great Athanasian scholars in England, William Bright and

Archibald Robertson remain. firm on the tradiﬁiohal'view'
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concerning the authorship of AP01&2,in spite of the critical
questions which are being raised against it in Germany.

Bright was respomsible for the volume Later Treatises of St

Athanasius Archbishop of Alexandria with notes, Oxford 1881,

in the series "A Library of the Fathers of the Holy Catholic
Church anterior to the division of the East and West* edited
by E.P., Pusey. Apart from the two APO this volume included
introductions and translations with extensive footnotes of
athanasius® ANT, JOV, EPI, ADEL, and MAX. In the introduction
to AP01&2, Bright supplied a short but well-documented and
useful exposition of Apollinarism and the time of its commence-
ment and made the following perceptive remarks about the two
treatises:

" The two books 'Against Apollinaris® were

against‘a number of Apdllinarian opinions

as held by a school or party; and the vener-

able writer , who seems in some passages to

have left his first draft uncorrected, re-

frains from censuring his former friend by

name. Referring to doubts which had been

entertained as to the genuiness of the work

the Benedictines say that its affinity to

the letters to Epictetus, Adelphius and

Maximus is so manifest as to be decisive ".(71)

Robertson's work of saint Athanasius in the Library of the
Nicene/post-Nicene Fathers also upheld the traditional
view. His crucial remarks are the following:

* The Athanasian authorship has been doubted

chiefly on the ground of certain peculiar ex-



pressions in the openiné of Book I; a
searcning investigation of the question
has not been made,but on the whole the
favourabile verdict of Montfaucon holds
the field, He lays stress on the affi-
nity of the work to Letters 59-61 (EPI,
ADEL, and MAX). I would add that the
studious omission of any personal refe-
rence to Apollinaris is highly characte-
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2. The First critics and their»successqrs 

2,1 JOHANVES DRASEKE |
The first challenge to the AthanaSian’éuthdrsﬂipfof'tﬁe
two APO was advanced by the German scholar Johannes DrﬁSeke
in 1889. Drascke wrote an essay entitled "Zwei Gegner des
Apollinarios’ which appeared in his volume of independent

essays, Gesammelte Patristische Uhtersuchungeno13) The same

essay also appeared in the periodical Theologische Studien

und Kritiken under the title ”Athanasiané; Untersuchungen

Uber die unter Athanasios Namen iiberlieferten Schriften
wider Apollinarios von Laodieegﬁ(14) The "Zwel Gegner®™ are
Didymus the Blind of the Catechetical School of Alexandria
and Ambrose, Athanasius® pupil, who, according to Draseke
were the authors of AP0O2 and AP0l respectively. Since this
is the first critical work against the Athanasian authorship

of APO1l and APO2, its argumentation will be closely examined.
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Drascke begins with the external historical evidences

for the authorship of AP0L&2, He menticns the Syncd of
Constantinople of AD 680 which names APOLl as =wept Tfic
gvayBpwrcenc Aovoc uat %ata °AmoAlvvapiov , and APO2 as
ésﬁrspog héyog wata Amolltvapfov. He then refers to John of
Damascus,who quotes from APOl as from \gyoc¢ xam&”Aﬂékx%vapgov

(De_Orthod.Fidei,III,6) and as AGyog¢ Wepl CAPXWOEWS o

He also mentions the Codices Basiliensis and Anglicanus
which had been followed by the Benedictine editors of
Athenasius’ Opera in the Paris edition of 1698, which referred
to APOl as mepi Tfic capnboewe ToB Xprotol ual *aTd’AROANLVAEOU,
and to APO2 asnepi wfic capxééovg‘éﬂ@@avsﬁqg>roB,prOToﬁbo;

In spite of‘isblétedwdoubts;he remarks, the Benedictiﬁes |
aceepted the‘genuiﬁess:Qf these witnesses and.maintéined the
Athanasian authofghip of these writingéo Theié view was adopt-
ed by all subsequent students of Athanasius,including the
Germans, VoightgHagenba@hpDorner and Kolling. Voigt accepted
the genuiﬁéss of APOl@Q on the basis of their general similar-
ity to EPIDWhieh:§gw%gagt°s opinion had been written against
"Apollinarism", Dorner held that APO1l&2 éombatted "Apollinaris-
tic’ notions and not Apollinarid own teachings and hé dated
them ¢. AD 371. Draseke's objection to Dorner’s view is
connected with Proclus’ testimony which states that AP01é&Z2
were written after the death of Apollinaris,i.e., after 395,
But it is to Bohringer thatDr#seke turns to borrow arguments
for his first thesis which argues that AP0l and APO2 could

not have been written by the same author,in spite of the
report of the Acts of the Vith ecumenical Synod of

Constantinople which suggest that APO2 1is a continuation



of APO1l, Following Bohringer again,Dr@seke listed three
main reasons in support of his thesis respecting the diversity
of authors. (i) AP0l was addressed to a particular pan who
is called dyasntdc, but APO2 has no such addressee,(ii) APOL
has intrcduction and conclusion but APO2 has not. (1ii) The
accounts concerning the Christology of the heretics attacked
in AP0l and APOZ are very similar. They would have been uneces~
sary had they been written by the same author,because only
one of them would have sufficed., Draseke seeks to strengthen
yet further the diversity of authors by referring to diVEPsity
in.style and textual notificatioﬁso He compares AP01,3 to
APO2,L (a question of norm),AP01,22 to AP02,19 (a question of
epistenology) and APO1,13 to AP02,14 (a question of theology
and particularly the measning of death) and finds apparent
inconsistencies which suggesthdivepsity of authors. Then, he
proceeds one step further,as he puts it, ijcqntestigg_that
‘these treatises not only did: not Originafejfrom aleémmon :
author Qbut.-5neithép” © eould have dePived. from,Athanasiuso

Draseke seeks to support this contentioﬁ.ﬁy»means_of‘a
three-fold argument, Firstly he argues about the'doubtfulcha;
racter of the external witnesses to the Athanasian authorship
of APOl & APO2, Secondly, he contests that the style of AP01&2
is non=Athanasian and lastly, he argues that the two treatises
could not have been written before Athanasius' death becéuse
they presuppose a document which was written after AD 375,

As regards the doubtful character of the external witnesses,
Dréseke refers mainly to Proclug mistake. Proclus referred to
AP0l&2 as works of Athanesius ia his spéech at the Synod

of Constantinople of 553, and he added that they had been
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written after the deeth of Apollinaris! That he was clearly
rlstaken is shown bylﬁhe feet that Apollinaris died in AD
390{ according to Caspari and Voigt) or 392( Jerome) whereas
Athenasius éied in 373. In ¢trying to explain why Prcclus made
such a risteke, Draseke asserts that by the time of Proclus
APOL&2 had been placed in the Athanasian body of writings

and hense many were decilved, This was also the case with -
Leontius who must have found them in an Athanasian collection
and did not ocecur to him that they might have been inserted
into it for some reason. To strengthen the possibility of
deliberate ascription of APO1L&Z2 o Athanasiusngﬁseke refers
to the well known fpaudsvof the Apollinarists who circulsted
Apollinaris’ works urder the name of Athanasius. So success-
ful was the fraud, Draseke contends , that'eVen C&ri17waé
deceived, So,he argues that,if Cyril could have been deceived
about non-Athanasien works ,how mush m@re éould this be the
case with Proclus and Leontius who were further removed

from the time of Athanasius? In view of this, Drdseke concludes
that the external evidences do not Peailylsﬁpport the Athan=‘
asian authorship of AP01&2.

As regards the argument from s'tyle whic-h. was positively
employed by the Benedictines, Draseke expresses his seepticism,
Style, he argues, can be very deceptive,The three examples
addused by Montfaucon in his agdmonitio (the parallel betweenb
AP01,6 and ADEL;the expression Tt Totvuy WeEResode ’Apetavolc,
and the idea of "yuaternity", Tewpdc ),andﬂhis general
obgervation that APOl&2 are in content and form parallel to
EPI,ADEL and MAX, can be explained in other ways and not

merely by supposing identity of authorship. Why should we,
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look, Driseke asks, to EPI for the idea of "quaternity”

and not to Gregory Nyssen's Antirretilkos, b2, which supplies

us with snother clear parallel? Draseke further comtests that
Mentfaugon's first example can be explained,as Bohringer had
suggested , with reference to a stuvdent of Athanasius who had
used the letter to Adelphius., This possibility seems to

Dréiseke to be more probable than Montfaucon’s. So, he concludes
that the stylistie parallels between AP01&2 and other gengine
works of Athanasius do not prove identity of authorship.

But it is the third argument which Drdseke puts forward as
his strongest weapon against the traditional view regarding
the Athanasian authorship of APQOl&2, APOl&2 are based on
documents ,which were published after Athanasius' death and
this must be taken as de@isi§e for the rejection of their
alleged Athanasian origin. Draseke points out that this .
reméﬁkabie fact haé;noﬁ ﬁeen,noted by~Athanasién.scholaPs
because the study of Apolliinaris' @hronology and particularily
the shronology of hié works had: not been breviouSly under-
teken, To this issue he turns next and makes the following
points.

Voigt's and Bven Bohringer's observations were fauliy
precisely on the point that they did not elarify the order
in whiech the Apollinarian works were written. Voigt was able
to point out the parallels between APOl&2 and Gregory Nyssen's

Antirretikos , but he did not notice that these passages

were based on writings of Apollinaris which had been written
after the death of Athanasius. Bdhringer's work is edmally
deficient at this point,because he discussed Apollinarism
before discussing the council of AD 362 held at Alexandria,

He failed to see that Apollinaris' teaching was developed



puch later, Had it occurred %o Veigt and Bdhringer that
Apollinaris® works conbated in APOLEL2 had been written after
the deetn of Atranasius they weuld have leng ago determined
she non-Athenssisn derivation of these writings. Draéseke

was consclous here that his argurent could be turned back

%o him,because the sare conclusions eculd be reached about
EPI ATEL and MAX which in spite of the parallels with
Apollinaris’ works(particularly the later ones) were un-
doubtedly Athanssian. So he was esareful to suggest that

the notions combated in EPI, ADEL and MAX were not Apollinaris’®
but his disciples'. To strengthen his case here he refers to
Apollinaris’ letter to Serapion which expressed his approval
of EPI,

But Dréseke's main contention here is the late development
of the Apollinarian heresy and the late production of his
heretical Christological works. In support of this‘éontention
he adVanc@svarious proofs wnich are lifted.fpom his extensive
book on Apollinaris. He refers to Apollinaris' letter to
Basil written aboutl 362 whieh . . (Draseke had argued elsewhere
was to be considered s genuine)made no reference to Christo-
logical deviation, He also refers to Athanasius® Tome to the
Antiochenes (ANT) which ,%to Dr&seke’'s mind does not indicate
any disputation sgainst Apollinaris on Athanasius’ parg. Then,
he also points out that in the 360s Apollinaris was busy
arguing against Eunomius and had not developed his Christo-
logiecal rotions which oceurred one decade later,viz., the late
370s. Besideg,in 373 Basil does not register any complaint
against Apollinaris and as late as 376 he expresses his
love for Apollinaris to Patrophilus.,

Irn addition to Basil, Dr&seke mentions Epiphanius,



Epiphanius,writing his Pamsricn in 376,did not know of the
divergence of Apollinaris. He quoted the teachings of Apollina-
Pis»which he had learnt from his pupils, but referred to him
in a complinentary fashion,and his way of writing indicated
that he was disposed to bellieve that Apollinaris“ pﬁpils had
not been gble to understand the deep thoughis of their learned
end competent teacher. These statements from such a heresy
hunter like Epiphanius are only comprehensible ,says Draseke,
if he had not read the Apodeixis, Apollinarié)major Christolo-
gical work, Other evidense from Epiphanius is his guery
concerning Basil’s view on Apollinaris’ Chri@tology.sentrin 376,
which at that time had begun to gain support - a request whish
had not actually been answered by Basil ewing to Pillness and
tiredness of disputes”, Before Epiphanius’ letter,Basil had
received a similar letter from two monks from the Mount of
Olives in Jerusalem who raised questions about Apollinaris’
Christological notions, In his answer Basil had refﬁsed to
make any additions to the Nicene Creed on the point of the
Incarnation and encouraged the monks to make peace, rebuking
then in a mild manner for defending Apollinaris’ notions

or ex?laining them in such a way that he eould not be condemned.
The demand of these monks for a Christolegical addition to

be introdueced into the Niecene Creed regarding the doctrine of
the Incarnation had arisen as a result of their reading
Apollinaris’ Apodeixis - a faet not known to Basil. So

Draseke consludes that on the assumptien that the Apodeixis

was written in 376 and that it was known to the authors of

APOLl and APOZQAthanasiusreould not have been dne of them,
Dréseke feels that the first part of his assumption ,i.e.

the publication of Apollinaris’ Apodeixis in 376,has been



plausibly defended, Bu% the second part of his assumption,
nanely,that the authors of APOl and APO2 knew and used the
Apcdeixis,remains still to be shown. It is to this that he
surns next and develops the most complicated and elaborate
part of his essay.

First of all he observes that the author of APOl does
not attack Apollinaris himself, but the Apollinarisis,
and he substantlates this by adducing examples from chapters
9,10, and 7. This is ascertained by the consideration
that some of the key-notions attacked im APCl , such as
the homoousia of the "flesh" to the Godhead, or the heavenly
derivation of the “"flesh”, had already been attacked by
Athanagsiuvs in his EPI, and in fact Apollinaris had expressed

his full approval of Athanasius’ refutation as he confessed in

his Ietter to Serapion. It would therefore be unfair to attribute

these nctions to Apollinaris himself., It is true ,however,

that the pPominént ecelesiastics at that time, did not know

how far these,or such notions,were Apollinaris’,or his dis-

ciples'- Dri#seke also Rentlons the case of the two Gregories
(Nazianzen and Nyssen) whog in their great zeal to combat

Apollinarism, accused Apollinaris of heresies for which

he had not been responsible. Dréaseke dwells on this point

and attempts to substantiate it yet further by citing and

comparing texts from Gregory Nyseen's Antirretikos attributing

ecertain notions to Apollinaris and texts from Apollinaris’
letters to Dionysios and Terentius which show that such
notions found him fundsmentally critical.

But APO1l did not simply combat Apollinaristic notions

derived from Apollinaris’ disciples. It also included
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the refutaticrn of noticng derived from Apcllinaris® great kook,
the Apodeixis. This is obviously the most crucial point in
Dréseke’s argument and as such it ought to be as clear and as
Iucid as possible, Yet, Driscke does nct exhibit this desirable
c.ecarness and lucidity. This becomes apparent in his statement
which follows his crucial claim that APO1 also combats notions
deriving from the Apcdeixig. He states that these notions Yare
not reproduced literally but freely®. In other words he admits
that he cammnot produce direct literary evidence, but can only
provide indirect allusions., Yet he claims that these allusions
are to be considered sufficient illustrations, or even proofs, of
his point! 1In fact, he mentions only three such allusions. First
of all, he refers to the noticn of the "quaternity” which is found
in APO01,12 and also appears in the Apodeixis. Secondly, he refers
to the notion of the Puncreated flesh®, which is found in the
Aggdeﬁxis and also appears in APQl,3<=6 and in Gregory'Nyssen°s

Antirretikos being there mispresented (on the evidence of Apolli-

naeris’® Kotd Mépoc Ifotirg and his Letters to Flavianus and Dio-
dorus written after AD 373). But these allusions do not really
support Drédseke's argument since = as he himself has acknowledged
in the same essay - the notions contained in them also appear in
the genuine Athanasian writings and are duly censured.

The third allusion in support of Drédseke's claim is somewhat
more substantial, or at least can be considered as such, because,
in spite of its indirect character, 1t contains a notion that
a?pear@ in the Apodeixis and not in any genuine ”antioApollinéa
ristic® work of Athanasius, This allusion is the statement that
®"instead of the inner man in us there was in Christ a heavenly

mind® = a statement which certainly goes back to



Apclliinaris end ocounpiss the entire second part of APOL <o

be discussed end refuted, Draseke claims that the author of
AP0l ,who refrains from addressing Apollinaris himself, but
addresses the Apollineristg instead, has most certainly
borrowed this notion from Apellinaris’ Apodeixis. Yet his
claim is considerably weakened by the acknowledgement that
"¢his sentence does not appear 1n so many Words in Gregory
Nyssen's refutation of the Apodeixis’, In support of his claim
Drdseke refers to "allusions” from the Apodeixis as the latter

is reconstructed from Nyssen's Antirretikos. He cites the

following two texts: NGc @coc GvBpwmog yYivetar um
LeTapAndelc dno To¥ elvar ®edg, ef un volg &v dvepdny

nateotrn ( Anbirretilkosg,56); Also,odxoBv fcoc 6 JvOpwrivog

volBg 80Tuv T 6e0tnTe, efmep xx6kG¢ onct & “AmoAiivdptoc,

vo¥¢ dvBpwrov 1) Beta @uUOLc Avéveto (ibid. 1). Dr#seke
observes that Gregory's refutation does not deal with
Apollinaris’ ideas extensively , as the numerous fragments

of the Apcdelxis preserved elsewhere indicéteo Such fragments
come from the anti-Apollinarian works of Gregory of Nagianzus

who knew only {two writings of Apollinaris, the Treatise on

the Trinity and the Apodeixis. Nazianzen's references to

the Apodeixis indlcate that Apollinaris must have extensively
developed in it the notion of the substitution of the mind
by the Logos. Here he cites another example from Nazianzen
which clearly illustrates his point: €(T0 XATAOHEVALEL TOV
GvOpwrov 8xefvov Tov &vwbev Hrovia Tov vobv um Exetv, AN
TNy Beotnra Tof uovoyevoBc , Thy To¥ vol ¢vouy dvarinpkoacay
LEPOC YEVESOUt ToB dvBpwREL OV OULYXPAUATOC TO TELETUGOLOV,
Yuxfic Te HAL OWPATOC %ATE To dVBPWRLYOY Tepl AVTOV BvTwy,

vol 6 um 8vtog, dAN& Tov &xelvov Tomov &VARAMPOBVTOC.



This extract clearly indicates that Apollinaris used the
expression "heavenly mind"; which is found in APO. Drasexe
stresses here the fact that this notion was connected with
Apollinaris® exegesis of I Corinthians 15:47, which was also
included in his Apodeixis. To substantlate this point,and
particularly the Apollinaristic understanding of the Pauline
expression &vBpwnoc dmovpdveog as equivalent to voUc¢
oﬁp&vuog s he refers to a fragment from Apollinaris’ works
which has been preserved in Leontiuss Z&v oe Xpuorbg o@uo

Y

S s [oXe) 9 92
Bednvovy nai wveBua &y coput Berxov, volg ovpavLOG, od

petaoyely ebyxdueda xawd To"uels 85& voBy Xptotol Exouev".
The same point is made 1n another extract from Apollinaris
to the Bishops of Diocaesarea: “Huelc¢ oporoyoDuev, odxn elc¢
Gvepwrov dyLov éﬂméeénuﬁnévau Tov To¥ ®co¥ Acyov, Smep v
&v mpoomtate , dAN’adTov Tov Adyov odpxa yeyevHodas ,un
dverAneota voBv dvBpwmtvov,voly TPERORLEVOY HAL Gl YXUXAWTLLO-
uevov Aoytopmol¢ pumxpobc, dAAG Belov Svra volv Htpentov
odpaviov, These texts certainly show that the notion of the
heavenly mind combated in APOl is Apollinarian ,but do not
establish literary connections between APO1l and Apollinaris’
Apodeixis. Yet,according to Driseke; such literafy connection

must be inferred!

The same type of argument is developed by DP%Seké concerning
APOZo He adduces two texts from APO2 and compares them to
two texts from Apollinaris' Apodeixis (the first from the
fragments of the Apodeixis preserved in Theodoret and the
second from the fragments of the same work preserved in

Nyssen's Antirretikos),implying that they are clearly parallels

'and therefore constitute prools of his claim that APO2

was based on the Apodeixis. But the texts are allusions
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of an indirect nature and not direst quotations.

This can be seen in the texts themselves:

3
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A .
Apollinaris

TO peEv oby "KdBov &x BsELBv
wov" w¢ wpoc &vepwnov AEYEL®
od yap TH det nabnuevov éxi
Bpovov BOETC,1a80 ®soc AOYoC
efpnrar weta TNy &vodov TNV
én vHge dana td vBv ef¢ Ty
Enovpadve oy UYwBEVTL OOEQY

xx80 &vBpwroc k¢ of dnéoTONOL
Aéyovouve "0B yap AxBLd dvERT
el¢c Tove odpavovcoréyer &
adtog, elrey 6 Kvptog T Kvpty
LoV, %GB0V 6u SeEv®V wov"
&vOpwROY UEV TH KPOOTAYLA,
Goxny TH ®a086pg 6t60FvoBeToV
¢ T0 dELwpa TO ovyxx6ficoat
@ségﬁbs&wovpy@ﬁc@v at xLALae
XUALABEC HAL TAPACTNHOVOL V

at piprar pupradec[xae pet’
Sriya.] 0B yop d¢ @ed HmoTdAc-
cet Tovg &xBpovc,dA de dvBpw-
ng° &ote Tov adTov elvar xat

< o LY
®eov Opwuevoy nat GvBpwrov.

2)

To &7 ®veDux TovTeosTt TOv volv
@cov Exwv & XpLoToc meta Yuxfic
L owuato¢ elxotwe FvBpwroc

2e oldpuvoB Aeyetar Kot & MNofi-

APO2

*Acvpowvoc ToLvuy Talc dyiosg
veapale 6 8poc Vudv, uat dvdpuo
oto¢ ThHe mAnpwbetone olxovoprLoc
N yvoun dudv. xat To "KdBov

&x SeELdy pov" odx dvepaxrov

nev dEwua AN @sbsc dan’
gxeidn to To¥ Ocof dEilwux
dvOpwrov &ngua véyovev,Lva To
tof dvBpwnov dEtwua Gcof dEL-
wua weotevdf, efpntar "Kadov

& SeELdBv gov"xai "AQEXGOV WE
Natep ,TH dudty S0ER" 00
ywptoBetc ThHe 66EMc ToTTo

Aevets ;dAA "8y d6CEY owuaTh
vYeyovawg ,tva SelEn od xwptZo-
pevny THc Beuxufic HGENG TNV
ToT S0VAOV LopeNY ,AAAG TAVLTINY

4
ErLdernvopevny,

’Erovpdvioc yip &vBpwmoc &
K$ptoc,00xt &€ obpavod TR
odpra L BeL EAUEVOC odAAL TNV

&x yfic Enovpdvioy CLOTNOULEVOC
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hd o N © N N krd °
No¢ Tov wp&Tov °Adcs buyny 530 uad oto¢ EroVpAVLOC,ToLOD~

nalel HETA COUATOC OVOAY, Totr uAL ol AWOVPAVLOL AT TNV
AANG & BevTepoc &vBpuwrog &€ adtol umetoxny THc IyLoTtntoc, 6to
oBoavoT RYELUATLHRSE AEYETAL . HAL OONELWTIAL TX TOU OWUATOC.
cloc vap & &movpAvioc,50s05-
Tot uab of &movPAVLOL .
The first case seems to exhibit gome parallels but the second
does not, In any case the texts cannot be used as proofs of
literary connections. Yet Draseke draws the conclusion that
the texts in column B imply knowledge of the texts in
column A, which means that the author of APOZ2 was afguing.
against the Apodeixis and therefore he could in no way be
identified with Athanasius,

The final chapter in Drdseke’'s study addresses itselfl
to the question of possible authors., First he establish-
es the view that APOl and APO2 must have originated in
Alexandria. Then he recells Boaringer's suggestion that they
could have been writien by pupils of Athanasius, The very
fact that they had been included in thé‘collection of
Athanasius’ works indicates their Alexandrian origino They
were atiributed to Athanasius,because they were written simul-
taneously and both presented similarities with Athanasian
writings ssuch as EPI,ADEL and MAX. They were also transmit-
ted together and fitted very well the commonly accepted
piscture of Athanasius as the protector of the Church's féith
from heresy.With regard tc the Alexandrian origin of these
documents Driseke discusses the mysteriocus Rhetorius who
1s mentioned in AP0l,6, He particularly draws attention te
his designation mwote Aeyopevov and recalls the views of

Fabricius¢ who had identified Rhetorius with the rhetorician



Themistius on %the grcunds of the lalter’s teaching that

the Divinity was pleased in multiplicity of speculations on
divine matters. But Draseke rules out this view as a possibili-
ty, because Theristius was a contemporary of Athanssius

and the note would imply an earlier figure. For the same rea-
son , Driseke rejects the possibility of Ehetorius being
Didymus’'son ( in Libanius). However he regards Philasterus

of Bressgia'’s report on Rhetorius as the man who praised all

heretics( De Haeresibus,xci) as supporting the reference

to him in APOl and therefore rejects Augustine's suggestibn
that Philasterus was mistaken about Rhetorius. The reference
to Rhetorius hewever places APOLl in AleXandriao As regards
APO2, Draseke asserts that although it does not supply any
internal allusions to an Alexandrian milieu,it is in fact,

as Montfaucon had also pointed outycloser to Athanasius.

than APOl, On this account,it must be placed in an Alexandrian
setting., Having specified Alexandria aé the home of the

two treatisespDrﬁseke turns to their conténts to find

elues regarding their authors. He observes that their primary
eoncern is not to refute Apollinaris teaching but to combat
varieus errors , which are to some extent related to
Apollinaris,and particularly to offer as complete as possible
a defence of the Christian Faith! He describes AP0l&2 as
summge of Christian Dogmatics on the basis of AP0l,1 and
APO2,4., This description fits the picture of Ambrosius’

(Athanasius® disciple) De Dogmatibus adversus Apollinarem

or Didymus’ De Dogmatibus which are both mentioned by

Jerome in his De viris illustribus., Draseke is aware that

there are several problems cornected with this suggestion

and tries to alleviate them. The wolumen multorum versuum



mentioned by Jerome with regard tc Ambrose's work seems to
be hardly appliceble to the case of APO,but it should not
be ruled ou’ as impossible,because the standards of that
pericd with regard to lilerary bulk were quite different
from the medern ones. In the case of Didymus,Draseke refers

to his De Trinitate and to the allusions contained therein

to antiapollinaristic writings. He acknowledges that the
linguistic analysis does not contribute very much to the
Didymian attribution ,but Mingarelli'’s analysis of the
Didymian method of argumentation certainly does. Particularly
important here is Didymus' habit of moving from topic to
topic without linking them together, the dialectical form
of his arguments, and the fact that Apollinaris is not
mentioned in his writings as an opponent. The Stoic elements
of APO1l and the detailed references to the Manichaeans also
it the pigture of Didymus, and so does the fact that the
views of the opponents are all summed up in the beginning
of the treatise and then refuted - a fact fitting Didymus’
blindness, Lastly the Didymian hypothesis is strengthened
by the Origenism of the author of APOl which comes up in
a general sense in chapter 5 and especially in the appraisal
of the universal effect of Christ's death- a doctrine peeuliép
to Didymus as the reasearch of Hagenbacli has shown, |

With these aseriptions,APOl to Didymus and APO2 to
Ambrosius, Dradseke concludes his study recalling again
his main theses:
1) that APOl and APO2 were written by different authors,
2) that neither of them could have been written by Athanasius,
3) that both of them originated in Alexandria,

L) that their possible authcrs were Didymus and Ambrose,



Our critical assessment of Drdseke’ essay can only be brief,
because it is %o a large extent satisfactorily provided in the
vorks of competent scholars whao took up the research on the guest-
ion of authorstip and continued the argumentation for or against
the Athanasian ascription in vorks which will be reviewed hereafier.
First of all, Drédscke’s thesis that AP0l and APO2 could not have
been written by the seme author does not seem to us to have been
adequately defended. His first two reasons, berrowed from the
work of Bdhringer, rest on the presupposition that APO2 is8 a
continuation of APOl, @ presupposition‘rejécted by Dréseke him-
self! His third reason, also borrowed from B@hringer9 is incorrect,
because the notions controverted in APQl are not similar to those
which are refuted in AP02.( The evidence for this will be given
later in this work). Dridseke’s argument from style and the noti-
fication of texts rests on only three exampies9 and not on an
exanination of all the data. Montfaucon had found other examples
which exhibited similarities suggestive of identity of authors, and
Driseke’'s argument against them é@uld also be turned against his
own examples !

Dréseke's second thesis defending the doubtful character of
the external witnessesnis weaker still., He does not carefully
evaluate all of themgkbut refers only to Proclus®' ®chromological
error®, which, however, is possibly to be explained -differently,
i.e. a8 implying circulation of the works in question and not com-
pilation, His reference to the frauds of the Apollimarists as
possibly indicating fraud in the case of APQ1l and APQO2, is totally
unacceptable since APO1 and APO2 are not heretical documents, and

there is no similar orthodox fraud recorded in this period.



Drédsexe’s third thesis rests on two assumptions., Firstly, on
the assurpiion that the Apodeixis of Apollinaris was written
efter the death of Athenasius (he died in ADF73 ), i.e. ¢.376 or
latery end secondly, on the essvmnpliion that the aulhors of
APOL and AP0Z2 were asctuslly arguing ageinst notions of the Avce
deixis, Bult such assumptions are not self-evident and are neither
historically nor textually substantiated., On the contrary, they
would seem %0 rest on nere conjeclures., The first cone is coﬁnectc
ed with the chronoclogy of the Apollinarian heresy. But this chro-
nolegy, and particularly the dating of the wofks of Apollinaris,
continues to be obscure %o this very day, in spite of new seminal
studies on the subject§15) The second assumption is based on
indirect and therefore inadequate evidence, and besidésg it is
possible, if accepted, that it could be used for redating the
Apodelxig, rather than dating the APOL and AP02. But the evidence
is really so inadequate that a lot of rcom is left for different.
explanations of the doctrinal commections between AEOl&Z and the
Apodeixlig., The more we examine Praseke’s argument, the more it
appears that he constructs it in order to defend a preconceived

hypothesis, or at least to put to question a preexisting thesis.

N



2.2, HERMANN STRATER

A fey vears later Dregeke’s hyrotnesis was challenged by
Hermann Strater, who deall with the eauthorship of AROL and APO2
in the context of his major study of Athanasius’® doctrine of
Redemption., The treatment is quite extensive and deserves care-
ful study and evaluationt '©)

striter begen his investigation of the authorship of the two
APQO by indicating thelr importance for the whole doctrimal questé
ion of the Avollinarian Christology and particularly for its reia=
tiom to the Alexendrisn tradition. I was with this in mind that
he cane to regard the authorship and chrénology of APQL&Z as cru-—
cial points of research. His first judgment is concerned with
the external testimonia o the Athanasian paternity of the twe APO,
which he regards historically reliable. He mentions the Sixth
Ecumenical Syncd of Constantinople in AD 680/1 and the testimony
of Proclus of Byzantium, and alsoc the testimoﬁiea of Leontius of
Byzantium, John Maxentius and John Damascenus, He remarks that
their reliability was accepted not only by the Benedictine
editors of Athanasius?! texts, but aISGvby'such eninent scholars
as Mansi and Mohler. Strdater simply recorded the external witne-
gses to the Athenasian paternity of AP01&2 and contradicted the
opinion of Drgsekep but like the latter he refrained from under-
taking a careful and crit¢ical evaluation of the actual texts,

Strter turns mext to a discussion of Draseke's thesis about
diversity of authors in the case of APQl and APQZ2. He finds

it quite untenable and outlines four reasons in support of his

judgment. (i) That the basic ideas and the logical development of



thought are the saze in APOL emd APO2 (Cf. the case of sin
and how it is said to have been abolished in AP01,15
and in AP02,6) 3(ii) that the teaching about death, and
particularly aboutl Christ's descent into hell, is the same
in both writings (APQl, 13,14,&17, compared to AP02,14-17) 3
(iii) that the same heretics are cited in both writings as
predecessors to the "new heretics" (Arius, Sabellius, Paul of
Samosata, Marcion, Manichaeus and Valentinus, APblg 11,12,
15,20,21, compared to AP02, 3,5,8,12,&19); (iv) that the
gources are used in the antirretical arguments of the two
writings in the same manner (APO1l,15 compared to APO2,4).
Apart from these connections Strater finds one basic
Athanasian idea as the guiding thought of the contents
of APO1l and APO2 : the soteriological stand-point for
evaluating and developing doctrines (AP01,5,7,1L4,15,16,17,
18,19, and AP02,6,9,11,13,15,17). He asserts that the
author of AP01&2 argues like Athanasius, in that he warns
that the neglect of elther the divine or the human side of
Christ implies an incomplete soteriology. He thinks that
Driseke was wrong in deducing from the similarities of the
two works diversity of authors on the grounds that the same
author would not have repeated himself,particularly if the
APO2 was regarded ,as the VIth ecumenical Synod hadvstatedw as
a continustion of APOl., The similarities are not identities
and besides, the statement of the Council of Constantinople
does not suggest the "continuation" which Driseke has present-
ed, This latter point 1s obvious,when one compares the

actual titles of the two APO. The former is entitled Ilept

tfic 8vavBpwrnoews AGYOC and the latter Asdtepoc Adyoc



not@ "AmorAsvaptov (lansi,l.c.vi, 762 & 754). John Damascenus’
references also distingulish between APOL and APO2, and so do
the references of Montfaucomn and the Maurists to the Ms.
tradition., That the similarities are not identities becomes
clear when we compare the contents of APOl and APO2, The
former is written calmly and more systematically than the
latter, It is a treatise written to a friend in reply teo

a request of his, and it clearly has a beginning and an end.
APO2 however is written in a more general fashion,and resembles
the structure of CAR., This is more apparent in the fact that
the heretical notions are individually listed and refuted
in APO2 and are never listed together as those of AP0l

But even APOl is not a systematic treatise as Athanasius’
juvenalia GENT and INC.

As regards the style of AP0lé&2, Striter findsfitrsihilar
to that of CARl=3, He points out that the arguments tend to
be aph@ristic‘and not sitrietly systematic and that the same
liveliness;"fire" and use of rhetorical figures is exhibited
(eog. CAR3,39 compared to AP0l,5), But despite the great
similarity in the treatment of APOl and AP02,the treatment
of the subjeet stands independent,uncontrived and natural,

A pupil of Athanasius ,who could be considered as a possible
author of these treatises, would merely have followed his
master mopd slavishly, and not so freely, So Striter consludes
that "everything in these books is Athanasian,including the
free brilliant comprehension and refutation of the false
theses",

Strater seeks to strengthen his conclusions about the

Athanasian style with the argument from the Athanasian
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conszepiuality and decirine. He asserts that_the content
of ideas,teken as a vhole or in detall, is unmistekadly
Atheangsian, and gozs as far as to clain that even if
the traedition had not afforded any evidence for determining
the avthorship of these treatlises, the ccntents themselves
would have left no doubt for attributihg them to Athanasius,
This glaim i1s strengthened by the following points:
the heresy is attacked in APOL&2 with absolufely the same
arguments (in style), the same dogmatie premises and the
same Christian consciousness as in CAR1-3 and as in EPI,
ADEL and MAX. Fufther there are certain verbal and noetie
parallels between APOL&2 and EPI,ADEL and MAX, which ,as
Montfaucon rightly had observed, point to the same direction
(APO1,6// ATEL,3; APOL,12//EPI,8,9: AP02,7//MAX,3). To 3triter
nothing in APO1&2 is unworthy of Athanasius.Further, the
clear connectlions between them and EPIQADEL and MAX place
them within the milieu of Athanasius and perhaps in the
early 370s.

With these considerations Strater believes to have
shown the inadequacy of Draseke's first thesi$o But
with regard tc his argument that the notions combated in
APOl&2 are post-Athanasian,he acknowledges that closer
argumentation is required, It is to this end that he devotes
the rest of his essay. Basically he finds the thesis unfounded,
He stresses the inadequacy of the historical data regarding
the chrohology of Apollinaris' writings and particularly
the order of their compilation, and points out that no
scholar has been able to date with certainiy the rise of the
Apollinarian error, and especially the introduction of

Apollinaris’trichotomic anthropology into his Christological



decctrine, As far as Driseke’s attempt to_date Apollinaris’
works 58 cbmoerned, Striter simply regards it as”a
prilliant hypothesis”, He dozs, however,glve him credit

for certalin general observaticns, as for example his
assertion that ¢the trichotomic anthropology came later
than the dichotomic, But he belleves that specification

of dates regarding the transition from the one anthropology
to the other,or regarding the publication of the A odeixis,
cannot be supplied with certainty. This is dée to a number
of cbstawles,as for exgmple the ambiéuity as to whether
Apollinaris® elaborate notions Weré-develéped before they
were published, and not least to the unclear texts,
The unclear text of the Agodeixis is apparent when one
attempts to collate intozaxwmpréHEnsive entity‘thé fragments
supplied by Gregory NyssengThegdqretgJustinian and
Anastasius, |

Striter next contests the view?that”qértqin'hqtidns

réfuted in APOl and APO2 arose after 373. He points out
that APOl&2 differ from EPI only in tﬁe trichotony of man
and the corresponding Christological theory of the replace-
ment of the human spirit by the Logos in Christ. Everything
else 1s mentioned and refuted in the same way, as for
example the notlon of the "quaternity',or the notion of

the "unereated flesh",or the claim that the"body became
identical in nature with the Loges”. The notion of the
"heavenly mind" does indeed appear in the Apodeixis,as
Dréseke has shown by eiting various texts; but this
oscurrence does not rule out an earlier one, Furthermore,

Strdter disagrees with Draseke's date of the composition



of Apollinaris' Apodeixis. He observes that Drdseke's
late date is due to his failure to peescelve the special
¢oristological position which Apollinaris dewelaped from
+he middle 3508 onwards,and also his failure to distinguish
between the time when Apollinaris wrote his works and showed
¢them to a small cirsle of disciples and friends, and the time
when these works became publicly - known. A% &hls point
Strater also refers to the Christological statement of the
Alexandrian Synod of 362,but refrains from expressing a
view as to whether that.statement was directed against
Apollinaris. He obviocusly mentions it as supporting indirectly
his early dating of the Apoliinarian development. This
reference leads him to discuss in greater detail the whole
issue regarding the Apollinarian chronology by reviewing the
exlisting evidence.His Intention is to make a case for an
early development of the,full Apollinarian scheme and
particulatly of the application of trichotomic anthropology
to Christology,

First of all,he refers to Apollinaris’ Confession sent
to Jovian in 363,which had falsely been attributed to
Athanasius under the title Hept Tfc oabx&oamg To¥ ®eol AoYOV,
Strater quotes the following: ‘OuohoyoOuev xati sfvat Tov adTov
viov @eol uat ®eov natd wvebuacviov e dvBpwrov XATA OXpHa
. o dm0BaVOY LEV TOV TUETepov BAVATOY XATO OAEHA.. AOIVATOC
6e xat dxpatntoc TH GAVATW OLauUelvac SL& TNV OeSTNTA, and
points out that xveGuax and 6edTtng are not clearly
distinguished in Christgbut seem to be identified. This seeums
to Stratera clear allusion to Apollinaris‘’so-called "later

identification of the spirit in Christ with the Logos!
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and implies that the full Christological theory peculiar
to Apollinaris had been developed in the early 360s.
Striter makes the same point on the basls of arother Sext

of Apollinaris, the Confession,written by him and his

pupils a few years after his Confesgsion to Jovian at a

certain Apollinarian conciliabulum, a text suppiied by
Draseke himself. SGoxa SuoovoLov Tf HUETEpa OUpPXL RKPOCELAT -
pev dro Tfic Maptag & To¥ ®eol ZBv Adyoc %6’ EvwoLv TNy ®pdg
BedtnTa &% THC MPWTITC OVAATVEwE THC &v TR WipBEV, AL OVTWG
8vBpwrnoc yéyovev® &Ti oupE xuut mvelud dotiv 6 dvBpwroc® o1
T00T0 20T, TO yevéoBul Cdpxa TOV ASYOV, TO EvwhTvar ®pog
cdpxa B¢ To dvBp@retov mvelua® xoheltor yip xat 6 xx8° Mude
dvBpwroc CApE, Here again it is obvious that in Apollinaris’
doctrine of the incarnation there is no distinction betwsezsn
6edtncand wvelua, |

Strgter moves next to the 3708. On the basis of Apollinerise
Mept Tpuado¢ and particularly the way in which he refers in
this book to the Catholic defenders of the faith (elnate
of TOV XPLOTLOVIOWOV OXTUUTLLOREVOL ... ), Strater argues that
Apollinaris was not in complete harmony with the Orthodo«x.
Now, EPI was written in fhe 370s at the very latest, and
the false theses refuted in this letter are so close to
Apollinaris’ teaching, that Epiphanius uses the letter in
his Panagrion as a means of refuting Apollinarism. Indeed,
it appears,from the context of the words of Epiphanius,that
Athanasius had written EPI against pupils of the Laodicean,
The point Striater wants to make here is that Apollinaris |
wis not on good terms with the Urthodox in the eurly 3708.

To strengihen this point of view even further,he provides sSone



additioral facts. St Basil writes to Meletius in 373 that
Apollinaris had been accused of Sebellianism, In 376
the same Basll speaks of numercus works which Apollinaris
had written recently,showing that he had read some of them,
Epiphanius,who commenced writing his Panarion in 374,according
to Petavius wrote section 66 in 376, which suggests that
section 77,dealing with Apollinarism and his schoolsmust have
been written in 376 or 377. This factgcourled with Epiphanius’
complimentary reports about Apollinaris,has led scholars to
the conclusion that Apollinaris developed his heresy in 376/7:
but Stridter deduces from this same fact the conclusion that
Apollinaris®school only then acguired a special positiong
having in fact developed much earlier. This is suggested in
the presence of a whole series of thesés presented and refuted
in Epiphaﬂiusq accountQWhich..aPe said to derive from pupils
of Apoliinaris and not Apollinaris himself., At the centre of
all these theses,however, was the thesis of Apollinaris
himself, and its central characteristic ,as Epiphanius
presents it in chapter 2ff, was the tri@hotomic‘anthropplogyg
and its application to Christology. The accouht of Epiphanius,
taken in its entirety,suggests to StrHter that the Apollinarikn
school had by 376 grown old,and therefore its roots must bé
sought in an earlier period.

Strater is aware that his case for an earlier dating of
the Apollinarian breach is opeto the objection that the heresy
should have been notieced by the great Fathers earlier on.,
To this he replies by expounding the Peai character of the
Apollinarian school. Apollinaris,he writes, had been gathering

pupils around him since the middle of the360s , but his
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school tocx an isolated pesition in the Chureh, Apollinaris’
intention was not to divert the faithful from orthodoxy or from
from the great Orthodox Fathers. His was principally an
exegetical school which taught philosophical and theological
technigues trom the point of view of Aristotelian dialectlics,
as Harnack pointed out. The Apollinarists’ concera was
not the presentation of a special theological system. Tney
rather intended to understand dogma more clearly and apply
Greek dialéctics to the faith of the Church. Dialectics caae
first, dogma followed. This is why the theses of the school
are manifold and divergent. Most of them were Kept witain the
small circle of the school and their writings were not

widely known. Because of this, Apollinafism never becaas
popular and the Apollinéristic works were lost. Arianisn
flourished under Valens (36ua3?8) wheh Athanasius went to

his fifth exile. The defenders of the teaching of the Church
would have welcomed any conmrade who would be'éble to support
the cause of Orthodoxy. Apollinaris was such a comrade
because of his erudition and dialectical competence. Busying
themselves with the refutétion of Arianism, the great Fathers
simply did not notice Apollimaris' peculiar teachings. Gregory
Naziénzen9 Jerome, Basil and Damasus all corresponded witn
Apollinsris. It was only from 370 onwards that the heretical
views originating from Apollinaris' school became generally
known. The trust between Apollinaris and Athanasius began to
waver. We hear laments about the new teaching., Certainly hie
pupils did not understand sll he said and did not draw ali,
the conclusions he had intended. So, we should not be

surprised at his acceptance of EPI which,in the eyes of



—ddo

Apollinsris must have been a misunderstanding of his viewso
It does not contradict the historical facts and documents

to place the ppollinarist threefold division in anthropology
and Christology in the last years of Athanasius' life. Zven
though it only became.known in 375/6 that Apollinaris had
expressed heretical views about Christ, and even though the
Apodeixis became accessible in 376, it is possible that this
false doctrine was proposed by the Apollinarists several
years earlier and had become known to Athanasius orallygor

in writing, compelling him to argue against it, Moreover it is
not so surprising if this thesis should not heve been mention-
ed anywhere else in the writings of the early 370s, or that it
took time to cause coneern in wider circles. Many people have
criticized the Apollinapists for attémpting to deceive the
Orthodox with ambiguous views ,particularly concerning the
trichotomy and the corresponding teaching regarding the
"mind-Logos" in Christology. Though it may be good to leave
ssiae the guestion of the Apollinarist intentions, it is
historicglly attested that Pope Damasus and Epiphanius .
considered Vitalis to have been a true believer. Vitalis

was the Apollinarian Bishop who recognised the integrity

of the two natures in Christ,but was later found to have in
fact been contrary to the teaching of the Church because

he taught that the human spirit in Christ was replaced by

the Logos. Vitalis had accepted a complete humanity in
Christ only because of the union of the Logos with it.
Without the Logos the humanity of Christ was to him incomplete,

Epiphanius writes at this point, that Vitalis <oV AoyYLOWOV

Tov [otov drexaivnte THC dLavoiac.
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In the light of this understanding of the Apollinarian
development, Striter concludes that i1t is possible that
Apollinaris put forward his docirine in his cwn schcol
unnindered for a long time,and that he expressed it in
writings which d4id not initially become public, and that
Athanasius heard of this before his death and responded
in his APOlé&2.

Lastly, Strater evaluates the evidence evoked by Dridseke
in support of his contention that AP0l&z refute notions
which derive from documents written after 373. He feels that
since many of these notions (as Dr&seke has admitted ) are also
refuted in EPI,ADEL and MAX, there is no need to refer to
later writings of Apollinaris. Further,the texts from APOZ2
and the Apodeixis relating to Psalm 109,1 do not indicate
dependence of the former on the latter, and it must be noted
that the one passage states the opposite to that stated in
the other. The verse from the Psalm was a favourite one in
the school of Apollinaris and was wused in writings earlier

to the Apodeixils,as for instance in the Confession, which

was wrongly attributed to Athanasius, where it was again
used in relation to the humanity of Christ. It is quite
possible that the same passage was also used in other
writings. Athanasius rejects this habit of applying the

Psalm passage to the humanity of Christ in an sbstract

sense., But even if the mutual dependence of the extracts
supplied by Drdseke could be proved to be correct,the
argument could still be reversed on the view that Apollinaris
fights APO2,

Strater argues that the same consideration applies to the



texts relating to the interpretation of I Cor.15:47.

Nofig éﬁovp&vuogg &vBpwrog Erovpdviog were glogans used

by Apollinaris and his pupils,just as the Arians had similar
ones to be readily used in argument, and therefore

cannot be considered as ‘new notions’ first appearing in

the Apodeixis.

Strater adds the fact that Apocllinaris is not mentioned
in APQ1&2, as evidence militating against Draseke’s views
comeerning their late compilation. If we were to suppome
that the books were written after Apollinaris’ break with
Orthodoxy by two authors who were formerly friends of his,
it would be difficult to explain why, unlike Gregory of Nyssa
and smpiphanius they refrained from menticaing the name of
Apollinaris., On the contrary, Strater argues, that on the
Athanasian hypothesis it would seem natural that the noly
Father, had either heard that the signs of the new teaching
had appeared in the writings of his former friend, or had
actually read heretical writings by him, written before his
break with Orthodoxy, or even that he simply intended to
refute a series of false statements, which had been made by
various people and particularly by pupils of Apollinaris,
without knowing Apollinaris’ personal involvement in this
heterodoxy.

strgter°s general conclusions are summed up as follows:
(1) Tradition unanimously attributes the two Books under
investigation to St Athanasius.

(ii)Internal reasons deriving from the character and contents
of' the Books support the correctness of the Tradition.

(iii)The counter-arguments supplied by Driseke are not
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insoluble,

(iv) There are no reasons why tradition should be rejected.
(v) The two books were written by Athanasius shortly tefore
his death., In doing this,the great Father of Orthodoxy
clearly prepared the battle against Apollinarism, which was to
break out a few years later and he left to the Church
strong and mighty weapons for this battle.

Strater’'s contribution is certainly formidable. He exposes
the inadequacies of Draseke’s hypothesis and the gyuestionable
character of his argument. He also provides a clear insight
into the Apollinarian-Athanasian relationship, which makes
the traditional view, in both its ancient and modern form,
at least possible and, indeed, more plausible than that of
Dr3seke. However, 3trater’s treatment of the yuestion moves
on the saune general level as Dr%seke’sg even though it
contains specific references to the text. As such, it is anot

coaclusive,;but invites further research.
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2.3, ATLFRED STULCKEN
€
Four years later,in 189998tﬁ%§en published his study on

St Athanasius entitled: Athanasiana,Literar- und Doguen-

geschichtliche Untersuchungen in the Series Texte

und Untersuchungen zur Geschichte der altchristlichen

Literatur, edited by O0.Gebhardt and A.von Harnack. This
study consisted of two parts, one dealing with the history of

the Athanasian literature( Literarhistorische Fragen) and

another with 'the history of the doctrine of the manhood of

Christ according to St Athanasius(dogmengeschichtlicher Teil.

Die Menscheit Christi nach Athanasius). In the fourteenth

chapter of the first part Stﬁ%?en discussed the problem of
the authorship of the two treatises '"Against Apollinaris"”
traditionally ascribed to St Athanasius£17)

First of all he referred to the scholars who had rejéct—
ed the Athanasian patermdty of APOl&nghb had by then
exceeded in number those who defended ifo J.Draseke,0.
Z8ckler,V.Schultze, N.Bonwetsch, A.Engelbrecht, G.Krilger,
H.Gelzer, QBardenhewer and FP;LOOfS were against, and
F.X.Funk, H.Strater, Fr.Lauchert were for the Athanasian
paternity. Stﬁé?en agreed with Dréseke that the two treatises
did not constitute a literary unity, and he referred to the
confusion of the order of the writings in the Mss. He also
referred to the addressess,who were apparently different
persons. He found that the same themes were treated in both
writings and the same conclusions reached, but that
the order of the particular subjects was different., Like

e Commidors

Drﬁsekegstﬂ%yenhthe similarity of APOl and APO2 in content

as suggestive of diversity of authors.



In the second place Stﬁﬁ?en argued that the 8tyle of APOL&2
was not Athanasian, He remarked that Montfaucon's and
Strater's observations about literary and theological simil-
grities between AP01&2 and the Letters EPI,ADEL and u#AL
proved nothing but the fact that the authors knew the writ-
ings of Athanasius and that they were probably students
of his, This was also the case with Striter's claim that
everything in APO was Athanasiang since the "anti-Apollinar-
istie" argument of these writings was essentially the anti-
Arian argument of Athanasius in regard to the Person of
Christ,to the life of the God-man,to the deification of the
humen nature,and to all other aspects of the Christ-event,
Stiilken found the beginning of APO1  most astonishing
and described Montfaucon's and Strater's explanation ( namelyy
that Athanasius had acquired the style of his addressee)as
a desperate one, He argued that it could only be valid if
there were at'the same time no différences in styie and .
terminolégy in the rest of the text, But the decisive
argunent against the Athanasian paternity of AP0l&2 was,
far Stiilken, provided by Driseke. It was the fact that in the
two treatises references were made to the texts of
Apollinaris which were only written and became known after
the death of Athanasius. stt'il:ken argues that if in 373 Besil
knows nothing of a deviation in the teaching of Apollinaris,
and if in 376 Epiphanius does not appear to know the most
important Christological writings of the Laodiceahg and if
APO1&2 refer to these texts, then it must be considered

impossible that these writings Wepe written in 372,



Stﬁé%en“s statements here are guite amazing, because he does
not seem to have carefully weighed the value of the evidence
edduced by Draseke in support of his contention. He seems 1o
have too lightly dismissed Strater's counter-arguments and
particularly Striter’s contention that one ought to distinguish
the period when Apollinaris developed hils thought and made it
known to a small eircle of followers from the time when he
publically emounced his opinions through writings.

Stﬁi?en goes on to provide several internal reasons
against the Athanasian paternity of APOl&2, First of all
he points out that in EPI 5,6, Athanasius speaks as if there
was no human soul in Christ. This can be seen in his exposit-
ion of death as a separation of the Logos from the body which
He had assumed at the Incarnation. Athanasius saw the body
being placed in the grave, while the Logos descended ad
inferos, Unlike this conception of Christ's death,the author
of APO1l emphasises that the death of Christ must have been
no different from the death of every other human being and
therefore must be understood as a separation of body
from soul. The body of Christ was laid in the tomb,the soul

of Christ descended ad inferos, but the Logos remained

united with both of them., Such a doctrinal divergence must
presuppose different authors.

It is obvious here that Stﬁﬁ%en bases his argument on the
thesis that Athanasius did not include in his Christology a
hﬁman soul, but simply thought and taught about the Incarnat-
ion as the assumption of a soulless body or flesh by the

. a0 &
Logos of God, This is in fact the main point that Stu%gen
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defends in the decgmengeschichtliche part of his

Athanasiana. The crux of his exposition of the Athanasian
doctrine of Christ and particularly Christ's manhood, is
the thesis that the body assumed by the Logos at the
Incarnation is not a specific (Einzelleib),but a generic

one (Gattungsleib), which excludes the existence of a soul

in it., This is eloquently expounded in eight paragraphs
under the title,"The relation of the Logos to the body"

(Das VerhB8ltnis des Logos und des Leibes).

It should be underlined here, that the critics who by
that time rejected the Athanasian paternity of APOlé&e ,
were unanimous in regard to the thesis relating to
Athanasius’ Christology. This thesis was introduced by #.C.
Baur in his important and influential book, Die

christliche Lehre von deP‘DPeieinigkéitiuo Menschwerdung

Gotfes (Tbingen,1841), Baur had argued that Athanasius’
Christology did not include a human soul in the human
nature, or human side,of Christ. This fitted very well his
theory of Christological frameworks and partikcularly the
basic proposition that the Alexandrians conceived of the
Incarnation as a .Adyog¢-OdpE or AOYOC-OBUX union, whereas
the Antiochenes understood it to be a Aoyoc-&vBpwrog union.
Indeed, as Lauchert observed, it was this basic dogmen-
geschichtliche thesis which led several critics to doubt
and consequently to deny the Athanasian paternity of AP01&2.
It appears that the schools of the history of doctrine were
allowing their particular view-points and theories

to bear upon the gquestion of the authorship of APOl&2.



This was eyually true of both sides in the dispute. But,since
¥?.C.Baur's party prevailed in the interprétation ot the_nistqry
of Patristic Christology,it was in a sense inevitable that

the majority of the scholars would side with those who rejected
the Athanasian paternity of AP0l&2. Nevertheless,the opposite view
continued to be held, and the question was often raised as

to how far should general interpretations,;advanced in the

context of the Dogmengeschichte,be allowed to influence and

indeed to determine the understanding of historical issueso

If it is true that the general theory and the particular

facts often play complementary roles in our scilentific
understanding, it seems reasonable to argue that both must

be taken seriously and examined rigorously without subordinat-
ing the one to the other. This is especially true in the

case of the historical particulars,which may be partialiy

and therefore inappropriately examined because of general
considerations. Stﬂ#%en is undoubtedly a cautiops and able
scholary,but he gives the impression,when he comes 1o investigate
the authorship of APOl and APOZ,that he is partial, because

of genersl dogmengeschichtliche considerations. This is apparent

in his treatment of the question of the soul of Christ,

Apart from the guestion concerning the soul of Christ in
Athanasius and APOl&Z,Stﬂ#%en pointed out other dogmatic
"inconsistencies’., The first relates to the passion of
Christ and particularly to the relation of the divine nature
of Christ to it. He observed that whereas in ZIPI, 10
Athanasius teaches that "God was crucified",in APO2,11 the phrase

@codc OLX OupxO¢ ExxbBey is rejected in favour of the L& Ocol
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8y copoxb TH mifoc yéyovev, whaich is unheard of in Athanasius.
The second inconsistency refers to the name"Christ’ ( cf.the
extracts from EPI9, AP01,10,13 APO2,2 and CARL ,30), Thirdly,

& s .
sttilken refers to neclegisms .in APO when compared

A

with other Athanasian works., The terms obotx,@UotL¢,
dnéotacsc are.to be found only in APC extensively
employed and with non-athanasian meanings. Only in APO

is the human side of Christ regarded as '"nature" (guotc)
and only here do we find the expression Evwotg @UOLxﬁ

and the term oUOTAOLC applying to the human being.

Much of this terminology has indeed its origin in the
author's opponents (such as the expression "natural union")
but the fact remains that he is more familiar with psycho-
logy or at least has thoughtmore about it than Athanasius,

Lastlypstﬁﬁ%en mentions what he considers to be a "decisive

datum" for the rejection of the Athanasian hypothesis.

It is the use of the term dpoolUotov  not in opposition
to anything but as a presupposition or prereqguisite, which
becomes the stand-point for arguing that, To 6poovoiov
THy pev tavtétnra Tiic evoewg Exet, TNV éé Lofay Teret ot
&v éaut@ gnvbevxvvtar ( APOLl, 9. ) and also , TO Ouo-
0V0L0V xal dnofec xal dVeRLOHEXTOY BAVATOV xpdC TO OUOOVOL OV
EvwoLy nab dnooTacty odx ExtdexSpevéy &otiv, dAAG HaTQ
pboLy , xabd drdoracty 68 Thy €6rav Teletotnta EmiLdeinvi-
uevov (AF0l, 12), According to this text a unity between
6uoo§ota is only possible according to nature (xata
pvoty) and not according to hypostasis (xu6’dmdotaciv);
but this means that the author represents the neo-Nicene
terminology and stand-point, which is obviéusly non-

Athanasian,
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It is clear that Stﬁi%en adduced most of his argunents
from Driseke, though he agreed only partially with the lastter’s con-
clusions.Be did not agree coucerning the diversitiy of authors,
nor concerning the supposition that the one was Ambrose ana the
other Didymus., His argument falls into two parts,the first dealiing
with textusl objections and the secand with doctrinal incvonsistenc ies,
Almost all the doctitrimnal inconsistencies are Stﬁﬁ?en“s own

contributions ,but they emerge from the Baurian interpretation

of the Christology of Athanasius in the _ngmenges;iflichte°

This means that they are raised in a general way and not with
particular reference to the Athanasian texts. The following
comments may be made here by way of evaluation,

Though it is true that 'the soul of Christ" does not appear in
Athanasius’ anti-Arian writings,it is at least textually attested
by the later treatises and particularly by his Tomus to tiae
Antiochenes,It is also textually attested that Atﬁanﬁsius‘
anthropology does not involve a radical separation between
body and soul and that Christ's body is regarded as identicual
with the human one ( uoiov,fuétepov). Finally, it is textually
attested that Athanasius affirms throughout his texts the bzconing
man of the eternal Son and Logos of God and His assumption of
a human body or flesh in the strongest possible realistic terns
( ploet ,xxtd @boLv ,dAn6Ge, Bviwe). The notion of an Athanasian
soulless body of Christ has no textual foundation, It is an
inference drawn from an argument e silentio which has no
concrete warrant in the Athanasian text and moreover, stands
in direct contrast to the explicit positions of Athanasius® Sote—

riology . Certainly, the place ot the soul in Athanasius’



(O3} .
A2 I

Christology and anthropology is a proper guestion, but it
inevitably raises the methodologic=l guestion, whéther it can
be treated in d=fiance of Athanasius® explicit dectrinal posit-
ions from a Pigiéflinguisticcsemantic point of view@ Stﬁ%%en°s
observations Peinfobce the impetus for further investigations,

Such investigations have in fact taken place and continue to

be pursued; for the Baurian aogmengeschichtliche point of vicw

hes been reaffirmed again and again, but so‘have the objections
by Athanasian scholars to it, whenever Athanasius°_principles
have been taken seriouslygnamelygxam&_mﬁy éx&qwov TEV OTULL VO
LEVLY @UOLY TR YEYPAUUEVAL LAY YWOKELY (DECR, 10), or &peuviv
sLati woi mBe Tobra yeévpamtay ( CAR2,12)! Thi—é issue will be
discussed later; but for the time being it should be pointed out
that stﬁi%en°s argument is not copvihcinggsih¢e‘ﬁis,premisé
of a soulless Athanasidn Christ is aﬁdvhasbbceu highly
e‘@n‘téstable_,o

As regardslthe concéptibn Of‘the«deaﬁh‘of’Chbisﬁy 5t3€%éﬁA
fails to observe that the author of APOl'aécepﬁs both the notion
of death as the separation of the Logos ffpm:ﬁis body and as the
separation of His soul from His body. This means that Stulken's
either-or is inapplicable, The two notions of death may ée con-
ceptually different,but not legically inc@mpatiblegbecause they
seem to represent two aspects of the one eventgemerging.frbm
two anthropological conceptions, man's finite creaturchood and
man’s natural composition,

“on the question of the passibility of Christ,there is clear
evidence in Athanasius' texts that God suffers in the flesh of
thist and not in His Gédh’eadg which shows that _Stiilice,nqs

alleged divergence is exaggerated, The same must be said



about the meaning of the term ‘Christ’,
Finally the argument from the so-called Neo=Nicene terminology
is again contestable. The distinction between ofora and dndoTuct g

"is not unknouwn to Athanasius. It appears in the De sSynodis

and especislly in the Tome to the ‘ntiochenes. Athanasius’

notion of divine odora is essentially apophatic,as evidenced
in his constant rejection of odota = body(i.e. "concrete stuff"),
a charge which Athanasius himself employs against the Arians
and Nazianzen againsf the Eunomians. The kataphatic conteat
which Athanasius gives to the divine odota is fundamentally
connected with the notion of pvoLc and this is clearly shoynv
in his insistence that the o&uoovotov should be understood in
terms of the xatd ¢voiv generation of the Son., It should not
be forgotten that Athanasius’ dispute with the Arians was not
centred on the term dHpoovoilov but rather on the notion of the
divine odorx |

Stﬁf%en°s arguments of doctrinal inconsistencies are based
on scanty textual evidence and not on a thordugh investigation
of the entire textual data. They seen to,dérive almost entipely

from his general dogmengeschichtliche standpoint9 which views

Athanasian Christology as determined by a Logos-flesh{vody)

scheme which asserts Christ's full divinity but fails to do
justice to His full humanity. Such a standpoint ignorés Athangsius’
Logos=man Christological statements and particularly his fre juent
affirmations of the true and real becoming man of the eternal

Son and Logos of God,

2.4. KARL HOSS

€ .
Apart from Stu%@en’s confirmation of Draseke's views one finds



a similar approsch in Karl Hoss® Studien Uvber das 3chriftum

W18 .
und die Theologie des Athenasius, Hoss did not simply argue
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against the Athanasian authorship ,but defended the thesis
of a diversity of authors. In his brief argument he referred
40 three main problems; (1) the difference between APO1&2
arnd the genuine Athanasian writings in language, style and
manner of thoughtyg (11i) t¢he theological differences existiﬁg
between the author of APC and Athanasius, particularly on
the subject of the "full humanity"of Christ - accepted by
the former but unknown to the latter; and (iii) the con-
fusion in the titles of APO1l and APOZ2.

Hoss'® arguments were simply taken from the books of
his predecessors who belonged to the same school as him-
gself. He does not seem to have made any original attempt

to solve the problem of authorship.
2.5, EDWARD WEIGL

The year 1914 saw the publication of Edward Weigl's

great work, Untersuchungen zur Christologie des heiligen

Athanssius. It was composed of three sections ,the second

of whigh dealt with the two treatises'against Apollinaris",
Since this has been one of the most thorough treatments
of the subject, it is appropriate to examine its argument
in detail(19)

Weigl begins his discussion with an orientation

(Orientierung) « On the one hand he recalls the basic

questions which have been raised in connection with the
authorship of AP0 and on the other hand he identifies

the two groups of critics which were formed in the course
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of the critical investigations. He mentions four basic
questions: (i) whether APO is Athanasiang (ii) whether APO
is conneéted with the earlier or the 1a%ef stages of the
Apollinarian controversy,(iii) whether the style of APC is
Athanasiangand (iv) whether the Christolegy of APogis incon-
sistent with the Christology of Athanasius., The first gpdup
of eritics favouring a non-Athanasian paternity is mainly
composed of Protestant scholars,who stand in the tradition
of Baur,Bdhringer and Draseke, though cértain Roman Catholic
scholars adopted the same views (BardyDVoisin,GavalleFa and
Bardenhewer ). The second group fellowing the traditional
Athanasian ascription, is mainly composéd of Roman Cathoiio}
scholars among whom the most important are ‘Péll‘AtzbeEgéfb
Funk,Str&ter and Lauchert. Weigl mentlons the names. becau"a
he wants to emphasize that the quéstlon Pegardlng the Athanas~f
ian paﬁernlty of APO goes far deepep than the mere fact of
hovshxpg id Lela¢es %o’ the exegeels and place in- the histo=
ry of doctrine of Abhanes iug? Christologya,Tne ?e3$395 %elglf
orientation -is occupied with the énume%ation;ofﬂthb ancient |
historical testimonia for the Athanasian ascriptioﬁ . His
contribution here consists of the addition of‘three new
testimonia which had not been previously'mentioned by other
critics, The first two are connected with the Patriarch
Ephraim of Antioch (527-545) and Eulogiué the Alexandrian
and are both cited by Patriarch Photiuslof.ConStantinople

in his famous Biblipthecao The thipd one comes ffom the

Docirina Patrum of Anastasius Sinaita. A last paragraph in-

this section of orientation offers a short summary Qf’stﬁi%eﬂé»
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doctrinal contradicticns and also Voisin's arguments for
rejecting the Athanaslan authorsaip of APO.

The seccnd chapier (Q@r Ideengehalt der Schriften)pdeals

with the ideological content of AP0l&2., Here Weigl asserts
that the ideological conients of the two treatises are eonne-
cted with those of the three Athanasian Letters to Epictetus
to Adelphius and to Maximus., The ecclesiastico-political
situation is the same. The Apollinaristic and Antiochene

ways of thinking, which in Weigl's opinion have been in
circulation since AD 350, apparently iié'behind the sentznces
of APO. The author is closé€ly in touch with the Apollinarists
cf his day and asutely perceives that their Christological
notions are extremely dangerous and ngedjto\be d§cisivély-'
refuted, Weigl acknowledges lthat-Aﬁﬁaﬁasiﬁs;WPQte5ia .

his Ad Epictetum that he was notfinte@ding:ﬁbawrite more

ébgut thé.pPobiems which~he had fefuﬁéd £hefeiﬁ-(.cﬂ{hi3
phrase gx TBY Betwy Tpooiv 3K§YQ uvnuovéﬁbai (EPf193) ’
Yodyos T SAtya Ta¥Ta(EPT ,12)) . Yet he must_héve fonéeen
that this novel view was extremely dangerous énd theréfore
in need of a thorough and authoritative treatment. Besides,
the basic theme'of AP0l is the Faith of the Church, which
is threatened by the rise of the new heresy, The answer
provided, whether in its negative or its positive aspects,
betrays a person of authority and prestige. Who would fit
into the picture more perfectly than Athanasiusgthe great
defender of the Faith?

The only’'new' notion in these writings, when comb&red wiLﬁbﬂ"
EPIQADEL and MAX, is the anthropological trichotomy, which in

fact is not at all new, Epiphanius mentioned it in his



N
S

Ancoratus in 374, which indicates that it could have been in
circulation during the preceding years 372-4, Furthermore the

doctrine is much oléer than thst. The Tomus ad Antiocnenos (ANT)

shovs how the anthrovological dichotomy vwas rejected as early
as 362, In view of this, Weigl argues, Apollinaris is .aost
likely to have develcoped his trichotomic solution in *he

years immediately follow}ingo But those who answer this
gquestion negatively seem deliberately to avoid mention of

ANT and focus the attention on EPI, which did not contaln

the anthropological trichotomy. But EPI is based on a certain
protocol (synodal acts), which obviously did not raise the
queétion of the anthropological trichotomy and its application
to the doctrine of Christ. Welgl argues that, sirce point after
peint in the argumeﬁts of wPI Tollow such protocol, il seecus

reasonable that EPL cannot be used to substantiate the éluim

i}

thatﬁthevtrichctomic anthropology-had’hot atvthat‘stage:b‘an
applied to Christology. This is.cieapéfféﬁiliu.if one thés
into account the Habit of the Apoliinariéfs to .conceal their.
notions and hide them in orthodox termgo'.Tﬁisvié perhaps the
reason why the Alexandrian Syncd of 362 and also the synod,
which is presupposed by this protocol (370%9), omitted this parti-
cular question from its discussion. Athanasius was not present
in this last gynod; but he must have been alarmed, when %e
received and read the protocol,

Welgl argues against his opponents that Basil's ignorance
of the Apollinarist error in 373 does not prove anything,
‘In 376 Basil wrote that he had read very little of Apollinaris’
writings. Hevalso wrote that the guestion, "whether the assumed

nan was perfect or imperfect", did not:séem;to him
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to be so important., As for Epiphaniusglit is obviogus that
he knows the same Apollinarist ideas as the author of WPI,

Weigl neéxt discusses the alleged literary connections
between APO and Apollinaris’ Apodeixis., He affirms that no
such relation exists and sets against it the clear relations
existing‘betﬁeen APO and the three Athanasian Letters,EPI,
ADEL and MAX, He argues that there is no basic difference
between the 'Apollinarism’® presupposed by the three Letters
and the 'Apollinarism’ opposed in APO1&2. On’the cbntPary
the 'Apollinarism’ of the treatises APQl&z and tlie Letténs
presents significant differences from that of the Apodeixis.,
Weigl refers to five such differencess

(i) The error of regarding the flesh of Christ as being

homoouslos w1th the Godhead is refuted both in APO ‘and EPI.

The main implication of this doetpine 1s that the sufferlng
Christ is not a real,but a-doqetlc.appgaranped’Now'-th;;
eonseption of the homoousios regardinc the flééh of Christ

‘ is also refuted. by Gregory of Nyssa in hls Antirretlkos

but Whereas in the former writing it 1s clearly stated that
the Apollinarian students speak of a mutatlon (/TpOﬂﬂ ) of
the Divine attribute into the 'human nature® , in the latter

case the implication of the homocousios is drawn from the

affirmation of the heavenly flesh of Christ. Gregory's
rejection of the expression pla OXPE CULVOUCLWWEVT KOL

OVLoUTOo indicates that Apollinaris avoided the term

homogusios in his Agoieixis in preference to the term
OVV-0UCLWUEYTe But the author of APO does not know this
obviously significant nuance; hence he cannot have based his

criticisms of Apollinarism on the Apodeixis, but on
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Apollinarist teachings deriving from an earlier stage than
that of the Apodeixis. Welgl seeks to strengthen this
conclusion, which entsils the distinction betwsen the stizge
of Apollinarism envisaged in APO, EFPI, ADREL, MAX andé thg
stage reflected in the Avodeixis, by taxkiung recourse to tie
following considerations: In APOl&e the Apollinarists nake
open and even crude use of the terms OoOVCL OV dArotwoL ¢,

TPORT 5 etc., whereas in the Apodeixis the Apollinarist

Christological thought is more coherent ardl tends to avoiad

the use of such terms. Apollinaris' Letters to‘Diqnysias and

Serapion in which %the crude use of the homoousion and the

pre-existence of the flesh are rejected, do not‘prove that
Apollinarism could not have included such‘noﬁions at an
earlier stage of its development. This, accofding_to Jeigl,
is the stage presuppcsed by APO.

(1) In its earlier stage, envisaged in APdi&agTApdliiharist
thought ihéiuded both the notion of the;"hégvehly‘flésh"‘ahd

the one of the “"deification of the flesh" without attempting.

to reconcile them. But in the Antirretikos no such conception
app2ars and no argument is adyancea againét it, (iii) The
texts APO01,2,20 and APO2,11 indicate that Apo1linaris$ thought]
of participation in Christ in terms of LLWACLC and 6u0LWOLG, was
taught at that stage. But this conception does not at all
appesar in the Apodeixis as far as it can be known from the

Antirretikos. (iv) The problem arising from the adoration

of the 1lesh of Christ, which is fully discussed in APOLl&2 has
acquired a weaker and subtler nuance in the Apodeixis. Ia
the latter document it is stated that worship is offered to.

the person /



of Christ ( &v wpocwrev, 8v Z&ov) and not as the Orthodox
stressed,to the Logos with the flesh (Adyog METE OXP%OC) o
snd the Orthodox are not charged with idolatry as in APO.

(v) In APO1&2 the Apollinarists do not consider Christ
as being ©eog wai &vBpwrog , but in the Apodeixis there are
clear allusions to such designations. This appears more
clearly in Apollinapis&Letter to the Bishops of Dioccaesarea
where he states ef 68 fuebc 8x TpPL®v,adTtoc 66 &x TECOAPWY o
odx &vepwroc dAN dvBpwROBE0C Aiso9 in APO2,4 there is no
knowledge of the expression gc &vepwﬂogg-an expression ‘4
which appears in the later writings of the Laodicean,

especially in the Peri SarkOseGs and in the Apodeixis.,

Now, the term &v@pmﬂoesog occurs in the Agode1x1s and

Gregory refutes 1t in his Antlrretlkos as 1ntroduclng

mixture of natures. Since no references to this word are

‘ found in APO and the Athanasian Letteps FPI ADEL and MAXs -

1t is na*ural to p’ac° them in the lauer stage of
Apolllnarlsm when this term was st1¢1 acceptebleo In the earLy
stagegg Weigl goes om w0 ar guep Apolllnarlsm av01ded the de31=7
gnatlon of Christ as ‘God and man°because of 1ts 0p9031t10n '
to Antiochene Christology, while at..a laﬁgr,spage'lt #as

able to develop similar ﬁerminolbgy.tOiexpneséfits,own‘

‘peeuliar notions. The Apollinariém of the later stages
employed both Anticechene and Orthodox language and built

into it 1its own conseptions, This kind of weakening of
thought appears in the Agodeixisp and stands in contrast: to'
the kind of Apollinarism presuppcsed by ARO and EPlyADELgMAX;

On the basls of these filve différenQPS'Weigl rejects

Draseke's thesis which propounds a direct Pelatlon or
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dependence of the two treatises "Against Apollinaris" on
the Apcdeixis. Fundamental to his argument here 1is his
theory that the s tages in the development of Apollinarism
should not be differentiated by the introduction of the
anthropological dichotomy or trichotomy into Christology,
but rather by the evidences of the histerical data and
the doctrinal nuances connected with them, It is obvious
then that Weigl's Dogmengeschichte and especially doguen-
geschichtliche epistemology is gquite different from that

of the Tubingen traditiomn, This is more apparent in

Vedgl'’s book Die Christologie vom Tode des Aﬁhanasius bis

zum Ausbruch des nestorianischen Streitésowhich appeared

a few years later,

Weigl next argues against Voisin's coritention that
APO must have been written after 375 béééuse Epiphéniusd
account of the condemnation of Apolllnarlbm supplles a

declsive argumnent ex s11entloo Eplphanlus only knew the

Synod of 362 and the Letter to Ep;ctetus as ant1=Apolllnarlst

do@umegts . For Weigl sush an argument should also excluie
the Athanasian paternity of ADEL, since no mention of it

is made by Epiphanius. Besides, Epiphanius’choiCe'ongPI
as an Orthodox reaction to Apollinarism should not exclude
the existence of other such reactions. EPI was chosen
because there was a synod behind it which probably took
place in AD 370, Epiphanius knows this'and wants to
asscciate Athanasius’'mame with this synod, particularly

in view of the fact that Athanasius’letter to Epictetus

presupposes the ‘Ymouviuata of this synod. Epiphanius’
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choice of EPI as & refutation of Apoliiﬁafiéﬁ;is dus to

the °‘synodal significance and character of this Letter.

The same consideration applies to the ﬁrequen& references

to EPI in subseguent anti=ﬁpollinarién reactions which
wished to invoke the nsme of the Great Bishop of Alexandria.
In addition , yeigl stresses the conéidefation that

APOL&2 were written privately and their chaPacter was
deliberately ‘sesretive’. ADEL and:MA$ w§re;aiso‘pygvate'

in the same way ,hence the late,festiﬁgéi53itp théir
existenseo. :_J ,

Another point of significance for placing APO‘at an
earlier stage of the Apollinarian deveidpmenﬁ is the abé_
sence from it of any Peference'tc»Apoliihafié himseif‘
Wéigl argues that if the author had known and had in: mind

Apolllnapis Agodeixisphe would have mentloned the namerﬁ

 of Apollinaris9 which was connected w1th the move=¢

ment of Ap@lllnarlsn as 'early ;as 5

1n the backgpound of the movementoThls w_ -k own to Jérome
in 373 when he vlsnted Antloch Eplphanius also expresses
doubts in_377 as to whether the "new heresy" Qanvbe fully
traced back to Apollinaris. On this evidence ngg; f?eis o

that the heresy spread at first by means of-sermgpsyv

: explanatory catechisms, discusslonsget909an,‘
of formal theological treatiseso Hence the authhr of” APOZ

oanvaite,oxt HANL OTO XL YUYV CAPULXMY ¥ € Y. p @ @ o T spf.

having probably in mind an Apollinarian  qatecth¢a
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On the gquestion of "Christ's suffering” and generally all
the vicissitudes of his 1life, Weigl observes that APO
offers a soteriological answer, which is identical %o
that expressed in CAR., This is particularly to be seen
with regard to the subject of Christ's death and desceni‘
ad inferos, Weigl sees full agreement on this subject
in thé doctrine of CAR,EPI and APO. The basic ddéetrine
of EPI at this point is the idea that the Logos did not
change into bones and flesh (g{¢ dotea xat odpua
TeTpaedat Tov Adyov). If that was the case, there would
have been no need of a grave, since the body would not
have died, but would have gone by itself to preach
to the spirits in hades. Thus the separation of the body
from the Logos 1is 1ntroduced : 1n order to exclude the
| idea of a mutatﬁon of Logos and bodyo But thls is not )

a radical separatlon as -the expvess1on un xwpao@sag autoﬁ

of the 5th chapter Lnaicateso On this ev1dence Wélgl
eorcludes that when Athanasius speaks of the Logos as
"departing from the body in order to preach to the spirlts
dwelling in Hades," the soul is not excluded, but implicitly
inheres in his thought. He also remarks that in EPI
Athanasius' manner of writing is more aphoristie in tone
and character, whereas in APO he develops poéitively the
_doctrine of Christ along soteriological lines and therefore
his references to the human soul in Christ become more
explici»fo Weigl does not fail to recall here Voisin's

. : L .
and Stu%%en"s argunent that the expression un xwptobeig
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adtol was interpolated. On this point he finds the
textval explanaticn of the Benedictines to be suirficient,
Forther , ho elaims that there is ample evidence that
the thought of ¢the Legos remaining in touch with the body
at the death of Christ is well known in the Alexandrian
theology.

In‘the third chapter of his essay Weigl examines the
‘problems’ of terminology. First of all he affirms that
from 362 onwards Athanasius' Christological tépminology
underwent considerable development becégse he was confront-
ed with new Christological problems. The more acute thé
provlems became,the more radical was‘Athanasius' develop—-
ment of Christological terminologyo_Thé acuteness of the
doctrinal problems and the urgencyifér Christological
clarification are perfectly il;ustraféd*ig.Apoi;Wheref
Aﬁha@ééius'is asked %o reply‘i§"éé#érélvgué§tibnso.It is
no wonder that his terminology here pfesents:a“better |
form of unity., The expression of that‘uﬁify should have-
become more intensive, but he finds'mOPe adeqﬁate teras to
express it, such as Evwoic¢ QUOLAT,0r QUOLXT YEVYTOLG,
which already appeared in his EPI. This new terminology
is the direct result of his attempt to éxpresé the uaity :
and diversity in Christ in a way which cuts through the
two rival Christologles of the_periodgthe Antiochene and
the Apollinarist. On the one hand~he rejects the separat-
ion of the divine and the human sides (anti-Antiochene) B
by emphasizing the unityg,andyén the other handvhe.ayoidéu

the confusion of these two sﬁdés (énti;Apollinarian)o
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Having emphasized the idea of development in Athanasius’
Christological teaching as a possible explanation of
neclogies, he goes on to claim that the argumént fron
terminology against the Athanasian paternity of APO is not
decisive, Whether one assumes an Athanasian or non-Athangsian
paternity for APO, the terminology will present the

same problems, as long as e is prepared to accept fhat

APO originated from Alexandria and has many affinities
with the Athanasian literary style and theological thbuéhi;
and even more so, when a disciple of Aﬁhénasius is supposed
to have been the author.

Weigl illustrates these problems by examining the
distinction between ebota andqéwéoquyg 0 the“méaning
of the Jduoovotov and the notion of "God's suffering”g
.WhiCh wgre also discussed by Stﬁ%%eno,Wiﬁhsregardfto the "
former he afgues.tﬁat it is'notafdrgigpiip_Aih?naSiusy aihg§

4t sppears in Lis AFRO . in the formula. Tpef¢ ImooTdoeug,

hWiﬁh regard to ﬂhé'seééh&}he @fgues théﬁfﬁyéf@énﬁ%évensiaA.5}
passage mentioned by Siﬂé%eng Where-éubéﬁogé_: 1$é£nfarpbé£~
ed as mapméTng THe QUoEwe brings out thevtpiniiériau
formula of the SYNO 53, and DECR 23»and 249 as well as
CARS,4, CAR5,15, and CAR5, 19 . 1In this sepse¢vhe argues,
the $poovotov is understood in terms of TAVTOTNC  and

duogvfic - One and only cne odoiw is presupposed for the

Godhead. In APO1&2 Athanasius applies the same terminology
to Christology, because of the Apollinarist claim of the
ducovairov Tfor the body.as well,

Lastly, with regard to the opposing notions about



B I:)\

L0,
o

304's suffering in Christ,as developed in EPI and APO,
Weigl is of the opinion that Stﬂi%en has proposed an
unecessary contradiction, He insists that there is no
eontrédiction on this point ,but simply different,yet
compatible, nuances;since both expositions basically refer
to the same thought. This becomes apparent when both
expositions are compared to AIEL.

The following chapter (Verwandte Gedankenginge) deals

with similarities in the way of ‘thinking° Weigl adduces here
several parallel texts from the accepted Athanasian writings
and the two APO, First of all he compares the fgllowing
texts:

(1)(on the meaning of the suffering of Christ)

De_Inc.et CAR.5, APO2, 13 and APC2, 11

(¢)( on the relation of the Logos to the body or flesh)

BPL,6 (ana De INC et CAR,11) APO 15105,

Yeigl concludes. thatlthese similafitieswCAdjohijﬁbé'éxpidined

irf 1dentlcy of authors is assumed0 Thlb conélu31on is farther
'strengbhened by the" observatlon that the texts do not ppesent
a word by word dependence.on each other; The thougnt lsqfree
with Pégard to language ,but identical with regardkto point
of fact. it would be far more difficult ,if not impossiole,
to explain these’similapitiesp when diversity of authors is
assumed.

The unity of Christ in APO is similarly and with the same
positivity expounded as in the other WPitings of Athanasiusol
This is illﬁstpated by a compapisoq of‘the following grdups |

of texts:



QYP iﬁl—_’n H 0 m o 8 o

(PoG’o 779 5723)

dud_moayudtey
dvouotwy HATA TNV
evoLYy £y TouT®
yéyove ovdvodocg
6e0TNTOC ONAOYOTL

APOl, 13.

.G, 26, 1116b)

%L XoLoTog povo-
14 D o
TPORDE OV AEYETAL 4
' &v adt@ G
Svouaxte Evi BvTe

[ P
EXQTEQWY TEY TOXYLX ~

vt IvOpuroTNTOoC®

TEY SELUVVTAL OTUA -

ste 8¢ & dugoly
S Xpu0T0Cs,

Cyril., bp. I,
(P. Go 775 28)
odxofv &x dvoly

LEY TOAYPATWY Guo-
hoYovuévag eséjgmog
xal dvBpwnoTNTos O
"BUROYOVTIA Hﬁﬁv
etc Kiptog ’‘Inoolc
Xpuoﬁgg etlc Te nat
danede Yide, @égg
e Suof xai Hvepw-

TOG

_Qypilo AE‘QNCO Orieno

4 4 2
oL, 0e0TNTOg TE

ot &vE6pwroTNTOC®

(P. G. 76, 332p)
GAN° B 5Vo mpoyud -
TwYy dvouoLwv, Bed-
TNTOC_Te %ot dvOpw-
&OENToG TOV Bva

YevEoBaL XpLoOTOV

xat Kdptov Svape-
Bt ovpeda mavtayoT.

The first texts fiom Cyril contribute an entirely new
research, put forward by Weigl himself.
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In this text Cypril
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cuyypdisacsy)e It is freely quoted and modified to fit
the point which he is discussing. The guestion for us is,
what writing of Athanasius did Cyril have in mind? Weigl
argues that the textsfrom APO seem to be closer to Cyril's

than the text from the Dz Sent.Dion. Weigl seeks to strengthe

en his thesis by preoviding é full page discussion of
the literary connections exemplified in these three groups
of writings. |

Other literary connections between these treatises aai;the
writings of St Athanasius can be shownwithregard to thé terns
drapxf, "PWTOTOXOE ,&MuAnote . The Apollinaris® connected
these terms, and also the entire notion Ofvsaimationgwith
the human nature as such, but Athanasius. understood them
soterlologlcallygln ters of Christ and the nature Whlch
the Logos assumed This soterlologlcal understandlng is as.
dlstlﬁctly present in tbese‘treatlsgsr  as 1n'th¢:oth§r
wpltincs of Aihanaszuso | |

Weigl alsc: points ocut that the term Chrlst 15 not °mgloued
An aro un1voca11y ( uGVOTp@ﬂwg )but to deacxlbe the

lelnewhuman Being (gottmenschllchen Wesenb) and ﬁls

operation (und seine THtigkeit). This is also the case in-

the letter to Epictetus (ch.1l<), in CARL,35,30ff and in
the INC&CAR,12.

As Tar as the assumpition of the human nature ischncemneaQ
APO2,11 gives the same answer as INC& GAR, 1ll,namely,that
it ¢ook place for us and not for God, according to zConod;9°
The expressions nd¢ obv and =dc BTt employed. in thisﬁ
connection are distinctly Athanasign; ’

Lastly, Weigl draws atitention to the Athanasian concépﬁﬁon



of sin, according to which sin is accidental rather than
essential to being, and which is clearly expressed in

the two APO., Sin in APO is connected with the history of
salvation and is never considered as @voexﬁ or as GUUPUTOC
duaptia . The notion that man's nature is not sinful by
nature, but only 6extixn THe &xtomopdc Tol¥ €xBpol |

is typical to Athanasian thought.

In the fifth chapter (charakteristische Redewendungen)
Weigl discusses characteristic stylistic expressions of
APO which establish stylistic connections with géﬁuine
Athanasian literature. Here ére the basié expﬁessions
which he puts forward as proofs of stylistic identity.

1) The heretics are accused of becoming un—Chrlatlano
RGC KELOTLAVOL o oo oﬁxsta xpcomnavoaooo '

j A o
2) The heretics are charged with abanaonlng the no*m of the
Holy Scrlpturesgthe Dronhets the Apostlebythe VvangellgtOD
the Fathers and the teachlng of the Qnupqhm
3) The statements of the heretics are éharacteriééd'és 
dospf stheir teaching as doéBetd and their activities are.
described by the verb doeBelv . : | "
L) The usage of the verbs épuepn&zenvpépvepboﬁbgiﬂéxﬁvsceava
is distinctly Athanasian.
5) Athanasian are also those terms which describe the
shameléssness and arrogance of the heretics, dvaidng,
aBBEBTC ;& VL BELX ,XPEPATL ¢ s VL OX VYTOC ;ufox VYT VAL OX VYT,
6)The foelish activity of the heretics is described in
the Athanasian terms, Tohuavgmékunuapmélungtohuﬂpégoo
7) The same applies to the irrationality and stupildity

of the opponents, dnovotu ,dvéntot 08 voolvieg,Eéntvora,
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dratn dTonla ,BAaconuLa, ﬂOpQ@pOGUVﬂQ&GDOGUVHQVOGﬂuG9

EVOL0L y HOHOVOLY ;ETOROY ;LAY LA UV LUOG , BAE VETOAL o o

8) The heretical teachings are described as phantaslies or

products of imagination.

9) The opinions of the heretics are desigﬁaﬁed a$ sophism§é

inventionsgerrorsgself=contradiction39véxbvoﬁuarqgoo@fouaxdp

dxuvevonuévas mupatponal ,énivoray doepetag,dpevpETay TOT

wanol, émaﬁpao&gpﬂk&vngs%pnuagu&xeoeam5égauéxsoea@9.ﬂapﬁ—

RERTEOOAL , HATAYLYVOOUETOAL o o

10)The stereotype expression which ﬁéﬁ%féﬁédﬁfpgiﬁtedbﬁt,is

Ti Totvuv uspoeoBe ‘Apetavolc. |

11)The Christological errors are fegardéd as blaéphémies and

as obscure deviations which.get‘the people.dnunkfaﬁmniédify

vpdv T egkepa &vazpomﬂgnv ﬂQTLéSTS Tovg &vepwﬂovgooo .
Other p01nts of stylistic connectlons between APO and

the genulne Athan381an literature refer (1) to the tacthb'

of thc heretlcb in.appealing te the blmplep(ll) the uadge

Aof the term ©éou¢ ( ususlly in the datlve eeosu )as a

descrlptlon of the docetlc 1nterpretatlon o; the Incarnatlonp

(111) the refutation of the consubstantlallty of the body

by reference to Christ's birth from Mary; and finally

(iv) the general way of argumentgtion and the art of

writing, Weigl will not -aecept the lést point as an ihaica;

tion that the authcer was possibly a disciple of

Athanasius, The chapter concludes with the question,

how could a disciple of Athanasiuspsuppdsing that such a

person had Wfi%tethhe two APO, havé .imitated his teachéf~

S0 slav1sh1y9without Peferrlng to the name of his distinguish-

ed teachergwhich would have strengthened nis argunent?
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In the sixth chapter (Anlage und Beweisgang) Weigl offers

another able discussion on method and treatment of false
doctrines in APO and in the genuine Athanasian writings,
The outline of APO is feumnd to be more or less the sanme
with that of EPI.EPI consists of three main parts,i.e.

the Synodal decisions,the presentation of the heretical
notions,and lastly the orthodok answer to these notions

by means of a point to point examination. The structure of
APOL is not very different., It begins with a personal
introductory chapter, and then the autho; enumerates the
decisions of Nicea and the errors of his opponents,and that
is followed by a point to point examination and refutation
of these errors. Crucial here is the‘faét‘that iﬁiboth
cases we get.a.comparison of the new ideasAto the tradiiibn
of Nicea. Both the author of EPI and fhéiauthbr of'APd

share the Nlcene standpolnt and . con31der 1t the prlmary

nornm for settllng theologlcal and Chrlstologlcal quebtlanéo
Also common to both authors is the custom oft relatlng tha
heretical notlons to theoolder errors gsuch as Manclong
Paul of SamosatapAPiusgéabelliuspthe Jews and Valentinus,
and especlally to the Manicheans: and further,the custom

to ontrast the norm of the Scriptures,the Prophets,the
Apostles and the Evangelists, the PFathers and the
teaching of the Church with the subjective norms of the

opponents,

In the seventh chapter(Der Eingang_@ontDOaApollol colb.he,;
discusses the much disputed literary character of the

introductory. chapter of APOL. Though it has veen



i

regarded as non-Athanasian, he says in fact,it exhivits
many Athanasian characteristics. In EPI,ATEL and MAX
Athanasius begins with the thought of £00€Betx and OEBeLY
contrasting it to the impiety of his opponents, Exactly

the same approach appears in the introductory chapter of
APOl. The thought of piety is followed by the thought of
orthodoxy( 4p6®¢ o¢povelv ), which is unmistakably an
Athanasian mark. The word that has presented certaln problans
to the critics, especially with regard to meaning, is the
adjectival noun to n¥v . Weigl argues that it can have

four possible meanings:(i) it can mean everything that God
has ordained and maintained,viz.,, the whole order of things;
(ii) it can mean a specific whole, To¥To TO WiV ,which is
implied in the writing;(iii) it can meain sll the probloo.,
mentionea by his friend; and (iv) it cah mean'"in cvery case'
as tx adTa can mean 7Tadtx. Amrt from these connections
Weizgl observes that the introduction,includes‘the usual
Athanasian norm of the prophetsgapostleé9é#angelistsgetco
And lastly, he emphasises the fact that the whole chaptér_
is wfitten with a view to meet the specific situation.

The author hopes that his arguments will be taken seriously
by his opponents, that they will reject their errors,and
that the heresy will not affect others‘in the Church,.This
hope particularly fits into the first stage of Apollinarism,
and is parallel to the similar hopes entertaihed in the
three afore-mentioned letters of Athanésiuso The expression

HATX OVVALL V is typical of the Saint.



In the eighth chapter Weigl argues that neither Didymus nor
ambrose could bve the authors of the two treatises. whils
it is true that Didymus does not mention Apollinaris oy
naae in his refutations of Apollinaristic doctrines,and
doés not regard sin as essential to being or nature,and while
it is his peculiar habit to deal with perticular heresies
and not with heresy in generasl, all this is not really
sufficient evidence for establishing the thesis that he
wrote APO2.These similarities are general and apply to tne
whole milieu of the period. Leipold and Bardy rejected
this thesis on the basis of style and terminology.The
characteristic words and expressions of Didymus do not
oceur in these writings. The art of writing is more lively
and full of temperament. The habit of reducing the thought

of his opponents ad absurdum 1is a characteristic which

the author shares with Athanasius and not Didymus. Didymus
is on the whole peaceful ,when he deals with heretics.
Further9 Didymus Christology is different from that of
APOZ, Diaymus likes the use of the terms &TpexTocg and
dodyxvtoc . Though these terms appear in ArQO«,they are
scarcely used Christologically.Besides, the termsénquSOLg
and gvoixn &vwoi¢ do not appear in Didymus' writings,

but they are employed in APO2., Also, Didymus' understanding
of the term "Christ" is very different from that of the
APQ2, Lastly, the author of APO2 has more intimate knowlzsd:ze
of the Christological problems than Didymus who,though
conscious of such problems, does not enter into the Christo-

logical debate, as one gathers from his writings. As to the
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heilsgeschichtliche way of arguing ,which appears in APOZ,

though known to Didymus,it is not typlcal of him,since
he prefers moral arguments.
In the second part of this chapter Weigl argues against

Driseke's thesis that Ambrose,Athanasius’ disciple,was

the author of APOl, His arguments are the following:

There is not even the slightest literaryl evidence for such
a contention. Even if Basnage is righd and this Amorose

is the author of the writings of Ambrose of ifilan,therc is
still o very noticeable difference between these writings
and APOl. The"one nature" which is the characteristic of
the 'writings'of Ambrose does not appear in APO,

But the supreme objection to Drlseke’s thesis is for Jeigl
the fact that APCl and APO2 were writteﬁ by the same authoro
In a féotnote ne gives the following reasons in support of
this fact. (i) Both deal with the guestion of the soul in
Christ.in a similar fashion ,though APO2 deals with it more
extensively than APOl. (ii)Both deal'wiih similar points

of doctrine and supply parallel answersge;go tﬁe‘name
"Christ'ithe anointing of Christ,the expression"God ih
Nazareth" ;Arius and his rejection o the human soul in
Christysin and the new creation in Christ,etco(iii) Both
exemplity a similar form in the structure of their conteuts
and the central‘answer to the Christological problems,

The latter is apparent in the common expression @vouxﬁ
gvwoug - Though expressions such as¥v@pwrog &gopmogp OXpE
Juopgpog may cause some concern,they should rather be

understood as a natural result of the author’'s discussion.



The conclusions finally reachecd by Welgl may be summed
up as follows:
(1) The Athanasian paternity of AP0l1&2 was rejected on the
basis of internal reasons, But this argument fails totally.
To place these writings later than AD 370-3, would mean

to contradict directly the actual dogmengeschichtliche

frame which 1s presupposed by both. Uther «£inds of objectioiis
are not conclusive,

(2) Both AF0l&2 belong to an early period in the developaent
of Apollingrism.Not only the anthropoclogical trichotomy,nut
several doctringl points and nuances mark this stage and
distinguish it from later stages of Apollinarist doctrine.
These characteristics are reflected both in APOl&2 and

in EPI,MAX and ADEL. It is clear that the author of A20

has EPI in mind with regard to the way of arguing and the
structure of the document which deals with the novel
controversial issues.,

(3) The traditions of the sixth century have generally
regarded St Athanasius as the author of these treatises.
This tradition does not come unexpectedly but existed for
many decades previously. Particularly instpuctive here 1is
Cyril of Alexandria's witness to the Athanasian paternity
of' APU,proved by the fact thut he made use of them in his
Christological terminology from L<Y onwards and referrea

to them’in his Homily No 8., Further, Cyril's fornula

LU QUOLC CECAPAWULEVT) and especially his claim that

it came from Athanasius® writings [ from his

de recto.fid.ad Reg. P.G.76,1212a &V T ReQL OAPAWOEWS AOYY,

and his Apologet.c.Orient. ibid.76,1212a é&v tol¢ mept
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gaprwoews AOYOLc) should not be so easily dismissed by
making reference to the Apollinarian milieu. The ﬂepﬁ
COLPUDOEWE which Cyril mentioned as Athanasian could not have
been an Apollinarian writing. This is supported by two
witnesses, Patriarch Eulogius of Alexandria and the

"one

Antiochene Patriarch Ephraim. Eulogius traces the
nature" formula to athanasius’ rept &vavBPWIMOEWS

and the quotation he supplies is also found in APO. The

evidence for this is supplied by Photius in his Bibliothecs.
The same Photius of Contantinople supplies the evidencs
for Ephraim’s witness which speuaks of the expression

wio @boLc OeoupxwiEVn as Athanasian and observes that
it did not imply confusion but emphasized the unity of
Godhead and manhood against Paul of Samosata and his

azhog xaf &\og . -

(4.) The inner evidence in APQO is decisively Athanasian,
The objection to the old age of Athanasiué is not serious,
for how could he write EPI and not APol&é? This inner
evidencé includes, the way of expressihg theological
arguments and thoughts,the temperament§the vigofous
argumentation, the knowledge of the Bible and its
consistent application in the argument , the resgpect

for the traditions of the Church and espécially the faith
of Nicea,the inexhaustible fullness of argument which

is nowhere artificial and the richness of ﬁheological
knowledge. The author must have been i1 great theologian

well known to the Apollinarists. Who but Athanasius would
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fit this description?
(5) It is possible to conceive that Athanasius could
have given these thoughts to some student of his who wyould
commit them to writing. But it is impossible to suppose that
Athanasius would not have afterwards rcecviewed them,
(6) As to the chronology of APO, it is more likely that
they were written immediately after the letter to Epictetus,
They witness to the.fadt that Athanasius was not only
involved in the Christological struggle with the rising
Apollinarist school, but also that he was able to see déeper
into their implications for the future, This is perfectly
exemplitiea in APQO, which elevates his theological prestige.
It almost looked as if Apollinaris had surpassed Athanasiusy
but in these writings the pastoral and scieantific Athanasius
has surpassed the speculative and philosophicai Laodicean.
When Apcllinaris in his sublime speculations abandons the
orthodox faith and leads his students to do ‘the same, tne
'great defender of Nicea stays on the real pracﬁical grouand
and fights in a way entirely different from that of his
pupil.

Weigl concludes that in APO we witness the blogsom
of the Christological thought of Athanasius. Here the
Apollinarists are gripped at the most vulnerable points

of their doctrine. Thelr notions of the homoousion and

the co-eternity of Christ’s flesh on the basis of the
kenosis of the God-head are decisively attacked and refuted.
Athanasius introduces as an alternative to sll these notions

the {6Lec xaT& @UOLV and the ddLulpeTog HATA EVWOL V.



From the Apollinarist thesis of the heavenly flesh

and the imperfection of the human nature Athanasius

draws the conseguences of docetism and relativism with

regard to the Incarnation of the Son and Jord of God, ani
the "impious, strange notion"of the guaternity. In APO
thanasius fully dealt with the current teachings of tane

Apollinarists exposing their heretical notions by exaggerat-
ing their strength on purpose.

Weigl's treatment of the authorship of APO is thorough
and impressive.He has hardly left undiscussed any question
raised by former critics, His particular arguments are
plausible ano persuasive.His coapariscn of APC with
ZPI and AFO with the Apodeixis in chapter two 1s goou,vat
not as thorough as his other investigations., His conclusion
that AFO and EPI presuppose a different type of Apollinarisa
from that of the Apodeixis is tenable but notvfully‘proveno
His answer to Voisin's argument esilentio emerging fron
Epiphanius' ignorance of APO is quite evident. Egually
evident is his argument regarding the understanding ol death
in EPI and APO.Though he did not observeiﬁhaf APO contains
two models of death,the one found in EPI and the other
connected with the body=soul anthropoloé;fﬁg did rightly
point out that the doctrinal intention behind both was not
anthropological but soteriological,the former intending to
emphasize the Person and the latter the object (complete
manhood) of salvation.His views on the'terminology(chOB)g
the conceptuality(ch.lL),the phraseology(ch.5),the methodology

(choo), the introduction of APOl (ch.7),the common authorship
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of APOl and AFO2(ch.8) and his final conclusions are all
plausible and convincing. The only point which railses
doubts is his claim that Cyril was aware of APO, Though not
impossibley,it is basically hypothetical and not clearly
supported by the evidence,
On the whole,what is particularly ihteresting in Weigl's

essay is his underlying theory of fourth century Patristic
Christological developments, which views Athanasius’ position

as developing between the Apollinarists and their Antiochene
opponents on the basis of traditional soteriological principles,
This theory is in line with the one accepted in the Zarly Church,
which is confirmed by the two great theologians in the Athanasian
tradition,Epiphanius and Cyril, and which was officially endorsed
by the subseyuent ecclesiastical Councils. This theory stands i
direct contrast to the nineteenth century theory of Cnristological
frameworks which goes back to Baur's application of Hegelian
philosophy to Patristic theology and which'is represented

today by A.Grillmeier.The most impressive account of tiis

theory of the development of Patristic Christology in athanassius
and the Fathers of the fourth century is given in ths last
section of Weigl's bookjand also in his other great book

Die Christologie vom Tode des Athanssius bis zum Ausbruch des

nestorianischen Streites (Munich, 1925).
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2.6, ANTOW STEGMANW

Weigl®s challenge to the views of Driseke,Stlilken and doss
was countered by Ant. Stegmann of Tlbingen, six years latsro
Stegmann, who had argued in 1917 against the Athanasian

paternity of Contra Arianos IV,claiming for it an Apollinar-

ist paternity, now wrote an essay entitled Die zwei

"athanasianischen® Bficher gegen Apollinaris, %n which he

restated the theses:(i) that the two treatises AP0l and APO2
were written by different authors and (ii) that they could
not have derived from Athanasius., It is no wonder that in
the opening paragraph he s poke of the yuestion regarding

the authorship of APO as a Desiderium der Wissenschaft,

particularly after the publication of Weigl's Uuntersuchdiuici.

Stegmann’s arguments are well stated and deserve cloue
analysis and evaluation.,

His initial contention is that Weigl's study is not
conclusive in spite of its thoroughness, Hence his articls
which simply seeks to vindicate this contention rather than
solve the problem., His only concern is to show that thne
question of the Athanasian paternity of APO has not been
settled,

He starts his investigation with the order of the
treatises in the MSS regarding it as a clue to their
interrelation. He distinguishes two main groups of MSS,
(1) Codices S,G,F,D, where APOlprecedes APO2 and (ii)
Codices By,VigA,L,0,B,G,M,T,R,M0,0,E,W,P,D,C,V, where

APO2 precedes APOl. This diversity in the order of their
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publication indicates tnat no conclusions can pbe drawn
as to which is first and which is second chronclogicallys
Bqually uninformative at this point is the external evidencs,
The testimony of Leontius who refers to APCl &2 and the
testimony of the Acts of the Third Ecumenical 3ynod of
Constantinople seem to take us nb further, The title
SEVTEPOC AOYOC RATA ’ATOALVXPLOV for APO2 does not refer tic
chronology. The only point that can be deduced from it is that
APO2 followed AP0l in the MSS of the 6th.century availabls
to Leontius and the Synod of Contantinople. This means that
only arguments from internal criticism are available for
determining the original interrelationship ,if any, of the
two APO., |

The external %testimonies to the Athanasian
paternity of APO go  Dback to the 6th éenturyo'That of
APOl probably goes back to Cyril of Alexandria, as Weigl

has shown, But the argument ex silentio reduces the

reliagbility of this evidence considerably. The most crucial

application of the argument e silentio is the case of

Epiphanius' treatment of Apollinarism in his Panarion LAXVII,
2, according to which Athanasius had refuted Apollinaris

only in his EPI. No reference is made by Epiphanius to
extensive refutations such as AP0l and APOZ2. So Stegmann

argues that if the two APO are ex professo and in_intenso

refutations of Apollinarism; and arederived from Athanasius,
it is surprising that Epiphanius in his account of Athanasius’
reaction to Apollinaris does not refer to them but tec

EPI which is not expressly anti-Apollinarian. Stegmann argues
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in a footnote that Weigl's theory, which takes Zrirhanias
choice of EPI as Athanasius’® reply to Apolliraris 25 a con-—
seguence of the fact that it was connected with =z ynod, is
not only improbable but wrong. Stegmann draws attention to
Epiphanius’ phrase 6 det Mulv dyamnTog xat TF UrX apl Ty TARRY
?ABUVACUW. o o "ATONLYAPLOC and argues that Zpiphanius had zood
reason for using such phraseology. By sayirg this re ~reatas
the Iunpressicn that Athanzsius had taker up & new p.gsition at
the outsect of a n=w her-sy. Just zs in the case of Marcellian-
ism Epizhenius chose to refer to Athanasius'® reply to this
heresy, e mow doecs *re szme in the case of Apollinarisa.
choosing EPI. The critical point here is, why he failed to

ase aAP0Lla2d for Athanasius reaction., 1 tiie DUJIKS ®ere writlen
Dy & pupil of Athanasius, a satisfactory answer can‘be proviued.
Epiphanius either did not know them, or if he did, he celioerate-
ly ignored them, because they did not contribute to his

Athanasian argument. Thus, Stegmann agrees with Voigsin, who

remarked that it was a pity that Montfaucon dié not refer to

tantli valoris testimonia but to tot veterum testimonias; and he
concludes that only positive proofs can sﬁow that the extant
testimonies were wrong. Here also, he points out that aaly after
the appearance of the first objections to the Athanasi=zn
paternity of APO did people begin to doubt the value of the
external testimonies and to disagree particularly with the point
of the presence in APO of references to Apollinaris® writings,

which were written after Athanasius® deatl.



Stegmenn also acknowledges Weigl ‘s contention that it is

no longer convincing to refer to the anthropologi¢31 tri=
chotomny and its application to Apollinaris’® Christology

t0 separate chronologically the stages of the Apollinarian
development . For Stegmann the novelty in APO is not the
trichotomy but the foundation of the basic error of Apollinar-
ism on two arguments,nramely, that two perfect things cannot
become one and that where there is a perfeect man there is
also sin., These premises are not mentioned by Athanasius
elsevhere, and yet this negative evidence cannot rule out the
possibility of his familiarity with tném° The most likely
writing in which to expect to find them would be
Athanasius® EPI, but EPI is not necessarily anti-Apollinarian
but refers to errors which were debated in Corinth. 3o,
according to Stegmann, we cannot know oﬂ the basis of the
evidence available tolus when the Apollinarisﬁs made public
_their Christological views. The interﬁal 371=-373 was large
enough for Athanasius to have learned of anyinew feature of
.Apollinarist thought and to have deemed iﬁ an imperative

to refute it in writings like APO. This is particularly
suggestive in the the phrase, Ti¢ M a&xf@cug Ty bpbidig
ppovely voutZéviwy, oftivec duetpiy moAN] Ta &Becux 9BeyyYo-
wevol od dedovxacty (APO1,1).

Stegmann goes on to observe that the opponents of the
Athanasian attribution have not sucdeedéd:in proving that the
author of APO had used documents writtenvby Apollinaris,
There are no passages in APO which indicate this.

Quite the opposite is the case of CAR1-3 ,where we find
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many passages which are obviously extracts from written
documents. In AP0l the views of the author's opponents are
mentioned in chapter two only in a general sense and do not
suggest written documents.

With regard to the openning of APOl and particularly
the phrase o OLwx T oéasmv To %IV, Stegmann findé no problems,
To him the phraseology implies that the addressée-is a monk
(especially the expression AT uévaG)p because it is

parallel to similar phraseology in Athanasius’ Vita Antonii

(especially the phrase xata povac doxefobatr which appears
in chapter three). The introduction then should not be
considered as strange to Athanasian style, particularly
because of its gnostic connotations which wére present in
Athanasius ever since his youth (ef. ) mept =Tfic 6s§osBsCag
xat THe TOY Srwv dAnbeiac yvéloiLe ..of GENT ch.l, or
ot TGy 8vtwy adtov (Tov &vepwﬂov)_es@gnTﬁv *t U &R L OTNLO VX
oq%atadxeﬁaoavgafvamﬁﬂapsxﬁhﬁfTSTdt‘u@ﬁqyaéy fﬁv ég’aﬁfoﬁ
(Toﬁ'®aoﬂ) efc T6 ®dv wpdvoiay of GEﬁTg¢ﬁ;2° Thé phrase. -
fpdtnone mept THc &v ALY TLOTewc..ete. éaggésts that the
addressee regarded the author as a persén Qf‘authority in
matters of faith and well informed about the belief and the
practice of the heretics. The best‘known opponent of heretics
and exponent of orthodox truth was at that time Athanasiuse.
Since similar requests were made %o Athanasius by monks, it
is not surprising to see here another'monk raising questions.

concerning orthodoxy.,
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On the basis of the points made above, and particularly
the fact that the theology and theological terminology of APO
is wholly Athanasian {apart from the phrase piu obota, Tpelg
drootdoesg) ,Stegmann . concludes that one night de tzapted

to agree with Str#ter that even if tradition had given no
clues regarding the authorship of APO ,one would have no
hesitation to ascribe it to Athanasius,particularly on the
evidence of internal criticism. Nevertheless he hesitates
to yield to this temptation because he finds one, fundamental
to him, stumbling-block, the non-Athanasian style of APO,
He contends then that the more c¢lésely one compares APO1
with the genuine works of Athanasiusbfrom his juvenalia to
EPI, the less likely it seems that this book was written by
Athanasius himself. The introduction ,which is réminiaccﬂt
of Athanssius with regard to content is from the point of
view of style wholly unlike him. Similarly the list of heretics
mentioned in EPI is entirely different”frém'that of APOL%Z2,
Athanasius’ style is genéraily ”foundedsficwing -_a’nd simple,
whereas the styie of the author of APOl is frequently do@plsx
and tortuous, constantly seeking variety:dfvexprf?ession° A
key characteristic of this style is a spééiai‘preferende
for nouns and for strange expréssidns for@éd;frpmpndunsp
The following illustrations are advanced w1‘t.h the gencral
comment, that they are Athanasian in content,but not in forms .
APO1,1: (2)thdy {&6Cav dvactpoehy &v xpfoac quesaemb xal Thv
gvTorfy ToD ©c0oT v 9povTidt. '

(B) duetplac TBpoc xaf xaxfag mARGOC.
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APO1,3 (g5) vtyvetau Tfic dAmBerac duoroytix xxi Tfig mAXvng

7 EAevEic.

(b) oxviactav TNy SefELv xxi TNy Zvoxnyv Tol miBovcg

dROAXUPBAVOVTEC,
APO1,5 ebonuy AeEet motefobBut xxi TNV Ipvnouv,

522i96 (a) To ofux to¥ Kvplov od xtvotnv Ixopepetat TNV

KOOOKVVNOL Vo
(b) xaxt 8Am Tfic yevvnoewg ¥t ToD BXVATOV T MEAYUATELX
efc TNV AueTepay &NImoLy xat dvaxtnolv BewpelTxi,

AP01,9 (a) od cuvop@vieg SumAfiy dulv yevouevny tny drivinouv
TRc doeBetuc,

(b) Tva To dumholy xfpuyua Tfig avtol Emidnuiag
edanodetutov Exm TNy metohovny Tol Te mABove wxul THe drabetuc,
APUL,15 @) TUc oUv 7) ToowvTT VUBY QLAOVELULA TRV EQPEVPLECEWY;

(b) v adtd 6 dvouati (XpLoTd) ExuTEpwy TEY MEAYWITwY
SELAVVTAL OTUICLA, BEOTTTOC AL ZVOPWROTTTOC.

APO1 IZ(a)'éV HEY yap TT TUETEEY QUOEL UL Tﬁg evpedewe 1
udxm ETu yfvetar xai T niomopIc M REOOXWEMOLG SLE To TudY
doBevec,

(b) TNV Exmvevorv odx &v Tic elnoL 6edTnToc LETIOTAOLY,
dAna Yuxfic droxwpmotv

APO1,21 dANE dulv mavia &mevevomTut, Lvx prav tfic pvnoewc

ALTACKEVACTTE Y VOUNV.

Stegmann disagrees with Weigl's opinion that the author
of APCO was striving to find new ways of expression in order
to achieve greater degree of clarity. Réther,he holds, the
variety of expression is indicative of youth. As to the
numerous examples adduced by Weigl for establishing literary

connections between APO and the genuine Athanasian writings



he regards them to be insufficient, thouéh impressive o
because they are not characteristic of the author but apply to
other suthors toco., He does not, however, offer any examples
in support of his judgement, not even in the case of the phrase
Tt Tolvvv pépgecbe °Apeiavolg which he, like Drdseke, regards
to pe foreign to Athanasius' style. oStegmann trerefore ta<es
the similsrities between APOl and Athanasius' works as
syggesting a pupil of the old bishop, who‘might even
have written the treatise at his teacher“s_command°

With regard to AP02, Stegmann argues that it must be
incomplete, because it falls to offer a detailed dizcussion
of the errors which are listed in chapter 4 . On the otier
hand, he acknowledges that it is neither a rough draft, uor a
fragment of a larger work. Chapter 19 can certainly be taken
for the concluding chapter, since it enumerates and sumnarizes
the views which were previously considered. The introduction
is more difficult to explain. However, the Ms , tradition
does not suggest an abridged or dismenbefed work., Chapters
1 and 2 contain a definition of Christ as the decisive
norm of Christology, particularly becaﬁsé‘this definition
originates in the Gospel. In chapter 3 we have a descrip-
tion of the erroneous views which contradict the orthodox
faith and of the people who hold them., At the close of
chapter 3 and the beginning of chapter 4  the ‘'Apollinar-
istic' theses are quoted and criticized. The following
chapters combat these notions without naming the opponent. Thus

although some kind of order seems to run through the docuaent,



it is neither orderly nor coherent.

#ith regard to the relation of APCl to APOZ Stegnann agre-
es with everybodyelsss that they are distinct books,but he
finds the view of their derivstion from a common author,held
by some, %o be highly questionable. He defends this by
means of the following arguments: |
(i) APOl names Christ not only as Kvptoc but also as

oo . whereas APO2 uses the lattereierm oplyeohceiahd
that with reference to God and not to“Cﬁristo | |
(11)The author of APO1 likes to use the parficle,gﬂSf
instead of yap , but this never occurs in APO2, |
(111)APO2 uses the term OVOTacLS to refer to man's
constitution in six occasions, whereae APO3 does not use
it at all.

(iv) The rule of faith is named and esteemed in APOlg
but in APO2 it is expressed differently and not as emphaticdl=

1y

?(v) Wlth,fegard to style APOZ containipmore word-plaJSEAnd
:unueudl expr63310nb than APOl, | o
(vi) #ith regard to structure of conﬁeperAPéi'dieedsaeeff?
the errors of Apollinarism in an_orderedfiis%QWhepeas APOZ
does not do so. ‘
(vii) Though the theology is basically the same.g'iqe° ‘
Alexandrian and Athanasian, the phrase_pf APO2 duax ®eol £v
capxi abtoB TO mxBog yEyovev in ppefefenee te Be0g HLA OAPAOC
Exabev is at least odd, and striKesﬁus as ﬁeufral in its

import and therefore non-Athanasian in thoughto This is
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of course the case, if the phrase is considered to be an
integral part of the Christological terminology of APOZ and
not Jjust an cccasional and rather unsuccessful product
of the author's opposition to the témptiné view of the
suffering God, represented in the Apollinarist phrase
§Ti @eoc & dSLd oupxdg mabwy ot dvaotag(AP02,12), It is
certain that this expression is unusual here, since the
author’s basic view is in line with that of the Alexandriams
which is shown by the formula & XpLOTOoc¢ RAEMNTOC EmeL N
&vepwnoc, drubne 6¢ ¢ ®eog (cf. APO2, 12 and also APO2, 2
where is is said that God and man are united in Christ
tva &v adtd to¥ miBoug Suohoyoupevov JAnEEc, & 4B¥T0g mubNTOC
xatr drabne stvar ovvopoloyfsat dANBLvE¢ and also APO2, 18),
The crucial gquestion here from the .point of view of the
relation between APOl and APO2 is why such a neutral phrase
did not occur to the author of aAPOl when dealing with similar
matters, if he was really identical with the author of APUZ,
(viii) Furthermore, the disposition and contents of APOL.
and APO2 speak agéinst common authorship. The two authors
share a common aim, namely, the impersonal attack on the
new heterodox who have not yet formally been expelled from
the Church as heretics and grouped together with Marcion,
Manichaeus, Valentinus, Paul of Samosata and Arius. Indeed
they would not have wished to be, although they hold siailar
views as the aforementioned heretics, and their error demands
their inclusion within that company. Both authors describve

the main Christological error of their



opponents as amounting to the claim that the One Christ
is not the unchanging God the Word who 1s incapable in. his
divinity of suffering and death and not the real and
complete man,but the God who has assumed an incomplete
humanity or a humanity of mere semblance. AS the author
of APOl puts its;odtor 6& H dAhotwotv Tod Aoyov @aVEAZOVTaL
B 66xmoLy TNy olxovoutay Tol wiBovg dmolxufhvovorv (ch.<)e.
Or, as the suthor of APO2 puts it, d¢ ToD Adyov Tpommy
dronetvavtoc ef¢ CAPXOC KETATOLTIOLY ﬁ-wvxﬁg duotwotv  H
Gc gavTaoTLxny THy 6eTELy motnoxpévov thic dvBpwnivng
popefic (ch.2 and also cf. ch.5). The basic error,according to
the author of AP02,1s the denial of the true and unspoilt
nature of Christ,which results in serious consequences
which are put forward by him as charges against his opponents
in the following way: ofte TH¢ duxpTlaC TNV XATAXPLOLV
selExL SvvacBe, ofte Tol BavdTov THY xatAAvoLv, olte THg
dvaotdoswe TTY Ttehetwotv, ofte To¥ Adyov Thv dTpemToTNIX
(chl7). Chapters 5-17 are occupied with the elaboration of
these charges and they are gulte similar to chapters 3—19'
of APO1l, and chapter 19 which provides a similar summary as
chapter 17 of APO2, Stegmann lists the most striking
parallels'between the two treatises:

AP01,134+2= APO2,24L

AP01,20 = AP02,3

APO1,1k+8= APOZ,7-8,14+15
and especially, AP01,15 =APOZ,6. On the whole he finds

that APOZ does not contain any major point which is not



mentioned in APOl, and observes that the ideas which are
peculiar to APOl are essentially of & formal nature aad
result from the way in which thé specific and detailed errors
of the opponents became known to the author in different
formulations, or were written down by him in his own words,
So, for example, AP02 does not mention those who call the
body of Christ &xtiotov or 6uooﬁobov9 nor does he mention
the heretical thesis dvti Tob Zowdev &v Auly dvBpwmov vole
drovpdvioc &v Xprotd ( APO1,2). But this corresponds roughly
to what APOL has to say in chapters 3-6,9-12,and 13-19, Tt
is therefore improbable, to Stegmann , that the same
arguments would have been expressed differently by the same
author. The heretics attacked in APOl are more clearly
Apollinarian, since it is only here that we find the
characteristic Apollinarist expression 6%ov yXp TEAeiog
GvBpwroc éxel xxi duaptia and 6o Téhewx Ev yeveoHxt od
dYvatat and only here that we find dvti ToD Zowbev Av Nutv
&vepwrov volc &movpivioc &v XptoTd, But why do we find
so little agreement in the ordering of ideas so that taere
are hardly any formal parallels between the two works, if
both derive from the same author? Even the best parallel
of AP01,15 to AP02,6 indicates that the agreement in
content is not agreement in style.

With these momentous guestions Stegmann concludes
that neither treatise can be considered as an improved or

extended version or even addition to the other. Given that



both attack the same views in different literary styles

they must be the products of different authers, It would seem
wholly unlikely that the seventy-seven year old Athanasius
would have allowed himself the leisure and inclination

to write such an opus superrogatoriumi It can be assumed

then that APO2 was written in Alexandria in the mid-seventies
and that shortly afterwards the two books came to be groupea
together because of their similar intent and content.

Thus Stegmann comes very close to the affirmation’of Athanasian
authorship for AP0l but not for APQ2° What isvsignificantgl
however, is that boih APO ¢ontain Athanasian theology and
are written at least under the shadow df inspination from

the great theologian., Stegmann has certéinly'moved a lonyg
distance from Draseke who had so categdriqally placed the

two APC in the late seventies and curiousiy%neglected the
Athanasian associations. Most interestlng in the case of

Stegmann is his silence reganing the dogmengeschichtliche

arguments of S%ulkengand paﬁticularly Baur s thesis of an
incipient Apollinarianism in A‘tha:n,as-j.a.n,_Chms‘t.',ology9 mainly

with respect to the human soul in Christ. 'Sfegmann seems to.
have been influenced by Weigl's work, but we suspect that he
had read Volsin’s great article on the Chrlstology of Athanablus
which haa aecisively attacked the Baurian tpadltlon in the
interpretation of Athanasian Christology° ‘Though his
conclusions are not definite , Stegmann hag contributed in
several ways towards a general ret@pn tdvﬁhé verdict of the

Benedictines.
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Concerning the particulars of Stegmann'’s article the
following critical response may be made heres

Stegmann agrees with Weigl that the external testironies
concerning APOL go back to Cyril; that APCl&2 do not

presuppose any writings of Apollinaris; that the discernmen?

of development in Apollinarist doctrine should not be attempted
on the beasis of dichotomic or trichotomic anthropolpgy; ﬁhat
the_chronology of Apollinarism cahnot bé determinea and
therefore not be used as an argﬁmentg Whén investigating tne
authorship of APO; and finalljg that APOl is not conceptaally
foreign'tq_Athanasiusg and hence APOl could in fact be
considered, unlike APOZ, as possibly being defivcd from the
pen of thé?great Alexandrian Doctor,

There é}e three main areas in‘which'sﬁégmann disagrees with
Weigl, firstly‘withzweig1°s evaluétion of»Voisipﬁs.argamént
e siiéntiog emerging from Epiphanius’ desdriptién'bf thelfise
of Apollinarianism; secondly, with.Wéiglfs way offéstablishing
the Athanasisn style of APO: and thirdiy; ﬁith‘wéig1’s
conie.ntionD that Aéol&z originate with the _samé~au‘thof-° Ié
fact, it is in these three areas that Stegmann produces
extensive arguments, that deserve special evaluation,

Stegmann simply restates Voisin's argument without reslly
offering a critical assessment. The only gritical point he
makes is that EPI is not antiaApollinarist.as Weigl suggests;
Therefore VWeigl's explanation of Epiphanius" choice of EPI
rather then APO for his sccount of Athanasius’ Péacfién to
Apollinsris is unsatisfactory. Stegmann's contention obviously
turns against the evidence afforded by Epiphanius’ account of

Apollinarism. Was he really mistaken in choosing Athanasius’



EPI as a reply to the Apollinarist Christological errors? #why
does Stegmann trust Epiphanius’ silence and not his explicit
testimony? The fact that & copy of EPI was sent to Apollinaris
by Serapion and that Apollinaris felt obliged to write that he
agreed with it, strongly suggesis that the debate in Corinth
had something to do with Apollinaris’ Christological positions,
This testimony is confirmed by the Acts of later Councils which
quote EPI as anti- Apollinarian., But more important still,
later Apollinarians guote as Athanasian a phrase from EPI,
which also occurs in APOl. Stegmann, of course, might be
prepared to connect this reference with AFOL only, which woula
prove Weigl's thesis without any reference to EPI or Epiphanius.

Stegmenn’s contention that APO exhibits a non-Athanasian
style rests on two arguments. Firstly, that APO prefers nouns
and combinations of nouns, whereas Athanasius does not; and
secondly that Weigl's stylistic parallels between APO and
Athanasian texts though impressive, are too general to ove taken
for stylistic at all. Stegmann is right about the high
frequency of nouns in APOl, but he has not provided any
conciusive evidence in support of his cléim9 that such s
phenomenon is not Athanasian., Again no evidence isvsupplied
for his second contention regarding the insufficient character
of Weigl's examples.

His final contention of diversity of authors for AP01&2
rests on eight arguments which require close evaluation.

The frequency of 6scﬂ5¢ng in APOl is not high enough to

establish an argument. KGOLOG on the other hand has great
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freguency in both APOl and APO2. It occurs 32 times in 4APO1
and 23 times in APO2.

Stegmarmn is gimply wreng about éned. It occurs twice in APD2,8.
AP0l uses it only 5 times., In any casegéﬂei should not be
examined apart from its synonymous éﬁauéﬁ swhich occurs twice
in APOl and 9 times in APO2. ’Emet and &%eLdm together have a
frequency of 7 in APO1l and 11 (or 12 because of the #£mzibmrep)
in APO2, Does this really establish evicence for stylistic
argwienty

Stegmann is right that ovotacu¢ appears only in APO¢ at o
places and not once in APOl. But why should one refer to this
difference sand not to the major difference connected with the
other anthropological term of vo¥¢ which appears 1€ times in
APO1l and not once in AP02%? After all ovVOTXOLC occurs togetnar
with the adgective voepd and the noun mﬁc&g which comoined
together seem %o be peculiar to the heretics of APOz anu s=2t
| synonymous to vof¢ which is peculiar to the heretics of 201,
Does this not suggest that the notions opposed . in AP0l and
APOZ, though parallel,are in fact verbally aifferenf and hence
terminologically disparate as regards the'ré5ponse§ of APO1%2,
It seems that Stegmann makes too much of an érgument from a
rather limited piece of evidence which has not been sufficicntly
scrutinized., Incidentally, it is interesting to point out here
that both APOl and APO2 make use of the verb oqvfomauab in the
same anthropological context.

The fourth argument is weak end the fifth too gemeral. Should
not the total vocabilaries of APOLl and APO2 be examined and

compared before one establishes a more or less of this or that .



linguistic trait ?

The sixth argument does not say very much, because 1% is not
téken into account that APO1l and APOZ are addressed to different
persons and treat of distinct though not unrelated cases.

Stegmann’s seventh argument is imncorrect. Athanasius does
not state that God suffered; Christ did! APOl, 2 and 12 bear
witness to this and Stegmann himself refers to it. But %Fod
is not said to suffer., In EPI, for instance, it is the body
which suffers, and the passion is said to be Christ's.because
of His body (EPI;6.10,11,etc.). Why should the phrase 5t @ecof
8v oupxt TO Wrboc yeyovev be regarded as strange to Athanasius,
given the particular context of the heretical, theopaschetic
claim? Is it not more true to the text to take it for an
attempted reformulation of the heretical statemenf using the -
saine terminology*

Stegmannhs eighth argument regarding the diversity of authors
in the csse of APO1l and APO2 is unconvincing, becausg it lacks
thopéugh examination and careful comparison of the notions com-
batted in the true treatises. Though similar in théir final
consequence, these notions are not the sémeo The opﬁonents of
APO2 know nothing about "a heavenly flesh", or "a body consub-
stantial with the Godhood” which appear to be major themes in
the heretics’ system undelying APOl. Instead, the opponents in
- APO2 know of "a God born in Nazareth". As to the anthropologic-
al side in Christ which is discussed by both, the opponents in-
APO2 speak of "an intelligent nature”,or just "nature", whereas
the heretics in APOl speak of a "mind" of a "heavenly mind". It
seems that APOl1 and APO2 oppose” different though not unrelated

doctrines.
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The nature o1 the coctrines is such that ﬁo Srcerly resgonse
can oe given.It also seems clear that toth asuthors try to respyond
tc the two groups of heretics using the heretical terms aad not
terms of their own,

On the whole Stegmann’s arguments are useful but not thorough
enough to establish his thesis. Weigl's treatment ,though lLimiteda,

appears to be both more thorough and more conclusive.



2,70 GCoEo RAVEW
No one of the critics approsched thg two treatises
so negatively as Charles E.Raven dic, when he touched on the

subject in his book, Apcllinarism, An Essay on the Christo-

logy of the Early Church,published at Cambridge in 19¢5§22)

This was probably due to his stirong dogmenggschichtlichn

presupp031t10ns which in many ways were those of the
liberal school stemming from F.C.Baur., This is clear in
his statement that Athanasius was'éble'fo avoid and even
oppose the Christology of Paul of Samosata ”by a@cépting
the traditional Gnosticism of Alexandria,by making the
Godhead the centre of Christ's pefsonélify and by denying
tacitly but iqdubitably His possession éfla human soul“o_”
Equally revealing is his ;tatement‘thét'in«AthauASids -
"the manhood of Christ is described qeoénd is calléd only
His body,His shrinegHisinstPumen%and never is it regarded
as complete or personal...clearly the conception of a
perfect manhood and a human soul was not needed so long as
the idea of Godhead expressed by the term Logds prevailed..
Te) Athana51us c.definitely rejected it and ooper51bted in
so doing at least until his last years",

Raven disagreed with Driseke and Hoss'abOut'thé Giversity
between AP01&2, He argued on the basis of style,thought,
identity of content and method that the two tpeatises could
not have been writien by different hands as DrHseke so
gratuitously proposed. But he assérted that only APOl was
compléte9 while AP02 was"an appendix and restatement,

compiled after new Apollinarian méterial had come into its

author’s possession®, T
(Lt
et ot
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Raven treated each book separately and reached similar
conclusions., Regarding APO1l, he claimed that 1t was certain-~
1y based on Athanasius’ EPI, and that it was in fact
little more than an expansion and paraphrase of it with
+he insertion of anti-Apollinarist sections between the
treatment of Gnosticism given at the beginning and the
treatment of Ebionism given at the end., "The arrangement',;he
wrote, "is the same; the same hereticél opinions are attack-
ed; there are constant similarities of phrase; and the
doctrinal stand-point is not widely different". Yet in
spite of these similarities, Raven claimed that the book
had little to do with Apollinarism, since "much of it is
occupied with criticism of 1ideas (ManicheansgArians9Marcibn9
Rhetorius,Valentinus,Sabellius) which céhnot by any stretch
of thz Imeginatiomnbe supposed to touch Apollinarius". Raven.
also claimed that the arguments "are a curious mediey of
miscellaneous and rather threadbare remnants,.suggestiﬁg
that the original material of EPT had been eked out with
patches collected from such works as the iettefs to

Cledonius and the Antirretikos". These,however, appear to

be mere suggestions, since Raven does not offer any
concrete evidence in support of his claim.It is only
AP0l,2 that he considers to be a brief but brilliant
statement of Apollinarism. He even goes as far as to say
that it is probably a quotation from some Apollinarian
writings, or at least a statement based upon genuine
sayings of the Laodicean. Yet, when the discussion of

these Apollinarian notions is offered in paragraphs 13%-15



the result is very disappointimg. The author of the
treatises makes a travesty of them, since, instead of
clear understanding, he offers '"hesitations,guibbles,

and inconsistencies", which Raven attempts to expound. 3at
his exposition is nothing but a selection of a few phrases
which are twisted around according to Raven's ideological
bias,

As far as the second treatise is conéernedg Raven claims
that "the same guality is still more plain'., The new
material of Apollinarism which the author used for writing
this unfinished treatise, which lacks a proper beginning and

a proper end, derives from Apollinaris’Anacephalaiosis,

As evidence for this he cites APO2,4 AP6296 and APOZ2,7

in mnglish and suggests that they be compared to ANAC.Y,28,
ANAG-.10 and ANAC .2 respectively. He even claims that the
last case is almost verbally identical., That this clainm

is far from certain can be shown by simply.diting‘the

Greek texts:

(1) APO2,4 ANAC. 9,28,

&vBpwrov AEYOVOL TOV XPLOTOV 9. & A& duuptiac odZwv HmEp
BeonoLMBEVTU Kt ®ol To év JuxpTlay 20TUveoual OwZet
doxfi v & Aoyogixat 8TL AxBwV XpLotoc® oddet¢ 6& dvBpwrwy

uopenVv doviov &yeveto dvBpwroc, BrEp duxpTiaveodwn Fpa EvOpw-
f &vepwrov onol peta Oeob via noc & XpLOTOC,

fi dvopwrov onoL Oef ovpmAaxévta 28, Mpooxvveltuar drd dyyé-

Q-

fi &vBpwrov VmEP ®oOMov dmoBa- Aoy 6 ¥vBpwroch ofsdan’el
vovia,fi dvBpwnov Thg duupTlug LEV 0D TPOOUVLVETTAL ;OLU TO

od xwpLodévrta ,f &vepwrov dyye- v xdty Gerav dvouxfout
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L4 14 o~ Q s P 9 S (4
Awv deorcZovia ,f &vOpwrov dvvapL v, RH¢ VRO TEY Uet OeLay
LY 4 4 4 4 bl ° . o
RO THAC KTLOEWC WPOOUVYVOL~  &XOovIwyv Ovvaut vévoilxoToavy Kot
LEVOV 9000 Nuelc OE RPOOXVVTOOUEV TOV

Evopwrov f| obsccoos

(i1)
AP02,6 ANAC.10

el mavto EnaBe,maviwg dnmov Id¢ XvBpwnoc 6L&0Taouv‘§xee

xat Tove dvBpwRilVove AOYLO— OUPXOC ﬂpég voOv.XpLoTéc de odx
uovg elxev°ddbvatoy 6& &atev Exei®odx Ipx dvBpwrog 6 XpLOTSC.
&v Noytouobc¢ dvBpwrivorcg d-

MOPTLAY T ELvaL °nat THC

BotuL xwpic Gpaptitog 6

XptLoTdocs

(iii)

AR02,7 ANAGC.2

EC &vBpwnoc 6 XpLotoc, ue- NI¢ JvBpwroc WEPOC KOOMOV XLl

poc Eotar To¥ xoopov°uepoc  ODOEV pEPOC xéouqv afper TNV
5& %n6éouov oBoAL OB BVVATAL ., AUAPTLAY ToD %S0uov. Vp°Hec wal
adto¢ xeltal "Xpuotdg de afper”
odx &pa &vOpwroc & XpLoToC.
It is true that the third case 1is closer to the point
because the same thought is expressed and almost in the
same terms, yet the syntactical construction is 4uite
diffgrehta Case (ii) and more so case (i) are further
removed from the point Raven is making, since there are
difference® both in the syntax and in the terms. Further
the texts of APO2 suggest a controversial and dialogical
situation, whereas the texts of the ANAC. suggest abstract

logical reflection., Lastly APO2 contains many more possible
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quotations from a document of the opposition which do not
appear in the ANAC.It seems therefore unlikely that the au-=
thor of APO2 made use of Apollinaristic notions from the

Anacephalaiosis,

Raven reached the conclusion that the two APO must be
considered as spurious, and therefore their Athanasian
paternity should be totally disclaimed. For him,Athanasius,
"whose mind is charitable and clear, whose style is pleasant
and oraerly, and whose intimacy with Apollinarius is un-
disputed, could not have written against him works so full
of bathos and inexactitudej,obscurity and vituperation”i
Raven also claims that thee&xternal evidence is even more
conclusive as far as the spurlous character of the treatises
is concerned.Proclus’ testimmy,that the books were written
by Athanasius after Apollinaris' death is a direct indication
against the Athanasian origin. Leontius’ citation from
AP0l does not mention anything about fhe_au%hory and the
testimonies of the VIth EcumenicalVSynodp of John Maxentius
and of John of Damascus and a few Latin authors are less
than worthless., "They tell decisively against them'"!

Lastly the argument from silence based on the fact that
the two APO were not mentioned before the sixth century
indicates that they do not belong to the fourth century,
but must be considered as forgeries. '"They belong to fhe
large class of compilations based upon the writings of the
Fathers in an age when the circumstances of their tiumes

had been forgotten, by men who had collected relevant

rassages from their works and paraphrased them to suit a
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new day. This author(for they are obviously by the same hand)

has got hold of the Ad Epictefum and possibly other faniliar

fourth-century writings, and a fragrent or two of Apollinarise
HEe has studied the time well enough to know something of the
prevailing heresies and possibly a few of the mannerisms

of Athanasius., And he sets himself to produce a piece of work
which shall be passed off as authentic. Close parallels to

it can be found in the letter to Caesarius, also supposedly
an attack upon Apollinarius, aﬁa ascribed to John Chrysostom,
which is even more certainly a forgery, though by an abler

hand, and in the pseudo-Athanasian Sermo Contra Omnes

Haereses, which has several points in common with these
books., as we have seen, the two bouks aré works of small
importance and only their traditional authorship makes

them worthy of detailed mention", The lack of positive'
evidence in Raven'’s positive conclusions clearly indicates
their speculative nature and therefore their minimal worth.
It éppears astonishing to the revieweé of the critical
studies on APO that Raven's position should be so remote from
" the positionsiof the rest of the critics.

In the last paragraph of his study of APQO Raven claims
that there are three significant doctrinal inconsistencies
in its teaching. (i) APOl makes mention of Valentinus
and understands him to have <taught that the Father and
the Holy Spirit "wore flesh"(APOl,2) and that "the éassion_
was common to the Trinity since the flesh was part of the.
Godhead” (AP02,3,12), (ii) The stress on Adam and the
Féllgcommon to both APO, rather fits in with the later period

of Pelagianism bu® not with the period of the Apollinarian
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controversies. (iii) The Christology of APO is obviously
influenced by the ideas current in the Nestorian controversy.
This is particularly obvious in the expressions '"natural
union","identity of nature',"enhypostatic',"natural birth",
"indissoluble union", "division of persons",.etc, and also
in the adjectives of the Chalcedonian formula, "inconfusible"
(APO1,10) "inseparable” (APO2,14) ,"inconvertable" (APO1,3,11 ;
AP02,2) and "invisible"(AP02,2 and AP01,6,12), a8 well as
in the use of the name Christ as indicative of the term
fptoit¢ ;3 Finally most conclusive is the distinction plainly
drawn between ¥vwoic xa6’dméotaciy and EvwoL ¢ Ttk guoLy,
which belong to the period of the monophysite conﬁrove:r‘sies°
We have already responded to Raven's contention about
literary connections between notions opposed in APO2 and

the Apollinarist work Anakephalaiosis. His claim about

similar connections between APO and EPI, or APO and the

Epistola ad Caesareum, or APO and Sermo contra Omnes Haereses

are not substantiated. That there are connections is obvious.
What is not obvious,and what Raven does not provide, is a
specification and evaluation of such connections. One would
have thought that it would have been far more appropriate for
Raven to have pursued this path, rather than the production of
the minutiae of doctrinal-historical inconsistencies in APO.
These minutiae are so unscientifically presented and

so speculatively and haphazardly assessed that they amount

to nothing at all. The Valentinian view of the Incarnation
and its corollary, the divine suffering, are not investigated

scientifically., No attempt is made to find out the sense
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in which Athanasius or any of his predecessors understood it
and then compare it to the way the author of AP understands

it and presents it. The stress on Adam and the Fall is

typical of Athanasius and Raven's cla’m that it only belongs

to the Pelagian period is a gross generalisation. As for the
alleged Nestorian terminology-and conceptuality of APO,

Raven is begging the question. The terms which he singles

out as Nestorian were already being used in Apollinarian énd
anti-Apollinarian contexts in the second hald of the fourth
century. Besides, there is terminology in APO; especially
Mariological, which would not fit into the Nestorian milieu.

In any case one does not find two contestihg parties (one
Alexandrian and another Nestorian) in APOO‘ Rather;, the Alexan-
drian author of APQ is condemning both Apollinarism and its
eafly Antiochene (°'Nestorian®’) alternative! On the whole, apart
from a few partial detals (mainly the literary connections
between APC1 and APCZ and between APO and other Apollinarian
énd anti-Apollinarian literature), Réven“s accocunt is confusing,
because it blurs the real issues, which had been in.a limited
buf careful fashion exposed by the German cfitic_sg of which he
appears to have known very little. If anything Raven's account

about APO's paternity and doctrine epitomizes the character of

his whole book, which is a dogmengeschichtliche in a rather
historicist fashion. Baur's views were hypothefical and
tentative, Raven gives the impression'thét_his hypotheses are
facts, But the sinister side of Raven’s approach becomes
obvious, if one compares his essay to that of Weigl. Weigl foﬁnd

the doctrine of APO as representing the flowering of Athanasian
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thought. Raven saw it as a demonstration of bathos, inexact-

-~
itude, obscurity andwvi;ﬁuperationz

2.8, JOSEPH LEBON
A few years after Raven the French scholar Joseph Lebon
dealt with the two treatises in.his essay Une ancienne

(23)

opinion sur la condition du Corps du Christ dans la nort,

In this essay Lebon reached the conclusion that St, Athanasius
understood the death of Christ as a sepération of the Logos
from the body which He had assumed at the Incarnation. He
found this understanding of Christ’s death in INC,CAR and
EPI. In this last writing he found that he had to examine
the controversial phrase UM XwpLoBeic aﬁtoﬁvwhich stood
in direct opposition to his thesis, After a detailed and
careful examination he concluded that this phrase had later
been interpolated into the text of EPI. The last obstacie
to nis thesis was Athanasius' two APO which, though disputea
with regerd to their Athanasién origin{wefe still believed
by many to be Athanasian. Lebon fgund that in APQ Christ's
death is not conceived as a separation of the Logos froa
his body,but rather as a separation of the soul of Christ
from his body., This obstacle forced Leboﬁ to consider the
question of the authorship of APO.

He started by supposing that APO had really been a Lliterary
production of St. Athanasius and that it had been written
at the closing years of his career. On this supposition he
proceeded to argue that we could explain the difference
of INC and APO on the understanding of Christ's death by
assuming that Athanasius had not paid particular attention

to the question of Christ's death, when he wrote the former,



but that he did so when he wrote the latter. And he went on
to say that this assumption could not be applied to the
conparison of APO with EPI,particularly if the former

was written in 371-2, as the defenders of the Athanszsian

authorship assume. Thus,he writes, on ne peut pas supposer

qu' Athanase aurait changé si completement d' avis sans

s' en rendre compte. However, although this observatioa

is not tendentious and could therefore be used against
the Athasnasian ascription; it is not conclusive,

Thus Lebon is led to raise the general question regarding
the origin of APO,with rarticular reference to the historical
testimonies. To him the séholars seem to decide onvthe,basis
of the schools they belong to. Stﬂﬁ%en can claim against
Montfaucon that the "ancient testimonies" are not valid
because they go back only to the sixth centuryo Raven
can add to this contention of Stﬂ%%en a series of alleged

internal contradictions (une serie de pretendues raisons

internes) so as to reckon these documents as deliberate
forgeries perpetrated by a supporter of Chalcedon who wias
attacking monophysite exaggerations probably in the early
years of the sixth century. To Weigl, on the other hand,
Cyril appears to have utilised these documents considering
them as Athanasian in A.D. 430,

Lebon finds Raven's conclusions not only apparently
contrary to the internal data,but also contradictory to

“the factsgioe° the historical testimonies., He feels that



Raven ignored the external testimonies. He sees this in
Raven's claim that Proclus' testimony going back to 553
was the first external testimony to APO,though he also
records the testimony of John Maxentius - which is of
an earlier date j,namely AD 519. Cbviously,Raven did not
examine the historical testimonies but simply cited them
from montfaucon's Monitum. The reproduction is so substantial
and so little care has been taken,that he cogplies the
reference Conc.V,459 to the testimony of Proclus and writecs
before it the name MANSI without noticing that it was not
from this collection of documents that the testimony in
guestion was given by Montfaucon., Also Raven ignored the fact
that almost twenty-=five years before the Synod of 553, APO1l
was extensively quoted by Severus of Antioch and Julian
of Halicarnassus in the letters and refutations which they
exchenged in their disputations over the ‘incarruptibility
of the body of Christ.Julian cites AP0196 under the title
"The logos against Apollinaris of StoAthanasius”, and
Severus cites AP01,5,6,11-12,14,15-16,18. The intreductory
formulas to these citations always name Athanasius as the
author of the writings out of which they have been taken.
The designations of APOl are "The AOYo¢ TeplL MLOTewc to
which the phrase "against Apollinaris" is attached, or
the phrase "against the impious Apollinaris'",or the phrase
"against the gpevoprdBeta of Apollinaris”,

APOZ 48 not cited in these polemic writings of Julian and



Severuss but the same Severus attests the oxistence

and circulation of both treatises under the name of
Athanasius around the same time as John lMaxentius. In his
book "Against the grammarian John of Caesarea'" he cites
several passages from both APCl and APOZ2. These passages

are the following:(i) AP01,11-12,10, and the introductory
formuls is,"in thé?u%og xgpi ﬁfOTewg with the addition
"against the impious Apollinaris". (ii) APOZ,13,1L,1%,1),
and the introductory formula is "in the other(or,"in another')
discourse against the partisans of Apollinaris, who think
corruptively on the subject of the salutary manifestation

of Christ'", and "in the treatise against the opinion of the
impious Apollinaris on the subject of the salutary manifest-
ation of Christ",

The two logoi, which Severus mentioﬁs are of course
attributed without any hesitation to St Athanasius, but he
considers them as two distinct logoi and not as parts of
one book, The distinction is clearly marked by their
specific titles. The first one is the AGYoC WEPL RLOTEWC
against the impious Apollinaris, while the second one is
known as'the other"or "another'" logos against the partisans
or against the opinion of the impious Apollinaris m=epPl
THe cwtnpLwdovg dripavetac ToB XpLoTo¥. Thus Lebon remarcs:

11 serait intéressant de rechercher

ce gqu'il pourrait rester des titres

primitifs dans ces donnees , dont

. o _ 0
certains elements se sont conserves




dans la tradition grecque(Cf, PG.XXVI
1093,n38 et 1131,n. 1).En tout ces details
confirment 1°'opinion que Ao Stulgen S
etait déja formée @' apres 4’ autres

indices;"Aus alledem folgt mit zwingender
Notwendigkeit,dasgs man T und IX wei%@rhin
als ein zweigliedriges Werk betrachten
darf".Cette conclusion s' appuyvait,entre

autres,sur le fait yue divers manuscrits

offrent notre second livre avant le prcmlcr

aux tem01nb de ce phenomene blgnalcb par
Stllken, on pourralt en ajouter d'autres,
comme le Cod,Basil.A.III,L et le Cod,
Vatlc graec .400.

The separate existence as regards the origin of the
two APO is egually attested by the state of the ancient
translations. The Armenian literaturepfOr exémple, has

preserved a version of APO2 ,which bears the title :

On the salutary manifestation. of our Lord Jesus Christ

against Marcion, but there 1s no trace of APOl in it,

On the contrary a Syriac version mentioned in A.Baumstark's

Geschichte der syrischen Literatur, has preserved a

version of AP0l without any reference to APOZ2.

In addition to this Lebon mentions that in sixth
century Christological debate both Catholies and
Monophysites were in agreement wifh regard to the Athanasian
paternity of the two APO., This unanimity presupposes, |
according to lLebon, an earlier tradition,which goes back to

the fifth century as Weigl correctly stated. To show that
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this has an objective foundation, Lebon furnishes a piece
of information which attributes APQl to the great Doctor
of Alexandria and derives from the period U460-L470.This
information is contained in the large workx against the
Council.of Chalcedon of Timothy Aelurus,the monophysite
bishop of Alexandria (circa L454-L477). In this book,Timothy
cites three passages from APOl under the designation

"from the discourse against Apollinaris of the blessed
Athanasius, Archbishop of Alexandria". The Armenian text
of this boox, the only extant version of the Greek originual,
was published by K.Ter-Mekerttschian and.EoMinassiantz

in their Timotheus Aelurus’' des Patriarchen von Alexandrien

Widerlegung der auf der Synode zu Chalcedon festgesetzten
Lehre, Leipzig,1908, and dates from the éixth century,i.e.,
only one century after the death of St,Athanasius. The
citations come from AP01¢18 (enﬁ}rely gquoted);5 and 7,
and the order 1n whicfh‘ they appear 1nc_1'ijc‘s'tes ‘rs‘:igni.f‘ivcaut;
variatiOns from the Greek ériginalpsinée they also appenr in
the Syriac version Add.Ms.12156 of ﬁhe‘British Museum, vhich
is independent of the former version. The introductory |
formula of the Syriac version of these citations corresponds
to the Greek &x Aoyov or &x Tol Adyov , but in the Armenian
version the corresponding formula is &x To¥ Aoyov »at&
PATOAAL VXD L OV,

Such evidence, according to LeBonp renders impossible

even the slightest confidence in Raven'’s opinion about the
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the origin,date and composition of the two APO. The
refutation of Raven's theory would De complete if one
regarded Weigl'’s claim that Cyril had used the APO in
AD U430, as reasonable and objectively sustainable., But
this, as Lebon geces on to show, cannot bte entertained
simply on the basis of the texts which Weigl adduces.
The expression &v (duot¢ ovyypauuaotis very vague.The
text is not obviously a guotation,but simply exhibits
similarities in the terms. The arguments from the
Hepi Zpréoawg which Cyril and Photius refer to,and
the Iept ”Evavepwﬂﬁoswgwhich Eulogius cites, are not

acceptable. Therefore,Lebon concludes: Il ne nous parait

dong nullement‘prouvé gue saint Cyrille dYtAlexandrie ait

connu le Contra Apollinarium, et gu'il 1' ait cite en LL30

sous le nome de saint Athanase. However, the testimonies to

which Lebon refers s incontestébly enrich9according to
his own opinion, the patristic attestation that these
writings were brought forward into the milleu of the fifth
century from an earlier period.

Thus, says Lebon, one should, on the basis of such
ancient traditions, reject the thesis of inauthentiqity9
But on the other hand, one is confronted with certain
inexplicable difficulties. How could Apollinaris have
asserted in 373 or 37L;by writing to the confessors of
Diocaesareasthat he had received ypiuuxta Tuufic from

St.Athanasius, and offirm ,on the evidence of these letters,

his good relation to the great Archbishop of Alexandria?
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( cf. ofwv detl mapa Tob uanxpﬁov grioxdrov "ABXVACLOV,
el 80TOC ﬁgﬁg wat Tobg S8YUAOL oumewyoug adTH xai ®epl
RAVE ﬂateﬂvfovg)o Further, how could Epirhanius have
written in 377 in his NuvdpLov sbout é mpeofitng xal
Ceuvonpennc, & del MUby dyamnToc, XAl TE LONAPCTT ARG
*ABOVAOLY, AL TICLV 8pB060E0LC, "ARoM L viptog & Ao
Axodixetac? Weigl's explanation based on the private
character of these writings is not cénvincing. So Lebon
concludes with the following statement:

, , ] _
Quant aux donnees internes,que 1l'on

allégue comme des indices ou preuves

d' authenticité, nous crouyons qu'on

les explique suffisamment en admettant

[4 : - 3 - -
gue les deux ecrits,originasirement

- - . . N S ' -
aistinets,; qui formerent ensuite le

Contra Apollinarium,ont pour auteur

un disciple @' Athanase et ont &te

composés peu de temps apres la mort du

14 a )
saint eveque,

Lebon®s basically literary contribution is undoubtedly
very valuable, It wes not only the Greek East but also the
syriac and Armenian Qrient which knew the two APObO have
been Athanasian productél.ons° Particularly valuable is Lebbn"s
textual-critical comment that the quotations from APO in the
fifth century monophysite documents seem %o vary. Unfortuna-
tely this present study does not envisage such textual critical
investigation, and since no critical edition of the Greek text

has been yet produced we can only note the inevitable limitat-

ion of this work from the textual point of view.
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Lebon is not entirely right about Athanasius® perception of
Christ’s death exclusively as a separation of Logos and body.
But in any case, AP0l at least, emplcys this allegedly exclusive
Athanasian medel along=side the soul=b0dy model and therefore
strongly indicates that Lebon'’s contrast of these $two models
is unacceptable. As regards his guestion concerning the relation
of Athanasius to Apollinaris he seems to have been unduly sceptic-

al. APO, in spite of the title Contra Apollinarem (which is not

original after all), does not condemn Apollinaris directly. It
condemns a number of Apocllinaristic notions (especially APO1)
which could not be attributed to Apollinaris if one were to judge
on the basis of the extant Apollinarian literature. Indeed,
Apollinaris could probably have agreed with APO1 and if, in fact,
he had been its recipient, he could certainly have clzaimed in

his letter to the Bishops of Diocaesarea that as a matter of

fact he had received ypdupatae Tiufic from Athanasius and that

he had been odugwvoc abtd xal mepf wdvta meebfvrog . Further,
Epiphanius could have been awafe of_the fact that Apollinaris

had privately communicated with Athanasius and had even agreed
with him. Obviously there are Apollinarian notions which APOl
did not touch. It is more than probable that Epiphanius had
hoped for Apollinaris’® "return” to the orthodox Alexandrian

camp when he wrote against the Dimoiretail in his Panarion. He
cited EPI because it was an open and not a private letter (a res-
ponse perhaps to a synod as Weigl put it) with which Apollinaris
had agreed! We cannot help assessing Lebon's questions as

unduly sceptical as regards the prolongation of the Athanagian
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and Epiphanian sympathy towards Apcllinaris even after the
first open cutbreak of the Apollinarian crisis,

As regards the interpolation of thz phrase puf yxwptcbeic
abtoB | like the o%her crucial Goctrinal phrase Tpelc dmo-
ozdoesg , ve are of the opinion that it should not be used
to introduce an insoluble either/or. Why should we exclude the
supposition that it couwld have been added afterwards by Athana-
sius himself when this came to be a disputed issue? It could
also have been added by Athanasians in accordance with the
general drift of Athanasius’ teaching. As <peil¢ Vrootdoerc
could easily have been introduced into Athanasian texts after
the decisive synod of Alexandria in AD. 362, so the phrase u7
ywptoBelc adtod could have been added after Athanasius’ encount-
er with the subtleties of the Apcllinarians. In any case, Atha-
nasius doctrine of death should not be restricted to one rigid
model because of an interpolated (if this is indeed the case)
phrase, The circumstances of this Winterpalatio:nm are unknown
and therefore it would be unwise tq}speéulate too much and too
decisively about it. Athanasius had clearly argued in his
earlier writings that the body of Christ assumed at the Incarna-
tien did not see corruption, or was not touched by death, becau-
se of the Logos' power. We would think that from this doctrinal
detail and from the general drift of Athanasius' doctrine of
death the notion of separation should at least be put in invert-
ed commas., We tend to believe that had Athanasius (or those

wvho executed the°3nterpolatio£) known of inverted commas, perhaps
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the addition of the conitroversial phrasé Qould have been
vnecessary and the argument advanced by Lebon would not
have arisen, In any case, Lebon has not really shown what
the precise circumsitances of the interpolation would have
been, This means that the phrase in question could not be
regarded as an interpolation which distorts, any more than
an addition or correction which clarifies., It is more to
the point to assert a literary obscurity than to handle

the linguistic problems narrowly and reductively. In spite
of these rather refined criticisms, Lebon’s contribution is
admirable for its style, and from a purely ﬁaterial point of

view gquite substantial.
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2,9, P.G.DEMETROPOULOS

The last investigation of the Athanssian authorship of
the two 4FC was P.C.Demetropoulos' essay,To P OBATMY
THe yvnoustmtog ToB "Mepi capxwoewg Tob Kvplov fudv "Incol
Xp1oTol, xatk "AmoALvaplov AGyob SvVO", Tol MeyiAov
”Aeavao50%34Bemetropoulos was working on the anthropology
of Athsnssius ,when he observed that APO exhibited nany
and important Athenasisn features which qornoborated the
Patristic witness to their Athanasian origin. Since the
opinion of the specialists in Athens on this issue was
divided, Demetropoulos engaged in the investigation of
the guestion of aufhorshipo His work was n»nt comprehensive,
because, as he himself acknowledg859 at WQs»ﬁbt intended
to be. However, he felt that he had gathered enough
evidence to present a strong case‘for.the Athanasian paterni-
ty of ARQ and claimed. "that a\comﬁrehenéive and objective
investigation of the problem would certainly result in
the same conclusion”, o

The critics{or rather the bibliograﬁh&;Which Déﬁetropbulos
consulted)g were divided into two camps. Those who rejected
and those who accepted the Athanasizn ascription. The former
incluaed Dréseke9Stﬁi%en9H0859Voisin9Lietzm&nn and the greex
patrologist Balanos., The latter included Funk,Robertson,
Strdter,lLauchert ,Kattenbusch and the Greéks Androutsosvaud

Stephanides. The abaence of Weigl and Stegmann is strixking,



but Demetropoulos was not really concerﬁed with the history
of criticism as such, nor did he attempt in his essay a fill
discussion of all the qguestions raised by the critics. This
becomes apparent wien he basically arg@es againstuthe theses
of Driseke and Stﬁg%en and gives a number of references to
Lietzmann's observations. This limitation does not,howecver,
depfive his work from originality and gfa§ity; On the coatrary,
it raises central issuves by presenting:qoncrete literary and
historical facts in a lucid and.indepeﬁdént wayo

The essay begins with the obsePQation‘that'those who
Péjected the Athanasian authorghip of APO;developed argunents
from internal CPiticismo.On this basis Driseke concluded fhat
AP0l and APO2 did not constitute a literary unity and were
in fact wfitten by two authors. In supp§rt of this thesis,
;HOSéfadded the cbnfusion in.the minutéS'of the Lafépan:Council
;of ogy about the 1dent1ty of APO¢ lnghlch was 01ted as,

f_dePlVlng from Athana31us Eplbtola Qogmatlca AG AnthChGHODg

‘,anﬁ Stﬂlken referred to the confu31on 1n tbe Coalces regarding
the order of the two APO.

Regarding the non=Athanasian oflgln of APO Demetrop0410a
01tes from Le Brachelet (i) the anunent from the use of
"hypostasis" in the sense of "person",(ii) the argument from

Christ’'s complete human nature, (iii) the argument froa
style, and (iv) the argument from the refutation of Apollinar-
ist notions developed by Apollinaris afﬁer Athanasius’ deaths

To Demetropoulos’ mind,the idehtity of authors is not:

threatened by the fact that APOl and APO2 do not constitute
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a literary unit . He observes that the former was written

as an answer to a friend's guestion , whereas the

latter

¥23 sddressed to many persons, possibly an ecclesiastical

congregation., Also,

APO2 could have been

a sermon delivered

at a Church gathering for the purpose of informing the

faithful about the heresy of Apollirparism which had been

gaining interest since 360, But

identity of authors in the case

the real test for the

of the tWo APQO consists

in the comparison of their style, terminoclogy, method of

argumentation and manner of drawing conclusions. Such 1

comparison leaves no doubt that

both of them derived fron

the same author., To illustrate this conclusion, Demetropoulos

lists the following parallels:

1) °H ydp Tfic oupnoc Evawoig
®EOC TNV To¥ Adyov BeoTmTa

&x untpag vevyovev© évtelbev yap
adthy dveotnoato & Aoyoc, &E
odpav@y érLdnuncacod yip wpov-
rApExoay Tfic To¥ Adyov &mLATMuUL -
ac,f THe OE0TONOV MXPLAC LOVTC

"Yrdoxwy Tpd TEv alwvey AOYOC
®edc, &x NaZxpet &vBpuwmoc
Hedn, yevvndetc &x TapBevov
xat IIvevuxtoc dytov,&v BnBiesu
Tfic ‘Tovdatac, &x OmEPUATOC
AXBLE WXL |

PABAL BC YEYPATTAL ° RAVTX

"ABpady XL ToT

dx ToT "AdIU UXTOUYOLEVTC KL

AxBov &x NupBevov ou dpxfbev

Ex 10D ‘ABpodu xxb €% Tol AaBLd

YEVEXAOYOVUEVTE (APOL,L)
Also,

0%y duoovotoc ) oxpE Tfic Tob
Adyov BedtmToc de ovvardioc®
dANG £OLQ XATQ QVOLY YEVOUEVT
xat ddratpetoc nasx Evworv,€x
OREPUATOEC AuPBLO, xat Tol ’Afpa-
Gu xai To® ‘Addm, &E ol xat
fiwelc yeyevvnuebo, (APO1,12)

¢ s 9 2 F) '

0 ®eo¢ eL¢ CLOTAOLY XVOPWROV
Exhaoce wat &noLNoE YXwPLC

2 . 4

AprPTLUG. (APOL,5 )



2) yevvioewe TAC YUYXLHOC TR yevvhoewe THC 8% yvvaixog
dvaoyéobat, obEnoewg Te wxt xVERocewe THe HALALAG
Mhixtoag (APO1,5), (AP02.10).

vevvioewe THC &% YUYALKOC npod¢ TH yevvnoet TH &x yvvxixog
xat adENcewe THC HALHLAC xat wBERCEL. THC PALALXC
(AP01,17). (AP02,18).

The next paragraph is dedicated to the problem of termino-
logy, anc more particularly to the meaning of the terna
VROOTAOL ¢ ., The neo-Nicene sense of this technical term,which
also occurs in the two APO,has been used to furnish an
argument against the Athanasian authorship. But, Demetropoalos
observes , the same argument has been used against the
authenticity of various other works traditionally attrioputed
to Athanasius, such as his work "On the Incarnate manifestztion
of the Word of God, against the Arians'", or his work "On
virginity and training". That this argument is not valiil

was shown by Goltz's De virginitate, eine echte Schrift

des Athanasius, who proved that this work 1is Athanaslan

in spite of the occuring expression "three hypostaseis,one
godhead" ., Goltz showed that the above expression could have
been added by the author himself at a later revision of his
work, or it could have been put in by others at a later stage
when the doctrine was more expressly clarified. In neither

of these cases is the Athanasian character of the docuaent

underminea. Yet, Demetropoulos asserts , in the case of



APO we have the definite information that the author {i.2.

Athanasius) knew the use of hypostasis in the sense of a

¢istinet or concrete being and that,as such, it could be appliec
tc the doctrine of the Trinity. This is evidenced in his
works "Epistle regarding the procedures in Ariminiun.."

and "The Tome to the Antiochenes'". In the former Athanasius
cites an Arian confession which was adopted by the Arians

at the Synod of Antioch in 341, and afiep demonstrating the
dogmatic errors he adds: MopevBéviec LXBNTeVOATE RAVIA T
Eovm, BamtitZoviec adtovg ef¢ 70 8voux to¥ Mutpog xat Tol
YioB i Tol dylov Mvevuatoc® dNAoveTL, Natpoc dAM6Gc NMutpoc
vtoc, Ytol 6e dAnoBic Yio¥ 8vteg, Tol 8t dytov Mvebuutog
danedc dytov Nvevuxtoc 8vioc, TdY dvoudtwy ody dnidc oddE

) 5 o ~ . 4 e
dpylig xeLpevoy, JANL Onual vOVTIwy dxptLBGc THV olxelav &xxotov

N o “ s c"j'.
TEY SVOUAZOUEVWY DROCTAGLY Te XUL TAELY L SOEXV® dc £ val

[

Tf _uev dmootdoetl Tpto, TH 68 cvpewvia Ev (232,26). It is

absolutely clear that the expression Tdv dvoudTwy OTUXLVOVTWY
o~ M 9. ¢ [ 4 ¢ @ ¥, (] e

dxp B¢ TTNY OLUELAY EUACTOV. . UROOTACLY and etvat Tf LROCTAOEL

Tpla, are synonymous With the expression tpeic dmootdoe g

whizh resppears in the same work in chapter thirty-six,

[éx motfag 58 Tpupfic nul abdrol..xat Teete elolv vroothoeLc ).

Deametropoulos refers to other similar cases in the De Synoals

which leave no doubt that Athanasius did regard the expression
“three hypostaseis" as orthodox, (¢f, 38, 37).

As regards the Tomus ad Antiochenos , which was written

immediately after the Synod of Alexandria in 362, it is



stated explicitly that the expression 'three hypostaseis"
had bezsn already used by some fathers ,though others had
opposed it as unwritten and suspect ( dypaoot xal VRORTOL ).
At the Synod it was established that the former had employed
the expression because they believed in the Holy Trinity

not only nominally, but truly in existence and subsistence
(odx dvouatt .. IAN’dANBBc oBoav xai Veeordoav) and also in
the rather who truly exists and subsists( danedc¢ 8vta xat
voeotT@Ta) and the Son who truly exists in the same existeuce
and subsists ( &vovoitov 8vtu nai Veeot@Eta) and the Holy spirit
who subsists and exists ( Deedtwc xat Vrxpxwv). They also
explained that by this phrase they did not mean three gods
or three principles. The Synod also established that tne
fathers who used the phrase '"one hypostasis" did not under-
stand it in a Sabellian s ense, i.e. disregarding the 3on
and the Spirit by considering the former to be &voﬁonog
and the latter to be dvurooTato.They also explained that
their term was synonymousmdﬁhoﬁofd o and that in speaking
of'"one hypostasis" they meant to emphésise the homoousi o
of the Son withthe Father and their identity of nature,

Thus Demetropoulos concludes that thé argument fron

the term "hypostasis” against the Athanasian origin of APO
is incorrect. Although he acknowledges that it is not
clear what Athanasius’ position had been before 362 or in the
context of the two contesting parties, he refers, howevers
to Athanasius® Ad Afros,4 , where the Athamsian views

regarding the interrelation of the terms "hypostasis' and
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"ousiahad been specified.''Hypostasis" was synonymous with
"ousia" because it signified being. But'hypostasis" and
"ousia® could both mean concrete existence,hyparxis”,
[ H o6& dxdotacic obofa &oti ot obdev &Aho omuxsvopevov
Exev, B adte 10 8v°® 8mep ‘Iepeuwiac bmapEev dvoudazet Aéywv,
Kat odx Hrovox euvhy dmdpEewc. ‘H ydp Omootaotg xat H odola
brapEte &owiv],

In the third paragraph Demetropoulos deals with the
Christological guestions in Athanasius and APO. He argues
that the supposition of a fundamentalndifference between the
Christology of Athanasius and the Christology of APO is
without real foundation. This view of Stlllken and Hoss is
based on the assumption that for Athanasius Christ's humanity
was no more than a series of attributes or characteristics,
a kind ot abstract nature(of a Platonic sort ), whichwés
carried to and fro by the Logos aﬁd which ,as such, was
never really human. But this judgementis altogether wrongo.
Nowhere in his works does Athanasius appear to uphold such
dacetic teaching regarding the Ferson of Christ as Shapland
correctly argued.

Then Demetropoulos goes on %o point out the limited scope
of the arguments from style. To his mind the differences
in style and terminology do not constitute an inerrant
criterion on which one could base final conclusions especially
in the case of authorship, The style and language of any given
author develop , and many a time the distinct nature of the

problems discussed requires a different style and languageo
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Further , if one considers that the two AP0 were written
arcuné 371/, that is, £ifty years after Athanasius commenced
writing, a difference of style and language between APO
and the earlier Athamasian works is fully justified. Yet,
in spite of these differences, the similarities are much more
nungerous. Generally speakxing, the structure of the two aArU,
the way of argumentation, and the method of combatting tne
heterodox opinions of the enemies of the Faith are the sane
as those appearing in the treatises"Against the Arians'.
Besides, the author of APO has the same consciousness of
theological responsibility and pastoral oversight as the
author of CAR. The abruptness of the style and the acuteness
of expression of this author is typically Athanasian,as one
can easily gather from the Athanasian polemic writings.
Also there is a distinctive literary homogeneity between the
two treatises and the other works of Athaﬁasiuso The pre-
position uévin the opening sentence of the majority of the
Athanasian writings is a special stylistic indication of
identity of authors. It appears in AP0l and indicates the
long established habit of the author's with respect to syntax
of this particle, and as such ,it testifies to the literary
homogeneity between this and his other works.

Apart i1rom the style and syntax "Demetropoulos observes
that a number of typical Athanasian expressions are employed
by the =zuthor of APOQ'and strongly indicate identity of

authors, He lists the followihg:



1) CAR2,67. APOL, 1,
7dc 66 efmep wthopa Ay & Adyoc TG uev ynivw slomuwe® yH ef

LN

tnv_dndeociy oY OeoB Afoay Svva- uai el yHv dmerevon® xab

o o o o Q Y
Toc v, %ot doefvae tny duaptiavs obtw HmodExetat 98opd TO

o 0 0
also, CARZ,67, ORU ;, AECTOTOV AROQNVALEVOUV. o

74 o oS e P S @ o
odu &ote HELOUAX 0oVde TWVY yvevnt®y Avx Tofto xpevx yevyove Tob

Ea\E8Loc Adyog, xoat elxwy Tfic dropnvaugvov, tva adtec ot’°

T0% Hotpoc odotac, ToB xat xatd  &aviod Avom Thv sxvtold dxd-

tnv doxfy dmoenvaugvov xat doi-  QyOLV.

Evtoc wdvov tac duaptiac. ‘'ExeLd

yap efonrar v w3 Adyw YR e xat

ele yHv drerevon® dxolovbwe Oi°

adtol ToB Adyov xal &v adtd B

éksu@spga YLVETAL o

2) BPI, 7. AP01,15
ANAG pmy 0B gavTacta f cwtneld  Tereday ThHy CWTTPLAY XATEPYA-

fuGv, oboe oduatoc weveov,dar” onratr $hov. ToB dvepdrov,Yuxiic

Erov ToB AvBpwrev,yuxfl xxi oW~ Aoyuwfic xal cwprtoc, tvx

potog IAN6Bc, ) owimpba YEYOVEY tehela ) wai 4 AvEoTACLc.

v adtf vl Adyw Also,ANT,7.

0%5e yip olov te fiv, 7ol Kvplov

&, "Huflc yevouevov dvBpurov, dvé-

o - 4
ntov _efvai To ofux adtol, oddE ©

owpatoc wovov, IAE xat Yuxfc &v

D e on 14 o Id
AVTH TH NOoYw OWETIPLA YEYOVEVY,

3) CAR1, L2 APO1,12,

0% yap AraTTWON & Adyoc ofua & Aoyoc oapE &yéveto, odx tva

AXLBOY S ASyoc umnéETe N AGYOC.



) CAR1,LY APO1,14
Avd To¥To xpela ®eoB AV, ALd Tolto Xpetax yeyove Tol Imopnvapne-
Yvo Tobg BIO %aTAPAY yeEVo- VYov, twvx xdtoc 6t éxutol Avom Tnv

o
LEvove adToc EAEVBEPWOT. gxvtol JIndoxciLv,

5) Both the authors of APOl and APO2 and Athanasius use the

2 . . N . Q : ~ 3 - +
vero émioxreipw in connection with the devil s sowlng of sin in

the souls of men.

»

Demetropoulos regards the above texts as establishing incor-

testable literary and conceptual connections. He proceeds to

argue that a comparison between APO and the texts of Athanasiuss

which attack Apollinarist notions;reinforces this conclusion.

Style,language,terminology,conceptuality,expression and logicsl

method are almost identical.A good example is the juestion of

the quaternity which is discussed both in AP01,12 and EPI,S,

Here he compares the following parallels:

EPI,2 APOl1,12

Tic &€& TNy dBEULTOV TAVTIY
Erevonoev doéperav,bote udv
efc dvBvunoLy ErBelviat elmelbyv
&t & Aéywy &x Muplac elvat To
Kvptaxov oduc ,odxett TpLada,
dAAG TeTpddu v T BeoTTTL

E{ 8¢ obtw xat Tov viov Sporoyel-
Tor Spoovolov TH NUTel xil TG
Mvedux TO &yLov,d¢ THY CIpxa TNy
raBoBoav.Kat Tl ETi ful¢ uéugeo-
Be ,00¢ TeTpddx Ivti TpLidboc Ae-
yovtuag,adtol Tetpudu Fvit TpLadocg

ppovels wal Exovtec SuONoYODVTEC ,AEYOVTEC
buoovotov etval T Tpludt TNy
oapua s

ToT,L APO1,10

E( buoovorog & AOYOE TH ODUATL
&x yfic Exovit TTv @UOLVY,buo0V~
ouLog 8& & Aoyog TH NaTpl xaTa
TNy TEY Natepwy ouoroytuy,duo-
ovoLog Eotat wuaxt adtog O IMxTTp
TH owuxtt TP &x THE YHC vevoue—
. . . 27 14 -~

Vo Kot TiL €Tt ueppecbe Tolg

AMNE AeveTe, ‘OuOOVOLOC YEYOVE
t0% Adyov T OdpE. NBC YEYovev Ouo-
ovotoc; Efmxte® Adyoc yeEYovev,
JANX wxt NveBux yeyovev.EL 87 3hwg
YUVeTIL BedTNC &% WLETUTOLTICEWS T)
LT QUOEL 0TVoU BEOTTCTL TOLVLV

LELEeoBe ‘apeLavolc TUUTTY mEePt
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- 2 A Y 4 L)
’Apetavol¢ AEYOLOL Tov Y(Ov To¥ Adyov xpoﬁahkouévong TNV
XTLOMA A EyovTes adTol xal TOv Evvoirav;

14
Natepax duoovotov Tolg HTLOoua -

ou g
EPI, 8,9, APO1,12
’TpvBpLacovot Oe peydiwg of "H pueb¢ Tov éx Mupiag Aevyouey Ouo-

&g EvBuvunBevtec 6VvacBat dvEL oVoLov Tof NATPOC... NB¢ oy Tib-
tHc Tpuddog yeVESBIL TEeTPUdA, T AéyovTec obdx &puBptdTs TTMV

el Aéyouto &x THc Maptag elval  olpxa,THy &x OREPULTOC AXBLS

TO OBk, ‘Onoovctov yap &av ef- yevealoyovpevmyv,duoovciov Tol
ROLEY , PXOL ,TO OBUA TP Aoyysue— Adyov dmopxtvduevor; “H mdALvy

ver f Tpudg Tpudc,0068v EEvov  &¢ Eguuey,ivontwg tadta Aeyete,
elc adtny &nLpepowevov ToB AG- of voolviec, 8TL To OpoovoLOV TTHY
yov°2av o8& dvepwnivov elmwuey iy tavioTmIX THic OVOEwg ExEl TNV
10 &% Mxpltac ofpa,dvoyxn EEVOV g3 (8LaV TeheltdTnTa EmLOELRVUTLL .

Bvtoc xut’odotay Tol cwuatoc “Qoxep Yap & YEoc¢, OLOOVOLOC TPOg
wut Bvtoc &v adTd TG AoYw TET— TOov NATEPA ORONOYOVREVOC;TEAELOG
pd¢ dvTi TpLadog ylvetut Ol Rpdc TEAeLov OuoroyelTuL ;xuB& %l
THY Tol CWUATOC MPOoBTMNY.9. 7O &ytov Hvelux® SpooboLog yip M

Tabta ofTw Aéyoviecg,00 vooloLv Tpidc., Awoate obv uut Tf duoouoly
grwe  ExvTOTC MEPLRERTOVOL KAL cupxi THY TeleloTntx ®po¢ Tff Tob
yao xdv pn éx Mxptag MEywor TO0 Adyov Tehevdtnmi® EoTtal S8 %6’
odpx ;&N dpoovoLoy adto TH Ao- HuIc Tetpde Avil Tpiidog xxTayyeh-
Yp,000ev ATTOV..TODTO AATX TNV  Aoudvr.

gavtdv EvvoiLav OeLXBNOOVTAL AE—

YOVTEC TeTPUd, ‘R¢ ydp & Yioc

XATA ToVg TUTépxc duoovoiog Qv

@ Hatpl,obx Eotev adtog & Noa-

The ,AAMNE Yioc¢ mpdg Mutepx AeEye-

Tt Suoovotoc®obtw TO SmoovoLov

o@ux tof Adyov odx Eotiv adrtoc

& Adyoc ,dA\’Etepov ®wpog TOV

Adyov,étépov 6’ 8vtoguat  udtovg

oty 1) adT@v TpLig BoTpde.0d yop

B dAmBLvT TpiLdg BEXETAL TMPOCHT—

xny IAN’H map adTdY ExLVEVONUE-

V7o



EPI, Y,

Kt ﬂwg STL Kpromuxvobgon gTepov
T O ToV ovra ;@sov sﬂbvooﬁstg,
ocaubpbnx TO et vut AL Kaysoedu
ev _Tubg Vpxma ggsx Mxpuug e0 VL
XL &v@pw%nvov 1o _ofux Tof Zwrfi-
pOg9VOMLéOUOL dvot Tpcaéog mswpa—
oled hsyeoea&pwg xpoceﬂxng stoua—
Vg dLa TO owuugﬂohu TALVBVTAL TO
rowtNnuex cvvegtooBvieg TP moLnTH,

APQl,12.

*L o ouoouocog to¥ Aoyov il
oxpE XL ovvxuécog éx TOUTOU
épslme nxu Tl xrnouxrx CLVAL =
OLuTH T T VT xmnoxvmm Bedo
Kan aBC ETe ApLoTe aVOL ot Tou-
JUTXLQ ovuﬁlsxouevoc OTpayyx-
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Also the following parallels are guite instructive.
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A comparison of the above texts shows that they share the sane

notions, that their logical and philosophical method of refutation

is the same and that there are many stylistic similarities, such

as,
EPI
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duoovoLov odux Tol Adyov duovotoc yéyove Tol Adyov ) oipE.
Lastly,Leme tropoulos discusses Lriseke's thesis that APO pre-
supposes apollinarist documents written after Athanasius’ deatuo
To him APO combats Apollinarian notions which belong to both
"stages’ of the Apollinarist Christology.Besides,Driseke’s theory
that the second stage of Apollinarism, i.e. that bésed
on a trichotomic anthropology,began after Athanasius' death is
totally hypothetical and gratuitous. Following Lietzmann,Demetro-
poulos arguesthat AP0l&2 oppose notions based on literary evidence
which has now become extinct {especially APQl,2 and APCa,dy79899),
The Synod of Alexandria in AD 362 rejected both forms of Aipolling-
rism,the dichotomic and the trichotomic. This means that the
trichotomic form wgs developed before AD 362;Furthér evidence
for Athanasius' rejection of the trichotomic form of Apollinarism
can be deduced from the treatise IMept &V d;ﬁuwv , (P.G, 269
1328B), which states that'the body which came from the holy Virgin
was perfect,i.e., with soul and mind, and not as the heretic
Apollinaris said,namely, that it was a mere body"
In the 1inal section of his essay Demetropoulos examines
the externzl testimonies to the Athanasian paternity of APO,
He mentions five theologians and two synods. The theologians
are Proclus of Constantinople,John Maxentius,Leontius of 3yzantium,
Justinian the emperor and JohnvDamascenec The synods @re, the

Sixth Ecumenical Synod of Constantinople in. AD 680 which guotes
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from both APO regarding them as works of Athanasius, and the
Lateran Synod of AD 6L9 which cites AP02,18 attributing it to
Athanasius® Epistle to the Antiochenes ( &x Tfic ®mpog ‘Avtioxelg
31 oToAfic ToT ‘ABavaciov). Since this last Epistle is not tre

famous Tomus ad Antiochenos, Demetropoulos attempts to identify

it and propounds two theories., (i) APO2 was originally a letter
addressed to the Antiochenes which contained the Athanasian
reply to the Apollinaristic Christological positions. The ounly
problem here are the orthographical mistakes in the text and
the loss of the original title . (ii) APO2 and the Epistle to
the Antiochenes cited in the acts of the Lateran Synod are two
different documents., The Lateran Synod used the second which
has now become extinct. Whatever the case this Epistle to the
Antiochenes is witnessed to by Peter of Alexandria (373-381),

Athanasius' successor, and Facundus of Hermiane, Particularly

interesting are Facundus’ remarksg sunt multa similia‘in hac

Epistola adversus Apollinaristas dicta (P.Lo 67,800B). For

Demetropoulos Athanasius cbula have written this Epistle either
before or sfter APO2., But whatever view is correct the fact
is that quotation from this document in the proceedings of
the Lateran Synod constitutes another witness for the Athangsian
paternity of APO,

In concluéi@n we may summarize Demetropoulos’ research in the
following way. Following Le Brachelet , he has singled out
four problems concerning the authorship of APO which sum up the
work of the critics;(i) that APOl and APO2 were written by

different suthors;(ii) that the use of the term hypostasis in

the sense of person implies a non-Athanasian author (1ii) that
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both APOl and AP02 teach the completeness of the humanity of
Chvist which is unknown to Athanasiusz (iv) that the notions
combattea in AP0 were developea after Athanasius’ death.
Demetropoulos’ reply to the first quesfion is not ade;uateo
His parallels are good but limited. His reply to the second

guestion is substantial, especially his references to the

De Syncdis and to the Tomus. His reference to the DerVirg;nitape

and to the De Incarnatione et Contra Ariaﬂos‘are correct,but

these works are still disputed with regard to their Athanasian
origin. His response to the third question is altogether inadegus-
te. He simply negatss S%ﬁﬁ%en“s view without:discussing it or
arguing against its material content. As regards literary style,
Dzme tropoulos’ csntribﬁtion is subs%antialybut restricted to

a number of similarities of phrase o 'Althoughu most of these similari-
ties are positive »they are not in the last analysls sufficient
fop establishing the Athanasian paﬁepnity of the fwo- APOo Like

' many other cpiticsg Demetpopoulos has drawnjgeneral conclu81ons

| on the basis of particular exampleso He is,howeverD the‘fipst
Orthodox scholar to address himself to theﬂﬁuestlon of the
Athanasien suthenticity of the two APO, Finally, on the topic

of the external witnesses Demetropoulos’lssntribution centres

on the citstion from APO2 (?) in the minutes of the Lateran

Synod., His suggestions about the lost Epistola ad Antiochenos

are interesting but not proven.His reference to the Mept dZduwv
is n@t of much value,since the work'@as not been accepted as
Afhanasiano On the Whole theAweight of the validity of the
external witnesses falls in Demetropoulos’ mind on the authority

of the Councils and the Fathers.
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3, Ceneral evaluation of the vork of the critics

Qur review of the worx of the critics concerning the author-
ship of the %wo ARPQ has at least shown that the guestion of the
Athanasian origin is no%t at all closed, anc that a good case
can still be made in its favour., In any cese the critical
challenge %6 the traditional view has by no means been conclu=
si#eo Neither Weigl's nor Demetropoulos' arguments have been
adequately refuted. Stegmann and Lebon have in fact contributed
to the credibility of the,Athanasiaﬁ origin in spite of their
scepticisms. Thus the over all impression one gets from the
survey of the work of the critics seems to point to a gradual
movement away from the excessively critical opinions of
Draseke Hoss Stﬁi%en and Raven, which has not been noticed
by the authors of the recent general manuals of Patrology.

More particularly the work of the critics points to two
fundamental gquestions cbncerning APO: 1) whether APOl and
AP02 are derived from the same author,and 2) whether this
author could be Athanasius. Such questidns are determined
differently by the different critics, but fhere are certain
areas of research which provide argumentso.These areas arei

(1) External witnesses: The critics have supplied here
significant details of information, but apart from one or two
exceptions noone in particular has assessed critically and care=
fully the value of these details. The evaluation seems to
depend on whether one accepts or rejecté thé Athanasian origin
of the two treatises under discussion. Thus those who argued

against the Athanasian paternity tried to discredit the avai-



lable external witnesses by placing them as late as possible.
On the contrary those who fought for the Athanasian paternity
attempted to place these wiinesses as early as possible., Neither
of them engaged in seriocus investigasion of the precise content
or context of these witnesses. Perhaps the only exception was
the essay of Lebon, who in any case did not set out to write

on the APO directly but on EPI and particularly on a phrase
which appeared to have been interpolated into that text.

(ii) Stylistic analysis: Every critic had something to say
about style, that of APQO and that of Athanasius. Yet the sum
total of the stylistic criticism represents a rather confusing
picture, No clear method and no clear criﬁeria for stylistic
analysis can be extracted from the critical productions. The
critics examined the language, the phraseology and even the
rhetorics (method of argumentation), but they did this in such
a limited and even haphazard way that the end result is null
and void., Weigl is an exception, but only quantitatively and
not qualitatively, There is value in the:stylistic observations
of the critics in the sense that they indicate areas of siyli-
stic re:search° ﬁut there is little value in the sense of
establishing stylisiic identity. In all the cases the facts
are carefully chosen te prove or disprove the tradifional
Athanasian paternity of APO and one gets the impression that
the arguments are construed to prove predetermined cases. No one
(not even Weigl, whose stylistic material is most extensive)
attempted to examine the stylistic issue 6bjectively by inve-
stigating all the stylistic data available in the entire texts

of APO and ATHAN. Especially in the case of ATHAN style was



taken for granted. The criticism relating to the style of APOQ
and ATHAN, instead of proving actually anything K rather raises
the fundamental question concerning the nature of style, and
the guestion concerrning the cheice of the fight criteria which
establish true stylistic identity.

(iii) Investigation of the notions opposed in APO:; Some
of the critics defended and others refuted the general claim
that the heretics behind APQl vere the same with those behind
AP02. The arguments were based on what APOl and APQZ2 say or
suggest about these notions. In most instances arguments were
based on a comparison of certain notions extracted from APO1
and certain other notions extracted from APQO2. Nd:ne of the
critics attempted the obviocus, namely, to extract all the notions
out of the texts and compare them in their totality to one
another and to the Apollinarian literary corpus. Closely conne-
cted with the above issue was the larger issue of the chrono%
logical development of the Apollinarian heresy and especially
the precise location of the particular Apollinarian notions
in this development. The handling of the chronology of the
Apollinarian controversy in the determination of the chronology
of the two APQ was by and large doctrinaire and biased. Those
who argued against the Athanasian paternity tried to fix a date
for the development of the Apollinarién ndtions which appeared
in APO as late as possible. Their opponents did the exact
opposite. The decisive date which divided the two sides was
the year A.D. 373, the year of Athanasius®' death. How desperate

these attempts became could be illustrated by recalling Dréseke’
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s contention that Apollinaris’ Apodeixis was written after
A.D. 374 (), or Weigl's contention that the Apollimarian
school of thought really emerged in the 350s (!). Both claims
vere based on wisnful thinking, and yet they were both positi-
vely employed in the argumentation as if they represented in-
disputable facts. The hard fact is that to this day the chro-
nelegy of the development of the Apollinarian heresy remains

a desideratum. This is particularly the case with the majority

of the extant Apollinarian treatises including the Apodeixis.
Even the date of Apollinaris®’ death still remains an enigma.
(iv) Ghristulogical issues: Perhaps the most important and
even crucial argument of the critics who disputed the Athanasian
origin of the two APO was thelr contention that the Christolo-
gy of these treatises could not have been Athanasian, This
contention was based on two types of argument: a) arguments
from doctrine; e.g. that the notion of Christ's death as the
separation of His soul from His body or the explicit reference
to the human soul of Christ — both central to the two AP0 - were
apparently absent from the genuine works of Athanasius; and
bf argunents from theological terminology; e.8. AP0’ s non—

Athanasian use of such terms as homoousios, ousia and hyposta-

sigs. Here most, if not all, of the critiés wvere guided by the
general view in the history of dogma regarding Athanasius'’
Christological position. According to this view Athanasius
belonged implicitly, if not explicitly, to the Apollinarian
camp, inasmuch as he emphasized the Godhead of Christ against

the Arians and therefore never reached any proper appreciation



of Chrisﬁ“s humanity. Over ageinst this excessive theccentric-
ism in Christology omne would place the Antiochene position
which fully acknowledged the humanity of Christ and asserted

it against the reductionist teaching of Avollineris, This view
saw two alternatives in the Christolcgical debates of the fourth
and fifth centuries A.D. A Christology “from above™, which

was theocentric and mythological (since it implied God's beco-
ming or conversion of His substance) or docetic (vecause it
often ch&ée to deify thse flesh which was a;sumed at Bis Incarna-=
tion in a way that it became absorbed by fhe Divine substance),
and whose logical conclusion was Apollinarienismg and a Christo-
logy®from below® which was anthropocentric and adoptionist and
whose ultimate conclusions were reached in Nestorianism. As

no middle position was envisaged Athanasius; ¢he anti=Arian
champion, had to be placed with the former and the Cappédociana
with the latter! What is astonishing in the investigation of
the Christology of APO by the critics is the total lack of any

objective approach independent of the general schemgtic and

scholastic concerns of the Dqgmengeschichteo One would have
wished these documents to have provided a concrete particular
case for assessing the conclusions of the general positions
advanced by the historians of dogma. But, alas(!), no:ne of the
critics attempted an objective and comprehensive study of the
Christology of APO for its own sake. The Protestant critics
were taking for granted the schematisations of the nineteenth-.
century general histories of the patristic doctrine of'Chfist9

and the Roman Catholics, who favoured the traditional view,



attempted to prove that APO and Athanasius represented
Chalcedonian orthodoxy. WYe are of the opinion that both
appreoaches were iradeguate; the former because it made nine-
teenth-century dialectical (Hegelian)} hermeneutics determine
early patristic doctrine, and the latter because it exhibited

a traditional hermeneutical anachronism. We shall come to this
later in this study. For the moment we would note the need

for careful and objective study of the Christology of APQ and

indeed of the Christolegy of Athanasius for their own sake.

Oniy on such a basis should general views , whether modern or
traditional, be brought into play. The concrete historical
facts = in this case the documents of APO and ATHAN = always
retain and claim priority over the general assessments of the
general situation., As far as the particular questions about
theological terminology were concérne’d9 none of the critics
attempted to grapple ﬁith the semantic intricacies of such
terms as hypostasis.and ousia, or physis and sarx, or soma
psyche and thanatosg etc., in APQ and ATHAN on the basgis of

a total examination of all the available data. This partial
attitude was bequeathed to later scholars and as a result
Athanasian studies have today become contradictory and obscure
than ever., There is formidable critical literature, especially
on the question concerning the soul of Christ in Athanasius,
which exhibits all the features of an unresolved either/or
impasse = an impasse reached because the criticism rested on

partial data and relied too much on dogmengeschichtliche

or traditionalist dogmatic concerns . The result is an urgent



=14i-

need for a fresh approach %o the Athanasian data and especial-
ly to the two traditionally Athanasian APO.

In the last analysis the work of the critics as a whole
remains inadeguate. Though it provices useful observations,
it fails to lead towards a final solution and moreover, seems
to suggest that the subject is ultimately an insoluble enigma.
In our opinion this is partly owed to the fact that the theo-
logical positions of the scholars on the development of Patrist-
ic Christology were allowed to play decisive roles in their
research, congciouwsly or unconsciously; Dbut it is also caused
by the lack of clear methodology which_would take into account‘
all the textual data provided by the twolAPO and the Athanasian
literature commonly accepted as genuine., From a thorough-going
point of view the methods implicit in the works of the critics
were partial, because they sought to built a final ease only
on a few decisive or representative arguments rather than on an
examination of the entire textual evidence. MNodern methodology
reéﬁires a holistic approach which investigates all the available
literary data from as many as possible critical angles, i.e.
stylistically, structurally, conceptually, etc.

In spite of its obvious limitations, however, the work of
the critics constitutes a good starting=point for a fuller, more
objective and comprehensive research., Taken as a whole, this
work points to the main pattern of a fresh and thorough inve-=
stigation, namely: (i) the external witnesses, (ii) the internal
evidencé (e.g. contents and structure, éddresees and notions

opposed, other allusions, etc),and (iii)the theological issues



=242

(eog. %he death of Chris’, the soul of Chrisd, theb Christology
in general, theological arnd Christoclogical terminology)o These
are in fact the themes of the investigation which follows =
en investigation which has sought %o take into account as many
literary data as possible, and as much critical work as

seems crucial. The general dictates of Dogmengeschichte were

not brushed aside, but priority was given to the original

texxts.
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Citations and Testimonia:

Peter II of Alexandria (AD 373=381)

Cyril of Alexandria (d,A.D.444)

Proclus of Constantinople (AD 434-446)
Timothy 4elurus of Alexandria (AD 454-477)
Julian of Halicarnassus (d. after AD 518)
John of Faesarea (the Grammarian,c 6th cent.)
Severus of Antioch (AD 465-538)

John Maxentius (first half o 6th cent.)
Bulogius of Alexandria (AD 579=607)

Ephraim of Antioch (AD 527-545)

Justinian the Emperor (AD 485=565)

Leontius of Jerusalem (c.AD 532-6)

Theodore of Raithu (AD 581-607)

The lateran Synod (AD 649)

The Sixth Ecumenical Council of Con/ple (AD 680)
Anastasius Sinaita (c.AD 700) :
John of Damascus (AD 675=749)

Manuscript tradition

Versions and Conclusions



I1il.2 (Citations

There are three kinds of external witnesses: (a) refe-
rences to or citations from APOl&2 in patristic literature;
(b) the extant manuscripts of the two APO: and (c) ancient
versions of these works in other languages. In the following
section we shall collate arrange chronologically and evaluate
the information produced by the critics of APQ1&2 in the above
area making at the same time our own additions.

‘ (a) APO1&2 in patristic literature:

1) Peter I1 of Alexandria(AD 373=381). 1%t was P.Ch,Demetropoulos

who claimed that Peter of Alexandria, Athanasius' successor, knew
APO2 as a work of his great predecessor. However the examination
of the evidence produced in support of this claim points to its
dubious character, Demetropoulos argued that the anti=Apollinari-
an®Dogmatic Epistle to the Antiochenes™ of Athanasius, which,

according to Facundus® report (Cf., Facundus® Pro Defensione

trium capitulorum, lib.xi,cap.ii),Peter II of Alexendria knew,

was in fact AP02, or at least was a document closely connected
with APO2. This conclusion was based on the observation that

in fact such a "Dogmatic Epistle to the Antiochenes” was mention-
.ed in the minutes of the Lateran Council of A.D.649, and that

a citation from this document was nearly identical with AP02,18
(Cf, Mansi, Concilia v0l,10,1101E, or Labbe’s Concilia, vol.T;"
30%¢). The critical question here is whether Demetropoulos

es right in identifying the Epistle to the Antiochenes mentioned
by Facundus with the other one mentiohed in the minutes of the
Lateran Council. A closer look at Facundus' extracﬁs from

Peter II of Alexandria’s Epistola ad Epliscopos Aegyptios Fidei
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causs, exsules (cf, Migne P.G,33,1291/2) undoubtedly indicates

that Peter 1I's reference to the Athanasian Epistols ad Antio-

chenos is in fact the so-called Sermo major de Pide, since the

citations from the former can be traced in the latter and rcne

of them is from APO2 (Cf, Facundus' Prc¢ Defensicne.. 1ib.iv,cap.

2 and lib.xi,cap,2 in the new critical edition of Corpus Chri-

stianorum, series latina, Turnholti, 1974, vol. XCA, Pp.1l09f and
334f)., It should perhaps be added here that the reference to

APO2 as to"the Dogmatic Epistle to the Antiochenes® in the minutes
of the Lateranm Council is unique and raises two questions: i)

whether APO2 is related to the SERMOC also known as Epistola ad

Antiochenos (Cf., R.P.Casey’'s edition in Studies and Documents

vol,XV,london 1947); and ii) whether APO2 represents a third
Epistle of Athanasius to the Antiochenes next to ANT and SERMO
which are clearly attributed of him in the tradition. Only in
the former case would Demetropoulos’s argument héve some value,
but there is no evidence either in the citations or in the ma-

nuscripts of any likely connection between SERMO and APOZ2.

2) Cyril of Alexandria ( d.444). Weigl claimed that Cyril knew

APOl to be Athanasian ( Cf. his Untersuchungen...p.114f) and he

provided two textual evidences, consisting of obvious literary
connections between certain references %o Athanasian writings
in Cyril®’s Homily viii and APOY. There i3 no need to repeat
here the precise texts which were mentioned in our review of
Weigl's contribution to the Athanasian origin of APO. We must

note however that in spite of Lebon®s scepticism (cf, Lebon's

essay Une ancienne opinion.. op.cit. p.36f) these evidences



must be given at least an implicit value. Admii?dly it is rather
curiocus that Cyril would cite from AP0 as from "Athanasius' own
writings® ( {6foug ovyypdurLacey ) without making a more explicit
reference to his source, But then, we know from other cases that
he does not always make explicit his Athanasian sources: e.g.

Contra Orientales 14, 65=67, 115 etc,

As for Weigl's attempt to identify APQO with the Athanasian
mepl capxwoewg mentioned by Cyril on the basis of Eulogius®
testimony, we should probably regard it as futile. APQOl is
introduced in the manuscripts under the rubric Adyog mepf 7Tfic
aapxdoewg, - oo (Cfo the Mss U,N,W,;L,Q, B, XK, S, O, H and G).

But most of Cyril's references to Athanasius’ mepf capudoewc
are connected with the pfa o¢fovg formula which is not to be
found either in APQOl or APQO2. In any case, Weigl's claim in
this case has been conclusively refuted by Joseph Lebon (Cf,

his essay Une ancienne opinion.. op.cit. pp.37=40). So then,

as regards Cyril's testimony to the Athanasgian paternity of
APO (or more specifically APOl) we must conclude that it has

no explicit foundation except only an implicit wvalue.

3) Broclus of Constantinople (434-446). That Proclus of Con/ple
knew of the two APO as Athanasian is accepted by all the critics

on the basis (apparently) of Montfaucon’s reports Libros adversus

Apcllinarium ab Athanasio conscriptos memorat$ Proclus, oratione

sua in synodo secunda Constantinopolitana, Tom,v Concil.p. 459

(cf. P.G, 26,1091/2)., Yet, when the original text of the Second
Council of Constantinople ( A.D. 553) is sought for the purpose

of verification, one finds that Montfaucon'’s report is simply
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erroneous., The Minules of the Bifth Aect of this Council de

contain extracts from Proclus® Tomus Ad Armenios and Epistola

ad Johannem Antiochenum , but none of them includes the scholion

on Athanasius'’ letters to Apollinaris, which most probably was
"by mistake” asscciated with the preceding extracts from Proeclus?,

and which reads as follows: Et Athanasius diversas epistolas

ad Apolinarium scripsit tamquam eadem in fide sapientem; et

tamen postea libwos integros etiam post mortem Apolinarii

geripsit adversus eum, cognitis illius in scripto blasphemiis.

&)

et nihil Apolinario profuerunt guae antea ad illum tamguam

eadem in fide sapientem scripta sunt (Cf., Mansi vol.ix,p.272, or

Labbe vol.vi, 106, or (best text) Schwartz ACO,vol.iv,i,p.114,3<6).
It is quite incredible that none of the critics verified Montfaus:
con. And more incredible still is the fact that everybody assuc:
med that Proclus was present at the Ecumenical Council and even
made a speech in which he referred to Athanasius® APQ! How
careless the schelars have been here can be seen from two exam-

ples: Raven, who writes (Cf. his Apollinarignism, 1923, p.248)

that"the first mention of them (the two‘APQ)'is to berfound in
Proclusg who, speaking at the Council in 553, declared that
Athanasius had written these books after the death of Apollinaris-
presumably therefore from heaven” ( and Raven cites:Mansi,Concil.
v,455 = lifted from Montfaucon- which is just wrong). The other
example is that of Demetropoulos who mentions Proclus as

a witness (Cf. his essay TS wpdBAnua -..P.455) and cites him
‘with the rubric: Adyog el¢ Ty devtépay abvodov Tfic Kewv/hewg,

$pa Montfaucon, mapd Migne P.G.36,1092)! As from our part we
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have searched Proclus' extant texts and have found no reference
to Athanasius® APQO., The %ext from the Fifth Act of the Conci-
lium Constantinopolitanum II (AD 553) about Athanasius® epistles
to Apollinaris must be regarded as a sixth century scholion re-
ferring indeed to the two APO. But the information that these
gpistles were written after the death of Apollinaris seems to
have been, in our opinion, an erroneous comment owing to the
general belief at that time that Apollinaris was actuslly condenm-
ned after his death ( Cf, on this Justinian's report in his

Tono¢ mepl ®coddpov Movaveotiag , P.G, 86-I,1089D),

4) Timothy Aelurus of Alexandria (454=477). According to Lebon

who supplies this testimony (Cf. his essay Une ancienne opinion..

pp.84ff), in citing three passages from APO1l in his book Agsinst

the Council of Chalcedon and using the rubric: "the blessed

Athanasius, Archbishop of Alexandria, in his Discourse against
Apollinaris®, Timothy Aelurus monophysite Patriarch of Alexandria
and successor to Dioscorus witnesses to the Athanasian paternity
of AP0l one hundred years after Athanasius®’ death. These passa-
ges, which appear in a florilegium of Patristic guotations are
as follows:

AP01,18 (the entire chapter), PG 26,11254A=C

APQ1,5 (only an extract ), PG 26,1100D-1101B

AP01,7 (only an extract ), PG 26,11054
Their original text(and Timothy's book)was in Greek, but it now.
survives only in s sixth century Armenian version which was
published by K.Ter-=Mekerttschian and E. Ter-Minassiantz as:

Timotheus Aelurus des Patriarchen won Alexandriggy-yiderlegung
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der auf der Synode zu Chalcedon festgesetzten Lehre (Armenian

version), Leipzig, 1908. The extracts from AP0l are to be found
in pages 10=12, Lebon has also shown that the last two citations
reappear in a Syriac version preserved in a Syriac Ms of the

British Museum Add., 12156 (Sovi).

5) Julian of Halicarnassus (d.after 518). Lebon again supplied

the informeation that Julian of Halicarnassus in his controversy
with Severus cites from APQOl,6 as from "St Athanasius® Discourse
against Apollinaris®™. The evidence is to'be found in the Syriac
fragments of Julian®’s works published by R.Draguet: Julien a’

Halicarnasse et sa controverse avec Sévere d4' Antioch sur 1°

jncorruptibilité du corps du Christ (Syrisc text and Greek tran-

slation,pp.34 and 70),Louvain 1924, This version, based on Cod.

Vat. Syr. 140, was translated from the Greek original in A.D.528.

6) John of Caesarea (elso known ss the Grammarian, an opponent

of Severus in the beginning of the sixth century). John cites

two extracts from APQ2 in his Adversus Aphthartodocetas (Cf,

Corpus Christianorum, Series Greca, 1, Turnhout 1977,pp.71f),

namelys
AP02,17 (2n extract only ) P,G. 26,1161B12-Cl
AP02,15 (an extract only ) Po.G. 26,1156C12-11574A3.
The rubric John uses %o introduce these extracts is this:
’ABavacfov xatd ‘AmoAvvapiov.

7) Severus of Antioch (465-53%8). Lebon has pointed out (in his

essay Une ancienne opinion..op.cit. p.33)that Severus cited in

his Contra Impium Grammaticum (John of Caesarez - BritoMusoSyro

Ms,Add.12157) several extracts from AP0l and APQ2 azs Athanasian.,
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In the first case he used the rubrics: "from the discourse on
the faith (Abyog mept [€otewg ) against the impious Apollinaris®,
or "against the opinions of the impious Apollinaris®, and cited:

APQ1, 1112 P.G. 268 1112C=1113A

APQ1,10 P.G, 26: 1109 B-C
In the second case he used the rubrics: "in the other treatise
against the partisans of Apollinaris who think in 2 corrupt way
on the subject of the saving manifestation Qf Christ"( mepf Tfic
owTnp uddovg éﬂ&@aveﬁmg))g or "in the discourse zgainst the opini-
on of the impious Apollinarians on the subject of the saving

manifestation of Christ®, and citéd the following:

AP02,13 P.G. 26: 1153B
AP02,14 P,G, 26t 1156B
AP02,15 P,G, 265 1156D-11574A
AP02,14 PG, 263 1156B-C

R. Draguet has shown that Severus aiso cited gsix fragments

from APQl in his controversy with Julien of Halicarnsssus (cited

by Lebon in his essay Une ancienne opiniom..op.cit. p.32, but

see also Dreguet’s Julien d° Alicarnasse et sa controverse

avec Sévere d! Antioch, Louvain 1924). Here he used the rubric:

0 ASyog mepf Nfotewg and added to it "against Apollinaris®, or
magainst the gpevofrdBeta of Apollinaris®, or "against those

who follow the opinion of Apollinaris®, and cited the following:

AP01,5 P.G, 26: 11014
AP01,6 PoG, 263 1104B
APO1,11-12 PoGo 263 1112C=11134
AP01,14 PoGo 263 1117C=11204A
AP01,15-16 P.G, 26: 1121A-C

APQO1,18 P.G. 263 1125B



=251

Christopher (now Symeon) Lash having the advantage of a good
edition of the works of Severus has provided a full 1ist of =211
the Athanasian extracts iﬁ Severus' works {(Cf. his essay in

CoKsnnengiesser's {ed) Politique et Théologie chez Athanase

G°' Alexandrie, Paris 1974,pp.377=387) and confirmed Lebon's and

Draguet’s findings. Lash®s list as far as AP01&2 ié concerned
reads as follows:

Contra Tmpium Grammaticum

Or.Secunda 3 (CSCO III,7i,) APO2 26,1149
or, ="- .37 (CSCO I1I,293) AP0l 26,1104
Or., Tertia 33 (CSCO 101,144)  APO1 26,1112
Or, ="- ="=(CSCO 101,149) AP0l 26,1109
Oor., ="- -v=(CSCO 101,149) AP02 26,1153
Or, ="- ="=(CSCO 101,149)  APO2 26,1156
Or, =%- -»-(CSCO 101,180)  APG2 26,1156
Contra Julianum '
Crit.of the Tomus CSCO 244,66 APO1,5 26,1101
=V = CSCO 244,127 APQ1,6 26,1104
== -0 CSCO 244,127 APO1,11 26,1112
=0 L CSCO 244,244 AP01,5 26,1101
Contra Additiones (CSCO 295,128 AP01,18 26,1125
=¥ =P CSCO 295,131 APO1,15 26,1121
AdV, Apol,Jul.5 CSCO 301,202 APO1,6 26,1104
Apol.du Philgl. CSCO 318,10 APQ1,6 26,1104

8) John Maxentius (first helf of the sixth century). John
Maxentius,presbyter and Archimandritegsubé?ibed to the synodal
Letter of the Council of Constantinople A.D. 520 as "Provinciae
Scythiae Metropelitanus™ (Cf, Labbe iv,1525),
with other Scythian monks the phrase "one of the Trinity was

crucified in the flesh® as essential toc the exclusion of the

He supported

heresies of Nestorius and Eutyches. Maxentius drew up in the
name of these monks his famous manifesto De Christo Professio
which was approved at the Council of Rome in A.D. 532 (Labbe

iv,1761), and eventually by the Second Council of Constantinople
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in A.D. 553 (ibid. v,575). In his De Christo Professio, written

C. A.D.520, Maxentius cites from Athanasius® AP01,10 (Cf. P.G.

26,1109B and P.G. 86=1,79BC or Schwartz ACQ,iv,ii,p.5,15-18)},

Maxentius Latin version seems to be closer to the Greek original

vhen ceompared with the Latin {translation of APQl included in

the Migne edition.
Maxentius:

Beato Athanasio dicente:
"vyerbum caro, non verbum
factum est. verbum autem
caro factum dicitur, quia
verbi facta est caro et
non alicuius hominis; hoc
est, deus homo factus est
et dicitur caro,ne praete-
reatis carnis nomen, cur
ergo non suffjcit vobis
naturalis unitio verbi ad
propriam carnem et quia

deus homo factus est? @

Migne, AP01,10(Latin):s

Verbum caro factum est,

non dictum est, Caro Verbum
facta est, sed, Verbum caro
factum est:; quia Verbi facte
est caro, et non hominis
ejusdam; id est, Deus homo
factus est, ne carnis nomen
praetermitteretis. Si itaque
vobis non sufficit naturalis
illa sine confusione Verbi
cum propria carne unio: et

quod Deus home factus sit;

Migne, AP01,10 (Greek):

6 ASyoc odpE yéyovev, odx{ N odpg Abyog Yéyovsu; & Abyoc 68
oépE véyovev, eipntat 8Tt To® Adyov yéyovev % odpE xal odx
dvopdnov Tivég: Tovtéotiv & ®edg dvOpwnog Eveveve xal Aé-
vetal, 38pE yéyovev, Tva uh wapadpdunte Tfic capxdc Té Gvopa.
El tolvuv pf dpnetobe tf dovyxbtw guowx] €vdaet Tol Adyov
xpdc thv {dCav adtob vevoudvny odpxa xaf &t & Bebc QvOpwmog

YEYOVE,

9) Eulogius of Alexandria (579-607). 1In Photius® account of

the homilies of Eulogius of Alexandria we find the following

texts
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8oa 8¢ xaf °ABavdoiov , ofta mepl Tfic évavBpwnfcewe Tob Adyov
vodowy xatd t@v Td °Anoirivapfov vooodviwv €xtifeTat. Aywy
vdp 6id 10T éxdrepa T8 d%0 wap obdevde TEHV ebaeBlv elodyerv
drevoiien deafpeorv. Aéyer 08, “AAM"O Qv odoer ®edc _yevviztat
Gvopwroc, tva efc A td éxdrtepa TéAerog xatd ndvra g naf
gvopwroc & adtde (P.G. 103,1053CD).

The underlined text seems %o be a combination of two closely

related texts of APQl:

@) AP01,7 dAA"S &v @Boer ®ebg yevvdtar AvOpwmog, tva elg §
td éxdtepa Ttéheirog natd wAvTa, @uoixfiv xal dinBeotdTny Thv

vévynoiLy €niderEduevog.

B) APO1,16 dAnd nad’¥rapgwv dvernexfi® Tva el¢ §| ©d éxdrepa,

téheto¢ xatd ®dvta, ®edc xaf dvOpwroc O avtdc.

Eulogius also includes an indirect allusion to APO1l, which is
of great significance because it is derived from Apollinarizan
circles! His text is as follows:

xaf Horéuwv &€ (Tév "Amohivdpiov &€ diddoxarov oVtoc dvevedhuet)
To0b¢ tepolg huBv Ilat€pac altiduevog & todc €v Kaiynddwe ot and
sepfipov, 8pa TE gnoiv: "obdEv xelpov €vvofijgat xdxeivo. ®edv
vdp Ayovieg xaf vOpwrov T8y adtdv odx aloydvoviar wlav ¢dorv
To® Adyov ceoapxwpévny, xabdrep pfav ocdvBetov duoroyodvriec.

E¢ vdp ®edc téreroc xaf GvBpwnog téreroc & adtdg, 600 gdoerg

apa & adtéc , xabdmrep 7 THv Karradoxdv elomyeitatr xaivortouia
xaf "ABavaciov 7 ofnoitc xaf wdv v “Itarig & t8po¢c. Kal oxmn-
patlZovtar uEv, Q¢ 6fbev Auétepor, gpovelv td Tol dyfov Iatpdg
Audv ‘Amoitvaplov, xmpbrtovol 8¢ xabdmep ot Tpnydpror ThHY TdV
pboewy dvdda ( besides Photius, P.G. 103,1045B, see also

Lietzmann®’s Apollinaris von laodicea, p.274; The same text with

minor modifications appears in Doctrina Patrum, Justinian and

Leontios of Jerusalem).

The question here is whether the above points to the following
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text from AP01,16: o

xa.f obtwg Qv AEyouto TEAerog Bedg xaf té€reroc GvOpwroc &

i Q

P g 2 o o P
Xptotdg.. Lva eEg 7 TQ EXATEPA TEAELOG xatd wdvta, @ed¢

Ve

xof GvBpwnog & adtég. If there is a connection here — as it
gseems most likely = we have the earliest and most remarkable

witness to the Athanasian paternity of APO1.

10) Ephraim of Antioch (527-545). This testimony is mentioned

by Weigl , but without much substantiation. Ephraim’s surviving

texts in Photius’ Biblioctheca do contain references to Athanasius

and his works. Among them allusions %o the terminology of APO
are not wanting,but in the last analysis suéh allusions con-
stitute indirect and rather faint witnesses to the Athanasian
paternity of this work. The most important allusions are the

followings

PoGo 1032 989C , IvumapattOnce uévtor xai Tpnyoplov, xaf Bact-
AeCov €x tob mepl edyxapsotiag xaf €x Tfc ®pdc RwZomoAltac £xi-
otoific xaf &x tfic ®pdc °“Amorevdptov, vai 6% xal 'ABavaciov Tob

roAvdOrov €x Sragdpwv Adywv.

P.Go 103:9934 , ‘Emifpanizwv 6€ xaf T8 dvénrov tiig Exdoxiic,
adtdec 18, doxfvwoev, dvartdocer caghverav elvatr Tol, ‘0 Adyoc
odpZ éyéveto, nafl Eneyxov T®V tpomdv Tiva xal dArolwoiv Tob
ASyov pelévitwy xatnyopeiv. Kal ydp elndv & edayyeriothg® O
Aéyoc odpE €yéveto, ebB8Bc ovviue, xal €oxdvwoev €v Aulv, Thv
Tskfg wiav dndotacty obvodov xal TS duetdBAnTov Thg Exatépac
gboewe 61’ éxatépag Endiddoxwy eaviic. 0¥tw t8 Adyiov Bewphioag,
T8y 1e Xpvabotopov udptupa xaret xal odv adtd Kdpurrov xal
*Afavdoroy xaf tév Beordyov Tpnydprov, maparinoiwg Té PnTdw
gvvoficavtac. (Cf.AP02,1: adc..T8 & Abyoc adpg €yéveto naf

donfivwoev €v Hutw vevohuaorv.).

P.G. 103:997 , Aéyer vdp 1) alpeoig d¢ 1d 6%0 Tdv GpOpwv TPOTR--
xterd, & 8cdc xaf & AwdOpwroc, 8Vo wpoowrwv elol xal drootdocwv

o

—~ -4 o 9
napootatixd, xaf oxfoer povf TAv Evworv oxnuatiZovoiv. ARRQ
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18 dvaid€c Tobtwy ‘Abavdoide te xal of Tpnydpror xaf ’Eniod-
vioc xaf & Xpvodotouoc xaf adtdc 6 Kdprog xataroxdvovoirv, Toatc
owvals xaf duofatg xal adtol mordaxob xpenoduevot... Td adrd

6¢ xaf & morbadrog ‘ABavdoroc €v TG llepf Niotewg ASyw , xal &
Beordyoc Tpmydproc €v T mpbc KAndSviov B émioTorf. ( An allusion

perhaps to AP02,2: odx v dtatpéoet mpoodnwy 7 dvoudtww dANE

gvotxf yevvhoe. xal drdty €vdoetr ? or perhaps an allusion to

APOL1,12:76 ydp Suooboiov xal dradéc xaf dveni{dextov Bavdtov,

npdc 16 duoodairov Evaciy xad’drdotaciy obx €mibexbuevov ot

aMd xaté gBoiv, xab’indotacty 6€ Thv (dav TeleildrnTa Exde Luvi-

uevov? Does Ephraim mean APO1 when he speaks of the llept NMiome-

w¢ ASvyog as his contemporary Severus does?)-

11) Justinian the Emperor (483-565). In his Tractatus contra

Monophysitags the Emperer Justinian cites from APO2 as from

Athanasius® A8yo¢ ®epl Tfic cwimptddovg extoave(ac. The text

represents a combination of two extracts from AP02,11 znd AP02,5

and reads as follows:

Justinian, Migne P,.G. 86-1,1108B

&g 6€ mwwyxebetr mAodorog &v,
Ayer 6 év dyloie ‘ABavdorocg
év 10 mepl Tiic owinpLddove €-
nigave fog Aéyw, OTL Ty TTw=

yeboacav gbowy v €avid dve-
AdBeto v _€6{q dinaroobvy
o 2 Id 2l
Todtny mpoParduevoc OUnEp dv-
. WV,
Qodné=r ndoxoveayv; xal &g dv-
2 T 2
Opdrwy oboav xal dnép AvOpd-

movg gavepwdeitaav, xat @cob

Eanv_yazvoudvny, tva xaf Qv-
Bpwnoc § 8 @ebc dANOBc, xaf
®edc &vBpwnoc AANOGc. ®eob

ToD povoyevobc eBdoxfioavtocs

APQ2, P.G, 26:1152A,1140BC

2 2 o . D
§$L Thv "Twxevoaoay QUOLY EV
gavtd dveidBeto, év Ldig du-

xaL000%vY  Tabtny RpoBalAUEVO(

drép dvopdrwy mdoxovaav,
xaf dn€p dvepdnove obaav uaf
€E AvOpdnwy @avepwbBeioav, xal

@eoD OATV YEVOUEVTVo..o
heceooess tva xab & GvOpwrog

7 @ebg AANOdg, naf o
®edc f &vOpwrog AANOGg, Tva

A xaf &vepwrog dAMBRc nal ®edg

danedc. oby{ dvBpdmov mpdg



1@ TAnpwuaty Tf¢ @edtntogc ad- tév @8y dvtoc ¢ Vueilc ovno-
to% Thv tod ‘Aoxerdnov wmAdoLy pavtolvtec A€yete, diraodpoviec
dvopdroy xaf mofnovv xaiviw , T8 T@Y XproTrav@y puothpLov,
Ex phtoee mapdévov dvaotfooo= ¢ dANd @eoD ToD Movoyevolg eb-
fat £avT® Qvoixf yevuioer xaf doxRoavTtog TE RANPUUATL Tiig
drbtw &vdaed - gedtntoc adtod Ty Tol dpxe-

Tténov "Adoev AvBpdmouv, xaf
9

mofnoLy xatviy , £x pHEpag

NapBévov dvaotRaacdatl Eavtd

ououxf yevvioetr xafl dAdTy

[ o
EVWAE Lo

12) Leontius of Jerusalem (c.532-6). In his Contra Monophysitas

Leontius cites from AP01,16 as from a work of Athanasius:

o o o T
*ABavaciov: ®edc xafl 8vBpwroc 6 adtdc, etg &v %ab’UrapEiv
dveriinfy td Exdtepa. T 6€ ote tdde td €xdrepa, xal Ti Gedg

xaf 8vOpwnoc, einate el ¢boerc, B odxfl; (M.P.G. 86-I1,1817C).

In APO1,16 and APQl,7 we find the same language:

o~ . T ‘ o
o« o GANG %08 YmapEey dverrundic tva ef¢ 7 1d éxdrepa, Térerog

xatd ®dvta, @cd¢ xaf GvBpwroc 6 avtdc. (M.P.G. 26,11244)

o ~ ~ T » .
aM’S &y oboer 88 vevvitar &vOpwroc, tv’elg 7 td €xdtepa,
Térevce xatd wévia,  puowxfy xaf dAmfectdTny THYV YEWVNOLV

eniderEduevoc. (M.PoG, 26:1105B).

Further on in the same work Leentius alludes to APO2, when

he writes:

®poodLauapTupdueda &€ Suwg 8TL v xataxptioer €toL RoAAdxLg
petayevdueva edpely xal td Thic 9doewg xal obofac xal droordoewc
xal mpoodrov dvduata &xi tfic olxovoulag® od ydp xvplwg del xelw.
Tat. ABavdoidg te vdp & ufyac xaf mpoodrwy Ewwoiy €xf Tod
Xprotod driraxvplZeTat” (M;POG° 86-2,185248).

Cf. AP02,2, .MoP.G. 26,1133C ...00x €v dialpdoet RpOOETWY

prd P as 4 I3
B 8vopdtwv, dANE euouxi yevvicer xal dadry &vdoel .

Further on in the same work we find Polemon's reference to

Athanasius® anti-Apollinarian teaching of two natures in Christ,
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which we have already found in Eulogius (Cf. MoPo.G., 86-2,1864CD-
18654),

Perhaps we should also mention here Leontius® reference
to Isidore of Pelusium'’s vestimony to Athanasius® teaching of
two natures in Christ; which could be easily regarded as an
allusion to the teaching of APO:

656 & dAnéivéeg xaf éni wdviwv ®ed¢ AvBpwxog Y€yovev, obte

v tpanefg xaf & odx Aw wpooraBdv, v &0 @ﬁoscvaEEQ drdpywy
8¢ &tpemtog xal dvarrolwtog mpdogatoc xal didiog, od6’dv
adtéc dpvmBelng, wAefotag Exav Tob dylov Iatpdc Pudv tol peyd-
Mov ‘ABavacfov wepf Tobtov ovvarvéoeis ( M.P.G., 86-2,1828CD).

3 e

Should one include amongst these ovvarvéoerg the following
statement (cited by Leontius and many others)?

c0.o0D Tpaxelc elc dvbpdnouw popehv, odd€ mapudbdv Thiv Tod dvBpuw-
. ' e
nov Vrapguw,..tv ef¢ H ©d &xdvepa, Térervog xatd mdvra...

(11.P.G., 26, 1105B).

13) Theodore of Raithu(?) (c. 581-607). In his De Sectis - a

work not written by Leontius of Byzantium as most critics
assumed= Theodore of Raithu (the most possible author) provides

citations from APO1&2 as from Athanasius® "Discourse against
Apollinaris™ and from “the other Discourse?”:

a) 6 8¢ dyroc "ABavdoioc, €x tol xatd ‘AmoAivapiov Adyov, &Tu
) -~ o
'a1d Tobto Eneyev 8 Kprog, vOv A Yvxh pov tetdpartas. TS b€
viy todté €otiv, 8te ABEAMoem. “Ouwg pévror T8 dv £xide dxvvial’
ob ydp T8 uf Bv d¢ wmapdy duduaZev, ¢ doxfigetr yiLvoudvwy THY

P o o » 2 Vd » !
AEYOUE YWY pboetr ydp xaf &knee&q Td ®AVTaQ éILvaTol

o 9 Q@ _ o o o _ YW_m 2 - P 0 o
B) mdAiLy v et€pw’ O0TL Kaw ui ArtAuwatt ¢doewe ovvepRALYE TAQ

Aeydueva, A\ éribeEer IndpEewc dyiveto Td vivdueva, (M.P.G.
86=1, 1260D-1261A and 1261A). These texts come from AP01,16

and AP02,13 as follows:



a) Avd toBto ydo xaf O Klprog Eheye” viv 7 tvxd pov zetdpantat,
xaf natddvvde €oti. T8 6€ vwiv, To¥t’Eotiv, Ste NBEAMoev. “O-

pwe wévtor T8 Bv dredelnwvro” od ydp T8 uf 8v ¢ wapdv dvduaZev,

d¢ douRoer Aeyou€uvwy @V yrvouswwy® ofoer ydp xo{ dAndeiq td

ndvte €y€vezo ( M.P.G.26,12244)
B) ad vde x8v pd Hethuate odoewe cvvéBaitve Td heydueva, SAN’
éncdelier dndpEewe €npdtieto Td yevépeva. (1.P.G. 26,1153B).

In spite of the variant readings there is little doubt that
the texts cited by Theodore as Athanasian are derived from APQOl

and APQZ.

1 ) The Lateran Synod (A.D. 649). The minutes of the Fifth Act

of the Lateran Synod incorporates Pope Martin's patristic flori-
legig which contain a number of references to Athanasius' wri-
tings. Among them we find an extract from AP02,18 which was
discussed by Demetropoulos in connection with his ciaim that
Peter of Alexandria knew APO2. An examination of this extract

seens to be in place here: _
Lateran (Labbe,vii,309BC): Migne P.G, 2651164
To¥ adrod éx tfic ®pde ‘Awti-

oxel¢ doyuatTixfic ERLOTOATC.

Avd toDto Beohoveltar usv & 6vd TovTO éanOYsEtﬁL uéu 6f
Abyoc, yveveahoyeiTar 88 & Adyoc, yevealoyeitat 68 GvOpw-
avBpwroc, tva mpdc &ndtepa no¢, tva mpdg éxdmspa_ﬁ_é abtéc
etn 6 adtée guoLude nal éﬁn- evouxic xal dAnduvic. ®ebg pev
Odg. ®e6¢ u€v wmpbg TH ALBL- npb¢ Tf didLéTnTy tfic Bedtntog,
dtntie tfigc Bedtnroc nal TH xal tfH omuprovpyiq T nloTtews”
drtovpy g THic xtlcewg, Gv- dvepuroc 6€ mpd¢ TH vevvioet
Bpwnoc &€ wpd¢ TH yevviioet Th éx yovaexde xal i adEfoer
tH éx yovarxdg, xaf 9 abeh- Tfic Hhexfac. Kal @edc néw

cev ¢ AAwxfac, xafl 6ed¢ xedc Tale Zwtixale edepyeofaic -
wév talc Zwtinalc dvepyei= xaf dvvatde Talc Oavuatovpylaig,
aig, 8vbpwrog 66 wpde Tals §vBpwroc &€ mpdc Tale SnoLoTps-
8u0tL0oTpéR0LE cuLRaBe fate noL¢ cvpmadefatg xal Tals xad’

xal talc %ad’iudc dodevefarc. Nudc dodevelatc.
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The difference between the two texts is not very significant.

The only possible exception is perhaps the term Zwtixalc
vepyefatg instead of Zwtixalcg ebepyeofaic which might be
regarded as a deliberate enendation () given the doectrinal
context of the citation: the controversy regarding monenergism,
Thus Demetropoulos® speculations about the origin of the text

of the Lateran Council,as from a document different though clo-
sely related to APO2 seem unecessary. What does however remain
curious in this testimonium is the rubric éx tf¢ mpdc ’Aviioxeic
doypatixfic €RLoToAAC ; is this‘a clue to the original character

of APO2? Is APQZ2 connechted with Athanasius®’ Dogmatic Letter to

the Antiochenes also known as Sermo Major De Fide? Or is it
just a mistake in the florilegium? The first option must be
regarded as unlikely because no other instance of such a rubric
is recorded in the testimonia or in the Manuscripts. The second
option cannot be sustained , as we have slready remarked in
discussing Demetropoulos® speculations, since no extracts from
AP02 are to be traced in SERMO. Indeed Labbe's comment at this

point seems very apt: Non est hic locus in Epistola ad Antioche-

nos, guae extad tom, 1 oper. Athanasii p.574 (i.e. ANT) sed

negque _in ea leguntur alia, gquae ex ipsa recitat - Facundus p.

469, Harduinus (i.e. SERMO). It is the third option then, which,

in our opinieon, seems to be applicable to this case. Yet the faint
possibility of a connection between APO2 and a third Epistle of

Athanasius to the Antiochenes cannot be totally ruled out.

15) The Sixth Ecumenical Council (Con/ple III, A.D. 680/1).

In the minutes of the Eighth Act of the Council Macarius of
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Antioch cites five extracts from APO2 using’the introdictory

formulg:® from the second discourse of Athanasius against Apol-

linaris®; and one extract from APOYI using the rubric “"from the

discourse on the Inhomiration of the holy Athanasius Archbishop

of Alexandria and against Apollinsris®,

1) Macarius: Labbe,vi T8LABC

To% dyfov ‘ABavaciov €x Tol xnatd
"Anohivapiov devTEpoy ASYQV, OF-
AoV Ybip9 8ty wpolrdpxwy ®ebg AS-
voc ®pd thc v capxl émibnuiac
odx v &vepwroc, dANd €edc HAv
npdc T8V @by, dépatog xal dnabfig
&w. obte olv Té Xprotdg Bvoua
&¢xa THe capxd¢ mpoodyeTai, EXEt-
&% drorovBeil 1§ dvduati T6 mdBog
T0D pfy Aovxd ypd-

xaf & 8dvatoc®
povtoc, el madntde & Xprotdg, el
rp®Toc L& dvaotdoewe vexup®v® Egﬁ,
fo¥S Havkou A€yovTog”® TS6 ﬁacxa ﬁuwv
ﬁwsg,ﬁugv gt66m Xp&omog
&vopwroc Xo&owéc InoougD $ s0%¢

gavtdy dmgp Audy, odx 8Ti od eedc
dan 8ty xaf &vbpwroc 6 Xprowde.

618, uvnudvevoe
ynyepu€voy €x vexpiv &x ox€puatoc
Bavid, ypdoei. dtd ToUTo T yYpaew

waf 8Ta//ﬁuwv ewven Xp&omog

Athanasius, AP02,1-2 (P.G, 26,
1133BC)
Afhov ydp, Sti O mpobmdpxwy.

*@ebg Aéyoc mpd Tfic év ocapxl

gnvbdnuiag oﬁx-%y’&vepwﬂogy dr-
A @ede v mpbdg Téy Bedy, dé-
patog xaf dxadric Bv. Qﬁme odv
18 Aprotdg Svoua . dfxa Tiic cap-
x8¢ ﬁpod&yarau“ éxe 6% dxolov-
6eT 1§ dvépati T8 mdBog xal &
edvatoc, o9 ufw'ﬁdﬁkov Yol-
9oVTOC E@Zﬁdenwégié Xpaomégg
et ﬂpwmog eg avaowaoswg vEXpdv.
%46 ahkaxov kayovwog ©é Haoxa
xat &ty
Avepwﬂog Inoongp@oxégg é
dobgEavTdy avmukvmpov 6xap -
aan"&ty

VIRAVRY va oru od @eog,

Inoovv Xptotdv €= xai av@pwﬂog é XpLoTdéC. At.o9

MvnuOVa089 @nomvg ’IncoBv Xpi=

aToV eynyepuevov ex vEUPGBY 4

2.
EN

[ . g I -~ 2
Exatépwv TV dvopdtwy mouettar THY ondpuatoc Aavid xawa odpxa. Kaf

rpoctywyfw v énude et dndpEewc,
dopdrwc u€v ®coV voovuévov, nal

Bvtoc dAnBdc° Spatdc 6€ dvBpdmov

d5ud tobto 1) T'paeh Exatépwv TRV
dvoudtay morettotl THAY Kpooayw-—-
4 . o

yhAv v énidelEet dndpEewg® ao-—

yniagupévov, xaf drdpxovtog dAnddc pdtwe uév Beob wooundvou xaf

odx &v ébaupéOEQ%pooéxwv A vonud-
Twy, dAnd guovxf vevvdhese, xaf d-
Aoty £vdoer. tva v adth Tob md-
Bove 6uoxoyovusvov aknew@,é aﬁfog
xaf nadntée wal Erabtc voolto d-

ANOEE -

Bvtog dAnBdc, dpatidc 6€ dvepd-
xov Ynragwpévov xaf drdpxovIog
dAnpdc odx &v dLaLpEget RpOCH=
WV ﬁ\&vog&rwv, &kkérwﬁGCKﬁ
yewvfioet xqﬁ:&Kﬁfq;évéaé&ffva
8y ad16 Tob ndbovg duoroyou-
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sovhov poper obx dvdyxy dro-
xeLpfvn, dAAd @doet nal bv-
vduer Thv dvanaptnoliay éme-
e {nvutar ,05arb0aca tév Thig
avéyung 8oov, naf tév THig d-
naptlac véuov,xal tév THc
alxuaiwsac tépavvoy alyma—
awtedoaoa, wg onoiv 6 mpo-
oftne dvépn efc BYoc, Axua-
Mtevoev atxpalwsfav. THY
ydp wopohvy TtoB dodrhov natd
10D £%x0pol mpoBariduevog &
ASyoc¢ TAY viuxnmy memoimnTat
o1d To¥ woté AHTrTnogvTog.
d1vd Tolto xaf{ mdvta metLpa-
oudv cvvetéreoev & ‘Imcolic
8tu ndvra &raBev T4 Xevpao-
wod metTpav doxmxuéta, ot "dv
Thy Urép DuBy viumy memoin-
Tat Aywv°® Bapdsite,fyd ve-
vixnxa tév xdopov. ov ydp
np8c Bedtmra fHpato & 6LEBo-
Aoc T8y wmérepov, Ry fyvdnoey,

obte ydp €térpa’dLd tobTto &
revev. el o6 el & Yib¢c To0B
e oD °dANd ®pdbc GvEpwrov, &v
ndiat TAaviioat Toyxvoe,xaf
Eg éxelvov elc mdvtag 4veps-
nove £E€tetve Tiic xaxlac ad-
Tol thv évépyeiav. Thic 6€
Tob ‘Abdp Yuxfic év xatadixnm
Bavdtov natexopevne xaf Bod-
ong mpbg Tév Eavific deondtmy
51d mavtde,xal Tdv edapeatmn-
advtwy 1d Ced,xal dixalwdév-
Twv v 1 Quotx®d vOuw ovyxa-
texonévwy 1§ ‘AdGU, CUVUREV”
godbvtwv Te xof cvuBodvTwy,é-

Aeficac & ®edc TSV Qvepunov,

do%rov popeh, odx dvdyxy dro-
xe€vn, arAd odoet xal &v-
vduet, Ty dvoraptnoiav €nue
defuvuvtar, dvardoaca TV TH¢
avdyxne 8pov, xal tév THe &=
paptiag véuov, xat Tév Tfic
alxuarofac Tépavvov alyua-
Mwteboaoca, G¢ enolvy & mgo-
efitng® ‘Avépng el¢ Pyoc, Axua-
Mitevoae abyparwoiav. THy

vydp popoefiy Tol dodhov xatd

10D éx08pod mpopaArrduevog &
Abyoc, Thv vixmy memointat

51d Tob moté NTTNOEvTOoC.

Aivd To¥Uto xa!l mavta TéV RELpa~
oudv cuvvetéiecev & "Inocodg,
8t. mdvrta BraBev Td RetLpac-
wob wetlpay €oxmxdta, 6°Gv

TAv Onép dvOpdmwy vixny memolmn-
Tar Aywv® Bapoeite, €yd ve-
vixnxa Tév xdopov. 0V ydp mpdg
fedtnta Apato Tév mEAepov

& divdBoroc, fiv Ayvdnoev,

e 0 o 9 s o o e 2
OVOE vap €TOAMQ  OtLA TOVTO E-
reyev® EL 66 el & YiSc tob
®eo¥° dANd ®mpdc GvBpwmov, By

ndhat ®havAoai toxvoe, xaf

g éxelvov el¢ mdviag avBpw-
nove EE€tewve Thic wxaxfac ab-
100 Tthv évépyeiav. Tfic &€

toD ‘AddU YuxTic év matadixn
BaAvVATOV KATEXOMEVTC, %Al Bowd-
ong wede tdy €avific deondrnv
d51d mavtég, xafl T@v edapeotn-
odvtwy TH Oed, xal 6ixatwdEv-
Twy €v TY QuoLtx§ vOuw, OvVYXa-
texon€vwy @ ‘Addu, CVuREV-
Bobvtwy Te xal ovuBodvTwy, €-
reficag & ®edg TSV AvOpwrov,
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8v éncinocev,ntséunce 614 wu-
atnpfov gavepdoews %atvETNTOC
awtnpefav xatepydcacdal w8 vE-
velr T®v dvOpdrwy, naf xnadaof-
pedLy pfy nosfHoacOat ToB &vd
068vov dratficaviog éx0poF, -
Yworv .68 dovildyrotoy dvadet-
Eat ToD GvBpdrov i mpdg Tév
Byiotov €vdoer xaf xovwwvig,
9doer xal danbefq. 6i1d Todto
Aneev & Abyoc@edc &v wnal Tob
rpdTovdyOpdmov &nutLovpyYSe ,ve-
véoBatr &vBpwroc, el¢ Zworol-
nowv wév tod dvepdrov,nadal-
peotv 8¢ tob dd{xov €x6pob.
xa.f éyevviiom &x yuvvaixdeg éx
THg mpdTtng mAdoewg THY TOY
dyvOpdrwy popedv &avtd dvactmn-
oduevoc: dv énidel{Eer ocapude
5éxa capxindy Beinudtov xaf
royveoudy dvopwrlvev €v eind-
vi xawvdintog, B vde 68Ancig
feétntoc wdvneg® Enevdh nal
odotg &\n ToT Abdyov v émei-
deEe vLopofic The dvBpwrfvne
oapxéc Thic Sdpwndvne Tod dev-
tépov 'AddL, odx dv Sraipfoet
rpoodmwy ,dAN"8v drdpEet Bed~
TnToc xal dvOpwrétntoc. Oud
todto vdp ﬂpdoﬁet 6 duvdporog
©® "Incod d¢ dvOpdry° i ed-
ploxwy 88 v adtd Tfic maratdg
abtob éntomopds yvdpioua,ufte
tfic ®pd¢ 16 mapbv éniyxerprice-
wg wpoxwdpnotv,Nttdto aloyvvé-
pevocg “xal viuduevog,xaf dto-
vady Breye°tic obtoc & mapaye-
véuevoceE "Eddu;TovtéoTy TRV
€x yTic dvepdrwy Srapaivwy uE=
td foyxboc. 618 xaf Xpvotdg E-

v é€xofnoev, Mbdéxnce did pv-
otnplov Qavepwoewe, xaLvédtnroc
awtnpfav natepydoacfat T YE-
vetr T@Y dudpdnev, xaf nabal-
pedvy L€y mosNnaacdar tob dud
@d8vov dratficaviog €x6pod, U-
vwory 68 dovArSyiotov dvadel-
Eat Ttob dvBpdmov Tf mpdc Tév
“Y¥yrotov €vidoetr xaf xovvwyig
oboet nal drnveiq. ALd TodTo
ANBev & Abyoc @edc Bv nal Tob
mowTov dvBpdnov dnuiovpydg, YE-
véoBatl Gvepwroc, el¢ Zwomoi-
nowv p€v 1oV dvepdmov, xabai-
pecey 0€ ToT d6{xov €xBpod°

xal dyevvnien €x yvvauxde, €x
tic mpdtne mAdoswg THY dvOpd-
%oV poperiy €v £avtd dvacTtnod-
wevoc, €v €nivdelfer ocapnd¢
dixa capxLx®v BeAnudtwy xal
royeoudy dvBpwnivwy, €v eflxnd-
Vi xaiwvédtntoc. ‘H ydp 6€Anoig
Bedtntog pévne® €revdf nal
9bovec 8An tod Abyov, v émi-
de{Eet wopofic Thg dvBpwrivng
xat capxbg Tig Odpwpévng Tob dev-
t€pov “Addu, odx €v draipdaoet
rpoodrwy , AkN’8v dndpger 6ed-
Ttoc xal dvbpwrdintoc. Aid
to¥to yvdp wpoohetr & dudBorog

t§ "Incob, w¢ dvOpdrw, Wi €v-
plonwy 6€ &v adtd 1fic mahatdc
adtol €miomopdc yvdpioua, WNOE
Thc "pbe TS mapdv Emiye LpnNoe-
we mpoxdpnowy, Nrtdto aloxvvé-
pevoc mxaf vexdpevog® xaf &to-
vy Ereye® Tlc ovtoc & mapaye-
véuevoc 8E ‘EdGL, TOVTEGTLY, &X
vfic dvBpdnwy drafalvwy Blg petd
foxboc; BLd xal & Kdprog E=
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Aeyev©® Epyetat & dpywy Tod
o o o o
xdopov Tobtov, xal év &uof

edpficer cdagv®,

4) ibid. 785CD
‘H dvfa cdvodoc elmev’ (bob

o o O~
navdyabe d€onota xab mdAtv

Ty _xpfory dnéxove. 1d ydp

LETA TAY xpfoty xgTd *EAEL-

oLy ToU duetépov xpdroveg d-

vay Luwaxdueva de {xwvce ThHY

adtod cvveoxtaoué€vny mapeuBo-

My, & tivd etowy v todtoLg

1d _dmoxor€wta Vxd Maxapiov,

xal IZtegdvov €x Tii¢ mapovonc

xpNoewc: "xatl tot noal oBua,
wal youxhv, xaf Erov elxe Tév

Aevev® “Epxetat & Gpxwv ToU

x8opov Tobtov, xal &v fuof

edploner ob6&v.

4) Av02,10-11, ibid. 1149

ooo KalToL xafl Yvxnv xaf

obua, %ot Shov Tév molTov uUEMa-

noBtov & dedtepoc ‘Addu. el

2 2 Qo 9 o
YOO REePL VRAPEEWG AVOPWRCOVL
T 2 Do o o 2 P I
v T6 ovbev, g TO olua £vpe
T6 Spdpevov eipnudtog T 0d=
88v; dAN’ody eBpev Ev adtd,
T 9 o > ' 9 ~
wv adté¢ elpydoato €v @

o b o o o or
TPWTY AGGL”™ XaiL OVTWG AATE=
A%6M N duaptia €v TH XpLotd®
61d Tobto xal N I'pagd papTu-

~ o W [ ' D L. e
pet® 8¢ apaptiav odx droinoe
000€ edpgdn 6Sho¢ &v 1 oTé-

[od .~ T

wate adtob. w"Bcodv Aéyerte,d-
Ty ddbvatdy fotiy dvarypard-
TrotovyevéoOar Tévy drag aly-
LaAwT LofEvTa AvBpaurov® Tva
16 pév adbvatov TG Vel Tpo-

o I4 4 ’ i~
gayaynre; tTo 6 Svvatov TH
draBdélw, dxatdiviov abdrtod AE-
yovteg THv duaptiav v T @l-
get Thv dvBpdmwy g xaf ot
arhoe alpetixol” xaf d1d Tob-
To €AnAvedvar ThHY OedtnTa

Thyv pf alxpareteoonévny €y &-

ofnamwey Exety Tév dedtepov “Addu.

Bf ydp mepl dndpEewc dvepdrov
v 16, o00ddv, ndc Té oBua £lpe
t8 dpduevov elpmxudtoc oddEv;
*arn"oby edpev v adrd,

dv adtde elpydoato v i

nodtw ‘AddL° xail oVtwg xuate-
Avom N dpaptia v Xprotd©

5td Tobto ual M I'pagh pupTu-
peT® “O¢ dunaptiav oVx €rolnoev,
obd€ edpgdN 68hog év TR oTé-
natt adtob. B¢ odv Ayete, G-
Ty d6VvaTdy €0TLy AvaLXuald—
Trotov yevéabar téy EmaE aly-~
parwTLo8€vTa 8vbpwrov; tva

©8 uéy dédvatov 19 ®ed mpo-
gdynte, TS 6 duvatdv TH
draBéhy, dxatdiviov adtod Aé-
vovie¢ ThHv duaptlav €v T ¢i-
cel Tdv AvBpdrwy, w¢ xal ot
GAoL alpetixol” xal dLd Tob-
to €AnAvedvas. Tty fedtnTa

thv w1 alxuarwtigondvny, év 6-



°A01000331

=QD A10UY 30 D% A0LULIPTIOAD A20Qb
010D A30UIOY3 502U2101Q3D 5DIQ

=9 541 1apx%)3 VR DIOIVELD IuF S0
=30 0 A30D\LZ AQ, °TPQV, @ AodluAoxu
30A AQYDH IKOMAIAZ %xQ0 SLouDIDL

Ska 9dy ID% 2Q SmY T1ADOLLIDTID

AZODAIQILDH AQLAD 3Q St tSuvorag
9L Al D13dX 113 Aa0 911 SaD9a

~ A @ a L o ¢
=dDTD Alll 3xmQ3Q M1aD aoaadTao

3kvalir $5030 @ a30DYL3 AégngP

¢ 00

ToQY, AQ9L 31Q

02TT292°9°d auFtl °IGT1°T10dv (9
°olaom Soallro3g 5ﬂouy§g dpA H,

-3 2 <)

°°e famalrmdgap agricrioy 3DA
SamapTiiy 89 AQKINIDO DXIQ

e o

° 7A0100033200 AI0UY 3O JDA AOL
=LadpTiPAD 41000 AQ2QD A30OLIOLZ
©902L1901Q3D 513Q) SuU1L 149%)3
30% DIodDEdP ILZ 5030 @ A3D
=DYxg AQ °TpQY, ¢ aodlUaoxr }Dx
AQYDX IUOMAIAZ %Q0 SULOHDIDY
SLa ody 3IDX 3Q SOu 5UNO01AZ
S4a DI33X 113 ARG AQO D11 ‘ADIL
-dDTD Alla 3xMQ3Q H1gD A01adTIAO
éf?65§ﬁ5593@ Q A30DYLZ A30UXID
™PQY, AL 310, ,°M1Q0 SM3ZI\ L3

ADOAOXZ AO)ODAIYOAY, DADH )DKR
Saoioy D®30UAMIGADAZ 1J3% Q01
*3 5DJ 30QADIIVY, aoxoX0 113X
=dD Q0)ODADEY, A0IAD Q0L AZTl AD

=37¢5130L0X 06Q 3ADALOCY DY
068L

*wollagm Doalirosg SioUvge dpA Uy

*prat (9

*33X339d3x 570LdX a010DADEY, ao3X

=D a01 A®TIk ODY DOI3IGXIAZ0TY {
20g0%° ,, AMAIAUMIQAD ADHTIOTAOY IDX

Samaprliy3g AKIndD0 dDA DXIQy,

¥R 39 A0130 AINOXI\ QO GOLOIOK

01 Jx3 DTUY30 ACATXLMIGAD 0337

£ $A0X]3 J0ADOILY IDX 01 OPUDW

0T *50dY

"DIFOUND § 10% Loz § Jo% 5909
1193 OAE, ,AMAZY _ADO®Z IVA AOLDO
=D9dY AQ00Q AATY AIOIAIDHIAZ AH,
.20\0200XD @ A10Ld S0 €501dgY ¢
Lgdy 12l10a10% 5m300dH IDH Sm
=32dprq 9abaioiava Lt 33 ‘DIpsA

=d303 AMLMIGAD 5101001 AZ 3Q 3%

{4
OA;;u
=m2 U 3ox% Dm3ggyp L 2D%x 50Q0 U
aMy3 PAzeamizy aDOYZ IDA A0LDD

g88L °PIqtT

=po0d¥ AQ9QQ A3ITL A30141D%343 Al

50\(0100¥D O AIDUO S fD04day @
v a b Ped 4

Lod® 1al10ar10% Smzoad 3IDUSSm

=330pxq 12ligiany Um 13 Ipjoszh

-C303 AMUMOQGAD 5101401 A3 J31

‘Lagoororiq W DIpgdH 201201039
Sty al xgo AgoX 2201 ‘lLagoo
=1Dn1Q [ pdDeDH Updo Smzgo DU
‘Uagzar SozoramyoriXapap LaqD
DAl *SUXah DU S0xudDO TIOMION

TR LagooIDNIQ Y TOTULO30 JUL
DODEDR Al ®a0 FQ 220u°LAQOO
o A 4 z 4 o

-90%9Q DIDEOx T Uedo Smigo 10x
LAagsr 5020120yDTXIDAD Lag®

DAL S SUXah goxn Soxudve TLDTEHEION



~168-

In the Tenth Act of the same Council Pope Agatho’s

Patristic Florilegium on two wills and two energies in Christ

includes an extract from APQ1,15 under the rubric,from S%t.

Athanasius Archbishop of Alexandria'’s discourse on the Inhomi-

nation against the Apollinarist@i

Labbe vi,841E=8444

fod bl o pl co 9 -~
€Tt aveyvwoln €x ToV aLTOoV

xwdtxfon yoAdue ToB dylfov ‘Abe-
vacfov dpoxiertondrov °AAeEav-

dpetac €x tol mepl évavOpunfoe-

we Aéyou xatd "AROALYAPLOTHY 0D
A doxfd:" 6 pév tpdérog Tob edoe-
RBolc"° E&xovoa oYtwg:

wgte tdv 'Addu dpxfifev Exhacev
$ @edc ui T ye obuovtov adTd

& 4 4 7
5&dwxe THY duaptiav;tig ovy ETe

xpela tH¢ €vtorfig; ®d¢ 66 adwdv
xatedlxaocev duaptioavta; nihg O
xal mpd T mapaxofic odx yivw-
oxe woAdv xaf wownpdw & °Addu

8y &mxhacev & ®edc éni dodapaiq

xal elxdve thic {6fag 4TdLéTMTOC,

groinoev advtdv 9bory dvaudptn-
Tov xal 8€AnciLy adrezoboiov',
ftue xpficue dAvreBAOM Spolwg
np8c BiBAlor v oduaTL KPOXW=
Tolc THic BLPALOOHKUNC VIrdox oV
100 vtabBa edayobe IaTpLapXet—

ov, xaf otoixnoev.

There is no need to repeat here the significance

APQ1,15, Migne P.G.26:112C

“Oote tév °Addu dpxfidev EmAacev
6 vebc, uhtiye obuevtov adtd

o&dwxe TAv dpoptiavsy Tic odv &t
o T -~ ~ o o
xpeta Mv tfig évtorfig; nd¢ 6€ ad-

t8v xatedinaocev duapthoavia;ric
8¢ naf mpd Tiic mapaxofic odx éyi-
vwoxe ®aAdv xad movmpdu & ‘AddN;
“ov Emhacev & ®ebg Enl dgbapoiq
wof elxévi thc £6Cac didLétnToc,
gnoinoev adtdv @dorv dvaudptmn-
Tov, xal 8€Anoly adrteEoboLov,

of this

external witness, which has been adequately appraised by P.Ch,

Demetropoulos., The reference to BuiBAfov év cdugot xpoxwTolcg

most probably refers to the yellow colour of the pages or to

material made of leopard’s skin., Whatever the case, AP0l is well



attested by the official Patriarchal Archives of Constantinople.
Thus APOl and APO2 are known as Athanasian in the seventh cent.in
three great Patriarchal centres: Rome, Constantinople and

Anticch,

16) Anastasics Sinaita ( ¢.700). The °06nydc, Anastasios

Sinaita’s great dogmatic mmnual,contains many allusions %o
APOY and AP02 (cf, the new critical edition in the Corpus

Christiancrum, Series Greca, Vvol,VIII, 1981, p.395 "index

fontium®”) and one explicit reference to AP02,10 which is
cited by the Acephali (Cf. Corpus..op. cit. p.215).

Angstesios, XIII,2 AP02,10, Migne,P.G.26:1148C

0% tadtny 68 pévov thv xphoty

Tp0EPoVoLY B¢ TOD dy. ABava-

ctov, dAAd xaf étépav TLvd

odoxovoav”’ "iptaTdy CaprwbEvIa

diyxa duaptiac xaf capxixdv 6e-= ...0{xa Capxtx@v BeAnudTwv...
Anudtwy® ‘H ydo 6€Anceg, ¢not, A ydp 6€ANoLg Bedtnroc udvrng.
fedtnrog wévn", domep nai 7

odofa wdévn tob Adyov.

It is not clear whether Anastasios has sctually identified

the above extract as coming from APO2. Indeed his comment

which follows the citation ( Tabta Ti¢ elpmuev,0dx Exw Adyeiv..)
suggests that he did not. This however, does not minimize the
witness of the Acephali to the Athanasian paternity of APO2.
What is interesting here is the change of Athanasius® udvmg

to udun which suggests the extreme monophysite point of view =
a point clearly perceived by Anastasios who argues in a way
reminiscent of APQ2 :-Taﬁwa tic elpnxev, odx Exw Aéyewv® Exelvo

4 ~ 2 b4 2 ~
8¢ Znfotapal xafl xnedrTw, dTL mi¢ avOpwrog wévny ovoiav Tod



®e0d Adyov unedtTwy v T XKovotd odx Exet Tevd xAfipov, o0d6E

o 2 ~ [« P o o i o o o D
Léooc €v Xourotd,d¢ dpvnadueveg T8 Mu€tepov odpapa nal TRy xad
fudc oBoiyv, By dvéraBev €x =hig dyfag nepBEvov xal GcotTdxov

Mapfac {ibid.p.215. Cf. AP02,5, or AP0L;9 and 20).

17) John of Damascus (AD. 675=749). John of Damascus® great

book IIny7 Tvdcewc contains two citations from APO1 and APO2
although it is not explicitly stated that APOl and APO2 are

two books. These citations are as follows:

1) Migne,P.G.94:1089BC AP01,16, M.P.G. 26:1124
8t 68 dandlc derNiaae ,onct

$ tepdc "ABavdoioc v TH natd
*Arohivaplov ASyw® d1d to¥to Avd tolto yde xal & Kbpiog

P73 14 ° ~ Q 04 ~ 4
& Kbproc Erevev® vBy ) vuxH Bheyee vOv § Yvxh pwov Te-
pov Tetdpaxtai. 16 6€ viv tod- tdoaxtat, xal xatddvvéde €oti.

] 9 rd P -~ o
16 éotLy, 8te ABEANOEV, Suwc T8 &€ vdv, Tobt’€otiv, &te MNOE-

névtor 16 dv émidefuvvtar’ od Anocev. “Ouwg pévrtor T6 v dre-

vdp T6 uf v d¢ mapdy dvdua- Seluvvto® o ydp T8 uh dv ¢
Zev, dc doxfoer yuvouEvwy TdY Tapdy BdvduaZev, wg doxfioet Aeyo-
reyou€vwyv©® gbocer yvdp xal dan- pEvwy TBvY yivoudvwy® gdoel ydp xaf

oefq td ndvte Eyiveto. drnee fqg td ndvrta €y€vero.
3) ibid, APO2,13, M.P.G. 2651153
xaf ped 'tepa, 0VOaudc 6€ Bed- 0bbapol &€ 6Bedbing

tne ndoc wpocietat, 6fxa mdo~ ®"dbo¢ wpoofetar O{xa mdoxavtog
YOVTOC OWRaToc, ohd€ Tapaxty  oduatoc, obte Tapaxfdv xal Admmy
xal AOTMY €mede{xuvtal,dixa Eride {xvvrar, dfxa Wwvxiic

@vxﬁg‘lvnouuéwng xal Tapagco- Mvmovu€vng xaf TapaTTouEvng®
uévne - obd€ ddmuovetl xal wpo- obte &dnuovel xaf mpoced-
agedxetat, O6{xa vofoewg adnuo- xetTat, dixa vofoewg ddnuovod-
votone xaf ®pocevXokévng. dAAd on¢ xaf ®pooevxop€vne® dAAD

vdp w&v uh Hrrheatte ¢boewg ov- ydp xdv ud Arthuate ¢boewg ov-
véBaive Td yivdueva, AN’ Eridel- VEBawve xd Aeybueva , SAN’éExi-

Eeyv Dndpfewg €ylveto. TS b€ delEetr DrdpEewc €xpditeto Td
AttAuatt eVcewe wh ovuBaivery yuvdueva.
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T4 yuvéueva, T8 uf dxovoiwg
zodta dnoudvery &MAOT.

A third citation from APQ1 is contained in the same author's

Teof By 600 BEAMUETLY 3
3% Migne, P.G.95:161A

gy doxf ydo widoac & @edc Tdv

av6pwrov, énoinoev abdbtdv @b-
ovv dvapdptntov xal SEANOLY
adreEoborov, xabdc onoiv 6

tepdc *ABavdoioc.

I7.2 The Manuscript tradition

AP01,15, M.P.G.26:1120

8v Emhacevy & ®edc éxi doBap-
ofq xaf elxdve tHc f6fag 4t~
61étntoc, érofnoey adtdy ¢dorv
dvaudptnrov xaf 8€anouy adte-
E0VCLOV,

Critical work on the manuscripts of Athanasius® writings

began with Bishop Frederick Wallis at the turn of the century

and continued with contributions by Kirsopp Lake, von der Goltz,

Georg Ludwig, Anton Stegmann, Joseph Lebon, E, Schwartz, Hans

Lietzmann and R.,P.C.Casey, untill Hansg=Georg Opitz produced the

fundamental work Untersuchungen zul #berlieferung der Schriften

des Athanasiusg, Berlin and Leipzig 1935. George J. Ryan outlined

the history of this critical work on the lKss of the Athanasian

writings in his De Incarnatione of Athanasius, Studies and

Documents, vol.xiv,1945 (pp.5=17), and provided therewith the

first critical evaluation of Opitz' conclusions producing at

the same time his own alternative clasgsification of the available

Mss. Further critical reappraisal of Opitz and Ryan were pro-

vided by the Scandinavian scholar Henric Nordberg in his Athana-

siana, Helsinki, Helsingfors 1962, whilst Martin Tetz, C.

Kannengiesser and Wilhelm Schneemelcher have made considerable

additional contributions,
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As our purpose here is not to examine and far less to get
involved withgthe intricacies of textual criticism, we can use
the fundamental work of QOpitz, which lists a2ll the Athanasian
Mss and their contents, to discover the place which AP0l and
APO2 have been given in the various Athanasian collections,
Our aim will be to find out whether these writings are well
attested in the Ms tradition of the Athanasian corpora and what
precisely the value of such attestation really is.

In Opitz’s general classification of the Athanasian Mss
seven groups are distinguished, which we shallApresent here
putting into parenthesis those Mss which contéin our two APO.
This will give us a general idea as to the strong or poor
attestation of the two APO in the Ms tradition,

1) The W-Sammlung

Txtyz(U) (M) (W (M) (L) () HTDb Anst.12

2) The Doxapatres text

(B) 0 (K) (A) (Y) (F) m d Vindobonesis theol.gr.2
3) Group @ ( 15%th century Mss of limited number of works)

4) R=S Sammlung

R (S) HE P (0) (H) Parisinus gr.475, Genevensis gr.29 No3
5) Group w (which hand down only the two works DION and ENCY)

6) Single Collections (not belonging to a group)

C(G) ZD(V) nvfplbdk

This listing clearly shows that APOl1 and APO2 are well attest-
ed in the Ms tradition of Athanasian literary corpora. Import-
ant though this evidence is, it is not as crucial as some |

of the testimonia which we listed in the previous chapter, since
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the latter go back to the 4%th and 5th centuries AD, whereas

the best and oldest of the available codices do not seem to

go back beyond the se¥enth century.

Ancther interesting piece of information deriving from the

Codices is the order of the two APQO in which they appear, and

also the titles which are used for their identification. A

quick investigation into the data provided by Opitz gives us

the following picture:

W=Sammiung:

(0)

(M)
(w)

(1)

APO2 mepf owtnpetddove énioavefac Ttob Xprotod xal Geod
udv xal xatd Amorivapiov . '
APQO1 mepl tfic cgapudoewg To¥ Xprotol xaf xatd *Armortvapsiov
The same as (U)

APO2 Aéyog xatd “Amoievap{ov

APOL Iepl tfic capxdoewe Xptotod xatd ‘Amoiivoolov

(L) and (Q) are 211 the same as (W)

The Doxapatres text

. A
(B) and (K) are the same as (W) in the W=Sag£ung

(4)

(¥)
(F)

R=3

APO2 Aéyoc xatd ‘Amorivapfov

AP0l without a title

is the same with (A)

APO?2 xatd ‘AmoAitvapiov

APO1 AByoc dedrepoc natd ‘Amohivapov

Sammlung

(8)

APO1 mepl =Tfic capxdoewc Tod GeolB Adyov

APO2 wepl Tfic owtnpuddove émigavelac Tob XptoTod

xatd ‘Amoluvapfov



(0) APO1 wep{ tfic capxdoewg To¥ ®eob Adyov
APO2 "epf THc ocwinpuddove €xteavefac Tod Xprotob naf
xasd "Amohnvapfov

(H) APO1 mepd ¢ capxdoewe Xprotod xaf xatd °Amoruvepfov
APO2 tepl Tic owimpuddove €ntgavelag ToU Aprotod xal
xatd ‘Amoiivvapiov

Single Collecticons

(G) the same as (Q)
(V) AP02 Adbyoc matd °Amorsvapfov
APOL without a title
These data indicate that APQOl and APOZIare not two parts
of the same work, nor is APOL %o be regarded as the first
and AP02 as the second orations dealing with the same subjectj
and finally that both APO1 and APO2 are refutations of Apolli-

narian doctrine,
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1.3 Versgions/Conclusions

Orientalists have discovered several early versions of
AFGL and APO2 in Syriac and Armenian., Both works were known
to Syriac and Armenian pounophysite circles from the fifth
century onwards., Complete Oriental versions of APOl have
been found only in Syriac and of APQO2 only in Armenian. The

forzer have been edited by R.W. Thomson in his Athanasiana

Syriaca, part iii, Louvain, 1972, on the basis of four Syriac

Mss: a) B.M, 0r.8606 (the first part of which is to be found

in Milan under the name MS Milam No 46), which was made in

A.D. 723 in Edessa. b) B.M. Add.12156 written on vellum in a

fine Edessene hand of the sixth century (before A.D.562).

¢) B.M. Add., 18813 written on vellum in a regular hand of the

sev;kh century and containing only fragments from AP0l. And

d) MoB., Add, 14531 written in vellum in a good Estrangelo hand

of the seventh of eighth century. The Armenian version of

APQ2 is contained in E.Tayeci's Discourses, Letters and Dia-

logues of Saint Athanasius (in Armenian), Venice, 1899,

In the light of the above investigation we may conclude
that the external witnesses to the Athanasian origin of the
two APQ are considerable and positive., Most clearly they
go back to the later part of the fifth century and particularly
to the monophysite/dyophysite disputes., It is also quite
possible that they vere known as Athanasian productions in
the fourth century, as it is indicated in the indirect yet

clear allusions to them in such adthors as the Apollinarian



Polemon, Cyril of Alexandria and Istidore of Pelusium,

It is rather significant that they are extensively employed

by sixth century mencpiysites and dyopnysites alike in de-=
ctriral disputabions (for instrance Julian cof Halicarnassus
and Severies of Antioch). DMore significant still is the fact
that they appear in the seventh century Archives of Constanti-
nople, Antioch and possibly Rome, and are given a prominent
place in the Acts of the Sixth Ecumenical Council., There

is absolutely no indication anyvhere in thié period as to the
inauthenticity of the Athanasian origin of these works, although
critical work has been undertaken (notably by Leontius) and

a number of false Athanasian attributions were exposed.

Finally the Athanasian paternity of AP0l and APO2 is clearly

attested in the Ms tradition which goes back to the seventh

century.,



11T
Internal Evidence

pp 177=227 III.1 Addressees and notions opposed

1)
2)
3)
4)
5)

6)

T

Lddressee/s of APOL

Notions opposed in APO1

Addressees of APO2

Notions opposed in APO2

Comparison of Addressees and

and notions opposed in APO1l and APO2
The notions opposed in APO1&2 and
those im. EPI

The notions opposed in APO1&2 and
those of Apollinaris

pp 228-239 IIT.2 Allusions

a)
b)
c)
d)
e)
f)
g)
h)

Paul of Samosata
Marcion
Valentinus
Sabellius
Manichaeus
Arians

Rhetorius

Other

pp 240-241 II11.3 Conclusions
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1) Addressee/s of APOlL

The first direct zallusion to an addressee is found in the
opening sentence of the treatise. ‘Ayannté denotes a person
who is intimately assoclated with the author. The following
sentences of the opening chapter note how the addressee had
"pecome aware of a very heavy weariness among those who seem
to be saying the same things”, how he turned to the author with
a request for an exposition of the faith, and how the author
has written this treatise as a response. The expression mepl
tH¢ év Muiv miotewc implies that both the addressee and the
author belong to the same theological camp. The fact that the
addressee turned to the autho~ with such a request, asking for
the right exposition of the faith and for an analysis of the
cause (alti{acig ) of the allegedly orthodox opinions, suggests
that the author must have been a person of authority in the TZhurch.
There is also a sense of pastoral urgency attached to the request
resulting from the fact that many unstable believers were led
astray from the faith (drax6évitec ol dothpixtor ) %o doctrine
procuring "blindness of excess and multiplication of evil". The
urgency is acknowledged by the author who writes about the
absolute necessity (éndvayxec) mainiy for the refutation (Toév
Exeyxov ) of those who promise a different understanding of
Christ. Reference to the "Fathers” and particularly phrases
like duoovorov (Tév ¥Yidv )Td Hatpi - Bedv &xneuvé; gx Beod
danBivod - térerov x Terelov - xateAbdvrta 6vd TV AuesEpav
owtnpe fav, capxwlévia, £vavBpwricavia, ®addvta xal dvaotdvia - 16

8tpemtov nal dvarroiwtov To¥ YoV upetd xpluatoc dLo-

plZoviat o, which are direct quotations from the Yicene Creed

of A.D. 325 and are introduced here in contrast to the heretical

Christological notions, betray the Nicene standpoint of the author
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as well as the addressee.

From APCl,1 to the middle of APOl,3 the author speaks of
heretics in the thivd person plural (t@v dp8dc ppovelv voui-
Zévtwy - oitiveg = obg - ovtoL 6€ 9acly - adtdv - ToVTOoLg -
Tobtwy td vofuata...) , but from that point onwards he addresses
these people directly as if the treatise was really addressed to
them. This change rumns consistently throughout the document
and only breaks down in the final chapter where the author desi-
gnates this heretical group of people as ol épeoxereiv BouvAd
nevor talc égevpdoese xal ob Aoyizduevol again in the third
person plural. This suggests that APOl is addressed not only
to a certain "beloved”, but also %o certain "heretics” who
in the author's mind seem %o be distinct from the former although
somehow connected with him. 'The direct mention of these "heretics®
which consistently runs through the main body of this treatise,
implies that the author expected them to receive
his views most probably through the "beloved”,

Expressions such as mi¢ Aéyete; wdc dvoudzete; Bhacenuelte -
xepLR{RTETE — VROAaUBAvOVTEC - VROT(BecBe - T{ pEpgecde - mébev
d1dax0€vrec - AAG mdAwv Aéyete - pf Aaleite AARE oToixeite -

t{ dvaudyxeobe - émixeipeite, etc., taken together with the
theological statements which go with them, suggest a close
familiarity of the author with this group of heretics and their
teachings. There is no suggestion however, as to how this
familiarity has been acquired. It is possible that the "beloved”™
referred to in APOl1,1, had communicated these teachings to him,
or it is possible to suppose that the author had had a document

at his disposal, which originated from this group. If the latter

were the case, it would be surprising that no direct allusion
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to such a document is made in the treatise. Two things, however,
seem clear. The author knows the heretical notions of his oppo-
nents fairly intimately, and these notions appear to be the views
of a group of peoplgigggﬁ a single person.

It is not clear from the text what the relation of the beloved
friend and these heretics is. It is implicitly obvious that he
was involved in discussion with them, hence his request to the
author for guidance. Further, he, like them, seems to be a
Wicene. The notions propounded by the'group are decisively

anti-Arian in as much as they emphasize the Godhood of the Logos

and make extensive use of the Wicene term homoousion to present

their peculiar Christological bent. Their Wicene stand-point is
explicitly acknowlgged in the phrase <({ Toivuv u€ugevBe °Ape L
avolg and also in the ways in which the author accuses
them of approximating and even arriving at the Afian position
regarding the doctrine of Christ: t{oa ydp gpovelte Tiv doepRdv
"Apetav@v ( 4P01,12 ) - pdtny odv *Aperavol copiZoviat... wdny
61 xal dueilc xad’étépav énivowav td Yoo Todtoig gpovobvreg ( APOL,
15 )- domep 6€ “Apetoc dmoruoBMoag...Ttdv adrdy Tpdrov xo.{ ﬁustg
( APO1,21).

Particularly significant is the phrase nai dueig ocvxogavtobvreg
Aéyete Rudc 6%0 Aéyewv viode xal dvpwrohdtpacg fude Svopdgete
( APO1,21 ), because it implies that this group, although anti-
Arian, had in fact turned against the Nicenes amongst whom the
author must have been included with accusations which did not
really apply. It =zlso reveals that the author could not have
been an Antiochene because he resists being associated with the
doctrine of the two Sons regarding it as ocvxogaviia. It is not

clear from the text whether the author included the beloved
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in the duef¢ of the above statement. But this is quite possible
in view of the fact that the second and last reference to the
beloved occurs almost immediately after the above phrase (i.e.
the, Tadta Eypala dyannTe. . Ene 167 ApdTnoac, AP01,29), This last
sentence is so impersonal, or sounds so impersonzl, that makes
one think whether the author includes the beloved with the here=
tics he opposes or consciously avoids mentioning names in the
hope that his addressee/s who belong to the same camp with him
might respond positively to his arguments.

It must be underlined that the identity of the beloved is
very puzzling. Firstly because of his anonymity; secondly because
he is only mentioned twice in the whole treatise; thirdly because
his position is neither directly nor indirectly clarified =
instead it is simply stated in a general and vague manner that
he inquired of the author concerning the faith and especially
concerning the new notions propounded by certain people with
respect to the doctrine of the Incarnation and who also remain
anonymous; fourthly because of the opening sentences of the
treatise which definitely refer to him in an admonitory tone
as they remind him of the o~thodox believer's approach (& Tpdrog
100 edoeBod¢ ). This admonitory tone,and in particular the
reference to the orthodox approach recurs once more in a totally
unexpected and even concealed fasion, as to imply a deliberate
attempt of the author to disguise his personal message to his
beloved. This ocecurs in APO1,13 where the word edceBffic is
employed once again in the third person singlular (6.6 od 6et
18y eVoepodvta Torabtatre xphodat éﬂuvoﬂatg)o although the context

demands the third person plural, since what precedes and what

follows this statement in the discourse is a direct argument
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and discourse presenied to a group of people. It seems that
the author intended his admonition for his beloved and not for
the group which he was openly though anonymously opposing. This
becomes incontestably obvious, when one observes how the zuthor,
wnile he is addressing a group of people in the first person
(cf his statement ©{ vydp Etepov map’budc elpnxe Mapxiwv...T{ &€
arro efpnxe Mavixato¢) abruptly changes the direct form of
address into the third person plural with the introduction of
fhe little phrase, totadtn wodtwy 1 doéBera, which would have
been very odd, had he not intended to contrast <Tovtwvy to Tdv
edoeBodvta, which follows immediately. This is in our opinion
a strong allusion to the author's concealed intention to admonish
his anonymous beloved indirectly by combating the notions of a
group of people which was closely and openly associated with
him. In view of the fact that the controversial notions opposed
in this treatise are of an Apollinarist provenaznce, it seems
highly probable that the beloved, who is admoniéhed to be "pious”
in his mind and doctrine, is in fact Apollinaris himself, as
tradition has always affirmed by inserting invthe original
title of thetreatise the supplementary phrase xatd ’AmoAivapiov.
It is also notable that some Mss have preserved the same supple=
ment but put in the plural, xatd ’A@oxavapuorévywhichgin the
light of the contents, is certainlj justifiable and not at
all contradictory to the former.

That the beloved is probably Apollinaris and that the notions
opposed are those ofthe Apollinarist school is furthef streng-
thened by two clear allusions to Antiochene opponents of the

present grouponThe characteristic phrase , xaf ol Aéyovrtec,
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wnich comes up twice, in APOl,12 and APO01l,24, is undoubtedly
designatory of a group of people propounding and defending
¢lametrically opposite views from those of the Apollinarists.
The first reference (&v: dAhog doziv & meedv Yide, xaf &\log

6 uh mabdv) relating to the suffering of Christ, represents the
a typically Antiochene propositionr. The same must be said of
the second reference which represents the so-=called prophetic

9 o @

Christological model of Antiochene Christology (d¢ éxn( &va 1év

REOQNTEY ERtLdeoMUNXEVAL TSV ASYOV), These two obvious allusions
to Antiochene Christological teaching and the negative response
to it both by the author and his opponents elucidates further
the latter’s identity. The author's opponents are diametrically
opposite to the Antiochene theologians and must be placed in

the group of the Apollinarists. As for the author, we have
already noted his Nicene stand-point; this fact together with
the reference to the so-called Rhetorius's heresy, indicate

that the author belongé to the Alexandrian school as represented
by the great Athanasius. The identity of the addresses; and more
precise conclusions about the circumstances of APOl can be further
determined by means of a close examination of their Christolo-
gical tenets which are so decisively opposed by the author of

the treatise.-

2) Notions opposed in APOL

The best way to summarize these notions is to provide first
a list of the actual statements, phrases and terms related to
these notions and directly cited or alluded to by the author.

We shall denote such Christological data by using the number of

the chapter and the letters of the alphabet.
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The above texts point to the following Christological notions:

1) Christ's flesh is uncreated (&xTt6to¢ ) 0+ heavenly (&€movpdvi-
oc ) or consubsiential with the Godhead (dumooloiog tf) 6edtnTi),
and became such either on account of the union ( <% évdoer ) with
that which is uncreated {the Logos), or on account of a transmu-
tation or conversion (€x peTamoificewg ),

2) Christ is a heavenly man (&v&pwnog gnovpdviog ), because He
has a heavenly mind (vo¥c €movpdvio¢ ) instead of the inner man
(& ZowbBev Gvepwmoc ). This means that Christ is not a perfect
man ( té€ievoc &vOpwmog) like all other men, because a) perfect
man implies sin and b) two perfect things cannot become one.

Put otherwise, He is not perfect man, a) because He does not
exhibit in Himself that which decides and leads the flesh in man
(t6 gpovody xai &yov THv odpxa ,i.e. the human mind) and thus

He is sinless, and b) because He assumed what is deprived of

mind (T6 dvéntov ) so that He might be the mind in it., In this
sense the flesh assumed by the Logos in Christ is mindless {(from
the human point of view) and divine.

3) Christ exhibits in Himself newness of flesh according to like-
ness (xawvétnra capxdc xab’buoiwotvy ) but not newness of mind; the
latter is exhibited in Christians by imitation assimilation and
abstinance from sin.

4) The soul is identified with the bloocd, or is subsumed under
the name of the flesh. Yet ifAcan be employed metonymically

( xatd pwetdepacty ) to denote man’s®mindless mind" { vodv mapdepova)
or "the concrete basis of sin®” (duaptiav évvndotatov),

5) The alternative to the above Christology can only be a divi-

sion (émaﬁpaonc ) between the Logos and the Son of David, or a

doctrine of "two Sons”. This would imply anthropolatry ( dv8pwro-
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Aatpefa) and Quaternity instead of Trinity (7Tetedda dvti Tpiddoc).
Wnere do such notions come from? Before we attempt to answer
tnis guestion we shall examine the internal evidence concerning

o}
the addresseesﬂand the notions opposed in APOZ2.

3) Addressees of APO2

APO2 begins with an open and direct challenge to the author's

opponents, who are addressed in the third person plural: ot...u7

oo o OLONOYODVTEG . o o NEYETWOAY ; TBG . « - DRELATPACLY, T VEVOHXAOLY. ..
The next reference to them is also idirect and occurs in AP02,2:
B¢ Tiveg memhavnuévor A€yovoi. But following immediztely after

this, a direct question is put by the author to his opponents:

i €pette... i,e,, "or will you say that..". From this point on
all the references to these opponents are direct ones and take
two forms, either citations of doctrinal statements deriving from
these opponents, or doctrinal questions put by the author to his
opponents as a result of their statements. Here is a listing

of them:

(iﬁ)1 etnate Tolvvv ®BEC. .. VKE LAHQaTE

KS)BgﬁusTg 8¢ tivie wmpdoxercBe, R Tivi Bondely RobrecBe; "H mdueu-
Aot yeybvate; Idor ydp Tolc Rpoetpnuévors abtpeTixolc 6vvnvéx8n¢s
driotficavtec T Evdoer” xal AVTLAEYOVTEC. . .XEXWPTIXATE . « . KPOPAO LLE~
MEVOL,

(41)1 T¢{ Tol{vvv ®popaciZduevor copiZeobe; T DmoxpLvéuevor vroxa-
AonTete xof oV QavepBc. NEYETE. ..

(é)g Tavtny mapfxer ThAY mebouy dudv & Aérog, mpogdoetr AeySviwv

d adtdédc wxai & adrdc

(47),5 xataréye v énuxerpelte ovkogavtodvieg xal AEYOVIEG...

(é)é a¥tn &otiv dudv # Bolepd dvatponrdi, Ay motiZete Tovg avopd
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(11)1 KB 0DV AEYETE, 8TtooobVa TS LEV.. . KEPOOGYNTE . « 0TS OL. 4,
AEYOVTEC

(11)% dand Aéverte

(‘Li)3 RBc oDV AEYETE...apetavdy Td ToralTa ToAufuata

(18)3 ot Toi{vuvy stfic dpuoovoidintoc THv Suoroyi{av VrRioxvolBuevor
7&Bc elc mdBoc *aBEAKETE .. .£0C RABOC HOUOEAUOVTEC. o s %AL o o o BLONO=
yolvtec |

(12)B el 68 Tabta obTw voelv Bodhedbe, ..
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These references reveal distinctive features of the teaching
and indirectly of the identity of the addressees. This teaching
represents a novel heresy which is related to previous heresies
( 3%, 48, 47y,

and makes use of accusation (42D 439 53)° It is a fatal devi-

Tt is secretive (4'). It is based on pretence

ation which deliberately misleads (44)o It represents private

44"y, It exhibvits

as opposed to ecclesiastical opinion (47D 5
common features with the teaching of Paul of Samosata (51)9
Marcion and the Manichaeans (5', 8', 123), and stands in direct
opposition to the mind of the holy Scriptures (91, 929 1319 i5,
17). Though it purports to be anti-Arian and therefore Wicene,
it is in fact equal to the Arian heresy in a number of ways (93,
9%, 92, 193, 123, 16%, 17). Perhaps the most important of the
above references are those occuring in 8ﬂ°and 13i°as they imply
that the author had seen or possessed written documents of his
opponents,

The above general features si@ply reveal that the addressees
belong to the Wicene camp although their views on the humanity
of Christ and especially on the Incarnation are now putting to
guestion their good-standing. Wothing else is revealed concerning
their particular identity. This however, can further be clari-

fied by a close examination of their Christological teaching.

4) Notions opposed in APQ2

As in the case of APOl,so here, it is of convenience to try
and single out the statements phrases and terms of the author's
opponents. It i1s even more necessary to do this in this case
- since the author alludes to written documents of his opponents

in chapters 8 and 13.
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The above texts point to the following Christological notions:

1) Christ is not from God and from man, but from God alone.

This must be understood in terms of the Logos of God undergoing

a certain change ( Tpomfv) in his Godhood leading to a "transmu-

tation or conversion into flesh” (ocapxd¢ peTamoilmoiv ),

or "likeness of soul® ( Yyvxfic duolwoiv). An other way of putting

it is to say thet the “ogos of God divided Himself (xaTapepisdag



gavtdy ) for the sake of an 'exhibition of flesh® (oapxdc éni-
dervELy ) and a"likeness of soul” (Yvxfic duolwory ). The impli-
cation of the above doctrine is that the name Christ really
refers to the Logos of God and His Godhood.

2) Following from the above, Christ's birth in Wazareth must be
understood in purely theological terms. It must be stated as
follows: "God was born in Wazareth"(®edv &v NaZapét yevyeviocbat),
or "God was born from a Virgin} or"God showed a beginning of
birth from Wazareth", or"God showed a %ransmutation of Godhood

in Wazareth"(uetaxofocww. ©edtntog ). Another way of stating the
above is to say that the Logos simply appeared as a man ( &¢om
d¢ AvBpwmog ),

3) The above Christology opposes the view that the Logos became
man by taking the form of the serwant. It is argued that if this
was the case , then two realities would be present in Christ: God
and man (6 adtbg xaf & adtéc) . In fact Christ would not be God
at all but simply a man. He would be a man "who is with God",

or “twined together with God”™, or "one who died for the world”,
or "one who is aprt of the world"”, or "ome who is not separated
from sin", or "one who rules over the angels”, of“one who is
worshipped by Creation™, or”one who is Lord and Lord of glory
though He was crucified”, or "one who hears, Sit at my right
hand”, or finally "one who is coming to deliver judgment”. In
the last analysis Christ would not be ome but two (odx Z7. &va
dANd 6%0 ). It is probably in the pursuit of the above argument
that the notion of "the division of persons” ( 6iaipedic wpood-
7wy ) is condemned and instead "the existence of God” ( Vrapfic
fedtntog ) is introduced as the only proper Christological cate-

gory. Such an emphasis on the ¥mapZic 6edtnroc helps us to under-
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stand the curious phrase odexa Ty dvurdotatov cvyxepdoas €avtd,

which means that in Christ the Logos diluted (ovyxepdoag) as it
were His Godhood into a kind of flesh which had no real human
creaturely existence, i.e. it was dvurdoztasog | Particularly
interesting here is the author's position which condemns both
the diaipeoic wpoownay and the one-sided VmapEig Bedtnroc , and

puts forward his pia Yrapgig ( he could also have said wita drd-

otacte ) 6edtnmoc xa.l dvOpwrdtmiog. (cf. the extract 10.a)-

4) That in Christ the Logos did not become man by assuming the
form of the servant or the human nature, but by appearing to be

a man by way of transmutation of His Godhiod (dvnp éx petamorfoewg
pedtntoc 8¢Beucduevog) is defended by means of the following
arguments:

a)y If Christ is a man, then He must be a part offthe world; but then
a part of the world could not be the Saviour, because a part of
the world cannot save the world.

b) Human nature is sinful: Christ was sinless; therefore Christ
could not have assumed human nature. To the objection that
Christ’s sinlessness was the sinlessness of the assumed human
nature which had sinned ow:ﬁng to the union ofthe latter with

the Godhood, the reply is provided that this kind of sinlessness
is not pure righteousness because it is the result of necessity
and bias, Pure human vighteousness , it is argued, can only be
shown by the Godhead appearing in the likeness of flesh and soul
and remaining uncaptured by sin; the captured man could never
deliver himself from his captivity. It is an implication of the
above doctrine, that man's salvation is not rooted in the renewal
or new beginning of his humén nature and man'’s participation in

it, but in man's imitation of God in Christ.



¢) The particular form of the general argument which states that
the Divine Logos could not have assumed sinful human nature is
connected with the notion of "human thoughts” (dvepdmivol Aoyi=-
ool ) or "the mental nature of man® (f voepd 10V dvepdrov gloig)
which are regarded as the seat of sin. It is argued that the
sinless Christ could not have had "human thoughts” or "mental
human nature™ which are sinful in themselves. In other words
Christ could not have had a mental soul; hence the soul which

He exhibited out of Himself was simply "fleshly” (capxixf Yvxhi ).
d) Following from the above, there is the argument that the
death of Christ is to be understood as the separation of the
Logos from the body which He fashioned by transmutation and out
of His divine Godhood. In other words the death of Christ could
only be the death of God.

e) Closely connected with this is what may be called the biblical
argument,which states that "the crucified Lord of Glory” (I.Cor.
2:8) can only be understood in the sense that the Lord appeared
as a man out of Himself and as such He was crucified; otherwise,
it is argued; it would have meant that He was crucified in His
assumed human existence (dvOpwmi{vn Bmapgig ), and therefore it
would not have been the Lord of Glory bdbut a man to whom the Lord

of Glory had been conjoined (mpd¢ avdpa ovvieen ),

5) Comparison of the addresses and notions opposed in APO1l and APO2

APO1 is addressed to?single person referred to by the name
"beloved”, Yet it may also be said to have been addressed to a
group of people who shared the same doctrine and who are directly
addressed in the text. It seems obvious that the "beloved” is
connected with this group; and that what the author writes is really

intended both for him and for them. The bulk of the treatise is
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intended %o be a refutation of "new cdoctrine”. As regards the
identity of the group, we have already observed that (i) they are
anti-Arians and {(ii) %that they hold views zbout Christ's flesh
and irndeed about the Incarnation which collide with the Nicene
definition. These views are summed up in two primary theses,
one avout the meaning of the name Christ and another about the
peculiar or even divine character of the flesh of Christ oweing
to i%s union with the Divine Logos. The flesh is qualifiesd as
uncreated heavenly and consubstantial with the Godhead, whilst
Christ is understood to represent "a new man” who is heavenly
and consists of a "heavenly mind®™ (the Logos) and a human
mindless and ensoulled flesh,

AP02 is addressed to a group of people and is intended to be
a. refutation of their wviews on Christ. It is clear that they
too are (i) anti-Arians and very likely Vicenes as to their
Logos doctrine, and (ii) that they hold heretical views concern-
ing the Incarnation. They see Christ as being essentially Divine -
in fact God the Logos = who simply appeared as man by wzy of a
transmutation of His Godhood into"a show of flesh and a semblance
of fleshly (as opposed %o intellectual or mental) soul”. Over
against this purely divine Christ the author holds that Christ is
perfect God and perfect man without any implication of diwvision
of persons or existences,

These general descriptions of the doctrinal Christological
positions of the two groups of heretics oppoéed by APO1 and APOZ2
leave little doubt that both groups are closely interrelated and
most probably belong to the same theological school. Both rzise
similar Christological questions and both advance similar general
answers,although they seem to differ in the details. Their precise

interrelation can further be elucidated by a comparison of their
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particular notions as they can be gleaned out of the texts

of APO1l and APO2., Such particular notions have already been
listed in the previous chapters of this section of the Disserta-
tion by means of consecutive extracts from the texts, and it is
to a comparison of them that we shall now turn.

(i) The notion of a conversion ( uetanof{roic ) in Christ.
Extract APO2,la seems to be parallel to extracts APOl,6b and
10b, particularly in view of the term "transmutation” or "con-
version® ( petamoinoec ) which occurs in all of them. Yet a
closer examination reveals a significant difference. The APO2
extract envisages a “conversion of the Logos into flesh®, whereas
the APO1l . extracts insinuate a "conversion of the flesh into
the divinity of the logos™. The "conversion" envisaged in AP0O2,la
is further clarified by a careful examination of extracts APO2,3a,
5¢, 11b, 12a, i6a, and 16d°.AP0293a reveals that the conversion
does not involve real human flesh (6{xa ocapxdc dvBpwnrivne ) but
simply a show of flesh caused by the division of the Logos Him-
self ( éavtdv xatapepfoac el¢ capndg E€mideLEry ). APO2,5c stresses
that it is the Logos' own flesh that is shown ({6¢av odpxa dei-
Eavta ) which the author takes to mean "mere semblance® (d¢ €v
doxfloes ). AP02,11b strengthens this understanding as it states
the arrival of the Godhood %"in the likeness of flesh®” ( éiniv-
oévat Thv Bedtnta £v duovdoer ocapxbg ). AP02,12a adds that
Christ’s flesh is a flesh transmuted by the Logos Himself out
of Himself ( €& €avtob petamorficag odpxa & AéY0G), and AP02,16a
calls it "flesh from heaven” (€& obpavod Tfiv odpxa éniber&ducvoc),
Finally AP02,164 asserts that this flesh is unreal ( not human)

because it was diluted as it were out of the Logos Himself (odpxa

Thv dvundéotatov cuvyxepdoas €avtd & Adyog ). These extracts show
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that beyond any doubt the conversion of the Loges into flesh
envisaged in the Christology of the group opposed in APO2 is

an undiluted docetism and amounts to a blunt denial of the rea-
1ity of the Incarnztion.

The conversion envisaged in the Christology of the group
opposed in APOl is quite different. Here the flesh is really
human - at least initially. It is the passible human flesh
which has "bones and blood and soul and the entire constitution
of the human body which is tangible and visible™ (APOl,3a); or
it is a flesh that derives from the seed of David (APO1,%c).

It is not by nature identical with the Godhead (AP01,10b) and

is used by the Lord as an external human instrument (APO1,15a).
But the most distinctive notion of this group concerning the flesh
of Christ , which is real flesh ensoulled with an irrational or
mindless soul, is that it undergoes a conversion or transmutation
into an uncreated or heavenly condition and even becomes consub—
stantial with the Godhead, and all that because of its assumption
by or union with the Divine Logos (APOl,3b, 4a, 4a, 6b, 10b).

In view of the above clarifications we may conclude that the
important term "conversion” or "transmutation™ and its application
to Christology is common to the two heretical groups opposed in
APOl and APO2, but the notions which these groups attach to it
are diametrically opposed fo each other,

(ii) The notion of the "birth of Chwist®.

Extracts AP02,3b, 5a, 5b, 54, and 18b appear to have a similar
import as extracts AP01,9b, 9c, and 20a. Both speak of "God's
birth®, presumambly meaning the Logos' birth. 3But here again
as in the case of the previous notion, there seems to Be an

important conceptual divergence.between them. The APO2 extracts



interpret the "birth® as a mere appearance of God the Logos =
which, incidentally, fits very well with the understanding of "the
show of f£lesh and the se%%ance of the soul", Contrarily the AFOL
extracts seem to emphasize the involvement of the Logos in the
birth of the flesh which is from Mary, placing such an emphasis
on the resulting™union”(&vwoitg ) = a term which never occurs
in AP02 = that the flesh is deified and the one born of Mary
is God. It must be said however that it is not clear when this
deification of the flesh actually takes place. The suggestion
is that it took place from the very beginning of the conception,
but a reference to thé whole economy of Christ and pariticularly
to the resurrection should not be excluded, Obviously the end
result in both Christologies is the same, but the procedure is
diametrically different.

(iii) The notion of "Christ as man®.
In APO2 we are clearly told that Christ is the Logos of God who
“appeared as man®” (Q¢6n d¢ GvOpwmog ), but not by assuming the
form of the servant (AP02,4a) and indeed not by assuming a parti-
cular man (AP0O2,4bcd, 5f, 9a, 10b, 12b, and 18b), It is argued
that if the latter was the case, there would be separate realities
in Christ, the Logos and a man (APO2,4b), and Christ would be
a man who became deified (APO2,4c), or a man who was with God or
combined with God (AP02,4d,9a), or evem a man related to God (APO2,
5¢). Also this would imply that a man died for the whole world
even though he would be only a part of the whole (AP02,18b) - a
proposition wholly unacceptable (AP0O2,7a). The meaning of the
statement "He appeared as man® is clarified‘by three other

statements., Firstly the statement that "He appeared a man out

of Himself (€& éavto¥, AP02,9a). Secondly that "He appeared a



man by a transmutation of His Godhood” (&vdpa €x peTanoificewg
gedtmroc d¢berobuevov, APO2,8e)., And thirdly, that "He 4id not
take up a particular human existence® (dvépwnivnyv Ymap&iv, P02,
%9a), i.e. real humanity. In other words®Christ as man®” is for
the group opposed in APO2 only a semblance of the Godhood of the
Logos as man. Further clarifications of this point are provided
by the extracts AP02,16a, 16c, and 164, all of which imply the
unreality of the manhood of Christ, or the docetic appearance
of the Logos of God as man.

¥When we turn to the heretics of APOl the picture is different.
They hold that the Logos could not have become perfect man { od
Téhesrov dvbBpwnov adtdy vevécbar ), becausefWhere there 1s a per-
fect man, there sin is® (AP01l,2b). By perfect man they mean a
particular human flesh or body which includes in it "that which
thinks and rules the flesh™, i.e. "the mind” (AP01,2b). For
these people then, Christ does not exhibit a human mind (APO1,16),
but rather the lLogos Himself acts as heaveniy mind within the
human flesh (A4P01,2b). It is on account of such a notion that
the flesh ceases to be like every other human flesh and exhibits
a newness (capxd¢ xawvéInTa, APO1,2b, and 20d)., In this sense
the flesh of Christ ( or the body) becomes "uncreated, heavenly
and even consubstantial with the Godhood” (APOl,2a, 3a; 3d,4abed,
6ab, Tab, 9abec, 10ab), and Christ is "a new man from heaven" (APO1,
8). He is also "the uncreated One, who sojourned on earth in an
uncreated manner” (APCl,6c). But this means, as the author of
APO1 puts it, that in the last analysis both the name of "the
body of the flesh and of man®™ are denied to Christ (APO1,10c).

It is obvious that both groups of heretics behind APO1 and

APO2 are concerned with the unity of Christ and both seek to



establish it by makirng the Divine Logos the ultimate reality
of Christology. Consequently, when they speak of"Christ as man”
they explaln away the manhood by appealing to the Divine ILogos.
But, whereas the heretics behind APO2 explain the manhood of
Christ by means of a docetic transmutation of the Logos into
a semblance of a man, the heretics behind APO1 explain it in
terms of a really human body which undergoes divine transforma-
tion. on account of its union with the Logos. We may say that
the former view entails the notion of a humah (albeit, docetic)
exaltation of God, @hereas the latter deteriorates-into a divine
exaltation of man or a perfect realisation of manhood in God.
In both cases however, the manhood is really incomplete ="mere
flesh™ or"flesh ensoulled with a mindless or irrational séul¥ in
the case of AP0l , and®a show of flesh together with a likeness
of soul” but without "human thoughts” in the case of the other.
The end result is the same, but the procedure is distinguisﬁable°
(iv) Ré%ons for defending a Logos—centred as opposed to a
man-centred Christology provided by the heretics behind AP01&2:
We noted above how the two heretical Christologies in AP0l and
APO2 reject the notion of a real or complete flesh in Christ
because they‘wish t0 safegqﬂ§d Christ's Godhood and unity. The
particular reasons or arguments in defence of their contentions
may be summarized as follows:
1) The argument from sin:
The heretics of APO2 argue that, if Christ is sinless ( a tradi-
tional premise), then He cannot be said to possess human nature
which is subject to sin and especially those human properties
which constitute the seat of human sinfulness. Extract APOZ2,

8s (cf., also APO2,9b) sta’tes,g'that there is an inherited habit of
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sin in the human nature. Extract APC2,6a speaks of "human
thoughts as the seat of sin®., Further extract AP02,8e stales
®that the perception of the human mind (dudvora ) dwells on evil
since man‘s youth”., Pinally extract AP02,%9c asserts that “man
is imprisoned in sin and cannot be freed™. The result of such
reasoning is that Christ only assumed what is sinless in man,
namely, "flesh” - but even that , as we have seen, was a sort

of human appearance of Godhood.

The heretics behind APOl employ a similar argument. For them
Christ could not have beéome a perfect man9 because where there
is a perfect man, there is also sin (,AfOIQZb)° Had the Logos
become a perfect man in Christ, He would have had in Himself
the same kind of battle with sin which goes on within men, and
He would have been in need of the same cleansing as men (AP0O1,2b).
It is further argued that since sin is located in "that element
in man which thinks and leads the flesh®™, i.e. “"the human mind"”,
the sinless Christ could not have had such human properties.

This reasoning presupposes the principle that "sin is natural®,
or that "it is inherent in man'’s nature™ (APOl,14a), or that "the
mind  is mindless" (vodv RopdopovadP01,21), or that "sin is enhy-
postatic, i.e. real existence (duaptiav &vuvrdotatov, ibid).

It is obvious that the argument from sin as employed by the
two heretical groups constitutes an incontestable proof of their
close association or their common logical and theological ances-
try. Of particular interest is here the close connection of
the terms "mind® (vob¢ ), "nature” (¢bcig ), “subsistence” ( Vné-
otacig ) and "existence” (¥map£ic ). They all seem to denote
the same thing, though they may have particular shades of meaning.

The term "subsistence" only occurs indirectly. It is contained



in the term dvvréotatov (APO1,21a) and €vuvndotatov(AP02,6z).
The former refers to sin, the latter to the flesh of Christ.
The underlying term "subsistence” refers simply to particular
or concrete human existence.

2) The argument from Soteriology:
The application of this argument is rather confused, so that
no clear picture of the heretical Soteriology can be constructed.
First of all it is said that Christ could not have consisted
of Logos and man, because a man is a part of the world and a
part cannot save the whole (AP02,7a, cf also 4d). Closely con-
nected with this is the wview that the death of a man cannot
avail for the salvation of all men. Hence the suggestion that
Christ was not a man, but a sort of divine or heavenly man.
That the Saviour Christ is a heavenly man and not real man is
further defended by the argument from his sinlessness and the
understanding of salvation as imitation. According to the former
if Christ had a sinless human nature it would have been such
by divine necessity and bias and therefore it would not be saving.
According to the latter Christ saves men by providing them with
a perfect example. Men must believe in Him and try to assimilate
to Him or imitate Him and thus be saved for otherwise pure right-
eousness cannot be achieved.( AP02,11a).

A parallel theory of salvation is propounded by the heretics
behind APOl. The same terms "assimilation and imitation” are
employed (APO1,2b and 20c¢), though nothing is mentioned about
"the part and the whole”, or the divine "necessity and bias”
in Christ. But the little that is said, constitutes a clear

indication of the common theological ancestry of both groups of

heretics behind the two APO.



2T

3) The rational argument:

This argument presented through the statement, "two perfect
things cannot beccme one”,and hence Christ could rnot bte the
perfect Logos conloined %o a perfect man, occurs only in APOL,2b
in a casual way and therefcre it is neither discussed nor refuted
by the author of APOl1. It is clearly an Apollinarian logical
argument which appears toth in Gregory Wazianzen's First Epistle

to Cledonius and in Gregory of Nyssa's Antirrheticos.

4) The argument from theopaschitism:

The heretics behind APO2 speak of "God who suffered and was
risen through ( or by means of ) a flesh” (APC2,11b,11c,13),
presurably meaning by that, that God suffered in His Godhood.

A parallel view seems to have been held by the heretics of APOL,
Extracts AP01l,3d and 5a also speak of a “passible Logos®. Yet,
it is not difficult Yo discern an important divergence in the
actual conception of this divine passibility, which is, in fact,
in line with the distinctive trends represented by the heretical
groups. The theopaschitism of the heretics behind APOZ is decisi-
vely connected with the Divine flesh and entails a doctrine of
death which is rooted in the separation of the Logos from the
Divine body. Thus the suffering the death and the resurrection
are divine, but their precise context is the divine humanity

of the Logos who became Christ by transmutation. On the contrary
the theopaschitism of the heretics behind APO1l is connected with
the Logos inasmuch as it refers to His flesh which has been united
with Him. Here again the death and the resurrection are under-
stood in terms of the separation and reunion of the Logos and the

creaturely flesh and the result is the latter®s deification.
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In both cases Christ's suffering is somehow the suffering of
God the Logos because Christ cammot be understood otherwise
tut only with reference to Him. The movement of thought is

different in the two cases, but the end result is the same.

(5) The question concerning the soul of Christ

Both groups of heretics applied the term soul to Christ, and
although they seem to have understood it similarly, in fact there
are significant differences between them. APO2 contains three
references to the heretical conception of the soul. Extract APO2,1,
which speaks of a "transmutation of the Logos in.’to.flesh”9 also
speaks of a change (7Tporf ) of the Logos into"a semblance of
soul™ (Yuxfic épofworv ). But extracts APO2,8b and 8d, which speak
of a "fleshly soul” ( vVvx#hv capxixfv), indicate that this notion
is the irrational soul which animates the body (cf. the extract
AP02,11b ) , and has no human thoughts ( Aoyiouof AvOpdmLYOoL ,6a@) -
In APO2,8b and 8d Christ is denied “the mental nature of man” (T1v
voepdy @Boty To¥ dvBpdmov) or simply “the intelligence of man® (T7v
duvdvorav tob dwbpdnov). Thus, AP02,18a suggests that the heretics
behind APO2 reject altogether the presence of a soul in Christ.

The heretics of APOl also seem to subordinate the concept of
the soul to the concept of the flesh., APOl,3d speaks of the flesh
as "consisting of bones and blood and soul and indeed the entire
body”. APO1,13b links the soul with the body and regards these
two together as "the outer man®. It also suggests that the soul-
body pair is synonymous with the pair of blood-flesh, and therefo-
re implies that soul here is treated as a synonym to blood. APOL,
20b speaks of "ensoulled body®, which suggests a purely phvsical

&
» 3 vm&
use of the term soul; and which is to be contrasted to a ”mindless! o
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The, heeelies s RAPod povied
ianswers employing similar terminology and reasoning even though

the material content of their arguments often seems to differ.
Gerierally speaking, they agree on the fundamental point that

the divine Togos is the key to Christology and therefore both
attempt to explain away tne human economy on the basis of the
Logos. The explanations they advance are different but the end
result is almost the same. Tae weight of their argumentation
seems %o be carried by the argument from sin = an argument which
does not allow the presence of a sinful mind in Christ = but
other arguments , especilally those concerned with soteriology

and theopaschitism seem to be equally central. In the las?t
analysis the main difference between the two groups lies with
their conception of the humanity of Christ, which is commonly
referred to by the names "flesh™ or "body®, and which may include
an irrational soul ( a physical entity) but never an intellectual
one (i.e. the mind). The heretics of APOl emphasize the exaltation
and deification of this flesh to the extent that it becomes
essentially divine, whereas those of APO2 emphasize its mere
human semblance or docetic appearance.

There can be little doubt .that the school to which these two
groups belong is that of Apollinaris, and that it is to the
history of this school that one should turn in order to establish
their chronology and dogmatic identity. The evidence from the
texts of APOl and APO2 is not sufficient for reaching precise
conclusions ., It simply corroborates the already existing general
evidence on dissensions and dogmatic divergencies within the
Apollinaristic school of thought. What is important for our
investigation is the conclusion that from the point of view of

the notions opposed in APO1l and APO2 it is possible that one



single author could have compiled These two works in orler to
deal wilth two different sets of arguments.

that now rewalins tc Te done Is to compare the two sets of
notions opposed in APOl and APOZ2 to similar nctions opposed
in Athanasian writings and to notions deriving from Apollinarist

circles.

6) The notions opposed in APQ1&2 and those opposed in EPI

We are obliged to undertake such a comparison because
certain scholars have claimed that the notions opposed by
Athanasius in his EPI zre the same with those opposed in AP01&2
and therefore Athanasius could not have been the author of the
latter. The claim of such scholars seems to be firmly established,
if one recalls Athanasius' statement in EPI,3 which suggests
his unwillingness to write anything more om the same subject:
®..o.now that my letter has reached this point, it should be
well to write no more.,.” But it has not been critically examined
whether the notions opposed in EPI and AP0l&2 are in fact identical.
The best way to proceed with our task is first to extract
and arrange the notions opposed in EPI in the same way as we
did with the notions opposed in AP01&2, and then %to undertake
the comparison. Thus we can single out the following data from
EPI relating to the heretical notions opposed by Athanasius

therein:
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T8y Yidv xaf GAlov Tév Tol ®eob Adyov;

4.a néeev Hulv éxfinGev elmely dg cdtor Cuooboiov elvas

8 o@ue the Ted Adévov Bedtniog; {ef. 2.a)

4, el ducodoreg & Abyoc @ oduaty €x yfig Exovte TV odoLv

4.c xaf elc £€tépav dodBeray petepxduevor odoxovteg el¢ odpxa

pyiheli)

xat dotéa xaf Tpiyac naf vebpa uaf Blov ©é oBua peTaBeBAfi-
o8ati tév Abyov, xal AAAEXBatr Thig (6fac eloewg (cf.2.D)
4,.4d bduoodorov Adyovteg TSy Adyov 1§ cduati (cf.2a,4a,4Db)
4.e 78 6€ elc¢ odpra petaBeBARicbar adtod Tod Adyov Tpomfv

oavrdzecteL ( cf, 2b,4c)

4,f el ydp duooborog & Abyoc @ oduatt (cf.2a,4a,4b,44)

4.g ef ye wab’dudc duoodoroc éxi TH oduati (22,4a,4b,4d,4F)

5.a ov ydo d¢ Tuvéce drevdnoav B odofa abrn tob Adyow

Tparkeloa ®epLeTunom (24)

6.a 8 udivota defxvvor ThHY Gvoswy TEV Aeydviwv eic dotéa xal

odopxa TeTpdedatr tév Adyov (2b,4c,4e,5a)

T.a od 6€oet tabra €yfveto (W yvévoito), d¢ TLvEg mAALY
drnérapoy ( cf. 2¢)
7.b ol ToMmificavtec elmely elc odpxa xaf 8otéa AANOLDOBaAL

tév Kdprov (2b,4c,6a)

So far Athanasius has opposed theses 2.a, ZObD 2.c, and
2d. In EPI,8 he writes that it is not necessary to discuss the
rest of the theses. They all relate to the "body” in which the
Lord came to be, and they can all be reduced to the two funda-
mental theses:

8.2 uf duoovolov (Tob cduatog) Tf BedTnTe
8.0 A tpanévtoc (tob odpatoc) elc dotda nal odpxa, &’

v capxi yevouévov.



However, Athanasius does go on to controvert the notions
2,f and 2.1, which suggest%s that his statement wepeTtdy TOV

Eaov ErTecBas fu EPT,8 may refer to other notions menitioned

] nl Q -
in LETLC

&

etus?® dtcuvinata but not listed in the general catalogue
drawn by Athanasius himself in EPI,2.

8.c ob tpaneic efl¢ odoxa (f. 2b,4e,5a,6a).

8.4 xatayvdoovtas £avi®y wdvtec ot voutoaviee ®pd THc Maplac
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elvar thv €€ abdtfic odpoxa, xaf wpd Tadine €oxxvar Yuxriv
dvepwrivny tév Advov, xal v adth mpd THg émvdnuifac def
veyvevhiodas
The above thesis is related to those in 2.f, 2.,h, 2.1, but it
appears to be somewha®’ new in as much as it mentions the word
Psoul”, Unfortunately the author does not develop his opposition
to this thesis. He considers his preceding comment about the
odpxa ZZoav and the éxrayyeife which is not Tdv dAdywy Zdwv as a
sufficient answer. The presence of this quotation implies that
the author did not treat all the subjects contained in the

drouvAuata of Epictetus,

8.e naboovias 6€ xaf oif eflndvrec ph elvar dextixfy Savdtov

Thiv odpua, dAd Tfic dBavdtov ¢doewc elvar Tadtnvicf. 2e).

8.f ot &nwc vBuvumbévteg O¥vacBar dvti THg Tpirddoc vevéobar

tetpdda, ef A€yorto €x Mapfac elvar 6 odpa. ‘Opoobsiov
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wpooBAxny ( cf. 2g).
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adTdy Tév Xprotédy nal Kdorov xaf ®edv...( 2k)

10.b xaf of mpdtepov dovoduevor Tév otavowudvov elvar @edv

gopdrbat (cf. 23)

1l.a2a %ept 68 Tob gavtdZeobal Tivag xaf Adyewv 8T, Gomep

o’ Exnaoctov Thvy mpoont@y €yiveto, obtw naf éni &va Tivd

GvBowroy €x Mapiac AAGev & Adyoc. (cf. 2k).

Most of the notions opposed in EPI are summarized in EPI,12.
They can be classified into two rival groups: a) those which
explain the Incarnation in purely Divine terms and understand
the body or flesh of Christ in terms of the Divine Logos and
His Godhood, and b) those which distinguish the Divine Logos
from the man who was born from Mary. The first group includes
the following specific points: 1) The body of Christ is con-
substantial with the Godhood of the Logos. 2) The opposite way
of stating the first point is to say that the Godhood of the
Logos was changed into body, i.e. flesh and bones and hair and
all the corporeal components of humanity. 3) In whatever way
one sees this, the important point is to perceive that the body
which the Lord put on at His Incarnation was not real (i.e.
naturally human) but docetic ( a conventional appearance). 4) As
a consequence of the above , one should say: that the Godhood

was crucified, or that the body is not from Mary, or that the

Logos made up a passible body out of his own substance, or that
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the body is Lordlly bedy and not from Mary, lest there is a
Quaternity and not a Trinity in the Godhead, or that the body

is coeternali with the Godhood of the Logos because it was actral-=
1y rcade from its suvstance. All thse statements amount to one
basic conclusion: the blunt identification of the body of Christ
with the Godhood of the Logos. We have seen that such an identi?‘
fication is indeed envisaged in the teaching of the two heretical
views opposed in APO1l and APO2. And yet the positions of the
latter are far more refined than the former, which seem to be
rather crude. From the purely literary point of view the notion

of Ya divine body which is homoousion with the Godhood of the

Logos” opposed by Athanasius in EPI,is closer to '"the notion of
"a heavenly body consiibstantial with the Logos” opposed in APO1.,
But from the point of view of conceptuality the "divine body"™ of
the first group of heretics opposed in EPI seems to be closer

%0 the "divine body™ of the heretics opposed in APO2, which is
substantially identical with the Logos' Godhood and is actually
formed out of the latter by virtue of a certain transmutation,
although in this case the language of consubstantiality is not
employed. That conceptually the "divine body of Christ™ in EPI
is identical with “the divine body of Christ®™ in AP0O2 can be

conclusively shown from the statement of EPIQZOfgéx tfic davtod

obofac petemoinoey £avid ofua wmadntdv & AbYo¢ which is parallel

to the statement of AP02,122a: £ éavtol petaxoinoag adpxa & Adyog

uExptr mdoove xexdpnxe. Such a dblunt and crude docetism is not
present in APO1l, where the consubstantiality of the body of
Christ with the Godhead is explained with reference to the
union of the body: (which is acknowledged to be from the seed

od David and from Mary) with the Godhead of the Logos (cf. the



extracts APOL,42 and 4b). In APO1 it is the u7 oloe ofost
eedtne *that tecomes 0eétmg v petanovfoewe {cf., the extract.
AP01,10a). Bu% on the whole the notions opprosed by Athanasius
in BPI, although they have cleayr affinities with the notions
opposeéd in AP01&2, they have nothing of the refinement or the
richness of the latter. With the exception of the HMariological
argument and the argument from the Quaternity, and perhaps a
dim echo of the notion of theopaschitism (i.e. that the Lorq of
glory suffered on the Cross) nothing is said in EPI concerning
the soul or the mind or the arguments from sotericlecgy, logic,
hamartiology and even theopaschitism.,

The basic tenets of the second group of heretics opposed in
EPI are as follows: 1) The Christ who suffered and was crucified
on the Cross was not the Lord and Saviour and God and Son of the
Father (cf, 2j and 10b). 2) Indeed, Christ is one and God's
Logos is another; or, the Son born of Mary is different from
the Son born of the Father before the ages; because in Christ
one should not see the lLogos becoming man by taking the body
from Mary, but the Logos coming to a holy man as He previously
came to the prophets {(cf. EPI,2k, 10a, and 11a). Such views are
also echoed in APOLl and APO2 but in a much more technical manner.
AP01,104 distinguishes the Logos from the Son of David and speaks
of it in the technical way of a Otatpeocig, whereas AP01,21D
speaks of the 6%o Y{ol{ more directly. In AP02,4D weifind.the
formula & adtdc xaf & adrdg, which corresponds fo the €tepog naf

Etepog of EPI,2k, but we also have a clear reference to the
man conjoined with God in "hrist (AP02,4c, 44, 9a, and 18a), or

to the technical phrases dtafpeotg Rpoodmwy (APO2,10a) and odx

€va aand 680 (AP02,12b).



In general the comparison of the notions combatted in APO1
and AP02 with those opposed in EPI does not imply repetition
and therefore inci}atibility of common ancestry of authorship.
The developed views of the heretics behind AP0l&Z demand something
beyond EPI. Indeed ore could argue TtThat tThey seem to have taken
into account { mainly those behind APO1l) some of the models of
Christology advanced by Athanasius in EPI in developing their
own heretical positions. It must be also noted that,unlike AP01&Z,
EPI is an open Epistle and betrays Athanasius® pastoral hesita-
tion to condemn and discuss fully every detail of the two rival
Christologies provided by the Memoranda of Epictetus. As he says
in EPI,2: “Now I am writing thus, afler having read the Memoranda
sent to me by Your Reverence, which I wish had never been written,
so that not even a remembrance of such things might be transmitted
to posterity...” And a little furiher, he adds: ® And although
it would have been right to impugn these views at greater length,
and thoroughly to expose the folly of those who have entertained
such notions; yet now that my letter has reached this point, it
were well to write no more; for one ought not further to work outl
and minutely examine opinions which have been so clearly shown
to be bad, least they should be regarded by contentious persons
as still matters of question...” It is understandable why Atha-
nasius would employ such an attitude in writing a public encyclical
letter on a newly instituted heresy. But would he not regard it
necessary to deal with such a heresy more thoroughly if it coﬁp
tinued to persist and if it was in fact spreading amongst people
who belonged to his own Wicene persuation? It seems quite reason-

able to suppose that Athanasius could have written APO1 and APO2

to deal with what seems to be similar to the first error opposed
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in his EPI, bul is in fact a much more sophisticated and closely
argued <“heory as to demand a thorough refutation. Athanasius!’

EPI does not embarzass in any way the Athanasiazn ascription of the
two AFPS. On ithe contrary 1T makes it more plausible and even

Nnecessary.

7) The rotions opposed in APOl and APO2 and those of Apollinaris

In this section we have attempted to compare the Apollinarist
Christological views behind APO1l and APC2 to those viewsrepresent-
ed in the extant Apollinarian literature conveniently collected

in Lietzmann's monumental work, Apoilinaris von Lacdicea und

seine Schule, TUbingen, 1904, reprinted by Georg Olms Verlag,

Hildesheim 1970 (pp.167-322). It would be a colossal task %o
compare every detail. Therefore we have here concentrated on
the fundamental notions without neglecting the significant
details., We shall deal first with the notions opposed in APO1
and then with the analogous ones in AF0Z,

1) The notion of odpE AntLoTog
In his De Unione,2 Apollinaris speaks of the body of Christ as
communicating in the designation of axtsoctov and 6efov which,
properly speaking apply to God: odx 8otiv (dfwg xtlouwa T8 odua
elnelv, dxdprotov 8v éxelvov ob odud gotiv, AAAE THg Tob dxti-
oTov xexoLvdvmrev erwvvnfac, xal T Téﬁ ®eod xAfjoewg 8Tt wpb¢
gvdtnra el ovvimtar ( Lietzm. 186,3-6). This is similar to ex-
tracts AP0l ,4a and 4b, but there is an important difference. The
"uncreated body™ of the De Unione is rooted in a strong sense
of communication of names ow:ing to the Incarnation, whereas
the similar notion of APOl is based on an ontological change of

the body into the substanme of the Godhead.
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A 1ittle further,in the De Tnlomne, 5, Apollinaris' thought
becomes clearer: Ouoloveltat O& v adtd ©d8 wév elvar nTLoTdu
v évdtnrr 0B dutloton, ©8 66 Gutvotov TH ovynpdoei ToD xTLoTOV,
ooswe widc €& Exatépov pépovg cvvioztapdung (Lietzm, 187,5-8),
Clearly wnat is envisaged here is a strong sense of communication
of names ow:}ng to the unity of one nature but without any explicit
ontological implications. The key thought is the fact that Christ
should be understood as constituting an indissoluble union of two
parts, one created and another uncreated, which does allow the

resulting union %o be called both created and uncreated without

dividing the parts or the names (o diatTéuvetar ydp obd€ mpdyumate

008€ bvduati, ibid, 187,2f). Apollinaris® further statement in

De Unione,6 about the Gntrotog ®eb¢ uTeoT meptBoli) eavepoluevog.

(ibid. 187,21) excludes the view that his communicatio notionibus
can deteriorate into an ontological monism involving ontological
change or confusion. The same doctrine is found in Apollinaris’
llpéc Av8dwpev Katd Kegdiasov Bufhiov, Fragment 132, which states
that: 0068 & Zatdp wtloua mpooxeLpévov 1@ dxtioty el Tob xtlopa-
to¢ (Lietzm. 239,19)., Fragment 143 comes very close to the

extracts APOLl, 4a and 4b, when it states: mB¢ T8 xTLoTédy AxTLoTOV;

d¢ vwdéy t§ axtlotw (Lietzm., 241,31). But Fragment 144 leaves
no doubt that only an unequivocal communication of names is
envisaged here: dAAd...AevéTw ®Bg T6 TG @ed xab &véTnTa TELOOWROV

rd 2 2 ~ P o 2 o ’ 2
ovvapbEy odx{ Bebc obv adtd; wdBg T8 TG dutloty %06 ’EvéinTa LWTLxHY

Evwddy obx &xtiotov oby abdtd; el ydp od xowvd ) dmwvvula, oDOEY
oVtwg fotat T8 cvyxexpaufvov ( ibid. 242,2-5). A little further
he clarifies his thought: xaf el Bavpdzet wdg T8 xtrotéy elc THY

70D dxtfotov mpoonyoplavy €vodrat, WOAAD udihov Erepog Oavudoet



denafwg, nl¢ T8 anteotov TH Apoeonyeple ThH¢ nTLoTHC capndg évoltar
(Lietzm.242,9-12) ., Finally Fragmen% 145 of the same work states
the following: ef & Adyoc odoE dvduactatr 6td Thv Euwory, Eretan
rwaf TRY odpuc Adyvov SvoudZecCar dtd THY Evworve dg 88 Adycc obmw
xaf axwrotoc, AAA’Ete Adyoc €x Tfic €vdoewe dreodvem (ibid. 242,
14=17). The same thought is conveyed in Apollinaris® Letter to

Flavianus, Fragment 148, where it is stated that the body of Christ

o8 ueténeoev €x tob whaotdv elvar elg T8 &xtiotov elvar, dAN’
Auwtar 6 dxtlotw, xaf @edv v xatd Ay Tob Adyov Evwory AnTLOTOV
dotry, H ®b¢ (ibid., 247,3-5).

Further evidence on the Apollinarian use of the "created” and
"uncreated” in Christ is found in Apollinaris® First Letter to
Dionysius. Chapter 1 speaks of the Samosatean use of these adject-
ives which applies the one to the man from the earth and the other
to the God from heaven (Lietzm., 257,1-6), Chapters 2ff expound
the position of those who accept the Incarmnation of the God from
heaven but speak of two natures, and over against them advances a
defence of a monophysi%e view of the Incarnation (ibid. 257,7ff).
In this latter view Christ consists of two parts, the Godhead
(tfly 8edtnta) from heaven and the flesh ( thv ocdpxa ) from the woman
which are combined into one whole ( €v,Tté 8hov). In such a perspect-
ive it is obvious that: o%te T8 utrotdy olua €Zn xwplc THc duti-
otov 6edtnToc, tva xwplZn Tuc 9bowy utrottyv, obte pfv & AxnTeoroc
Abyoc émedRuncey xwpfc oduatoc Tva peptZn wog dxtilotov obowv. €€
8¢ &v éxdtepdv ot xatd thv Evworvy xual thv odvodov uaf Thv odvbe-
ovy Thy dvOpwmoetdfi, €v xaf té Bvopa TG OVVOETW NPOCEQAPUOLETAL
drd pév T Gedtnroc TS Axtiotov And 6€ Tod oduatog TS KTLOTOV. .o
(Liet2zm,259,29-261,3). A little further Apollinaris states what

seems to be the diametrically opposite view to the notion of the
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"uncreated flesh of APOl: ...nal ®"dAty T8 dutrotov obze Ty

cdora Gutrotov mowel, obte pepuudc €xl zfic Bedrmroc uévrcg

Mvetas ( ibid.861,9-10) , and also, Ev Te T} cvvo€cetr péver

xal 8 clua cBia xaf ) 0edtng 6eéTMCo.. (1b1d.261,16f)., What

is particularly interesting here is Apollinaris' indirect allusion
to those who fail to understand his dogmas and engage in fruit-
less discussions: Does his admonition to such people ( pevétwoav
gv fovxtq Tde mepeTtde OVLMNTHOELC éuukévovmsggégigo) possibly
refer to monks of his who held views such as those opposed in

AP01? If not in this Letter, certainly in his Tomus Syncdicus

Apollinaris has in mind people who hold views like those opposed
in APO2, for he states: dvddepa odv & uf Aéywv &€x Tfic Maplac Thv
odpoxo xuaf tfic dxtfotov gboewg Aéywv adtiy xal Ouoodciov T@ Ged

( Lietzm, 263,10-12).

2) The notion of the flesh which is homoousios with Gods

It is again in the sense of the communication of names result-

ing from the union of the Logos with the flesh that Apollinaris

regards the flesh of Christ as being homoousios withﬁhe Godhead,
This is made clear in his De Unlone,8 where he states: oVtwg xaf
®ed dnoodoroc xatd T8 mveBua T8 dépatov, CuumEpLAaLBAVOUEVTIC TH
dvépaty xafl ThAc capxdg, 8tr ®pbc TEY Ged duoodoiov,xnal ﬂék@y
dvBpdrore duoodoiog, ovumepsiauBavouévne xat Thg Gedtrmroc TH
odpati, 6Tt ®pde T6 MUty duooboiov Hwlem (Lietzmann 188,9-<14).
Particularly significant is the explanation: odx dAiattopévng
TTic Tob odpatoc ¢boewg €v TH wpbg Tév Bed Opoovorov Evdoetr xaf
T mpovolq 1oV Suoovoiov 8vduatoc, Gomep obdE 1) BedTne HAhaxtar
obotc €v Tf nowvavig Tod dvOpwne fov oduatoc xabt Tf dvopaciq Thg
futy duwoovolov capndg (ibid., 188,14-18), It is clear then that

for Apollinaris the flesh of Christ is called homoousios with the




Godhead on account of the union with the Logos, or because

Godhood and manhood constitute one undivided whole; but this

flesh is and remains homoousios with our own , so that on its
accoun? and Dbecause of His unicn with it, the Logos Himself is
in turn called homoousios with us, Wo confusion is envisaged

here, but only a strong affirmation of the communicatio notionibus

or communicatio idiomatum, which works both ways, from the Logos

to the flesh and from the flesh to the Logos. Exactly the same

point is made in Apollinaris®’ De Fide et Incarnatione 3,4,and 6

(Cf., Lietzm. 194,15-19, 195,17=22 and 197,17-19). In his Zvi-
Aoyiopoi Apollinaris argues against the consubstantiality of the
Logos with the body on the ground of their union (Cf. Fragment
112, Lietzm., 233,32f), or on the ground of the visibility and
tangibility of the body (ibid. 234,1=6), or even on the grouﬁd
of God's incorporeality (ibid.234,6-7), and he also stresses the
point that the Son remains consubstantial with the Father even
when He becomes united with the flesh ( ibid.234,8-10). The
central thesis of this book as far as the application of the

term homoousios to Christology is concerned, is that on account

of the union one does not shrink from calling God consubstantial
with man or man consubstantial with God (ibid. Fragment 114 234,
25=29): bdbut in the last analysis and inspite of this double

exchange of attributes, one should unequivocally state : o®x
§pa duoodorov dvBpwnfvw T8 Betov ( ibid, Fragment 115, 235,16f).

The above statements of Apollinaris clearly demonstrate that
in his view of Christ there is a double sense of consubstantiali-
ty, one human and anotker divine, which is owed to the union of

the Logos with the flesh. This however, does not involve a

confusion of substance , but is to be understood as a communicat-



ion of two sets of names resulting from the combination into

a cerbain unity of two sets of realities. This view=point is
repeatedly asserted by Apollinaris and the following texts can

ve singled out as witnesses: Fragment 126 of Apollinarius’ Letter
to Diodorus (cf.lietzm. 238,9-12);: Fragments 959, 160, and 161

of Apollinaris® Epistolz ad Serapionem which acknowledges Atha-=

nasius® EPI ( ibid. 254,3f, 254,19ff); Fragments 162 and 163 of
Apollinaris® Letter to Terentius (cf. ibid, 254,31 = 255,9 and

255,11=14); Fragment 164 of Apollinaris® Letter II to Dionysius
(ibid, 262,13=16),and finally Apcllinaris® Tomus Synodicus which

anathematizes "whoever says that the flesh is not from Mary but

from the uncreated nature and regards it as homoousios with God"

(ibid, 263,10=14, cf, also 262,28=30). The last three texts
reveal that Apollinaris' views on the application of the homo=
ousion to Christology were misunderstood in his own circles and
therefore he had to clarify his position using very precise
language and arguments., There is no doubt that the keys to his
views here were on the one hand the union of the Logos with a
creaturely human flesh in a way that neither could be seen
separately, and on the other hand the ensuing communication of
idioms. St Gregory YNazianzen in his Egistola ¢ciI to Wectarius
speaks of a wtuxtiov TOU ”Aﬁokh&vapéovhhich teaches that the
flesh of Christ was not éﬂﬁuwnxog xat 'ofxovoufav, but was in the
Son from the beginning : étdyxave mpoaiduioc xaf ovVYQLOLWREyN
(Cf. Lietzm, 263, Fragment 115). This view does suggest that
Apollinaris did hold at some time aﬁheretical understanding of

the homoousion applicable tc Christology, but such a suggestion

finds no warrant in the extant works and fragments of Apollinaris.

Should one suppose that Gregory's =wtuvxtlovrepresents early
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Apollinarian literature? Or should one just assume that such
heretical views as envisaged by Gregory and APOl&Z were in fact
derived from Apcllinarist circles who failed to understand their
teacher’s doctrine? We are inclined to accept the latter alternzti-
ve on the basis of two considerations; firstly on the considerat-
ion that Apollinaris'® statements did lend themselves to min-
understandings; and secondly, on the observation that there is
explicit referenceto this effect in the literature of Apollinaris’
disciples. Perhaps the best evidence for‘the former considera-
tion is Apollinaris® Fragment 153 from his Discourses, which

represents an extreme statement of communicatio idiomatum:

dvandptntoc obv & Kbproc 3Inooﬁg Xprotée ®d¢ ®ebc naf petd T
caprdc Suooboroc 1@ wdvy @ef, wpoatdviog dnuiovpydc® T € odpg

¢ @coY odpE ®edc, B¢ Suoovoiov T@ ©ed, wépoc Mvwpévov adTd
SuooBorov T @ed ob xexwprouévow® oV06E vdp uexwptoudvwg 0VOE wivelsc
Ta, 0draldutwe Bomep QvOpwrog LHOV adrevépyntov® 8 uév ydp ®eb¢
nowvav(iq Tf¢ ocapndg & uf &v xad’avtdv Qubpwrog, N 6€ OApPE xHOLVW=
vig Ttod ®eob ) pf oboa xab’davtiv @edc. xafl td pév ocapxi €nd-
ueva kdvita €védimti capudc toxes & ®ebc, Td 6€ ®cob Tdva TH Wpde
@edy &vdoetr mpoohaupdver 1 adpg (Lietzm. 248,18-27). As regards
the evidence for the heretical application of the language of
consubstantiality to Christology among the disciples of Apolli-
naris we may cite Vitalis® De Fide (cf., Lietzm. 273,14-16),
Timothy of Berytus' Letter to Honorius (ibid. 277ff, cf. also
279,1-8 and 285,20-24), Jovius' testimony (ibid. 286,19-287,9)
and most importantly Valentinus' Keodhata droroyfag mpdc Tolc
Aéyovrac edoxetv Mudg Spoodoiov T8 eBua TH Ged (ibid.287ff).

This last Apollinarist work contains very important information,

not only because it exposes the heretical understanding of the
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homoousion by the Apollinarians Timothy and Polemius(ecf., 288,12~
17 and especially 23=26), but also because it reveals that this
issve was a great cause of division among the early disciples of
Apollinaris, even before Timothy and Polemius, to such an extent
that Apollinaris himself had %o intervene (& yvdp Tptg paxdproc
d1ddonaroc fudy ‘Amorrsvdpiroc BAracefiwove xaf waviddeve €yvodowc
drexdhecey todc Aéyoviag Suoodorov T8 oBua Tob Kvpfov T Gcdtnte
ibid. 291,13ff) and so did Athanasius < most obviously a reference
to Athanasius® EPI, because it contains the phrase, Eieyew d¢ €E
§oov dvagavévtac todg TohwRoavtag elnety Spcodorov 6 €x Maplag
a@ua Thc Oedtrtoc, which appears in EPI,2 ( cf. Lietzm. 291,16ff).
The reference to Athanasius’ EPI might lead one to ask why
Valentinus made no mention of APC1l which discusses the heretical

understanding of the homoousion that Timothy and Polemius seem

to have held. Does this not constitute evidence that APC1l was

not Athanasian, or perhaps that it was not even known to Apolli-=
narians? The answer must be negative. Valentinus had good reason
to refer to EPI and not to APOL because the former had condemned

only the heretical notion of the homoousion , whereas the latter

had also condemned the most distinctive Apollinarist thesils
concerning the replacement of the mind by the Logos in the
humanity of Christ which Valentinus upheld. Indeed it seems
that for the same reason Apollinaris himself referred to EPI
when he wrote to the Alexandrian Bishops exiled at Diocaesarea
shortlyAafter the death of Athanasius,

Before closing this chapter we must note that the extant
Apollinarist literature nowhere speaks of an émovpdviov odpxa
as APOI does; but the notion is not impossible to Apollinarist

doctrine and especially %o its strong application of the
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principie of communicatic idiomatum.

3) £ odpavoB T8 olpa
This rnoticn carnct Ve traced in Apollinarig® literary remains,

Irn his De Fide et Inmcarmaticone Apollinaris explicltly denies that

"the flesh of txe Lord is from heaven® (lLietzm. p.194,15ff). In

his Anacepazalaiosis he does say that "no man's flesh is said to

ke from heaven, as Christ®s flesh is", but he immediately explains
that this is said "on account of the Godhood vwhich assumed the
flesh", and he also concludes with the statement, o¥twg obv xaf

8 odpavod Aéyetar 8id T8 HvBodar G EE obpavod (Lietzm. p.243,
20=24), Fragment 154 stateé that it is not the flesh and Godhood
together that are from heaven, but that the flesh is united with
the heavenly Godhood and thus is called heavenly and is worshipped
on account of the wership which is rendered to the heavenly God
(Lietzm. p.248,30ff). In his Letter to Terentius Apollinaris

even anathematizes those who say "that the flesh came down from
heaven and not that it was united with Him who is from heaven
(Lietzm. p. 255,11-15). Ue could cite many more examples from
Apollinaris® texts to illustrate the above point, but this is not
necessary. UWhat we might add here is a reference to Apollinaris’
familiar notion of Christ as "the man from heaven®, which, as he
explains, does not involve a crude notion of a "flesh from heaven®
(ibid. 209,13ff, or 259,5ff), but that there is in Christ"a heaven—
ly mind which is united with human flesh and soul® (ibid. 210,23ff).
What however, Apollinaris denies, some of his pupils seem to have
held., Timotheus in his Epistle to Prosdocius condemns those who

say "that the flesh is from heaven®” (Lietz. p.285,20ff), and so
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does Valentinusg in his Capilta Apclogise for those who hold the

viey that "the flesh is from above and eternal® (Lietzm., p.289,18).

4} uewarotnoug
This werd dcoes mot occur in Apollinaris' extant literature and
Fraginents., Indeed the notion suggested by it seems to have been
enplicitly condemned by the Laodicean (Cf, Lietzn., 261,1ff, or
192,2ff and especially 247,3ff).

5) setpdda dvtf Touvddeg
This argument does not appear on the pages of Apollinarié” literary
remains, but it does have a place in the literature of his disci-
ples (Lietzm. 296,8-9 and 12-15).

6) 6 Eowbev v HuTv GvBpwrog
There is no such expression in the Apellinarian literature whether
that of Apollinaris himself or his disciples',

T) voBg énovpdviog &v Xprotd
The actual phrase does not occur in Apollinaris’ wofksg but the
thought is plainly presented and occupies a prominent place im
his doctrinal Christological system. In Fragzent 25 Apollinaris
says "that Christ has God as mind® (Lietzm. p.210,23), which is
conjoined to soul and flesh and is thus called heavenly man. In
his Letter to the Alexandrian Bishops exiled at Diocaesarea,
Apollinaris openly states "that the Divinme Logos did not assume
a human mind which is changeable and easily captivated by dirty
thoughts, because He himself was a divine immutable and odpdviog
vo¥g (Lietzm. p.256,5-7). But see also Fragments 69,71-T76 and
97 of the Apodeixis which clarify Apollinafis“ understanding

of the heavenly mind in Christ (Lietzm.pp.220-222 and 229).
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8) 16 dpyavindy mepldycv oyfua
The actuel phrase does not appear in Apollinaris’® works but
the notion of the kcdy as Bovyawey of the L@g@s‘is well known
to the Apcllinarian theclogy (Cf. Lietzm. pp. 205,23, 206,3, 235,
24fL, 236,2 and 246,3),

9) quowxd B duapTla
Again the actual phrase does not occur in Apollinaris, but the
thought that man is sinful and that Christ as Saviour could not
be a man, is certainly his, (Cf., Lietzm. pp. 222,11-12, 228925ff9
and 243,14-16). It should be also pointed out that there is no
trace of the phrase quoptfav €vvrdotatov in Apollinarian literature
either.,

10) 660 Téreva €v vevécBatr oD dVvatat
The argument is present in Apollinaris’ literary remains, although
it is expressed variously (Cf. Lietzm. pp. 224,16-17, 228,14-15,
232,17ff), Indeed for Apollinmaris Christ is TéAecog ®cb¢ but not
a perfect man,

11) ©8 gpovolv xaf T8 dyov Thvy odpxa
The closest Apollinarien phrase that we could find to the above one
is t8 urvodv xafl Gyov which occurs only once (Lietzm.p.232,11).

12) ®@edc éx Maplac
The actual phrase does not occur in Apollinaris but it is not
impogsible to his vay of thinking as ve can.gather from statements

from Amnacephalaiosis, 17 (Lietzm. p.244,19-21) and Ad Jovianum

(ibid. 251,13ff).

13) navvérnta 8ud pruficewc,or xab’Suofwaory gapxde xatvéinta
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The vord xatvdtng appears only once in Apollinaris® extant
literary remains (Lietzm. p.284,20). Mfunote does no% occur
2% all, waile d¢uofwoic appears a fev tHimes in the context of
sotericlogy es in APOY (Cf., Lietzm. pp.168,9, 179,7, 208,9 and
263,9) .

14) Finally the argument against the notion of 680 Yiod¢
in Christ in APQl can te traced in Apollinaris®’ own argumentation
(Lietzm. pp.257,3 and 253,5).

As far as the notions controverted in APQ2 are concerned we
have found no traces in Apollinarian literature to most of them,
The thought and the basic tenets have a certain Apollinarian
ring about them, but the phraseoclogy does not match with anything
that is availableg As an example ve may mention here the under-
standing of the term “Christ” in APO2 and in Apollinaris, APO2
states that ®cdtnroc Toiov T8 Xprotdeg Bvousm . What we find inm
Apollinaris on the other hand is a series of arguments in defence
of the contention that obx &pa &vbpwmoc & Xpiotde (Cf. Lietzm.pp.
242,29 243,3f, 243,12, 243,16, 243,20, 243,22, 243,26, 243,29 etc).
But Apollinaris® syllogisms on this topic ean be quite confusing.

In Anacephalaiosis, 17 (Lietzm, p.244,6ff) he seems to be saying

on the one hand that Christ is God and man and on the other that

He is God. The statements here comply to a certain kind of
rhetorical dialectic, which is common toc Apollinaris® way of
thinking and arguing, but one can easily perceive how such
rhetorical statements can be misunderstood by incompelent discipleg

vho may then find themselves defending the crude notions of APQ2.
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I11.%5 Allusions

Both 4APCI and APO2 make a number of allusicns to variocus
meretics and their particular doctrimes. With the exception
of one reference to Rhetorius im APQOL and to Proteinus in
P02 , both treatises allude to Paul of Samosata, Marcion,
Valentinus, Arius and the Arians, Sabellius and Manichaeus.
Do such allusions contribute anything to the question of iden-
$ity or diversity of authors? Alsc, could any of them be traced
in or be pafalley%%o any of Athanasius’ texts? In the following

lines we shall attempt to answer these two questions.

a) Allusions to Paul of Samosata

~ o [ ~ e “« , P
1He Ayete 6edv, wg Iadro coo W¢ lalhog 8 ZaepooateVc Pedv

T

6 Sapooatedg; Todto ydp THg dx tfic Napddvov duonroyet, Gebv

’ 9 -’ P r'd » I'd ” o~
dxe {vov doeBelag T8 wpdoxnua, éx NaXapsét d¢bévico, xal évtelbev
68y Suoroyelv Tév €x Maptac, ¢ drdpfewg ThHv dpxhv €oxnxdta,

3 o P 4 Vd 9 2 rd e [
Tod alwywy UEV TPoopLchevTa, xal apxMyv BooLAeiay RAPELANGOTA
gy &€ Maptac ThAY dpxhy Tig Adyov &€ dvepydv € odpuvod,
dndpEewe doxmxdta. Adyov 8¢  xaf coofav €v aVT@ duoroyel’

dvepyf €€ ovpavod xafl cogplav  T§ pév mpoopLoud ned aldvwv

gv adtl Suoroyel, mhelov map’ OBvta, T 66 dndeser €x HaLapét

dudg xapuiduevog xatd TRV dvaderxsévra’iva el ein onolv
4 ~ ] P d 0 ar [ ~ [ 4 » ’ o P Q A m
EavTob QUELELGY WAREP VUELC, 0 ENL mavta ©ed¢ ¢ llatnp. Tok-

réyete vody drovpdviov &v ad- adTn TobTov W acéfera.( APO2,3)

patt euyixy. ( APO1,20 )

ZaBéAhitoc 6 ToU 2apooatiwg
Iabdrov xaf T@®v xat adtdy éni-
dEde LuTAL TNV YVWuUNY, Oed0oLXWG
vydp Thv €& ‘Apefov dialpectv,

T AvalLpeTLxy xaTaréntwxe ®ALVT.,
(4P02,3)

Etxate Tolvvv, mdg AEyete ®edv
% NaZapét yvevyevhobat, Tfg Hed-
TToe b¢ ApXNV YeEVEQEwC AR@YYEA-
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hovteg xard Haliov T8y Tauoca-
TEQ. .. (AP02,5 )

000TOD O¢ Zapooatéwe INadiov
wat Tob Aeyou€vov dwTtervod xaf
TRy %ot adtodg ot ’dxiatlav 6eb~
Tntog €xnecdéviwy ( AP02,19) .

obviously the above statement from AP01,20 is strikingly close

to the first ome from AP02,3. The fact that they are not identi-

cal skggests identity of authors. Now, Athanasius alludes to

Paul of Samosata in cmu 25 38, CAR2,13,43, CAR3, 26 DECR, 10,24,

SYNO, 433 45 , 47, ENCYQ4 HISTO,14, APOL/CAR,6, ANT,3,6, MAX93

(we may also mention here CAR4,30,31,32,34,36). Many of the Atha-
nasian references seem to be close to the thought of the above
extracts from the two APQ,but the closest parallel is to be found

in SYNO,45:
’Ene1dn ydp 6 Zapoaatede £9pdvet un SEVQu npd Maplac Tév. Yidv,

9 2D 9 9 _ e 9 , 9 o R e L EEU . @ [ Py .
ar\ AT aQVTTC apPXNV BOXT]KSV(},L TOvV Sf.VCLL, 'COD"COU SVSKSV oL TOTE -

cvveABdyTeg xaBsT AoV név @vtdv xal aupetnxov cﬂewnvava.o THY
PpoVT{dGo . o

Other important Athanasian allusions to the:Saﬁdsatean which
imply connections with the allusions from AP0l and APO2 are the
following: s

Bt uf &pa xatd tév Sapocatda wndé stvat avwéw nply &vOpuwrov
 yevéobar eimovev ( CARL,25) .

ooo@Vdyxn Aveuv adtole pndé elvar mpdé Tobtov adtdv, dANd TéV

Enov &vBpwmov elval ¢boer, xal pndév mwAov. AN odx Eott TolTo
Thic ExxAnofac tob &€ Zauoacatéwc €oti xafl t@v vdv ‘Iovdaiwv
ppévnua ( CARL, 38 ).

E{ uév odv vopiZovorv, 8T xal rplv_yévnran avOpwrog xat oTav-

’ ’ ) 2 I - 2 3 I rs 3
pbv Vropetvn oﬁm%v Kbprog xat BaoulAelg xai. ZWTTP, glhq To1E
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apxnv soxa toD elvat Kdproc yvidtwoav &ti td Tob Eauooaméwg

8% gavepo® mdAiv @O€yyovta phuata (CAR2,13),

©d dvBpdriva "Ity To¥ Zwtfipoc dxoboviec xal BAémovieg €v Tolc
edayyeriotg, grerdBovro TE€heow xatd Tév Zauocatéa THg Matpuxfc

@eéwnwog;moﬁ Yi0Deo . (CER?&?S ).

dxSrovOay 88 wAAiv nv cwpaT EXBE GUTOV xpnu@mnfovra w1y xpvpmt
Tfg Bedtnrog, tva ufg & Zauooamevs ﬂpomqouv eupn avepmﬂov adTdéy
Aywy, d¢ dAhov dvta wapd TV Sedv Aéyov (MAX, 3 ),

(b) ﬁllus1@ns to Marcion

7¢ ydp &vepov ﬂapbﬁdag etpnrev
MaprwV° ouxf ovouvogavég T8
owua gv ououwost avepwﬂtvg wa b
odx dnpeiq; (APO1,12).

Nd¢ tolwuv Ayete g Mapxfwv
Qe by Enydnurcavta %ol @aév

dBuydc _mpogernivddta, pBoLY

Exovta dven{dextov capxde dv-
Opwntvng; ( APOL, 20),

Mapxuwv 65 xaf Mavuxacog @eéu
SﬂbbnuﬁOQVTG £ Hap@évov xaC

,aebng ﬂpooaknku@omu XGLLQVSKL-

éexmwg sxovma xonvwvnoau wvoeu

avepwﬂﬂvn, Tn aﬂo%&ﬂthufq tH

dpaptly xai droxetudvy tf dpxov-
Tt TT¢ naxfac 6ﬁo%sﬂosman, xa €
ox &otat xwplc duaptlac &
Xptotéeg® &lh”étav o&pka EnLde-
detxOatL €& aauwou xae éuofmouv

e ﬁeéhnoev eg ovpavov 6¢65Loav

wal ¢ . ovpavovg prﬁoaoav wal
656Tn1t Shnv o%oav ( AP02 39 . '

.;;nrwng oapxég,Tnv Yévvnonv

agvovgavo xatd Mapxiwva xaf Tolg
aANovC aipawcxoug ( APO2,5) .

eo . TaBTa xaf Mapxlwv £opdunce*
Tadtnv %ol vauimtog:sﬁonvﬁcato
Tfv yuduny Tob dvopdmov thv adp-
xa xaf adthy Thv y€vvnorv dxé
t8v Gpxovta Thic xaxtac TEoowV,

- xaf égovoraotfv TobTtov Eniypapd-

wevog. ‘Emetdh § Tic HrmmTal
ToBTy xal dedodhwrar. ( APO2,8].
cso &v&yxn éu&g'ﬁ ThY oixovbufdv'
To¥ xdeovg xa{ ToT 6avdrtov xal
TH¢ &vaommoswg 58%NoLY . KéYaLv

_ %@¢& Mapxbwva...( APO2 12)
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Mopx fwvog uév &u ' drepBoXfiv Bracen-
ulac éxurfvavtoc...( AP02,19),

Here zgain ve find that the extracts from AP01,12 and APD02,3%
guggest the same author bandling the same topic ard most probably
citing from memory. AS regards Athanasius® refefemces to Marcion
they are to be found im DECR,26, ENCY,4, CAR1,26, CAR2,21, CAR3,
15, SYNQO,52, and ADEL,Z2. 211 of them refer to either Marcion's
rejecti@n of the Law or the division of the Divine>M0narchy into
two or three principles and gods, 'OnlyngEL;g'gives us an allusion
t6 Marcion's Christology whichrresembiéé diiiéﬁlertﬁe extract from
AP02,12. ADEL,2 reads as follows:

A totadtn adtdv xaxdvora OBarevrlvov xaﬁ’Madx(&vbg*xaf”Mdthdfov
dotiv, Qv ot pév dvtl daneelac déxnory etcﬂyﬁoaVTo, ot 6& éuao—

pobvteg T4 aétafpema npvﬁcavmo 18 § Aoyog oapg ETéVETO.

(c) Allusions to Valentinus

o006€ ydp. & Tazfhe odpxa é@ﬁbsqsv, ”Ovakevmuvogﬁéei%dza;
0%6€ T8 Eyrov NveBua de of xatd Tng Tptdéog 16 xaeog héyen
Oﬁahevmﬁro}&oeBoﬁbmeg avtdZove Tng eaémnrog uépog Tnv odpxa
Tats (AP0, 1Y) T wavra&éuevog ( APOZ 3)

Eotar & wovubv TH¢ Tpuééog 8
xdBoc xatd Odakevrivov (AP02,12),

Oﬁaksvvtvov.éé 51d mpbpactv
yvdoews mAawndévroc (AP2,19),
The above statements from AP0l and APQ2 are certainly conceptu-
ally related even though the wording differs. Athanasius makes
mention of Valentinus in CaR1, 3,56, CAR2,21,70, CARB,603,64,652;
66«67, SER1,10,11, SY¥NO,16,52, ANT,B,SJ and ADEL,2. The Athana-
slan allm310ns whlch resemble those of APOl ‘and .AP02 are CARZ 0%

%l shaBs Ye ahnanvﬁv odpxa ®&v uannTab Ovaksvmuvog, and

Wy T



SYNG,6: d¢ OBarevtivog wpoBorfly 18 yévvnua Tob Hatpds €daypdrti-

CEW,

(@) Allusicng to Sabellius

o%tw 6°ad ndrey SepéArtoc duv-
néotatov T8y Yidv dvvoficag xaf

dvbraputov T8 Hyeov Mveluo, Bi—

afpeory Bedtnrog naf dpx®v xaf

6cGy dplunciy xataitidueyoc TH

*Iovdatuf otnplzetas yvdun
( aP01,21).

ZeBérheog 6€ To¥ Zauocatfuc
Oabrov xal w8y xat’adtdy Ene=
8£8e vxTar THAY yvdunyv 6edoixde
vdp thv €& ‘Apelov durafpeary
%7 dvorpetinf xatanénTwxe
nhdvy ( ARO2,3).

Here again the wording is different but the thought and the

point of doctrine are the same.

Athanasivus alludes to Sabellius

in ILL,5, CAR3,4,36, (CAR4,2%,3,9,13,17°,25 ), DECR,25,26°, DION,

5,92,10,13°,252, 26, SEAL,?8, SER4,5 SYNO,16, ANT,3,62,11. The

relevant allusions ares

oooionep ydp & Gv dotiv & Hamdip

obtwg & &v dotly 8 éxi mivwy
®edc & Tobrtov Abyoc. Kal T8
MveBiua T8 Syvov odx dwlrapusov
g *dndoxer xal Sefotmxey dam-
Qggo;Kdﬁuo%Té-gldTTQv Tobtwy

goove? 1) xabohund] ‘Buxinofe,¥-
va pf elec tobe viv xatd Kotd~

pav ’Tovdafovg xaf elc Zapér-

Aov éunéon. ( SER1,28)

o oot apg-&t 2aﬁéhk&qg gpovel

obtw %0l odroc Afyovoiy &xl
dvarpéoer. tob Yiov. xal Tod

Sy lov Nveduatoc % dc dvovolov

Bvtoc Tob Yiod | dvuvrootdrov

0B dylov Nlveduatoc; (ANT,6)

We might 2l1so mention here as an interesting allusion CAR4,9

which states : ZeBeAMfov T8 Envwiidevua Tdv adtdy Yidv xaf Matdpa

AMyovtoc xal €xdrepov dvaipodvrocg.

It is clear from the gbove texts that Athanasius and the author
of APOl and APO2 have the same knowledge and understanding of

Sabellianism,



(e} Allusioms fo Manichaeus

Tf 8¢ &rho elpmxe Mavixalog; ob
6soctdéc, ob 6 oBpa €v duosdoet
T xab ﬁu@g udvm, danbtprov B€
gapnde dubpwrivng, Ric thv 9oLy
duaptlav Ayer doepdv xaf ad Thv
npdEev; ( APO1,12).

©{ ydp mepf duaptfac dpuZbuevor,
ToUta AQAETTE, QUVOLXTV e@vap‘Tﬁv
duaptfav Myovteg, xatd Tdv doe-
Beotatov Mavexatov; ( APO1,14).

o0 o0U0E ydp o9boewc 8v efn Smpe-
ovpyde & dudBorog xatd TfAv TRV
Mavexalwy dof€Bevaw. ( APOL,15).

ooo0BTw &ff Mavexalfoc dnictfioacg
% capxdoer xaf évav@pwnfcet
t0b Kvpfov doepfic xatd ndvra
yéyvovev Xéywy dvofv droxetoddt
onuiovpyoig w8y Evbpwrov movmpd
ve xal dyabf (4P01,23).

sooxaf Mavixatoc 6ebv énxudm=
uhoavte &x Napdfvov xal dBuydeg
npoceAnivedta xaf dvemidéxutuwc
Exovra nésveviicar gboel dvlpw—

nfyn o dromentwxvie T Suoptlg
xa.{ droxewuévy ©§ Gpxovii THg
xaxfac dmoxefoctar xaf odx

gotar xwplc duaptlac 8 Xpuotde®
aan’ &GLGV cﬁpxq aﬂmésﬁabxemt
I gavtod xad *8uofwaty d¢ HO&-
Ancev & _gzovpavoﬁ 6@68L0av xaf

efc odpavode xwpﬁoaoav xaf 6e-
Sty Erny a%oc.u ( AP02,3),

1697a xal Mopxlwv é¢p6vnoe°
Ttadtny xal Mavixatoc elonyfoato
Thv yvéuny tod dvepdrov Ty
odpxa xal adtfiy Tthv vEv¥moLy
6 by Gpxovia. tfic xdxﬁqg
thocwv xat €govoraotiiy: ToTTov
éﬂaprQGusvoga ’Exeméﬁ'ﬁ TLE
nTTnTaL TODTQ xa €. dedodhwTat

( 4P02,5).

Mavexalov &€ éh*ﬁkdyohmuvéuapa
wlag dutpandvroc ( AP02,19).

Again these are clear comnections between the doctrine and

terminology of the above.

As for the Athanasizn allusions to

Manichaeus,we find them in CAR1,2,38,23,53°, CAR2,39,40,31,43,

CAR3,15,35,50°, (CAR4,23), VITA,68, ENCY,16, SYNO,13,33, ANT,3,6,

ADEL9229 EPI, T, MAX,3. The most relevant of these for our present

purposes are im order of importance EPI,T:

gl y8p 0foer v &v 1§ odpati & Adyoc xat’dxelvove, T8 64 6faet

Aey8uevov gavtacfa dotf,boxficer edploxetar xaf § owinpla xal
H dvéotacie BV dvBpdmwy Aeyopdvn, xatd Tév doepéotaTov Mavexaiov.

( EPI? 7) °
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xaf Bomep odx dxorovdla ¢boewc dvBpwmoc veyfvnratr, obtwe dxb-
AovBoy Ty odua AaBdvta adtdy deixvidvar Td L8ia Tobtov Yva ph

A gavtacfa Tob Mawvixalov xpatfon (MAX,3).

odxoBy €8ev xal td 6etxd BAémoviac adrobs fpya Tob Adyov dovii-

cacBay Tob odpatoc adtol Thv yéveowv, xaf Aowrdv xal Mavixalotg

davtobe ocvyxataptduety (CAR3,35)-

et 6€ naf Tolc dO€otc Mavixaforg €avrobe EyxataplZavtec dpvolvras
78 , & ASyoc odpt éyéveto, xal thv Eveapxov abdtob mapovofav pf
npogepftwaay Tde Mapetulac” dAAStprov ydp xal T@v Mavixalwv

tobto ( CA&RL,;53).

obxolv xatd ToVto Mavixafoig of Savuactal Aowrdv mpocetéOnoav.
Kal yép udxetvor pévov 8xpuc dvduatoc dyaddv 6edv dvopdzovat
xcl Bpyov uév abtob ovte Brexduevov obte ddpatov Seimvbe v
dbvavtar® 8w 68 dAnOLvdy xal Sviwc Evta Bedv Tdv mounThy
ovpavod xaf yiic xal ndviwy T@v dopdtwv dpvobpevor, mavteldg
efof pveordyor ( ENCY,16).

tva xaf w8 elvar xtfotny t8v_0cbv ' dpviicoviar xal Aovndy petd
Mavexafwy xvhlwvtar ( CARL,23).

xatd Mavexafovg Aowndy Znhobowy of GOANwot., Kdxeivor ydp ©d pfy
€pya ToD @col BAEmovtec dovobvratr adtdy Thv pudvov Svta xal dANG -
vév 0edv Etepov &€ adtolc¢ dvamidocovcivy (CAR2,3%9).

coolg Ol Mavixalor mAdTTtoviec €ovtolc Evepov xal Tév &vrtc 6edv

dpvoduevor ( CAR2,40)-

dxovdtwoav pfv of dAhar alpfoetc xal Mavixaior, 8te ele dotev &
T0% ufv Xprotodb Natfp TFic 6€ wtloewg Asondtne xal mownthe dud
tob {&Cov ASyov ( CAR2,41).

(f) Allusions to the Arians

MA Tig 8€ torpdtw mepl Tfic Gedtn- “Apsiog &€ gdpxa udvny medc

coc Tod Yiob €vvofioat, 8te Qomep &ﬂOXQUQﬁv Tfic OedrnTog Ouoho-=

abtc €x ToD Beo¥ obww xal fwelc . yei® dvtl 6& Tob Eowbev dv
xabdnep of doeBéatator ‘Aperavol  Ffuty dvoedrov, TovtéoTev T

( APO1,5)- YoxFic, Tév Adyow v capwl
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tva, édv elny 8edc. (8 na9dv) ,
Brdagmuov wpdntar e xatd Tobe
doepodvrag ‘Apesavobe (APO2,18),

ooo Apelov 8¢ 8td pavlav Braogmuf-
cavtog (AP02,19).
The conceptual and literary connections between these allusions
are quite obvious, and they are clearly suggestive of identiiy
of authors. But not all these allusions can be traced back %o
Athanasius, The Arian notion of a passible Godhood and a passible
generation of . the Som which involves partition and emanation
are easily traceable in Athanasien writings , but the notion of
a soulless flesh assumed by the Saviour is nowhere else mentioned.

{(g) The allusion to Rhetorius

Adoete ydp mdowy abpetixoil¢ xatd ThAv Tob ®woté Aeyopévov Prropl-
ov Evvoiav doepeondtny, ob xal Thv dofBerav dEewmelv qofepldy
( AP01,6).

As we have seen in the first part of this dissertation Rheto-
rius is a rather mysterious person, Philasterus (Haer.91) tells
us that he wvas an Egyptian who praised all heresies, asserting
that all walked rightly end that none were im error. Augustine,
vho copies this account (Haer. 72) cannot believe that anyone
could bave held such an absurd opinion. But this allusiocn does
indicate that the author of AP0l must have been connected with
Egypt.

(h).Other allusions

Given the doctrinal controversial charaéter of the two trea-=
tises we may also include here the allusions to the Bible and

the doctrinal norms which are employed here in order to establish
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the orthodow view-point.

o 0 oTap08eBoVOL THV TpoaonTiY T4
T4

duddyuata xel Tdv waTEpwy Td

unviuata xafl TGV drooToAwY

raooyyéhwata xaf adtde tde dv-
arode {xTovg Tol AeomdTOV Qu-
Mg (APOIQ]‘)o

AvTepwTAOAVTE .« €L TQLE RPO—
entuxolc unvdpact cvvddovas, et
Tolc drmootorixole Suddymact a—

xohovOolar, el Tolc THV TaTépwy

napayyéhhaot otorxobotr xaf Tdc

no ~ Q
npoxe {abuw Tofvuv... xaf Tfig f=

netépac wfotewe & AEyog xaf Tod

edayyerfov 8 8pog xaf t&v droo-

T8y T8 xRpvyna xaf TV mpogn=

dv N paptvpla, xafl Tfic TAMpw-—

8e fong olxovoufac 7 xatavénoucg
(AP02,4).
duetg 68 T8 Eumariv Avete, d¢

cogdtepot TAY drootédhwy xal Lv-

oTLxBTEPOL TRV TpoenTdy wal €-

EovoLaoTixdtecot TdY eVayYEAL-

atdv 7 xaf cddevrtindtcpor Tod

dvamode {xtove TOD AeORETOV (-

Kvplov {(APQ2,14).

¢ 9 ) ~ w ? ~
VAgE OUX 0,68"501)0@,.9 Lva €U TV

wpoenTLx&@y pmvupdtwy xal wdv d-

TOGTOMLX@BY Stdayudtoy ol TOV
8 Tod Kuvplov mAnpwdéviwv mpa-

» o 2 ~ Q N ~
ovte yvdp ex TWv aylwv pagdv
€otiy edpelv TolTo, oVTe €v T§

©oLvd TEY AvIpdmwy NovLOuG

yudtwy yvEyvnTar Tfic dAndelac A
duoroyfa nal Thc wAdvng 1 Erey-
Euc (APOL,3).

oso0DX RS dvBpwrfvov AoyiLomoDT

draypaghceTat...600¢ ydp mpogpH-

Tne oVo€ dmbotohoc oVTe Trg TGV
2 ~ ~ bl o

evayyeAtoTdy Tabta €9b€yEato,d

VUETC AAAETV EMLXELPETTE oo

(APOIQIB)Q

A8 xafl €x omépuatoc Tod Aavld

npoofitatr xaf drdotolor xal V-

ayyehitotat yevearoyobar Tév

Xptotdv té xatd odpxra...(APO1,
9)-

tobto xal mpoofitatr xal drndoto-
Aot paptupobor (APO1,17).

$ ’Anbotoroc Ayew ( AP01,4,8,
10,5,10)-

( APO2,8 and cf.APQ2,12),

et .dvaywvdorovtec tdce Oelac

Tpagedc xatavofioate, §rwg €v véuy
xaf TpoeRTtare edayyerfore Te xal
arootéhovc mavtayxol.. (AP02,13).

od

tlc B d1d mpoenTdv €mayyerfa §

~ 2 N o I 4 ~
TRV dnootéiwv T paptvpfle B TEV
ebayyehtotdv B yveveahoyla Hooo
( AP02,13).

8 ’Ambotoroc Aéver (ypdoet)...
(AP02,1,4,5%,62,8,11%,14,15).
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6 Kbprog Nyer (Elevyev..d 6 Kbpuog Myer (Ehevev...)
(4PO1,4,62,8,10%,112,13,15,16521) (AP02,8,10,14,16 177).

raod téd yveypauuéva €rivoelTe nofag Tpagfic £oty 8poc ( APO2,
Aarelv ( APO1,6)- 1)

€tepa mapd Td veypaudéva Aa- 0d 1@ edayyehiid oTouxoDVTEC
Aelv BoBrecde { AP01,8)- Spgy AN "% Tav {6fwy Aahelv

Aare Ty Td pf vevpouuéva (APOL, 6&hovteg (APO2,5)-

9)-

et wadnTtal ote Tdv edayyerl= xatd 18v cdayyerwxdv Epov (APO2,
wv (AP01,8)- 5) -

The above parallels are not identical but stand in very close
relationship, In certain cases there are exact parallels in
phraseology, which suggest identity of authors. Turning to
Athanasius® writings we find exact parallels to the references
to the Apostle (e.g. CAR194g12916,47295495529579589 and 592 9
CAR2,1°,3,7%,9,107,11,14,16,35,42,47,49,53,55°, 56,59, 60, 637,
65°,67,74,75°,76,79, CAR3,13%,25,28,31,34,47°,52,59,61, and 65,
SER1912V3979991391429159239259309319 SER2,4,SER3,1,2,3,4, SER4, .
1,4,13, EPI,5,6), and o the Lord (CAR1,9,13,36°,46,47,°50, CAR3,
3,9,21,23,29,42,45,46,47, ADEL,5), and T4 Yéypauuéva (CAR2,1,
7,16°,362,43, CAR3,1,15,24,48, SER1,5,9,17°, SER2,5,7, SER3,17,
7,18, SER4,22,7), It is true that we do not find in Athanasius
prophets apostles evangelists and the Lord grouped together,

but there are indications that such a grouping or groupings are

not unknown to Athanasius. Thus we coEe across:

3 2 2 ~ ~ ? ~ b s T
epwtficate 08 xai duelg mepl T@v €v totlc¢ edayyerforg xai v
€ypayav of drnéotorotw ( SER1,6).

o .. 2 .. ? ~ & . ’ . . w P
LOWpE V. o o xal abThAv v £8 dpxTic napdoooty xul orouworah oy wel
wfotuv Ti¢ xavohuific “LaxAnolag, v & Kdpros Lowxcv of of dnd-

atorot exfpvEav xal ot Hatfpsc £obragav ( SERL,28).
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tog éx T@Ev dmootédhwv 01é Tiv watépwv ( SER2,8).

Perhaps the most striking of all the parallels between

Atzanasius end tae two ARPO 28 far as the dognatic norms are

concerned, are the references to the Scriptures. The actual

phraseclegy is as follows:

N I'paoh

A 6efa Tpagh

at Tpagal

Q (%4 2
al aywa Fpagad

at Getar I'pagal

AP01,1,10  AP02,2,6,10,11

CAR1,28,36,39,58, CAR2,4°,6,15,23,30, 32,35,
39,46,59,63,722,79, CAR3,28,29°,30,59,60,
SER1,3,12,14,25,31, SER2,8°,12, SER3,S5,
SER4,16 and EPT,5.

CAR1,28,36,39,58, CAR2,5,17,31,39,45,46,53,58,
SER]’;9495,79209 SER2,7T, SER3ylgl4a

APOlQIIQ AP02,14

car1,1%,4,8%,10%,13%,14,30,49,52°, caRr2, ,16, 24,
29,49,55,73, CAR3,16,29,60, SERL,3,6, 112,15,
16,17,19,25, SER4,1,3°, EPI,4,8,9.

APO1,4 AP02,9,14%,15,17°,18°
CAR1,11, SERL,8,33°,
APO1,1,6,10, AP02,14,

CAR1,4,9,22,28,52%,55,62, CAR3,6°, SERL,13,21,
32, SER4,5,21, EP1,1,3,4,7,8,10.
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I1T1.4 Conclusions

In this section we have established that neither the Addressees
of AP0l and APQ2, nor the doctrinal views controverted in these
two treatises are identical. APQl is addressed to a certain unknown
individual who is designated by the author as “beloved”, and also
to a group of people who claim to be Nicenes and anti=Arians but
are in fact heretical in their Christology, and who are known or
related to the "beloved®. APO2 is addressed to a group of people
vho hold similar heretical Christological views with the previous
group but not identical., The close scrutinization of the doctrinal
views of these two groups of people who are suggested by the two
AP0 has shown that they stand in close relationship with the
doctrine of Apollinaris. They are Apollinarian in sentiment,
inasmuch as they deny the presence of a human soul and a rational
mind in Christ, and inasmuch as they employ typical Apollinarian
syllogisms in order to establish their particular doctrines. But
in the last analysis they seem to depart from the Apollinarian
position by developing two opposing and extreme Christological
theories which degrade or render unreal the flesh of Christ. On
the whole the notions opposed in APOl seem to be closer to those
of Apollinaris, whereas the notions opposed in APOZ2 are crudely
docetic and could never be identified with the position of the
great Laodicean.

In viev of the distinct doctrinal positions controverted by
APO1 and APQO2, it is possible for the same author to have written

both treatiseso Indeed it has been established from our close



examination of the range content and character of the allusions
to other literary and theological sources made in the two treatises,
that rmoslt probably they derive from the same author and that this

author could easily have been Athanasius himself.
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Generally speaking there are three methods for determining

literary style: (a) a grammatical syntactical method(T ) which
exazmines language grammar and sentence structure, (b) a logical
rhetorical methodzwhich examines patterns of argumentation and
discourse construction, and (c¢) a stylometrical method 3 %hich
examines the statistical facts'inherent in literary compositions.
It is obvious that not all thpee methods apply to every piece of
literature with the same degree of appropriateness., Their
application depends on what stylists call the specific register

or characteristic ge@:re of a given literary production. But
often stylistic criteria are drawn from all of them. Yet, there

is Dby no means universal agreement as to the choice of criteria
and their validity. Usually it turns out to be the case that
general rules do not take us very far and that the key is to be
found in the number of data that one can get out of the particular
liteﬁavy pieceyof his investiga‘tion_° Perhaps today, more than ever
before, it is recognized that no writer remains absolutely con-
stant in his style and that style in general is &a nebulous concept
which generates an immeasurable cluster of possibilities. This
recognition has made scholars more modest in reaching hard and
clear-cut conclusions from style especially on guestions of disputed
authorship. Style can be important in such cases , but it is not
always easy to find its identity, and usually it needs to be put
along-side with other criteria from internal criticism in order

to produce conclusive arguments.

In this investigation we have followed R.Chapman's broad

definition of sty{e4xhich comprises the three basic elements of

vocabulary, syntax and discourse construction. but we have also

taken into consideration the contributions advanced by the critics
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and examined in the first part of this dissertation. Care has
been taken so that a holistic approach may be undertaken which

examin® all the available literary data.

IV.1l. The Vocabulary and the Grammar

The text length of APOl is 38.840 words and its vocabulary
comprises 873distinct words, ie. verbs, nouns, adjectives, ad-
verbs, prepositions, pronouns, and other particles except articles,
The text length of AP02 is 32.846 words and its vocabulary compri-
ses 801 distinct words. A comparison of these two vocabularies
reveals that 470 words are common té AP01&2, 403 are peculiar
to APO1 and 331 are peculiar to APO2. The guestion immediately
arising is whether these vocabularies point to stylistic divergence.
To determine this we obviously need to compare the contents 6f
these vocabularies taking into account their rate of occurrence.

We shall do this first with referenpe to the peculiar vocabularies
and then with reference té the common vocabulary. Having done

this we shall turn to the Athanasian vocabulary for further com-
parisons.

The data of the vocabularies peculiar to APO1l and AP02 are as
follows:
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(dc,Borep, &oze) doave § 1

An examination of the vocabulary peculiar to APO1l reveals that

the distribution of the 403 words 1is as follows:

287 words have 1 occurrence € words have 6 occurences
57 =P <=0~ 2 pcecurrences 2 =P =Ws 7 ==
30 =" =" 3 =0 1 word has 1 ="=
8 =N == 4 =" 2 words have 16 ="
g ="= <="= 5 =M= 1 word has 30 =M=

Since‘al; 403 words have 673 occurrences the peculiar voqabulary
of APOl represents 1,8% of the total Fext length of %he treatise.
The gquestion emerging here is whether any one of the peculiar words
in APQl hgs stylistic value and could be used against a common
author for APOl and APO2, Obviously only words of notable fre=-

guency can be considered here. These are the following:

&xutroToc 30 ayw 5
aoefrig 16 aven{dentoc 5
vovbg 1.6 dvéxouat 5
TeAELETNG 10 dvénroc 5
dvapdpTnToc 7 deoude 5
%a.0@ ¢ 7 geovofa 5
€RLvoéw 6 Enwc 5
fewpsw. 6 dpatdc 5
dot€ow & rvevLaTexde 5
TPAELCE 6 ROAYHO 5
RPWwTSTAQLTT OC 6 oy e xée - 5

With the exception of aoceBfc and %abbd¢ the other words have
no stylistic value. Their occurrence is incidental because it is
demanded by the author's opponents who employ these terms to de-=

fend their notionsonAoeBﬁg is an adjective applied by the author
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either to heretics (Valentinus, Marcion, Arians, etc,) or to he-
retical notiqns° The author of APO2 mentions the same heretics
and their heretical notions without however qualifying them with
the same adjective with the only exception of the two references,
towadtn Ttovtov (To¥ Iladrov To¥ Tanocatéwc) 7 doéBerva ( APO1,3 )and
xatd tobc doefovviac ‘Apetavovc (AP04,18 ). Kabdg occurs three
times in the general formula xabd¢ yéypantatr (AP01,4,17, and 20),
once in the general formula xabfd¢ e¥pntas (AP01,19) and once in
the formula xa8dc etpnxev 6 Kbprog (AP01,13). The other two
occurrences belong to the text of John 4:24, which is cited and
discussed in APO1,6. It seems however that the author of APO1
prefers on the whole the parallel formulae: W¢ véypartai which
appears 7 times (AP01,3,6,12,13,17,20, and 22), elpntar (APOL,7,
10,16,18) and elpnuc (APO1,14 and 16). The same applies to the
author of APO2. ‘¢ v€ypantat appears 7 times (AP02,1,3,5,8,15,
16, and 18), elpmx®c 4 times (AP02912,8917)p elpntaw once (APO2,
15), and elgnxevy once (AP02,1). On this evidence no stylistic
problem seems to arise here. We may then safely conclude that
the vocabulary peculiar to APOl does not imply stylistic divergence
from APO2, with the only exception perhaps of the adjective doe-
BH¢ which is a weak case,

Therexamination of the vocabulary peculiar to APO2 renders
similar results. Here is the 1list of occurrences which helps us
to identify the distribution of thess words:

240 words have 1 occurrence

57 =" -"- 2
17 = -'— 3 ="M=
4

6 . e

occurrences

£



5 words have 5 ocCcurences
3 ..,”_._ _aw.== 6 ="’.=
2 i 1 8 RIS
1 word has 9 ="

What is the stylistic value of these words? To establish this

we need to examine the significant ones which are:

6§xa 9
dAneGe 8
dvayxm 8
oWLw 6
cvotaoLe 6
NaZapet 6

Afxa is propi%ionately spread throughout the discourse occuring
in chs 229329109133 and 14, It is most likely that it derives
from the author's opponents.This becomes apparent in texts like:
ofite To Xprotoc Bvopa dexx ocxpxoc mpocdyetat (AP02,2)0r od dixa
oxpxog dvepwrivng & Adyoc XpLotog yEyovew APO2,3),0or better still,
oBdapoT 5& afux Beol SLxa capxdc xxpaésééxdouv a2t Tpxpxl 8 Beov
dLa coprog wABOVTX xat dvactavix (AP02,14), where the autior
negates statements of his opponents.

The same considerations apply to the word «ﬁvaXﬂ. oIt anpesrs
for the first time in chapter 9 in the middlé of a guotation fron

9

the author's opponents (miAtv yXp Aéyete® el % dUuUpTNOLOL QUOLC
o~ - 'd N ) ? e . 4 . ° N
gv Bed YEYOVEV ,UAPTL XY PN TOLNOUCL , LVAYHT] TOLVVY XATEXETUL® TO
. P} @ I 4 4 9
OE QVAYUT HAUTEYXOUEVOV BLALOV goTLv) .
’ANNOF¢ occurs seven times in only two cases in chs 2 and 5,

in the same construction. It does not therefore have special

stylistic value., Besides, in AP0l we find occué%nces to synonymous

terms, JdAneNg,iAnOLvo¢c,dANBeLX, which also occur in APO2,



SoZw appears for fhe first time in a heretical contention
cited in the beginning of chapter 7. The other 4 occurrsaces
come up in the same chapter in the discussion over this szaae
contention.The sixth occurrence also belongs to a heretical
statement cited in chapter 11.

The first two occurrences of the word gvotacig appear in
chapter 1 where it is said that ovVOTacLg T@V IvOpumwv= voepd
9Boic+ Spyuvixnm xataotacic(odus). In AP0O2,2 we are told that
the Logos assumed from the womb of the Virgin the entire nature
(kind) of man's composition (7To clumav eldog¢ T IvBpwrov
cvotdoewg), The occurrences in chapters 5 and 18 are siailar,
In chapter 6 we get the 5th occurrence in a negation which
suggests that it probably derives from the author's hercticul
opponents: ob ThHy dpxfBev OVOTAOLY WITULEPLOLC. However, it must
be said that it is not clear whether this term derives froa the
vécabulary of the author of from that of his opponents. Ine
statements =®c oBXL AOYLXTY TNV To¥ S0VAOVL LOOPNV ..CLATNOI—
pevoc (cho16)and tnv &x yfic (odpxa) &movpdviov CUCTNOALEVOC
(igigo)could derive from either, In any case the word ssems to
belong to this specific discussion and therefore should be divest-
ed of any particular stylistic vzlue,

Finally NaZapét comes up because of the debate with the
heretics,

Obviously the Vocabularies peculiar to AP0l and APOZ do
not present stylistic problems, and this can certainly be taken
as evidence against a diversity of authors. The same could
be said for the whole vocabulary, if the common one did not- o

differ either. In order to investigate that,the first obvious
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task is to arrange the vocabulary of APOl according to frequen-

cy and juxta-pose to it the voecabulary of APOZ,so that they

can be compared,
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Only eleven words out of this vocabulary common to APO1l and

APOleresent'a relatively great divergence as to the rate of

investigated.

o
<

their occurrence and should therefore be

These are:

toLoc 27 e £owbev 11 1
dpoodoirog 24 1 avdotaotig 9 23
av 19 5 AapBdvw 3 13
€Tepog 19 1 atpeTLrdc 2 12
TENELOC 24 2 dodrog 2 14
gvvodw 11 1

The terms Ouoolotog , 8tepoc , 7TEérewog and fowbev appear among

the notions of the authors® adversaries and therefore need not

be further examined. We may then turn to an examination of
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the rest of the terms.

The term {dvoc appears in AP0l in the following constructions:

(a) Ttd TOva WPAEE b AEOlplz

(B) A (ofa @loig ToOb AéyongE01952

(v) ©é {drov odua (ToB AdYOV) » APOlQ62917918
(6) % tola odpZ , APO1,5,7,10,12°

(e) tAc tofac datduédtnrog elxdv , APO1,7,15
(¢) 26fa moimorg (Tob Abyov) , APOL1,45

(2) 6€a YvxA, 5,14,16%,17,19

(n) 8 éx 7@y {olwv AadGv , APO1,22

(&) Tdivog 6dvatog Ttob Adyouy APO1,18

(v) €5¢av Tererdrnta (Tob duoovoiov), AP0, 42

e

In APO2 the constructions (B ),(&), (¢) and ( n) reappear; for
( B) see ch.6; for (6) see chs, 3 and 5; for (g) see ch962;~and
for (n) see cho.5. Apart from these APO2 gives us two further
constructions and the whole picture is as follows:

Towov Bedtntog T8 Xprotdg Ovoupa, AP02,2
(&) ¢6fav ocdpxa, AP02,3,5
(n) éx w@v ({5{wv Narelv, AP02,5
(B) {o€a ¢boeu, APO2,6 ‘
(¢) {58av omuiovpyfav (orédfav moénowv), APOZ,,62
{6€av duxatoadvmyv, APO2,11

That leaves us with (&),(Y)g(a)oﬂé)g(e),and (p)o But (v) and (g)
can be discarded because they are nearly synonymous to (6), which
brings the number of divergencies down to (a),(e)y(6) and (v), i.ee
a total of on}y 4 peculiar constructions of tdiLog for APOL and just
2 such constructions for APO2., Obviously no stylistic argument
could be established on this basis.

The case of the particle &v is similar to the previous one.
APOl employs it 3 times in statements of the author's opponents

and in the following constructions:
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(1) as the apodosis of conditional sentences ; chs. 1 and 14

(2) odx &v 7Tic elmor (AP01,5,18) 0r ¢ &v Tig efmoy ( ch,13)
(3) =& &v vévorto (ch. 5),0r =&¢ Gv Lyeydver (ch., 19)
(4) tiéc odx v Suoroyfioewev (ch. 9),or o¥tweg &v Aéyowto (ch. 46),
or odx &v Ayoito (ch. 20)
(5) odx &v vourodei{n (ch. 16),0r &v voutrobei{n ( ch. 16)
(6) 0%6¢ &v ein (ch.15%)
(7) 8rwg 8v...evdbontar (ch.17).
Cases (1),(3),(4) and (6) reappear in AP02; for (1) see ch.l6,

for (3) ch 11, for (4) chs. 2 and 11, and for (6) ch. 12. This
leaves only three cases which represent 6 occurrences of dv in
AP0l which find no parallels in APQZQ and on which it is obviously
impossible to base any stylistic argumentation.

The case of vvoéw does not present any problems as no parti-
cular term or mood of the verb seems to be employed extensively
so as to indicate styiistic character, APOl employs the infini-
tive dvwoelv 5 times (4 of which belong to the construction
toBto dvvoelv doeBéc ), but this rate of occurrence is too low.
APO2 does employ the infinitive once in a similar way (ch.15).

The case of dvdotacicprovides no stylistic cpiteria because
APO2 simply discusses the subject of death and resurrection more
gxtensive}y than APO1 does. The divergence in fhe rate of occur—-
rence here is just incidental and there is no peculiar stylistic
construction which employs this term in the text.

Out pf the 13 occurrences of hapﬁ&kuin APO2, 5 of them are
the participle haBév and 4 of them the aorist &€icBev . WNone of them
is sufficient to provide stylistic criteria. The &\aBev appears
twice in APO1 (chs., 2 and 5).

0t &\\ov aipetixof ,0r of &\\owv Tdv alpevix@v  appear 5 times

in APOl. Such constructions do seem to have some stylistic value

but the rate of occurrence is still low to be of critical signi-
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ficance, The construction mévreg alpstixo{ appears once in
APO2 and twice in APOl.

Finally the word So%ro¢ appears 13 times out of a total of
14 in APO2 in the well known Pauline formula pognd &dodrov . The
two occurrences of this term in APOl are again connected with the
same formula, and hence no problem can be detected here.

The vocabulary common to APOl and APOZ represents the vast
1¢ngth of these treatises and does not seem to give rise to any
problems of style. But to be certain on this we need to look more
c;osely to the grammar of this vocabulary and its various charactee-
ristic constructions.

Grammatically this vocabulary can be arranged as follows:

1) Verbs 266 ~ 6) Adverbs 32
2) Abstract nouns 145 7) Pronouns 27
3) Concrete nouns 100 8) Prepositions 43
4) Proper Wouns 26 9) Particles 40
5) Adjectives 105

A closg examination of the verbs and their forms reveals no
serious problems to style. Most verbs have a Véry low rate of
occurrence and are therefore stylistically insignificant., Among
the verbs of high rate of occurrence we are more likely to find
stylistic features, and the most important of them are the follow-
ing: Ayw, eful, ypdow.

The verb Adyw is employed in the following parallel construct-

ions in our two treatises under investigation:

GG NéyeTe. .. APO1,4,10, APO2,6%,11,12
dAAd mdAwy A€yeTE... AP01,6,20, AP02,7,8,16
KEANLY AEYETE. .o APO1,6,7, AP02,9,14

TRE AEYETE oo e AP01,20, APO2,5

ABC 0DV ACYETEwoo APO1,6,17 ' APO2,112

xB¢ tofvov AfyeTe... APOL,20 AP02,5
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duele ocvxogavrtobvieg A€yete, APO1,21 APO2,5,and 4
x&¢ 8¢ uaf & dndoTolo¢ Adyet, APO1,4 APO2,6

¢ Etav Aéym & drnbotorocg, fAPOl”1O

d¢ nal & drndotolog AEyew, APO2,5

xal & dndoToroc 68 Aévyeu, YAP02914

Also,

xal & Kbpirog 68 Aéyetr AP01,10

xael & “Iwdvvne O Aéyes {AP02916

and _

Td NeYOUEVAe .. TA YLVOUEVQ.oo "AP01,16 APO2,13
einate Tolvuv APO1,3 AP02,3,5,6,9.

The only divergence we observe in the usage of the verdb idyw
is the middle form AéyetTai, which appears 13 times in APO1l, but
only once in APOZ{ A closer look however at the 13 occurrences
shows that they are all connected with 7 main statements ( APOl,
4,5,8,10,12,13 and 20) five of which are connected with the pre-
sentation of abstraqt principles and therefore naturally demand
this form‘pf the verb.

The verb elnd:

The infinitiveelvat is used 7 times in APOl and 6 in APO2.
in one of these cases the usage 1is almost iaentical:

9 ~ o e
s o cEPELTE OEUTLANV glvar 6avdtov...

voofpelTE OEXTLXSY £lvar BavdTOV. ..

The construction tva ...h ... is fairly characteristic and appears
equally frequently in both treatises (4P01,2,6,7%,123,152, and
AP029229529162918 ). Most notable are the cases:

tva elc A 1 éxdrepa Téreroc xatd wévta ovowxfy xal dANOeaTdTNV. oo

~

(APO1,7) or tTva ei¢ 7 Td &xdtepc Térevog xatd wdvia 6ed¢ xaf
&vopwroc (APO1,15), which should be compared to the following
iva npde éndtepa | 6 adtde guowxdc xal dAANOGg Wede WEV... GVOLWROG
6€...(APO218), tve xal dvopwnog 1) £v T

o b @v (APO2 ,2), tva xal & Svopwnog 1) wedc dAmOdc xuil & ©edc

. ’ T
wdoee wal GTprTog 1)

2 -€1

—

&vBpwrog AxNBEg xal Tva B xaf GvBpwmog AANOG; wal wedg &}ne&g(ch°5)°
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Finally the texts:

4

tva terela 7 xai B dvdotaocic , ( APO1,15)

o

tva Tedeia B A &v&otaong , (AP02,16).
The verb ypdow presents the strikingly identical construction

2

Se (xabdc) véypamtal §=AP01939496g129139172920 22

L AP02,1,3,5,8,15,16,18,
The nouns do noﬁ preseht any particular difficulties., The
only two cases where divergence in rate of occurrence suggests
difference in style - namely, the case of avdotaote (7/23) and
doProc (2/14) have already been discussed.
The same must be said of the adjectives which can be convenient-

ly listed as follows:

t6uog 27 8 oe txd¢ 3 1
duooboroc 24 1 x0.Lv6¢ ) 2
dvOpdrivog 17 9 xp€ ETTWV 3 3
dytog i5 11 TPwT ETO%OE 3 6
TENELOC 15 2 dyabdc 2 2
grovpdviog 11 4 dvurdotatog 2 2
wévoc 8 5 dépatoc 2 2
TadnTée 7 E€ne¥BepocC 2 1
rohBg 7 3 6vntéc 2 1
TpBTOCg 7 6 tooc 2 1
dra6rc 6 3 véoc 2 1
Gtpentog 6 4 dpyavixde 2 3
SexTLHAC 6 2 naratS¢ 2 2
dAnBLvéc 5 2 rovnpde 2 2
wdtatog 5 1 addvatoc 1 7
vexpde 5 12 atoLoc 1 1
pvoLxde 5 4 aldvioc 1 1
aAMOAC & 1 debaptoc 1 2
avarrofwioc 4 4 Evepyic 1 3
adrafpetoc 3 3 Eoxatocg 1 1
dotfipixtoc 3 1 evayyeitxde 1 2
AoWBLATOC 3 1 NTtTwy 1 1
devTEPOC 3 3 SavudoLog 1 2
dvvatdc 3 2 fovdaixde 1 1
Betloc 3 4
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vaxbeg 1 2 royLxb¢ 1
xaié¢ 1 2 pavepdc 1 1
1 oBaptdc i 1

xotvéc i

From all these adjectives Tdioc has been discussed. Also Spo=
obGroc , TErerog , and émovpdviog derive from the notions defen=—
ded by the author's adversaries.

- The adverbs common to APOl and APO2 are the following:

rEXLY 11 1o dsuLyBcg 1 1
ré1e i1 & éxeTaoe 1 1
ExeT 5 4 ®ob 1 2
Omov 5 2 QVOLHDC 1 1
Butwg - 2 1 Eowbev 11 i
7éBev 2 i

Ndhty is used characteristically with dAd in the construct-
ion dME mdhev or the equivalent xat ®dAwvv which appears in
AP01969112;149 and 20 and AP02,7,8,15,7and 16, AP0l does also
include the distinctive construction 5°ad wdrey (ch.21) which
reappears twice in APO2 (chs. 3 and 18). _

. Tloté is tsed ‘in two senses in both APO1l and APO2: firstly, in
the sehse'of'ﬁOTé (A20196912 and 19 and AP02,8,9,and 15); and
secondly as the interrogative particle "ée (AP019232~5,2176 ( 4
times in the formula %éte LY ... ﬁéws 6€) and AP02,11 ).

Finally the E£owbev does not belong to the author of either
treatise but to his adversaries.

The prepositions common to APO1l and APO2 are as follows:

v 99 114 repd 11 12
xatd 73 47 dvri 10 3
éx 69 82 né 6 4
elc 32 25 7S 5 5
ouvd 30 42 HEXP L & 1
ex 24 12 xwpfe 3 7
Rp8¢ 20 20 ' LeTd 1 2
dnép 14 14 &oev 1 2
apd 11 & dnd 4 70
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The preposition v

It is used with the dative of a noun or a pronoun in both APO.

The preposition xatd

It is used with the accusative in every caseo'with the only
exception of the phrase xa®’'fu@v of AP02,17 where it is used
with the genitive and has the sense of "against"”. Notable parallels

in the usage of this preposition in both APO are the following:

%06 "duldc or xad’Nudc {; AP01929329495969899910911

AP02,82,163,17%,18
xatd odpxa APO1, 3298992
{ APO2, 2,8,13,142
xatd gbouy APOL, 5,6,7,122, 13,17°
{ APO2, 8,92,12

The preposition éx

It is used with the genitive and the most notable parallels

are the following:
gx onépuatoc APO1,8,93,10,122  AP02,2,8,13,14°

€x Mapbévov voi ex Mapfbag APO1, 45969929129139179203
B uhtpag Napdévov, or {APOZQ 2,3,5,5°,8,10,13,18°

éx yuvauxég ;

Other phrases like €x vexp®v or €x ®ecB  or £x tdv (6lwv AaAdv,
etc. are more predictable. Only the phrase €x NaZapét which appeaw
appears 5 times in APOZ and not once in APOl presents a notable
divergence but it is explainable from the fact that it belongs

to thg notions defended by the author's adversaries.

The preposition ele

This preposition is used with the accusative and presents no
special .features in the two treatises.

The preposition &ud

It is used with the genitive of a pronoun or a noun and especi-

ally in the most striking construction &td Todto which appears
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in APO1,14,15°,16, 17° and 18 and in AP02,1,2,3,4,5,6°,8,97,103,
1191491591629 and 1820 APO1 also uses the construction 6ud T
5€ but employs it only five times,

The preposition €=n¢

This preposition is used with the accusative and the genitive
in both treatises, but APOl includes three cases of €x& dative,

The preposition wpdc

Ip8¢ + accusative is equally used in both AP0l and APO2, but
np8¢c + dative appears 4 times only in APO2.

The preposition Wrép

QYKépA} genitive 1s the commonest construction in both APO,but
there are a few examples in both tpeatises of Wé€p + dative where
ﬁhis preposition is employed comparatively and indicates superio-
rity. The most notable construction here is the r€p TuEV  which
appears in APO1,6°, 10,11,12,16,and 20 and in AP02,1,2,7,12,14,
16 and 17. APO2 also uses the equivalent phrase Uimép &yepéﬁwv
(chs., 5,9,11, and 13), whilst APOl uses the similar phrases ﬁﬁép
rhov dvepdrov (ch,17) and dxép Tob mavtdés (ch,19).

The preposition mapd.

APOl uses wapd + accusative mainly in the'cqmparative construct-
ion &tepoc ®mapd + accusative which conveys the sense of "than”.
All the 11 occurrences of this preposition in this treatise are
of this kind, In APO2 we come across the above usage only twice
in the phrase =ap’adtode (APO1,15) and mapd ¢doiv (APO2,8). The
remaining 4 cccurrences employ =wapd + genitive which conveys the
sense of "by" or "from”. The rate of occurrence however is too
low to provide us with a case of stylistic discordance. In any

case AP02 does know the construction of APOl, which in fact can

be reduced to 8 cases because wap’ tud¢ appears twice and wapd T4
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vevpouuwéva thrice.

The preposition mept

Hep® + genitive is used consistently in both APO1 and APOZ
at an equal rate of occcurrvence and without any special construction.

The preposition dvié

’AVT6A+ genitive used in the sense of "instead of®™ is common to
both treatises. APO2 employs it mainly in the phrases dvi( Tod
Eowbev év Aty dubpdrov and dvti Yvxfig ,both of which appear in
APO1l, the former 4 times and the latter once,

The preposition vnd

APO1 uses V18 + genitive , whilst APO2 uses the same and also
& + accusative. The latter construction is used only twice and
therefore no argument can be built on it.

The preposition mpd

Mpd + genitive is used in both APOl and APO2 and the notable
phrase npd aldvwy (or its equivalent mpd Tdv aldvwy ) is used 4
times in APOl (chs. 132 and 202) and 2 times in AP02 (chs.3 and 5).

The preposition ué€ype

M€ype + genitive used in both treatises presents no problems.

The preposition xwpicg

Xwpfc dpaptiac is used by both APO1l (chs.2,17) and APO2 (chs. 3,
52,6,and 82),

The prepositions puetd and 60ev

Finally the preposition petd+ genitive and the deductive 8dev,
present no problems or special features.

The ébove investigation shows that the use of prepositions in
AP0l and APO2 contributes positively to the case of identity of
authors.,

What remains now to be done is to examine the use of the
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Conjunctions, which are as follows:

wal 397 324 odx 24 18 &% 4 2
&€ 106 101 av 19 5 & 3 1
vydo 65 51 Tt i5 5 dihaxod 2 g
dad 53 56 Ttofvoy 13 11 gdv 2 7
el 45 37 TE 12 9 elta 2 2
fva 43 31 donep 12 5 gre o6 2 9
W¢ 42 36 uhte 100 10 &y 2 2
A 39 46 ovY, 10 7 wdihov 2 2
w1 38 27 TovT€oTty 10 3 uiteye 2 1
8tv 38 42 dote 7T 4 Emwe, 2 2
od 37 30 0968 & b5 ad 1 2
uév 32 29 ovx ¢ 6 6 o016 i1 9
xS 32 38 dpa 5 3 wdhiota 1 1
obv 28 17 ene 5 5 ndvtwe 1 2
oVtw 26 12 xaftot 5 3 ovy 1 1

The conjunctiohs xaf and &€ Thave been employed with good
results in stylometric analyses and we shall apply thé same test
here, although we believe that such tests represent only approxi-
mations. The principle which we shall employ here is to divide the
number of occurrences by the number of pages of text,using for
our numbering of the pages the standardised Athens edition of
the text of Athanasius. To be able to compare our results from
APO1 and APO2 we shall apply the same test to the dogmatic works

of Athanasius. Qur data are as follows:

work conjunction »ag conjunétion OE

APO1 397/16 = 24,8l per page 106/16 = 6,6 per page
APO2 324/14 = 23,1 =Pe 101/14 = 7,2 =9
CARL 1.584/54 = 29,33 ="=  441/54 = 8,1 ="
CAR2 17976/70 = 28,2 =V 525/70 = T,5 <="=
CAR3 1.684/56 = 30 S 443/56 = 7,3 <="=

CAR5 487/17 = 28,6 =Me 107/17 = 6,4 "=
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SER1=4 1.569/59 = 26,5 481/59 =

8
EPT 199/8 = 24,8 56/8 = 7
ADEL 130/5,5 = 23,6 31/5,5 = 5,6
MAX 50/295 = 20 ?6/295 = 695

These figures indicate that the average number of xaf and &8
per page in Athanasian works lies between 20=30 occurrences
for the former and 5,6=8,1 for the latter, The figures relating
to APO]1 and APO2 are both very close to each other and fall within
the range of occurrence which we established for Athanasius. These
are positive indications_of identity of authorsﬁip élthough other
additional criteria are needed in order that such a view is taken,
Similar results can be observed with the conjunction vép :
CA®1 336/54 6
CAR2 421/70 = 6

APO1 65/16 = 4 CAR3 381/56 = 6,8
AP02 51/14 = 3,64 CARS 88/17 = 5
. SER1-4 355/59 = 6
EPI 44/8 = 5,5
ADEL  20/5,5 = 3,63
MAX 13/2,5 = 5,2,

The occurrences of ydp in APO1l and APO2 do fall within the

Athanasian range of usage and , as in the case of xal{ and &€

so here the rate is closer to the later works of Athénasius9

EPI and ADEL,which are chronologically closer to our two treatises.
As regards the other conjunctions we have found no discordance

in their usages but rather important parallels which we. have

listed belows
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42,15,163,18,19,
15,916,417,

8,10%, 12
62,92, 12
5,7,13,1%

2,9,11,14,16

9, 13,18,20

3§69109®19132916917

AROL, 6°,8%,12,94,17,20

APO2, 2,5,7,16

has been already mentioned in connection with

APO1,
APO2,

APO2,
APO1,
APO2,

the verb ¥pdow

APO1, 1,2,3%,5%,6,9%,11,12,14°
AP02, ,3,44, 12°,

APO1, 49596291091291391829
APO2, 12,4,6,8%,9,11,16.

2,6,10,11,18
2,4,16
2.6,8,12,16
5,6,9,11 |
APO1, 32,10,12,17,18,20%,22
{Anmg:%5ﬂ12m4;w2ﬂ7,wo
is extensively used in APO1l (23 times) and in

APO1,
APO2,
APO1,
APO2,

APQO2 (22 times) to denote either Equilibrium

(APO1, 02 y495,6,8 9 10,11° 13 14 17 and APOZ
2 32 6,44,15,17, 18 ) or antithesis (APOl 3 4 8
13,18,20,21, and £P02,8,9,10,11,14%,16,17, 183 )°

APC1, 496?992914917920
APO2, 2,7,9, 112913 16

354, 6° 57 9 914 17,20
5:6,1T1 5,16, 17

APO1, 2

APO2,

9912915918

APO1, |
2,6,8%,11,15,16.

APO2,

49152919
6,8,11,45,16,17°

APO1,
APO2,
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5vd ToBTO OV { APO1,15
APOZ,6
dBceTe 0DV APO1,9
{A20299916
xal o7w(c) APOT, 2,13,14%,15°,16,17
{APOZQ 6,10,11,15,16,17
obtwe xat APO1, 59129163917
{Apozg 1,3,6. _

striking perhaps are the parallel phrases :
el 66 tadta oVtw voelv BobrecBe (appearing in APOZ, 12 ) and
el 8¢ Tolvvv Tabta obtw voetv od Bodhecbe,( AFO1,16).

Tt €te uéugecte APOY, 3,10,12,

{APOZ9 9, Interesting also are the following:
T¢ npbg Nudg Svapdyeobe (AP01,8) and
¢ €ty favtole pdxeabe (AP02,9).

It should also be observed here that APOl dées use the construct-
ion 6ud ¢ 6 times (AP019697989213) which never appears in APO2.
But is the number of 6 occurrences sufficient to establich a sty-
listic divergence?

The conjunction tofwuy presents a very interesting case. APOL
uses the conditional construction et Tolvvy 5 times (chs. 4,6,8,
10 and 16), whilst APO2 uses it only once (ch.16). On the other
hand APO2 prefers the construction eimate Tol{vvv which appears
4 times (chs, 39596; and 9), whilst APO1l knows this construction
but‘uses it only once (ch.3). PFinally both APO1l and APO2 use
the interrogative construction ¢ toivuvvonly once (AP01,10 and
AP02,4). Although these are interesting facts thej are relatively
infrequent and as such cannot establish stylistic arguments. In any
case APOl knows all the constructions @hich APOZ2 uses,

As regards the conjunction te , it is rather significant that
both APOl and APO2 know the relatively anusual construction oldv

Te APO1,2,17 and AP02,6,15)., Interesting also is the fact that
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that both treatises employ the construction e xaf... xcof (APOL,
33,21 and AP02,2,9,13, and 17).

Finally we may note the parallel construction ufte ... uhte
appearing in AP01,%1,4,8 and 9, and also in AP02,6,14 and 18.

The rest of the conjunctions used in our two treatises present
no special features or problems.

We may then conclude that the examination of the vocabulary
common to APO} and APOZ2, both from the pqint of view of the rate
of word occurrence and from grammar, give no cause for diversity
of authors., This is positively strengthened by.the presence of
a number of phraseological parallels in the texts of the two
treatises, which we shall 1list in the next chapter. Before we
do this however, we shall try To answer the question whether the
vocabulary of APOl and APO2 agrees or disagrees with that of
Athanasiusov To do this we shall compare the vocabulary of the two

APO to that of MUller's Lexicon Athanasianum eliminating,of course,

from the latter the words deriving from the spurious works and
the words which belong to our two treatises. Such a comparison
renders the following data: |

Words peculiar to APOl and not appearing in Athanasius

dprenTEW 1 dxtfotwe 1 dverriola 1
dyevoTog, 1 dANOLaL 1 dven{dextoc 5
domuovia 1 dpavpdw 1 dvBvrogopdnw 2
deeopoc 2 duetp Ca 1 dviatoc 1
d6vyic 1 dvapractdvw 1 dvoftwc 1
as vyde 1 dvaypdow 3 avtéiiayua 1
altfaoic 1 dvax fvw 1 AvT Lo LOwL 3
dxatadixactoc 2 avaudptntog 7 dvippLoTog 1
&xomoc 1 dvaview 1 drapaxdivrtog 2
axpdTnroc 1 dvdotnua 1 drexdBopat 2
&xtrotog 30 dvernimfie 1 droAtcBatve 1
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TAPATPETU

1
1
1
1
1
1
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
3
1
1
1
1

rapatTpExw

e Tva
RALOTTE
npoyYevig

TP OEEE VP L OXW

RpooxraTtaie (Tw

MO OCOLKE LG Ol

Rpoaypdouat
TP ooXLEpNoLC
peVoOLG
Pntdprog
oxLddne
oRdpyavov
oTPAYYOALA
ovure{ow
adugutocg
TeLxXh
TVPAVVLHDG
V7E p L ox Bw
VR LAY VEOLGL

yniagpntdeg

Words peculiar to APOZ2 and not appearing in Athanasius
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2
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Finally there is a number of words which are common to APO1l and
APO2 and which do not appear in Athanasius?® vocabulary. These

are the following:

4B Ly®c draypdow Lov38TPpoOROCg
dvapaptnoia EE0V0La0T LK véxpwatc
dvoxh énioropd rpayuate (a
drapaxarrtwe KA LVOTOLEW RESCE LU L
droxdpno e xatvorofnotg pficLc
doxétunoc LETAROLNTRE, otpayyartd
dpxfigev netdoTaotc oTpayYaALddnce,
SETE LG LOVOTPSETWE OVUTEOE Lo
TEOWLE

What emerges from the above data is the comparatively low
frequency of peculiar words. As to their number in the context
of the Athanasian vocabulary, it should not come as a surprise.
There is hardly any work of Athanasius which does not contain

any hapax legomena in his over all vocabulary. Our own investi-

gations have rendered the following results concerning the

Athanasian hapax legomena of Bach Athanasian work:

GENT 84 AFRO 2 CAR4 23
INC 49 CONST 37 CARS5 8
ILL 9 FUGA 23 SER1 16
ENCY 16 SER5 4 SER2 1
APOLO1 100 HIST 59 SER3 1
DECR 24 CARY 39 SER4 15
DION 19 CAR2 36 SYNO 69
DRAC 7 CAR3 35 .~ VITA 93
ORSI 6 AMMO 2 . EPI 4

The above figures indicate that no argument can be built on

the number of neologisms in Athanasius. It is interesting that

the richness of his wocabulary changes according to circumstances.
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Out of the 98 peculiar words in APO1l which do not appear in
Athanasius, about 40 seem %o derive from the adversaries,and
another 10 from the Scriptures, whilst the rest of them appear
just once. This means that the non-Athanasian vocabulary of
APO1 is but a tin;y fraction of 1% of the total vocabulary! The
same observation can be made with regard to the non=Athanasian
element in the vocabulary of APOZ2,

As Tregards the vocabulary common to Athanasius and the two
APO, we have found no important differences. It 1s true that
grammatically speaking APO1l and APO2 seem to make greater use
of participlesoand abstract expressions than seems usual in
Athanasius, but their frequency is very low and Athanasius’
habit on this varies greatly according to circumstances and
especially according to the character of his addressees, His
style of CONS and FUGA for instance is gquite different from the
style of CARl=3 and so is the style of VITA when seen from the
point of view of verbal and abstract expression, If we take EPI
as the Athanasian writing which stands closer in time and chara-
cter to the two APO, we find in it the presence of nearly half
the number of abstract nouns and verbal expressions to those
appearing in APO1l and APO2. This makes good sense, if we consider
that the text length of EPI is 19,347 words, i.e. almost exactly
half the size of APOl.

Ls regards the use of prepositions and conjunctions as well
as other particles in Athanasius, we have gathered together the

following data:
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REXPY
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Prepositions

APOL APOZ2 ERI
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69
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24,
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5
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1
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47
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Improper Prepositions
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85
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Conjunctions and Particles

AP0l APQ2 ERPI ADEL MAX SER1 SER2 SER3 SER4

53 56 45 22 10 16 26

2 2 = - = = -

=3 =3 ) - - = =

o1 14
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19 5}

65 50 44 21 13 174 39
1 1 2 11 =
%

106 101 56 331 16 251 1515)

4 2 2 - = 4 2
= = = - = = 1
i - - - = - -
11 g 2 1 1 8 1
- - - - - 2 -
- 9 - - - - -
2 7 1 5 1 9 1

45 27 22 11 8 (a4 18.

- - i & - - -
- - 3 s = 2 -
2 2 = - - 4 -
- 2 - - = 2 -
5 2 2 - 2 7 1
2 9 i 5 = 11 9

i7 57
- 1
12 23
- 9
37 93
- 2
5 =
41 134
- 3
- 1
- 1
- 1
3 3
- 6
21 32
1 5
7 13

CAR1 CARZ2 CAR3

228

=3

84

48

337
22

27

21
165

11
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26
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11
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14
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APO1 APO2 ERPT ADEL MAX SERL SER2 SER3 SER4 CAR1 CAR2 CAR3

éne 104y - - - - = - - - 9. - 1 1
gne v 6hnep - 1 - = - i - - - - 2 -
ERE LTG 2 = - - - 3 1 - - 1 5 4
Tt i3 = 6 = = 8 i i 10 i1 9 9
edod¢ i - - = - - = - - 8 19 8
gnéue Lva - - - - - - - - - - - 1
A 4,0 42 22 8 2 66 5 1 26 137 116 99
noM 4) - = - = 2 - - 4 6 6 3
Av fxa - - - - - 4 - - - - 5 -
Ator - - - - - - - - - 1 -
tva 43 32 19 = 10 44 12 8 24 109 135 142
nabd - - - - - - - - . - - 10 -
®aBdnep. - - - - - - - - - = - 12 8
xabd¢ ' 7 - g - 1 2 - 1 1 3 8 28
xat 397 324 199 130 50 803 206 145. 4,15 31584 31976 1684
xa.trep - - - = = - - - 1 2 - 5
xaitot 5 3 = 1 = 4 - - 5 8 i5 3
*x8w 2 2 3 4 i 10 1 3 6 33 33 25
AOLREY 1 = - 4 1 4 4 1 17 24 38 26
LEANOVY 2 2 i 4 = = i 7 4.9 37 45
LATTY 1 - - - = = - - - 4 2 1
uév 32 28 25 ie 9 100 28 13 65 210 269 193
névtot 3 = = = - - 1 - i 5 4 5
R 38 25 D4 21 12 98 23 i8 42 128 211 161
UnoE - 2 3 4 2 15 - 2 - 13 15 17
HNOETW il - - - - 1 - - 3 2 - -
LTXETL 1 - - 3 1 3 - 1 3 2 8 11
whiv - i 1 - - 1 - - - 2 3 1
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iv.2, Phraseology

The following striking parallels in the phraseclogy of APOl

and AP02 have been singled outs

AFO1

-&x onépuatoc Aavid xal Tod
*ABpadu xai tob ‘Addu (ch.12)

~¥va yévmtar mpwtdTtoxog £v
woAroTe ddergoic (ch.20)

=Xpvotob &€ watd odpra € dv-
Bpdrwy dviotauévov éx ThEv d-
SeNOBY HUBY O¢ YEYPANTALo oo
(ch. 3)

=xoi YuxfAic Avrouvuévng xal Ta=
oattopévne xaf dénuovedorng
(ch.5 )

dand YyuxTic vénouv €xodong xaf
AMwrovuévng xal TapaTTopgvng
xafi dénuovodone xal vontdg é-
raLoBavoudvne tob mdbove (ch.
11 ),

AvmoBuevoe xal &dnuovdv xal

npocevydéuevoe ( cho, 15 )

2al Ayetat xpelTtwy yeviue-
vog TOV Ayyérwv, odx adtdg O
moLMTNE TOV dyyéhwy Adyog
xpe {TTwy YEyovev, K¢ NTTwy
v mote AMNE 7| pocor TOD
dovhov Hy adtdc & Adyog (o=

APO2

A "éxn oxéppatoc Tob Aavid ual Tod

*ABpady xaf Tob ‘Addu d¢ YEYPAMTAL.. .
( ch. 8)

ooo B omépuatoc Aavid xal ‘Afpadu
xaf ToU ‘Addu ¢ véypamtat...(ch.5)

xaf wic mpwtdtoxog yéyovev €v woA-
7\OEC_, &667\@0@'go o o (Cho 11)
el yvdp uf mpwtdtoxog €yeydver Ev

moArole ddergolc... ( ibid.)

nepl 66 tfic év capxl adrol €miomui-
ac ®popAtny €x TdV Aderedv Hudv Aé-
ver dvaotnoduevoy T8y KGpLov...
(cho.14)

o¥%te Tapaxfy xaf AOmmy €xiéefxvviat
&lxa Yvxfic Avrovuévric xal Tapattoud-
vne, ovte adnuovel xaf wpoocedxeTat
5€xa vofoewe &dMuovodone xaf Tpoaev—
xou€vneg (cho,13 )

0% nvitwe & moumtfic TEY AyYErwy
Adyoc xpeilttwy yéyovev,bg NTTWV
&v, dAAE Thv €v adtd avateliacav
Tto¥ Sovrov poperv xpelTTova T@V
9 I o4 » e, ~ 2

AYYEAWY 7 ®AL RAONG TTG AT LOBWG

Erudeviduevoe (eh,15 )
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A g Ayeme ©6edv, ¢ IMadlrog
6 ZauoouteVe; Tobto ydp T
dxe lvov doeBefac T8 mpdoxnua,
ge8y Opohovyelv Tév £x Mapiag,
wpd atdvwy pév mpoopiLolévta,
gx 08 Mapiac Thy dpxhy Tig
dndpgewe éoxnxéta. Adyov &€
dvepyf €& odpavod xal cogiav
v adtd Ouohroyel... xatd THY
gavtol dd€perav (AP01,20 )

eilmate Tolvvy wil¢ Bedv; we Nadrog

6 Zepoocatedg ®edv £x ThHe mapBEvov
duoroyel, ®edy éx NaZap€t S¢B€vrta,
xal évtedBev TR Vndpfewe THY dpxhv
gaxnxéta, xai doxnv Bactielac mapeti-
Anedta’ Adyov 86 dvepvdv €5 oBpavod,
ol aopiav €v adtd Suorovyel® Td uév
Tpoop LoUd ®pd atdvwv Evta, TH O
dndpEet €x Nazap€T &vade LXBEVTa. ..
Totadtn TobTov M do€feira ( APD2,3)

IGc Tolvov AEyete, w¢ Mapxiwv, Mapxiwv 8¢ xal Maviyaiog, 6ebv émi-

Bedv énidnuficavia, xai 6edv d- dnuficavia &v lapbévww xal A8uydc

BuyBc mpooeAnivbotTa, ©VOLY
E€yovta dveni{dextov oapxdég
dvepwmivne; ( 4P01,20 )

pvoetr ydp xail dAnBeiqg Td

ndvta éyéveto ( APOL,16 )

xa{ToL 0Ux % CREPUATOC
dvdpbe AN Ex Iveduatog,

dyiov yevvnee{c( APOL,8 )

wic 6 avtdv xatedixacev
dpaptioavta; ( APOL,15)

tva Sorep Ou’€vSCo.. Zwny
atdwiov (AP0$917)

avt{ tod fowbev év Tulv
dvepdrov volc &movpdviog
8v Xprotd ( 4P01,2 and 13,
15, and 17)

obte ydp & §omg Aveyxev dna-

PAXAAVNTOV Qe duntos cn{Baoty

REOCEAMAVESTA *al AVERLOEXTWE EXOVTa
xowvoviical ¢Boet AVOpPwR{VY AROTERTW-
xviq T dpaptic, xal dmoueip€vy Tl
dpxovti Tf¢c xaxlac ( AP02,3 )

n088xMoE %aTEPYAOATAAL. o o QVOE L

xaf d\ndeiq (AP02,9 )

8tL odx £x oxéppatoc ArA’éx
lveduatoc ( AP02,8 )

nig natadurddetr TSV ALupTNoAvVTa;
( AP02,6)

L4 174 . da - - N 2 ) »
tva WOREP OL EVOLooo ZWNVY aLWVLOV
( AP02,6)

“Aperoc &€ adpua udvnv... Suoroyel

9 14 PV ~ » ? (4 ~ y P
avti 6 ToV eawlev v MLty av@pwrov
Todtéati THe YuxTc, T8y Adyov év
oapxt Aéyetr yveyovévar ( APO2,3)

, ~ o 'd bl ’ 3 I
WS O HAL ARAPAKAAVRTWG OQLE LG

& Abyog €v 1§ oy dvoplovm Ev

tobro xal mpogfitat xal dndoto- Td Ouvdiy we dvBpwnrog; ( AP02,17)

No¢, waptupcebor (APOL,1T)



xaf nd¢ el¢ Gdov xaTfAbev
draoaxaAdrTy TH BedTnTu;

(APDL,18)
of ’Aperavol coglZovtat ot ‘Apcravo{ cogiZoviat
(4701,15 ) ( ARO2,17 )
T{ Tolvvv puéugecde dpeLavolcg T tv dperavolc udueecde
( 4P01,10 ) ( APO2,9 )
ToLabtn TovTwy M doéfera Tora¥Tn TovTov N AgéfeLw
( APO1,12) (4PO2,3 )
o¥tw &°ad wdrevy ( A4PO1,21 ) 085 ’ad mdrwy (APO2,3 )

elta 8°ad ndiLy (APQ?2,18)
dnel tic Av xpeia 6ef yevvi- dANG Aapévta THAV Tod dovAov
cewe THC €x yvvawxdg Avaoxé- popenv €v dvoxfl The vevvicews
cbat; avificedicte xal MAixlag Thc €x yuvvarxde xal adEfcewnc
xaf &tdv dplLoufoewg Td moLnTi Ahvxfag THe xad’fudc, &g ¢nouv
T@v aldvwv. ( APOL,5 ) é ’Amdotoroc. ( AP02,8 )
oo pév adtdg cvvéEtage Oelri- dvepwrog 6€ mpbg TR vevviocer
cag T @loeu, elg €avtdv dve- Th¢ éx yuvaixdg xal % adefioet.
d¢Eato, Soa NBEANCE, TodTEOoTL Tfic MAiixfag. (AP02,18 )

vevvficewe Thg éx yvvarxde, abd-
Efcedc te HAwxlac, &TOV apLBuh-
cewg, xOmov, melvng xaf diyng,
xaf{ Ymvov xal Adnne xal Oavdrov

xal dvaotdoewg. ( APO1,17 )

deTEaL OVvaobar ( AP0, 14) delEaL OVvaobar (APO2,1T7 )
paviactay TNy del&Ly xafo.. QaAVTAAT LYY THAY SeTELV.oo.
brohauBdvovtes ( APO1,3 ) nownoan€vov (APQ2,1 )

oxLboOM THY 6eTELv éroiLeiTo
( APO1,7 )

Ardaete obv...( APOL,9 ) | Adoete odv... (AP02,9 )
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cev & 8dvatog €v popef Yvxiic
dvepwr{vne mapdv 6 Bdvatog
gnidetEnTtar THY  dBavaciav.

( 2PO1,17 )

I%¢ M xpdTtnoug Tob Bavdtov
Terelav éNduBave THAY AboLv.
( AP01,19)

duelTe ovxogavtodvieg AEyeTe
( APO1,21 )

TE& NeYOULEVA. . .TA YLVOULEVE

( 4P01,16 )

od ydp Etepdc dotTi mapd Tév
Adyov & Tdv 6dvatov xaf T8
ndBoc Avadedstyugévoc, AN ad-
T8¢ & aradfic xal doduatog AS-
vo¢ yvevéoewe aapxdg avOpwrivng
dvaoxduevoc 1d mdvra menmAfpwxeyv.
(4P01,12)

dueT¢ ovxooaviodvieg Aéyete
(AP0O2,5 )

TAd AeYS8UEVA. .. Td YiVSuEVQ

(AP02,13 )

A xaf adtdy amabf xai{ daduatov
®edy Abyov xafl mpd THc capxdoe-—
wg xal évavlpwrniicewe €peite de-

r'd T [ ’, Id
xTwndv etvar wdbovg xcl Savdtov;
(4P02,14)
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I¥.,3 Discourse Construction

The construction of the two APO was first analysed by the
Calvinist patristic scholar Abraham Scultet in his meticuious

Medullae theclogize S.Patrum . With regard to APOl, Scultet

discerned a four=fold structure based on the refutation of four
heretical theses: (a) that the flesh of Christ was uncreated and

heavenly, (b) that the flesh of Christ was homoousios with the

Godhood, (c¢) that the soul was replaced in Christ by a heavenly
mind, and (d) that:the Logos was in Christ as He was in the pro-
phets. These fourhaiSputations formed the four main parts of
APOl and were preceded by an Introduction and followed by an
appropriate Epilogue. Within each part Scultet saw a number of
objections raised from the side of the author'’s adversaries which
provided the basis for further subdivisions within the four main
parts of the treatiseo_ The over=all conclusion from this analysis
was that APOl was a carefully planned and written treatise.

The case of APO2 was quite different. Here Scultet saw a
perplexing, intricate and rather obscure structure. APOZ was
a disputation based on various Apollinarian loci taken from
Apollinarian writings, which stressed the view that the Logos
did not become a man but appeared as a man. Scultet did not
provide a clear diagrammatic analysis of the structure of APO2
as he did in the case of APOl. He simply distinguished three
main Athanasian arguments and three objections raised against
them by Athanasius® adversaries. The arguments were as follows:
(a) Christ being in the form of God assumed the form of the

servant, and therefore He is both God and man; (b) The Logos
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became flesh means that the Logos became man without ceasing to
be God: (c¢) The name Christ is not applicable without the name
of the flesh,and the passion and death which are connected with
it. These theses were controverted by the Apollinarians by means
of three main objections: (i) If he assumed everything, then He
must have assumed a human mind and human understanding; hence He
must have assumed sin! (ii) If Christ is a man, He must be a part
of the world, but since a part of the world cannot save the world,
Christ cannot be a man. (iii) It is impossible for the human na-
ture not to be sinful. If Christ assumed human nature, He must
have of necessity assumed sin and therefore must have been sinful.
These viewé are paralleled to those held by earlier heretics, such
as Paul of Samosata, Marcion, Manichaeus, Valentinus and Arius,
The next scholar to deal with the construction of APO1l and
APO2 was the Greek *theologian Emmanuel Karpathios who attributed
(without giving any reasons) APO1l to Didymus the Blind and APO2
to an unknown author. Unlike Scultet, Karpathios saw a parallel
four=fold structure in both treatises which consisted of (i) an
Introduction, (ii) a polemical part, (iii) a dogmatical part and
(iv) an Epilogue. His actual analysis can Be briefly and schema=
tically presented as follows:,
AFO1

1= 3 Introduction
a) Characterisation of the Apollinarists
b) Presentation of the subject-matter
¢) The author's task

3-16 Polemical Part ‘ .
a) Against the error that the flesh of Christ is uncreated
b) Against the error that the body of Christ is heavenly
c) Against the error that the flesh of Christ is homoou-

sios with the Godhead '
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d) Against the error that there is a heavenly mind in
Christ

16-21 Dogmatical Part
a) On the union of the two natures in Christ

b) On the sinlessness of the Saviour

c) On #edemption

d) On the death of Chris%t

e) Dogmatic conclusion

f) The Church's doctrine of the Incarnation
22 Epilogue

a) Warnings

b) Recommendations

As for APO2 Karpathios saw the following structure:
APOZ2
1= 4 Introduction
a) Subject-matter: Christ the God-man
b) The manner of Christ®s manifestation

as understood by the Orthodox

¢) The manner of Christ?s manifestation
as uncerstood by the various heretics

5=12 Polemical Part
a) Against the error that God was born from
the Virgin and not God and man
b) Against the error that “God born of a Virgin
appeared a man by being conjoined to a man
¢) Against the error that God suffered and was
raised again through flesh
11=18 Dogmatical Part: The Doctrine of the Incarnation
a) The manner of the Incarnation
b) The death of Christ
¢) The purpose of redemption and the necessity
of the human soul of Christ
18=19 ZEpilogue

a) Recapitulation of the Orthodox teaching

b) Conclusions about the heretics
¢) The causes of heresies
d) Final admonitions
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On the whole Karpathios seems to have imposed his own structure
upon the two APO, although his presentation of the contents is
guite close to the texts. This_particularly applies to APOl, and
his analysis of this treatise resembles that of Scultet,

Taking into account the above two scholars® contributions and
analysing afresh the contents of the two treatises we have adopted
the following structure:

APO1

1=3a Introduction

4 Two ways of thinking, the orthodox and the heretical.
The character and scope of the present treatise
2 The patristic understanding of Christ contrasted to the
heretical one by means of two series of statements
3 EBvaluation of the heretical understanding of Christ on
the basis of orthodox doctrinal presuppositions.
3b=.6. The First heretical thesis

Heretical thesis: that the flesh of Christ is uncreated -
Orthodox reply

4 First heretical objection: that the flesh became uncreated
by. virtue.of its union with the Logos
Orthodox responses : a). the time of the union between flesh
and Logos, (b) the increase of the body incompatible with
the alleged”uncreated”; (c) the meaning of the union;(d)
the heretical implications of the notion of the "uncreated";

5 (e) the Son is not from God as we are from Him; (f) the
meaning of the term "uncreated”™; (g) the two natures united i
in the Logos should not be equated ; (h) . the soteriolo-

6 gical implications of the union 5 (i) the heretical notion
of the "uncreated nature® of Christ refuted,
Second heretical objection: that Christ is from heaven
Orthodox response: Christ can be touched.,

7= 8 The Second heretical thesis

Heretical..thesis: that the body of cthrist is from heaven
Orthodox reply: (a) the human body in Adam and Christ;
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(b) the human body in Chrmist; (c)

(¢) the second Adam contrasted with the first: (d)
epistemological errors of the heretics

The Third heretical thesis

Heretical thesis: that the flesh of Christ is homoousios
with the Godhead.

Orthodox reply

Heretical objection:that the flesh became homoousios.
Orthodox response: the statement "He became fleshcannot

be reversed ; that the flesh must be taken seriously.

The duglity of Christ: God and man

The duality of Christ shown in His passibility-impassibi-
lity, death-resurrection.

The same one suffers and does not suffer .. The statement that
He became greater than the angels really refers to His flesh.
The flesh became God's by nature and not homoousios. The
union of things which are homoousia. Further inconsisten-
cies in the notion of the homoousios flesh with the God-
head. The notion of the uncreated flesh is similar to the
Arian, resting on the false sense of "became®. It is also
similar with the notions of Marcion and Manichaeus which

are to be clearly distinguished from the orthodox view,

The Fourth heretical thesis

Heretical thesis: that a heavenly mind took the place of

the inner.man in Christ.

Orthodox reply: thé.meaning of the name Christ; the soul and
the inner man; the soul and the death of Christ.

The presupposition to the Fourth hewyetical thesis: that God
was not fully united with humanity because of sin.

Orthodox response: nature and sin; the problem of the fall;
the Incarnation as the solution to the problem of the fall;
that the flesh assumed by the Saviour was not without a mind,
but had a soul endowed with mental faculty.

The implications of the heretical notion of the mindless
flesh of Christ: docetism and blasphemy; salvation is
achieved by the blood of His flesh and the mindful movement
of His soul; Christ is perfect God and perfect man and yet

He is One; Christ's sayings indicate the existence of



an human soul in Him, because He did not speak docetically.
47 The sinlessness of Christ; the contrast between "newness®
and ¥oldness” of humanity A
18f The heretical notion of the heavenly mind in Christ refuted
by means of the substitutionary and saving death of Christ,
20=21 Further Contentions
First contention: that He who was born of Mary is God: (1)
the Manichaean, (2) the Samosatean, and (3) the present

understanding.of this statement.
The orthodox response.
The soteriological argument: two kinds of imitatio Christi,
the heretical and the orthodox.

21 The other contention(Antiochene?): that the Logos came to
dwell in Christ as in the prophets.
A summary of the heretical errors in sc far as they relate
to the humanity (soul and flesh) of Christ.

22 Epilogue
The sufficiency of the Gospel traditionfor the affirmation
of the right faith in Christ

APQ2
4 Introduction: the orthodox doctrine of Christ contrasted

with the heretical. The One Christ is God and man (or,from
God and from man), rather than God converted into a man,

or God appearing as man.

2 The orthodox doctrine defended on the basis of the meaning
of the word "Christ™. The name does not refer to the Godhood
(as the heretics hold),but to the Godhood and the manhood.

3a Same subject continued: the anointing implied in the name
®Christ", and how the Logos became Christ,

3b "God was born in Nazareth” as understood by Paul of Samo-
sata, Marcion, Manichaeus, Valentinus, Arius, Sabellius
and the author's adversaries.

4 A summary of arguments deriving from the author's adversa-
ries in support of their contention that Christ appeared
as a man.

5 The heretical understanding of the statement "God was born

from Nazareth™ contrasted with the orthodox understanding,
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which asserts that He assumed everything that belongs

to the manhood.

Presentation and refutation of heretical arguments
cpposing the orthodcx God—man Christology:

FPirst heretical argument from sin and sinlessness: The
Logos could not have assumed human thoughts because they
cannot be sinless, whereas He is,
Firsat heretical argument from soteriology: If Christ is
a man, He is part of the world and as such cannot save
the world.

Second heretical argument from sin and sinlessness: Since
g8in is transmitted in nature by inheritance, if Christ
took up human nature He could not have been sinless.

First heretical argument from anthropologys: If He assumed

all that pertains to man, He was joined to a man, and Christ
is but a man,

Third heretical argument from sin and sinlessness: It is
impossible for man who was once enslaved in sin to becone
disenslaved; therefore Christ not have been a man.

Second heretical argument from soteriology: The believers
are saved by assimilation and imitation and not by renewal
and new beginning..

First..heretical argument from theopaschitism: that God
suffered and was risen through a flesh.

An excursus on the orthodox understanding of the passion
of Christ and the impassibility of God. ,
Further discussion of the heretical statement ¥God suffer—
ed and was raised through the flesh"™ with particular
reference to Christ's death and resurrection.

Second heretical argument from anthropology: that the
Logos became rational man by combining flesh with Himself.
Second heretical argument from theopaschitism: that the
Logos Himself was crucified.

The orthodox understanding of the death of Christ

Further exposition on the death of Christ

Epilogue

The various heretical Christological positions contrasted

with the orthodox.
The 0ld and the new heretics, and final admonition.



The structural patterns of APO1l and APOZ2 emerging from the

above analyses are as follows:

AROL
Introduction

The subjeci-matter
First heretical thesis
Reply

Heretical objection
Responses

Heretical objection

Responses

Second heretical thesis
Reply

Third heretical thesis
Reply

Heretical objection
Responses .
Fourth heretical thesis

Reply

Heretical presupposition

Response
Heretical implications
Further contentions

Orthodox responses

Epilogue

AZOZ

Introduction
The subjectematter

First heretical notion
Orthodox reply
Heretical.objection
Orthodox response

Heretical objection
Orthodox Response
Second heretical notion
Orthodox.reply

Third heretical notion
Orthodox reply
Heretical objection

Orthodox response (in extenso, i.e.
discussion of heretical implications)
Fourth heretical notion

Orthodox reply

Heretical presupposition

Orthodox. response
Sixth heretical notion
Orthodox reply

Rival heretical notion
Orthodox reply

Epilogue

The question that arises here is whéther such parallel structures

could be considered._as Athanasian.

To reply to this we need to

examine the sitructures of such Athanasian works which exhibit the

same coniroversial dogmatical character. As examples we may con-
sider here CARl=3 and EPI which span the whole period of Athanasius'

engagement in controversies,
will be provided in the Christological section of this treatise
we shall only give here the broad structural outlines.

As detailed analyses of these works
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CARL

Introduction

Subject-matter

The fundamental Arian thésis
Orthodox Reply

Four heretical logical theses
Reply to the first

Reply to the second

Reply to the third

Reply to the fourth

Three Arian Biblical arguments
Reply to the first ‘
Reply to the second

Reply to the third

Epilogue

CAR3

Introduction

Arian exegesis of John 14:10
Orthodox reply

implications

CAR2

Introduction :
Arian heretical notions refuted
1) The Son as High=Priest

2) The Son as Lord and King

3) The Son as unique creature
4) The Son as Mediator

5) Christological titles

The basic Arian text: Prov,8:22
First Arian interpretation
Second Arian interpretation
Third Arian interpretation
Fourth Arian interpretation
Fifth Arian interpretation
Sixth Arian interpretation
(There is no Epilogue)

EPI .
Introduction

Heretical Christological notions
General reply

First heretical thesis:

Arian exegesis of Jn.17:11,20=23 Orthodox reply

Orthodox reply

Four Arian biblical arguments
Reply to the first

Reply to the the fourth

Reply to the third

Reply to the second

Further Arian claims

Reply

Epilogue

Second heretical thesis
Orthodox.reply

Third heretical thesis

Orthodox reply

Fourth heretical thesis
Orthodox reply

Fifth heretical thesis

Orthodox reply

Sixth heretical thesis

Orthodox reply

Epilogue

The above general structures of CARl=3 and EPI stand in
close relationship to. the structures of APO1l and APO2. But it ..
is not only the general structure which betrays the same manner
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of approach to controversial doctrinal issues. The actual
details of argmmentation are strikingly similar. Biblical?
logical/rhetorical, theological and historical/doctrinal argu-
ments are all employed to defend the orthodox point of view and
expose the incompatibility of the heretical notions. On the whole
the argumentation is rigorous and decisive, and the author does
not conclude his work before he has satisfied himself that he

was able to tackle the‘fundamental problems connected with the

theses of his adversaries.
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IV.4 Conclusions

In this section we have attempted an initial but thorough
investigation of some of the most fundamental elements of the
literary style of APOl and APOZ2 and have compared them to each
other and to their parallels in Athanasius® works. Thus we have
been able to establish firstly, that the words peculiar to APO1
and APO2 vis-a-=vis each other represent a very small percentage
of the total text length of the two treatises and that such words
are to a certain extent derived from the adversaries opposed in
these works, The peculiar words of APOl and APOZ2 considered both
separately and togetﬁer vis-3-vis the vocabulary of Saint Athana-
sius'! generally accepted works has again been shown to be a very
small entity, partly owed to the specific subject-matter of the
two treatises under discussion. Also, we have shown that practi-
cally every work of Saint Athanasius contains a number of neolo-

gisms or Athanasian hapaxX legomena if compared to the total 1li-

terary output of the great Alexandrian. On such evidence we
could conclude that the argument from neologisms which certain
critics have used against the Athanasian paternity of the two APO
does not have any real basis on the texts,

In the second instance we have established that the grammati-
cal features of the vocabulary common to APOl and APOZ2 present
no significant divergencies, but rather point to a stylistic
homogeneity. This view we have further strengthened by citing
various phrasal parallels in the two treatises which exhibit a
high degree of similarity without being absolutely identical.
And we have also turned to the grammatical feétures of Athanasius’

total vocabulary and compared them to those of the two APO finding

again that no significant divergencies can be detected but rather
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an over-all concordance. A lot more work has been done in this
area, which could no%‘be fully incorporated into this disseria-
tion without making it even longer than it is already, .Our
intention was to move on the level of fundamentals and leave
the particular details for other occasions.

The examination of some of the most basic grammatical featu-
res of the wvocabulary of the two APO and their comparison with
those of Athanasius, has convinced us of no significant disparity
or divergence in their respective literary styles. We have also
confirmed this conviction by showing that the sﬁructure of APOl
and APO2 is parallel to that of some of Athanasius’ controversial
works which belong to the same literary register,

Although we admit that ou} stylistic investigation 1is funda-
mental rather tham exhaustive, we hcope that we have supplied
enough evidence for conclusing that the argument from style
against the Athanasian paternity of the two APO cannot be se-

riously sustained.
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The Death of Christ

V.1 Introduction
2:5-389  ¥.2 The death of Christ in the
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V.1, Introduction

Tae doctrine of the death of Christ as expounded in APQ1 and APQO2 has
been szen 28 one of the major obstacles to the Athanasian paternity

of these two treatises. It has been claimed, particularly by Stﬂlcéénz
that, whereas in Athanasius the death of Christ is generally understood
in terms of the body and the flesh, and more particularly as the separ-
ation of the Logos from His body, in APOl and APO2 the death of Christ
entails the separation of the soul of the Logos from His body. In
recent years Dom Lebourlier, arguing against Jean Daniélou's claim

that APQ0l1&2 had been used by Gregory of Nyssa, defended a divergence
between APQOl and APQO2 with regard to the doctrine of the death of
Christ, and on this basis suggested a diversity of authorship for the
two treatiseé? )Lebourlier“s views were readily adopted and restated

by Grillmeier, who saw in the case of APO2 an Antiochene movement of
thoughé? )

In spite of such claims as the above, the fact remains that no
thorough study of the death of Christ either in Athanasius, or in the
two APQ has been done, since no one has examined all the available
texts,particularly in the doctrinal context within which they appear,
As it is obvious that such claims as the above cénnot be properly
evaluated without a thorough and comprehensive study of the texts,
we have undertaken to examine here the doctrine of death and suffering
in both Athanasius and the two APO with the ultimate view to determin-
ing whether such a doctrine can indeed be an obstacle to the case of

identity of authorship. We shall begin with Athanasius® texts and then

proceed with the APO1&2.
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V.2 The Doctrine of death in GENT

The subjectamatterAéf GENT is the knowledge of God (theology) and the
truth about the world (cosmology). There are two main sections to GENT
which dezl respectively with (i) the problem of theology and cosmology
as it is expressed in the development of idolatry (chs.2-29), and (ii)
with the ways of solving the problem through purification and natural
contemplation (chs. 30-47). The key notion to both sections is the
Logos of God. |

In the first section Athanasius develops a Logocentric doctirine of
creation with particular reference to the creation of man and expounds
the doctrine of man's fall in terms of his turning away from the Logos
and inventing evil. It is this fall which gradually results in the
problem of idolatry and its consequences, corruption and death. Here
then,we find the first references to suffering and death, particularly
in tﬁé early chaptefsg within a distinctly anthropological context.

In the second section Athanasius argues that the truth about God
and the world can be known through the restoration of man, firstly
through the purification of his soul or heart, and secondly through
natural contemplation of the providence operating in the world. The
first method is related to the%estoration of the Image of the Logos
in man (76 xat’cixdva ) and the latter to the discernment by maﬁ
of the presence of the Logos in the world through His works (td £pya).
In this second section the doctrine of death becomes more explicit,
particularly in chapters 33 and 34, but the context is still distinct-
1y anthropological and creationist., Here , as in the previous section,
the dvalistic language of*souf°andubodfnseems to be prevalent ,but

2 S v .
the”mind also eccupies a central place,



After these gemeral observations we may now turn %o the particular
points of doctrine., Athanasius sees the fall of man as a turning away
cf the mimd ( voUg, didvota ) of his soul { yuxf ) from the contemplat-
ion (bewple ), perception ( xatavénoug ) and longing ( =é6og) of God,
and his attachment to himself, or to his belongings (€avigd, td Tdva ).
This disorientation is described in various ways , as,for example, a
turning away from the vision of those things which are the greatest
(=4 xpsﬁﬁ?va ) to those which are mearer at hand (td yyvtépw ) , or
from those which are perceived by the mind (td vontd ) to those which
are sensible and are connected with the senses of the body (7d afcon-
td or af atabhoerc Tob oduatoc ). Above all, man's fall is a turning
of the soul to the desires of the flesh (af €xuBvuiar T capxdg) and
the pleasures ( Hdovai ) of the body . The mind {:hen9 which was entire-
1y integrated and transcendent Broc €otiv Gvw £avi§ cvvdy ), lost its
integrity and transcendence. Men became aware of themselves (€quvtodc
HLTAVOE TV %pgdvro ) , understood the body and its pleasures and fell
into self-desire (elg €avi®v énibvufav Emecav ). and their soul became
confused and troubled, Falling into the desires of the body , they
knew that they were naked (i.e. deprived of the visibn of divine
things), and the perception of their mind had turned to the contrary
(rpbc t& dvavtia ). Trapped into the desires of the body and comsider-
ing pleasure (fdovh ) to be good, they became afraid of lo¢sing them
and so their soul acquired the habit of fears( e8Bot ), p%easures
and of thinking mortally (©6vntd ¢povelv ). Nei\ﬁishinngo be separat-
ed from the pleasures , it feared death and the separation from the
body (GENT,3). Clearly, in the light of the above teaching, suffering

and death are connected with man's fall, and, given the soul-body model
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of man’s cornstitution, suffering and death are caused by the inversion
of the movement of the soul within the body. More particularly, death
seems to be connected with the separation of the soul from the body.
These insights, given in chapters 3, T, 8; 9ff and 22, become
more explicit in chapters 33 and 34 , where the soul is defended against
those who deny its existence., Here the first point to be emphasized
is that the soul has been made immortal ( d8dvatoc y€yovev H VYvxHh),
whereas the body is by nature mortal ( ¢dcew Ouwntdv ). Thus when death
occurs,it is not to the soul ,but to the body,that one should look,
because the body reaily dies when the soul departs from it ( od ydp 1
yuxh otuy 7 droBvhoxovoa, dAAd Sivd ThY Tadtng dvaxdpmouv amobvhoxet
8 olua). Strictly speaking, death is not the separation of the soul
from the body, but the result of this separation on the body. Ihis is
in line with the statement which regards the soul as a life-principle
or motion-principle,which animates and moves the body, and as such
cannot be connected with death., Athanasius clearly states that the
soul is self-moved (adthv €avthy xevelv ) and as such is immortal,
The notion of death then, is closely, and we might even say, crudely,
and physically, connected with immobility. As the soul is a principle
of self-movement which moves the body, it is the body that actually

dies when the motion-principle of the soul departs from it ( t8te 6dva-~

Tov ToY odpatoc elvar, &te TH¢ wwvhocewe wadetat). Athanasius also
points to the condition of sleep to indicate this contrast between the
movable soul and the immovable body, but ultimately he looks to the
separation of the soul from the body as the best proof for this contrast.
The soul continues to live after the death of the body (xaf{ petd 6dva-

Tov To® oduatog Zhoetar ) and at that state acquires a clearer know-



~318=

ledge of immortality ( ¢avepwtdpav EEet tHv Tfc dbavacfag yvGBouv).

It seems that Athanasius eaphasizes the immortality of %the soul for
apologetic purposes, because he wants to stress man’s responsibiliiy

for his fall and for his return to his creator Logos. That his doctrine

@[ui";o,
is not,.identical with the Greek philoscphical doctrine of the immortali-

A
5y of the soul is made clear in what he says about the relation of the
soul ito the creator Logos. The soul, he says, will not cease to live
after the death of the body, because God made it thus through his own
Logos. ( 0¥ madcetar Tob ZAv oud tév o¥twe adthv mordoavta ©edv Hud ToD
gavtod Adyov to¥ Kvplov fHjudv ’Inco¥ Xpivotol). Similarly Athanasius
says that the death of the beody is ultimately linked‘with the creator
Logos. It is, he writes, by the gesture ( veUua) of the Logos that
man is made to live and dies again, simply because all things are
givel soul and movement by Him. Ultimately God gives and God takes,
The death of the body is not 'evil', but natural, in as much as it
occurs by the will of the Legos, who is the only and ultimate ground
of all creaturely existence. It is obvious that the Greek soul-=body
model of the human constitution is modified in the Athanasién thought
because it is placed in the context of a Logocentric creation,

What emerges from GENT concerning death can be summed up in the
following statements:
(a) Death refers to the body and not to the soul, for the latter was
made immortal by the lLogos.
(b) Death means immobility, but it is preceeded by passion, separation
division and corruption.
(¢) The death of the body is natural to it. It occurs when the soul

is separated from it. But this separation does not occur without the



will of the Logos, nor without man’s responsibility. The implication
is that the body would rnot have died , if the soul had not subjected
herseif to it (the bedy) instead of the Logos.

(

je)]

) The separation of the soul from the body in death is symptomatic
and not constitutive of death., The constitutive aspect is probably

the soul'’s subjection to the body and corruption through pleasure, or
the rejection of the Logos and the visior of God as the primary purpose
of the soul's life-movement.

These points of doctrine certainly raise a number of critical
questions concerning the more precige clarification of the inner cohes-
ion of the various nuances attached to the terms soul and body, mortal-
ity and immortality, vision of God, etc. Athanasius does not provide
enough statements for such a clarification, It seems that his language
is quite flexible, and that his main concern is to develop a general
theory about man'’s creation and fall with the §iew to presenting the
Incarnation as the appropriate means of salvation. GENT does not
provide a clear doctrine of suffering and death, but a series of

points relating to these topics, which call for further clarifications,
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(i1) Death in INC

The first references tc death in INC are anthropological
and occur in chapters 3ff where Athanasius develops the doctrine
of man’s creation, |

In INC3 Athanasius provides one of his cléarest statements
on man's creation. Here he connects mortality with the human race
and immortality with the grace of Cod which is bestowed on man.
The human race, he says, being creaturely, i.e. having'come into
being out of nothing, could not have remained in existence .forvevero
}Yet de had had mercy on them. He made them in His Image and
Likeness and thereby gave them the possibility té escape mortality
which was inherent in their creaturehood. Athanasius explains that
creation in the Image and Likeness of God invdlves both the knowiedge
of the Creator Logos and the gift of His power Which énsures_etérnal
life. It is as if men can possess ‘shadows of the Logos', whereby
they bécome assimilated to Him and therefore énjoy_the lifé df‘}
bleséednesso Athanasius further explains thaﬁ.this'¢reat10n iﬁ
the Logos is not automatically realized but involves man's free
choice to coordinate Himself with the Logos , since the Image is
also connected with the free will of men () Tdv &vepﬁﬂwv REoALPeoLS) .
To assist men in théir choice, God placed them in a paradise and
gave them his commandment (€vTo)f) to obey. On this basisgiGod
gave both the promise of incorruptibility (&¢bBapcia), and the
warning of corruption in death by nature (T¥v €v Qavdwy xatd wﬁopv:‘
@Qopdv) in the event of man’s disobedience. So man in spite of

his mortai corruptible creaturehood, was giVeh the option and



(ii) Death in INC

The first references to death in INC are anthropological
and occur in chapters 3ff where Athanasius develops the doctrine
of man's creation,

In INC3 Athanasius provides one of his clearest statements
on man's creation. Here he connects mortality with the human race
and immortality with the grace of God which is bestowed on man,
The human race, he says, being creaturely, i.e., having come into
being out of nothing, could not have remained in existence for ever,
Yet God had had mercy on them. He made them in His Image and
Likeness and thereby gave them the possibility to escape mortality
which was inherent in their creaturehood. Athanasius explains that
creation in the Image and Likeness of God involves both the knowledge
of the Creator Logos and the gift of His ﬁower which ensures eternal
life, It is as if men can possess ‘shadows of the Logos“g'whereby
they become assimilated to0 Him and therefore enjoy the life of
blessedness, Athanasius further explains that this creation in
the Logos is not automatically realized but involves man’s free
choice to coordinate Himself with the Logds , since the Image is
also connected with the free will of men (% T@v dvepdrwy Tpoaf{pesLg) .
To assist men in their choice, God placed them in a. paradise and
gave them his commandment ( évtoA#}) to obey. On this basis, God
gave both the promise of incorruptibility (&d¢bapcia), and the
warning of corruption in death by nature (t7jv v 8avdty xatd ¢BoLv
900opdv) in the event of man's disobedience. So man in spite of

his mortal corruptible creaturehood, was given the option and
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the promise to remain in existence through his obedience of the
commandsent which safeguards man'’s association and assimilation

to  the Logos and his reception of the latter’s eternal power,

The other cption however, namely,that of man's subjection to
natural corruption through death, also remained a live possibility.
The clear message of this teaching concerning death and the man

of creation is that whilst the former is a possibility inherent

to the nature of the latter, it does not however constitute a
necessity, thanks to God's eiconic grace which renders it ineffectivea
Thus, in the context of creation, human death is a possibility
inherent in man“é nature, but it can be averted by grace. For man
to die a natural death means to fall from the grace of the Logos.
Loocked at from mans side, it implies man's failure to obey the
commandment and therefore to be assimilated to the Logos. From
God's side however, it appears to be God's just condemnation
(xatdxpiovg ) of the man who defies His order of creation by
grace, The trangression of the commandment is the outward
expression of man's inner failure to coordinate himself with the
life-giving power of the Logos. This occurs because man turns

to and chooses creaturehood instead of the Creator, or to put it
otherwise, because man's freedom is by inversion turned towards
man's nature and thereby looses its transcendent communion with
God. A careful study of Athanasius'language and conceptuality
leaves no doubt that the 'legal® language, borrowed from the

Bible, points to existential theistic dimensions of man'’s creaturely

congtitution which imply a theocentric view of man. There is then
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in Athanasius' doctrine of man a profound interconnection between
commandment (Evtold ) and grace (xdpic ), or Levw (wduoc ) and Logos.
The former safeguards the latter, but the latter which is none
other than the free coordination of man's existence with God's
power in grace, remains ultimate and primary. The rejection of this
life-perspective through the transgression of the safe-guard
inevitably,and we might add 'legally?, leads man to the corruption of
his nature in death. One could go further =zt tﬁis point and argue
implicitly, i.e. by drawing out further logical implications
from Athanasius® doctrinal notions, that the xatdxpicig and
particularly its issuing in death and corruptioﬁ , 1s paradoxically,.
yet another safeguard of God's grace which is allowed in order that
human race may not be extinguished, and that in due course the grace
of redemption and resurrection may bring about its restoration.
We might say that this sounds like 'free predestination®, as
opposed to 'deterministic predestinarianism'. But this is exactly
what Athanasius' logocentric free creation ultimately implies.

In INC4 similar points of doctrine are made. The connection
between Logos and Nomos is further spelt out as man's mortality
is said to rest with man's . loss of the knowledge of the Logos.
Knowledge here is not just intelléctual activity,nor is it just
knowledge of an object., It is coﬁnected with the notion of
creation in the Image and Likeness of God ,which is man's coordinat-
ion with the Creator Logos and the reception of His grace. In
this chapter Athanasius speaks of the grace of creation in the
Image (tfv t0¥ xat’el{xdva xdptv) whereby man is assimilated with

the Logos (0td tfic medg Tév Adyov duorvdintog and averts his
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natural corruptibility . This is also called participation

in the Iogos (literally "being-with-the-Logos", petovafla ToB Adyov)
and indicates the theistic principle of Athanasius® doctrine

of man.

INC6 stresses the fact that corruption and death have been
introduced into mankind because of the Fall and have held universal
svay. Death has come to rule over men by means of a law (véuy &
edvatog toyxve xad’fu&v ). The law here is related to the xatd-
xpuovg of the fallen man by God, which, however, like the dvtonrd,
does not comstitute the primary cause of death. Indeed this law,
or this death by law, seems to be preventative of ultimate death,
or return to the nihil,out of which the human nature was called
into existence,

In INC7 Athanasius explains this point further, by positing,
in an anthropomorphic fashion, a dilemma in God, who hzs to decide
to save man and yet remain true to his legislation about death
(f mepf Gavdtov vouodecla ). He knows that man®s: repentance
is not sufficient for a solution to man'’s fall, not only because

it would make amockery of the legislation (and by implication, of

the existential-ontological order of creation), but also because
man's transgression (rapdBactc¢ ) was not just a minor offence
(*AMupéinua ) without the grave implications of corruption. The
transgression was in fact the rejection and loss of theeiconic grace
(Thv 7o xat’eixdva xdpiv doarpebéviec), which resulted in captivity
to the corruption of nature (ei¢ Tfv xatd obovv @dopdv éxpatodvto).
Here, at least two points are clear, 1) that the strength of death

in God's Nomos has its efficient cause in man's transgression



of God's commandment, but its ultimate cause is to be located

in man's rejection and loss of the grace of the xat elxdva

2) that the salvation of man from the shackles of death and
corruption could only be achieved , if the eiconic grace .were to
be restored , which in turn would fulfil the évtoAr¥ and therefore
destroy the véuogof death by death!

On these considerations and on the premise that all men have
rejected the grace of the Logos and share responsibility for the
reign of death over them ( in INC8 this responsibility is spoken
of in terms of ©8 dredOvvov mévrwy BV dvepdnav wpde TV
edvatov , or in terms of 6ud T8 mdviac VmevdBvove elval 7} to¥
davdtov Qeop@))Athanasius proceeds to argue that only the &ery
Efxdv of God , the Divine Logos, could recall the grace, because
He made all and is related to all as their Head. Consequently,

only He who is above all ( & &x¢ wdvtwv) and for all (& Onép névtacg)

could regain all and could suffer for 2ll ( dxép wdvtwv) and mediate
between them and the Father ( mpeoBebcatr mepl mdviww).

The crucial element in the Athanasian doctrine here, is that
death and its overcoming through the restoration of the eiconic
grace concerns the whole mankind (td &\a, ndvtag, t©é8 y€voc). This
manifestswthe catholic dimensions of Athanasius' soteriological
perspectivesg, which comprise both the Logos and the whole humanity,
ie, the individual human beings in their generic and racial solidarity.
This "catholic® dimension is already apparent in the Athanasian
doctrine of creation. Particularly in Athanasius'expesition of the
eiconic grace, it is quite obvious that the Logos is the principle

which governs the true life of s2ll men and brings them together under
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one Head, So it is no surprise that here also, it is to the Logos
that Athanasius turns as the only one who can save the whole (1d &ia).
There is, however, a difference in the act of the Logos in the two
contexts of creation and salvation. In the first context, the Logos
acts as God the Creator. In the second context, however, the Logos
has to act from the side of creation, as a creature, or more particul-
arly, as a man. He has to act as a mediator ( npecBefoai), i.e.

to suffer for mll and mediate on behalf of all, in order to fulfil

and destroy the law (®Anpwéfivatr xaf AvOfvar Tév véuov ) - of
condemnation or the law of death,

This act for and on behalf of all was needed, because all were
responsible for the loss of grace and the incursion of the law of
death, Besides, the transition from the universality of death to
the universality of restoration to life could only be effected by
the Creator Logos, who is the universal head of 211 creation.
Athanasius® thought on this point is crystal clear. As the transcend-
ent and immortal head of 211, the Logo® alone could fulfil the
need for total restoration. But this could only be done, if the
universal law of death was both fulfilled and abolished.Ipn Athanasius?’
mind, that could only be done by a sort of universal subsbitutionary
death of the Logos. But this deéth required the assuﬁption by the
Logos of that which dies. It is here that Athanasius introduces
again the human body as that which dies ; and argues that the Logos
could only act for all in death, if He had a mortal body9 since
in Himself He was by nature immortal. In a sort of dramatic
language Athanasius speaks of the Logos ,the universal Creator,

forming a body in the Virgin, making it His own temple (vadv ),



appropriating it as His own instrument (dpyavov ), revealing Himself
in it and indwelling ito This implies a double activiéy on the part
of the Logos. There is first a transitive activity which refers to
the assumption of the human body (T6 THu€tepov AapBdver olua ), butb
there is also an intransitive activity which refers to the Logos®
presence and manifestation in our own human territory (mapcyivetar
elc v Auetépav xdpav, or mapaylvetat ovyxataBalvwy Tf £l TUEc
adrob guravbpwniq xaf €xi@avelq , or as in some instances Tf adToD
napovofq ). It is by means of this double activity that the Logos
can represent all men to the Father and die for ail and destroy death
entirely . He has acquired what men have (a mortal human body ident-
ical with theirs) and has personally condescended to be in it and

act through it on their behalf. The precise content of the term body
is not clarified here. It seems to be holistic and be used kata

(4)

synekdochen to denote the entire human being. One thing however is

clear,that it is used objectively ,since the subject active in and
through it is the Logos Himself. Athanasius makes it clear that

his primary concern is to exclude from the Incarnation the assumption
of a particular human subjectg5%ut at the same time, he wants to
emphasize the integrity of the humanity of the lLogos, ie., the
integrity of the body. The main thought is that the lLogos who is
subjectively related to all the human persons by virtue of His hezadship
in creation and on the basis of the grace of the Image, can only

act for their salvation if He shares their nature in which mortality
and death and thereforé the need of salvation have been manifested.
It is T8 buotov as he says, that the Logos needs to take from

our side (Axd TV Tuet€pwv... Aapdy ), so that He may deliver it

to death instead of 21l (dvt(’ ndvitwy adtd davdry mapadidbode ) and thus



bring it to the Father. The phrase mapadtdolc T§ 6uvdty suggests yet
another transitive activity which follows from the former &nafev .
It suggests a free act as opposed to an inevitable one., Athanasius
has already argued about the necessity of the death of the Logos
as man as the only way for fulfilling and zbolishing the universal law
of death which ruled ober all humanity. But the crucial point here,
is that , as the necessity of the law of death or the law of condemn=
ation arose from the free act of men (té =dvtwy dredbuvowv ), likewise
the saving death of the Logos is rooted in His own free act
which fﬁlfiis fhe law and annuls its claim. The mopddootg of the
Loges'! body has the character of a deliberate and free offering,
rather than an act of necessity. It is the reverse-activity from
that which led mankind %o the law of death,

As Athanasius unfolds further and further his doctrine of the
death of Christ, the term "offering” ( mpocgopd ) is employed a
number of times and its sacrificial<liturgical character, reminiscent
of the OT priestly functions, becomes apperent. It is clear that the
offering of the body to death by the Logos results in é substitutionary
death for all (vt ﬂﬁvmwy ). But it is important to note that the

inner logic, as it were, of this substitution is not to be traced

to an abstract principle of legal sacrificial transaction, but to

the Headship of the Logos in creation whereby He is related to all

men . The substitutionary offering of the one body for all rests

on the fact that it is the Dominical Body ( 8 Kvpiaxdv 3@pa )s ifo,

the Body of Him who is & énf ndviwv or, 8 ép ndvrac and therefore
of Him who alone can act "nép ndvtwv and dvtf wdviwy - This

sacrificial language coupled with the High-Priestly Person of the



Logos is perhaps the clue tc Athanasius' choice of the term body
to expound the Incarnation and its soteriological implications.

It is clear that the primary purpcse of the Incarnation in
the mind of Athamnasius is the fulfilment and abolition of the law
of death which results in the restoration and renewal of the eiconic
grace, This is spelt out in the following text which recapitulates
some of the key notions of Athanasius'’ understanding of Christ's
death:

And lest what had been created should perish and

the work of the Father among men should be in vain.
He took to Himself a Body, end that not foreign to
our own, for He did not wish simply to be in a Body,
nor did He wish merely to appear..for He was able,

if He only wanted to appear, to make His theophany
by some other greater means. But He takes up our
own, and that not in a simple manner, but from a
pure and immaculate Virgin who had no experience of
man, a body which was pure and truly immaculate of
male intercourse. For He was able, being the creator
of all, to make the body in the Virgin His own temple
and to appropriate this as an instrument, becoming
known in it and indyelling it. And thus having taken
from us that which is ours, and since 2l1l were res-
ponsible for the corruption of death , He brought it
to the Father having delivered it to death instead
of all, and He was doing this out of love for men,

so that all of them having died in Him, the law of
corruption which was against men might be dissolved
having its authority fulfilled in the dominical body
and therefore having no place any longer against men
who were like Him., And as men returned to corruption.
He might bring them back again to incorruption, and
bring them back to life from death, abdlishing death
from them as a reed from the fire by the appropriation
of the body and the grace of the resurrection.

The Logos having seen that the corruption of men
could not be dissolved otherwise ,unless He died,
and that being the Logos He could not die,because
He was immortal and the Son of the Father, for this
reason He takes up to Himself the body which can die,
so that by its participation in the Logos who is over
2ll, it might become a sufficient substitute for all
in death and it might remain incorruptible on account
of the Logos indwelling it , and so the corruption
might cease from all by the grace of the resurrection.
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Hence bringing forward to death the body which He
Himself had taken as a sacrifice and an offering

(1it. victim) free from every stain inmediately
vanguished death from all the same bodies by the
offering of the appropriate (substitute). Because

the Logos of God,being for all, obviously, by
bringing His own temple and His own corporeal
instrument (as an offering) as a substitute for all
(dvtllvyxov dvt{ mdvtwv)fulfilled what was due to death
and thus being together with all (men) through the
same(body) , obviously, the Son of God clothed all

men with incorruption by the promise of the resurrect-
ion. And now, no longer does the corruption involved
in death holds sway over men because of the Logos who
dwelt among them by means of a body identical with

theirs, INC8-9,

The language is distinctly liturgical and reminiscent of
the OT sacrificial traditions. But here the sacrificial body is
not only pure and spotless, in that it was not derived from male
intercourse. but from an untouched and spotless Virgin, but is also
identical with ours , in that it wes derived from our sidé (dxé
@y AueTépwyv TS Ouotov ). Further and more importantly, it is
the Dominical Body (t6 Kvpumxév Z@pa_), which truly can be offered
for all, beczuse it is truly the body of the Lord who is Head of
all, It is the Lord‘'s own temple (vabc ),where God“é law is
truly fulfilled, and death is vanguished and men regain incorrupt-
ion. The sacrificial language is quite striking in a phrase
where the body offered to death is called iepetov xal 6Tuc mavtég
érnevoépov onf{hov and is regarded as xatdAAniov TT RE0C0QYOLH.
Nor are these phrases incidental. They reappear a number of times

in the De Incarnatione and seem to be fundamental to Athanasius®

doctrine, For example, he speaks of the mpoogopd To¥ {6fov cdpatoc,
or, he says that oBpa xaf adtdc & Abyog EraBev o1d thv mepl T®v

Spolwy cwpdtwy Bvofav,or again tf tod {dfov cdpatoc Ovalqg xal Té€hog
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gnéomue t§ »ad fudc véuw xaf dpxhv Lwfic éxalvecev, ( Cf. IN@lO)o
Elsewhere he says, mapayevduevoc Thv 6vofav thv vnép wdviwv dretére,
napadsdode t8 ofua T§ Savdty wafl dviotdv adté (INC 16 ) and again,
nép mdviwv ThHy Buvcfav dvéoepev dvtf mdviwy Tév £avtol vodv elg
odvatov mapadidode (INC 20 ),ordnép mdviwv mpoogepducvov elg Bdvatov

( INC 31). Lastly INC37x8v &avtod vadv xal T8 cwpatixdv dpyavov
npoodywy dvrtLyvxov dnép mdvrwv,or dvtlyvxov 18 Eavtol ofuc el

odvatov mapadidodc. Particularly interesting is the phrase dva{ wdvTwy
avefyvyxov , which is not clarified but certainly implies the

substitutionary aspect of the offering of the body of Christ.

Thé offering of the body is made to deathg but also to the Father,

in as much as the law of death was imposed by the Father®'s law of

condemnation. The term Jdvt{yvyxov indicates that the term yux1

is subsumed under the term o®duc and the suggestion is that

the strong term is the body but the soul is not excluded from it,
In INC9 Athanasius e%plicifly states that the crucial element

in the substitutionary death of Christ is the Lordly Person of

the Logos. The substitutionary efficacy of the body is not rooted

in any abstract legal principle, but in the Lordly person of the

Logos. This point of view is brought out in the phrase tva ©o¥ £xf

xdvtwy Adyov peTarafdy , dvtl wdviwy txavdéy yvévntar T§ Gavdty

Not only the act of substitution, but the exchange of mortality

for immortality in the pominical RBody is rooted in the Person

of the Logos:xaf d1d Tév dvorxfcoavta Adyov &ebaptov Stapefvy xal

2 ? p ~ ~ ’
Aowmdy and mdvtwy ) @Oopd maboetar T Tfic dvactdoswe XdouTL .

The same teaching is apparent in the statement: Un€p mdvtag ydp &
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6 Abyog To¥ Beob elxdtwg TV €avtod vady xal T8 GuuaTiadv

dpyavoy mpoodywv dvtiyvyov Undp mdviwv, €xafipov 18 Sgeiiducvov

2 ~ o < o o ~ qQ - ~ ~ 2

ev TG Bavdty xaf odtwg cvvdv 6ud To¥ Spofov Tolg mdowy & agbaptog
o - e [ 2 o o 2 Id 9 rd

7o ®eol Yi8¢ etudtwe mdvrtac Evédvcev agbapcfav. The formulae

é én{ mdvtwv, or & trép AdvTag, or O wdvmwy Asorbine ol Zwthp
o~ o~ [ - —~

ToD ©eoV Yidg (in INC 24 he speaks of | 1@v wdvtwy cwd ),

refer to the Logos*® headship over each and a2ll men in creation.

The formulae davt{ ndviwv, or dnép mdviwv, or =dvtwy €v adtd, or
2 ~ oa . : é 2 0 ? & -~
ovvwdy Tolg ®ATLY, vewxnoevta Tév Adyov ev todtoig (Tolcg

dvepdnore) refer to the Logos' personal involvement with .us

and His personal priestly act before God for us through the

Incarnation.,

In INC 10 Athanasius reveals the Biblical basis of his ex-

position of the doctrine of the death of Christ as the substitution-
ary death of the Creator for all His creatures. This entails a)

2 Cor. 5:14-15, where the formula éfg ép mdvtwv dréBavev occurs,
b) Hebrews 2:9, which contains the formula dnép mavtde yvedontar
favdtov , ¢) Hebrews 2:10, adtdg 61°8v ©d ndvta »af 6t’0d td wdvta
Enpeme Tobe dvepdnovg &ueu;yxdy dné tfic vevoauévng ¢Bopde

and d) Hebrews 2:14»15,'which speaks of the blood and the flesh

which were taken up by the Saviour., Particular emphasis is placed
on I Cor. 15:21-22, which is used in the substitutionary argument

of Athanasius® doctrine. As death came through man, so death should

be driven out by man. This is precisely what has been achieved
by the Incarnate lLogos, ‘'the Man for all men'. Such is Athanasius’

convietion concerning the realism of the abolition of death by
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the death of the Incarnate Creator that he can prdduce the following
unequivocal assertion, "Since Christ's death, we do not die as judged,
but in order to rise again®, Human death is no longer the sign of
creaturely weakness, but rather a sign of victory. It is the prothala-
mos of the resurrection. Through Christ's death something utterly
and radically new has taken place as regards the relatioéjship between
God and man., There is no xatdxpuotg any more. Sin has lost its power
while grace has become superabundant since it has embraced even death
itselfg Thus, the abolition of death and the laying of the foundation
for the universal resurrection (THv xouwvijv Tdv wdvtwv dvdoTaciv )
is called by Athanasius the first cause of the Incarnation.

In INC 13 Athanasius explains that initially man's death was
not an unavoidable necessity., It would not have occurredjif man had
kept the eiconic grace. However, when it occurred, it occurred in

accordance with the nature of the body, in the body. For this reason

the very Eikon of God took up a mortal body and destroyed death in
Himself, so tﬁat death may no longer have any power over men and men
may be renewed in the eiconic grace.

In INC15 it is said that the resurrection of the 3aviour shows
that He alone is true Lord and God's Logos, who has mastered even

death (tév xaf Tob 6avdtov uvptelovta ). He became man, appeared
as man, died as man and rose again as man to undo the works of men and

lead them back to His true Father. The work of universal salvation

has already been achieved in the sense that the law of death has been

abolished and replaced by the law of resurrection. It is this new

I}

law which now forms the perspective of human life and destiny.

In INC 16 Athanasius particularly emphasizes the universal range



of the Logos' power and reign, which 1is demonstrazted in the destruct-
ion of death by His death. The Logos, he seys, has str%?hed Himsélf
everywhere. He is above (as Creator) and below (as Incarnzte) and in
the depth (as having descendest into Hades) and in the breadih (as
having embraced the whole world). By His economy He destroyed death
and showed Himself to be the Logos of the Father and the King of all,

In INC17 Athanasius associates incorruptibility with the
Logos and corruptibility with the boayp and makes the former the
basis for overcoming the latter. It was the incqrruptible Logos, he
says, who enlivened and purified the mortzl body.

In INC 18 he says that although it was the body that suffered,
vet it was the Logos who was said to have suffered , so that He
appears to nave a body in truth and not in mere appearance. Obviously
the attribution of the passion to the Logos should not be explained
in terms of a passible Godhood, but rather in terms of the passible
body.

In INC 19 Athanasius speaks of the Cross as the trophy of
victory over death, on the basis of which creation confessed that
He who was in the bddy and suffered was not simply man but God's
Son and the Saviour of all. |

In INC 20 Athanasius argues that only the'Creator could change
the corruptible into incorruptible ané only the Eikon of the Father
could recreate that which was made in its image. Further, only the
Life itself ( adrozwf ) could turn what is mortal into something
immortal. Indeed, only the Logos of the Father , His true and only
begotten Son, could teach about the Father. Only He who is truth
could repay what was due by all, namely, death., PFirst of all He

showed Himself to be God and then He offered the sacrifice of his
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own temple to death as 2 substitute for all (dvt¢ ndvtwv, or vrdp
ndviwy ThAY Ovifav dvéeepev dvil mdviwy ©8v &auviod, vady eic

8dvatov mapadLdobe ) in order to free 2ll from the responsibility of
the ancient transgression and show Himself to be greater than death
and the firstfruits of the universal resurrection by means of the
immortal body. Even though it was derived from 2 Virgin by way of

a newvy miracle, His body did have the same substance as ours, and as
such was mortal and died following the predicament of the other bodies.
But because of the Logos® intervention, it wés not corrupted in
accordance with its own naturelgybut was delivered from all corrupt-
ion. Two events took place simultaneously in the Dominical Body :
the death of all was fulfilled,and corruption was abolished becszuse
of the Logos who was co-—existing with it ( cvvévta). 1In this chapter
Athanasius recapitulates his earlier teaching on the substitutionary
death of Christ. Death for all ( vnép ndviwv ) was required to meet
what was due by all. Since the Logos could not die as Logos, Dbecause
He was immortal, He took to Himself a body which could dié , in order
to offer it to death as a substitute for all and accordingly deliver
men from the fear of death, as Hebrews 2:14-15 teaches.

In INC21 Athanasius explains further the universal effects of
Christ's death in saying that, since the common Saviour of all died,
men no longer die as previously undar the threat of the law ( xutd <Hv
drewAfy Tto¥ véuov ). The condemnation has ceased, and men are disolv-
ed according to the nature of the body; but this is applicable only
for a time, untii they participate in a greater resurrection. Death
then, is at the present time a sowing unto resurrection according

to the teaching of I Cor. 15:53-55.
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In the same chazpter Athanasius inguires into the manner of
Christ's death. Why, he asks, did He die a death by crucifixion
and insult , and not naturally as other men do? FKen, he says, die
out of weakness of nature , which makes it unable to withstand time,
but the Lord who is self-<Life, did not suffer death because of
weakness., As 1ife and power He strengthened the body to overcome
its natural weakness. But He died by accepting death from others,
so as to perfect the sacrifice. At the same time, He endured the
suffering and the death of His body , because He did not want to
hinder the resurrection. The body died as a ransom for 21l (épd T8
drép mdvtwv Abtpov ), but it did not see corruption. It was raised
up in its entirety, because it was the body of Life.

The exposition of the-same theme is continued in INC22; Being
Himself Life , says Athanasius, the Incarnate Logos could not lead
His body to death by Himself, On the other hand it was not fitting
that He should avoid the death imposed on Him by others. So, He
accepted it in order to destroy it. He accepted it from others in
order that He might fulfill the salvation of all. In as much as He
did this, He did not abolish his own death (His own in the sense that
He Himself was responsible forrit)g but humén death. He fought death
in His own body , which He raised up incorruptible as the trust
( évéyvpov ) and revelation of the forthcoming universal resurrect-
ion @&fic elc ndvrac éropfvne dvaoctdoswg) .

In INC 23 Athanasius explains that death had to precede the
resurrection, and this is why Christ endured death. He also explains
that this death had to be a public one ,so that its reality could
be clearly demonstrated and the same might be applicable to His

resurrection. This is connected with the notion of mweppnofa , i.e.
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the indisputable open demonstration of immortality through the
abolition of mortality.

In INC24 Athanasius points out that Christ died an ignominious
and dishonouravle death to show that He did not fear any death at

2all., In this chapter it is also stressed that He did not cause

% Q e ~ 4
ETEPWV, TopPa

His own death , but accepted it from His enemies (map
TRY 5x6p&v) in order to destroy it entirely and abolish its strength.
Finally, in an interesting statement, Athanasius links the sacrific-
ial body of Christ with the body of the Church. He did not die, he
says, a death by mutilation ; but kept the entire body intact in order
that He might leaye no excuse for those who attempt to divide the
Church!

As in INC10, so in INC25, Athznasius cites a whole array of
verses from. the Scriptures, which are connected with death, and so
provides an impressive biblical justification for his doctrine.

Christ dies by crucifixion to destroy the cﬁrse (Deut., 21:23, Gal.3:13)
and also to destroy the middle wall of partition (Eph.2:14) by join=-
ing with His outstreched hands the old people and the nations in
Himself (John 12:32). He died to ransom all (AUTpov mdviwv .. Au-
Tpolo9at Tol¢ ndvtag ); caused the devil to fall (Eph.2:2) and

opened the way to heaven through the mopanétacia of His flesh (Hebr,
10:20). In as much as He died by crucifixion, He was raised up in

the air and thus destroyed the leaders of the air joining at the

same time heaven and earth and opening the gates of heaven (Ps.73:7).

In INC26 Athanasius stresses the necessity of Christ's death oﬂ
the Cross for the salvation of all. On this Cross, he says, creation

witnessed the Creator's Presence (Thv To® Anutovpyo® mapovafav) as
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He showed His body to be dead , by allowing death to be mingled

with it (7§ vo¥ 6avdtov mpdg adtd vvpumioxf). But He did this only

for a short while, because He raised it up again from the dead three
days later bringing with it the trophies of victory against death,
namely the incorruptibility and immutability of the body. In dramatic
language Athanasius points out that death had to touch as it were

the body (€yavxévair ), so that a real resurrection might me demonstrat-
ed, This is the reason for the three days interval between the death
and the resurrection of Christ. It was not the result of a weakness
of the Logos, but of His plan to destroy death in the death of the
body.

In INC27 Athanasius concludes that through the Cross death was
abolished and death is now dead (7t8v E6dvatov waTareAd00atL.. %ol €ival
vsxpév)! The Christian attitude to death is a clear demonétrétion
of this event. The Christians who die are not lost, but live and
become incorruptible through the resurrection. Athanssius also says
that the devil who introduced death is also dead, because the pains
of deafh have been loosenedc The evidence for this is the Christian
martyrdom which shows contempt for death (I Cor. 15:55).

In INC29 the victory of Christ over death is further emphasised
as it is ‘asserted thaf men who are weak by nature no longer fear
death, nor the corrup£ion of aeathg nor even the descent into.Hades
(tdg €v ﬁbou xaBbdovg), but rather invite death with a willing soul
(rp0BBuy Yuxi).

Similar points are made in INC30 and 31 where it is rhetorically
asked that if Christ was dead how could He perform such marvellous

deeds after His death? Here also the mortality and immortality of



=338

Christ is explained once more with reference to the offering of His
moertal body and the indwelling of His immortal person.

In INC32 Athanasius explicitly asserts the inner connection
between the incarnation, the crucifixion and the resurrection. Christ,
he says, was born in order to die and rise again.

In INC34 Is.53:33=5, Is. 53:6,8 and Acts 8:32-33 are cited as
Scriptural evidence that Christ did not die for Himself, but endured
death to bring immortality and salvation to all heno The passion
of Christ does not imply that He was a common man (xovvdsg &vopwrog),
but,as a unique event, it implies a unique generation ( Is. 53:8=10).

The same point is made in INC37,where it is underlined that
He who suffered for all was not designéted in the Scriptures as a
mere man ( oy dnAdg EvOpuwnoc & omparvduevoe €x T&Q Mpag®v). According
to Deut.28:66 He was the Life of all even though He was like men
with respect to nature (..%w? ndvtwv, xdv Bpotog xatd ThAv wdouv Tolg
dvepdrotc dtdyxave ). According to Isq53:8.He is of unknown genealogy
(dyeveardyntoc). He is the Life of all, who as the Lamb for the
salvation of all delivered His own body to death as a substitute
(dvtiyvyow).

In INC38 Athanasius again speaks of Christ as the one who suffer-
ed for all § nép wdvriwv mabdv ) and illustrates this point by recall-
ing Is., 65:1-2 and 35:3-6, In INC39 he cites Dan 9:24-25 to stress
the same point.

INC44 discusses at some length the corruptibility and mortality
of the Body of Christ and stresses the fact that the Logos was the
Life which conquered these weaknesses. Particularly important here
is the thought that both death and the Logos (or Life) were mingled

(ovvenAidxm, cuvprhaxfvar ) with the body, so that the final outcome,
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namely, the exchange of corruption with incorruption, remained
intrinsically present in the risen body. Death, which operates

from within the body, was utterly destroyed for ever, because

it was not averted by a simple command of the Logos, but bty His
very presence inside the mortal body. In this chapter it is made
unequivocally clear that death does not appear apart from a body
Bdvatog %ab’éavtdy odx &v oavein elph &v w6 oduate ) and that

the Lord's human body was mortal according to the law (logos) which
governs all bodies (6vntdév xal ¢8aptdv xatd Tév &V cwudtwv ASyov ) -
In contrast ﬁo that, Athanasius sets the God;Logos who is incorporeal
and therefore immortal. It is in the union and communion of the
former with the latter that corporeal mortality is abolished and
replaced by an eternal corporeal immortality and incorruptibility.
It is obvious that the terms body and incorporeal Logos stand for
the creaturely and the Creator, and that the soteriological principle
which is here promulgated entails the union of the Creator with the
creature, i.e, deification. Death is not explained physiologically
but is seen as a theological problem, which can only be solved
theologically, i.e. in terms of God's union and communion with His

creature.

~

In the final chapters of INC nothing new is added to the
doctrine of Christ's death » but a few statements echo the precgjﬂing
teaching. 1INC47 states that Christ alone persuaded men to discard
death and be convinced about immortality (ppovetv d6dvata ). INC48
refers to the faith of immortality { tfi¢ dfevaciac Thv mfotiy) ©f
the choir of the Christian martyrs. INC50 points out that Christ's

death drove away the demons, and INC53 stresses the universality



=340~

of the resurrection caused by the same death (dud ToT Savdtov H
dBavacfa el¢ ndvtag E¢bace ),

Conclusion

The teaching of the De Incarnatione links decisively the notion

of human death with the human body and mzkes no reference to the
human soul, This death of the body is caused by sin which is under-
stood in terms of men's rejection of the grace of the xqm”eﬁxéva

or the grace of the Logos. The xat’eixdva is ﬁot explained psycho-
logically, but simply as men's upetovcia tob Adyov, or as % xdpig ToOD
Abyov ., As for the body, it does not refer simply to a constituent
part of the human nature, but is in most cases used xatd cvvexdoyhv
to refer to the entire human creaturehocod., It is clear that in this
treatise Athanasius is not so much interested in the physiolopgy of
death, as he is in the theology of death;, i.e. in death as a2 theolo-
gical problem. So, he is quite satisfied with presenting the physio-
logy of death in terms of its most obvious manifestation, namely

the natural corruption of the human body ( he does also refer to
death as a xpdinovg of the human subject in Hades)é)and concentrates
on expounding its theological meaning, namely, God‘'s condemnation

on man's self=willed rebellion and fall from the grace of the Creator
Logos. It is above all, the inevitability and inescapability of
human death which constitutes the essence of the problem. As a crea-
ture , man is by nature mortal. Yet, his mortality is not a
necessity, since he has been co-ordinated with.the immortal God

in a way that he can remain immortal. The problem is that man has
forfeited this possibility by forfeiting his coordination with God.

Looked at from this angle, death is a theological problem
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caused both by men's free failure and by God°sbjust condemnation,
Thus Athanasius attempts to explain that man's physical death has
become an inescapable necessity because of men'’s theological problem,
which men themselves have caused and from which only God the Creator
can save them, Athanasius’ interest in the event of human death as

a theological problem becomes obvious in his presentation and exposit-
ion of the death of the Creator Logos as the only decisive solution
to this problem. Interconnected with this death is the event of the
Incarnation, ie, the assumption and appropriation of human creature-
hood by the Creator Logos. The Logos' death is not connected with
His Godhood, but with His manhood. It is human natural death, the
death of His human body, which He appropriated to Himself through

the Incarnation. As such, this body not only dies but conquers death
by death because it is the Dominical Body. This conquest has universal
implications for all men, because its death was in fact the Logoé'
offering of a substitutional sacrificé for ali men. Inesmuch as

the death was for all, the resurrection of the same has had universal
implications. Athanasius clearly teaches that the Logos® death and
resurrection as man were not undertaken for Himself but for all men.
They are in fact the means of the death and resurrection of all
humanity. The key to this event is the Person of Chriét, i.e. the
Creator Logos, who is ‘over all® and 'for all' men. Who He is,

makes what He has (i.e. the body, humanity) and what He does (i.e.
the offering of the body to death and through this the abolition

of death and the establishment of the resurrection) of universal
effect. Obviously the notion of Christ's sacrifice is central

for Athanasius' solution to the theological problem of death. This

is plainly rooted in the biblical data, not only conceptually but



~34.2-

also linguistically. It is no accident that the language of the

body is so dominant, for this is the import of the biblical state-
ments which Athanasius cites. What Athanasius has conitributed in

his treatise is the systematic exposition of the biblical data on
Christ's death in the context of a Logocentric doctrine of man’s
creation and fall which demands the Iwmcarnation of the Logos as the
only decisive solution, Whatever our evaluation of this systematic
exposition of the biblical data, the fact remains that Athanasius’
exposition of death and especially Christ's death, does not focus

on a particular physiology of death, but on its theological character.
Human death is a theological problem which requires and receives

a theological solution in the death and resurrection of Christ

instead ofDand for all men. In view of this fact, it must be stressed
that Athanasius' language should not be pressed beyond its theological
intention and signification, which means that no clear views concern-
ing the Athanasian understanding of the physiology of death can

be extracted.
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(iii) Death in CAR?

The first references to death in CARl ere Christological and
occur in chapters 38ff. Athanasius is discussing the exaltation
of Christ and particularly the vmep@iwoevof Philippians 2:9 against
the Arians who take it as clear evidence for affirming his creature-
hood. Athanasius argues that Christ’s exaltation follows from his
obedience unto death ( éte yevduevoc Dnfxoog uéxptr Havdtov ,,téte
drepLYBcOat kéya%atg CAR1,38), or from His humiliation which is
connected with the flesh and the death (té Tamewvdv TF¢ oapxdg
ya{ toD Gavdtov ,ibid. 41). Before His Incarnation, the Logos was
highly exalted and worshipped by Abraham in the tent (Gen.18:1ff),
by Moses in the bush (Ex.3:1ff), whilst Daniel saw Him being ministered
to by thousands of thousands of angels (Dan. 7:10). So, to be exalted
and worshipped after death, should not be taken as meaning that He
was not exalted before, but, that He was exalted as man when He humbled
Himself and died. Athanasius® most comprehensive statement on this
comes in chapter 41, where he interprets the death ot Christ in terms
of His vicarious sacrifice for all men and His exaltation as His

vicarious victory for all humanity:

éwstbﬁ obv elxdv &v tob lLatpdec xaf &6dvumog
Hv 6 Adyog, Enape mnv T0U bov\ou uopwnv ol
ﬁﬂéusnvb &5t Hude d¢ av@owﬂog v R gautod
oapx{ tév 8dvatov, tv’ebtug €avtdv bnép TG v
dud TOD Gavatou ﬂpoosvéyxn TG ﬂanbg duLd tob-
To xul ¢ dvdpwroc ot ﬁuag xal Un€p Nudv AE-
Yatau ﬁmspvwovoeaug 1A% wcﬂap T 6@vamw avrov
KGVTBQ ﬁuemg aﬂeeavoupv ev Apnocqg o¥Vtw xaf
gv aqu T XpLotd rdhty Muetlg UrepviwbBEiev.

This statement is clearly reminiscent of the teaching of INC with the

only difference that here the emphasis is even more decisively placed
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on the Person of Christ, since the offering is spoken of as the
offering of Himself (Eavtdv mpooevéyxy ©§ Lat.{ ) rather than the

offering of His body which is more customary in IHC. Christ's desth
is not just the death of the body but of Himself (1§ Savdity adtod ).
What is particularly significant to observe here is that again the
physiology of death is not explained, but the interest is theological
and soteriological. To be sure, Christ's death is human in its
physiology (¢ &vbpwroc & Xprotde dngbave nal Vydan), but the point is
that this human death has universal soteriological implications in

as much as this man is not just a mere man as Paul of Samosata and
the Jews would have him ( Cf. CAR1,38 : ,.t8 &rov &vopwrov elvar
gboes xaf umdév mhéov. ‘AN odx oty Tobto tfic ‘Exxinolac, 1ol of
Zeuooatéwe . € tdv viv "Iovdalwv T8 9pdvnua),but Lord, God, Son and
Logos. Athanasius does not contest the human character of Christ's
death, but the wrong theological understanding of this death which
results from or leads to the wrong understanding of Christ's Person.
As we saw the central Athanasian affirmation ‘on Christ®’s death is
the statement that, "By His death all of us died in Christ and

thus in %his Christ we shall be highly exalted”. But this affirmat-
ion presupposes,or is internally and logically connected with,the
other equally central affirmation of Athanasiﬁs on the Person of the
Saviour:

R e

AVt8c (& Yi8¢ xal ®edg) viomoinoev Audc 4

latpl xaf é8eomolnoev Tobe dvBpdrove yevd-
nevog Adtéc dvdpwmog (ibid. CARI, 38).
Here Athanasius' concern is to affirm that the becoming flesh

and the suffering in the flesh of the Divine Logos does not obscure



the glory of His Godhood, but results in the glorification of God
the Father, in as much as man,who was made dy God and was being
lost, is brought back to life and re-made the temple where the
Father is truly worshipped and glorified (78 yevéotur odpro T8y
Adyov xaf edvatov droueivar copxl odx 5%”&&056% e vebrnrog adTod
véyovev, dA\"elc 08Eav Pe0T lHatpbc. adEa 06& llatpde £dote TV
vevéuevov Hvopwrov xafl drorduevev edpedfivar xaf vexpwddvia Zwo-

rowndfvatr xaf vadv yevéodai ©eol ,CAR1,42).

It is important to rote that Athanasius® terminology on the
physioclogy of death is quite flexible. His language indicates that
he ig not working with rigid semantics concerning the divinity and
the humanity of Christ. His main concern is to keep these two
aspects in full play in his exposition of the apostolic kerygma
and to make the Divine the basis for the salvation of the human., So
He connects death with the flesh, or the body or the form of the
servant, or even with Christ Himself as man, but the basis for over-
coming death as an anthropological problem is theological, rooted
in the Creator Logos Himself. The following statement mazkes this
crystal clear:

et uaf d¢ Gvepuroc Aéyetatr TedBvnuéval, AAA ‘dg

Q .

. 57 ~ ? e e 2 2
Zowf &v dyden i dvaotdoer, & ydp xwtaBds avtéc
-~ ?
2ot xatf & dvaowde, wxatéfn ydp cwpaTix®s, G-
78

o

véotn o€ 8ty ee6c Tv adtdg év oduati (ibid. 44).

o

In the same chapter Athanasius contrasts the death of Christ with
that of all other men from Adam onwards, and emphasizes the

uniqueness of the former in as much it resulted in the resurrection.
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He says that ,

ot pév drrotr &vbpwror drdé TAddL xaf ufxpor viv
2 ¢ o o K 2 2
an€bavov xal £uesvav vexpof, ovtoc 0 udvor
Snéanpoc éx vexp@v dvéorn. (ibid.)
The OAdxAnpoc 1is particularly significant, because it points to

the integrity and entirety of Christ's manhood, although it does
not draw out its precise content.

Similarly Athanasius contrasts Christ, the second man from
Siest

heavengwithgll other men, who came from the seeend man Adam by
; ,
saying that death could not hold Christ in its grip, whereas it

ruled over all the others,
ot vdp daror ndvrec Avdpwror wévov ¢ “addu Svrec
dngoavov xaf 18v 8dvatov eixov fFacsitiedovrta %ot lad-
T®v, ovtoc &€ xal & dedrtepoc Avbpwroc €& odpavod
dotiv, 6 yvdp Abyoc odpE €yEveTo.. O0LS 0D5E nexpd-
Tntar vré 1o¥ Bavdrtov. ki ydp xaf dramel{vwoev é-
abtdv , ovyxwpficag u€ypt davdtov ¢odoar <6 Tovov
davtol ofpa, oud T8 etvar adtd dextuixdy Gavdrtov,
GANEx yTic dmepuiydon ouvd 18 elvar adtdv v oduaTi
Yt8v Seob, 8v & €edg dvéotnoev Aboac tde do6Tvacg
<o Bavdtov, xab’&ti odx v duvvaTdy xpaTsTobat

adtdv Y 'adtod (ibid.)

Here Athanasius' dramatic language , which almost personifies death,
or treats of it as an objective force, strongly indicates his theo-
logicé}=soteriologica1 interests. He sees death as having established
such a mastery over men that only God.can save them. But, as he
explains, to do this, God needs to become man and abolish the mastery
of deatﬁzgi?%ugh His own manhcod. The dramatic language has one

bagic intuition, God's becoming man and meeting death and dealing
with it in its own territory!

» « ) . ~ .
enetdn wede v yéyovev dvbpwroc.. Huvd Ttodto dvvetdy
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odx Av upatelodar adtdv Hné Tod Bavdtov dvopdny
5¢ duvatdy odx Av ToUTO xaTopdiEsat, LoLov ydp
T@v dvepdnwy & 6dvatog, duvd Todto wedg Hv & Ab-
vog y€yovev cdog Tva Savatwdel¢ copx( Zwomoihor
ndvtag Tf €avtol Svvdues (ibid.)
It is obvious that Athanasius is concerned with the universal soterio-

logical fact of God the Log0s undergoing death for all as man in

the flesh or in the body, and not with the precise way in which

He became man and died as man, The °'mechanics', as it were, of the
Incarnation and the death are not in his mind, and therefore his

teaching should not be analysed from a strict point of view,
To be sure, the Logos died as man in His manhood, but the physiological
'how® of this death is not envisaged in this discourse.

The same soteriological outlook 1is to be seen in the following
chapter ( CARL,45) where the death of Christ is spoken of as‘the

~ 4
AbTpov Tii¢ Tdv dvBpdmwy duaptlog xai f xatdpynovg Tob HavdTov,

and as the way in which the resurrection and the ascenSion have
been granted to all humanity. And this is repeatéd in éll the
subsequent statements concerning the death of Christ right down
to the last chapter.

In CAR1,48 we read: ot ’fudc xat dnép Audv véyovev
xa i yéypartar, Uva dvBpwroc yevduevog & Kbprog
eynTode dvtac xaf wpooxafpovg Mudc doavdrtove xa-
Ta.oxe véoTn.

Also in CAR1,51: gne1d% vdp & mpdroc dvbpwrog
*pddu Evpdmn, xal 61d tfic dnaptlag & 6dvatog ei-
ofindey eic Tév wbopov, dvd Ttodto Empeme Ty Oed-
tepov °Addp Btpemtov elvat.

And in CAR1,59 : téte pufv andé ‘Addu péypr Mwb-
cfwe 6 6dvatoc €pacfrevoeve ) &€ ToV Adyovu magcov-
ofa natfipynoe T8v 8dvatov. xatf ovxéti pév v 1d
208y névtec dmoOvfioxouev, v 8¢ ¥ XpLotd wivieg

ZwonoLoBueda.
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And finally and most clearly in CAR1,60 : xq6’Hy
(&radfixnc duaxoufav) & moté Baciredwy Bdvatoc

xXaTNoYRONe oo GpTt 08 & Adyoc elc favidv £8€Ea~
70 18 upipa xaf{ 1§ cduate ®abdly ndp wéviwy Ow-=

tncfav tol¢ wiourv éxapfloato.
In conclusion then, we may say that the teaching of Athanasius on
Christ's death in CARl does not differ from that of INC, The dominant
thought is soteriological-=theological and the key to it is the Person
of God the Logos. Christ suffers human death as man, but inasmuch
as He is not a2 mere man, He destroys death and brings about the

resurrection and the ascension,

(iv) Death in CAR2

Athanasius® teaching in CAR2 is similar., The first statement
occurs in chapter seven and brings out in the clearest way the sub-
sistutionary and priestly character of the death of the incarnate
Logos, whilst emphasizing , as in CARl, the personal aspect of this

offering.
‘0O Abyvoc o nAa.p@(’w 78y modARpm, oVtwg adtdeg €rafe
Thv dnd yiic odpxa,..tiva Exwv T8 mpoceepduevov
U] [3 9 e [ o
avtdc, wg apxtepelds, €avtdv mpocevéyxn § letpl
xal ¢ tofw alpatit wdvrag Hudc dnd TqV GuapTLdv
naBapfon xal drnd Tdv vexpdv dvaoThoy.

In the following chapters (CAR2,8 znd 9) Athanasius clearly
states that his thought is governed by the teaching of Hebr. 2:14-18
and especially the phrase tUva 61td 710D @avdtov xatapyfon tév ©8 xpd-
to¢ €xovta to¥ Bavdtov, whilst his reference to 7 wovd véuov tepute (-

a whichyxpbvy nol davdrty mapfuetBe todg wpoté€povg implies the

contrast between the unique priegsthood of Christ and the old priest-



hood of Israel.

In chapter 14 the personal offering of the Son to the Father
through death, as well as its universal implications (delivery from
theological deceitfulness and corruption) is once again brought
forward in unambiguous soteriolcgical language:

—~ rs ~ s y3 N e 9 - e . .
Lovet 1év €avtod Yidv &vddoacBai oduc aviodRLvay
o . 70 o 9 » qQ °
xal yvevécBar avOpwmov.. tva £V TOLTW EAVTOV 70—
- P ’ .
cevéyrac Dnép ndvtwy tobs ndvrug Erhevbepdany and

THe eomhavnolag xafl Thc ¢Oopldcs .

In chapter 15 he contrasts the Jewish expectations of an impassib-
le Christ with the Lerd's own teaching which states 8vv T8v Xprotdv
oel mpltov madeiv, And then; he proceeds to explain that , although
the Scrdptures proclaim the Christ to be Lord, God, immortal and
giver of 1life, He had to suffer and to die in order to overcome our
suffering and our death. Christ's human suffering did not diminish
His Lordship or Godhood, etc. (odx Mattden t§ dvopwnivy ndveu)
because it was related to His manhood and its real purpose was our
salvation. Particularly interesting here is the phrase dvBpwnlvy
7dBet, which implicitly rejects the theopaschétic formula.

In CAR2,55 Athanasius returns to the vicarious intention of
the death of Christ and focuses on the resurrection of men 2s the
result of this death: xal Yrép HuBv dvaddEactar 6dvatov xai Std Td
dvaotficar Tode AvBpdROVE. The resurrection, he says, would not have
taken place if the death of Christ had not occurred. Also, the death
would not have occurred if Christ did not possess a mortal body (el
uh ©é dnoviioxov €oxfinet o@ua). In support of this he recalls

Hebrews 2:14-15 and I Corinthians 15:21 and concludes: od 6¢’8avidy
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pa, aAAd ovs ThV Auetépav cwtmplav xaf dud T8 wxatapymbfivar Tév
8dvatov.. (Qbviously the language and the doctrine here are identical

with those of INC. Death is connected with the body and the victory
over death with the Logos. As in INC,so here, the terminology is
determined by the biblical texts which are cited and which make the
term body of primary significance. The key however to this doctrine
is soteriology and theology. Only the Logos can save, and His act
of salvation must be mediated through 2 human instrument , since it
is humanity that needs salvation,

In CAR2,61 Athanasius explains the meaning of the Christological
designation "first=born from the dead”., Death is here predicated
of Christ because of the body which appears in the background., But

again the main thought is, as previously, distinctly soteriological.

xo.f Tpwtdtoxoc A€yetat mEALv €x TRV vekpdv ody Tt
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nplToc AUBYV anébave® mpoeTebvhixetuev yvdp TueTc-dan
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8tr tév Wnép Mudv avadeEduevoc Bdvatov, xal Todtov

xatepyhoac, dvéotr mpdToc, W AvBpowrog VREp Nudv d-
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vaocthoac Tt8 £avtod ofpa. Aotxdv dvaotdvtoc £xelvov,
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vexp®v éyetpdueda.
In CAR2,65 the death of Christ is contrasted to that of Adam
and the basic terms employed in both cases are those of flesh and

blood.,
2 2 ~ . P I'd
gre1df vdp N medtn N Svd Tto¥ ‘acdu $68¢ drdreto xafl
avif to¥ woapude {cov dEeunivapev elc t8v Hdvatov....
Std Tto¥to & @uhdvbpwrog tod ®eob Adyog founfivetr tob

latpdc  AvoLd
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Soxetar THY wtrobeToav odpxa Tva fjv £-
véxpwoev & npdtoc Gvbpwiog Oud 1T rapuBdoewg tadtny
adtde dv 1§ afuati o £ofov oduatoc Zwonouvdoy naf
eyxawvion Hulv 608y mpbogatov xal ZBoav., d¢ elnev &
dndororog, "Oo1d To¥B xatanetdopaToc,ToviéaTtiy &1d T

capxdc adtod"( Heb.10:20).



IN CAR2,66 Athanasius links death both with Christ's self-

offering ( 6€owxey €avtdv 1§ BavdTtw) and with His body (7ob vdp
odpatog TOLOY v & edvatog ) and explains it as follows: Qonep

To¥ oduatoc Ldwov fv & 8dvatoc, obtw xal <A¢ owpatixfic nupovoias
fovov dv ein ©6 heydpevov. This demonstrates once again, on the
one hand the lack of precision in the physiology of death and on the
other hand, the personal theological interest in Christology. Two
more aspects of the doctrine of death are emphasized in this chapter.
Firstly that man became dead on account of sin (& dvSpwumog véyovev
T Spaptiq vexpb¢ ) and secondly that the Incarnation and the death
of Christ were substitutionary and had had one ultimate intention,
the gift of immortality and the way of paradise : & téierog ToD @eol
Abyoc T8 dterég meprribetatr ofua xal rdyetal elc¢ td Epya wrlZeobar
Tva, dve’'Hudv v deeuhfiv drodidode, td relnovia 1§ dvepdny &’
gavtob terewdon. “Erewne 0€ adrd T dOuvaoia xal ﬁ ete 1év mupd-
devoov 008¢. The achievement of this purpose as an indisputable
event is underlined in chapter 67: teveirefwtatr olv €v adtg xal dno-
xateotdon, Sorep AV xatd THY doxfv veyovde T8 dvepdrivov yévog xal
ne €Zove wdrrov xdpete® dvactdvtec yvdp €x vexpdv, odxéti gofodueda
8dvatov, dM"év Xprotd Pacirebouev def €v tolg ovpavolg.

In CAR2,69 Athanasius advances once again a.statement which
presents his theological perspective in his exposition of the doctrine
of death. He says that, "if the Son was a creature then man would
have remained mortal ( 6vntdg ), for he would not have been united with
God (u#f ovvantdue voc Q) ®e@)°“ By implication, this means that, for
Athanasius, the Godhood of Christ remains the primary focus of his

thought, although Christ®s humanity is equally stressed. The critical
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point here seems to be the humanity of God. The Son of God became

son of man by taking creaturely fleshinto union with Himself, so that,
since all men werc -~ debicrs to death ( mévteg eloiy dredouvvor 1§
8avdiw), and He was other than all of them, He might bring forward to
death His own body and thus all might die through Him and 211 might
become frce from the word of condemnation and enjoy immortality and
incorruptibility:

éne1df wdvteg elofv dmebBuvor ©§ Bavdtyw, drrog Jv TdY
mdviwv, adtde dnép mdviwy T8 TdLov ofua 1§ Bavdtw mpo-
cevéyun, xaf Aowndv tg wmdvtwy Si’adrob drodavdviwv, &
uév A8yog tHc droedoewg mANpw6i (mdvtec yde dmédavov

&v Xpiotd), mdvreg 0€ 61 adtod yévwutar roundv Erevoe-
potr p€v dxd tfic duaptlac xal ThHc ot ’adthv xatdpag, arT-
oGc 6€ dvape{vwory foae{ dvaotdviec €x vexp®dv, xafl dba-
vaofav xai dedapoiav €vovaduevor. Tob vdp Advov €vduvou-
pé€vov T1v odpra, xabdc moANdxug 0€6etwtaL, RAv pEv Ofi-
yua tod dgewe &t ’8rov xateoBévvvto di’adificcel T Ex
TBv oapruxdv xuvnudiwy dvegdeto xaxdv, £eexdnreto wal

cvvavnee TTo Tobtoirg 6 Tfig dpaptiog dxdhrovsors 8dvaTtog.
But the whole paragraph hinges upon the phrase &MAog Gy T8y ndvTwy.
It is this otherness of the Logos (i.e. His being dvunetdouvvog g
8avdty ) as God=kecome-man which accounts for Christ's human victory
over sin and death.

In CAR2,70 Athanasius emphasizes the union of God and man in
Christ without which the problem of death could not find an ultimate

solution:

o ¥

’ 27 » 4 ) T b -, o 4
péooc Hv & &vopwnoc, Pmomtoc Ny del T§ Oavity uhf Exwv
gv & xal 6°0Y cvvagbeic G wed Eredvepog navtde ¢éBov
vévnTtay.

His best statement on this union and its significance is
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xatd obowy tfic 8edtnroc cvvdyn 1y ¢loer GvBow-
nov xai Befafa yvévniar f ocwtnofa xul B Geconoin-
oivg adtob (ibid. )

and again:
ar o c 9 Q ~ ~ 2 < ~ b4 o Ve
obTw vdp Ot Tubc feuchiobtar , Td TuBY avadeyxd-
nevog, tva Auelcg wg odoowpor cvvapuorovoduevor
2 b ~ o~ Fa o~ o <
v avtq dud thg duowdoewe T cagxdc, ele &vopa

TéheLov xatavifoaviesg, d6dvator xal debaptol du-
apefvawuev (CAR2,7T4)-

The two statements quoted above indicate that the language of

!

the oGua and the language ofé ¢dcetr dvSpwnoc are synonymous.

The emphasis, however, is placed on thecvvag?® and on the adtd,

i.e. on the conjunction of the Divine lLogos and humanity.
The last references of Athanasius to Christ's death in CAR?2
deal with the familiar theme of the abolition of death and its

corollary the revelation of life:
xatd thv €6{av mpdbeoty xol xdoLv Thv dodeloav Huiv
v Xproth ‘Imood ﬂpé&pévwv afwviwv, ocavepwbeloav &€
viy 81d tfi¢ énitgavelac To¥ Swthpoc Tudv ‘Incod Apu-
atod, xatapyhoavioc u€v ©dv 8dvatov gwticavtoc OF
TAv Zw?hv (CAR2,75)

or again:

24 . 9 e ~ 2 & ~ e 9 »
dvaotdvrec dnd tod wmede SAfyov Savdtouv , wlwviwe
Zhoat dvvndduev (CAR2,76)
or again:
Qnad 9 2 ? - ’» - C e
AN avTy TV dAngiviv Sogfav eroimoe odpxo Aapeiv
4 4 1 4 o2 ' 4 L ~
xat vyeveosHBatl avOpwnov, BAvVAtTovV Te UVAOUELVAL STWu-—
po¥, fva oud tfic év Todty mlotewg ndvies AOLREV
ot miroteboviec odzeoBal OBvwyTate.. xafl wetd «é

watapyficar Tév 8dvatov xaf oBcat T8 vévog Mu&v
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Zte o { mréov dmexdrviev davidy Te x
tév Tlat€pa. (CAR2,81).

By way of conclusion it may be said that in CAR2 Athanasius
advances the same doctrine concerrning Christ’s death as in INC and
CARl, although certain refinements and clarificaticns are zpparent.
The soteriological=theological interest remains the central concern.
The language is quite flexible and follows the bibliczl data. It

becomes clearer that he uses °*body" kata synekdochen to denote human

nature in its creaturely constitution. As regards death, it is quite
obvious that in no case is Athanasius concerned with the physiological
‘how'! of death, but rather with death as a theological problem whim

can only be given a theological answer.

(v) Death in CAR3

AT

The first stateménts on corruptibility and death in CAR3 appear in
chapter 2% where Athanasius expounds the theme of the unity of the
Christians in the body of Christ. No one among men, he says, would
have been perfected,but all would have remained cprruptibleaif the

Son of God had not come znd put on their body. Having taken their
body and having become man, the Son and Logos of God worked out the
perfection of men , i.e., their redemption from sin and their immortal-
ity (Mrpwodvieg dnd A duaptloc ol &vepwror odxdwr Lévouot vexrpol).
These are typical points of Athanasian doctrine. The emphasis is
placed both on the Person of the Divine Logos and on His [ncarnation,
as well as on His vicarious work of redemption on behalf of all men

with its universal and far-reaching soteriological implications,
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In CAR%3,31 Athanasius points to the statement.of I Pet. 4:1 in order
to argue against the Arians that Christ's sufferings for us are con-
nected with His human flesh and rnot with His Godhood. It is because

of the Incarnation, he says, that, on the one hand the sufferings of
the flesh, including the cross and the death, are said to be of the

Logos (td {ora tadrmg adtob Aéyeway, and c¢r the other hand the works
proper to the Logos as God,are said te be performed through the body

-~ ~ . T ? o ’ P
8¢ avtob tod Adyov (owa Epya ota oty T8 €velpery Tobec vexpodc..
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dfov oduatoc éxofer). He did not just heal our infirmities,

[t

TO

(SN

.0
but upheld them in His body, so that men may never again be left re-

sponsible to death ( 2pdotatev..(ody dnrdc) 28epdnuviey tde doveve (ug
BV, Tva ph.. drevodvovg ndriv TG Bavdiw tobe dvErdinovs wurahe (i) .

This mild sense of "communicatio idiomatum® from the impassible
Divine Logos to the human creaturely flesh is further stressed in
CAR3,32. Since the Logos was not outside the flesh and the flesh
was the object of sufferings , the passion, he says, is attributed
of the Logos, but this attribution does not imply that the sufferings
touched upon the Lord‘'s Godhood: T7¢ capxdc maoyxoVurc ovx fv £xtdc

A P !

tabtne & Advoc xal 6ud tobro udtol Xfyvetar T8 wdboC... Enpsne OF

o L ° 9 # o a . X é ~ 3, &
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However, what is important for Athanasius is the fact that
the same Person (the Divine Logos) is attributed of both the passion
and the victory,or the grace, since it was not a man who suffered

for us and saved us,but the Lord as man: 0 8¢ Wéyetar Td wd6N,01q. .

e - ~ 2 2 . o 2
S nédvatog xaf ut AAhatr 1od odupatog actdveral, Tobtov xal TS



natépBuwpa xai W xdpte fotf (ibid. CAR3,32).

In CAR3,33 Athanasius cites Rem.5:14 and speaks of the strong-=
hold cf death by which men were kept mcrtal and corruptible receiving
the passions open %0 their own nature. And then , by contrast, he
goes on the stress the fact that,since the Logos became man and made
His own all that belongs to the flesh (td tfi¢ capxbc ), these passions
no longer touch the body of the Logos, and,by implication, men no
lomger remain sinful and mortal on account of their passions, but
being raised by the power of the Logos, they remain for ever immortal
and incorruptible. "We no longer die in Adam in éccordance with our
first generation, but ever since our generation and all our fleshly
weakness were transferred upon the Logos, we are being raised from
the earth, because the curse which came through sin has been abolished
by virtue of Him who is in us and was made a curse for us. S0, as all
are from the earth and die in Adam, likewise all become reborn by
water and Spirit and are being vivified, because the flesh ié no
longer earthly, but of the Logos®(hoyoBelomc oapxdc ). Yet, in spite
of all the stress on the Person of the Lord, ihe flesh which the Lord
assumed remains equally crucial for soteriology. This ig clearly
broughf out in the statement: ¢t vdp ©d =fic eaérnmoé 0% ndyov fpova
nd dud Tol oduatoc €yiveto, odx Av €6eomnauiomn & dvBpuwmoc.

The 'crude realism' of Athanasius® statements affords no
speculative explanation of either the nature or the solution of
the problem of human passion and death. His doctrine remains somewhat
harsh and unrefined, but its theological intention is unmistakable.
All men die in Adam, suffering death in their earthly body. The

Creator Logos has taken the universal problem of death to Himself
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by taking up an earthly body like that of other men and delivering
it to death. By doing this the Logos has worked out a universal
sclution to the universal death cf all men. ten are now able to be
reborn in Christ and be revived through Him,because their flesh is
no longer earthly but conjocined to the Logos. The death of the body
is no longer an inescapable inevitability, because of Him who has been
united with it:

prourSy of dvBpwrotr odxdte xatd Td (dve ndoum
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In CAR3,34 Athanasius returns to the statement of I Pet., 4:1
to emphasize once more the fact that Christ did not suffer for us
in His Godhood, but in the flesh, énd that the passions, such as
hunger, thirst,ignorance, distress, etc, are not natural to the
Logos but to His flesh. Athanasius insists on this poiﬁt to the
extent fhat he personifies the flesh and makes it state his doctrine
so as to remove all doubt about the impassibility of the Logos:
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xa.f{ rowwdy zwfhv afdveov xinpovouoluev.

Finally in CAR3,35 Athanasius sums up his doctrine in a pivotal
statement which revesls the fundamental percepdion of his Christology.
e have examined”, he says,”%hese things, so that ,if we see Him
acting,or saying something in a divine manner (etn@c ) through the
instrument of His own body, we might know that, being God, He does
these things; and again, if we see Him speaking or suffering in a
human manner (dvSpwni{vwg,we might not ignore that by taking flesh
He became man and as such He does and says these things (€dv Todwuev
adtdy dvopwn{vwg. .xdoxovta, uf dyvoduev 8Ti ocdoxa @opdv yéyovey &udpw-
nog xaf obtw Tabrta moieT. ) Thus, knowing what belongs to each side,
and seeing and perceiving both to be performed by One and the same
person, we may believe correctly and may never be led astray”™. Two
Christological perspectives are seen here, a theological one and
an incarnational one, which are interconnected through one subject
in as much as they are attributed of one. Firstly, He is God and
acts as God; and secondly, He has also become man and therefore acts
as man. Obviously these perspectives are not alternatives, but are
affirmed together, so that He who is and He who has become,are not
opposed to each other , nor is the one resolved into the other, but
stand and fall together in one and the same person. There is no
antinomy between the being and the becoming of this person, because
the former refers to His Godhood and the latter to His flesh or

manhood. Thus, at this point Athanasius repudiates three types
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of Christological heretics: (a) one who, looking at the divine acts
of the Logos, denies the body (and explains that such were the Mani-
chaeans);(b) one who, lcoking at the tnings of the body, denies
the incarnate presence of the Logos (tfv toD Adyov Evoapxov rapovaiav),
which obviously refers to Paul of Samosata, though he does not mention
him here.(Cf. CAR3,51,21, or CAR1,38);: and (c) one who, on account
of the human attributions thinks of the Logos in a debased manner
(éx @y dvOpwrfvwv Taxewvd wep! Tod Adyov gpovfion = this is the case
of the Arians who fight God because like Jews they regard the Cross
to be a scandal and like Greeks regard the kerygma to be foolish)
Athanasius' main objective here is to clérify and maintain
the right Christological perspectives ( dugdtepa 28 évéc mpattdueva
Bré€novtec wal vooduteg 8p0Gc mioTedopey - or, Tdv oxondv 1fic nloTewe
Exoviee Entyrvdonwuey & dravoolviar 0VTor xaxBc, 8pbhv Eyovta TV
ditdvoray ibid.). It is this objective which governs Athanasius®
discussion of the suffering and death of Christ, and not a particular
interest in these subjects as such. It is crystal clear thzt the
point of dispute between Athanasius and his Arian opponents against
whom he writes this treatise,is not the nature of suffering and
death,but whether the fact of suffering and deathﬁmplies that Christ
is not who He has been claimed to have been; namely, Son and Logos
of God and God.
It is the same objective which governs the discussion over
Christ's ignorance and particularly the ignorance exhibited in the
raising of Lazarus, in CAR3,37 and 38. Athanasius states his position

in the same general way defending the perception of the Incarnation

of the divine Logos: 011 tfic capxdc dotiv T8 dyvoeTy adtdc o6& &
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Adyog, | Abyoc éoti Td mdvta nai mpiv yvevédbai yeyvdoxet (CAR3,38).

In the case of lazarus, Athanasius argues that a closer look at the
text indicates that the same Lord who was wondering about Lazarus’

wha o,
burial place, the same oneisaid that Lazarus;died and specified the

place of his death,even though He was not present to witness the
event, but remained at a distance! (Cf. CAR3,37 & Klpiog ¢ muvoavd-
pevoc ®ob AdZapoc xeitar, adtde eime uh mopdv dANE xal paxpdv v,
AdZapoc drnéBave xal{ mob dnédave). What Athanasius is keen to stress
here is that o988 vdp &me1d1) yéyovev &vOpwmog mERAVTaL Tob elvat
®ebdc, oVdE ére1df ®edg foti gedyer td AvOpdnLvov, (CAR3,38),0r as in
CAR3,46, Gomep vdp dvopwrog yevéuevoc , uetd dvipdnwy metvd xal duyd
xai mdoxet, oPtw xai petd dvepdmwy d¢ &vEpwnoc odn olde, OsinGg OF
v 1@ llatpi &v ndyog xal Zowla oide, xal o0dév doti{ & dvvoel. Being
God and becoming man are to be maintained without any opposition,
even if this means that Christ is both ignorant and knowledgeabieﬁ
The justification for this double and seemingly ;contradictory' or
paradoxical attribution is the fact of the Incarnation., As Athanasius
himself puts it, dAAd udrhov ®ebg dv, mpooerduBave Trv odpxo %ol &v
capx{ &v #dgomoietr TNv odpxa (ibid.). Athanasius argues that one
should not see only the 'ignorant humanity', but also the ‘miraculous
humanity, which has authority to raise Lazarus from the dead. In
other words, Athanasius wants to say that Christ's true humanity
exhibited in His ignorance,should not obscure His divinity which

is exhibited in His divine act through the same humanity. He is both
weak and powerful in it, because He acts as man and as God through
it. The death shows the true flesh and the resurrection the true

Godhood. This is clearly stated in a text which is of particular



importance for the Athanasian dcctrine of death:

Ka¢ ydc Somep év adtf (15 capri) €nvvedveto,oltw
xaf év adth Tév vexpdv Ayevpe, xal wdoiy £deiLge
&te & vexpolc zwomoidv xafl TNV ¥vxHv dvaxaioduevog
ROANG pEAROY Td xpuRTd NAVIWY 1LY LVdoxe L xaf

gyi{vwoxe ®o¥ xelTtar 6 AdZapog.

Here Athanasius uses three phrases for describing the resurrect-
ion of lazarus, 8YepGic¢ vsxpoﬁ9.4w0ﬂoCnOLg vexpol, avdxinove $uvyic,
which seem to denote three models of death a2nd which exhibit a gradual
transposition from the most obvious to the most obscure imagery.
Firstly we have the xatdxAnoci¢ Tob vexpobwhich suggests the laying
down of the body and the burial, i.e. the crude fact of a living
body turned into a corpse. Then, we have the doalpecic T7c Zwfic,which
suggests the loss of the breath of life, i.e. a sort of clinical or
biological death; and finally we have the dnoxdpnoig Tfic Yuxfic ,1i.€-
a psychological model of death. The precise content of these three
models, the physical the biological and the psychological, is hard
to determine. The important point however is that,as they stand in
the text,they seem to be working models)which in their particular
ways express a common fact, the fact of death, which is the primary
subject matter of the discussion. It 1is particularly significant
here 1o observe that Athanasius is capable of using a variety of
models without having to explain to himself or to others their inter-
connections. To attempt to work out the various possibilities of
such interconnections without clear Athanasian statements would be
a matter of purely hypothetical speculation which not only would

lead beyond the explicit intention of Athanasius’ discouiseg but



could also lead to the misundefstanding and falsification of this
intenticn.

The more one examines Athznasius® statements about suffering
and death, all the more cone realizes that the intention is not the
explaration of the physiclogy of the case, but the theology,and
especially the affirmation of the Christclogical solution to the
problem of suffering and death. God the Logos took the problem to
Himself in taking up human flesh and becoming Himself a man, but, in
as much as He did not cease to be God in becoming man and suffering
death as man, He worked out men's saivation and the abolition of
death. Over against this position Athanasius places the Arians who,
on account of Christ's assumption of the human things, divide the
Logos from the Father and deprive humanity of the grace (tév uév
Aéyov Statcoluev dxd To¥ ilatpde d¢ dteh] xal xpelav Exovra TV O€
dvopwndtnta tfic xdeutoc épnuobuev CAR3,39). The consequence of

this position, says Athanasius, is that men remain yvuvol, detfAiatot

xa.{ vexpol{ 0d88v xowvdv Exovieg mpdc Td d0BEvTa TH Yi@ ( ibigd. ).

In other words&he problem of man's nakedness, fear and death has not
been overcome,because God has not been united with humanity. The
problem.of human death, like every other aspect of the human problem,
can have only a theological solution, since its foot is 'theological'.
Man’s alienation from God can only be overcome by God's appropriation
of humanity. This is precisely what Christ as the God become man

actually achieved. As Athanasius puts it in CAR3,40:
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It is on this ircarnational basis and with reference to Christ's
humanity that Athanasius understands the passion of the incarnate
Logos. He clearly affirms in the following chapter that T%¢ capgxdg
> d 4 - ~ » ~ . , ~ - L ’
idta Td nabn and, TA yYobv Epya Tob LaTpdg Ovda TTig oapxdg eROLEL,

’ 9 ’, < » » ” ~ ’ 9 -, 9 S -
¥a ¢t OVLOEV TMTTOV MAALY Td ®aAOT THE OapxOg €0eixVVTO €V aVTE. .. éx
uev TBV Epywv dyvdpiiev €avtdy Yidv te Tob weod xal Tév €avtod
Nat€pa, eéx 88 Thv Tfic capxdc mabdv €deixvvev &1L dANBéc d¢dpet

oGua xal {orov hv adtod Tobto (CAR3,41). Restating the case of
Lazarus in CAR3,46 Athanasius gives us another text particularly
important for his doctrine of death. Having said that in becoming
man the Logoes suffers andigpo;esas man, but in remaining God He does
not suffer and He knows, Athanasius goes on to say: obtwg xal mep(
Aagdpov mdAty dvOpwriveg mvvbdvetat O dmerddv éyeipat adtdv xal
aiémg né0ev dvaxardontar Thv rakdpov Yuxhv, Heldov 08 1 elddvar
wo® v N Yvx" Tob eloévar mob Exerto TS obua. Here he works with

a psycho-somatic model of death and his intention is to defend

the same Christological balance, namely the ignorant humanity and
the knowledgeable Godhood of the God-man. As he puts it himself:
avlpwrivwe érmpdta Tva Betxic dveye {pn (ibid.). But a little further
down, in CAR3,48, he employs a single model for death and resurrect-

ion, based on the term "flesh":; Aowrdv ydp NV N odpi dvaotdica xal
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drodepévn Trv véxpwowv xal Gegoroindeicc. The psycho-somatic
dualistic model of death and the monistic model of the death of the
flesh are ncet contradictory, because "flesh” includes the psychoa.
somatic wholeness of humanity. Besides, the context within which
they appear is not the discussion of the meaning of death, but
whether the fact of the death of Christ contradicts His real God-
hood. The Arians see this as a contradiction. Athanasius sees it
as a soteriological necessity. But neither of them defends their
conviction on the basis of a particular model of understanding death.
The debate does not rest on models of death but on the meaning of
the Incarnation and particularly the divine status of the Incarnate
Logos in view of His suffering and death. Athanasius not only
balances out the weeknesses , sufferings and death of Christ with
the works of power and the resurrection, but also relates the former
to the flesh and the latter to the Godhood. There is only one
subject of attribution in Christ ;, the divine Logos,who is God and
has also become man without ceasing to be God. The coordination of
divine being and human becoming in the one Christ , the Encarnate
Logos, 1is the perspective within which the objections of the Arians
are placed and criticised. For the Arians no such coordination is
possible. Therefore the weaknesses the sufferings and the death of
Christ imply creaturehood,and the strengths,Godheod, which cannot

be brought together in a sort of ontological atonement. Sd the
Arians relate the former to the Logos and the latter to God the Father
making a distinction in being between the logos and God the Father.
For them, the Logos cannot be the subject of both the weaknesses

and the strengths in Christ. The weaknesses are properly His and



characterize His creaturehood, but the strengths are the results of
Godts grace. |
In CAR3,53ff the question of the growth in stature (% mpoxonn )
of Christ is discussed with the same ultimate intention, namely, the
determination of the divine status of the Logos. Athanasius restates
his theological soteriological and incarnational perspectives and
makes a number of references to the suffering and death of Christ
which become particularly illuminating, For him the wmooxorm of
Christ is in fact the mpoxond Tfic capxbc. It is none other than the
deification and grace of the flesh which resulfs from the abolition
of sin and corruption. It is on account of the duordine xatl ocvyyd-
veta Of the flesh of the Logos and that of other men that the latter
partake of deification and grace. Thus Athanasius introduces a
parallelism between the wpoxonn and the death'of Christ: xaf dorep
gilmopev &ty capxl mémovoev xai capxf énelva xal capxl €xoniacev,
obtw xaf etxdtwg &v Aéyorto &t capx{ mpodxontev (CAR3,5% ), or
further on:odxodv donep, mpoxortoldong THg capxdc Afyetar adtdc
npoxdrtety &td Ty mpdg TS cdua (duétnta, oltw xal Td mepl TV
xaLpdv Tob% BavdTov Ksyéuava, 16 Tapaxdbfivar, Té xhaboar, xXpH
AapBdverv TH adtf 6ravoig ( CAR3,54 ). The 6idvora here obviously
refers to the humanity of Christ and the fact of His becoming man
by assuming it to Himself. In discussing the td mepl Tév xaipdv Tob
Bavdtov Aeydueva Athanasius expounds further his Christological
incarnational perspective which stands in opposition to Samosatean
psilanthropism. If he was a mere man( YiAé¢g QvBpwnog), says Athanag—
ius, then,let Him weep for and be afraid of death as man, but if

He is the divine Logos in the flesh, then, as God He has nothing to



fear. And again Athanasius asks: Why did He fear death if He was
1ife and if He could save others from death?.... or, How did He fear
mortal human hegemcnsgHe who helped others not to be afraid? If He
Himself came forward against death, then how did He dread death?

This kind of reasoning follows Athanasius' general rule of balancing
out the Christological statements of weakness with the Christological
statements of power and connecting the former with the flesh and the
event of the Logos’ Fncarnation,and the latter with the Logos' God-
hood. It is in his unfolding of this theme that Athanasius gives
yvet ancther text of %gggéipimportance for his doctrine of death,

since he employs in it the psychosomatic model of death in a Christo-
logical context:

B¢ 6€ odx Atomov xal dvoePé€c Aéyeirv ToVtov &deuALdv
Tév Bdvatov § Ty &dnv O8v ol mviwpol Tob Jdov BAE-

RovTeg EmTmEav; Kl 68 nab’dudc fdeviia & Adyoc,bud

T¢ ®pb morhoD Aéywv mepf{ T £mifovAfg TRV ‘lovdal-
wy ovx &gevyev, dAAL Zntoluevog Eleyev:"'Eyd elpi",
xaf ydp AOGvato ut drobavelv wg Erevev, "’BEovalav

r ~ ’ - rd 9 . » ¥ L P~

exw Betvatr TNV Yuxmy WOV xal E&ovALAV EXW TAALY Ao~

petv adtAv" xal, "oddelc aiper adtfiy dx’éuob™.(CAR3,54)

This text plainly shows that Athanasius is capable of employing
a psychological model of death to defend his incarnational Christo-
logy. Thus for Christ to die and rise again means to lay down the
soul and to take it up again ( Té dmoBavelv = Té velvatl Thv Yvxhv).
Particularly interesting here is the fact that this model is intro-
duced immediately after the imagery of Hades had been employed.
The suggestion is that as the death of the body is connected with the

grave, so the death of the soul is connected with Hades. But



the fact remains that the argument does not rest on the psychological
mcdel of death as such., The mgdel is introduced in order to defend
the avthority cf the Son of Gcd in death and resurrection, It serves
tc ccunter-balance the ©6 &eshily Tév Bdvatov N tév &bny with the
76 €Eovolav &xerv Belvat., xaf mditvy Aafeilv, Even the last statement
oddeilc alpet adThv &x’épod, which is borrowed from John 10:18, has
no other intention than stressing the absolute and divine dEovcoia
of the incarnate Logos and thereby bear witness both to His Godhood
and to the fact of His Incarnation. This intention is well summed
up in the following sentences:

*AnA odx Ty [dia 9doer Tol Adyov Tadta, ﬁ Adyog Av.

By 88 1% tadte maoyovon ocapxl v & Adyoc & Xpuoto-

udxotr xafl dxdprototr "Iovdalov. Kal ydp ol slpntat

Tabta npé THC capxdc, AAN'8te & Adyoc adpE £véverto,

xafl yvéyovev QvBpwroc, T6 Tnvixadta xal avipwrivwg

etpfiodatr vé€ypantatr tabta ( CAR3,55).
Thus Athanasius returns to his main argument which counter-balances
his opponents’references to the sufferings of Christ with the
references to His divine acts, attributing the former to the bady

and the_latter to the Godhood.

*mEeatt vdp adrode Spdv, wlc & Td Epya mowdv & ad-
t6c oty O xafl TS odpa TAOMNTOY S LUVVC. . . AQLEVAL. .
td {dva To¥ adpatog €v adtd galveosbBai. ‘Ex LEv ydp
TovoUtwy €yvdprzev 8TL @edg dv anabhg, odpxe matnTHY
ENaBev..dxobovtee 6 8Ti...némovBev, odx €vopdot TG

owpatt (ibid).
In CAR3,56 Athanasius expresses the same principle even more clearly:
Td pév wg mepl Geod yéypartat,Td 8¢ 6td TS dvBpdrivov adtol odpa

AMéyetat, and he goes on to stress that the body was ¢Saptdév xal

Ovntdy because it was derived from saint Mary who was gvntry, and as



such was responsible for Christ's suffering. As for the fear and

the prayer that the cup may pass, they should be understood with
reference td the humanity and not %o the Godhood of the Logos: odx

Bv H Bedtne B deLhi®oa, GANG THg dudpowndtnTtog Ny Lotov xafl TobTo

76 mdbo¢ (ibid.) . It is attributed of Him, though He does not suffer
anything as Godwg adtob p€vtor mdALv.. xaiTot unogv ﬁdcxovwbg, d-
rad7ig ydp v & ndyog (ibid.). So, it is heretical to say that the
Lord feared death. Rather death, like a dragon, runs away from Him
whom bthe demons tremble and the sea dreads.

The final references to Christ'’s suffering and death occur in
CAR3,57 and 58, They repeat the same doctrine, but add a few very
important clarifications, particularly with regard to the psycholo-
gical model of death which,as we have seen, Athanasius readily
employs in the case of men, but makes aggé;e ugse of . in the case
of Christ. The occasion is provided by the discussion of the precise
Christological import of the saying recorded in Matthew 26:39, "If
possible,let this cup pass®. Straight away Athanasius balances out
the meaning of the saying by pointing out that Christ had come for
this cup,as it is elsewhere asserted, and therefore one should infer
that the fear belongs to the flesh (to® uév Av 16 8€reLv, éni Tobto
vdp ANBe, THc 6€ capxdc ¥ TS deLiidv, 616 xal d¢ Avopwrog Ereve

Thv towadtny gwvrv). He ingists that both the willingness and the

hesitation to drink the cup must be taken into account, because both
are said by the Lord and it is in both running their course together
that men's salvation from death has been wrought. Kal duedtepa méALv
napd To¥ adtol éréyeto, Tva 6elgm, 8ti ©edc Av o€rwv pév adtdc, ve-

» 2 2 - ~ P -, 9 Py
véuevoe 0€ &vBpwroc elye dethidoav Thv odpxa, O’ fv ovvex€pace TO



£avtol BéATua T dvopunivy dobevelq, Tva xal ToBto mdrwv deavicac
fadpardéov tdv AvBpwmov mEALY mpde TSV Bdvatov xatacxevdon (CAR3,57).
Here is the true paradoxi=the fact that odro¢ *f vonrgaondvy dewrlq
eadpardove xal &péRovg Tove dvopdmovg xateoxevakevi The Apostles
looked down on death and the Martyrs suffered death on the understand-
ing that it was a petsdRacig elc Zzwfv ! So,Athanasius argues, the
witness of the Apostles and the Martyrs clearly shows ¢ odx ﬁv M
pedtng N deuhidoa, AANE ThY fudvy dewhiav v dgatpoluevoc & STHp.

The soterioclogical principle which governs this exchange of human
weakness with God’s power in the mind of Athanasius is stated as
follows: W¢ vdp tév 8dvatov 8avdty xathpynoev xaf dvopowri{vwg ndvta
td dvopdriva( i.e. the weaknesses ), obtw Tf vouigoudvn dethiq Triv
by dsuhiav dompeito, xal nemoinxe umxéti gopeiobal Tode AvHpdrovc
Tév 6dvatov. “Ereye obv tabrta xal dua émoler. In other words, the
critical point in this case is not that Christ said "Let the cup pass",
or ®ywhy has Thou forsaken me?", but that He did drink the cup and

did take up death and He did this dvOpwrivwg; whilst, simultaneously,
the'same(}mkm 21g0 acted Oetnlig , making the sun dark and raising the
dead. Ultimately, Athanasius insists that the critical principle

for establishing true Christological doctrine is the right coordination
of the human sayings and deeds with the divine sayings and deeds of
christ recorded in the Gospels, because, in the last analysis, it is
this coordination that results in the salvation of men. Therefore,

the isolated treatment of the human sayings and deeds of Christ is

not only dangerous but heretical. Athanasius’ principle is rooted

in a theological soteriological 'necessity' which becomes critically

apparent in the following most important juxtaposition . in which
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the language of the soul is reassumed.

[éAsy Te Aéywy GvOpwrivac Ereye xal Oetxlde, 'EEovolav &xw
vy A vy pwov TeTdoaxTas elvat thv uyxAv pov xaf E€ovoiav
(Jekn 12:27) - Exw mMaALY hapelv abdThy (John 10:18).

Thae contrast here is between the human soul of the Logos and the
Perscn of the Logos. The Logos is troubled in His soul as man. But

in as much as He is divine in His Person, He has(in His Godhood)the
resources "(the éEcvola , the d68vautg and the BovAnaic ) which can support
His soul to withstand and overcome the trouble and the death. Athanasi-
us clarifies his thought here by transferring this contrast,between
Christ’s soul and Christ’s divine person,to another contrast,between
Christ and other men. He says that men (i.e. human persons) do not
possess any such divine resources and therefore die both by a necessi-
ty of nature and unwillingly (5 Zvepwmog dvdyxn ¢boswg ¥al pf 9€Awy
&KO@VﬁOXSE)o This is probably the necessity createdvby man's fall),
whereas the Logos who has divine é£ovola xaf BolAmncLc can be separat-
ed from the body and take it up again without having His soul abandon-
ed in Hades nor His body seen corruption , as David says in Ps.15:10.
Itrbbvious that in employing the psychosomatic model of human flesh

or human nature in order to speak about Christ's suffering and death,
Athanasius' true purpose is the defence of the Godhood of the Logos
and His true Incarnation in accordance with the Gospel data as the
only basis of man's salvation, His language on man:and manhood,
particularly as far as Christology is concerned, is quite loose and
plastic. The integrity of Christ's humanity is clearly presented,

but the divinity of His person is equally stressed. The contrast
between Christ and other men indicates a distinction in person rather

7
than a distinction in naturg,) Other men are mere men { yehol )
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but He is also divine, in as much as He is God become man. It is
possibie, by implication, to work out a number of ontological in-
sights into the Athanasian Christology, but this would be unrealistic
if not dangerous, since his intention is different. The matter under
discussion between Athanasius and his opponents is not the ontological
structure of the Incarnate Logos,or more particularly His humanity,
but the divine status of the logos in view of the human weaknesses
which are in the Scriptures attributed of Him. The Arians relativise
Christ's Godhood,but Athanasius insists that there are two sets of
attributes jhuman and divine, which are due to the Incarnation and
which should not be confused on account of their being attributed of
one and the same person. Ultimately, Athanasius' difference from the
Arians lies in his soteriological conception of the Incarnation, which
is reaffirmed in chapter after chapter and in argument after argu-
meg%%)ln CAR3,57 he states it as follows: Enpene yvdp ¢BapThv odoav
Ty odpxe unxéte xatd thv Eavtfic @bouy uéverv BvnThiv, dAAAd dud Tév
gvovoduevov adtry Adyov GebapTov draudverv. Q¢ ydp adtdg yevduevog
v 1§ Hudv cduati, € WuBv duiufoato, oVtwe xal fpelc deEduevor
adtdy tfg map 'éxelvov peralaupdvopev ddavaclac.

In CAR3,58 Athanasius draws his doctrine to a conclusion. The
Arians, he says, pretend to be scandalised by the fact that the Logos
was troubled and wept. In fact, they think that He did not have

i

human feeling (dvOpwunfvny alaébnoev ), because the&xignoﬁithe human

. " .
nature and what belongs to it. They should rather wonder at the
miracle of the Logos being in such a passible flesh and not hindering

those who plotted against Him and not retaliating against his attack-

ers, but forebearing His own body to suffer and die even though He
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prevented the death of others and even raised others from the dead.
They should not forget that He came precisely for this reason, namely,
trat He may suffer in the flesh and therefore the flesh may be render-
ed impassible and immeortal, or, that 'le may take to Himself the insult
and the suffering so that men may no longer be touched by them but
remain incorruptible in the age as the temple of the Logos. This
soteriological perspective of the Incarnation is called by Athanasius
the  oxomée & éxuAnoraotixdc, and is regarded as the anchor of the

faith which prevents the believer from shipwreck.

Athanasgius® teaching on Christ's death in CAR3 is basically the
same as that of INC, CARl, and CAR2. There are however, very important
clarifications here, even though they are made in an incidental way.

In fact, it is their uncontrived and incontroverted character which
makes these clarifications particularly valuable, in as much as they
point to the author's habitual way of thinking., These pertain both

to the theological, as well as the physiological aspects of Christ’s
death. With regard to the former, they make clear the manward direct-

ion of the communicatio idiomatum in Athanasius® doctrine of the

Incarnaéiony which guards againt heretical monophysitic and theo-
paschitic Christologies., This means that God's uncreated being comes
to bear through its powers upon man's creaturely and weak being in

a saving manner. It also means that the atiribution of human proper-
ties to God owing to the Incarnation, should not be made with refer-
ence to the Divine nature, mot to a Divine-human nature (fe Monophysite
model), but to His Divine person become human, In other words they

are not said of Him as God, but as man, because of His human nature.
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(vi) Death in EPI

The Letter to Epictetus contains Athanasius® reaction to a
debate on the Incarnation which had been ccnducted in Corinth and
about which Athanasius had been duly informe%?. Here Athanasius
offers a critical examination of a number of rival views held by
two main parties involved in the debate, andAconcentrates on the
notion of "the body of Christ" in particular which was regarded by
some as homoousios with the logos. It is in the course of this
critigue that Athanasius supplies a number of statements concerning
the suffering and death of Christ, which are important for our
present investigation.

The first statements of interest occur in EPI,5, where Athanas-
ius defends the human integrity of the body of Christ against those
who taught that it had been formed out of the divine substance of the
Logos by conversion. Here the substance of the Logos is clearly
differentiated from the body as unchangeable and immutable (dvanr-
Kofwtog oboa xai atpentog). Also, over against the view that the
body is-out of the Logos, it is asserted that the Logos was in the
body: dAaN’év 1§ meprTunévil odpate, xal PactaxBévri, xal Qaydvti,
xal muéwti, xal xaudvte xal &v E6hw %xabnrobdvte xui maddvti v &
drabnfc xaf dodpatoc Tod ®eob Adyoc. The participles meputumdévre..
wa.t Kaeévml bring out the human integrity of the body , whilst the
‘adjectives dxadfic and doduatog clearly differentiate the Logos
from the body. This differentiation is strengthened by a statement

2

which is related to the death of Christ: Tobto ﬂﬂmé £V uvnue{@J
|5

T 08w, S avide fnopevorn, i xwprove e adtol, wnpdEar xal tolg
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v guhaxf wveduaosy dg erxev & Né€tpoc ( I Pet.3:19). Whether the
shrase uf ywpeode g aﬁtoﬁ belongs to the original text,or not (as
literary critics, sucn as Ludwig in 1911 and Lebon in 1922 and again
in 1935, have asserted§}oghe intention of the statement is absolute-
1y clear. The body of Christ is not of the divine substance of the
Logos. The Petrine model of death, which sees the body as being laid
in the grave while the Logos goes to Mades to preach, is employed here
with the sole intention to bear witness to the distinction between

the passible human body and the impassible divine Logos. This becomes
apparent in EPI,6 where the same model is re-employed and Athanasius’
intention is more clearly expressed. The body, he says, is not the
Logos, for otherwise it would have gone by itself to preach to the
spirits in Hades! Rather, according to the biblical data? the body
was deposited in Golgotha having been wrapt in 1ine%by Joseph, whilst
the Logos Himself went to preach. So Athanasius concludes: yq{ 686 %~
ot wdawy &t pf T8 ofpa v & Advoc, dANd ofipa HYy oD Adyov

It would be only by tresspassing on the direct intention of the text,
that one could infer here that the death of Christ iz conceived zg

a -gseparation of Logos ffom body as opposed to soul from body. Perhaps,
it was for the purpose of rejecting this wrong inference that the
phrase uf xwpiobelg adtod was added (if indeed it was !) later on

to the text, The fact remaing that in the light of the context,

with or without the controversial phrase, Athanasius' statement is

nov made with the purpose to specify how the death of Christ actually
occurred, but to defend the distinction between the body and the
Godhood of the Logos by using a biblical model of Christ's death.

The scholars who took this text as explaining how Christ died (as
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for instance A. Stdlcken) were in fact searching for textual Athanas-
ian evidence to confirm their thesis that the Athanasian Christo-
locgy had no place for a human soul in Chris%. This is certainly
untenable here, not only because such use of the text is arbitrary
and unrelated to its immediate intention, but also because the infer=
ence is drawn only e silentio and in spite of the clear Athanas-
ian statement in EPI,7 : d\ov TOD &v@ééﬂov yuxfic xal aduatog
danesc A cwtmpfa yéyovev v adtd TG Adyyw.

However, Athanasius not only distinguishes here between the
humanity of the body and ‘the Godhood of the Logos. He also defends
and explains the biblical custom of attributing of the Logos all
the weaknesses or properties of the body. As he puts it, darnd xal

tdromoretTalr Td Tod odpatoc ToHLa d¢ £avtol 6 Adyoc & dodpaTog.

It is not merely a matter of attribution but of appropr{j?tion
(é6tomolnotg ). He @llustrates this by means of a number of biblic-
al statements and concludes by saying that this appropriation is

based on the fact that the Logos made the body His own (té {owov olipa).
It is on this basis that Athanasius understands why the passion of

the body is often referred to the Lord Himself in the scriptures.

He states this in a text which again,as Lebon showed in 1935,

presents textual variations in the history of the transmission of

the text of EPI.

[74 b e 124 -~ o , ~ » -~ P
@& vydp T8 avbpdnivov Emqaoxe ToD & védp ©6 odua eraoxe ToU Adyov,
Aéyov Ttadto ovvdy adT® & Adyog tabta odv adt§ & Adyoc Eoepev,

~ ~ o ~ o~ o
etc éavtdy dvéoepev, tva Tuelc fva Auete té toP povoyevolg ©eob

Tfic T0D Adyou BedtTrroc peTacxeilv nddet cwbduev. (Bedjan)
dvvneduev. (Ludwig)

Even if the Bedjan Greek text was original, the doctrinal content

of the two texts is not different, The intention is to refer the
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passicn of the human side of the Logos to the Logos on account of
the fact that it co-exists with Him in accordance with the soterio-
logical purpcse of the Incarnation. This is clearly shown in the
statement which fellows and which is common to all textual traditions:
Kal fv mapddogov , 8ti adtde Av & mdoxwv xaf pf ndoxwve ndoxwv pév
gtL ©8 Lovov adtob Emacye obpa, xai £v adtd t§ mdoxovti Hve ph ndoxwv
8¢, 8t gboel ©eb¢ &v & Abyog dmabhc £oTi.

The same applies to the following sentences which again exhibit

linguistic but not doctrinal variations:

Kal adtéc uév & doduatoc Au €v xaf adtdc név & doduatoc Ay
TR ﬂaenmw owuawug T8 6 olua gv T %&eﬂTW owpambg T8 &€
€ xsv gv suvmq Tév aknen Aéyov owua nv tob aﬁaeovg @eol
a@aVLéovma tdc doBeve fag adtod Adyov (Bedjan in Lebon).

To¥ oduatog ( Ludwig)
Finally the whole mind of Athanasius is expressed in a text which

brings out explicitly Athanasius’ doctrine of appropriation and
s
= rd ~ 2
the various péwwe$§ of its soterioclogical significance: ’Emofei 68
rd o ~ D 2 o . -
To¥to xal &yéveto oVtweg, Yva, Td Audv adrdc dexdusvog, xal mpooe
2 o O ) c » ~_ 2 ~ e )\'(f)v
VE YWY elc Bvoiav, ega@avﬁomp ®a & ANouvrOV Tolg £avTob REPLBAAU

1 o ~ e -~ ?
fudc, moifon tév dndotolov Elmelv, "Ael T8 ¢Baptdv ToUto EVOV-

’, P 9 g
cacBatl dodapsiav, xal 18 BvnTdv Tolro £vddoacbat dbavaalav'". The

phrase td Nu@v.. refers to the passion which the Incarnate Logos
receives from men and which He uses to effect His vicarious sacrifice
for them. In doing this He also effects the saving exchange, namely
the clothing of our bedy which suffered and died in sacrifice with

His own perfections of incorruptibility and immortality (7Toil¢ €avtod).
It is crystal clear that Athanasius' primary intention in speaking

here about the body of Christ in its distinction from and appropriat-

ion by the logos, is none other than the refutation of the heretical
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understanding of this bedy as homoousios with the Logos. He does
this in the context of his general understanding of the Incarnation
which is dominated by theological and soteriological considerations.,

The same doctrine is defended in EPI,7, where Athanasius stress-—
es the reality and totality of men's salvation in the Incarnate Logos.
Here again, in arguing that the Logos was not changed into flesh and
bones , as some had stated at the debate in Corinth, he asserts that
the Logos possessed flesh and bones , both,before His death and after
it in the resurrection,

In EPI,8 Athanasius recapitulates his argument and sets it in
the general context of the classical biblical statement of the
Incarnation John 1:14, Here he asserts that the €yéveto of John
1:14 does not imply that the Logos was changed into flesh (od Tpa-
nelc ef¢ odpxa ), but that He assumed flesh and became man (dAr’
8tu. odpxa (ZBoav) dvérape xaf véyover Gvbpwnoc). Here also, he re-
pudiates those who say that the fiesh preexisted before Mary and that
even some human soul preexisted before it and was perpetually united
with the Logos. Though it is not absolutely clear ;, it seems that,
by implication, Athanasius holds that the body which the Logos
agsumed from Mary inclﬁded within it a human soul. Indeed this is
also suggested by the term Z®ocav , which qualifies the flesh and
which seems to be original even though it does not appear in all
the versions,as Lebon has shown. However, what is interesting for
our investigation here is the statement about the death of Christ
which appears in the context of this general discussion on the
Incarnation, It runs as follows: iiafoovtatr &€ xaf ol eindviec

ufi elvar dextixfy Bavdtov Thv odpxa, dAAE TT¢ dBavdtov ¢doewc elvat
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tadtnv. EY ydp uf dnédave md¢ O labroc mapedidov Koprvdforc, &
%ot map€haBev, "8tt Xo1otdc Ar€Bavev In€p TEV dpapTilv Audv xatd
téc Tpaodg;" Nic 68 Bwe xaf dvéorn el uhf xaf dnébovev;" The
obvious meaning of this statement is that the death and resurrect-
ion of Christ refer to the flesh and not to the Godhead and that |
the death occurred on account of men's sins,

In EPI,9 Athanasius draws out the same distinction between the
flesh and the Godhead of the Logos , because, as he says, the creatu-
re can never be equated with the Creator. The Logos did not become
flesh by the addition of the Godhead!, but in order that the éreature=
ly human flesh might be raised up. It was the human body (and not
the Godhood), he says, which was redeemed and vivified by the Logoss
the body which was mortal and became immortal. It was psychical
(Yuxexdv ) and became‘spiritual ( ~vevuatindv). It was from the earth
and yet it was made to enter the gates of heaven!

The same doctrine is asserted in EPI,10. The body, says Athanas-
ius, was nailed on the Cross and suffered, though it was filled with
the Godhead as its temple. This body, having a mortal nature, was
raised above its own nature on account of the Logos who was in it.
And thus, says he, the natural corruption ceased from it and it
became incorruptible because the Logos , who is above man, put it on.

In EPI,11 Athanasius repudiates with the same force the prophetic
model of Christology, which asserts that the Logos was in Christ as
He was in the prophets. The Logos, says he, did come to the prophets
and yet He was never made the subject of attribution of their life
experiences including their death., No prophet’s death is said to

be for us, he says, but Christ’s alone. So in the case of Christ
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the attribution of the human experiences,including death)is made
of the divine Logos, because He Himself became man. This is the last
rcint that Athanasius makes in EPI concerning Christ®s death,

What then is the Athanasian doctrine of the suffering and death
of Christ in EPI? It is clear that both suffering and death refer
to the humanity of Christ which is designated by the terms flesh and
body wunderstood in a holistic way as denoting whatever belongs to
the human nature, Theopaschﬁtism is decisively excluded, but at
the same time the suffering and the death of Christ (as indeed the
resurrection) are attributed of the divine Logos , because Christ
is none other than the Logos in the flesh, or the Logos as man,
rather than a man in whom the Logos dwelt as in the prophets. The
attribution of the suffering and death of Christ of the Logos is
rooted in the saving mystery of the Incarnation which Athanasius
describes here as the personal appropriation ({dtomoincic) of all
that belongs to humanity (including the passion and the death) by
the Logos. Tue end of it all is the deification of humanityg i.eo
the establishment of the incorruptibility and immortality of the
flesh , through the human sacrifice of suffering and death and
through the divine act of the resurrection. This doctrine is
not different from the one which Athanasius developped in arguing
against the Arian theses. 1In the case of the Arians the attribut-
ion of the human weaknesses of the body or flesh or humanity of
the Logos was made the basis for questioning and finally rejecting
His Godhood. In this case the opposite error seems to be promalgated.
The Godhood of Christ is asserted in such a waj that the integrity of

His flesh is relativized and even denied, Athanasius' answer in
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both cases rests on a general exposition of the Incarnation guided
by clear soteriological concerns. This particularly applies to

the economy of the suffering and death of Christ, which, though

it belongs to the flesh or the humanity of Christ , also belongs
to the Logos, inasmuch as He is its sole subject and governing
principle. Asi%he case of CAR1-=-3, so here, Athanasius does not

show any speculative interest in the physiology of death, but speaks
about it in a way which is appropriate to refute the heretical thesis.
Thus, to work out a physiological model for the death of Christ out
of the present teaching would be a distortion of Athanasian doetrine.
Unfortunately, the claims of many eminent scholars seem to fall into

this category.
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(vii) Death in ADEL

In his Letter to Adelphius, probably the Bishop of Onuphis on the

Nile Delta,who sat at the Council of Alexandria in A.D., %62, Athanas-
ius deals with the Arian contention that the Orthcdox worship of Christ
with His creaturely body lends itself open %o the charge of idolatryo
This provides Athanasius with the occasion for expounding the Orthodox
doctrine of the worship of Christ by setting it within the context of
the Orthodox doctrine of the Incarnation,

As he explains, the object of the Orthodox worship of'Christ is
not the human nature of Christ as such, but the Incarnate Logos of
God, or more specifically, His Incarnate presence,through which His
Godhead is revealed. In developing this doctrine Athanasius makes
some passing references to Christ's death, which have some bearings
on our present investigation,

In ADEL 5, Athanasius speaks of the flesh which the Logos assumed
in order to free men and raise them all up from the dead and redeem
them from sin. He also asserts rhetorically that the Logos took up
flesh from the Virgin to redeem us from death and sin, and that He
care to be in a body , so that He may take upon Himself the death
on our behalf. PFurther on, Athanasius says that those who divide
the Logos from the flesh in fact deny the redemption from sin which
has taken place, or the abolition of death which has been accomplish-
ed. Clearly then, Athanasius refutes the contention of his adversar-
ies which is centred on the body or flesh of Christ, by referring
to the saving significance of this body or flesh demonstrated in its
vicarious death. He uses this language not only because his opponents

use it, but also because it is an acceptable biblical usage. This
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clearly comes out in ADEL,6, where Athanasius cites the Petrine
statement “Christ therefore suffered for us in the flesh® (I Pet.4:1)
and elaborates the theme of Christ’s self-cffering on ocur behalf,
wiaich could not have been achﬁ%ed without the flesh. Athanasius in-
sists that it was by bringing forward the flesh that Christ gave Hin-
self for us, so that by accepting death in it, He might abolish the
devil who had the power of death (v éxedvn Tév 6dvatov dvadegduevoc)
The doctrine here is strikingly similar with that of INC and particular
stress is placed on the soteriological aspect of the death of Christ
vhich is typical of Athanasius’ mingd. The death is the death of the
flesh, but the flesh is the flesh of the Lord. In these two facts

we have the two principles of Athanasian soteriology rooted in the
two basic aspects of the Incarnation, the Incarnate presence of the
Creator Logos and the reality of the human flesh, His pivotal state;

pent here reads as follows: 7 ydp Evoapxog mapovofe Tob iwifipoc Bavdrtov

AMitpow xaf wticewe ndong owinpfa YéYovev° In other words, without
God’s incarnate presence the death of the flesh could not be a ransom
of death nor salvation of the whole creation. In ADEL,8 he puts it
even more clearly: Ktiopa dné utfopatog, odx &v mote owbf.. dAN’Ener6r
xtlotng &v & Adyog, adtdc dnuiovpydc véyovev Td@v xtwoudTwv® Sud ToBTo
xal €n ovvrereiq BV aldvwy T8 xTLotdy adtde Eveddoato, Tva mdhiv
adtde, ¢ wtforng dvaxatvion xal dvaotficatr Tobto dvvnbdH.

The following points emerge from these statements concerning the
death of Christ.

(a) The death of Christ is in fact the death of His creaturely
body or flesh which He assumed at His Incarnation. It is the death of

humen creaturehood.
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(b) In as much as this body is inseparable from Him, or He is
irrevocably present in it, its death is a saving event.undertaken
for the salvation of all human flesh.

(¢) The death of Christ is His human offering for the abolition
of huran sin.

(d) It is alsc the human death of God which leads %o the universal
renewal of all humanity because of the Divine prdsence.

(e) Thoughvnothing is said about the physiology of Christ®s death,
it is strongly suggested that it was human, and that this was necessary
so that the victery that came through it might be shared by all human-
ity.

(f) Finally, it is evident that Athanasius' intention in speaking
abdut the death of Christ is theological in an Incarnational and

soteriological sense,
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(viii) Death in MAX

The short letter to Maximus the philcosopher, an-acquaintance
of Atkhanasius unkrncwn to posterity, most probably not %o be identified
with Meximus the Cynic, is on the whole a direct repudiation of Chrisi-
ological errors arising from a Judeising Christolegical tendency.

This becomes obvious in the introductory chapter, which refers %o
Pilate and the Jews and contains such sﬁatements as, "may such persons
no longer join those Jews who passed by in reviling Him who hung

on the Tree..”, or "let them learn that Christ who was crucified is
the Lord of Glory, the Power and Wisdom of God".

In MAX,2 the prophetic model of Christology is repudiated in
a very interesting argument, which also includes reference to the
death of Christ. If the Logos , says Athanasius,was in Christ as in
the Prophets, then He did not die once for all for the completion of
the ages, but died again! ( fva pf xab’&xactov vevvduevoe xal mdALw
drodvioxwy gafvntar). The suggestion here is ﬁhat the Incarnate Logos’
death is unique, in the sense that it relates to His person in a way
that the death of the Prophets in whom He dwelt, could never be attri-
buted of Him. This doctrine is further clarified in MAX,J° Here
Athanasius insists on the statement that it was the Logos who became
corporeally a man ( yev8uevog ocwpatux®dc dvBpwnadfor our salvation,
so that He may be able to make the offering for us and save us, who
on account of the fear of death, were in all our life estranged in
slavery. It was not a man, says Athanasius, who offered Himself
for us, since every man is a debtor to death. And it was not a
creature who did this, since as such He would Be suspect of change.

Rather it was the Logos Himself who brought forward His own body
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80 that our faith may not be in a man but in God the Logos. It is
precisely because the Logos is not a debtor to death that in present-
ing His own body to it as a sacrifice fer all, He abolishes death and
establishes men’s salvation from it,

Obviously the death of Christ here is z human death in that it
is connected with the offering of the human body, but at the same time
it is the Logos' death, because this human body is His own and not a
man's, As such the human death of the Divine Logos which is undertak-
en on behalf of all is turned into a saving event for all. As Athanas-
ius puts it,; & 6vd To¥ cduatoc YImfueive, Tabta d¢ ©ed¢ dueydivve.

And he adds: "if one is scandalized at what God the Logos does through
the body , let such one believe in what He does as God".

In the last analysis Athanasius tries to stir a middle course
between the two rival options of Manichaeus and the Samosatean. The
former, he says, concentrates on Christ’s Godhood and denies td Udia
To¥ owuatog , such as the birth, the growth, the sufferingOOetc and
ends up with a total rejection of the Incarnation. The other one,
concentrates on the tdta To¥ odpatoc and turns Christ into a man
who is other than God the Logos. Qbviously, Athanasius deals with
the suffering and death of Christ from a'soteriological angle which
is logically interconnected with the event of the Incarnation. This
is clearly and comprehensively stated in MAX,4: xaf dotavpwuévog ocapxi,
vexpods €x morhoB xpdvov carévrag fveipe’ xal 6€devxtTat wdoLv, STL od
o1 °davtdy, dAAd ot Audc drfueive mdvta, tva fuelc Tolc €xelvov ®ad”-
pacy dndberav xal debapolav &voveduevor dwaue tvopev elc Zwfv aldviov.
It is because the Incarnation is normally expressed in terms of the

human body or the human flesh that the suffering and the death of
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Christ are alsc expressed in the same language. This doctrinal term-
inological 'necessity® is already apparent in hely scripture , which
remains Athanasius’ primary scurce., But it is also necessitated by

the doctrinal debates, which Athanasius follows closely. On the

whole the doctrine of Athanasius on the death of Christ is once more
developed in the strict context of particular Christological questiosns
and not on any speculative interests. Three particular points emerge
from MAX : (i) That the death refers to Christ as the Logos become

man, and not to a man. (ii) That it has a sacrificial character,

and as such is expounded in terms of the offering of the body to death
by the Logos. (iii) Finally it is no necessity for the Logos as Logos,
but for men and their salvation, and it is for this ﬁurpose that

Christ accepted it in Himself. The theological and soteriological

interests are particularly emphasized.
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(ix) Conclusions

Qur investigation of Athanasius'®' texts relating to the
death of Christ has resulted in a number of very important
conclusions. Above all Athanasius® concern is not to explain
the physiology of Christ’s death, but to expound it as the
ultimate solution to the universal problem of human death. Two
primary elements stand out in this exposition, both of which
are closely interconnected with Athanasius® Christology and
Soteriology. First of all there is the fact that the death of
Christ is not the death of a particular man but of the universal
head of all men, the Creator Logos and Son of God who became
such a man by assuming human creaturehood. And secondly, there
is the fact that in Christ®s death it is not the Logos as Logos
who dies, but the lLogos as man who acts for and on behalf of
all men, and that the death really refers to the body or flesh
or humanity or the form of the servant or even the human nature
of the inhominated Logos. The former element answers to the
Soteriological principle that only God the Creator of all can
be the Saviour of all, and the second element brings out on
the one hand that in this instance the Creator has to act from
our side as man, and on the other hand that salvation does in
fact involve the destruction of actual human death, It is with-
in such Soteriological=Christological parameters that one has
to understand Athanasius' particular language concerning the
death of Christ, which, in the last analysis, is coordinated
with the biblical data and accommodated to the questions put
to him by the heretics.

Our preéent exposition has shown that Athanasius is quite



flexible and free in his speaking about death, and he can

vary on this according to the circumstances. His fundamental
model is what may be called the subject-object model which
involves the Logos as subject, and the body (or flesh or humanity
or Numan form,etc) as object. As long as this model is maintai-
ned his language - particularly that which relates to the obje-
ctive side of the model = can vary considerably. Thus, as we
have seen in CAR3, Athanasius does not hesitate to speak of
death in terms of Logos=soul, or even in terms of Logos=body+soul.
The crucial point here is that such linguistic variations can
never be the basis of Athanasius’ thought, for such a basis

is his doctrine of the Incarnation as it is understood from

the stand-point of the Church's traditional presentation of

the Apostolic scriptures and the Apostolic kerygma. In view

of this we can confidently conclude that Athanasius could easi-
ly have employed the language of the body-soul, or flesh-spirit
to speak of Christ's death, if circumstances had demanded 1i%,
provided, of course, that he would not have to compromise his
two fundamental int&}ions: a) that the only subject to whom

the death of Christ would finally have to be attributed would

be the inhominated Logos/Son of God as opposed to a particular
man, and b) that this death would not refer in any kind of way
to the Logos' Godhood but to His manhood.
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(11)
V.3 The Death of Christ in APOL

The first references to the suffering o.f Christ are found in
chapter two, immediately afier a short but comprehensive and distinct-
ly Nicene Christoclogical statement. "Christ is the Son of God,
homoousios with the Father, true God of true God and perfect from
perfect, who afterw-rds came down for our salvation and as such
suffered and rose again. According to the Fathers the suffering and
the resurrection do not imply that the Logos was altered".

Against this Patristic Christological perspective the author
sets out the heresy of his opponents according to which the suffering
of Christ can be explained in two antithetical ways, either as an
alteration of the Logos (@\\ofwoiv ©oB Adyov ) or, as a mere appear-
ance (&8xmowy THv oixovoutav Tobd mdBovg). These views correspond to
the double heretical contention according to which the flesh of Christ
is sometimes regarded as "uncreated and heavenly” and sometimes as
homoousios with the Godhead.

In APO1,3 the author speaks again about these two antithetical
notions of his opponents and calls them respectively "a transmutat-
ion of the Godhood of the Logos into flesh" and "a mere appearance of
the economy of the suffering the death and the resurrection”. For
hin only the quhead of the Trinity is uncreated everlasting and
unchangeable, and therefore the notion of heavenly and uncreated
flesh is utterly unacceptable, The flesh of Christ was raised from
the side of men and not from the side of God (Deut,18:15 and Acts 3:22)
and as such it is said to be passible. It is on account of it that

" He is said to be passible and first born of the dead. Thus it is
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wrocng Lo make the “uncreated Godhead passible and the passible flesh
uncreated®. In stating this distinction the author refers in passing
to the content of the "passible flesh® by saying that “it is made up
of bones and blood and soul and our entire body”"(7TMv wadnTAv odoxa,
botéorg Te xal afuaty, xal Yvxd xail 3\ov Tod xad’Hudc owupatocg
dppocbe toav).The phraseology is curious , but it is clear that it is
intended %to claim for the term ®flesh® a wider meaning than the term
immediately suggestis. As he . implies in another statement,which comes
at the end of this chapter, the flesh is the entire human form.

So far, the main doctrine of the author concerning the death and
suffering of Chrisdt is that both refer to His flesh and not to His
Godhocd which He shares with the Father and the Spirit.

In APO1,4 the author continues his attack on the heretical notion
of the "™uncreated Tflesh™ and argues in particular against the idea
that the flesh became uncreated on account of its union with the
Godhead. For the author the flesh becomes i8ig To¥ dxti{oTov Adyou.
but rot &xtictog . In APO1,5 the author repeats that only the
Godhead is understood to be an uncreated existence and therefore
it is impious to call the uncreated passible and the passible
uncreated. The created nature of humanity ( mowndetoa gpdoig THig
AvBpwndtntoc ) is only {He Tod @éyou; it would be quite irreverent
to regard it as &xtiotov or even to equate it with the divine
nature. It is the Logos' own nature because of His union with it,
but it has not always been the Legos'® own from everlasting. Here
again in speaking of the flesh gs the human nature which the Logos
‘assumed in union with Hiymself, the author alsc speaks of blood and

bones and of a2 soul which can be sorrowful and troubled and anzious.



Aapnde ydp xaf afpatoc xaf dotéwv dnide L&y émorAoato Kdprog, xafl
Guxfc Avmovpévne xaf Teoattopévng xaf ddmuovodong. Tabto 66 odx Qv
Tuc eimor @bouy glvar Bedtmroc” 6ra 88 @e0d nexd oborv véyovev,
edboxficavtoc Tob Adyov dvaoxdaodas yevvicewg dvBpwnivng, xual ThHv
gavtod woinowv Thv év duaptiq xal ¢0opd xaf Bavdty Svaxvoeloav v
éavtd ovotfoactBar v eixdve naevérinrtog. Again the phraseology seems
to be unclear, particularly as the term flesh is not employed in
a comprehensive sense but is set out in parallel with blood, bones
and soul. But the intention is crystal clear. Sin, corruption and
death are not proper to the Godhead but to the humanity of the Logos.
They are said to be His because the humanity which presupposes them
has become His through human birth.

It is on the same basis that the author argues in APQ1,6
against the heretical notion of "an uncreated fiesh by transmutation”,
and indirectly suprlies further insights into his doctrine of Christ's
suffering and death. Tpe transmutation of the flesh from a created
to an uncreated state would have rendered it invisible and immortal
not by passing through death,but by becoming inadmissible of death
(odx éx Bavdrov AN’ dver({dextoc Bavdtov ), But fheno asks the author,
how did the Lgrd die, or how did the uncreated appear uncreatedly
on the earth and was seen and touched? On the biblical evidence,
says he, one cannot escape from the biblical notion of the "created
body of the Lord” (té mowndév odpa tob Kvpiov ), which is worshipped
and venerated not as divine and uncreated, but as the body of the
‘divine Logos (@edc vép Av & Abyog o T6 odpa Ldtov Tuvyxdver),
This body, the author goes on to explain, was taken by the Logos

from the Virgin, by means of a natural human birth (pvouxf yevvioet)
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so that it may be human by nature and may also be undivided from
the Godhcod of the Logos by nature. And thus Christ died in the
sense that the body received death by nature and the Logos endured
3% by will, He Himself of His own authority brirging forward His own
body to death so that He might die naturally for us and rise again
divinely for us. O%tw yvdo ol 8dvatoc €yéveto ToD pév oduatog xaté
©bcLy dexoudvov Tob o€ Adyov xatd 8€AMoLY dveyxopgvouxal EE0VGLUOT k-
e T6 (drov adpae el¢ Bdvatov mpetepdvov, tva xaf ndHn guvowndg Ondp
BV, xal dvaoth esfx&g nép Mudv. It is important %o observe here
how the author changes from the language of the flesh and the nature
to the language of the body in expounding the Incarnation and the
death of Christ. The thought is exactly the same, The change occurs
only in the terms which the author employs. But this certainly means
that his semantics are flexible whilst his doctrine remeins constant.
Previously he argued that the death belongs to the flesh. Here he
says that it belcngs toe the bedy. He also argued that the death was
attributed of the Logos because the flesh became His own. Here he
says that the death does not take place apart from His will and
His authority. In both cases the guiding principle in his doctrine
is the idea of salvation which is clearly summed up at the end of
APO1,6, Kal 8Am tiic yevvficewg xal To¥ davdtov # mpayupatsia elg THY
Auetépav ZhAtnoly xaf dvdxtnoilv SewpeiTat.

The same doctrine reappears in AP01l,7 where the author continues
hig attack on the heretical notion of a "heavenly body in Christ".
Here he says that if the body was indeed heavenly, then, Christ chang-

ed the impassible and immortal into passible and mortal. But then,
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there is no difference beiveen Adam and Christ, i.e no difference
betweer the cfumteus tob “Adduand the dobyuputov dvdotnua Tod XpLotod.
In fact, says the author, Christ appeared in the likeness of sinful
Tiesh and concdemned sin in the flesn. He 1lived on earth with the
flesh and demonstraied it to be inadmissible of sin, unlike Adam
who In the first creation was given sinless flesh but made it admis-
sible of sin on account of the trangression and subjected it to
corruption and death. The truth is,says the author, that what Adam
brought down to earth from heaven, that Christ brought back to hezven
from the earth. And again, what Adam brought down to corruption
and deatn threugh sin and condemnation, that Christ raised up incor-
ruptible and made it the means of abolishing death (Avirfprov Savdzov)
As a result Christ has authority on earth to forgive sins and demon-
strate incorruptibility from the grave and freedom from the bonds
of death and finally to declare the resurrection to all men.

In contrast to the previous chapter the author speaks here of
the Incarnation and the death of dhrist in terms of His flesh. There
is however no difference whatsoever in the doctrine which is firmly
rooted in soterioclogy and theology. This becomes particularly apparent
in the closing sentences of APOL,7 which sum up the history of
salvation in incarnational Christological terms.

®God created man for immortality, and made him an

Image of His own. eternity, but by the devil'’s envy

death entered into the world; and when he was under

the rule of death unto corruption, He did not over-

look him (man), but He Himself became man, not by

turning Himselif into the form of man ,nor by making

the demonstration shodowy by neglecting the existe-=

nce of man; but being by nature God He is born a man
that these ¢two may be One (¥v’eig n Td €xdtepa ),

perfect in all respects, demonstrating a natural and
most true birth, Hence it is written, And He grant-
ed Him a name which is above every name,to rule over
the heavens and to have authority to make Jjudgement,
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In AP01,10 the author continues his argumentation against his
cpponents’ conception of the body eof Christ. He particularly argues

against their conienitior that the body became homoousics with the

2o\ M

Logos because of its union with Him., He cites a number of biblical
statemernts in corder to argue that this contention not only denies
the biblical content of the term body, but ultimately refuses to
accept the biblical designation of Christ as man, Over against his
opponents’ views the author develops his own Christology in a statement
which is particularly interesting for the doctrine of Christ’s suffer-
ing and death, He says thaﬁ Christ is One and that He is the same
God and man. tva T8 Strhobv xhpvyua THc adtod Exidnulag edarndderntov
Exm thv mevopovAv ToB wéBovg xaf Tfig dradbefag, d¢ &tav Aéyy & dnd-
atoho¢, “AvbBpumoc Xptotde ‘Incolg, 0 do0bg favtdv dvtirvipov,vnép
WBv, & &v &ni ndviwv @edg edroyntdg elc tobde aldvag, *Aufv. In other
words, the kerygma includes both the passibility and thelimpassibility
of Christ. The former relates to His body and the latter to His
Godhood, but both are attributed of one and the same person because
of the Incarnation,

Thus, he continues in APO1,11, to use the term homoousios in
this way is to cancel out the name of the flesh and that Christ is
man, In turn this means that either you do not declare His death
till He comes (I.Cor. 11:26), or you also declare the death of
the consubstantial Father and the Holy Spirit! And all this because
the mortal flesh is made consubstantial with the Logos. This, says
the author, is the position of Valentinus who held that not only the
Logos but the Father and the Spirit also put on the flesh and exhibit-

ed the entire economy.



Over against this theopaschétism the author states that Christ
is both God and man. He is such nct in the sense that there is a
divisicn in Him between ¢ivinity and humanity (od drairpoewg Evexev ),
bué in the sense that He truly died,and therefcre His death can be
declared till He comes (irn accordance with I Coroll:26)»and that His
suffering and death migh% be urnderstood with reference to the flesh
of the Logos, whilst He Himself might be believed to be immutable
and -unekengeable (Eéxnl pév Tfic cepxde To® Adyov TS ®dBog xal TV
8dvatov SuoroyGuev, adtdv & TSV Adyov Atpemtov xal dvaiiolwtov
nLoTEVWUEV) . Thus the same one is s2id to be passible and impassible
(6 mabdv ote xafl & uvf mabdy), impassible immutable and unchangeable
in His divinity and passible in His flesh as Peter said in I Pet.4:1
having willed to taste death.

In APO1,12 the author also repudiates those who divide between
the Son who suffered and the one (the Logos) who did not suffer
(&Ahoc & mabdv Yidc xal akhogfé Qﬁ nabdy ). The Son, he states,
who undertcood the death and the passion,was not different from the
Logos. It was the impassible and incorporeal Logos who tbok up
birth of human fiesh and fulfilled all things, so that He may have
something to offer on men’s behalf, The flesh which the Logos took
o up could not have been homgousios with Him, because what is homoousion
and impassible and inadmissible of death does not admit of a union
with another homoousion, which is according to hypostasis, but of
a union which is according to nature., If the flesh which suffered
is homoousigs with the Son, then the Trinity must be a quaternity!
Obviously the author argues against his opponents using their own

terms. In the last analysis, however, he stresses their failure



to urnderstand correctly the meaning of John 1:14 as the roct of their
errors., It is in his attempt to expound the right meaning of this
gtaterent that he throws further l1ight on his doctrine of.the suffer-
ing and death of Chris%t. The Lcges, he says, did not become flesh,
so that He may no longer be Logos, but in order to be in the flesh .
Thus, the Incarnation means that the Logos remaining always Logos
has alsc acquired human flesh. It is in this flesh that He took on
the passion and the death in the human form, and went as far as the
grave and hades, And it is alsoc in this flesh that He wrought the
resurrection from the dead, having demonstrated in Himself the flesh
and the blood and the soul, i.e. the seed of David without being
divided from the flesh (capxBc xaf atpatoc xel Yvxfc Thv éxidergiv
wownoduevoc & ®edc Abyoc 6ud (6fag xaf ddrairpérov capxdg).

Here death is still decisively connected with the flesh in a
way that theopaschdtism is decisively excluded , but it is also
attributed of the Logos in as much as the flesh is His and that
it remaines undivided from Him even in death. Interesting but
not clear is the way in which the author links here death with the
Logos' éxiBacic to the grave and to Hades,and also the way in which
he expounds the meaning of the term flesh by employing the term
human form,or the terms flesh and blood and soul. The éxneBdocig of
the Logos are said to be performed throught the flesh, or through
the human form, but no clarification is made as to whether this
entails the psychosomatic model.

So far the author has presented Christ’s suffering and death
in terms of the human flesh and body of the Logos which He assumed

at His Incarnation. His references to Hades and to terms like blood
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and soul and the entire body, do not% alter his fundamental perception,
although they suggest there is perhaps greater depth to it than it
arovears, in APOI 13ff hcwever, he iLatroduces a new way of speaking
aboult the sufferirg and death of Christ based on a ‘'dualistic
psychosomatic model® of rumanity. A careful analysis of the text
suggests that this change is necessary in view of the new argument

of the author's opponents which concentrates on an aspect of humanity
rather than humanity as a totélityo But the basic doctrinal perception
remains the same,and therefore the 'monistic models' of the suffering
and death employed in the first part of the treatise should not be
seen as opposing the 'dualistic model®’ of this second part. This
will become clearer once .the teaching of this second part of the
treatise is analysed in some detail.

The new thesis of the author's e¢pponents is that no human mind
could have existed in Christ. The author explains that His opponents
operated with a distinction between the owfev &vBpwrog and the &wev
dvbpwnog , identifying the former with the volU¢ and the latter with
the odua and thealum (or Yyvx© ). They saw Christ as consisting of
a heavenly mind, ie. the Logos, and a human body and soul, i.e.
flesh, thhing is said as to the relationship between the notion
of the heavenly flesh which was discussed previously and the new
notion of the heavenly mind. But the author does employ the same
type of argumentation in both cases. As he dealt previously with
the nature of the:flesh and the body, so he deals now with the
nature of humanity beginning with the distinction between the inner
and the outer man. For him the inner man is the soul, which includes

the mind, (in accordance with Matth., 10:28), whilst the outer man is



the body and the blood. This, he says, can be also seen in the

death of Christ:did xal v ad1d 1§ Savdty wch Aprotod ddefxvuto°

©8 udv Tcs (oBue) puéxor wdoov ¢ddocv, N 8 (Yvx7) véxpr ddov diapdca.
The author explains that the grave and Hades are two localities differ-
ing from each o%ther %o a great extent (dtatpet®v dviwv THV TEHRWY TOA-
A 16 pwétpw ) and admitting of two different approaches (€miBdoetc),
cne which is corporeal and another which is incorporeal. For the
anthor it is the Logos who in His death makes the two approaches,
through His own body and soul. The body goes as far as the grave

and the soul as far as Hades. It is cbvious&that whereas previously,
in dealing with the heretical notions of the flesh and the body of
Christ, the author expounded the Christology of the NT in using only
those terms, now that he is faced with a different challenge, he
introduces the body-soul language in order to cope more adequately
with the new doctrinal context. The terms appear %o be new and
seemingly contradicEZgryg but in fact they are used to defend the

same fundamental doctrinal perspectives , although they add to them
greater depth of perception.

In APO1,14 the author elaborates furfher his conception of
Christ's death in terms of His body and soul. He argues that, if
Christ had no human soul, death would not have mistaken Him for a man,
when He went to Hades, nor would He have been able to present the
resurrection to the souls,which were in bondage.there,through His
own soul which remained unbound. Behind the author's argument there
is the same soteriological principle as in the previous arguments,
which hinges upon both the Logos and His humanity. Whereas previously

this humanity was presented in terms of the flesh and the body, now



it is presented in terms of body and soul. .As he puts it, tva 6
madotne xof xowmThg ToD Avhpdmov, uef xatadlixmy Tobrtov droBaldv,
abtdc maodv, érevoepdcon Ot favroB EE’Shoxifpov Tdv GvBpwmov €v
nopef 7 €avtob. Chte ydo 6d4vatoc dmepioxboag dnnydyese éavtd Thv
dvopwrivny Tob Adyovw wvxﬁ4a@g deouBy xamoyxdy, obte mdAwy 1 @Oopd
TupovyvLxde Graprdcace T8 ofpe évepyel efg dvapbopdv, d¢ drpovortwy
dvtwy TdY mpayudtwy. Or, as he says further down in the same chapter,
Avd tolto xpefe yéyovev Tol droomvaudvov, Tva adtdg ot ’€avroB Adom
thy &avtob dndpacev, €v poped Tob xatadinaabéviog daxatadixdoty xafl
dvovaptihty dodefc, Tva N xataliey?d Tob ol mpdg Tév dvepwrov
véumtas xaf B €revéepfa Tob wavtde dvOpdrav &t *dvBpdmov dndpET,

gv 1) xasvérnti tfic elxévoc Tob Yiob adrod 'IncoB XpioTol Tob Kupiov
AUEY .

The author recalls here Gen.3:19 and 2:17 to defend the view that
death involves the division of man into two, body and soul, the former
suffering corruption in the grave and the latter bondage in Hades.

He almost personifies death and corrupiion and regards them as forces
which fight man and capture his body and soul ( 8dvatoc drepraxdoag
dnydyeto £avi® THY Avbpwnfvny Yuxfiv.. xal B ¢fopd Tvpavvixd¢ dta=
ordoaca T8 ofua évepyel elg dragpdopdv).

Obviously the question which naturally emerges here is concerned
with the precise relationship between this elaborate and almost ‘mytho-
logicélﬁ conception of Christ’s death and the simple and rather crude
conception of Christ'’s death presented in the first half of the trea-

tise. If one is to avoid the charge of inconsistency , one should

accept that the authors models of Christ's death,which for the sake

of argument we may call the 'monistic'and the °duvalistic’® models,are

not incompatible ,but complementary and used for different purposes.
The first:



model is used o condemn the error that the death or the passion are
attribuied to the logos zs Logos, and %0 defend the truth that %this
atsribution is nade ©f the Leoges Incarnate and has a vrimary reference
%0 %he Leges' flesin and btody. The second medel is used %o combat &
sirilar but more subtle error. I1If the death of Christ is to be concei-
ved as the separation of the inner man from the outer man , then,

the inner man is not the Logos but His soul,and the outer His body. In
other words,the Godhead was not separated from the body at the death
of Christ , because it was not the Logos qua Logos who died ,but the
Logos as man, Both cases combat theopaschdtism and both cases defend
the immortality of the Logos and His real involvement in death owed

to His real assumption of mortal humanity. The only difference is

that this humanity is designated monistically or dualistically in
these two cases respectively. to controvert different errors.

In APQO1,15 the author condemns as Manichaean the contention of
his opponents according to which Christ did not have a human mind,
since He was sinless, and the human mind is sinful by nature. For
him)sin is in no way inherent in man’s nature (oduguviog ). Sin is
an unatural turn of nature due to transgression (¢@UCEwg TAPETEORM £x
napafdoewg ). It was on account of sin that death was introduced
into man by the devil'’s envy. Therefore, the author argues that
the Logos raised in Himself the same sinless nature (Tdv dvoudprnTov
9BoeLy ); which Adam led through sin to death, in order to annul
the works of the devil and man's sins and deliver humanity from the
grip of death and corruption. Christ, he says, effected a2 perfect
salvation or a perfect resurrection of the entire man, i.e. of

ratioral moul and body, because He assumed a perfect humanity.



—422-

On this basis the author repudiates both the Arian and his opponents’
thecpascheltism, by saying that both cof them for different reascrs
gsiribute the vénone to® ndbovg to the drosfic Bedtne. He also repu-
diates the notion of a “heavenly mind® in Carist by pointing to

the sorrow and the anxiety of Christ and stressing the fact that
these do not belong to either an dvéntoc odpk . hor to an GToERTOC
eebing , but to a Yvxh vénocev éxodong, Avmovuéung xal TapatToudvng
xaf ddnuovodone xafl wvontdg ématcbavoudvng Tob mddovg.

The same argumentation is pursued in AP01,16 with the only
difference that here the soteriological presuppositions in the author’
s mind are fully exposed. The author points to the Gospel statements
“Jesus was troubled in the spirit”of John 11:33 and "My soul is
troubled® of John 12:27, and claims that spirit and soul refer to
the human mind of the Logos. But his strongest argument is distinct-
1y soteriological. The Lord, he says, exhibited in Himself a mental
activity of soul( yvxfig (6{av vénowv ) in sympathy with our own(elc ovu-
maberav T Muetépag Yuxficlthat we may understand that the passion
is His and at the same time confess that He isvimpassibleﬂ And he
concludes: "for as He redeemed us through the blood of His flesh,
likewise by the mental activity of His soul He demonstrated the
victery which He won for us..” And further down.., "and as the blood
could not be regarded as common..but as saving( cwtfpiov ), likewise
the so-called mental movement ( 7 vénoic Aeyoudvm), does not indicate
human weakness but God's nature., And thus Christ could be called |
perfect Ged and perfect man.., that both things (divinify and humanity;
may be One (£ic¢ ), perfect in all respects, the same One God and man.

It was on account of this says the author that the Lord said,"Now 1is
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nmy soul troubled and full of sorrow”. Ané this "now” signifies nothirg

-

else but the tine wiien He willed to enter this experience for us.

~n APQI,17 the author cons@%aﬁes his argument about the sinless-
ness of Carist and states that He assumed all the things which belong
to human nature and rendered then inadmissible of sin. Such things
include the sorrov, the suffering and the death of Christ. In this
way He werked out men's salvation, He met the human problem in all
its aspects through His own humanity. He brought forward His own body
where the body of man was corrupted, and His own soul, where the soul
of man had been held captive in death, and He did this to destroy
the grip of death and to give men incorruptibility and immortality.
Here the author combines such statements as Rom.5:14, I. Cor.15:53f,
Rom.5:12 and 5:21 to support his soteriological perception of Christ
and concludes with a similar statement which makes use of the imagery
of the ransem. It was no! proper, he says, that he should offer
a different ransom as substitution for another. So He gave body
instead of body and soul instead of soul and a perfect existence
for the sake of the entire man., This, he says, is the exchange of
Christ which the Jews reviled on the Cross.

In APQ01,18 the author points to fhe death on the Cross and
particularly to the phrase "He delivered the spirit”™ of John 19:30
in order to argue that this was not 8edtntog wetdotacig, but vuyfic
droxdpnoutg . His main point is that , if the former was the case,
then the Logos did not die our death, but His! Also, if this was the
case, then how could one conceive of the descent of the uncovered
Godhead in Hades? But, the author clearly states, it was our death

which He took to Himself and His own soul which was offered for the
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the sheep (John 10:11,15).

In APO1,19 the author restates the soteriological argument

£

bazed cn the Imagery of the rarsorm which he advanced in APQO1,17.
Periars the ornly difference is %o be seen in the termiﬁologyo thereas
previously he spcke of vénoieg Yvxfic (especially in APO1,16), he now
speaks of o¢pdvnoeg Yvxfic ., Also, he states the argument against the
view that sin had taken hold of nature in a way that the Creafor
could not take it up., For him sin is an act of nature, whilst
salvation is the &aémnongof this act through the same nature, which
thus becomes renewed: ~wepraipel Tolvuv THV TEEELY (th¢ duaptiag)
xal xatvomowet TAW mAdouv.,

In APO1,20 the author argues against other minor contentions of
his opponents and clarifies further the language of the soul. It
is in the course of doing this that he refers to the passion of Christ.
He affirms once more that He suffered as man for us and redeemed us
from suffering and death as God. Thus, he says, He worked out the
nevness (xawvéing ) of the whole man, the outer man and the inner
man, the flesh and that which leads the flesh(the soul), It is not
enough , he says, to accept the newness of the outer man and simply
leave the newness of the inner man to men's imitation of the Logos.
The renewal of men, says the author in AP01,21, is not only imitation
but also participation in the perfect newness of Christ!
Conclusion:

The teaching of AP0l on the suffering and death of Christ can
be summed up as follows ;

(a) The suffering and death of Christ refer to His humanity and

not %o the Godhood.



{v) However, they are rightly attributed of His Person, i.e.
the Lecgos or Son of God, because the humanity is His own.

{c) Both the suffering andé the death of Christ have Staken place
with the Logos' own decisicn arnd withr the purpose that humanity may
be delivered from them. The key to their saving character is to
be fournd in the act of the Logos, which has a double character,
divire and human. He acts as man to abolish sin and acts as God
to abolish the consequences of sin, namely, corruption and death.

(d) The author uses two main models for presenting the humanity
of Christ, which find thelr corollaries in two corresponding models
of death. The one model is °‘monistic! and is denoted by such terms
as "fiesh®, "body®, Yhuman form", "human nature”, even "man®, or
"the entire man® (used in the abstract form). The second model is
"dualistic' and is denoted by such terms as "body=soul®, "flesh—soul”
"flesh-gpirit®, “inner man - outer man”. The term"body"”, or "outer-
man® in this second model can also be rendered by the terms "flesh®
or "flesh and blood®, or "flesh and blood and bones®, whereas the
term "soul”, or "inner-man® can also be rendefed by the term "ration-
al soul® and can also include a number of other terms such as “mental
activity of the soul®™, or ®volitional activity of the soul®. The
two models are not rivals but clearly the one complements the other.
Both are used in different contexts to defend the same Christological
and soteriological perception,

(e} On the basis of the first model of humanity, death is the
death of the flesh or the body, and is closely linked with the notion
of corruption. On the basis of the second model death is the separat-

ion of the soul from the body and is closely linked with the notion
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of the corruption of the body im %the grave and the imprisonment

of the soul in ades. In the first model Christ’s death is saving
becauge of its vicarious nature and especially because of the divine
act of the Logos. In the second nodel the saving character of the
suffering and death of Christ is based not only on the divine act_
of the Loges but also on the sinlessness of His manhood.

(f) Finally it must be stressed that the key to the doctrine
cf APOl on Christ's suffering and death is the doctrine of the
Persgson of Christ, Christ is the eternal logos or Son of God who
became man without ceasing to be God. The lLogos is the sole subject
active in Christ. But He acts both as man and as God because two
things are united in this one Person, humanity and the Godhead.

It is in the coordination of these acts through the One Person
of the Divine Logos who became man that the key to the saving
character and power of the Incarnation, the suffering, the death
and the resurrection of Christ is found. The Incarnation and
the atonement are inseparable because both are united and have

their common focus in the Person of the Logos.
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V.4 The Death of Christ in APO2

In APO2,1 the author opens the discussion by setting ou¢ his
Christolegical perspeciive, The Lord Jesus Christ is One, bcth
from God and from man. This is explained in terms of Phil.2:6-7
and John 1:14, He wag God and became man., He was in the form of
God and assumed the form of the servant, It is further explained
that the form of God is the Godhood and the form of the servant
the soul and the flesh, and that there are two things in manhood
as human death demonstrates. In human death, says the author, the
soul departs from the body and the body 2Looses its form (Guopgov).
The chapter concludes with the clarification that before His
incarnation Ged the Logos was not a man and as such he was both
invisible and impassible. He became visible and passible only
through the form of the servant which he assumed. It is already
clear that the author attributes the death and the passion of
Christ to his manhood and not to his Godhood, and that he understands
death as the separation of the soul ffom the body.

In AP02,2 the author explains that the name Christ applies
to the Logos with the flesh, which is passible. This means that
“when Paul speaks of Christ's suffering,or death, or rising from
the dead, or being sacrifieed for us, or giving Himself as a ransom
for us, he does not imply that Christ is not God9 but that he is
also a maﬁi Obviously behind the author’s mind, there is the funda-
mental assumption of the doctrine of the impassibility of God.
This doctrine is not rejected by the suffering , death and resurrec-

tion of the incarnate God. Rather, as the author statesgimdéc5

rs
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much as He is both God and man, Christ should be acknowledged

b4 2

to be beth passible and impassible, Tva O ob1dc %ol nudntde naf
dredMic eTvat cvvouohoyfitat dAndivdc, or,. as he says further along,

w
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The same peint is made in AP02,3 , where the author asserts

that it is the form of the servant and not the form of God which is

invelved in the passion, the resurrection and the entire economy of

Christ. He asserts this over against a2 number of heretics who had
attributed the passion of Christ to the Godhood. He actually mentions
Sabellius, who is said to have followed the opinion of Paul of Samosa-
ta, the Valentinians, who are said to have attributed the passion to
the Trinity, and the Arians, who are said to have attributed the .-
passicn to the Logos, since they thought that He took the place

of the passible souvl. The author’s challenge to his addressees to
state where they stand in relation to these heretics, indicates that
they too must have attributed the passion to His Godhood.

In AP02,4 , where mention is made of the alleged views of the
author, or his party, which were being advanced by the author's
opponents, the subject of Christ's passion and death reappears
once more., It is alleged that according to the author, "a man
suffered for the world"( &vbpwmov nép wxdouov dnoSavdvta ), or "a
man was crucified, who was the Lord of Glory” ( &vBpwmov oTavpwdévia
xel Klprov <fic 68gn¢ OBwta ). This again implies that the author's
opponents must have held the suffering of God in Christ.

In AP02,5 the author replies to these allegations of his oppon-
ents by pointing 46 the vicarious soteriological character of the

passion, death and resurrection of Christ, which he connects with



the creaturehood of the archetypal man , which the only-Begotten:
God took up at his Incarnation, tva Tfv dnép avOpdrwy cwThptLav
npayrate tav movfontat év wéder xaf Bavdzy xaf &vaotdoe. THvY

cwtne fav Tdv dAvOpdrwy xaTepyYaiOUEVOC. What becomes clear here,

is that both, the author and his cpponents,would atiribute the
passion and death of Christ to the Logos, but whereas the former
would expiain it in%erms of His humanity ,the latter would refuse
to make this clarification and consequently would imply a doctrine
of the passibility of Geod,

The precise way in which the author's addressees would explain
the death of Christ becomes clearer in AP02,6, where the author
argues against their réfusal to accept a rational nature in the
humanity of Christ on the grounds of Christ's sinlessness andi?he
assumption that human rational nature is by nature sinful. This
meang, that for the author's opponents the Logos had taken the place
of the rational nature of his humanity, and therefore in the death
of Christ one should see the separation of the Logos from his body
and on this basis speak of the death of the Logos. The author
attacks first the premises of his opponents. He argues that the
law of sin,and therefore the death which was incurred by it,was
the devil's work,which was introduced into human nature from outside,
and therefore it could in no way be described as natural. Man did
not sin by nature but by yielding to temptation , or by accepting
the devil's deceit,which is sown into man's intellectual and
rational nature from outside. It was precisely for this reason ,

says the author, that the Son of God came into the world, to
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loosen the works of the devil. He did not come to loosen the
natural constitution of man, but to reject the rejection which

had b%een sown intc it ard grew., Clearly the author links the
incarnation with soteriology, and emphasizes the rational and
intellectual asgpect of the humanity of Christ, because it was

on this aspect that the error of his addressees was focused,

His peint is that Christ’s humanity did not lack any aspect belong-
ing to its natural constitution., This,he saw :to be the obvious
implication of the Pauline statement, ®as through a man sin enter-
ed the world and through sin death, likewise through one man Jesus
christ the grace might reign through righteousness unto life
eternal? (Rom. 5:12,21).

But the theological objection of the author to his opponents’
view of the death of Christ'is advanced in APQ2,7 , where he argues
that God does not admit of death, and therefore is not Himself
in need of resurrection, but rather raises from the dead. On this
theological premise, the author points out the need .for the incarnat-
ion, or, as he puts it, the need for God to have something to offer
for us in death and 1life and which He may use to save, This, says
the author, is the humanity , which %he Logos of God assumed and
thereby became man and Saviour, Clearly, for the author it is God
the Logos who is the Subject active in the economy of Christ , but
the gsubject-matter of the economy,which includes the death and
the resurrection of Christ,is the humanity of Christ., This seems
to be the inner core of the author's dispute with his opponents,

and particularly the integrity of the humanity of Christ. For the
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aulthor any curtailment of the humaniity of Chris?% would imply
curtailment of the integrity of the economy. of salivation.

If Christ did not die a=nd <did nct rise again from the dead as
man)then)human death has not been abolished,nor is the resurrection
of humanity achieved, The reference in AP02,8 tc a “fleshly soul”
(buxiv capxixfv ) in Christ as part of the vocabulary of the author'’s
opponents, may well have been an attempt on their part to explain
the death of Christ in human terms, but as the author points out,
their rejection of an intellectual nature from Christ's humanity
{voepdv Uotwv,or didvoie ) indicates,that this death is not really
human. Besides, the distinction between "fleshly soul® and the
"mind’ is not a scriptural one. Matthew 10:28, I Pet., 3:19 clearly
indicate that the only distinction which can be maintained,is that
between the soul which cannot be killed,and the body which can

be so. However, %he separation of the soul from the body is
described by the author as the condemnation of death &ﬁg o ToD
ASdp Yuxfic év xatadiny avdtov xaveyoudvne AP02,9).

In APQ2,11 the author states that the faith in Christ envisages
passibility in impassibility, corruption in incorruption and
mortality in immortality (v6 madntdy €v dmabelq, T8 @daptdy Lv
dedapaia, T8 6vntéy €v doavaciq ). He interprets this in
incarnational soteriological terms., God the Logos took up the
human nature which was passible, corruptible and mortal,and
in his own righteousness He put it forward to suffer for all

and be for all. This human nature appeared from the side of men,

but it was entirely the humanity of God the Logos. 1In this way

the 1Logos became the firstborn among many brethren and the firstborn
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from the dead. So it is the passibility corruptibility and
mortality of the humanity of the Incarnate Logos which is displayed
in the ippassibility, incorrupiibility and immortality of the
Loges® Godhcod. In view of this,it is utterly wrong,says the
author, to say that Ged suffered through the flesh (5ed¢c 6.6 usa.pxdée
Exabev,0r & @ebc. & du1d capxdc mabdy ), as his opponents do, and
accepts the statement thatthe passion took place in His flesh
through God (ovd ©cob év capxf adtoB T8 =dboc y€yovew . Here again
it becomes obvious that God is the subject active in the suffering
of Chris£7but it is the flesh of Christ which undergoes this
suffering.
In AP02.,12 the author accuses his opponents of predicating

the passion of Christ to His Godhood and by implication to the
Trinity (i.e. they end up following the Valentinian position).

Fér him Christ is passible,because he is man,and impassible,
because he is also God. (87t mabnTéde & Xprotdg, Enetdi] BvOpwrog,
aradfic 6€ éme1df ®edég. ). The author's opponents could not accept
this view, because for them the double confession of the Godhood
and manhood of Christ could only imply that Christ was not one.

The author replies by drawing out the negative implications of

the positiom of his opponents. They ,he says, have but two options,
concerning the death and resurrection of Christ, either to regard
them as unreal phenomena (d8xnouv )Jas Marcion and the Gnostics,

or to call the Godhood of the Logos passible)as the Arians did,
Clearly, the dispute is primarily related to the Incarnation and
its soteriological aspects. But the crucial point in it seems to

be that of the impassibility of God. For the author God can be

the subject active in suffering but never the object., For his
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opponents God can be both the subject and the object of suffering.
| Following up his argumentation the author claims in AP02,13
thaﬁ in the Scriptures the passicn is introduced when the Lord is
degigrnated as man, ke is said Yo be tne Loges of God the Father,
wino is born in the flesh by the assunpticn of the form of the
servant and with the purpose %o bear away the passibility,
corruptibility and mortality of men. In no case is mortality,
or passibility,or any of these qualities attributed to the Godhead
without the mortal and passible body ( oddauol 6€ 6cdtne wmdboc
npoafetatl dfxa mdoxovrtoc oduatoc ). No trouble or sorrow are
exhibited without a human soul ( obte Tapaxfdv xal Adamy &xiudefxvuviat
ofxa Yvxfic Avmovuévne xaf Tapattouévne ), and no anxiety or
prayer is mentioned without a mind (obte &dnuovel xafl mpooedyxetal
dfxa voficewe ddnuovodone xaf ﬂpooevxouévngi)o

The same point is emphasized in AP02,14 where it is observed,
that the Lord Himself attributed the passion to Himself as Son of
man (Matth,17:12), and therefore to the flesh (xal & XSpioc 8¢ <6
nd8o¢ €€ Yio® dvopdmov Yatnou; desuvic 6€ T8 xatd odpxa). The
Scriptures never speak of the suffering of God through the flesh,
but of the blocd)or the sufferingsor the resurrection of God’'s
body! (d:ﬁ 0 dywot I'pagal.. alpa xaf nddoc xal dvdotaotv xnpT-
Tovo sy oduatog ©coB). The shedding of the blood points to the fleéh9
whilgt the cry on the cross signifies the soul which is separated
from the body and causes ibs mortification. For the author's
opponents it was the Godhood which left the body in the death of
Christ, and therefore the Godhood that died! But for him the Godhood
cannot die, and besides, the Godhood remained united with the

body which was left in the grave and the soul which descended into
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Hades. This he sees as being the prophetic Christological
statement ,"You will not abandon my soul in Hades, nor will You
give Your holy one to see corruption® (Ps. 15:10).

Three basic terms are used here to expound the death and
resurrection of Christ: "the soul”, "the body"” and”the Godhood®™,
Death involves the separation of the soul from the body, but the
Godhood remains united wifhibétho Thus the Godhood remains the
crucial eiement in the whole économy of the death of Cﬁrist,and
eventually becomes ﬂhe cause of gis resurfectiono It is in its
presence that the body is maintained incorruptible in the grave,
and the sbul descends into hades and exhibits her freedom by |
preaching to the 'souls Limprisoned_there aﬁd rising triumphant
ffom Hades® grip., Thus "man was.not séparated from God,nor did
God abandon man in the death of Chrisﬁ; Thevmértification of the
>body and the departure of the spirit could not be interpreted as
the transposition of the Godhood from the body,but as the separation
of the soul from the body , since it was ourvhuman déath which
was described there. If God was separaéed from fhe body, says the
author, then hov aid the body'exhibitfthe incorruption? and how
did the .resurrection from Mades occur? These events could not be
‘attributed to Cod , for this would be contréry to the witness of
the Scriptures., The Scriptures attribute these to the Incarnate
God, because in Him the passion took place ;ﬁd He is the Liberator
of man from the passion and death.. and He is the firstborn from

the dead,

In AP02,16 the author returns to his attack on the conception
of the incarnation which excludes the rational nature from the flesh

and therefore claims that God Himself was crucified! Far from
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suggesting a crucified God, the death of Christ demonstrates
the defiance of God ( tév ®cbv Woétnoav)because the flesh and
‘the soul were Cod“s° It was the temple of God which was attécked
at the death of Christ (according to John 2:19), or it was the
soul of the Logos which was delivered to death (according to
Is.53:12 -, and John 3:16). The mortificatibn of the body of Christ
was caused by the depérture of the human spirit or soui of
Christ (according to Luke 23:46 and John 19:30).. On this basis
the author vehemently rejects the view that Christ?s death implies
the separation of the Logos from the body (6 Adyoc dmexdpnoev Tob
oBuaTog ). ‘de conclusionsv he says, can bé be. drawn from this
view, both of them unacceptable and Arian! The first is that God
suffered (Pedv ﬂaﬁéﬂt@.)giand the second, that the Jews were able
fo oppose God and cause the dissplutioﬁ of the indissoluble
comixture of the Incarnation (xatd ©cob Toxvoav ot flouéqtou
ASocavteg Thv dAvtaov oﬁyxpaouw)o.ﬂad that happened, the body would
have been corrupted inhhe grave and the resurrection out of Hades
would not have been achieved. |
The same discussion is followed in A902917o Here the author
sumrs up his previous arguments and brings in new Scriptural evidence
 in support of his earlier claim,that the spirit which departed
from the body of Christ at the cross Qas His soul. He Basically
argues that agcording to the Scriptures the.gpirit and the soul
are synonymous terms (Tthy dYuxhv mvelua oboay caplic aft dyiat
paoaf duddoxovoiry ). Thus he concludes Once more that the’
_ morfification of the body took place contemporaneously with the

departure of the spirit (éoui) , whilst God the Logos did not
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alter His position towards either of these two constitutive
elements of the human nature, or towards God His Father whereby
He exhibited His immutability (®coV Tob Abyov &pexaeémwg gxovtoc
xpbc Te TE obua, mpdc Te why Yuxfdv, nebde te €avtdy Buta elg Ty
8oy To¥ latpde &v EmidelEet dtpentédintoc ). He rounds up

this conclusion with a compréhensive soteriological statement
which présents Christ's death in terms of the human form which

He assumed at His incarnation:

"pgnd in that form which is ours, and which

was made in Him, He there depicted our own

death, so that in It, He might also demons-

trate the resurrection which should take

place on our behalf, by exhibiting His soul

on returning from Hades, and His body fron

the grave, that in death He might destroy

death by the exhibition of a soul, and in

the grave might abolish corruption by the

burial of the body, exhibiting immortality

and incorruption from Hades and- from the

grave, having traversed our path in the

form which is our own and unloosed that

hold which pressed heavily upon us. And here-

in lay the wonder, for in this the grace was

bestowed”. ‘

In APO1,18 the author recapitulates his doctrine on the
suffering and death of Christ, as he exposes the dialectical way
ofthinking and arguing of his opponeﬁts, They ask in a dialectical
- fashion , he says, "whether the one who suffered and was crucified
is God, or man", bécause they really want to deny both alternatives,
by accusing the former as Arian and the latter as Jewish, and to
introduce their own middle position. For the author, however, the
truth is not eétablished in this way. The way is the N.T. kerygma

in which the divine , Who sprang ineffably from the Father, is

said to have been also born eschatologically from the Virgin. Thus



neither God is disbelieved, nor the birth of the flesh is denied -
thlst by the term flesh the whole harmony of the constitution of
man is meant with the exception of sin. And the author goes on to
add that in the scriptures the passidn is interconnected with the
name of man , whereas the immortality and ineffability of the Logos.
is clearly confessed and therefore the Logos is declared to be God
"and also to have been generated as man, so that the same One may
be related to both God and man naturally and ’bruly° He is God in
His vivifying beneficence and miraculous power, ané also man in His
‘human com-passions and weaknesses. As'God‘He exhibits immortelity,
incorruptibility and immutability. But as mén He is ﬁaaled to the
Cross, and sheds blood, and His body is buried, and descends into
~Hades and rises again from the dead. Thus, Christ has been raised
ffom the dead and as God He Himself raises up the dead.

In AP01919, the concluding chapter of this treatise, the
author includes two statements toﬁching upon the subject of this
investigation. Firstly he repudiates those who attribute the passion
of Christ to‘the Godhead és vain., And finally he says thét9 "éince
Christ suffered f§r us in the flesh eveéeryone shéﬁld arm himself
‘with the same mind and do not exert himself (with dialecticél mental
-gymnastics) any further so as to reject the truth.

Two main points of doctrine emerge froﬁ this_treatiée concerning
tﬁe'suffering and death of Christ9 which are“emphasized by the author
against the Christological errors of his opponents.

(a) Both the suffering and death of Christ are attributed ef Him
as rﬁan° They refer to His humanity which is invariably déscribed as

flesh or the form of the servént and includes both soul and body.
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More particularly, Christ's death is to be undefstood as involving
the separation of the soul from the ‘body9 although neither of them
is separated from the Godhead of the Logos. This psybhoésomatic
model of death is defendéd against fhe models of the'author°s oppon-
ents, which.cleérly imply theopaschétism'and even entértain_the
notion of the death of God! -

(b) In as much as Christ is God who has also become man without
ceasing to be God, Christ is also impassiblé aﬁd immoftalo This
primarily refers to His Godhood whicﬁ remains the real basis of His
victory over suffering ;.corruption and death -as man.

Obviously this doctrine on Christ's suffering and death is
closely intergdnnected with the éuthor“s doctrine of the Incarnation
"which is centred upon the unity of Godhéod ahd_manhood in the One
Pefson of the diyine Logos, the God»maﬁa }ndeed it should be said

-that without this Incarnational context this doctrine of suffering

" and death would not have been developped.
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V.4. Final Comparisons and @onclusions

It is obvious that the doctrines of death in APOl and
APO2 are very closely connected, both conceptually and.liﬂ=
guistically. The only difference;between them is to be seen
in the fact that whereas AP0l uses two linguistic models, the
Pmonistic® model of "body"” or "flesh® and the dualistic model
of "body-soul™ for describing the death of Christ's humanity,
APO2 uses only the second model. The use of two models in APOl
is actually demanded by the debate of fhe author with his adver—
saries. The first one is used against the notion of an uncrea-

ted flesh or body which is regarded as heavenly and homoousios

with the Godhead, and the latter, against thé view that the
flesh of Christ was mere flesh deprived of a soul or the inner
- man, the mind. The fact that APOl can use such models in the
same work demonstrates that for him terms are not his primary
consideration. His basic intuitions are ftwo, namely , that
the death of Christ is truly human,and that it is attributed to
the Logos because the flesh (body-soul) in which it occurs is
His and He is the Christ.. The author of APO2 .shares exactly :
the same intuitions,and the fact that he only employs the
body-soul model for describing the death of Christ’s humanity
is simply based on the demands made on him by his opponents,

' The two basic fheological concerns of APOl and APO2 relating
to the understanding of the death of Christ are identical with
those of Athanasius as we have already seen in our previous
investigations.. The only difference is that in APO1&2 we havé
iinguistic material which is not avéilable.9 though not impossible,

in Athanasius. Could this not be explained by reference to
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the fact that the questions which APOl and APO2 are attempting
to answer had not been put to Athanasius when he wrote the
works which expounded his understanding of Christﬂs deafh?

If the language of death in APOYl and APO2 is not impoésible

for Athanasius, and if there is no evidence that the guestion |
of the human-soul of Christ in death.had been put to him, and
if the basic intuitions éf the doctrine of the Aeath of Christ
in APO1l and APOé.are thoroughly Afhanasian,.and»finally if,
.generally speaking, Athanasius doés~not werk with rigid linguistic
models, should we not conclude that the doctrine of Christ's
.death_in the two APO cannot be used against theirf Athanasien

patéernity as it was claimed by various critics?




